






CGP was also described as less of an administrative burden, partly due to reduced HUD
oversight. However, the Executive Director also expressed concern about the diminished role
of HUD in the new program. Given the amount of money that is distributed under CGP, he
believes HUD should be weaning agencies more gradually from its previously strict oversight.
The continuous round of approvals that was required under CIAP has disappeared. The annual
Field Office visits have disappeared as well. Since CGP started, only one HUD monitoring visit
has occurred in two years.

While the AHA has always had a good relationship with the HUD Field Office staff,
agency staff are now unsure who is their prime CGP contact at HUD. In recent months, the
Executive Director reported that his staff are referred to different Field Office personnel when
they call with technical questions. They understand that this problem is as much the result of
changes and reductions in HUD Field Office staff as it is the result of changes that ensued from
CGP. Although concern was expressed about HUD staffing, there has been no delay in
approvals from the HUD Field Office.6

The Executive Director is confident that his agency is doing a good job in administering
CGP; under such circumstances, he is not overly concerned about the lack of HUD monitoring.
However, he worries that the potential is always there for ". . HIID to swoop in and say we've
made a mess of something. " As a result, he and his staff are careful to consult with HUD
whenever they do have a question to make sure they are adhering to program rules.

HUD Field Office staff would like to have greater control over how housing authorities
spend CGP funds. In the case of Amsterdam, for example, there is no question that they would
have approved a new community center. However, the HUD representative questioned the
planned location of the building, saying that she was concerned that the site was too small to
accommodate such a structure. Because the Authority was able to show that the residents had
raised no objections to the site, HUD was not in a position to tell them to find another location.

Overall, the HUD Field Office representative indicated that Amsterdam was spending its
CGP funds at an appropriate rate. While she criticized the quality of the AHA's 1994 Annual
Statement for its incompleteness, she noted that this submission coincided with the departure of
the modernization coordinator. A revised annual statement, prepared with the assistance of an

outside consultant, was acceptable.

3. MonpRxrzATroN Srnlrscms AND SppNon{c PlrrpnNs

3.1 Overall Strategy and Rationale

The AHA modernization coordinator and the Executive Director indicated that their
modernization strategy is simple-to plan three to four years ahead for the significant

oThe HUD Field Office Representative stated that there had recently been a shift in the responsibilities of the
Field Office engineers. Amsterdam was assigned a different engineer from the one that the agency had worked with
previously.
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investments that must be made to keep properties in good working order. These items include
replacing heating systems, windows, or roofs. Once they know that funds are available to
address major repairs and replacements, they look at other items, which often focus on the
"quality of life" concerns of the residents. These can include everything from the new
community building which will soon be constructed, to smaller items such as installing
doorbells and replacing locks. With the advent of CGP, the Authority has had increased
discretion (and funds) to provide residents with more "amenities."

3.2 Coordination of CGP with Other Funding Sources

As Exhibit 5 shows, the Authority anticipated receiving $319,904 per year for the first
five years of the CGP program. No other modernization funds were reflerted in their initial
Five-Year PIan.

However, as Exhibit 5 also shows, funds for modernuation were signfficantly greater in
FY 1994 than was estimated in the Five-Year Plan. First, the actual CGP grant was $37,000
more than anticipated (a total $357,055 in FY 1994). This grant accounted for 53 percent of
funds actually available for modernization that year. In addition, the Authority had more than
$316,500 in modernuation funds available from other sources, including $179,963 in CIAP
money (FY l99l and FY 199'2) that was spent during the course of the year and $136,600 in
operating funds budgeted for non-routine maintenance or betterments and additions.

This level of modernization funding will probably not continue into future years. The
CGP coordinator said that, at the end of FY 1994, the agency had closed out its FY 1991 CIAP
grant. All planned work items under the FY 1992 grant had been completed, with just over
$100,000 remaining. The agency will probably select some of the work items that had been
programmed to occur in years three to five of the CGP and have the work done earlier using
the remaining CIAP money. Finally, the Authority had traditionally used operating income to
pay for items that they were not sure HUD would be willing to fund under CIAP. With the
increased spending discretion under CGP, the amount of operating income devoted to
modernization may be reduced.

3.3 Specific Spending Patterns

Exhibit 6 shows that AHA has performed no comprehensive modernization under the
CIAP or CGP programs. All of its modernization work has been for special purpose or
emergency projects.

Exhibit 7 shows hard cost spending patterns under CGP as proposed in the original Five-
Year Plan and in the 1994 Annual Statement. In Year 1 of CGP (FY 1993), 98 percent of
Priority I hard cost needs listed in the PNA were to be addressed. These items included $25,500
in work items to meet Section 504 requirements, as well as items related to safety, security, and
energy improvements. The most significant expenditure in Year I was the replacement of a

generator at the New Amsterdam elderly high-rise development.
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Exhibit 5
Sources of Funding for Modernization

Amsterdam Housing Authority

Anticipated CGP and Non-CGP Funds by Year (From Initial Five Year Plan)

Year CGP Non-CGP
Funds

Total

FY t992 N/A N/A N/A

FY 1993 $319,904 0 $319,904

FY 1994 319,904 0 319,904

FY 1995 319,904 0 319,904

FY 1996 319,904 0 319,904

Fv 1997 319,904 0 319,904

Sources of Funds for Modernization Needs (Detail from FY 1994 Annual Statement/PHA Documents)

Source Listed in
Statement

(Y/N)

Amount Percent
of Total

CGP Formula Y $357,055 53%

CGP Emergency/Disaster Reserve N/A

Continuing CIAP Programs (not reprogrammed)
Estimate of Actual Spending

N 179,963 27

Reprogrammed CIAP Funds N/A

MROP N/A

URD N/A

Operating income used for betterments & additions
or non-routlne malntenance

N 136,600 20

Section 8 reserves used for capital improvements
and equipment

N/A

Modernization staff salaries from non-CGP sources N/A

Other (List)

Total $673,618 100%
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Exhibit 6
Concentration of Modernization Spending (CIa.p compared to CGP)

Amsterdam Housing Authority

* No comprehensive modernization work occured in Amsterdam

I
t

Year/ Source

Modernization Types*

Comprehensive
Scope

Selected Work
Items/Special

Purpose
Total

FY 91 CIAP
Projects/Unirs
Dollars

0
$0

(0%)

2/265
$536.t22
(roo%)

2t265
$536,122
(1oo%)

FY 92 CIAP
Projects/Units
Dol.lars

0

$o
(o%)

2t265
$656,627
(1OO%)

21265
$656,627
(roo%)

FY 93 CGP Annual Statement
and 5-Year PIan

0

$o
(o%)

2t265
$2rr,934
(1OO%)

21265
$2r r,934
(100%)

FY 94 0

$0
(o%)

1/190
$24,434
(too%)

l/190
$24,434
(too%)

FY 95 0

$0
(o%)

21265
$202,500
(too%)

2t265
$202,500
(roo%)

FY 96 0

$0
(o%)

2t265
$l 59,500
(roo%)

2t265
$1 59,500
(too%)

FY 97 0

$0
(o%)

2i265
$232,934
(too%)

2t265
$232,e34
(roo%)

FY 1994 Annual Statement 0
$0

(o%)

1/190
24,434
(too%)

l/190
24,434
(too%)
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Exhibit 7
Patterns of CGP Hard Cost Spending and Comparison with Need (i\rlandates vs. Discretionary)

Amsterdam Housing Authority

Spending
Priorities

and
Man&tes

Planned Expenditures: FY 1993 Annual Statement and Five Year Plan
FY 94 Annual

StatementFY 1992 FY 1993 FY 1994 FY 1995 FY 1996 FY t997

Dollars % Dollars % Dollars % Dollars % Dollars % Dollars % Dollars %

Priority I N/A 208,500 98 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

All other N/A 3,434 2 24,434 100 202,5U lm 159,500 lm 232,934 100 24,434 lm
Total N/A 2tt,934 1m 24,434** 100 202,500 lm 159,500 lm 232,934 100 24,434** 100

LBP
Testing

N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A

LBP
Abatement

N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A

Section 504 N/A 25,5U t2 0 0 0 0 0

** Hard cost expenditures in FY 1994 are low because the majority of CGP funds in that year were targeted to the construction of a new community
building as part of the New Amsterdam Garden Apartments. This is a non-dwelling structure and so is not reflected under CGP hard cost spending
in FY 1994.
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In subsequent years of the plan, AHA will address needs ranked as Priority 2 or lower.
The FY 1994 Annual Statement shows, overall, that planned expenditures have not sffied since
the Five-Year Plan was developed. One important Priority 2 item that is being attended to in
FY 1994 is the construction of the new community center for the New Amsterdam garden
apartments.T Other items to be addressed at the New Amsterdam apartments n 1994 include
resealing the parking lot, replacing mail slots, and providing bathroom heaters in some units.

As Exhibit 7 suggests, HUD mandates regarding lead-based paint testing and abatement
or Section 504 requirements have had little effect on CGP spending pattems. As noted earlier,
lead-based paint testing done at the Authority during the 1980s revealed that no abatement was
required. Most of the work required to meet Section 504 requirements was completed during
the last two years of CIAP. More than one-half of the Authority's FY 1992 CIAP money was
devoted to 504 modifications (see Exhibit 8).

3.3.1 Spending Differences by Development Type

Exhibit 9 shows that needs and spending differ significantly at Amsterdam's two
developments. Twenty percent of needs identified in the PNA were associated with the Stratton
Apartments (a 75-unit elderly high-rise), while 80 percent of needs were associated with New
Amsterdam Apartments, the 19O-unit development that includes an elderly high-rise building and
garden apartments for families. The PNA indicates that needed hard cost improvements are just
under $3,500 per unit at New Amsterdam, compared to $2,300 per unit at Stratton.

The fact that the New Amsterdam development is older and larger than the Stratton
apartments explains some of the difference in need. Authority staff also attribute the difference
to the higher costs associated with operating family-occupied garden apartments. In general,
turnover is higher in the garden apartments, as is the wear-and-tear on the units.

Over a five-year period, planned hard cost spending at the two developments will match
identified hard cost needs, with 20 percent of spending targeted to Straffon and 80 percent to
New Amsterdam. The FY 1993 and 1994 Annual Statements show, however, that the New
Amsterdam development will receive 93 percent of all planned hard cost dollars in the first two
years of CGP.

3.3.2 Other Patterns of Hard Cost Spending

Exhibit l0 shows that annual spending for security and energy conservation improvements
will vary over the Five-Year Planning period. In FY 1993 and L994, $10,000 or less will be

spent each year on hard cost items related to security or energy conservation. During these
years, CGP funds will pay for such modest improvements as weatherstripping exterior doors and

TThe cost of the new center, an estimated $258,000, is not reflected in hard cost spending in FY 1994. It is
falls under the category of non-dwelling expenditures.

15



Exhibit E- Comparative Data on CIAP Spending Patterns (f"f 1991 and Ff 1992)

Amsterdam Housing Authority
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Mandates versus Other

LBP Testing 0 0 0 0

LBP Abatement 0 00 0

Section 504 Compliance $121,815 23 $350,927 53

Other Spending 414,307 77 305,700 47

Total Planned Expenditures 536,122 LOO% 656,627 t00%

16
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Exhibit 9
Patterns of CGP Hard Cost Spending and Need (Specific Development Types)

Amsterdam Housing Authority

II

Development TYpe Physical Needs Assessment* Planned Hard Cost Expenditures
FY 1993 - FY 1997

FY 93 and 94 Annual Statement

Dollars % Per Unit Dollars % Per Unit Dollars % Per Unit

Size of Development

large 0 0 0 0 0 0 o 0 0

Medium 831,302 100 3,137 83r,302 100 3,137 236,368 100 892

Small 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

All 831,302 tN% 3,137 831,302 tw% 3,137 236,368 |W% 892

Occupancy Type

Family 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Elderly 171 ,634 20 2,288 171,634 20 2,288 15,500 7 207

Mixed 659,668 80 3,472 659,668 80 3,4',t2 220,868 93 1162

All 831,302 tN% 3,137 831,302 IAOVo 3,13',1 236,368 IOOVo 892

Resident Management Status

Resident-Managed 0 0 0 0 o 0 0 0 0

Not Resident-Managed 831,302 lm 3,137 831,302 lm 3,137 236,368 100 892

All 831,302 too% 3,137 831,302 |W% 3,137 236,368 tN% 892

Development lype

Rental 83t,302 100 3,t37 831,302 100 3,r3',1 236,368 100 892

Thrnkey 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 o

Mutual Help 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Bond Financed 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 o 0

All 831,302 too% 3,137 831,302 tw% 3,137 236,368 tN% 892
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Exhibit 10
Patterns of CGP Hard Cost Spending (Other Specific Uses)

Amsterdam Housing Authority

l8

Category Planned Expenditures: FY 1993 Annual Statement and Five Year Plan FY 1994

Annual
StatementFY 1992 FY 1993 FY 1994 FY 1995 FY 1996 FY 1997

Dollars % Dollars % Dollars % Dollars % Dollars Vo Dollars % Dollars %

Unit Adaptations N/A 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 o 0 0 0 0

Demolition/Conversion N/A 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Security and Drug Elimination N/A 3,000 1 0 0 5 000 3 30,000 l9 40,000 l7 0 0

Redesign in High-Need Developments N/A 0 0 0 0 0 0 o 0 0 0 0 0

Enerry Conservation Improvements N/A 3,434 I 10,700 44 0 0 110,000 69 2,800 I 10,700 44

Renovations of l-ong Vacant Units N/A 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
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providing a security system in the common area of one elderly high-risc. In later years (FY 1996
and FY 1997), the Authority plans more significant security and energy improvements, such as

replacing the windows and entry locks at the Stratton Apartments and providing exterior fencing
and a voice-activated buitding access system at the New Amsterdam high-rise.8

3.3.3 Overall CGP Spending

As Exhibit I I shows, with the exception of FY 1994, the Authority will spend from one-
half to three-fourths of its estimated CGP budget on hard cost improvements to its developments.
(In FY 1994, only 8 percent is devoted to dwelling structure hard costs, while 70 percent is

devoted to the construction of a new community building, a non-dwelling structure cost item.)

As allowed by HUD regulations, Amsterdam will devote the maximum l0 percent of
CGP funds to PHA-wide management and 7 percent to PHA-wide administration. Except for
1994, AHA will spend anywhere from 4 to 27 percent per year on non-dwelling items. This
includes improvements to an existing community room, hallways, entryways, and other common
spaces of the developments. Six percent per year of the CGP budget is devoted to architectural
and engineering services, which will cover consultant seruices to help implement the CGP
program as well as to prepare specifications for various work items.

At the time the plan was prepared, the Authority did not intend to put any funds into
reserve. However, the Executive Director indicated that he is now considering putting some
funds into a replacement reserves account. He has some concerns about pufting CGP funds in
reserve, however, for fear that HUD will eventually recapture the money.

3.3.4 Spending for Management Needs

Amsterdam's planned spending for management needs between FY 1993 and FY 1997

totals $159,950 - the same amount that was identified in the Management Needs Assessment
(see Exhibit l2(a)). With the exception of a proposed job training program for residents, all
of the management improvements listed in the MNA are currently underway or have been

completed.

Amsterdam's plan indicates that the agency will spend 43 percent of management
improvement funds on security - specifically for foot patrols that operate during the evening
hours. About 35 percent was planned to be devoted to resident programs, with the lion's share
of this paying for a services coordinator for frail elderly residents. Also proposed was a job
training program for residents; while still listed in the 1994 Annual Statement, this has not been
implemented. The AHA modernization coordinator also mentioned that the agency was working
to comply with the Section 3 requirements. At present, two of AHA's contractors have hired

8The spending for security may reflect resident concerns about safety. Some elderly residents mentioned a

recent assault on a neighbor. It was also mentioned that the Section 8 office had been recently vandalized.
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Exhibit L1

Patterns of Total CGP Spending (By Budget Category)

Amsterdam Housing Authority

20

Category Planned Expenditures: FY 1993 Annual Statement and Five Year Plan FY 94 Annual
StatementFY 1992 FY 1993 FY 1994 FY 1995 FY 1996 FY 1997

Dollars % Dollars % Dollars % Dollars % Dollars Vo Dollars d/o Dollars d/o

EXPENSE CATEGORY

Hard Cost For Physical Needs N/A 211,934 66 24,434 8 202,500 63 159,500 50 232,934 73 24,434 7

PHA-wide Management N/A 31,990 l0 3l ,990 l0 31,990 10 31 ,990 l0 31 ,990 10 31 ,990 9

PHA-wide Non- Dwelling N/A 35,000 1l 222,504 70 44,434 t4 87,434 27 14,000 4 258,218 72

PHA-wide Administration N/A 22,393 7 22,393 7 22,393 7 22,393 7 22,393 1 23,319 l
PHA-wide Other N/A 18,587 6 18,587 6 18,587 6 18,587 6 18,587 6 19,094 5

Replacement Reserves N/A 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Grand Total N/A too% 3t9,9U too% 319,9U l00Vo 319,9U 100% 319,9U 100% 319,9M 100% 357,055 100%

Category pfsnned Expenditures: FY 1992 Annual Statement and Five Year Plan FY 94 Annual
StatementFY 1992 FY 1993 FY 1994 FY 1995 FY 1996 FY 1997

Dollars Vo Dollars Vo Dollars % Dollars d/o Dollars % Dollars Vo Dollars %

"OTHER" DETAIL N/A

Audit N/A

Liquidated Damages N/A

Fees and Cost (A&E) N/A 18,587 6 18,5 87 6 18,587 6 18,587 6 18,587 6 19,094 5

Site Acquisition N/A

Relocation N/A

Total Other N/A 18,587 6Vo 18,5 87 6% 18,587 6% 18,587 6% 18,587 6Vo 19,094 5Vo
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Exhibit l2(a)
Pafferns of CGP Spending (Management)

Amsterdam Housing Authority

LroIlZlfS ," :,r9fgq[lt,:: ,,' ,Lr0IIars I::glVgIIL .rtrtlJtrllt

Planned Management Spending

PHMAP Deficiencies (Mandatory)

PHMAP Deficiencies (Optional)

Other Deficiencies (Mandatory)

Other Improvements (Optional) 159,950 100 159,950 r00 63 980, 100

Total Management 159,950 100 159,950 100 63,980 100

Planned Management Spending for Resident-Oriented Programs

Resident Management / Homeownership 0 0 0 0 0 0

4,500 3 4,500 3Capacity-Building and Training 4,500 7

0 0 0Section 3 @conomic and Business Development) 0 0 0

50,000 31 50,000 3l 20 000, 31Resident Social Services

54,500 34 54,500 34 24,5W 38Total Resident Programs

69,092 43 69,090 43 6,090 9Planned Management Spending for Security and Drug Elimination

2l



residents to work on Authority-related projects. Amsterdam will make this a requirement with
all future contracts.

