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COMPTROLLER GENERAL OF THE UNITED STATES 

WASHINGTON 21 

B-118754 September 23, 1964 

Dear Mr. President: 

Herewith is a copy of our report to the Congress on 
ineffective administration contributing to unsatisfactory 
progress in rehabilitating the Hyde Park-Kenwood urban re­
newal area, Chicago, Illinois-Housing and Home Finance 
Agency. 

Two copies of this report are being sent today to the 
Director, Bureau of the Budget. 

Respectfully yours, 

c'!::t:~.::/u'
of the United States 

Enclosure 

The President 
The White House 



REPORT TO 

THE CONGRESS OF THE UNITED STATES 

INEFFECTIVE ADMINISTRATION CONTRIBUTING TO 

UNSATISFACTORY PROGRESS IN REHABILITATING THE 

HYDE PARK-KENWOOD URBAN RENEWAL AREA 

CHICAGO, ILLINOIS 

HOU ING AND HOME FINANCE AGENCY 

BY 

THE COMPTROLLER GENERAL 

OF THE UNITED STATES 

SEPTEMBER 1964 



REPORT TO 

THE CONGRESS OF THE UNITED STATES 

INEFFECTIVE ADMINISTRATION CONTRIBUTING TO 

UNSATISFACTORYPROGRESSIN REHABILITATING THE 

HYDE PARK-KENWOOD URBAN RENEWAL AREA 

CHICAGO, ILLINOIS 

HOUSING AND HOME FINANCE AGENCY 

BY 

THE COMPTROLLER GENERAL 

OF THE UNITED STATES 

SEPTEMBER 1964 



COMPTROLLER GENERAL OF THE UNITED STATES 

WASHINGTON, D,C. 20548 

B-118754 
SEP 2 3 1964 

To the Speaker of the House of Representatives 
and the President pro tempore of the Senate 

Our review of the Hyde Park-Kenwood urban renewal project in 
Chicago, Illinois, disclosed that unsatisfactory progress had been made 
in obtaining the voluntary rehabilitation of properties necessary for at­
taining the objectives of the project, and that the unsatisfactory progress 
was due, in part, to ineffective administration by the Federal housing 
agencies. 

The Hyde Park-K«mwood urban renewal project represents one of 
the first attempts in the country to renew a significant portion o.f a city 
by means of rehabilitation and spot clearance. The Housing and Home 
Finance Agency agreed to contribute Federal funds totaling more than 
$28 million toward the costs of ( 1) acquiring and redeveloping about 
lZ percent. of the land containing about 20 percent of the buildings in the 
project area and (Z) providing necessary improvements and communi'ty 
facilities for the project. The remaining portion of the project was to be 
rehabilitated, at no cost to the Federal Government, by means of rigid 
enforcement of the city's building, fire, zoning, and other codes and or­
dinances affecting housing and by persuading property owners to improve 
their properties in accordance with the urban renewal standards adopted 
for the area. The portion of the project to be rehabilitated has about 
Z,400 structures containing about 23,000 dwelling units. The originally 
scheduled date for completing the project was July 1, 1963, but this date 
has now been advanced to January 31, 1966. 

Our review disclosed that in December 1963 only 22 percent of the 
atructures in the area were considered to have met the minimum stand­
ards adopted for the project area and only 49 percent of the structures 
had been inspected to ascertain whether rehabilitation work was needed. 
Many of the unrehabilitated structures--estimated by local officials as 
350 to 400--are considered to be problem cases for which rehabilitation 
may not be feasible for economic or other reasons. These local offi­
cials stated that the Housing and Home Finance Agency probably would 
be requested to approve the acquisition of the properties for which vol­
untary rehabilitation could not be obtained. Inasmuch as the benefits 
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expected from the proposed project cannot be attained without rehabilitating 
the entire project area, the Housing and Home Finance Agency may not be 
in a position to disapprove such a request without jeopardizing the substan­
tial Federal investment already in the project. lithe acquisition of the 
problem properties is approved, the Federal contribution to the project 
will be increased substantially. 

We believe that the Urban Renewal Administration approved the exe­
cution of the loan and grant contract for this project prematurely because 
(1) prior studies of the feasibility of obtaining large-scale voluntary re­
habilitation were inadequate and inconclusive and (2) the rehabilitation 
plan proposed by the City of Chicago (a) did not provide for an adequate ad­
ministrative organization to carry out the rehabilitation program and 
(b) indicated that an undetermined number of the structures in the re­
habilitation area might have to be acquired but did not disclose, and the 
Housing and Home Finance Agency did not ascertain, the probable cost 
of these structures to the Federal Government. After the loan and grant 
contract was executed, the Housing and Home Finance Agency did not 
take prompt action to require the City of Chicago to emphasize the reha­
bilitation phase of the project concurrently with the acquisition and demo­
lition phases. Moreover, members of the staff of the Federal Housing 
Administration were not adequately trained in the procedures applicable 
to rehabilitation in urban renewal areas, with the result that the mort­
gages which the Federal Housing Administration agreed to insure were 
1maller than the maximum mortgages authorized by the Housing Act of 
1961. 

We made several proposals for strengthening the procedures ap­
plicable to urban renewal projects involving significant amounts of vol­
untary rehabilitation and also proposed that an evaluation be made of the 
current status of the Hyde Park-Kenwood project and that firm agree­
ments be reached as to what each agency involved would do in order to 
successfully complete the project. The Housing and Home Finance Ad­
ministrator advised us that, because the Hyde Park-Kenwood project 
was one of the first projects in the country to combine clearance for 
redevelopment with voluntary rehabilitation of remaining structures, 
precedents did not exist which would permit the formulation of conclu­
sive criteria at the time of project approval. He cited a number of 
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changes that subsequently were made in operating procedures and stated 
that he believed adequate measures currently existed to prevent recurrence 
of conditions similar to those found during our review. He advised us 
also that an evaluation of the status of the project had been proceeding for 
some time and that after agreement had been reached as to the roles each 
agency would assume in completing the project, a revised financing plan 
would be prepared which would take into consideration the action neces­
sary with respect to buildings for which voluntary rehabilitation could not 
be obtained. The effectiveness of the actions being taken by the Housing 
and Home Finance Agency cannot be measured at this time. 

Copies of this report are being sent to the President •Of the United 
States; the Administrator, Housing and Home Finance Agency; and the 
Commissioner, Urban Renewal Administration. a, 

Comptroller General 
of the United States 
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REPORT ON 

INEFFU:TIVE AIMINISTRATION CONTRIBUTINGTO 

UNSATISFACTORYPROGRESSIN REHABILITATINGTHE 

HYDE PARK-KENWOOD URBANRENEWALAREA 

CHICAGO, ILLIONIS 

HOUSINGAND HOME FINANCE AGmCY 

INTRODUCTION 

The General Accounting Office has made a review of the Housing 

and Home Finance Agency's role in approving and administering the 

rehabilitation of properties in the Hyde Park-Kenwood urban renewal 

area, Chicago, Illionis. Our review was made pursuant to the 

Budget and Accounting Act, 1921 (31 U.S.C. 53), and the Accounting 

and Auditing Act of 1950 (31 U.S.C. 67). The scope of our review 

is described on page 35 of this report. 

The Housing and Home Finance Agency (HHFA) which was estab­

lished on July 27, 1947, pursuant to Reorganization Plan No. 3, is 

responsible for carrying out the principal housing, home financing, 

and coDDDunity development functions of the Federal Government. 