Exhibit 12(b) shows spending for management improvements that are targeted at
upgrading Authority operations. The Authority proposes staff training in the area of
maintenance operations, occupancy, and computers. They will also employ consultants to assess

their maintenance operation and to examine the extent to which they have been meeting OSHA
standards.

4. Stnmr.my aNo CoxcLUSroNS

The Authority operates a small but successful Comprehensive Grants Program. Prior
success in securing and effectively spending CIAP money, combined with the fact that the
developments required no lead-based paint testing or abatement, allowed the agency to begin the
CGP planning process with relatively modest modernization needs. The promise of $1.6 million
in CGP dollars over a five-year period, and the increased discretion that the program offers,
gave the Authority the opportunity to plan ahead and to consider funding "quality of life
improvements" as well as management improvements that may not have been possible under
CIAP.

The Executive Director is satisfied with the level of funding that has been provided.
Indeed, it would appear that, at times, he may be searching for additional ways to spend the
money that is currently available for modernization. This may explain the fact that no one at
the agency was concerned about receiving less modernization money under CGP than under
CIAP; there is still ample money to address the agency's modernization needs.

The director would like to put some funds in reserve, particularly because he is
concerned about that HUD funding will decline in future years. At the same time, he indicated
that, in placing funds in reserve, he may risk having those funds recaptured at a later date.
Concern was also expressed regarding the lack of HUD oversight that has accompanied the CGP
program.

The HUD Field Office representative echoed the Executive Director's concern about
HUD monitoring, and noted that when the final rule goes into effect program oversight will
increase. She is aware of one Authority in her region that is now putting CGP funds into
reserve accounts and expects that some others will follow suit shortly. She believes that many
of the housing authorities in the Buffalo region are receiving more money than they can spend

through the CGP program.
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Exhibit 12b
Patterns of Spending (Management Detail)

Amsterdam Housing Authority

r

Five Year Plan (FY 93-FY 97) FY 93, 94 Annual Statement

Expendihlres Mandatory Optional Total Mandatorv Optional Total

Needs Ascociated with PHMAP Deficiencies

Vacancy

Modemization

Uncollected R.ents

Energy Consumption

Unit Turnaround

Outstanding Work Orders

Inspection/Condition of Units

TARS

Operating Reserves

R.outine Operating Expense

Resident Initiatives

Development

Sub-total: PHMAP-R.elated Need 0 0 0 0 0 0

Percent of Total Management Need 0 0 0 0 0 o%

Other Management Ne€ds (by Functional Area)

Leasing and Ongoing Tenant Functions 0 0 0 0 0 0

Property Mansgement 0 9,950 9,950 0 9,050 9,050

Admin/Finance/MIS/Communications 0 't,4@ 7,4@ 0 15,940 I 5,940

Personnel 0 16,950 16,950 0 6,400 6,4{n

R.esident Services 0 54,500 54,500 0 24,5N 24,500

Security 0 69,090 69,090 0 6,090 6,090

Other/Misc 0 2,000 2,000 0 2,000 2,000

Sub+otal: Other Needs 0 159,950 159,950 0 63,980 63,980

Percent of Total Management Need o% l0o% t0r)% o% rN% r0o%

Total Management Need 0 159,950 159,950 0 69,980 69,980
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Gila River
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CGP Casp Sruov
GIla Rrwn HousrNc Aurnomry

Prepared by
Gretchen Locke, Abt Associates Inc

1. IHA BacxcRor;ND lNn CuanacrERJsTrcs

The Gila River Indian Community is located 45 miles southwest of Phoenix, Arizona.
The reservation's population of approximately 9,000 is primarily made up of Pima and Maricopa
Indians, with small numbers from other tribal groups. Estimates of average household income
range from $3,800 per year (according to Gila River Housing Authority staff) to $8,100 per year
(according to a Bureau of Indian Affairs (BIA) household survey). Both sources agree that
unemployment, estimated at 60 to 65 percent, is a significant problem. Tribal government is
the key source of jobs, employing about 300 people. An additional 250 people work for the
tribe's farm operation, and an industrial park along the interstate at the northern edge of the
reservation also provides some employment. Despite the relative proximity to Phoenix, few
reservation residents seek employment outside the reservation, because most lack reliable
transportation. The condition of the housing stock on the reservation is poor. The local BIA
housing program estimates that 40 percent of reservation's 1,600 housing units are substandard,

due to physical deterioration and overcrowding. Drug and alcohol abuse, gang activity, and
crime (generally thef$ are also significant problems in the community.

The Gila River Housing Authority (GRHA) is based in the town of Sacaton. The
agency's 75 staff members administer 696 low-rent and 405 Mutual Help units in 32

developments on the 1,80O-square-mile reservation. As shown in Exhibit l, the housing stock
is relatively new; almost two-thirds of the units have been constructed since 1981. Just over
one-third of the units are in rowhouse developments, while the remaining units are single-family
homes. Roughly 42 percent of the units are located in small developments with fewer than 49

units, and 58 percent are in developments of 50 to 199 units. The stock is predominantly family
housing (95 percent).

GRHA has had significant management problems in recent years. HUD management
reviews and audits have identified 25 (according to Authority staff) to 40 (according to HUD
Field Office staf! findings, most related to financial operations. There has been frequent
turnover in Executive Directors and senior staff, resulting in a lack of continuity in agency
priorities and program implementation. The IHA's board has recently taken an active role in
ensuring management improvements by bringing in new staff; with CGP funds, the board has

hired a management consultant to conduct a comprehensive assessment of all agency operations
and help resolve identified problems. The board has also been actively involved in the
implementation of CGP; the CGP coordinator reports directly to the board at monthly CGP
meetings.



Exhibit 1

Overview of IHA Characteristics
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Gila River Housing Authority

Number of Public Housing Developments and Units
Size of Staff (Iotal)
Number of Modernization Staff
PHMAP Score:
Recently Troubled: (Y/N)
Mod Troubled: (Y/N)
Vacancy Rate at Comprehensive Plan:
Number of Resident-Managed Developments :

32 I l,t0t
75
3

N/A
N/A
N/A
t3%
0

I
I

Characteristics of the Stock - Distribution Unis Percent

Age of Development

Pre-1940 0 0Vo

1941-1960 0 0%

l96l-1980 398 36%

1981 or later 703 &%
Total I.101 roo%

Structure Type

Detached/Semi-Detached 678 62%

Row 423 38%

Walk-up 0 0%

Elevator 0 0Vo

Mixed 0 0%

Total 1.101 tw%
Development Program

Rental 696 63%

Turnkev III 0 0%

Mutual help 405 37 Vo

Sec/23-bond financed 0 0%

Total 1.101 rN%
Occupancv Tvpe

Family 1,041 95%

Elderlv 60 5%

Mixed 0 0%

Total 1,101 r00%

Development Size

Small (1-49 units) 463 42%

Medium (50-199 units) 638 58%

Large (200+ units) 0 0%

Total 1,101 lNVo

')
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Other operational issues the agency staff face include the following:

Vacancies, amounting to 13 percent of the agency's units, which are largely
attributed to the local perception that some low-rent subdivision developments are
unsafe. New residents have refused to move to these communities, and the
vacant units have become targets of vandalism;

Rent delinquencies, estimated at $250,000 ($200,000 attributed to low-rent tenants
and $50,000 to Mutual Help homebuyers);

Deferred maintenance, due to loss of income has resulted in units needing of
major repair despite the relatively new housing stock.

GRHA will not use any other funding sources to supplement CGP funding for physical
and management improvements. Based on available records, it appears that the only CIAP
funding received by GRHA since FY 1984 was a grant of $1,009,590 in FY 1986. This grant
amounted to only a about a third of the grants GRHA will receive each year under CGP (see

Exhibit 2).

The Comprehensive Grant Program got a slow start in Gila River due to staff turnover
and changing priorities. It was difficult to compile a complete picture of the evolution of the
CGP for this assessment because of the turnover and a lack of documentation. Iocal Authority
staff and HUD Field Office staff were able to provide only some of the early program
documents. The maintenance supervisor is on medical leave and was not available for an

interview for this assessment. Other interview respondents also proved difficult to contact, and
tribal officials did not respond to repeated requests for interviews.

The only comprehensive set of documents available for review consisted of a Physical
and Management Needs Assessment, a Five-Year Plan, and a two-year annual statement
(covering FY 1994-95), all completed in 1994. Annual Statements for FY 1992 and FY 1993

were also reviewed, although there were no corresponding planning documents for comparison.
The FY 1993 statement largely duplicates work identified in the FY 1992 statement. According
to the coordinator, this was because virtually no progress was made on the FY 1992 work in the
first year. The recent planning documents, while more comprehensive than earlier versions, are

still very general. Estimated costs for individual work items are not included, and the Five-Year
Plan does not detail planned activities by development. The FY 1993 and FY 1994-95 Annual
Statements are the only documents that provide some development-tevel detail on work items

and costs and, as a result, are the primary documents used for this case study. In addition, the

case study relies on respondents' descriptions of earlier plans and events. Comparisons of the

Physical and Management Needs Assessments and Five-Year Plans with subsequent annual

statements are not possible for this site.
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Exhibit 2

Funding Overview:
Sources and Amounts of HtlD Modernization Funding

Gila River Housing Authority
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Fiscal Year CIAP MROP CGP TOTAL

FY 1984 0 0

FY 1985 0 0

FY 1986 $1, 009 590 $ 1,009,590

FY 1987 0 0

FY 1988 0 0

FY r989 0 0

FY 1990 0 0

FY 1991 0 0

FY 1992 s2,861,264 $2,861,264

FY 1993 2,861,264 2,861,264

FY 1994 2,963,012 2,863,012
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2. CGP PLa,r,nrnIG ^\D AnmrsrnLrrou

2.1 Physical Needs Assessment

According to the current CGP coordinator, the original Physical Needs Assessment
(PNA) for Gila River Housing Authority was compiled by the maintenance supervisor.
Inspection reports and the supervisor's experience with the CIAP program were the primary
sources of information for the PNA. The assessment was not comprehensive, according to the
coordinator, and it is unclear how the cost estimates were developed. Under this version of the
plan, mandates and the agency's oldest developments were to receive priority, followed by the
newer stock.

In the fall of 1993, just as staff were beginning to implement CGP, a new Executive
Director instructed the staff to target the agency's 75 vacant units before working on occupied
units and to use force account laborr (which had not been planned). This change in strategy
caused further delays in implementation. As of December 1994, GRHA had almost finished
preparing the vacant units for occupancy and was planning for the work on occupied units. CGP
staff had completed a revised Physical and Management Needs Assessment, Strategy Statement
and Five-Year Plan, which had been approved by HUD. The new assessments show an

estimated $17 million in need (as shown in Exhibit 3) and $14 million in expected funding.
Estimated per unit hard cost need ranged from $2,700 to $34,286 and appears to be strongly
related to development age; with a few exceptions, the older the development the higher the per
unit cost of the physical improvements.

The priority work items for both past work on vacancies and upcoming work on occupied
unrts are:

roofs;
replacement of poor quality evaporative coolers;
floor tile replacement;
kitchen cabinets,
plumbing and heating systems;
exterior upgrades; and
septic tank replacements.

Evaporative cooler and plumbing and fixture upgrades are necessary because of the extremely
poor water quality on the reservation. According to the modernization coordinator and others,
the water causes pipes, fixtures, and tile to deteriorate rapidly.

The current CGP documents indicate no planned spending for Section 504 improvements
or lead-based paint testing or abatement, although lead-based paint testing does appear in the
PNA's development-level detail for several developments. According to the CGP coordinator,

I The force account mechanism allows housing authorities to hire local labor directly rather than hiring
contractors.

o
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Exhibit 3
Overview of Physical Needs

Gila River Housing Authority

I The Executive Summary of Preliminary Costs indicates this amount in management needs, although the costs
of ilems identified in the Strategy Statement only sum to $955,0fi). The latter figure is used in the rpst of this
analysis.

I
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Budget Category

Hard Cost for Physical Needs $14,023,400 83

PHA-Wide Management Needs r.399.2m,1 8

PHA-Wide Non-Dwelling Structures and Equipment 900,000 5

PHA-Wide Administration 3525,000

PHA-Wide Other 0 0

Grand Total of PHA Needs 16,847,ffio tw%

Urgency of Need

Hard Coss Associated with Priority I Needs ND

Hard Cost Associated with Lower Priority Needs ND

Total rUJ%

Mandates

NDHard Cost Associated with Lead-Based Paint Testing

Hard Cost Associated with Lead-Based Paint Abatement 0

Hard Cost Associated with Section 504 0

Hard Cost Associated with Title VI Order 0

Hieh Need Developments

Hard Cost Associated with Developments with Costs in
Excess of 90 Percent of TDC

0

Rede.sign/ Reconstruction in High-Cost Developments 0

t:Extent:of Overall Need

S-Year Fundins Level/Total Need 0.8s

ND5-Year Funding/Priority I Hard Cost Need

511.25-Year Funding/Mandated Hard Cost Need (LBP/504/Title
vr)
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past lead-based paint testing indicated no abatement needs. Section 504 improvements are being
completed as needed, based on the needs of current occupants of units targeted for
modernization.

HUD Field Office staff involvement in the development of the PNA was minimal,
according to both GRHA and Field Office staff. The CGP coordinator commented that the HUD
construction specialists' approach to CGP seems to be, "there's the money; spend it. " The Field
Office's management staff is more involved in developing the Management Needs Assessment,
as described below. The Field Office construction specialist indicated that he reviewed
documents and provided some assistance in technical matters but otherwise left the responsibility
for identifying needs and setting priorities to the Authority. The construction specialist was not
aware of revisions to GRHA's needs assessments.

2.2 Management Needs Assssment

Gila River Housing Authority's Management Needs Assessment (MNA) focuses on
deficiencies identified in financial and compliance audits and management review findings. The
agency had received corrective action orders in numerous areas, including requirements to:

update agency policies and develop internal cash management controls;
improve monitoring of travel spending;
revise procedures for financial and personnel documents and HUD reporting;
improve investment management;
revamp maintenance procedures ;

reassess tenant ledgers, collection and eviction policies; and
examine conveyance procedures for Mutual Help units.

According to both HUD Field Office and GRHA staff, the Phoenix Field Office
management specialist assigned to Gila River was very involved in the development of the
MNA. The specialist said the Gila River staff developed draft documents for Field Office
review and comment. Authority staff then revised the drafts. According to the management
specialist, he wanted the Authority staff to address all problem areas comprehensively and to
identify specific strategies to address the problems. He acknowledged that Gila River has so far
been "pretty successful" in addressing management needs. From the Authority's perspective,
the CGP coordinator commented that the iterative process of developing the MNA was quite
time-consuming compared to the PNA development and review process.

Total management need at GRHA amounted to $955,000, largely in staff training (as

shown in Exhibit 4). The total cost of training is $725,000, or 76 percent of total management
need. The current Five-Year Plan identifies an extensive list of proposed training activities for
various department staffs, including senior management, accounting, and maintenance, as well
as for the GRHA board. Other management improvement items in the MNA are

Computer hardware and software, at $80,000; and
Security costs, at $150,000;

7
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Exhibit 4
Overview of Management Needs

Gila River
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Needs Associated with PHMAP Deficiencies @y
Indicator) 0 0 0 0

Vacancy 0 0 0 0

Modernization 0 0 0 0

Uncollected Rens 0 0 0 0

Energy Consumption 0 0 0 0

Unit turnaround 0 0 0 0

Outstanding Work Orders 0 0 0 0

lnspection/cond ition of units 0 0 0 0

TARS 0 0 0 0

Operating reserves 0 0 0 0

Routine operating expense 0 0 0 0

Resident initiatives 0 0 0 0

Development 0 0 0 0

1l.i,: ',.,$
,,.. ,, . ..,.N/ASub.-total: FHMAP Related Need , ,,,0 .,.: . 0.:

Other Management Needs @y Functional Area)

Leasing and Ongoing Tenant Functions
(outreach, waiting lists, eligibility,
collections, recertifications)

0 0 0 0

Property Management (maintenance,
inspections, and modernization)

0 0 0 0

Administration, Finance, MIS,
Communications

0 80 000 80 000, 8

Personnel (including training) 365,000 360,000 725,0N 76

Resident Services 0 0 0 0

Security 150,000 150,000 16

0

,, 0..

0

955.,000.:.

0

, 100.,,

Other/Misc

Sub-total: Other Needs

0

0 0 955,000 r00%Total Managenent Need



T

T

I
I
I
T

I
I

There are no identified resident seruices needs, although the agency has identified
$125,000 of the training funds discussed above for "Tenant Management" training. This training
will include topics such as counseling, public relations, communication, and IHA roles and
responsibilities; the training is intended to respond to resident complaints that some GRHA staff
are unprofessional and are not properly trained to work effectively with tenants and homebuyers.
Other proposed activities to benefit residents are:

Coordination of funding from the Pub1ic Housing Drug Elimination Program with
CGP funding for security; and

Development of a joint venture with the Arizona Conservation Corps to involve
reservation youth corps members in housing rehabilitation.

2.3 ResidentParticipation

The Gila River Indian Community participated in HUD's Model Cities program, and the
reservation's division into seven political units is a vestige of the Model Cities era. Each district
has a Resident Board and a committee structure that includes housing committees (one for BIA
housing and one for HUD housing). According to the CGP coordinator, the district housing
committees are part of the CGP "partnership," along with the tribal government's natural
resources and zoning committees.

District meetings were organized to discuss CGP and identify residents' concerns.
However, few residents participated in the CGP planning process, according to all interview
respondents. One resident, who described herself as "involved in the community," said that just
l0 residents (all homebuyers) had attended the CGP meeting in her area. She recalled that the
Authority had put up posters about the meetings and had mailed surueys to residents. She felt
the agency had made a real effort to provide people with opportunities to participate, but
residents had not chosen to get involved. Similarly, the HUD Field Office staff said Gila River
had made a good effort to encourage participation.

The strategy statement accompanying the current Five-Year Plan reviews the comments
made at the advance meetings and public hearings, and indicates that resident input was

incorporated into planned activities. For example, GRHA staff had assumed that security would
be a concern IHA-wide. l-ow-rent program tenants (especially elderly tenants) living in
subdivisions did feel security should be a high priority; however, residents in scattered-site,
Mutual Help developments were less concerned about security and more interested in new roofs
and exterior improvements. These preferences were incorporated into the Authority's plans.

The review of public comments also reveals resident concerns about the initial
implementation of the CGP. Residents commonly questioned why so little work had been
accomplished after two years and why residents are not more involved in the process. Staff
explained that the apparent delays are due to the fact that vacant units are being repaired first.
Regarding participation in the CGP planning process, residents at one meeting argued that turn-
out at the CGP planning meetings is poor because residents believe the agency has not followed
through on promises made at past meetings. In response, the Strategy Statement indicates the
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residents who attended the series of advance meetings and public hearings were invited to form
a committee to represent residents in overseeing the CGP.

The resident interviewed for this case study described the meeting she attended as
productive. The Authority staff listened to the needs and priorities identified by the residents,
rather than presenting a prepared list of planned activities. The residents identified wiring and
evaporative cooler work as the priorities for their development of l5 scattered-site Mutual Help
homes. Security was also a concern, but it was considered a lower priority work item.

2.4 l-ocal GovernmentParticipation

According to the CGP coordinator and the current Strategy Statement, GRHA staff met
with the tribal council to discuss CGP plans. Tribal officials did not respond to requests for
interviews, so no additional details are available.

2.5 Perspectives on CGP Administration and Effectivenms

The CGP coordinator confirmed resident complaints that CGP implementation has been
very slow in Gila River. The agency is still completing work associated with the first (FY 1992)
annual grant. The coordinator is not satisfied with the pace of work, but said he does not have
the administrative capacity to move work more quickly. He mentioned the following problems
he and his staff have had:

Use of force account labor -- He thinks he has hired the most skilled workers
on the reservation, but they are still not as efficient as private contractors and
they require more oversight by agency staff. He considers it likely he will need
to hire outside labor to complete the work on schedule, but he knows this will not
be politically popular.

Delays irt HUD approvals of CGP documents -- The iterative process described
above for developing needs assessments and plans has been time-consuming.
According to the HUD Field Office staff, GRHA has turned in most required
documents just before the deadline, and the documents generally need revisions
to be acceptable. CGP staff feel this process is overly burdensome.
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The coordinator is also concerned that relocation problems may arise when work begins
on occupied units. Efforts will be made to move residents to vacant units; this process requires
extensive oversight, and is often unpopular with families.
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3. MonBnMzATroN Srnlrpcms lxn Sprxnnc plrrrnxs

3.1 OverallModernizationStrategy

The current strategy for Gila River Housing Authority is the modernization of vacant
units to prepare them for occupancy and bring these units back on the rent roll. According to
the CGP coordinator, vacant units would generally be prepared for occupancy by the
maintenance department, but because of their limited budget, maintenance staff were not always
able to do as much work as was needed on the units. CGP funding has allowed the agency to
spend more on correcting deficiencies in vacant units prior to occupancy. In addition to
improvements in vacant units, GRHA's other CGP priorities are Mutual Help units that will soon
be paid off and older low-rent program units.

Annual statements for FY 1993 and FY 1994-95 indicate approximately $4 million in
planned work on vacant and occupied units in five Mutual Help developments and 10low-rent
developments (as shown in Exhibit 5). The FY 1993 statement identifies $1.6 million in special
purpose and emergency improvements in l0 of the agency's oldest developments (totaling 351
occupied units), as well as 46 vacant units agency-wide. Two of the developments received
"almost-comprehensive" renovations; only one or two items in the Physical Needs Assessment
were not addressed. The remainder of the developments received more piecemeal attention,
generally focusing on some (although usually not all) of the developments' Priority I and 2 work
items. Work items for the vacant units are not identified in the annual statements; however, the
planned spending averaged roughly $1,200 per unit in FY 1993. In addition, in FY 1993 the
agency budgeted $483,481 for non-dwelling equipment (23 vehicles for staff, office equipment,
equipment for force account crews, and a tractor-trailer) and $280,000 for non-dwelling
structures (for construction of a 5,600 square-foot maintenance shop.) These items represent
a substantial27 percent of total planned spending.

The first two years of the current Five-Year Plan (FY 1994 and 1995) are covered in the
FY 1994-95 Annual Statement. Budgeted hard costs total almost $2.3 million. Planned work
items are generally security improvements and exterior renovations for the nine targeted
developments (totaling298 units). In addition, special purpose work items-such as appliance
replacements, septic tank replacements, and fencing-were planned in several of the
developments. Five of the developments were also targeted in the FY 1993 Annual Statement;
the current work consists mainly of addressing remaining work items. Two of these
developments are Mutual Help homes (108 units), and the remainder are low-rent developments
(190 units). GRHA budgeted $288,057 for work on 40 vacant units; the budgeted per unit cost
of $7,201 is substantially higher than the comparable figure for FY 1993. GRHA dso budgeted
$120,000 for non-dwelting equipment in FY 1994-95, including vehicles, and maintenance and
CGP equipment.

The rest of the planning documents are very general regarding planned modernization.
For the final three years of the plan (FY 1996-98), the plan only identifies numbers of units and
costs per unit for the Mutual Help and low-rent stock and amounts for "vacancies and
emergencies. " The numbers of units and amounts are the same for each year: 50 Mutual Help
homes at $32,000 per home, 35 low-rent units at $19,900 per unit, and $16,512 for vacancies
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IExhibit 5

Concentration of Modernization Spending (Q11p compared to CGP)

Gila River Housing Authority
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Year/ Source

Modernization Types

Comprehensive
Scope

Selected Work
Items/Special

Purpose
Total

FY 9I CIAP
Projects/Units
Dollars

ND ND ND

FY 92 CGP Annual Statement
and S-Year Plan

ND ND ND

FY 93 ND ND ND

FY 94 ND ND ND

FY 95 ND ND ND

FY 96 ND ND ND

FY 1993 Annual Statement
Revised

ND 15,3977
$1,708,363

15t397
$l,708,363

FY 1994 Annual Statement
Revised

ND 912983

$2,387,512
91298

$2,387,512

2 Unit count includes 46 vacant units agency-wide
3 Unit count includes 40 vacant units agency-wide
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and emergencies. Specii^c developments and work items are not identified, although a note
indicates the developments will be addressed in "ascending project order"-that is, oldest
developments first. As shown in Exhibit 6, no documentation regarding the sources of non-CGP
modernization funds was available.

3.2 Specific Spending Patterns

3.2.1 Mandates and Priorities

The FY 1993 Annual Statement indicates that lead-based paint testing would be carried
out in seven developments at a cost of $52,000,2 or roughly 3 percent of total hard cost as

shown in Exhibit 7. The CGP coordinator reported that no abatement needs were identified.
Section 504 improvements were planned for one unit in each of two developments, at a cost of
$3,000 per unit. The FY 1994-95 Annual Statement and Five-Year Plan do not indicate any
future Section 504 or lead-based paint related work, although lead-based paint testing appears
frequently in the development-level detail in the Physical Needs Assessment. According to the
coordinator, Section 504 needs will be addressed as appropriate based on the needs of the units'
occupants, but anticipated costs have not been separately calculated. There were no data
available to compare CIAP spending on LBP testing and abatement or Section 504 compliance
with planned CGP spending (see Exhibit 8).

Based on the FY 1994 Physical Needs Assessment, Priority I work items are security
upgrades (yard lights and hardware) and electrical system upgrades. These items have been
included in the annual statements for the developments targeted to date.3 In FY 1993, total cost
for Priority I needs was $443,000, or 26 percent of total planned expenditures. In FY 1994-95,
Priority I needs totaled $380,000, or l6 percent of total planned expenditures. Again, the Five-
Year Plan does not identify developments or work items for the final three years; however, the
CGP coordinator emphasized that the priorities established in the needs assessments will receive
appropriate attention.

3.2.2 Spending by Development Type

Exhibit 9 shows the costs of needs identified in GRHA's Physical Needs Assessment and
the budgeted spending for FY 1993 and FY 1994-95. Planned spending by development size
and occupancy type is roughly proportionate to need, with slightly more spending for small
developments than for medium-sized ones, and slightly less allocated to elderly than to family
housing. Homes developed under the Mutual Help program were scheduled to receive
proportionately much more CGP funding than low-rent units. Spending for Mutual Help homes
totals 67 percent of total spending and averages $6, I72 per unit, against 45 percent of need and

2 The summary page indicates a total of $128,000 in lead-based paint testing. The additional cost may have
been for testing on vacant units, although this could not be confirmed.

3 For this discussion, it was assumed that the Priority I needs identified in the FY 1994 Physical Needs
Assessment applied to the FY 1993 Annual Statement.

I
I
T

I
t3



Year CGP Non-CGP
Funds

Total

FY 1992 N/A 0 ND

FY 1993 N/A 0 ND

FY 1994 N/A 0 ND

FY 1995 N/A 0 ND

FY 1996 N/A 0 ND

Exhibit 6
Sources of Funding for Modernization

Gila River Housing Authority

Antici CGP and Non-CGP Funds Year rom Initial Five Year Plan)

Sources of Funds for Modernization Needs (Detail from FY 1994 Annual Statement/PHA Documents)

I
I
I
t
I
I
t
I
I
I
T

I

t

I
I
I

Source Listed in
Statement

(Y/N)
Amount

Percent
of Total

CGP Formula ND ND ND

CGP Emergency/Disaster Reserve ND ND ND

Continuing CIAP Programs (not reprogrammed)
Estimate of Actual Spending

ND ND ND

Reprogrammed CIAP Funds ND ND ND

MROP ND ND ND

URD ND ND ND

Operating income used for betterments & additions
or non-routine maintenance

ND ND ND

Section 8 reserves used for capital improvements
and equipment

ND ND ND

Modernization staff salaries from non-CGP sources ND ND ND

Other (List) ND ND ND

Total ND ND ND

t4
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Exhibit 7
Patterns of CGP Hard Cost Spending and Comparison with Need Mandates vs. Discretionary)

Gila River Housing Authority

Spending
Priorities

and
Mandates

Planned Expenditures: FY 1992 Annual Statement and Five Year Plan
FY 93 Annual

Statement
FY 94 Annual

StatementFY 1992 FY 1993 FY 1994 FY 1995 FY 1996

Dollars Vo Dollars % Dollars % DolIars % Dollars % Dollars % Dollars %

Priority I ND ND ND ND ND 443,fi)O 26% 380,000 16Vo

All other ND ND ND ND ND 1,265,363 74% 2007,512 84%

Total ND ND ND ND ND 1,7o8,363 IAOVo 2,387512 100%

LBP
Testing

ND ND ND ND ND 52,000 3% 0 OVo

LBP
Abatement

ND ND ND ND ND 0 OVo 0 o%

Section 504 ND ND ND ND ND 6,000 <lVo 0 o%

l5
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IExhibit 8

Comparative Data on CIAP Spending Patterns G"f D91)

Gila River Housing Authority
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Expenditures: FY l99l Dollars Percent
of Total

Mandates versus Other ND ND

LBP Testing ND ND

LBP Abatement ND ND

Section 504 Compliance ND ND

Other Spending ND ND

Total Planned Expenditures ND ND

l6
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Exhibit 9
Patterns of CGP Hard Cost Spending and Need (Specific Development Types)

Gila River Hou

a These totals reflect only the FY 1993 and FY 1994-95 Annual Statements, and exclude $344,057 budgeted for improvements to vacant units agency-wide.

l7

Development Type Physical Needs Assessment Planned Hard Cost Expenditures
FY 1992 - FY 1996

FY 92,93, and 94 Annual
Statementa

Dollars Vo Per Unit Dollars Vo Per Unit Dollars % Per Unit

Size of Development

l-arge NA NA ND ND NA NA

Medium 6,910,750 49% 10,675 ND ND 1,702,363 45% 2,668

7,212,650 st% 15,578 NDSmall ND 2,049,455 55% 4,426

14,o23,400 tN% 12,737All too% 3,751,818 tw% 3,,!08

Occupancy Type

Family 12,829,400 9t% 12,324 ND ND 3,619,819 96% 3,477

Elderly l,l94,u)o 9Vo 19,900 ND ND l32,OOO 4Vo 2,200

Mixed ND ND

14,o23,400 too% 12,737 too% 3,751,919 tN% 3,q8All
Resident Management Status

ND NDResident-Managed

Not Resident-Managed 14,o23,404 IAOVo 12,737 ND ND 3,75 I ,818 IAOVo 3,08
AII 14,o23,404 IOOVo 12,737 ND IAOVo ND 3,751,818 tw% 3,408

Development Type

7,693,9U 55% 11,054 ND ND 1,252,W 33Vo 1,799Rental

ND NDTirrnkey

6,329,5N 45Vo 15,628 ND ND 2,499,818 67% 6,172Mutual Help

ND NDBond Financed

14,o23,444 tw% 12,737 ND rN% ND 3,751,919 rN% 2,977All



37 percent of the agency's stock. Budgeted spending for units in the low-rent stock totals 33
percent of all spending or $1,799 per unit, against 55 percent of need and 63 percent of the
agency's total units.

3.2.3 Specific Activities

GRHA is not undertaking any unit adaptations, demolition, or conversion, and there were
no high-need developments identified in the needs assessment process. Exhibit l0 provides
estimates of planned spending for some specific activities; in most cases exact costs could not
be identified due to limited documentation. Only the FY 1993 and FY 1994-95 Annual
Statements provide cost estimates for specific work items, and these documents only provide
detailed breakdowns for work conducted on occupied units, not on vacancies. Planned spending
for FY 1996-98 is not broken out by work item.

Security and Drug Elimination: As mentioned above, security lights and
hardware are a priority for low-rent, subdivision-style developments and for units
occupied by elderly residents. The total cost of security improvements identified
in the FY 1993 and FY 1994-95 Annual Statements was $266,000 and $380,000
respectively. Additional security costs were budgeted under management
improvements, described below.

o

a Re-occupancy of Vacant Units: Planned spending to prepare vacant units for
occupancy totaled $56,000 in the FY 1993 Annual Statement and $288,057 in the
FY L994-95 Annual Statement. Planned spending for vacant units in the
remaining years of the current Five-Year Plan is included in the $16,512 per year
budgeted for "vacancies and emergencies;" the cost specifically allocated to
vacancies cannot be identified.

Energy Consertation.' Several work items in the annual statements are associated
with energy conservation. In FY 1993, budgeted energy improvements included
attic venting and insulation, furnace replacements and evaporative cooler
replacements at several developments, these items totaled $124,000. In the FY
1994-95 Annual Statement, evaporative coolers were to be replaced at one
development, at a budgeted cost of $47,000.