HHFA is headed by an Administrator who _is responsible for the gen­

eral supervision and coordination of the whole range of housing 

programs and operations for which the agency is responsible .. 

HHFA consists of the Office of the Administrator (OA), three 

constituent agencies--the Federal Housing Administration (FHA), the 

Public Housing Administration (PHA), and the Federal National Mort­

gage Association (FNMA)--and two constituent units--the CoDDDUnity 

Facilities Administration (CFA) and the Urban Renewal Administra­

tion (URA). The OA, URA, and CFA programs are, for the most part, 

administered by the seven HHFA regional offices. HHFA's central 
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office in Washington provides policy direction and technical as­

sistance to the regional offices. 

Pursuant to section 106 of the Housing Act of 1949, as amended 

(42 U.s.c. 1456), the Administrator, HHFA, delegated to the Commis­

sioner, URA, broad authority for administering the slum clearance 

and urban renewal program. The URA office is in Washington, D.C.; 

the field activities of the program are carried out by the seven 

HHFA regional offices. A list of principal officials responsible 

for the activities examined in our review is presented as appen-

dix I of this report. 

Ths slum clearance and urban renewal program is carried out 

pursuant to title I of the Housing Act of 1949, as amended 

(42 U.S.C. 1450). This act authorizes Federal financial and tech­

nical assistance to local communities for the purposes of (1) as­

sisting in the elimination and prevention of the spread of•slums 

and blighted or deteriorating areas and (2) providing maximum op­

portunity for the redevelopment, rehabilitation, and conservation 

of such areas by private enterprise. 

Prior to 1954, the slum clearance and urban redevelopment pro­

gram was basically concerned with the demolition of slums. The 

Housing Act of 1954 (68 Stat. 590) introduced the term "urban re­

newal" into the law and broadened the Housing Act of 1949 by au­

thorizing Federal financial assistance for the rehabilitation and 

conservation of blighted and deteriorating areas. The Housing Act 

of 1954 amended also the National Housing Act (48 Stat. 1246), 

adding section 220 to authorize FHA to insure mortgages obtained 

for the purpose of financing the rehabilitation of properties in 

slum clearance and urban renewal areas. 

The prime responsibility for initiating and administering the 

slum clearance and urban renewal program at the local level is 
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placed on the communities themselves. Each slum clearance and ur­

ban renewal project is carried out by a local public agency (LPA) 

which is defined by statute as "any State, county, municipality, or 

other governmental entity or public body, or two or more such enti­

ties or bodies, authorized to undertake the project for which as­

sistance is sought." 

Under the procedures established by URA for undertaking a slum 

clearance and urban renewal project encompassing both rehabilita­

tion and spot clearance, an LPA is required to plan the project; 

acquire the properties that are to be cleared; temporarily operate 

and maintain the acquired project properties; assist families from 

the area to be cleared to relocate into decent, safe, and sanitary 

housing; demolish the acquired properties; establish standards for 

the rehabilitation of properties; and encourage and assist property 

owners to upgrade their properties to meet rehabilitation stand­

ards. Upon completion of these activities, the LPA may sell or 

lease the acquired project land to private or public redevelopers 

or may retain the land for its own use in accordance with the rede­

velopment plan. 

The Federal Government provides financial assistance to local 

communities through planning advances, loans, capital grants, and 

mortgage insurance. A planning advance may be made to an LPA to 

finance the planning of a slum clearance and urban renewal project. 

The advance in repayable out of any funds which become available to 

the LPA for the undertaking of the project; if the project is not 

undertaken, the planning advance is not repayable. To enable the 

LPA to undertake a project, URA makes direct loans to the LPA or 

guarantees loans obtained by the LPA from sources other than the 

Federal Government. URA makes capital grants to LPAs to reimburse 
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them for payments made to individuals, families, and business con­

cerns for certain expenses of relocating from slum clearance and 

urban renewal projects and for the Federal share of the net cost of 

the project. The LPAs usually use the capital grants to liquidate 

loans which they have obtained to defray project costs. Capital 

grant progress payments may be made to an LPA during the develop­

ment of the project. 

The project costs in which the local commu~ity and the Federal 

Government share arise principally from (1) land acquisition, 

(2) demolition of existing structures, and (3) provision of project 

improvements and supporting facilities which are necessary to serve 

the new uses of the project land, including the cost of construct­

ing buildings and facilities provided in connection with community 

improvements, such as schools, libraries, police stations, sewers, 

and parks. 

Net project cost is defined by the Housing Act of 1949 as the 

difference between the gross project cost and the aggregate of 

(1) the total sales price of all land or other property sold and 

(2) the total capital value of the project land or. other property to be 

leased or to be retained by the local public agency. The act pro­

vides that net project costs generally will be shared, two thirds 

by the Federal Government and one third by the local communities. 

However, in the case of a municipality with a population of 50,000 

or less, or when planning, legal, and administrative costs are ex­

cluded from project cost, the net project cost may be shared, three 

fourths by the Federal Government and one fourth by the local com­

munity. The net cost of the Hyde Park-Kenwood project is to be 

shared on such a three fourths-one fourth basis. 

The URA procedures provide that, for a rehabilitation or con­

servation project, the Federal Government will not participate in 
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any costs incurred in the physical rehabilitation of project prop­

erties other than those necessary for the project office or for 

demonstration purposes. Section ll0(c) (7) of the Housing Act of 

1949 provides that an LPA may not acquire and rehabilitate for desn­

onstration purposes more than 100 dwelling units, or 5 percent of 

the dwelling units in the project area, whichever is less. 
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DESCRIPTION OF HYDE PARK-KENWOOD PROJECT 

The Hyde Park-Kenwood slum clearance and urban renewal project 

is part of Chicago's citywide program of conservation and improve­

ment. The project area, located about 6 miles south of Chicago's 

central business district, encompasses about 856 acres of land and 

has a population of about 65,000. The project is bounded by East 

47th Street on the north, East 59th Street on the south, Lake Mich­

igan on the east, and Cottage Grove Avenue on the west. Within 

these boundaries the following areas are excluded from the project: 

Jackson Park, Burnham Park, Illinois Central Railroad right-of-way, 

Hyde Park A and Hyde Park B redevelopment projects_, and the Univer­

sity of Chicago campus. A map of the project area is presented as 

appendix II of this report. 

The Community Conservation Board of Chicago (predecessor to 

the present LPA) applied for a loan and grant contract in July 

1958. At that time, there were about 3,100 structures in the area, 

of which 782 were classified by the LPA as substandard. About 101 

acres of land containing 630 structures, of which 336 were classi­

fied as substandard, were to be cleared and redeveloped. About 490 

:acres of land containing approximately 2,400 structures were to be 

:rehabilitated; these structures contained about 23,000 dwelling 

\units, of which about 3,900 were classified as substandard. The 

remaining land was to be used for commercial and industrial pur­

poses, streets, alleys, and public rights-of-way. 

URA approved the LPA's application for a loan and grant con­

tract in January 1959, and the contract was executed in May 1959. 

The project expenditures budget, as approved by HHFA, provided for 

net project costs totaling about $36,675,000 and for relocation 

costs totaling about $805,000. As the Federal Government will pay 
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the entire amount of the relocation costs in addition to a three 

fourths' share of the net project costs, the budgeted Federal capi­

tal grants totaled about $28,312,000. No provision was made in the 

project expenditures budget for costs in connection with the reha­

bilitation of project properties. 