3.2.4 Administration and Other Expenses

Administrative costs amounted to $186,416, or 7 percent of total CGP funding in the FY
1993 Annual Statement; this.included staff salaries as well as travel, legal, insurance and
telephone/FAX costs associated with the CGP (see Exhibit 11). The components of the
$183,300 for FY 1994-95 administrative costs are not identified in the annual statement. While
the coordinator thinks funding for administrative costs has been adequate so far, he is concerned
costs will rise when work on occupied units begins.

a
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Exhibit 10
Patterns of CGP Hard Cost Spending (Other Specific Uses)

Gila River Housing Authority

I I II

Category Planned Expenditures: FY 1992 Annual Statement and Five Year Plan FY 1993 Annual
Statement

FY 1994
Annual

StatementFY 1992 FY 1993 FY 1994 FY 1995 FY 1996

Dollars % Dollar % Dollars % Dollars % Dollars Vo Dollars % Dollars %

ND ND ND ND ND

Unit Adaptations ND ND ND ND ND

Demol i tion/Conversion ND ND ND ND ND

Security and Drug Elimination ND ND ND ND ND 266,000 l6Vo 380,000 t6%

Redesign in High-Need Developments ND ND ND ND ND

Energy Conservation hnprovements ND ND ND ND ND 124,W0 7% 47,OOO 2Vo

Renovations of [,ong Vacant Units ND ND ND ND ND 56,(X)0 3% 288,O57 t2%

t9



Exhibit 11
Patterns of Total CGP Spending (By Budget Category)

Gila River Housing Authority

Category Planned Expenditures: FY 1992 Annual Statement and Five Year Plan FY 93 Annual
Statement

FY 94 Arnual
StatementFY 1992 FY 1993 FY 1994 FY 1995 FY 1996

Dollars % Dollars d/o Dollars d/o Dollars % Dollars d/o Dollars % Dollars %

EXPENSE CATEGORY ND ND ND ND ND

Hard Cost For Physical Needs ND ND ND ND ND 1,709,367 60% 2,301 ,512 80%

PHA-wide Management ND ND ND ND ND 158,000 6% 92,200 3%

PHA-wide Non- Dwelling ND ND ND ND ND 763,481 21% 200,000 7%

PHA-wide Administration ND ND ND ND ND 186,416 7% I 83,300 6%

PHA-wide Other ND ND ND ND ND 45,000 2% 80,000 3%

Replacement Reserves ND ND ND ND ND 0 0% 0 0Vo

Grand Total ND l00Vo ND t00% ND 100% ND r00% ND 100% 2,861,264 toU% 2,963,012 100%

Category Plenned Expenditures: FY 1992 Annual Statement and Five Year Plan FY 93 Ar:nual
Statement

FY 94 Annual
StatementFY 1992 FY 1993 FY 1994 FY 1995 FY 1996

Dollars % Dollars % Dollars % Dollars % Dollars % Dollars % Dollars Vo

-OTHER'DETAIL ND ND ND ND ND

Audit ND ND ND ND ND

Liquidated Damages ND ND ND ND ND

Fees and Cost (A&E) ND ND ND ND ND 45,000 2% 30,000 t%

Site Acquisition ND ND ND ND ND

Relocation ND ND ND ND ND 50,000 2Vo

Total Other ND ND ND ND ND 45,000 2% 80,000 3%

I I
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Other expenses i.,clude A&E fees totaling $75,000 over the two annual statements and
$50,000 for relocation beginning in FY 1994-95. There are no details available on spending for
these items in the three out-years of the Five-Year PIan.

3.2.5 Planned Management Spending

Most management spending so far has been budgeted for hiring an outside management
consultant to assess the agency's policies, procedures, and needs. A consultant was hired in the
summer of 1994, and was still working with the agency as of January 1995. Costs associated
with the consultant's activities in FY 1993 were $78,000. An additional $80,000 was budgeted
for hiring more staff to help improve operations and address management deficiencies, bringing
the FY 1993 total for management improvements to $158,000 (or 6 percent of the CGP grant).
The FY 1994-95 Annual Statement indicates $26,200 in on-going costs for the management
consultant, plus $46,000 for security services and $20,000 for a computer for the resident
services department; thus, spending for management improvements totals $92,200, or less than
3 percent of budgeted FY 1994-95 spending. The CGP coordinator said the consultant is still
assessing operations and identifying problems; no remedial actions (such as staff training) have
been undertaken yet. As shown in Exhibit 12, atotal of $104,200 was budgeted for mandatory
improvements, while $146,00 was budgeted for discretionary improvements, a total of $250,000.
The Five-Year Plan indicates $200,000 per year will be allocated to management improvements
in the three out-years of the plan, representing roughly 7 percent of the expected annual grants.
Staff training is scheduled to take place largely in FY 1996, although the Plan does not specify
the associated costs.

4. PBnsppcrrvps AND Coxclusloxs

Even though the first CGP funding cycle was FY 1992, the program is really only getting
started in Gila River. The delay was partly due to staff turnover in the CGP department, as well
as a change in Executive Director and accompanying changes in CGP priorities. Staff capacity
is also an issue; both the HUD Field Office construction specialist and the CGP coordinator
commented that the agency does not have the administrative capacity to implement the program
more quickly. The Field Office representative expressed concern that HUD has over-estimated
the capacity of agencies such as Gila River to undertake this scale of modernization. In addition
to staff skills and capacity, the agencies need streamlined accounting, contracting and purchasing
procedures, which the Field Office representative thinks are not always present in Indian
Housing Authorities of Gila River's size and level of expertise. Both the construction and
management specialists indicated that the IHAs in their region need substantially more training
and technical assistance to implement CGP effectively, but limited HUD budgets do not allow
Field Office staff to provide the level of on-site support needed.

The GRHA CGP coordinator commented that the CGP is very different from past
modernization programs because "there are so few rules." He felt the program could be abused
because there is seemingly so little accountability. He also noted that there is potential forI

I
I
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Exhibit 12
Patterns of CGP Spending QManagement)

Gila River Housing Authority

22

Planned Management Spending ND

PHMAP Deficiencies (Mandatory)

PHMAP Deficiencies (Optional)

Other Deficiencies (Mandatory) 365,000 38% 104,200 42%

590.000 62%Other lmprovements (Optional) 146,000 58%

Total Management 955,000 100% 250,2W 100%

Planned Management Spending for Resident{riented Programs

Resident Management / Homeownership

Capacity-Building and Training

Section 3 (Economic and Business Development)

Resident Social Services

Total Resident Programs

150,000 t6% 46,000 t8%Planned Management Spending for Security and Drug Elimination

I r I I I I I I I I I I I I
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conflict between Authority leadership and program staff when executive staff and priorities
change.

I-ocal staff and HUD Field Office representatives agree that expected CGP funding
should meet most of GRHA's physical and management ne€ds, although none of the respondents
could comment specifically on the appropriateness of the CGP formula. The success of GRHA's
CGP effort will likely rest on the agency's ability to develop and sustain the administrative
capacity to run the program.
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CGP Cnsr, Sruoy
RosBsuD Housnrc Aursomrv

Prepared by
Gretchen Locke, Abt Associates Inc

1. IHA BeCxGROI.JND INo CHInICTERISTICS

Rosebud Housing Authority (RHA) was established in 196l to serve the Sioux population
of the Rosebud Indian Reservation in south-central South Dakota. Originally encompassing four
counties and nearly one million acres, the reservation was greatly reduced in size by a 1977
Supreme Court decision. The court held that the reservation included only one county (Todd
County), although the tribe continues to exercise jurisdiction over Sioux communities within the
old boundaries. Serving the original four counties, Rosebud Housing Authority employs 65 staff
at the headquarters in the town of Rosebud. As shown in Exhibit 1, the agency administers 805
low-rent units and 223 Mutual Help unitsr in 23 developments. The low-rent stock is made up
of clustered, detached or semi-detached homes, while the Mutual Help units are located on
scattered, Z.S-acre sites outside of Rosebud. About two-thirds of the IHA's units are located
in developments of 50 to 200 units; the remainder are in smaller developments of fewer than 50
units. The housing is predominantly occupied by families or mixed households (multi-
generational families), while a small number of units (31 total, or 3 percent of the stock) is
reserved exclusively for elderly and disabled residents.

According to the Executive Director, there was steady development of HUD housing on
the Rosebud reservation from the early 1960s until about 1979. A few units were added in 1982
and 1983, followed by another period of limited new development. New construction has

resumed in recent years, adding about 165 units to the reservation's stock in the past five years.
Because of a lack of funds, much of the older, low-rent stock has had little or no modernization
since construction, resulting in some badly deteriorated units.

The economy on the Rosebud Reservation is very depressed, due largely to its isolated
location and limited resources. There are few employment opportunities. Unemployment rates

are extremely high; local respondents estimate that they may be as high as 80 to 90 percent,
including discouraged workers. Some of the reservation's residents are involved in ranching or
agriculture. Most of those who have non-agricultural employment work for one of the tribe's
federally funded programs, for Sinte Gleska College, or for the regional hospital. Finally, about
60 people work for a small casino; a larger casino, scheduled to open in early 1995, is projected
to employ 120 people. HUD housing is virtually the only source of housing on the reservation.

I Approximately 50 Mutual Help units have been conveyed to homebuyers.

I



Exhibit I
Overview of IHA Characteristics
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Rosebud Housing Authority

Number of Public Housing Developments and Units
Size of Staff Clotal)
Number of Modernization Staff
PHMAP Score:
Recently Troubled: (Y/N)
Mod Troubled: (Y/N)
Vacancy Rate at Comprehensive Plan:
Number of Resident-Managed Developments :

23 I 1,028
65
4

N/A
N/A
N/A
3%
0

I
I
I
I
I
I
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Characteristics of the Stock - Distribution Units Percent

Age of Development

Pre-1940

l94l-1960
1961-r980 592 58

1981 or later 436 42

Total l,028 rw%
Structure Type

Detached/Semi-Detached 645 63

Row

Wdk-up
Elevator

Mixed 383 37

Total l,028 tN%
Development Program

Rental 80s 78

Turnkev III
Mutual help 223 22

Sec/23-bond financed

Total 1,028 too%
Occupancy Type

Family 693 67

Elderly 3l 3

Mixed 304 30

Total l.028 too%

Development Size

Small (1-49 units) 414 40

Medium (50-199 units) 614 60

Lar*e (200+ units) 0 0

Total 1,028 l0OVo

)
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RHA's CIAP funding levels varied considerably during the late 1980s and early 1990s,
the period for which data are available. As shown in Exhibit 2, CIAP funding from FY 1987
through FY 1991 ranged from about $700,000 in the earlier years to almost $2.1 million in FY
1990. According to the modernization director at the time, RHA's CIAP strategy evolved away
from emergency and special purpose items and toward comprehensive modernaation during this
period.

Rosebud Housing Authority has experienced a great deal of turnover in senior
management in recent years. The current Executive Director participated in the early stages of
the original CGP planning process in 1992. However, he resigned before the planning was
completed, partly due to disagreements with the IHA's Board of Commissioners over
establishing priorities for the CGP. He has since been reappointed Executive Director, after an

investigation by the tribe determined that he should be reinstated. In addition, there have been
three modernization coordinators since 1992.

The high level of staff turnover makes it diff,rcult to compile a complete picture of
Rosebud Housing Authority's experience with CGP. Most IHA respondents knew only about
their own involvement in the program and could not make comparisons with earlier or later
programs and events. For example, the current modernization coordinator did not participate
in the original CGP planning process and had no experience with CIAP. The first coordinator
organized the planning process but then took a job in another housing authority and has not been
involved in program implementation. The Executive Director participated in early planning and
more recent oversight, but not in early CGP implementation.

2. CGP Pllrgxnvc AND ADNfl\[srRATroN

2.L Physical Needs Assessment

Overall, the Rosebud Housing Authority's stock is considered to be in average condition;
however, most of the older low-rent stock is considered to be worse than average. According
to IHA staff, some of these units were so poorly constructed that virtually everything needs to
be modernized. For example, one staff member cited a development where an insufficient
number of nails had been used to secure the roofs. All the roof shingles had to be removed to
fix the problem. In another case, the siding had not been properly sealed and painted, and the
interiors had not been well-constructed.

RHA staff compiled the CGP Physical Needs Assessment (PNA) based on inspections,
a review of work orders, and an assessment of CIAP documents to identify work that had not
been completed. Resident input was solicited through a mailing to all residents. The mailing
included an explanation of the CGP program and the public participation process and a survey
on resident perceptions of the IHA's physical and management needs. Staff also reviewed HLID
audits and reviews, correspondence from residents to congressional rqlresentatives, and

comments made at Board of Commissioners and tribal council meetings.

3
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Exhibit 2

Funding Overview:
Sources and Amounts of HIID Modernization Funding

Rosebud Housing Authority
I
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Fiscal Year CIAP MROP CGP TOTAL

FY 1984 ND 0 0 ND

FY 1985 ND 0 0 ND

FY 1986 ND 0 0 ND

FY 1987 $743,590 0 0 s743,590

FY 1988 $703,850 0 0 $703,850

FY r989 $ I ,319,430 0 0 $ I ,319,430

FY 1990 $2,122,800 0 0 $2,122,800

FY 1991 $1,121,100 0 0 $ 1,121,100

FY 1992 0 0 $2,095,254 2,095,254

FY 1993 0 0 2,362,949 2,362,948

FY 1994 0 0 2,466,688 2 , 466 688
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RHA staff decided early in the planning process that CGP funding would -e used to
undertake comprehensive moderntzation and would be targeted first to the low-rent stock. The
Mutual Help stock would be scheduled later, probably beginning in Year 6. The reasons given
for this decision were that:

the needs were greater in the low-rent stock; and

many Mutual Help homebuyers were not in compliance with their homebuyer's
agreements and were therefore not eligible for assistance.

However, there were some internal disagreements over the sequence of planned CGP
workwithin the low-rent stock. According to the Executive Director, the original modernization
strategy was to begin with the four oldest low-rent developments. As mentioned earlier, the
Director and the Board of Commissioners disagreed over this strategy, contributing to the
Director's decision to resign. The Board then re-ordered planned work to address different
developments. According to the modernization director at the time, these newly selected
developments were chosen because they had not had ClAP-funded modernization and-though
not as old-were in greater need of work.

Total physical needs at RHA were estimated at about $17 million (See Exhibit 3), oran
average of $16,888 per unit. Expected funding over the initial five years of CGP amounted to
roughly two-thirds of total need. Need associated with mandates was limited; no lead-based
paint testing or abatement needs were identified, and Section 504 need was limited to $155,720
(or about I percent of total need.) Mandates were assigned top priority, along with furnace
replacement (converting from propane to electric heat, for cost reasons), fire protection
(extinguishes and smoke detectors), and electrical and plumbing upgrades. The estimated cost
of these Priority 1 items was $859,630, or about 5 percent of total physical need. The priority
rankings were assigned by Authority staff.

In addition to development-level needs, a number of IHA-wide needs were identified
during the planning phase. These included:

Security lights (estimated cost of $28,000);

Shelterbelts (or windbreaks) to protect developments in areas with few or no trees
($60,000);

Relocation of the IHA's offices to allow space for expansion ($50,000);

Playground equipment ($50,000) ; and

Security fencing ($244,000).

Cost estimates were developed in-house, using cost sheets from past modernization
projects and a contractor's estimating book for labor costs. According to modernization staff,

a

a

a

a

a

a

a
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Exhibit 3
Overview of Physical Needs

Rosebud Housing Authority

Budget Category

Hard Cost for Physical Needs $17,360,561 9t

PHA-Wide Management Needs 942,4& 5

PHA-Wide Non-Dwelling Structures and Equipment 0 0

PHA-Wide Administration 622,W 3

PHA-Wide Other 200,000 t

Grand Total of PHA Needs 19,125,081 tffi%

Urgency of Need

Hard Costs Associated with Priority 1 Needs 859 630 5

Hard Cost Associated with Lower Priority Needs 16,500,931 95

Total 17,360,561 100%

Mandates

0Hard Cost Associated with Lead-Based Paint Testing 0

0 0Hard Cost Associated with Lead-Based Paint Abatement

Hard Cost Associated with Section 504 155,720 I

0Hard Cost Associated with Title VI Order 0

High Need Developments

Hard Cost Associated with Developments with Coss in
Excess of 90 Percent of TDC

0 0

Redesign/ Reconstruction in High-Cost Developments 0 0

Extent of Overall Need

o.a5-Year Funding Level/Total Need

13.85-Year Funding/Priority I Hard Cost Need

76.25-Year Funding/Mandated Hard Cost Need (LBP/504/Title
vD
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the cost estimates iiave proved to be low. Actual costs ran higher than planned due to inflation
in construction costs (especially lumber costs) and due to higher wage standards issued by HUD.
Because of this problem, the Authority has deferred some planned modernization work until later
years. For example, one development was scheduled to receive comprehensive interior and
exterior rehabilitation in the flrst year. Because costs were higher than planned, the interior
work was not completed, and the unfinished work was rescheduled for Year 3. The current
CGP coordinator noted, however, that in recent years he has generally been able to come close
to the original cost estimates by increasing efficiency.

Regarding HUD's involvement in the CGP process, an RHA staff member said that the
Field Office had been "rery helpful" in explaining the forms, assisting in working with residents
to set priorities among work items, and working with the LOCCS system. According to the
respondent, even when HUD staff may have wanted to intervene, they "held back" and allowed
the Authority staff to make their own decisions. The RHA director did not recall receiving help
from HUD, but he mentioned that NAHRO had provided some training and technical assistance

during the CGP planning phase.