In its loan and grant application, the LPA estimated that the 

project would be completed on July 1, 1963. However, in June 1962 

HHFA approved an extension of the project completion date to Janu­

ary 31, 1964; and in November 1963 it approved a further extension 

to January 31, 1966. In November 1963 the budget for relocation 

costs was increased to $1,050,000, but no change was made in the 

budget for net project costs. 

7 



FINDINGS AND CONCLUSIONS 

The Hyde Park-Kenwood project represents one of the first ma­

jor attempts in the country to renew a significant portion of a 

city by means of voluntary rehabilitation and spot clearance. In 

order for the project to be successful so as to attain the benefits 

expected from the expenditure of millions of dollars by the Federal 

Government and the city of Chicago, it is essential that the neces­

sary voluntary rehabilitation be effected. However, our review 

disclosed that there has been no large-scale voluntary rehabilita­

tion. 

We believe that, in part, the unsatisfactory _progress in ob­

taining the rehabilitation of properties at the Hyde Park-Kenwood 

project was due to ineffective administration by the Federal hous­

ing agencies. First, URA approved the project without adequate in­

formation as to the feasibility of obtaining large-scale voluntary 

rehabilitation. Second, after the loan and grant contract with the 

LPAhad been executed, HHFA's supervision over the rehabilitation 

activities was not effective inasmuch as prompt action was not 

taken to require the LPA to emphasize rehabilitation concurrently 

with other activities and FHA's mortgage insurance underwriting 

practices were not in consonance with URA's objectives for the 

project. 

UNSATISFACTORYPROGRESS IN REHABILITATING 
PROPERTIESIN THE HYDE PARK-KENWOOD PROJECT 

In May 1959 HHFA executed the loan and grant contract for the 

Hyde Park-Kenwood project and thus agreed to provide the Federal 

financial assistance necessary for carrying out the ur~an renewal 

plan for the project. The urban renewal plan provided for acquir­

ing, demolishing, and redeveloping about 12 percent of the land 

containing about 20 percent of the buildings in the project area. 
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The remaining portion of the project was to be rehabilitated at no 

cost to the Federal Government by means of rigid enforcement -of the 

city's building, fire, zoning, and other codes and ordinances af­

fecting housing and by persuading property owners to improve their 

properties in accordance with the urban renewal standards adopted 

for the area. Our review disclosed that unsatisfactory progress 

had been made in obtaining the necessary rehabilitation of project 

properties. 

In January 1964, 5 years after HHFA approval of the project 

and 7 months after the originally scheduled completion date, the 

precise status of the necessary rehabilitation work at the Hyde 

Park-Kenwood project still had not been determined because the I.PA. 

had not completed an inspection of all structures in the area to 

ascertain the nature and extent of the rehabilitation work needed. 

In December 1963 the LPA's records showed .that about 51 per­

cent (1,203 out of a total of 2,383) of the structures in the area 

designated for rehabilitation had not been inspected to ascertain 

whether there had been compliance with the rehabilitation standards 

adopted for the project. Moreover, about 27 percent of the struc­

tures had not been inspected to ascertain whether there had been 

compliance with the city's building, fire, zoning, and other codes 

affecting housing. Of the 2,383 structures in the rehabilitation 

area, 189 had been certified as meeting both the rehabilitation 

standards and the city code requirements on the basis of the origi­

nal inspections and an additional 331 were considered to have met 

both the rehabilitation standards and the city code requirements 

after completion of necessary rehabilitation work. Thus, as of De-

' cember 24, 1963, either rehabilitation work was necessary or in-

spections were needed to ascertain the extent of necessary rehabil-

itation work on 1,863 (about 78 percent) of the structures in che 

9 
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1 area scheduled for rehabilitation. Many of the unrehabilitated 

structures were considered by the LPAto be "problem cases" for 

which rehabilitation may not be feasible for economic or other rea-

sons. 

1 
Subsequently we were informed that considerable progress in at-
taining rehabilitation was expected by the LPA by June 1964 
(see p. 34). 
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Contract approved without 
adequate information as to feasibility 
of project 

URA approved the execution of a loan and grant contract for 

the Hyde Park-Kenwood project even though (1) the LPA did not have 

an adequate rehabilitation program and (2) prior studies of the 

feasibility of the project were inconclusive. We question whether 

URA had enough information to provide a sound basis for approving 

the project . 

URA procedures provide that, prior to the initiation of survey 

and planning work, representatives from the LPA, FHA, and HHFA 

shall hold a feasibility conference and that agreement shall be 

reached as to whether it is feasible to upgrade all properties re­

maining in the area to property rehabilitation standards. These 

standards are required to be: 

"(l) Sufficiently high to assure the long-term useful 
life of the properties and to justify the cost in­
volved. 

"(2) Feasible of practical application to existing phys-
ical conditions within the area." 

The procedures provide also that, before URA approves a loan and 

grant contract for a project, the LPA must submit specific and .£.Q!!­

clusive evidence supporting the adequacy of property rehabilitation· 

standards and the feasibility of property rehabilitation. 

Proposed rehabilitation program 
was inadequate 

The LPA's rehabilitation program was inadequate for undertak­

ing, in a timely and effective manner, the extent of rehabilitation 

work necessary to accomplish the objective of the urban renewal 

plan. The LPA's plan for carrying out the project, which was 
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approved by HHFA prior to the execution of the loan and grant con­

tract, provided for a division of responsibility which subsequently 

proved to be unworkable. Moreover, the LPA's urban r~newal plan 

did not adequately disclose, and HHFA did not ascertain, the prob­

able cost of the project to the Federal Government. 

The LPA's urban renewal plan provided that the Community Con­

servation Board (predecessor to the present LPA) would be respon­

sible for the overall undertaking of the project but that the De­

partment of Buildings of the city of Chicago would be responsible 

for enforcing the city's minimum codes and ordinances and for ob­

taining voluntary rehabilitation of properties in accordance with 

the higher urban renewal standards incorporated in the plan. No 

provision was made in the plan for the Community Conservation Board 

to exercise supervision or control over the activities of the De­

partment of Buildings in connection with the project. As pointed 

eut later in this report, no real progress was made in obtaining 

rehabilitation of the project properties until this defect in or-

1anization was corrected. 

The urban renewal plan stated that rehabilitation would apply 

te all buildings not specified for clearance--approximately 80 per­

cent of the structures then in the project area. However, the plan 

went on to state: 

''Rehabilitation will be undertaken by private voluntary 
action with continuous and vigilant enforcement of the 
minimum codes of the city. Those structures which do not 
lend themselves to voluntary activity, either because of 
the inability or unwillingness of the owner, will be 
dealt with by the Community Conservation Board of Chicago 
at a later date subject to prior city council approval. 
In addition, it is recognized that an added number of 
buildings will prove not feasible for rehabilitation or 
will be required to be acquired to meet small space 
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needs. None of these latter structures are identified, 
since a period of operational experienc~ will be required 
to identify the applicable structures. As these struc­
tures are identified, appropriate*** ~ousing and Home 
Finance Agency approval will be requested." 

Despite the warning in the urban renewal plan that HHFA ap­

proval would be requested for additional costs to be incurred in 

acquiring an unidentified number of structures in the area desig­

nated fot rehabilitation, HHFA executed the loan and grant contract 

without ascertaining the probable number of structures to be ac­

quired or their cost. Since the objectives of the project cannot 

be achieved without the renewal or rehabilitation of the entire 

project area, HHFA is not now in a position to disapprove subse­

quent requests for Federal participation in costs necessary for re­

newing or rehabilitating the area originally designated for reha­

bilitation wi tho·Jt jeopardizing the Federal investment already in 

the project. 

HHFA subsequently recognized that the LPA's rehabilitation 

program for the Hyde Park-Kenwood project was inadequate and re­

quested that action be taken to improve it. On February 27, 1962, 

the HHFA Chicago Regional Administrator· recommended to the LPA that 

the following steps be taken to improve the rehabilitation program. 

1. The immediate scheduling and carrying out of a building-by­
building inspection in the project to achieve compliance 
with project standards. 

2. Developing close coordination with the Building and Law De­
partments to determine the best means of securing compli­
ance with project standards. 

3. Developing procedures for contacting all owners before and 
after inspections and for follow-up inspections of reported 
rehabilitation work. 
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4. Making adequate provision for rendering, to owners of 
buildings, such technical services as architectural 
sketches, general cost estimates, and financial advice. 

I 

5. Improving the reporting on rehabilitation activities. 

6. Reviewing the urban renewal plan to determine the current 
adequacy and feasibility of its provisions. Any revision 
to the plan should update land-use controls and clearance 
proposals. 

The Regional Administrator requested the LPA to develop a detailed 

rehabilitation program within 60 days so that the program could be 

iaplemented early enough in 1962 for real progress to be demon­

stl'ated by the end of the year. 

On May 9, 1962--71 days later--the Regional Administrator in­

feRted the LPA that he had not yet received a detailed rehabilita­

tien program for the Hyde Park-Kenwood project. He stated that ap-. 
pl~eations for two other rehabilitation projects in Chicago could 

net~ approved until a satisfactory program was developed for the 

Hyae Park-Kenwood project. 

At our suggestion, HHFA solicited the LPA's comments on our . 
fimiin1s. In a letter to the HHFA Chicago Regional Administrator 

4ate• July 15, 1963, the Chairman of the Board of the Chicago De­

partment of Urban Renewal ( the current LPA) pointed out that, be­

cause_the Hyde Park-Kenwood project was one of the first in the 

ceunt~y to propose a conservation program combining clearance for 

reaevilep■ent and voluntary rehabilitation of the remaining struc­

tures, precedents did not exist when the LPA submitted its project 

repert in 1!58 which would permit the formulation of conclusive 

criteria• fer feasibility. He stated, however, that he believed the 

LPA'ssuimission presented a reasonable basis for Federal partici­

patien im the project and that, notwithstanding dissatisfaction 
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with the rate of progress to date, steps had been taken which would 

effectively implement the objectives of the rehabilitation program. 

In this connection, he cited certain actions that had been taken to 

improve organization and procedures, including (1) a reorganization 

of the city's Department of Buildings in 1961 to eliminate overlap­

ping of functions between conservation inspection, new construction 

inspection, and technical services and (2) a reevaluation of the 

organization and procedures which resulted in the opening of a 

neighborhood Service Center in May 1963 to provide all necessary 

services in connection with rehabilitation. The staff of the Serv­

ice Center includes inspection personnel, rehabilitation advisers, 

community relations specialists, and a legal advisor under the di­

rect supervision of a project director. The basic objective of the 

center is to locate in one office under a single coordinating su­

pervisor all services available from various city departments per­

taining to code enforcement and rehabilitation. 

The Administrator, HHFA, advised us ~hat URA had been gravely 

!concerned with the lack of progress in rehabilitating structures at 

the Hyde Park-Kenwood project and cited a memorandum from the Re­

gional Director of Urban Renewal to the Commissioner, URA, dated 

July 17, 1963, which described the steps being taken by the HHFA 

regional office and the LPA to implement and accelerate the reha­

bilitation program. He also cited statistics, obtained from the 

LPA,which showed that the amount of the repair and rehabilitation 

of project properties, as shown by the building permits issued, had 

iacreased from $784,218 for the 6 months of 19~2 to $1,516,715 for 

the first 6 months of 1963. 

Following receipt of the Administrator's comments, we reviewed 

tile city Building Department records to ascertain the extent of 

15 



participation in rehabilitation by private individuals d1.1ring the 

periods cited. Our review disclosed that of the $1,516,751 in 

iuilding permits issued during the first 6 months of 1963, a total 

ef $228,459 was applicable to properties not in the project area and 

an additional $694,000 was applicable to property owned by the Uni­

versity of Chicago instead of by private individuals. The Univer­

sity of Chicago has a special interest in upgrading the area be­

cause its campus is adjacent to the project and many of its stu-

4ents reside in the properties scheduled for rehabilitation. Fur­

ther, the University of Chicago performed the initial planning for 

this project. Of the $784,218 in building permits issued during 

the first 6 months of 1962, a total of $374,326 was for property 

net in the project area and an additional $222,000 was for property 

ewned by the University of Chicago. Following is our analysis of 

the cited permit values: 

Permits a22licable to 

Period 
Total 

(note a) 

Property 
not in 
project 

area 

Property 
of Univer-

sity of 
Chicago 

and other 
institu-

tions 

Com-
mercial 

struc-
tures 

Private 
dwellings 

January to 
June 1963 

January to 
June 1962 

$1,516,751 

784,218 

$228,459 

374,326 

$702,935 

250,500 

$83,080 

3,300 

$502,277b 

156,092 

aThe amounts sho·im are for rehabilitation, repairs, and maintenance. 

i0ne structure accounted for $235,000o 

n the basis of our review, we concluded that the value of the re­

pair and rehabilitation of the project properties, as shown by the 
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permits cited by the Administrator was not representative of expen­

ditures by private individuals for voluntary rehabilitation in the 

Hyde Park-Kenwood Urban Renewal Project Area and that these statis­

tics did not indicate that any _great progress had been made in ob­

taining such voluntary rehabilitation. 

We also made a follow-up examination into the effectiveness of 

the neighborhood Service Center approach currently being used by 

the LPA for obtaining rehabilitation of project properties. Our 

examination disclosed that substantial progress was being made to­

ward completing the initial inspections of project properties in 

order to ascertain the scope and extent of the mandatory and volun­

tary rehabilitation work remaining. The project coordinator esti- • 

mated that this phase of the work would be completed by the end of 

February 1964. Thus, the full magnitude of the problem will not 

have been ascertained until more than 5 years after approval of the 

project. 

Our follow-up examination disclosed further that major prob­

lems exist and that the full extent and solution of these problems 

are not yet known. Some of these problems relate to: 

1. Reluctance of property owners to rehabilitate structures 
near land which was vacated during the clearance phase of 
the project and has not yet been developed. 

2. Absentee ownership, particularly of apartment buildings. 

3. Illegal conversions of buildings from their originally in­
tended use, in many cases resulting in overcrowding. 

4. Difficulties in obtaining financing 
are unemployed or have low incomes. 

in cases where owners 

5. Existing 
relation 
sible. 

indebtedness 
to income to 

on some properties 
make rehabilitation 

is too great 
economically 

in 
fea­
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6. Fear of further expansion of institutional facilities in 
the area. 