2.2 Management Needs Assessment

The Management Needs Assessment O4NA) was developed largely in response to HUD
audit and review findings and Administrative Capability Assessment (ACA) scores. This
assessment may not be comprehensive, since staff limited identified costs to approximately 10

percent of the expected grant amount. Mandated items made up about one-quarter of estimated
management needs and included the following items:

HUD ACA reviews and fiscal audits identified the need for a physical inventory
system;

HUD staff mandated improved TARS performance. In response, RHA identified
the need to hire a local attorney to handle eviction and collection cases and the
need to maintain staff to coordinate collections;

HUD and residents determined that the agency needed to revise and update all
RHA policies; and

Automation of the agency's inspection process was identified by HUD and

residents as an important priority.

The remainder of the management needs identified were "optional" and included:

Hiring a personnel officer to coordinate personnel functions for the agency's 65

employees (this had been the Executive Director's responsibility);

I
I

I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
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Filling a r,'acant finance officer position that had not been filled due to budget
constraints;

I
Developing homebuyer and low-rent tenant mini-courses on maintenance and fire
prevention;

Hiring a consultant to develop a routine and preventive maintenance plan and to
train maintenance personnel to implement the plan;

Obtaining training for all RHA staff, especially budgeting and accounting training
for in-house staff to eliminate the agency's dependence on a fee accountant;

Hiring two security staff persons;

Establishing youth recreation and drug elimination initiatives; and

Conducting feasibility studies on low-rent conversion to homeownership and on
a ceiling rent policy.

Management needs are broadly distributed among the general categories listed in
Exhibit 4. About one-quarter of the total value of management needs fell in each of two
categories: administration and security. Needs in the leasing and tenant functions represented
about 19 percent of the total, and personnel costs (for training and travel) represented another
16 percent. Resident services (youth recreation, drug elimination and mini-courses for
homebuyers and tenants) accounted for 1l percent of estimated need.

2.3 Resident Participation

The Rosebud Reservation is divided into nine districts. According to RHA staff, the
Rosebud Housing Authority organized a series of meetings in each district with tenants,
homebuyers, members of local housing boards (made up of IHA residents and others), and tribal
officials to discuss CGP and local needs. The meetings were publicized in flyers and local
newspaper and radio announcements. According to IHA staff, attendance at the CGP public
meetings was low. One staff member estimated that 5 to 12 people attended each meeting.
Most were tenants, although tribal officials occasionally attended. Staff indicated that residents'
concerns generally focused on routine maintenance rather than modernization issues.

Authority staff noted that there was some confusion at the beginning of the planning
process about the impact of CGP-funded improvements on the purchase price of Mutual Help
units. IHA staff initially informed homebuyers that the modernization costs would be added to
the purchase price of their homes and amortized over 25 years. The IHA later learned from
HUD that the CGP-funded rehabilitation would not affect homebuyers' purchase prices or
amortization schedules, and it conveyed this information to the homebuyers.
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Exhibit 4
Overview of Management Needs

Rosebud Housing Authority

Needs Associated with PHMAP Deficiencies Oy
Indicator)

:,:IIF,,93.I9,,,[ ,

0

,,,,, -9P4ifl1!

0

Toal

N/A 0

Vacancy 0 0 0 0

Modernization 0 0 0 0

Uncollected Rens 0 0 0 0

Energy Consumption 0 0 0 0

Unit turnaround 0 0 0 0

Outstanding Work Orders 0 0 0 0

Inspection/cond ition of units 0 0 0 0

TARS 0 0 0 0

Operating reserves 0 0 0 0

Routine operating expense 0 0 0 0

Resident initiatives 0 0 0 0

Development 0 0 0 0

Sub-mtal: PHMAP Related Need , ,, 0,, , :,;, . $, :

Other Management Needs @y Functional Area)

Leasing and Ongoing Tenant Functions
(outreach, waiting lists, eligibility,
col lections, recertifications)

l77,Ol0 0 177,010 t9%

Property Management (maintenance,
inspections, and modernization)

15,000 15,000 30,000 3%

Administration, Finance, MIS,
Communications

10,000 229,850 239,850 25%

Personnel (including training) 0 151,970 151,970 16%

Resident Services 0 103,630 103,630 11 %

Security 0 240,000 240,000 25%

Other/Misc

Slb-total: Other Nds
0

-

-2U2r0j10,,

10,000

-

., .74Oi45O,,.

10,000:
,;:,,,,,,,942.4@"

t%

,,, 100.%.

Total Management Need 942,4ffi rco%
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In addition to the public meetings, the Authority sent a survey to tenants and homebuyers
to obtain input on perceived needs. Only 7 percent of low-rent tenants and 18 percent of
homebuyers responded to the survey. However, one RHA staff member noted that broader
resident input was considered, in an indirect way, because the Authority reviewed work orders
initiated by residents. This respondent felt the plan addressed resident concerns well. A HLJD
Field Office representative agreed that RHA had made an effort to obtain and incorporate
resident input, even though relatively few residents chose to participate in the process. It is not
clear whether this low level of participation reflects logistical problems (i.e., the Iarge distances
involved) or a lack of major concerns about modernLation issues.

The planning and resident participation process has remained essentially the same since
1992. The current modernization coordinator said the most recent public meeting attracted only
three residents, even though the Authority now offers transportation to encourage attendance.
One staff member speculated that residents are more vocal when they are unhappy with the
Authority's performance; he suggested residents' lack of participation may in fact be tacit
approval.

2.4 Local GovernmentParticipation

RHA staff sent letters to tribal officials to inform them about CGP and the planning
process. However, local official involvement was described as "minimal. " When RHA staff
presented their plan to the tribal council, council members had virtually no comments. This
situation remains true today. A tribal official claimed very little knowledge of the details of the
CGP but acknowledged that the tribe has opportunities to comment on IHA modernization plans.
The modernization coordinator noted that RHA also takes advantage of other meetings (such as

a recent general workshop for tribal officials) to discuss CGP-related issues.

2.5 Perspectives on CGP Administration and Effectiveness

The current modernization coordinator, who joined the staff in April 1994, thinks CGP
is a good program. Predictable funding levels allow better planning, and the flexibility of
program rules is appreciated. While the expected funding is not enough to meet all the RHA's
needs, the coordinator does not think he could administer a larger program with current staffing
and resources. His primary concerns about RHA's capacity to administer the program are

largely related to local elements of program design: the use of force account labor and

relocation requirements.

RHA is using force account labor for all work items except furnace work. The force

account mechanism allows Authorities to hire local labor directly to work on modernization

projects, rather than hiring independent contractors. Given the critical unemployment problems

on the reservation, the Authority seeks not only to create training opportunities, but to employ

residents on a long-term basis. While the force account crews initially took more time to
complete projects, the CGP coordinator reported that over the past several months the crews

10



have reduced the average time to complete a comprehensive renovation on a house from 8 weeks
to 4 weeks. The coordinator also reported he has increased efficiency by computenzing record-
keeping. Quality control has been improved by conducting comprehensive inspections at the end
of each project; such inspections were never conducted under CIAP, according to the
coordinator. According to a tribal official, sustaining these increases in efficiency is
challenging, particularly given the limited size of the IHA staff.

Relocation has also been a local problem that has affected RHA's ability to keep
modernization projects on schedule. While relocation has not caused significant delays, staff
indicated the process is time-consuming for staff and disruptive for residents. IHA staff attempt
to relocate residents to vacant units within the targeted development, to minimize the
disruptiveness of the work. However, vacant units are not always available, and there are few
alternative sources of temporary housing. The local motels have limited space, and residents
are reluctant to move to another development, especially during the school year. Residents
mentioned that some families prefer to stay in their own units or stay with friends or relatives.
A resident services staff member who assists families with relocation said she thought RHA
should assign one full-time staff member to handle this task. Currently, she coordinates
relocation along with her other resident services duties.

While unfamiliar with the day-to-day operations of the CGP, non-RHA respondents had
positive comments about the general design and implementation of the program. A tribal official
said RHA appears to be running the program as efficiently as possible and is working with the
tribe as appropriate. The HUD Field Office representative cited predictable staffing as an
additional advantage of predictable funding. Widely fluctuating CIAP grants made stable
staffing difficult for many IHAs. Both HUD and RHA respondents indicated relations between
HLJD and the local agency have improved under CGP; the relationship is less adversarial than
before. IHA staff also appreciate the convenience of the LOCCS system and the simplified
reporting associated with CGP. According to a HUD Field Office representative, RHA
submissions have been on time. HUD staff reported the reviews are easy to complete and there
have been no delays in executing ACC agre€ments. Field Office renrganaation has meant fewer
HUD staff are involved in oversight of the program (2 staff now compared to 12 before). The
respondent commented that this may be an advantage for IHA staff, who now have fewer people
to track down when they need help.

3. MoorRuzATroN Srurrcms AND SpBxoNc P,lrrpnNs

3.1 OverallModernizationStrategy

Rosebud Housing Authority's overall strategy is to provide comprehensive modernization,
first on the agency's low-rent stock and subsequently on the Mutual Help stock. RHA staff do
not anticipate using any other sources of funding to supplement anticipated CGP funds, as shown
in Exhibit 5. All CIAP projects have been closed with the exception of a small number of
projects involved in litigation.

ll



Exhibit 5
Sources of Funding for Modernization

Rosebud Housing Authority

Anticipated CGP and Non-CGP Funds by Year @rom Initial Five Year Plan)

Year CGP Non-CGP
Funds

Total

FY t992 2,095,254 0 2,095,254

FY 1993 2,095,254 0 2,095,254

FY 1994 ') 095 254 0 2,095,254

FY 1995 2,095,254 0 2,095,254

FY 1996 2,095,254 0 2,095,254

Sources of Funds for Modernization Needs @etail from FY 1994 Annual Statement/PHA Documents)

I

I

I

Source Listed in
Statement

(Y/N)

Amount Percent
of Total

CGP Formula Y 2,466,688 r00

CGP Emergency/Disaster Reserve N/A 0 0

Continuing CIAP Programs (not reprogrammed)
Estimate of Actual Spending

N/A 0 0

Reprogrammed CIAP Funds N/A 0 0

MROP N/A 0 0

URD N/A 0 0

Operating income used for betterments & additions
or non-routine maintenance

N/A 0 0

Section 8 reserves used for capital improvements
and equipment

N/A 0 0

Modernization staff salaries from non-CGP sources N/A 0 0

Other (List) N/A 0 0

Total N/A 2,466,688 lNVo

12



I
I
I
T

T

I
T

I
I
t
I
I
I
T

I
I

The initial Five-Year Plan includes con,prehensive CGP-funded work or: i0 of the
agency's 23 developments, at a rate of one to three developments per year, as shown in
Exhibit 6. The remainder of RHA's developments were not targeted for CGP-funded
modernization; one had recently been comprehensively modernized with CIAP funds, and a
second was new and had few needs. The rest of the developments are Mutual Help housing
built since 1985, with few or no Priority 1 needs.

According to the FY 1993 and FY 1994 Annual Statements, RHA is proceeding at
roughly the planned pace although with a somewhat higher funding level. However, rather than
targeting three new developments as indicated in the Five-Year Plan, carryover work items were
planned for the three developments targeted in FY 1992 and FY 1993, in addition to work in
one other development.

A small amount of funding in each of the first two years of the Five-Year Planning
period was set aside for RHA-wide Section 504 improvements plus shelterbelt and security
lighting installation for both dwelling units and RHA offices and facilities. The Fy 1994 Annual
Statement also indicated some special-puqpose funding for RHA office equipment. This rate of
modernization is similar to that undertaken with FY 1991 CIAP funding; RHA's modernization
strategy had evolved to a comprehensive modernization approach so that one development
consisting of 35 units received comprehensive modernization in the final year of CIAP funding.

With the exception of Section 504 improvements, which were to be completed quickly,
Priority 1 work items appear through the first four years of the Five-Year Plan. By Year 5, the
Authority assumed it would be addressing lower priority needs, as shown in Exhibit 7.

Handicapped accessibility in both the low-rent and Mutual Help stock were to be addressed in
the early years. Comprehensive IHA-wide Section 504 improvements were not undertaken prior
to CGP.

3.2 Specific Spending Patterns

3.2.1 Mandates and Prioritim

I-ead-based paint testing and abatement needs were not identified in the original Rosebud
PNA; however, ClAP-funded testing did identify abatement n@ds, which were addressed in FY
1993. According to the modernization coordinator, Iead-based paint was found on pre-painted
shufters and on roof-lines painted with military surplus paint. Abatement was done in
conjunction with exterior rehab work.

Similarly, Section 504-related need exceeded the level indicated in the original PNA.
The modernization coordinator said that Section 504 needs were identified for the current
occupants of each unit targeted for renovation, and needed improvements were generally made

in conjunction with other work. Typically, bedroom and bathroom doors were widened,
appropriate bathroom fixtures were installed, and exterior ramps were built.

t
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Exhibit 6
Concentration of Modernization Spending (CIAP compared to CGP)

Rosebud Housing Authority

I Estimates provided by former modemization coordinator. Documentation on actual budgets was not available.
2 RHA included this figure for IHA-wide Section 504 improvements, including both dwelling units and RHA

offices and facilities.
3 Includes Section 504 improvements in both dwelling units and IHA offices, as well as [HA-wide shelterbelt

and security lighting installation.
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Year/ Source

Modernization Types

Comprehensive
Scope

Selected Work
Items/Special

Purpose
Total

FY 9] CIAPI
Projects/Units
Dollars

tl30
$1,050,000

(1OO%)

0

$0

1130

$l,o5o,ooo
(too%)

FY 92 CGP Annual Statement
and S-Year Plan

ll60
$1,435,344

(es%)

2311,o28

$77,8602
(s%)

2311,028

$1,513,204
(1Oo%)

FY 93 2t88
$l ,532,97O

(es%)

2311,028

$77,860
(s%)

2311,o28

$1,532,970
(10o%)

FY 94 3166

$ I ,594,460
(1OO%)

0

$0

3166

$1,594,460
(100%)

FY 95 1/80

$1,7 t2,'744
(100%)

0

$0

1/80

$1,712,744
(too%)

FY 96 3/58
$ l ,204,594

(too%)

0

$0

3t58
$1,2o4,594

(too%)

FY 1993 Annual Statement

Revised
2188

$l,525,900
(87 %)

2311,o28
$222,0383

(13%)

2311,028

$1,754,238
(too%)

FY 1994 Annual Statement
Revised

4194

$1,723,658
(e8%)

Central Offices
$33,200

(2%)

4t94
$l,756,858

(100%)

t4
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Exhibit 7

Patterns of CGP Hard Cost Spending and Comparison with Need (Mandates vs. Discretionary)

Rosebud Housing Authority

rI

Spending
Priorities

and

Mandates

Planned Expenditures: FY 1992 Annual Statement and Five Year Plan
FY 93 Annual

Statement
FY 94 Annual

Statement
FY 1992 FY 1993 FY 1994 FY 1995 FY 1996

Dollars % Dollars Vo Dollars % Dollars % Dollars % Dollars % Dollars %

Priority I 459,380 29% 320,650 20Vo 195,520 t2% 226 800 t3% 0 0 442,328 25% 160,060 9%

All other 1,214,544 7t% 1,290,180 80% 1,449,760 88% I ,516 ,7 44 87% l,'762,934 lm% 1,31 l,9lc 't5% 1,596,',198 9t%

Total 1,596,064 tN% 1,610,830 too% 1,645,280 too% t ,7 43 ,544 IAOVo 1,762,934 t@% |,754,238 roo% 1,756,959 roo%

LBP
Testing

0 o% 0 o% 0 o% 0 o% 0 o% 0 o% 0 o%

LBP
Abatement

0 o% 0 o% 0 o% 0 o% 0 o% 1 68,66C to% 0 o%

Section 504 77 860 5% 77,860 5% 0 0 0 OVo 0 o% 202,338 12Vo 0 o%

l5



Referring again to Exhibit 7, spending for mandates in the FY 1993 Annual Statement
was iignificantly higher than anticipated, although it was still a relatively small percentage of
total planned spending. Irad-based paint abatement costs were expected to total about 10
percent of total hard costs, and Section 504 improvements totaled roughly 12 percent of total
hard cost.

Under CIAP, Section 504 improvements had been undertaken on an "as-needed" basis;
the required accessibility improvements were identified for the developments to be modernized
based on the needs of the current occupants. The rate of spending for accessibility
improvements was just 2 percent of RHA's FY l99l CIAP grant, as shown in Exhibit 8. The
modernization director at the time estimated that only a few units required Section 504
improvements in the targeted development.

3.2.2 Spending by Development Type

As shown in Exhibit 9, planned expenditures are roughly proportionate to share of need
across development size and type. Average total need was estimated at $16,888 per unit; the
overall average per unit hard cost was $7,895.2 Per unit needs and planned hard cost
expenditures are somewhat higher in smaller developments than in medium-sized ones, although
spending was to be equally distributed across the two size categories. RHA did not break out
spending by development in the FY 1994 Annual Statement. Because the targeted developments
were of mixed sizes and occupancy types, total spending by category could not be determined.
Spending per unit for the first three years was $4,968, based on total funding of $5,107,160.

As detailed in Exhibit 10, needs and planned spending by development program again
are roughly proportionate to the share of Mutual Help and low-rent housing in RHA's stock.
Approximately three-quarters of both physical need and planned spending are in the rental stock.
On a per-unit basis, planned spending is much lower in the Mutual Help developments, because
RHA decided not to target most of these units in the first Five-Year Plan.