One of the principal problem areas in the project is a two­

block area referred to by the LPA as the "Canyon area" and the 

"Canyon problem." The area contains 34 buildings, all 3-story 

walk-up apartments, and houses approximately 1,500 people, most of 

whom have small incomes. All but 3 of these buildings have been 

converted from the original 6-dwelling units to at least 

12-dwelling uni ts and cannot economically be reconverted by the own­

ers. The project coordinator and other project officials stated 

that an amendment to the loan and grant contract authorizing acqui­

sition of the Canyon Area may be necessary as a soli.1tion. 

With reference to problem properties in general, the project 

coordinator was of the opinion that public bodies ultimately would 

have to buy problem properties and either rehabilitate or demolish 

them. He estimated that there would be 350 to 400 such properties . 1 

Studies to determine feasibility 
of gbtaining large-scale voluntary 
,rehabilitation were inconclusive 

URAapproved the execution of the loan and grant contract for 

the Hyde Park-Kenwood project without making an adequate examina­

tion of the structures in the project area to verify the feasibil­

ity of obtaining large-scale voluntary rehabilitation. URA's ap­

proval of the project was based principally on data submitted by 

the LPAto the Chicago HHFA regional office; other studies of the 

project's feasibility indicated that rehabilitation of some of the 

structures might not be feasible. 

The LPA's Urban Renewal Plan for the project, which was ap­

proved by HHFAon September 8, 1958, showed that in 1956 about 

25 percent of the structures in the project area (including the 

lnieestimate was subsequently reduced to 100 (seep. 34). 
18 



areas proposed for clearance and redevelopment) either were dilapi­

dated or had major code violations and about 63 percent of the 

structures had no code violations. The plan states that these sta­

tistics were based on complete field inspections by the Building 

Department of the city of Chicago and on field surveys by the LPA's 

planning staff. No statistics were cited regarding the number of 

structures on which voluntary rehabilitation by owners would be re­

~ired in order to make the structures conform to the urban renewal 

standards incorporated in the plan, which were somewhat higher than 

the city's code standards. We found no evidence in the HHFA re­

atonal office files that an attempt had been made either to verify 

the statistics cited by the I.PA or to ascertain the scope and ex­

tent of the voluntary rehabilitation work that would be required. 
Although correction of code violations may involve rehabilitation, 

such rehabilitation is mandatory instead of voluntary. 

Since the LPA's subsequent inspections show that a substantial 

percentage of the structures in the area will require both manda­

tery and voluntary rehabilitation,_we believe that URA should have 

fully investigated the situation to determine whether large~scale 

veluntary rehabilitation was feasible before approving the loan and 

arant contract for the project. 

During the planning stage of the project, the I.PA awarded a 

centract to David Zisook and Zisook Construction Company, Inc., to 

stu4y the feasibility of obtaining large-scale rehabilitation in 

the project area. This company made a study of 150 of the struc­

ture• in the project area and concluded that rehabilitation of most 

ef the buildings in the project area would be economically feasible 

if the total urban renewal plan were implemented and adequate long­

tena financing were available. The Zisook Co:npany's report pointed 
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out that, while the proposed public programs were large, their im­

pact would be limited to only 20 percent of the structures and that 

the future of the community and, hence, the urban renewal effort 

rested with the remaining 80 percent of the structures. With re­

card to the availability of long-term financing, the report stated: 

"Availability of adequate financing is the key to the 
success of any large-scale rehabilitation program. To­
tal neighborhood and environmental requirements cannot be 
achieved through the ability of a few investors to secure 
the necessary financial credit. 

11,rk* Accordingly, adequate financing must be within the 
reach of the majority of the property owners in the 
neighborhood. *** Such financial assistance to be effec­
tive, however, must be available in the normal course of 
business procedures. If a required loan can be obtained 
only after months of negotiations, the ordinary investor 
will become discouraged and disinterested." 

The report stressed the need for FHA financing under section 220 of 

the National Housing Act (see pp. 2 and 3) but pointed out that the 

use of such financing by owners of small properties would be lim­

ited and that conventional sources would have to be the largest 

seurce of loans for rehabilitation purposes. 

Small properties (single-family houses, row houses, and du­

plexes) represent 46 percent of all residential structures in the 

urban renewal area. Most of these structures were in need of re­

habilitation at the time of the Zisook study and were still in need 

ef rehabilitation at the time of our review. In view of the state­

•ent in the Zisook report that most of these property owners would 

have to obtain conventional financing, we believe that, before HHFA 

executed the loan and grant contract, it should have investigated 

fully whether such financing would be readily available. We could 

find no evidence which showed that such an investigation was made. 
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lur review showed that there was a shortage of conventional financ­

ing during the early years of the project. 

In November 1956, prior to the issuance of the Zisook report, 

FHA commented on the feasibility of rehabilitation in the urban re­

newal area as follows: 

•~reliminary processing of a 72-unit apartment project 
indicates doubt as to the feasibility of apartment build­
ing rehabilitation. Further studies of apartment build­
ings and studies of other types of buildings will be un­
dertaken upon receipt of building survey by Zisook Co. 
It is our opinion that the location of an apartment 
building in the Urban Renewal Area, its size and the 
amount of the indebtedness against it will be important 
factors in determining the extent to which rehabilitation 
of apartment buildings will be feasible." 

After the issuance of the Zisook report, FHA made its own fea­

si•ility study and gave the project a qualified approval by stating 

that it would be feasible to rehabilitate some of the structures 

ana it would not be feasible to rehabilitate others. However, 

FHA's qualified approval was based on a review of only 5 of the ap­

preximately 2,400 structures in the area designated for rehabilita­

tien. The limited scope of the FHA review and FHA's very qualified 

cenclusion as to the feasibility of the project would hardly seem 

t• provide an adequate basis for committing Federal Expenditures of 

ever $28 million for the project. 

The Administrator, HHFA, in reply to OJr finding that HHFA ex­

ecute• the loan and grant contract without really knowing whether 

sufficient conventional financing would be available, stated: 

"In our opinion reasonable assurance was obtained 
that private financing would be available in sufficient 
amounts to meet project requirements." 
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The Administrator informed us that this opinion was based on a 

letter, dated July 8, 1958, from the Chicago Association of Com­

merce and Industry to the Executive Director, Southeast Chicago 

Commission (SECC), concerning private financing for the Hyde Park~ 

Kenwood project. The Administrator said that the LPA obtained the 

information in this letter because of the qualified conclusion in 

FHA's feasibility study of the project. Moreover, he said that 

this letter, together with the FHA feasibility report, dated Sep­

tember 5, 1958, and the Zisook report were considered to be ade­

~uate support for the determination that rehabilitation was econom­

ically feasible at the time the loan and grant contract was exe­

cuted. 

Our examination into the background and purpose of the letter 

from the Chicago Association of Commerce and Industry and into the 

aiequacy of conventional financing for the project disclosed that 

the private financing discussed in the letter was primarily con­

cerned with FHA-insured loans rather than with conventional loans 

and that the financing concerned new construction as well as reha­

tilitation. ·Moreover, the Executive Director, SECC (the addressee 

ef t~e letter), informed us that the purpose of the letter was to 

etta~n some assurance that funds would be available for FHA-insured 

leans. It was hoped, he stated, that FHA participation would be a 

ievice by which conventional sources would be drawn into the Hyde 

Park-Kenwood area. 

We believe that the availability of sufficient conventional 

financing for rehabilitation was not clearly demonstrated because 

the private financing referred to by the Administrator, and consid­

ered by him to be for conventional financing, was primarily con­

cerned with FHA-insured loans. As conventional financing for 
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rehabilitation would be dependent to a great extent upon ~HA's par­

ticipation in the project, the qualified and inconclusive position 

of FHA made the availability of adequate financing very question­

able. Therefore, URA was not in a sound position to judge whether 

the project was feasible at the time of approving the loan and 

grant contract. 

Officials of the LPA advised us that, while availability of 

conventional financing at one time represented a problem, the Hyde 

Park-Kenwood area currently was considered in real estate circles 

as a good area for investment and that several Savings and Loan As­

sociations had funds available for investment in the project. One 

of the LPA's financing advisers stated that, in most cases where 

applicants have been refused c~nventional loans, the prospective 

borrowers either were considered too old or, if the loans had been 

approved, would have been overfinanced. 
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SUPERVISION OVER REHABILITATION 
ACTIVITIES WAS INEFFECTIVE 

After the loan and grant contract for the Hyde Park-Kenwood 

project had been executed, HHFA's supervision over the rehabilita­

tion activities was not effective inasmuch as the I.PA was permitted 

to defer emphasis on the rehabilitati0n phase of the project until 

the acquisition and demolition phases were substantially completed. 

The rehabilitation phase of the project should have received pri­

mary emphasis because private property owners must bear the costs 

of rehabilitation and raise the necessary financing whereas Govern­

ment funds are available to finance the costs of acquisition and 

demolitiono In addition, FHA's practices in underwriting mortgage 

insurance in connection with the rehabilitation of project proper­

ties were not in consonance with URA's policies for implementing 

the project, which stressed the increased property values and 

higher rentals that would accrue after rehabilitation. As a re­

sult, the mortgages which FHA agreed to insure were substantially 

smaller than those that were needed to effect the required rehabil­

itation. 

Prompt action not taken to require emphasis on 
~bilitation concurrently with other activities 

Our review disclosed that the LPA's policy of deferring empha­

sis on rehabilitation and concentrating on the acquisition and de­

molition phases of the project acted as a deterrent in obtaining 

voluntary rehabilitation of project propertieso During the first 

few years after work on the project commenced, the LPA encouraged 

property owners to rehabilitate their properties but maintained 

only a limited staff to provide financial and architectural assist­

ance and did not make inspections of the properties to ascertain 

the nature and extent of the rehabilitation work needed. The LPA's 

24 



project coordinator advised us that these early efforts were 

largely ineffective because property owners could not reasonably be 

expected to rehabilitate their properties when nearby land had been 

vacant for some time as a result of the LPA's clearance activityo 

The current emphasis on the rehabilitation phase of the proj­

ect resulted principally from URA's belated insistence on concur­

riht actionso In April 1962, at the request of URA, the city's 

Building Department commenced making inspections of properties pro­

pdsed for rehabilitation to ascertain whether there had been com-
;

pllance with city code requirements. These inspections were dis-

cdntinued in the fall of 1962 because of opposition to the program 

but were recommenced on a revised basis in June 1963 after URA had 

withheld a $2-1/2 million payment on the projecto 

In commenting on our findings, the Chairman of the LPA's Board 

of Directors stated that the LPA's policy decision was based pri-
I

marily on a conviction that the most urgent need was to restore 

confidence in the project area and to create a climate that would 

induce voluntary investments by property owners by enhancing ameni­

ties of the area through concentrating on the removal of deterio­

rated structures and the prevention of deleterious uses of other 

structures, and by making cleared land available for the improve­

ment of community facilitieso 

The Administrator, HHFA, advised us th~t URA had been con­

cerned with the lack of progress in rehabilitation and with the 

l.PA's failure to perform the rehabilitation function concurrently 

with its other functionso He stated further th~t rehabilitation is 

a complex, individualized renewal technique that is much more dif­

ficult to carry out than slu~ clearance and redevelopment and that 

there is no doubt now th~t the time estimated for completion of the 
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project was woefully short of the time when the project can be said 

te be completed. 

fHAunderwriting prac
Sith the rehabilitation 

tices not 
program 

coordinated 

In underwriting mortgage insurance for the rehabilitation of 

preperties in the Hyde Park-Kenwood area, FHA practices were not in 

censonance with URA's objectives for the project. URA encouraged 

the lPA to "sell" the concept of voluntary rehabilitation to prop­

erty owners by stressing the increased property values--and higher 

rentals--which would accrue in the revitalized and more desirable 

neichborhoods. However, in underwriting mortgage insurance, FHA-­

which bases its insurance principally on the amount of rental income 

--censidered only the rental income in the neighborhood as it then 

existed, rather than as it will exist after rehabilitation. As a 

result, the mortgages which FHA agreed to insure were substantially 

s11&ller than those that were applied for and were needed to effect 

the required rehabilitation. FHA's practices thus contributed to 

the lack of progress in rehabilitating the Hyde Park-Kenwood urban 

renewal area. 

Section 220 was added to the National Housing Act in 1954 to 

assist in providing the financing required for the rehabilitation 

ef existing buildings and the construction of new dwellings in ur­

•an renewal areas. The Housing Act of 1961 amended section 220 to 

li•eralize the basis for determining the maximum FHA insurance of 

mertcages covering repair and rehabilitation. Prior to the 1961 

amen•ment, the maximum amount of mortgage insurance was based on 

the appraised value of the property. The -imendment authorized the 

uximum mortgage insurance to be based on the sum of the estimated 

cest of repair and rehabilitation, plus the FHA Commissioner's es­

timate of the value of the property before repair and 
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rehabilitation. The amendment permits larger mortgages to more 

a4equately finance rehabilitation and repair. 

FHA is limited by several criteria as to the size of a mort­

cace it can insure, one of which is the debt serviceability of the 

preperty. Under this limitation, the maximum insurable mortgage is 

an amount which the net income of the property will support. The 

net income is based on FHA's estimates of the rents obtainable, 

after allowing for vacancies and operating expenses. We were in­

fermed that the debt-service criterion would be the limiting factor 

fer most applications for section 220 rehabilitation mortgage in­

surance for multifamily dwellings in the Hyde Park-Kenwood project. 

FHA's policy is to base its estimates of rents obtainable 

after rehabilitation on rents being obtained from comparable prop­

erties. With regard to the selection of comparable properties, the 

FHA Underwriting Manual states: 

"Comparisons should not be confined to the delineated 
area; more accurate estimates of value may result from 
comparison with residential property in other neighbor­
hoods, which will be competitive when the improvements 
connnitted in the Urban Renewal Plan have been completed." 
(Underscoring supplied.) 

Our initial review at the Chicago Insuring Office disclosed 

that as of October 17, 1961, only five commitments for section 220 

rehabilitation mortgage insurance had been made for property in the 

Hyde Park-Kenwood Urban Renewal area. These five commitments pro­

vided mortgage insurance for only 150 of the dwelling units in the 

area. 

We discussed FHA's underwriting practices for the Hyde Park­

Kenwood project with responsible public and private officials who 

are directly involved in the Hyde Park-Kenwood renewal effort. The 

1eneral concensus was that the FHA underwriters' estimates of rents 
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obtainable were usually quite low because they failed to consider 

the general upgrading of the area that should occur. One of these 

officials stated that FHA did not give enough weight to the in­

crease in the value of properties as a result of the new parks, 

schools, and other improvements that the project would bring. An­

other stated that FHA did not estimate rents, after rehabilitation, 

at a high enough level to include the appreciation of the property 

resulting from the renewal project. He stated that low estimates 

of rents had been a major factor in FHA's inability to insure mort­

gages in amounts near the statutory limitation authorized by the 

National Housing Act. 