3.2.3 Specific Activities

Exhibit l l provides information on planned spending for specific types of work. The
agency did not plan to undertake any unit adaptations, demolition/conversion, redesign, or
renovation of long-term vacancies. RHA did identify planned spending in the following areas:

2 Note that costs for Section 504 improvements and non-expendable equipment (totaling $348,350) were

calculated on an [HA-wide basis and could not be allocated to specific developments. These costs are excluded

from the per unit calculations.
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Exhibit 8
Comparative Data on CIAP Spending Patterns (f"f D91)

Rosebud Housing Authority

I Estimates provided by former modernization coordinator. Documentation on actual budgets was not available.
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Mandates versus Other

LBP Testing 0 0

0 0LBP Abatement

Section 504 Compliance 20,000 2%

Other Spending 1,073,000 98%

Total Planned Expenditures 1,093,000 t00%



Exhibit 9
Patterns of CGP Hard Cost Spending and Need (Specific Development Typm)

Rosebud Housing Authority

Development Tlpe Physical Needs Assessment Planned Hard Cost Expenditures
FY 1992 - FY 19961

FY 92,93, and 94 Annual
Statement2

Dollars % Per Unit Dollars 7o Per Unit Dollars % Per Unit

Size of Development

[-arge

Medium 8,154,566 47% 13,281 4,067,928 50% 6,625 ND

Small 9,205,995 53% 22,237 4,O48,484 50% 9,778

All 17,360,561 too% 16,888 8,116,312 tw% 7 895

Occupancy Type

Family 9,554,404 55% t4,197 3,559,678 44Vo 5,299 ND

Elderly 53t,69t 3% 17, l5l 0 OVo 0

Mixed 7,274,466 42% 23,929 4,556,634 56% 14,989

All 17,360,561 too% 16,888 8,116,312 IOOVo 7,895

Resident Management Status

Resident-Managed

Not Resident-Managed 17,360,561 too% 16,888 8,116,o32 lm% 7,895 5, lo7,160 too% 4,968

All 17,360,561 too% 16,888 g,l16,o32 lW% 7,995 5,1O7 ,160 too%

Development Type

Rental 12,445,383 72% 15,460 6,353,379 78% 7,892 5,107,160 too% 4,968

Turnkey

Mutual Help 4,915,178 28% 22,O41 1,762,934 22% 7,X)6

Bond Financed

All t'I,360,561 tm% 16,888 9,116,312 IAOVo 7 895 5,107,160 too% 4,968

' Thc Fivc Ye3r Pt.rr includca $358,3$ for IHA-x,ide Sectioo 5O4 improvements atrd non-exp€ndible equipme.d. These costs could not bc allocatcd to
spc.ific d.velopmenls lnd are excludcd from thc toials in lhis column.

, RHA'S FY 1994 Arnual Statement brokc out spending only by work item, not by development. Spending by occupsncy type and developrnert siz! could

IIT II I I I I I I I I III
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Exhibit 10

Spending by Development Program (trIAs Only)

Rosebud Housing Authority

Program
IHA Total Needs Five-Year Plan

FY 1992 - FY 1996

Annual Statements
FY 1992 - FY 1994

Units Percent Dollars Percent Per Unit Dollars Percent Per Unit Dollars Percent Per Unit

Rental 805 78% 12,445,383 72% 15,460 6,353,378 78Vo 7,892 5, 107,160 too% 4,968

Mutual Help 223 22% 4,915,178 28% 22,O41 1,762,934 22% 7,906 0 0 0

Other 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Total I,028 IOOVo 17,360,561 too% 16,888 8,1 16,312 too% 7 895 5,107,160 too% 4,968

r9



Exhibit 11
Patterns of CGP Hard Cost Spending (Other Specific Uses)

Rosebud Housing Authority

' RHA planned to install security lighting IHA-wide, at a cost of $28,0O0 over two years. This sum was considered 'site workn and was not included in
their estimate of hard costs.

Category Planned Expenditures: FY 1992 Annual Statement and Five Year Plan FY 1993 Annual
Statement

FY 1994

Annual
StatementFY 1992 FY 1993 FY 1994 FY 1995 FY 1996

Dollars % Dollars % Dollars % Dollars Vo Dollars % Dollars % Dollars %

Unit Adaptations 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 o 0 0 0 0 0

Demolition/
Conversion

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Security and Drug
Elimination

0 o% 14,000 N/AI 14,000 N/A 0 0 N/A 14,000 N/A 0 NiA

Redesign in High-
Need Developments

0 0 0 0 0 0 o 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Energy Conservation
Improvements

652,830 4t% 5rl,380 32% 585,890 37% 643 520 38% 594,200 34% 493,780 28% 287,640 t6%

Renovations of [,ong
Vacant Units

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 o 0 0 0

II I IIIII
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In the area of security, the Five-Year Plan indicates RHA planned to i:--:tall IHA-
wide security lighting in FY 1993 and FY 1994, at a rotal cost of $28,000.3

Costs of energy conservation improvements could not be broken out in detail;
however, most of the exterior work items (including door and window
replacement, caulking, and siding upgrades) were undertaken to improve energy
efficiency. The planned costs over five years for exterior improvements totaled
almost $2 million, and averaged roughly $400,000 per year. In addition, furnace
upgrades - estimated at $965,130 over the first four years of the Five-Year
Plan - were targeted to reduce heating costs and improve efficiency. IHA-wide
installation of shelterbelts, at a planned cost of $12,000 per year over five years,
was another energy conservation strategy. In total, energy conservation
improvements represented 32 to 41 percent of total hard cost each year.

Planned spending for energy conservation improvements as reported in the FY 1993 and
FY 1994 Annual Statements was lower than indicated in the Five-Year Plan, at $493,780 (or 28
percent of total hard cost) in FY 1993, and $287,640 (or 16 percent of total hard cost) in FY
1994. This seems to be due to delays in planned modernization work. The carryover work
items undertaken in FY 1994 were generally non-energy related interior work; exterior work and
furnace upgrades had already been completed. As of January 1994, work including energy-
related items has not yet begun at three developments originally planned for FY 1994.

3.2.4 Administration and Other Expenses

RHA's planned spending for physical needs represents at least 77 percent of total planned
spending in each of first five years, as shown in Exhibit 12. Management spending was planned
at l0 percent of the total in the first 3 years of the Five-Year Plan, reduced to 6 percent in the
final two years. Administration ranges from 5 percent in the first year, to 6 percent in the
following 3 years, to 7 percent in the fifth year. "Other" planned administrative spending was

comprised of 520,000 per year for fees and costs and $5,000 per year for audits.

According to the FY 1993 and FY 1994 Annual Statements, estimates for fees and costs
ran higher than expected. Estimated costs for A&E fees were increased from $20,000 to
$35,000 in FY 1993 and to $56,000 in FY 1994; an additional $10,000 per year was added for
inspection costs. The annual statements did not include any planned spending for audits, but did
include $15,000 per year for relocation costs, which had not been anticipated in the Five-Year
Plan.

3 Although not included in these figures, RHA also planned to hire additional security personnel at a cost of
$48,000 per year in management improvement funds.
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Exhibit 12

Patterns of Total CGP Spending (By Budget Category)

Rosebud Housing Authority

*This was reported in annual statment, yet there was insufficient detail to account for full amount in a categorized breakdown.

100%

Category Planned Expenditures: FY 1992 Annual Statement and Five Year Plan FY 93 Annual
Statement

FY 94 Annual
Statement

Dollars %

t,924,038 78%

FY 1992 FY 1993 FY 1994 FY 1995 FY 1996

Dollars d/o Dollars % Dollars % Dollars d/o Dollars % Dollars d/o

EXPENSE CATEGORY

Hard Cost For Physical
Needs

I ,591 ,064 77% l,610,830 78% t,594,460 77% t,712,744 83% t,762,934 85% 1,154,238 78%

PHA-wide Management 203,440 t0% 200,984 t0% 202,t54 10% 120,404 6% 123,500 6% 214,245 10% 276,180 1t%

PHA-wide Non- Dwelling 128, I 80 6% 105,240 5% 1t4,520 6% 7l,800 3% 12,000 t% 84,430 4% 33,200 t%

PHA-wide Administration tt2,57o s% I 18,200 6% t24,t20 6% 130,310 6% I 36,820 1dt/o t16,230 s% 162,210 1dt/o

PHA-wide Other 25,000 t% 25,000 t% 25,000 l7o 25,000 t% 25,000 t% 73,310* 3% 7l ,000 3Vo

Replacement Reserves 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0%

Grand Total 2,060,254 l0OVo 2,060,254 r00% 2,060,254 t00% 2,060,254 100% 2,060,254 100% 2,242,453 t00% 2,466,688

Category Planned Expenditures: FY 1992 Annual Statement and Five Year Plan FY 93 Annual
Statement

FY 94 Annual
StatementFY t992 FY 1993 FY 1994 FY 1995 FY 1996

Dollars % Dollars % Dollars d/o Dollars % Dollars % Dollars % Dollars /o

"OTHER'' DETAIL

Audit 5,000 <t% 5,000 <t% 5,000 <1% 5,000 <t% 5,000 <t% 0 0% 0

Liquidated Damages 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Fees and Cost (A&E) 20,000 t% 20,000 lVo 20,000 t% 20,000 t% 20,000 r% 35,000 2% 56,000 2%

Site Acquisition 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Relocation 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 15,000 <t% 15,000 <l%
Total Other 25,000 t% 25,000 r% 25,000 lVo 25,000 t% 25,000 r% 50,000 3% 7r,000

22
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3.2.5 Planned Management Spending

As discussed above, the costs of items identified in the Management Needs Assessment
were developed to approximate expected funding. Exhibit 13 shows that planned spending is
approximately the same as the total value of needs. The main difference between the MNA and
the Five-Year Plan is a reduction in the amount planned for staff training and travel. Otherwise,
most of the identified needs are included in the Five-Year Plan, with slight differences in
spending levels. A significant amount of the management improvement spending -
approximately 30 percent - is for security needs, including hiring two security staff ($240,000
over five years) and funding drug elimination activities (S53,010 over the first three years of the
Five-Year Plan.)

Mandatory items represent about 22 percent of needs identified in the MNA and 24
percent of expected spending. Exhibit 13 also shows that FY 1992 through FY 1994 spending
reflects roughly these proportions. According to interview respondents and CGP documents,
RHA has completed rewriting the agency's policies, developing home maintenance courses and
establishing a routine and preventive maintenance plan. Finance and personnel officers and
additional TARS and security staff have been hired. Feasibility studies on low-rent conversion
and ceiling rent policies have also been completed. RHA also targeted some newly-identified
needs in the FY 1994 Annual Statement, including improving radio communication and filing
systems and establishing an animal control center. Finally, as shown in the lower half of Exhibit
13, the resident services needs identified in the Management Needs Assessment have not yet

been addressed, although the IHA intends to address them in later years.

4. h,nspecrrvEs AND Coxcr,usroNs

CGP has been well-received by Rosebud Housing Authority staff, although interview
respondents agreed that RHA will require CGP funding for many years before all modernization
needs are addressed. Sufficient funding to do comprehensive modernization was cited as a key
advantage of the program over past modernization funding mechanisms.

One staff respondent qualified his generally positive assessment of CGP. While he

described CGP as "the best thing to happen to IHAs in a long time" he also described as a "local
political nightmare. " In his experience (which included work with another trIA), balancing the
competing interests of communities, the tribes, and the Authority has been a significant
challenge. In the past, IHAs could sometimes hide behind program regulations and HUD
mandates and priorities in order to sidestep local politics. CGP's flexibility makes it more

difficult to avoid confronting local conflicts.

Regarding the CGP planning process, IHA and HUD respondents indicated RHA had put
forth a good effort to provide opportunities for resident participation, including holding meetings

in all nine districts and conducting a resident survey. However, despite these extensive efforts,
participation in both the meetings and suruey was low.

I
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Exhibit 13
Patterns of CGP Spending (iVlanagement)

Rosebud Housing Authority

Planned Management Spending

PHMAP Deficiencies (Mandatory)

PHMAP Deficiencies (Optional)

Other Deficiencies (Mandatory) 207,010 22% 202,W 24% 183,440 26%

Other Improvements (Optional) 735,450 78% &8,469 76% 5t0,425 74%

Total Management 942,460 too% 850,478 tN% 693,965 tw%
Planned Management Spending for Resident-Oriented Programs

Resident Management / Homeownership 5,000 lVo 5,000 t% 5,000 lVo

10,000 t% 10,000Capaciry-Building and Training lVo 15,000 8%

0 0Section 3 @conomic and Business Development) 0 0 0 0

50 620, 5% 50,614Resident Social Services 6Vo 0 0%

65,620 7% 65,614Total Resident Programs 8Vo 20 000, 3%

Planned Management Spending for Security and Drug Elimination 283,010 30% 283,010 33Vo 200,370 29Vo

I I III
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IHA respondents all said they were not familiar enough with the CGP formula to
comment on its adequacy. The HUD Field Office representative was familiar with the formula
and expressed concern that the formula's treatment of CIAP funding history tends to favor
Authorities that have not taken care of their housing stock. He suggested that the formula
should ignore agencies' CIAP history in determining CGP funding. Another respondent
questioned the proportion of funding Authorities were able to allocate for management
improvements. He thinks the current l0 percent cap is more than adequate, and any increase
wouldbeunproductive: "modfundingshouldbeforthehousing, nottowaste." Noneof the
other respondents criticized the management improvements allocation in such strong terms,
although there were comments that some IHAs are hard-pressed to identify management needs

totaling l0 percent of their expected grant amounts.

IHA respondents at Rosebud shared the view expressed by other IHA staff interviewed
for this study: that IHAs should not be covered by a separate modernization funding allocation
system. While IHA needs are thought to be different from needs commonly associated with
conventional public housing developments, IHA staff fear that a separate funding system would
force IHAs to compete with politically more powerful PHAs for limited modernization funding.
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CGP Casn Srcroy
AssocrarroN op Vrll,qcB CouNcrl hBSTDENTS

Rncroxar, HousINc Aurrronrrv

Prepared by
Gretchen Locke, Abt Associates Inc

1. IHA BICxGROI.JND n.No CTTanICTERISTICS

The Association of Village Council Presidents Regional Housing Authority (AVCPRHA)
manages 1,026 units in 58 developments in 43 villages in northwest Alaska. AVCPRHA has

the largest service area of any IHA in the country, with a region comparable in size to the state

of Montana. The IHA's offices are located in Bethel, the largest town in the region with a

population of 5,000 people. Approximately 250 to 300 people live in each of the region's
villages. There are no paved roads leading to these villages; they are reachable only by air or,
in some cases, by river. Very few villages have paved roads within the village; roughly a

dozen of the villages have one mile or less of boardwalk linking key village services such as the
post office, school, and airport. Village economies are largely dependent on federal assistance,
dividends from Alaska's "permanent fund" (earnings on oil revenues which are distributed to
Alaska residents), and subsistence activities.

As shown in Exhibit 1, AVCPRHA's stock is almost exclusively single-family detached
units in small developments of fewer than 50 units. Ninety-eight percent of the units were
developed under the Mutual Help program, and the remaining 2 percent are low-rent, rowhouse
units for the elderly. The units are all technically scattered site; however, HUD housing is

usually concentrated within a project area in one part of the town or village.

Most of the stock has been built since 1978. According to IHA staff, approximately 20
percent of the units are modular housing. Half-houses are shipped to Bethel on barges, flown
to the site, and assembled. The remainder of the units have been stick-built on site, during the
building season between May and October. Most housing does not have water or sewer utilities.

AVCPRHA has had a history of problems with poor construction and materials quality,
inappropriate design, vandalism, overcrowding, and lack of homebuyer maintenance. In
combination with the extremely severe climate and high construction and freight costs, these
factors have resulted in extensive modernization need, despite the relatively young housing stock.
Building conditions vary considerably from village to village. Some development sites are
located on swampy tundra, others in wooded areas, and still others on barren hillsides. One
IHA staff member estimated that houses with a 5O-year life in the lower 48 states might only be

expected to last 25 to 30 years in their arctic climate. The average CIAP grant between 1987

and 1991 was approximately $1.6 million. As shown in Exhibit 2, annual grant amounts
fluctuated widely over this period, ranging from a low of $450,000 in FY 1989 to a high of over
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Exhibit I
Overview of IHA Characteristics

AVCP Regional Housing Authority

Number of Public Housing Developments and Units:
Size of Sraff (Iotal)
Number of Modernization Staff
PHMAP Score:
Recently Troubled: (Y/N)
Mod Troubled: (Y/N)
Vacancy Rate at Comprehensive Plan:
Number of Resident-Managed Developments:

58 / 1,026
35
6

N/A
N/A
N/A
t%
0

Characteristics of the Stock - Distribution Units Percent

Age of Development

Pre-194O 0 0

L94t-1960 0 0

1951-1980 180 l8
l98l or later 846 82

Total 1,026 tw%
Structure Type

Detached/Semi -Detached 1,006 98

Row 20 2

Walk-up 0 o

Elevator 0 0

Mixed 0 o

Total 1,026 t00%

Development Program

Rental 20 2

Turnkey III 0 0

Mutual help 1,006 98

Sec/23-bond financed o 0

Total 1,026 too%

Occupancy Type

Family l,(x)6 9E

Elderly 20 2

Mixed 0 0

Total 1,026 r0o%

Development Size

SmeU (l-49 units) 971 95

Medium (50-199 units) 55 5

I-arge (200* units) 0 o

Total 1,o25 100% I
2



Exhibit 2
Funding Overview:

Sources and Amounts of HLJD Modernization Funding

AVCP Regional Housing Authority

I

I

I

Fiscal Year CIAP MROP CGP TOTAL

FY 1984 ND 0 0 ND

FY 1985 ND 0 0 ND

FY 1986 ND 0 0 ND

FY 1987 $ 1,329,000 0 0 $1,329,000

FY 1988 586,800 0 0 586,000

FY 1989 450,000 0 0 450,000

FY 1990 1,835,010 0 0 1,835,010

FY l99r 4,123,578 0 0 4,123,578

FY 1992 0 0 $3,109,906 3,109,906

FY 1993 0 0 3,547,580 3,547,580

FY 1994 0 0 4,115,137 4,115,137

3



$4.1 million in FY 1991, the last year of CIAP funding for AVCPRHA. Ae^ording to
AVCPRHA staff, CIAP funding was only adequate to address the most urgent emergencies in
most years.