We reviewed three of the five cases on which the Chicago In­

suring Office had made commitments for section 220 rehabilitation 

mortgage insurance. Our findings are as follows: 

1. FHACase No. 071-32016R--This property is a 40-unit, 

4-story walk-up apartment building. The sponsor (the University of 

Olicago) paid $210,000 for the property in May 1960. The sponsor 

proposed to spend $80,000 on rehabilitating 38 of the 40 dwelling 

units and applied for FHA mortgage insurance for a $290,000 loan. 

In processing the sponsor's application, FHA computed a maxi­

llUlll insurable mortgage of only $188,100. However, prior to the is­

suance of a commitment in this amount, the sponsor requested that 

the application be reprocessed because he believed th~t higher rent 

comparables should have been usedo FHA reprocessed the applica­

tion and, on the basis of the debt-service limitation, issued a 

uximum insurance commitment of only $202,6000 

In arriving at its estimate of rents obtainable after rehabil­

itation, FHA selected comparable properties consisting of other un­

rehabilitated properties in the project area. FHA considered these 
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properties to be superior as to location but physically inferior to 

the sponsor's property ~fter rehabilitation. FHA estimated that, 

after rehabilitation, the rents obt4inable would be from $80 to 

$82.50 a month for 3-room units and from $90 to $105 a month for 

4-room units and would average $25.55 a room each month for all 

units. Our review showed that the comparable properties selected 

•Y FHA had no 3-room units listed. Moreover, the FHA rent esti­

■ate for 4-room units equalled the actual current rentals and no 

allow4nce was made for increased rentals after the general upgrad­

in1 of the area. 

FHA limits its estimate of rents obtainable after rehabilita­

tion to the "maximum allowable rentals FHA computed the averageo" 

• •ximum allowable rents for the sponsor's property to be only 

$25.85 a ·room each month, or 30 cents a month more than the esti-

611lteof rents obtainable. Our review disclosed mathematical errors 

,n this computation. The average maximum allowable monthly rent 

theuld have been $31.21 a room rather than $25.85 a room. The er-
' 
rer is particularly important because a higher maximum allowable 

•nthly rental would have allowed FHA to consider issuing an insur­

aace commitment for a larger amount. The Executive Director of the 

• S.utheast Chicago Commission, who was acting for the sponsor, had 

tu1gested the use of higher rent, comparable properties located in 

the project area. If the suggested comparable properties h~d been 

used, the amount of the maximum insur~ble mortgage in this case 

weuld have been raised significantly even before consideration of 

the effect of the renewal progr~m on rents in the area. 

2. FHA Case No. 071-32011R--This property is a 60-unit, 

3-story, walk-up apartment building. The sponsor (the University 

ef Chicago) paid $350,000 for the property in August 1959. In 
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a,plying for $400,000 of FHA mortgage insurance, the sponsor stated 

that $180,000 would be spent to rehabilitate the building. At that 

time, the monthly rentals being obtained averaged $29.03 a room. 

The sponsor's total investment in the property after rehabilita­

tien would be $530,000. 

The sponsor estimated that ~verage monthly rents of $34.05 per 

reem for 176-1/2 rooms would be obtainable after rehabilitation, or 

a tetal of $6,011 per month. The sponsor estimated also that rent­

als ef $775 a month for the stores in the building would be obtain­

.a~le. 

FHA issued a commitment of only $315,400 based on its estimate 

that average monthly rents obtainable after rehabilitation would 

increase by only 43 cents to $29 .46 a room for 170 rooms (a total 

ef $5,000 a month), plus only $745 a month for the stores. The es-

11,uted income from the stores was $30 a month less than the actual 

~111t then being obtained. (The difference in room count is due to 

aifferent methods of counting.)
;., 

It would appear, therefore, that FHAexpected that the spon­

ser's $180,000 investment in rehabilitation would result in an an­

~1 increase in gross income of only $517, as follows: 

-.ial income after rehabilitation: 
Stores ($745 a month for 12 months) $ 8,940 

' leens (170 at $29.46 a month for 12 months) 60.098 $69,038 

Annual income before rehabilitation: 
Stores ($775 a month for 12 months) 9,300 
looms (170 at $29.03 a month for 12 months) 59.221 68,521 

$ 517 

As a result of complaints that the rents estimated by FHA were 

tee low, FHA reprocessed the ~pplication and subsequently issued a 
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cemmitment for $352,800. However, the increased commitment was not 

iasei upon rents obtainable after the upgr~din1 of the area. In­

stea4, it was brought about by correcting errors made in computing 

the nuJUers of different size units. Also, the rentals for the 

steres were increased to equal the current rentals. 

Rehabilitation of the 60 dwelling units in this building had 

ieen cempleted at the time of our review and 51 of the units had 

ieen rented at the average monthly rate of $34.23 per room, com­

pare4 with the FHA estimate of $31.59 per room. Further, it seems 

reasenaile to expect that still higher rentals can be obtained when 

plaMe4 improvements in the project area have been completed. The 

aanaaer ef the property stated that he was certain that the remain­

ina nine units would be rented soon. 

3. FHACase No, 071-32019R--This property is a 20-unit, 

3-stery apart•nt buildina in which the sponsors (two individuals) 

hai an equity of about 65 percent. In their application to FHA for 

•rtaaae insurance of $105,000, the sponsors estimated that total 

•nthly rents of $2,995 would be obtainable after rehabilitation. 

FHAestimated that total monthly rentals of only $2,540 would be 

eitainaile after rehabilitation. However, FHA's estimate was based 

selely en coq,arable properties located in the project area before 

rehaiili tation. 

In this case, FHA made a commitment to insure the amount re­

~este4 by the sponsor. The decision to make this commitment, how­

ever, was due to the large equity held by the sponsor and the rela­

tively lew-ratio financing requested (63 percent of FHA's estimate 

ef the value of the property) . 

The Administr3tor, HHFA, inf~rmed us that the rehabilitation 

case stu•ies presented in our report and the related com:nents 
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substantially agreed with FHA findings an~ were an important basis 

for corrective action. He pointed out that the FHA staff members 

had been feeling their way with a new and entirely different con­

cept of underwriting and that the Chicago FHA staff had believed it 

was following the policy of taking into account the proposed im­

provement to the neighborhood. He said further that the legisla­

tive amendments in 1961, which liberalized section 220 loans by 

basing the mortgage on "as is" value plus cost of repairs, together 

with corrective actions taken to improve techniques and interagency 

collaboration, were remedying the situation cited in our report. 
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af1~Y OF AGENCY ACTIONS 

With regard to urban renewal projects which contemplate sig­

nificant amounts of voluntary rehabilitation, we proposed that the 

Atiainistrator, HHFA, direct that loan and grant contracts not be 

executed until: 

1. The LPA has an adequate and workable rehabilitation pro­
gram. 

2. URA has received adequate assurance that the required fi­
nancing will be readily available. 

3. URA and FHA are in complete accord as to the economic fea­
sibility of the project and the extent to which FHA will 
provide section 220 mortgage insurance commitments. 