AVCPRHA employs roughly 35 staff, with six staff members working in modernization.
The agency is currently headed by an interim director and new Board, appointed after the former
director left after a conflict with the Board a few years ago. The interim director has been
working on management and operational problems identified through the ACA and HUD review
processes and through internal discussions with staff. As he describes their progress, the agency
has completed the "healing process" and is moving on to address operational issues. The IHA's
policies are undergoing thorough revisions; job descriptions, handbooks and procedures are
being developed to help clarify the agency's expectations of their staff.

2. CGP PLaNNnlc AND Anl,mvrsrunoN

2.1 Physical Needs Assessment

AVCPRHA's Physical Needs Assessment for CGP was developed in 1992 from written
and oral comments from tenants and homebuyers, site visits by AVCPRHA staff, and yearly
inspection reports. The HUD Field Office did not assist in developing needs assessments or the
Five-Year Plan beyond providing some general training on the CGP process and responding to
technical questions from IHAs in the region. At the beginning of the planning process,
AVCPRHA organized a series of four regional advance meetings and invited village
representatives to discuss the physical needs of their villages' developments. To encourage
participation, the Authority paid for transportation for village representatives, and advance
mailings were sent outlining the meeting's purpose and summaizing the Authority's preliminary
list of identified needs. According to a tribal official who helped orgaruze the meetings and
served as a translator, approximately twelve people attended each meeting. Most were
homebuyers; a few tribal officials also attended the meetings. During the meetings, the
Authority staff presented their preliminary list of identified needs and requested input on further
needs.

The Authority staff then developed cost estimates based on past modernization work.
According to the modernization coordinator, the estimates have not always been accurate.
Discrepancies generally arise because unforeseen problems are discovered after work begins.
He cited as an example a unit where exterior envelope work had been scheduled. Workers
discovered extensive dry rot in the walls, resulting in increases in the cost of the work. He
thinks they will be able to estimate costs more accurately now that they have completed a

number of projects.

As shown in Exhibit 3, AVCPRHA's physical needs are extensive, totaling almost
$44 million or an average of $41,800 per unit. Per unit costs range from $9,000 in several
newer developments to almost $300,000 in one small development requiring extensive interior
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Exhibit 3
Overview of Physical Needs

AVCP Regional Housing Authority
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Budget Category

Itv Lt4L

, Am0unt
rErl;liilL ur

Total
+

Hard Cost for Physical Needs $42,895,004 96

PHA-Wide Management Needs 752,8ffi 2

PHA-Wide Non-Dwelling Structures and Equipment 602,812 1

PHA-Wide Administration 348,406 <1

PHA-Wide Other 130,000 <1

44,719,088 100%Grand Total of PHA Needs

Urgency of Need

6Hard Costs Associated with Priority 1 Needs 2,394,0N

94Hard Cost Associated with Lower Priority Needs 40,491,004

rw%Total 42,885,004

Mandates

Hard Cost Associated with Lead-Based Paint Testing 22,5W <1

Hard Cost Associated with Lead-Based Paint Abatement 0 0

Hard Cost Associated with Section 504 220,W <1

Hard Cost Associated with Title VI Order 0 0

High Need Developments

895,552 2Hard Cost Associated with Developments with Coss in
Excess of 90 Percent of TDC

0

-

Rati

I

l0
)s,,

Redesign/ Reconstruction in High-Cost Developments

5-Year Funding Level/Total Need 0.43

S-Year Funding/Priority 1 Hard Cost Need 7.94

S-Year Funding/Mandated Hard Cost Need LBPl504l
Title vI)

79.0
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and exterior work This development greatly exceeded the reasonable cost cap because of
extensive water and sewer problems; septic tanks were thought to be leaching into the aquifer.
Approximately $450,000 of the development's $900,000 in need was associated with replacing
septic tanks and connecting the units with public water supplies.

The extent of need associated with federal mandates is relatively small, representing less
than one percent of total need. Since only 18 percent of the IHA's stock was built prior to
1980, most were in compliance with the regulations. Only the oldest developments required
testing for lead-based paint. Similarly, the IHA identified relatively modest Section 504 needs
in a dozen developments, generally ranging from $10,000 to $20,000 per development in a

dozen developments.

There were several considerations in setting priorities for physical needs and developing
the Five-Year Plan. First, 16 developments (totaling 238 units and $8,097,000 in physical
needs) were included in the PNA, but were left out of the Five-Year Plan for various reasons.
For example, ten developments were excluded because of legal problems.l One village does
not have a recogntzed government which qualifies for HUD assistance. Contractors who
developed units in several of the other villages are suing the Authority because they want
additional money for the development of the units. Also, five developments were relatively new
and were determined to have limited need compared to the rest of the stock; therefore, the IHA
chose to leave them out of the initial Five-Year Plan.

Second, the homebuyers in the Mutual Help units had to be in compliance with their
homebuyers' agreement to be eligible for CGP funding on their units. Twenty-one units were
eliminated from first-year eligibility because the homebuyers occupying the units were not in
compliance with their agreements, generally due to non-payment problems or failure to maintain
the unit. Examples of items considered homebuyer responsibilities include replacement of
electrical and plumbing fixtures and window and door hardware. These repairs will not be done
with CGP funding. The Authority assumes responsibility for items related to health and safety,
physical accessibility, correction of development deficiencies, energy audits, and lead-based paint
testing and abatement. However, there is some disagreement about who has primary
responsibility for specific tasks as poor-quality construction may have made the unit extremely
difficult for residents to maintain.

In identifying the sequence of work items, the Authority considered the following:

Statutory needs would be addressed first. Health/safety items and items which
caused an imminent threat of severe structural failure would take second priority.

Foundation systems would be upgraded before other building systems were
considered for renovation.

I By FY 1993, the legal problerns in nvo of these developments had been resolved, and foundationproblems
described as "severe" in the PNA were addressed.
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t
I o Mechanical ventilation systems to alleviate moisture penetration problems would

be done when funding was sufficient to install the systems and "tighten up" the
exterior envelope of the building.

Interior work would be completed after exteriors and foundations. Attics and
sub-floors would then be insulated as needed.

Any units still not meeting energy standards would have heating system upgrades.

The Authority also considered economies of scale to be gained by addressing common
problems in villages with particular unit designs. Because of the vast geographic area and short
building season, the geographic location of the villages also had to be considered.

The needs assigned first priority varied from development to development. Mandates,
to the extent they needed to be addressed, were always considered Priority l. In addition,
foundations, fuel tank replacement, fire escapes, and stove replacement were Priority I items
established through resident input and staff recommendations. The cost of these first-priority
needs in the developments targeted in the first Five-Year Plan totaled approximately $2.4
million, or 6 percent of total need.2 According to all respondents, the most costly and critical
work item is foundation repairs. Because of the region's climate, moisture penetration due to
frenzing and thawing causes foundations to shift, resulting in damage throughout the unit.
Repair cost estimates ranged from $5,000 to $17,000 per unit, depending on the building
conditions at the site. The foundations need to be leveled and sealed properly before other work
is done.

As shown at the bottom of Exhibit 3, expected funding would be sufficient to address

approximately 43 percent of total needs. Anticipated funding would be more than adequate to
cover the hard costs for Priority I items and mandates. Most respondents felt the estimates of
need were realistic, although the HUD Field Office representative did raise some concerns about
the accuracy and comprehensiveness of the PNA.

2.2 Management Needs Assessment

According to Authority staff, the Management Needs Assessment for AVCPRHA was

developed by reviewing the results of HUD reviews, audits, and ACAs and considering resident
and staff input. The needs identified totaled a fairly modest amount, approximately $750,000.
Staff note that the agency considers the physical needs of the stock to be far more important than
management needs of the agency. Further, the management assessment may not have been
comprehensive, since the agency limited the total cost of the needs identified to approximately
l0 percent of the expected grant amount.

2 Detailed cost figures for the first priority needs in the non-targeted developments were not available. The
percent of need attributed to first priority needs is thus somewhat understated.

a

a

I
I
I
T

I
I
I
T

t

7



As shown in Exhibit 4, most of the management needs fall in the administrative area.
Two mandatory items were identified in a HIID management review. HUD required an
independent evaluation of the Authority's operations and the development of resolutions in
disputes over site control among the Authority, the tribe and private land-owners. The cost of
these items ($25,000 and $75,054 respectively) accounted for 13 percent of identified
management needs. Other items included developing new office and warehouse space and
purchasing vehicles for transportation to the villages. Iack of office space was perceived to be

a significant problem. The Authority had been given temporary HUD approval to use a dwelling
unit for office space for the 10 Housing Management staff members, but the unit was not large
enough to accommodate current and anticipated future staff. AVCPRHA submitted a waiver
request to exceed HUD office space standards and received permission to construct a new
building to house the staff. The cost estimated in the needs assessment was $235,000, or
roughly 30 percent of total management need. The cost of buying trucks, four-wheel-drive
vehicles, and an airplane added $190,406, or 25 percent of need; and construction of a

warehouse contributed another $177 ,406 to the needs assessment , or 24 percent of total need.

In addition, AVCPRHA identified the need to hire a resident services coordinator to help
develop resident groups and activities, although this was not included in the original Five-Year
Plan. According to respondents, more emphasis has been placed on resident-oriented activities
in the past two years. However, there is some concern about what can be accomplished, given
the vast geographic area and the diversity of tribes in the region.

The Five-Year Plan did not specify which management improvements would be addressed
in the last three years of the plan; for FY 1994-96, the plan simply noted that $100,000 was

budgeted for "management improvements identified by residents. " IHA staff were not able to
provide details on future management improvement spending other than $50,000 per year for
a resident services coordinator. Other needs will be identified in consultation with residents

during the annual planning process.

2.3 Resident Participation

As mentioned above, AVCPRHA organized a series of four advance meetings early in
the planning process. These meetings were intended to provide residents with an opportunity
to add to the preliminary list of needs developed by the Authority. Public hearings began three
weeks following these advance meetings. Respondents noted that participation in the meetings
was limited partly by the timing of the meetings. Because of HIID's implementation schedule

for CGP, the meetings had to be scheduled during the winter months, when severe weather

makes travel difficult. Despite AVCPRHA requests to postpone the process until after the
winter months, HUD required them to adhere to the original schedule. HUD staff, tribal
officials and resident representatives all agreed that the Authority staff did the best they could
to provide opportunities for resident involvement.

According to staff, concerns raised by homebuyers and community members at the

meetings included the need for foundation work, replacement of exterior doors and windows,

I
I
t
I

I
I

I

I
I
I
I
I
t
I
t
t
I
T

I
8



Exhibit 4
Overview of Management Needs

AVCP Regional Housing Authority
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Needs Associated with PHMAP Deficiencies
(by Indicator)

Vacancy 0 0 0 0

Modernization 0 0 0 0

Uncollected Rens 0 0 0 0

Energy Consumption 0 0 0 0

Unit turnaround 0 0 00

Oustanding Work Orders 0 0 0 0

Inspection/condition of units 0 0 0 0

TARS 0 0 0 0

Operating reserves 0 0 0 0

Routine operating expense 0 0 0 0

Resident initiatives 0 0 0 0

Sub-total: PHMAP Related Need

Development 0 0

-

'"'':""'o'."
0

-

,]i :. ,.:.' 0r:

0

-

,0
Other Management Needs @y Functional Area)

Leasing and Ongoing Tenant Functions
(outreach, waiting liss, eligibility,
collections, recertifications)

0 0 0 0

Property Management (maintenance,
inspections, and modernization)

0 0 0 0

Administration, Finance, MIS,
Communications

$100,054 $@2,812 93$702,866

Personnel (including training) 0

Resident Services 0 50,000 50,000 7

Security 0 0 0 0

Other/Misc 0 0 0 0

Sub-total: Other Needs

Total Management Need

,100i05+, .,. , ,652;000 il

752,86
,... .75?i8

t00%
...,rr{99.4:.
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and remediation of causes of moisture penetration (which could be due to poor foundations or
poor-quality materials). Homebuyers also requested replacement of appliances, which the
Authority agreed to do in cases where the appliances had ceased functioning due to age or where
inappropriate appliances had been installed (for example, propane stoves in villages with no
propane supply). Homebuyer interest in the construction of additional bedrooms was considered
a low priority by the Authority given the extent of other physical needs. (Homebuyers are
permitted to modify their homes, with prior Authority approval, although major renovations are
rarely undertaken.)

There are few organized resident groups in AVCPRHA housing. The community of
Kipnuk does have a fairly well-organized group, which participated in the CGP planning
process. In general, the IHA deals with local tribal councils rather than resident groups.
However, IHA officials expressed optimism that residents are taking an increased interest in
participating in the CGP process as they see work being accomplished. According to interview
respondents, the planning process and strategies for involving residents have not changed
significantly since the beginning of the CGP.

While the process has remained the same, it should be mentioned that the order of
scheduling work may be changed due to a wave of litigation involving trIA homebuyers.
According to IHA staff and one homebuyer, during the past l8 months, a regional legal services
office has threatened to initiate grievances or class action lawsuits on behalf of as many as 400
homebuyers, charging the Authority with unreasonable deferred maintenance on the homes. The
Authority has been negotiating with the legal services office to keep the lawsuits out of court.
These negotiations may result in changes to the planned sequence of CGP work, as developments
occupied by potential litigants may be renovated sooner than planned. The Authority is naturally
concerned about how the other homebuyers, whose units will be renovated later than promised,
will react to the change in schedule. In addition to the legal difficulties, a number of
communities are organizing to secede from the AVCP region and create their own governmental
structure, along with an independent Authority.

2.4 l-ocal Government Participation

Some tribal officials attended the advance meetings held by the Authority. AVCPRHA
also presented their Five-Year Plan to tribal councils for comment on needs, strategy, and
priorities. A tribal administrator who attended one of the tribal council presentations felt the
IHA had done a good job at identifying needs. He noted that his tribal government did have

some input in re-ordering work items they felt should be addressed sooner than scheduled by the
IHA. The tribal council did not have any additional work items to suggest, nor did they have

concerns about work being done in any particular development.
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2.5 Perspectives on CGP Administration and Effectiveness

Virtually all respondents interviewed agreed that the CGP has been very successful so
far. While the needs are great, respondents were optimistic that CGP would permit them to
address critical needs in the AVCPRHA housing stock. The more predictable funding allows
them to "make promises and keep them", in the words of one IHA staff member. CGP has

given the modernization staff greater flexibility to respond to emergencies, such as frequent
weather-related problems (e.g. burst water pipes). HUD staff agreed that the expected level of
funding will allow AVCPRHA to address many of their critical needs.

Modernization staff are happy to have greater control over the uses of funding, because,
as one respondent said, "we know the problems. " Others noted that even officials in Anchorage
do not understand the physical conditions and culture of the AVCPRHA region, let alone
observers from the lower 48 states.

AVCPRHA staff have used this greater CGP flexibility to develop local (i.e. village-
level) standards for foundations, so that the foundation will be suited to the local conditions.
They also cited the exclusive use of the force account approach as an example of a benefit of
local flexibility. All local respondents expressed optimism that hiring local labor had the
potential for avoiding past problems, especially lack of accountability for poor workmanship.
Local observers note that not only is CGP being used to improve housing, it is contributing to
increased incomes and skills development for the region's people. AVCPRHA staff clearly see

contributing to the region's economic well-being as part of the IHA's mission. HUD staff were
more cautious about the effectiveness of using force account, particularly the transience of the
labor force (e.g., workers may unexpectedly leave the area for more lucrative jobs during the
fishing season).

Staff noted they have had little contact with HUD regarding CGP, beyond an occasional
call for an answer to a question. IHA staff seem satisfied with this arm's length relationship.
The HUD Field Office representative shares the view that CGP is the agencies' program, and
that HUD's involvement should be minimal. He said the Field Office's relationship with the
agencies in the region is less adversarial than in the past, and that he rarely hears from the IHAs
other than when they need access to LOCCS. The modernization coordinator did note he had
problems with delays in an expedited approval. In one case, the Anchorage office delayed an

approval for three months. Given the region's short building season, three months can mean
missing the whole season.
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3. MonnRr.ilzATroN SrnerBcrns AND Spnlunvc parrrnNs

3.1 OverallModernizationStrategy

As shown in Exhibit 5, AVCPRHA does not have access to many non-CGP funds in their
Five-Year Plan. According to IHA staff, AVCPRHA cannot afford to do comprehensive
improvements on any given development, because the costs are too high and the needs
throughout the region are too great. In addition, the IHA had to consider the logistics of
organizing work crews and obtaining and transporting materials to the work sites. Exhibit 6
shows the distribution of planned spending over the first five years. Work was to take place in
44 of the IHA's 58 developments. In general, work in any given development was to be spread
over two to three years, following the sequence from mandates to foundations and ventilation
to exteriors and interiors (as described above).

The pattern of spreading special purpose funding over numerous developments is
consistent with planned spending of the FY 1991 CIAP grant, as shown at the top of Exhibit 6.
Approximately $2.3 million of the FY 1991 CIAP grant was allocated for foundation repairs,
and $400,000 was allocated for floor and subfloor repairs to remedy moisture penetration
problems. Twenty-two developments, including over 300 units, were targeted for these repairs.

3.2 Specific Spending Patterns

3.2.1 Mandates and Priorities

Priority I needs represented about one-third of planned spending in the first three years
of the Five-Year Plan, as shown in Exhibit 7. trad-based paint testing and 504 needs were to
be addressed in the first two years. According to the modernization coordinator, only one
development of the four developments tested required abatement. As shown in Exhibit 8, no
Section 504 or lead-based paint work was undertaken with the FY 1991 CIAP grant.

Actual CGP funding levels were somewhat higher than expected, as shown in the FY
1993 and FY 1994 Annual Statement figures reported in Exhibit 7. Given the higher grant
amounts, budgeted hard costs increased from $2.5 million to $2.8 million in FY 1993 and $3.4
million in FY 1994. However, spending on Priority 1 work items declined, both in dollars and
as a percent of total funding. In FY 1993, stoves and fuel tanks were replaced. These were
Priority 1, yet lower-cost, work items. In FY 1994, extensive foundation repairs were
undertaken, including some developments where foundations had not been identified as top
priority needs.
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Exhibit 5

Sources of F\rnding for Modernization

AVCP Regional Housing Authority

Anticipated CGP and Non-CGP Funds by Year @rom Initial Five Year Plan)

Year CGP Non-CGP
Funds

Total

FY 1992 $ 3,109,906 0 $ 3,109,906

FY 1993 3,109,906 0 3,109,906

FY 1994 3,109,906 0 3,109,906

FY 1995 3,109,906 0 3,109,906

FY 1996 3,109,906 0 3,109,906

Sources of Funds for Modernization Needs (Detail from FY 1994 Annual StatemenUPHA Documents)

| $515,000 was reprogrammed for office renovations; an additional but unknown amount was reprogrammed
for emergency foundation repairs.

Source Listed in
Statement
(Y/N)

Amount Percent
of Total

CGP Formula N/A 0 0

CGP Emergency/Disaster Reserve N/A 0 0

Continuing CIAP Programs (not reprogrammed)
Estimate of Actual Spending

N/A 0 0

Reprogrammed CIAP Fundsr N/A $515,000 100%

MROP N/A 0 0

URD N/A 0 0

Operating income used for betterments & additions
or non-routlne malntenance

N/A 0 0

Section 8 reserves used for capital improvements
and equipment

N/A 0 0

Modernization staff salaries from non-CGP sources N/A 0 0

Other (List) N/A 0 0

Total N/A $ 515,000 100%
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Exhibit 6
Concentration of Modernization Spending (CIAP compared to CGP)

AVCP Regional Housing Authority
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Yesr/ Source

Modernization Types

Comprehensive
Scope

Selected Work
Items/Specid

hrrpose
Total

FY 9I CIAP
Projects/Units
Dollars

0 221334

$2,757,158
(100%)

221334

s2,757,158
(100%)

FY 92 CGP Annual Statement

and S-Year Plan 0
t5lt49

$2,241,50o
(10o%)

t5lt49
$2,241,5OO

(100%)

FY 93

0
341660

$2,512,50O
(100%)

341ffi
$2,512,500

(100%)

FY 94
0

201366

$2,663,000
(l0o%)

201366

$2,663,000
(100%)

FY 95
0

121253

$2,826,000
(100%)

121253

$2,826,000
(l0o%)

FY 96
0

8n75
$2,705,00O

(100%)

8n75
$2,705,000

(10o%)

FY 1993 Annual Statement
Revised 0

361666

$2,847,520
(t0o%)

36166,6

$2,847,520
(100%)

FY 1994 Annual Statement
Revised 0

181396

$3,436,870
(100%)

181396

$3,436,870
(100%)
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Exhibit 7
Patterns of CGP Hard Cost Spending and Comparison with Need (Mandates vs. Discretionary)

AVCP Regional Housing Authority

Spending
Priorities

and
Mandates

Planned Expenditures: FY 1992 Annual Statement and Five Year Plan
FY 93 Annual

Statement
FY 94 Annual

Statement
FY 1992 FY 1993 FY 1994 FY 1995 FY 1996

Dollars % Dollars % Dollars % Dollars % Dollars Vo Dollars Vo Dollars %

Priority I 757,500 28% 803,5m 32% 821,000 3t% 60,0m 2% 20,(x)0 t% 531,520 t9% 417,5m t2%

All other 1,909,406 72% 1,709,000 68Vo 1,842,oOC 69Vo 2,',166,WC 98% 2,685,0m 99% 2,316,OOO 8t% 3,Olg,37o 88%

Total 2,666,n6 tN% 2,512,500 too% 2,663,OU IAOVo 2,826,m 100% 2,705,m too% 2,947,520 tN% J 436 870 too%

LBP
Testing

22,5@ t% 0 o% 0 o% 0 o% 0 o% 0 o% 0 o%

LBP
Abatement

0 o% 0 o% 0 o% 0 o% 0 o% 0 o% 0 o%

Section 504 140,(x)0 5% 80,(x)0 3Vo 0 o% 0 o% 0 o% 70,0(m 2Vo 60,000 2%
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Exhibit 8

Comparative Data on CIAP Spending Patterns G"f D91)

AVCP Regional Housing Authority

t
I
I
I
I
I
I
T

I
I
I
I
I
T

I
I
t
I
T

Budgeted Expenditures: FY 1991 Dollars Percent
of Total

Mandates versus Other

LBP Testing 0 0

LBP Abatement 0 0

Section 504 Compliance 0 0

Other Spending 4,115,137 l00Vo

Total Planned Expenditures 4,115,137 100%
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3.2.2 Spending by Development Type

Given the uniformity of the stock, which is almost entirely single-family detached Mutual
Help units, it is difficult to see any patterns in planned spending by occupancy or development
type, as shown in Exhibit 9. Planned spending appears to be proportionate to the share of the
stock, on average. The bigger developments were planned to receive a slightly higher relative
share of planned spending, largely due to higher foundation costs associated with these larger
developments.

3.2.3 Specific Activities

Exhibit l0 shows the distribution of planned spending for certain activities.
Weatherization and energy efficiency are obviously a critical issue for AVCPRHA, where the
severe climate contributes to high costs and rapid deterioration of the housing stock. In effect,
virtually all modernization work is somehow related to weatherization and energy conseryation.
However, for the purposes of Exhibit 10, only the cost of exterior envelope work and fuel tank
replacement is included in the energy conservation cost estimates. According to the
modernization coordinator, interior envelope work often includes insulation for greater energy
efficiency, but these costs could not be broken out of the interior envelope totals. Examples of
other weatherization work items include installation of mechanical ventilation systems to reduce
moisture penetration and condensation problems.

AVCPRHA is not undertaking any unit adaptations or demolition/conversion. According
to the modernization coordinator, the IHA does have a few long-term vacancies, which it is
considering modernizing with CGP funds. The needs in these units are extensive, however, and
so far, the units have not been entered into the Five-Year Plan. Staff are hesitant to invest the
large amount of funding in these units, when the needs are so great elsewhere. The coordinator
commented he feels a separate grant fund should be available for dealing with these units.

3.2.4 Administration and Other Expenses

Planned spending for administration and other expenses averages about l0 percent over
the first five-year period, as shown in Exhibit I l. Administration ranges from 5 to 7 percent,
and other spending varies from I to 5 percent. The modernization coordinator noted that the
force account method requires substantial administrative oversight, because the IHA is
responsible for work quality and schedule. A&E fees account for all of the "other" costs. The
FY 1994 Annual Statement detail (which was provided in somewhat abbreviated form) did not
indicate any other expenses; IHA staff indicated A&E fees are included in the administration
line, resulting in administrative expenses exceeding the 7 percent cap. According to IHA staff,
no relocation costs are anticipated.t
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Exhibit 9
Patterns of CGP Hard Cost Spending and Need (Specific Development Types)

AVCP Regional Housing Authority

18

Development Tlpe Physical Needs Assessment Planned Hard Cost Expenditures
FY 1992 - FY 1996

FY 92,93, and 94 Annual
Statement

Dollars % Per Unit Dollars % Per Unit Dollars % Per Unit

Size of Development

I.arge

Medium 2,437,5N 6% 44,318 l,5og,o0o t2% 27,436 1,569,000 19Vo 28 , 52',1

Small 40,447,504 94Vo 41,655 1 1,439,000 88Vo I I ,781 6,946,9X) 8t% 7,r54

All 42,885,W4 IAOVo 41,798 12,g4g,ou IOOVo 12,620 8,515,890 IOOVo 8,300

Occupancy Type

Family 42,595,OO4 99Vo 42,341 12,813,(X)0 99Vo 12,737 g,4g0,gg0 99% 8,430

Elderly 290,000 t% 14,500 135,000 1% 6,750 35,000 <t% 1,750

Mixed

All 42,885,@4 tN% 41,798 12,948,000 roo% 12,620 8,515,990 IAOVo 8,300

Resident Management Status

Resident-Managed o o% 0

Not Resident-Managed 42,885,N4 IOOVo 41,798 12,948,W tw% 12,620 8,515,990 too% 8,300

All 42,885,N4 tw% 41,798 12,948,0(n too% 12,620 8,515,89O tN% 8,300

Development Type

Rental 290,fi)O t% 14,50O 135,000 t% 6 , 750 35,(X)0 <t% 1,75O

Tirrnkey

Mutual Help 42,595,0O4 9e% 42,341 12,813,000 99% 12,737 g,4go,ggo 99% 8,430

Bond Financed

All 42,885,004 tN% 41,798 12,948,000 tw% 12,620 g,5l5,ggo tw% 8,30O
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Exhibit 10
Patterns of CGP Hard Cost Spending (Other Specific Uses)

AVCP Regional Housing Authority

IITIII I

Category Planned Expenditures: FY 1992 Annual Statement and Five Year Plan FY 1993 Annual
Statement

FY 1994

Annual
StatementFY 1992 FY 1993 FY 1994 FY 1995 FY 1996

Dollars % Dollars % Dollars % Dollars % Dollars Vo Dollars % Dollars %

Unit Adaptations 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Demolition/
Conversion

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Security and Drug
Elimination

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Redesign in High-
Need Developments

0 0 0 0 0 0 o 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Energy
Conservation
Improvements

1,200,000 5s% I,103,000 44Vo 615,(n0 23% 990,(no 35% 2,4o.5,W 89% 1,573,000 55% 270,500 8%

Renovations of
[.ong Vacant Units

o 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 o

l9



Exhibit 11

Patterns of Total CGP Spending (By Budget Category)

AVCP Housing Authority

Category Planned Expenditures: FY 1992 Annual Statement and Five Year Plan FY 93 Annual
Statement

FY 94 Annual
StatementFY 1992 FY 1993 FY 1994 FY 1995 FY 1996

Dollars % Dollars /o Dollars % Dollars /o Dollars Vo Dollars d/o Dollars %

EXPENSE CATEGORY

Hard Cost For Physical
Needs

2,241,500 12 2,512,500 8l 2,663,00C 86 2,826,00Q 9l 2,705,000 87 2,847,524 84 3,436,810 84

PHA-wide Management 150,054 5 90,000 J 100,00c J 100,000 3 100,000 3 100,000 3 120,000 3

PHA-wide Non- Dwelling 425,406 l4 171,406 6 0 0 0 0 0 0 166,606 5 t41,406 4

PHA-wide Administration 162,946 5 200,000 6 200,00c 6 I 75,000 6 2M,906 7 231,093 7 410,861 l0
PHA-wide Other 145,000 5 130,000 4 146,906 5 8,906 I 100,000 3 50,000 I 0 0

Replacement Reserves 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Grand Total 3,109,906 100 3, r 09,906 100 3 , r 09,906 r00 3 , 1 09,906 r00 3, 109,906 100 3,395,219 100 4 ,t t5 ,t37 100

Category Planned Expenditures: FY 1992 Annual Statement and Five Year Plan FY 93 Annual
Statement

FY 94 Amual
StatementFY 1992 FY 1993 FY 1994 FY 1995 FY 1996

Dollars % Dollars % Dollars % Dollars % Dollars /o Dollars % Dollars /a

,OTHER" DETAIL

Audit 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Liquidated Damages 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Fees and Cost (A&E) 145,000 5 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 50,000 I 0 0

Site Acquisition 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Relocation 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Total Other 145,000 5 130,000 4 146,906 5 8,906 I 100,000 3 50,000 I 0

I I I IITI
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3.2.5 Spending for Management Needs

Spending for management needs was planned to range from 3 to 5 percent of the annual
grant, well below the l0 percent cap.3 As mentioned above, the IHA places a higher priority
on spending for physical needs than for management needs, but most of the needs identified in
the Management Needs Assessment were scheduled to be addressed. Spending in the first year
included hiring a resident services coordinator, conducting an independent evaluation of the
Authority, and dealing with site control issues (See Exhibit l2). In addition, $235,000 was
budgeted for construction of new IHA offices. In the second year, only the resident services
coordinator cost appeared under the management improvements category.

According to the FY 1993 Annual Statement, management improvement spending was
even somewhat lower than planned. The first priority item was construction of additional office
space, which was undertaken using $515,000 in reprogrammed CIAP funding. The $75,000 for
site control work has been carried over through both years.

4. hnspBcrrvBs AND Coxcr-usroNs

Even though the expected CGP funding level for AVCPRHA is far below the estimated
need, all respondents had a favorable impression of the early implementation of the program.
Respondents all stated that IHAs should not be covered by some other system for modernization
funding. They fear that a separate funding mechanism would put Indian Housing Authorities
in competition for scarce resources with politically more powerful PHAs. While the funding
available is insufficient to accommodate all the agency's needs, respondents felt the CGP system
allocated shares of funding fairly.

According to a tribal official, residents of his community are pleased that work is being
done, and the quality is good. IHA staff appreciate the flexibility of the program and the
predictability of funding. Staff hope that by the end of the Five-Year Plan, most homebuyers
will have structurally sound units that do not need extensive homebuyer-paid repairs. As shown
in Exhibit 13, all but 20 of the IHA's units are Mutual Help, and virtually all CGP spending is
devoted to these units. While threatened litigation may elevate the existing level of competition
between villages, staff and others are optimistic that the planning process is fair and that
residents have ample opportunity to participate in decision-making about modernization.

An important part of the level of satisfaction with the program seems to be the relative
success of using force account labor, both as an employment and skill development strategy, and
as a way to create greater local accountability for the projects. Staff and community
representatives speculate that the program design has the potential to increase accountability, but
much will depend on the level of resident involvement. As more work is completed, and the
program becomes more visible, staff hope that community participation will increase.

3 Management improvement spending under the FY l99l CIAP grant totaled only $2,700.
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Exhibit 12
Patterns of CGP Spentmg (Management)

AVCP Regional Housing Authority

, lto IIIA budgltcd e hrq nlE of $l(x),m F yc.r br dr!.d nmrg@t iryrov6Mrr rydling for FY 199{-f996. Thir ooDry would bc .p.[t
c'lcGdridlotifiGdbyr.lir|.dt.'For&i!hblc,itwl...!uD.dltos!.dtwouldbooPtiond.
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Planned Management Spending

0 0 0 0 0 0PHMAP Deficiencies (Mandatory)

0 0PHMAP Deficiencies (Optional) 0 0 0 0

Ottrer Deficiencies (Mandatory) $100,054 t3 $100,054 l4 $100,054 27

652,812 87 617,4M E6Other Improvements (Optional) 270,W0 73

752,86 rN% 717,4602Total Management tw% 370,054 100%

Planned Management Spending for Resident{riented Programs

0 0 0 0 0 0Resident Management / Homeownership

50,000 7 50,000 7 125,000 34Capacity-Building and Training

0 0 0 0 0 0Section 3 (Economic and Business Development)

0 0 0 0 0 0Resident Social Services

50,000 7 50,000 7Total Resident Programs 125,000 34

0 0 0 0 0 0Planned Management Spending for Security and Drug Elimination

rI I I III I I II
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Exhibit 13

Spending by Development Program (trIAs Only)

AVCP Regional Housing Authority

II rr

Program
IHA Total Needs FY 1992 - FY 1996 FY 1992-1994

Units Percent Dollars Percent Per Unit Dollars Percent Per Unit Dollars Percent Per Unit

Rental 20 2% 290,(X)O t% 14,5m 135,0q) lVo 6,750 0 o% 0

Mutual Help 1,006 98% 42,595,n4 99% 42,341 12,813,fi)o 99% 12,73'l 9,525,990 tN% 8,310

Other 0 o% 0

Total 1,026 ln% 42,985,N4 tN% 41,798 12,948,(X)O tN% 12,620 8,525,890 |N% 8,310
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