The Administrator has informed us that he believes adequate 

■easures now exist with regard to urban renewal projects which in­

velve significant amounts of voluntary rehabilitation. Specifi­

cally, changes in the Urban Renewal Manual, dated July 12, 1962, 

spell out (1) requirements regarding the LPA's proposed work pro­

cram for carrying out property improvements and (2) a description 

of financing, including, if FHA assistance is not anticipated, 

steps to obtain conventional financing. Also, the Administrator 

believes that compliance with the requirements of URA policy, as 

cited in LPA Letter No. 274 dated July 23, 1963, will assure that a 

project involving conservation and rehabilitation, once begun, will 

find ready acceptance by FHA for insurance commitments. 

With regard to the Hyde Park-Kenwood project, we proposed that 

the Administrator, HHFA, direct that: 

1. URA, FHA, and LPA officials evaluate the status of the 
project and reach a firm understanding as to what nrust be 
done to successfully complete the project and what each 
agency will do to further such successful completion. 
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2. After agreement has been reached on the means for success­
fully completing the project, a revised financing plan 
should be prepared. The revised plan should consider ap­
propriate action to be taken with regard to all buildings 
which either cannot or will not be voluntarily rehabili­
tated. 

The Administrator advised us that an evaluation of the status 

ef the project had been proceeding for some time under the direc-

tien of the Regional Administrator. He stated that URA, FHA, and 

UA fficials were involved in this evaluation and that after 

•1reement had been reached as to the roles each agency would assume 

in cempleting the project, a revised financing plan would be pre-

pare• which would take into consideration the action necessary with 

respect to all buildings for which voluntary rehabilitation could 

net be obtained. The effectiveness of the actions being taken by 

HHFAcannot be measured at this time. 

Subsequent to the preparation of our report, the Commissioner, 

Urian Renewal Administration,provided additional comments stating 

that (1) the LPA has now developed an effective program for encour­

•&ing property owners to rehabilitate their properties and (2) the 

I.PA anticipated that at June 30, 1964, the necessary rehabilition 

either would have been completed or would be in progress on 60 per­

cent of the buildings containing 47 percent of the dwelling units. 

He stated also that the LPA now estimates that only about 100 prob­

lem properties will have to be acquired for either rehabilitation 

er demolition instead of the 350 or 400 originally estimated. 
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SCOPE OF REVIEW 

Ou~ examination of the administration of rehabilitation activ­

ities at the Hyde Park-Kenwood urban renewal project was made at 

the HHFAChicago regional office and at the FHA Chicago Insuring 

tffice. Additional verification work to supplement our examination 

was done at the local public agency. Our examination included a 

review of: 

1~ Basic laws authorizing the program and the pertinent legis­
lative history. 

2. URA's policies and procedures and its administrative regu­
lations applicable to the activities of local public agen­
cies in the federally subsidized slum clearance and urban 
renewal program. 

3. FHA's policies and procedures and its administrative regu­
lations applicable to section 220 rehabilitation mortgage 
insurance activities. 

4. Selected transactions and related project correspondence, 
documents, and other data pertaining to the Hyde Park­
Kenwood slum clearance and urban renewal project. 

tur initial review covered transactions through May 1962. After 

receiving the agency's comments on our findings, however, we made a 

follow-up review covering subsequent transactions through .April 

1964. 
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APPENDIX I 

HOUSING AND HOME FINANCE AGENCY 

PRINCIPAL OFFICIALS 

RESPONSIBLE FOR THE ACTIVITIES 

DISCUSSED IN THIS REPORT 

Tenure 
From 

of office 
To 

ADMINISTRATOR,HHFA: 
Albert M. Cole 
Norman P. Mason 
Lewis E. Williams 
Robert C. Weaver 

(acting) 

Mar. 
Jan. 
Jan. 
Feb. 

11, 1953 
21, 1959 
21, 1961 
11, 1961 

Jan. 20, 
Jan. 20, 
Feb. 10, 
Present 

1959 
1961 
1961 

COMMISSIONER,URA: 
Richard L. Steiner 
David M. Walker 
Charles L. Oswald 
William L. Slayton 

(acting) 

Apr. 
July 
Jan. 
Mar. 

1, 1957 
19597' 

21, 1961 
28, 1961 

July 6, 
Jan. 20, 
Mar. 27, 
Present 

1959 
1961 
1961 

COMMISSIONER,FHA: 
Norman P. Mason 
Julian H. Zimmerman 
Norman P. Mason (acting) 
Lester H. Thompson (acting) 
James B. Cash, Jr. (acting) 
Neal J. Hardy 
Paul E. Ferrero (acting) 
Philip N. Brownstein 

July 
Jan. 
Oct. 
Jan. 
Feb. 
Mar. 
Jan. 
Mar. 

26, 1954 
29, 1959 
22, 1960 
20, 1961 

19616' 
8, 1961 

26, 1963 
4, 1963 

Jan. 20, 
Oct. 21, 
Jan. 19, 
Feb. 5' 
Mar. 7 ' 
Jan. 25, 
Mar. 3, 
Present 

1959 
1960 
1961 
1961 
1961 
1963 
1963 

REGIONALAll1INISTRATOR,CHICAGO 
HHFAREGIONALOFFICE: 

John P. McCollum July 31, 1955 Present 

REGIONALDIRECTOROF URBAN RE-
NEWAL,CHIC.AGOHHFA REGIONAL OF-
FICE: 

Ivan D. Carson 
Ralph L. Herod (acting) 
Ralph L. Herod 

Jan. 
May 
Oct. 

16, 1955 
1, 1959 

18, 1959 

Apr. 
Oct. 
Dec. 

30, 
17, 

1, 

1959 
1959 
1961 
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APPENDIX I 

HOUSINGAND HOME FINANCE AGENCY 

PRINCIPAL OFFICIALS 

RESPONSIBLEFOR THE ACTIVITIES 

DISCUSSED IN THIS REPORT (continued) 

Tenure of office 
From To 

REGIONALDIRECTOROF URBAN RE-
NEWAL, CHICAGO HHFA REGIONAL OF-
FICE (continued): 

Stephen E. Bates (acting) Dec. 2, 1961 Dec. 28, 1961 
A. Dean Swartzel Dec. 29, 1961 Present 

REGIONALDIRECIDR, CHICAGO FHA IN-
SURING OFFICE: 

James C. Moreland July 20, 1953 Oct. 24, 1958 
Fred B. Huebenthal Oct. 27, 1958 Feb. 6, 1960 
Donald C. Jordan (acting) Feb. 7, 1960 Feb. 25, 1960 
John L. Waner Feb. 26, 1960 Feb. 24, 1961 
Joseph T. Lyons Feb. 27, 1961 Present 

38U. S. GAO, W ■ eh., D. C. 
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September 23, 1964 

MEMORANDUMFORa Ke.rm! t Gordon 
Director 
Bureau of the Budget 

I was quite gratified to receiva the attached rnomorandum 
from Stan. Baug11piap_. Thia, I believe, represents a most 
sophisticated apd executive approach to a proble~ of 
public management and I thought you w~uld be interested 

It'fin knowing about it, 

... 

I ' 

'.,\ 

Robert c. Weaver 
.Administrator· 

CICI Mr. Lee White / 

- ' . 
I . 



--

EXE~UlTVI 
MEMORANDUM 

?/49/~T? 
THE WHITE HOUSE 

Pr;-- ~4'-s-
WASHINGTON 

September 23, 1964 

FOR THE PRESIDENT 

SUBJECT: INTERAMA 

I have received a memorandum from the Housing and Home 
Finance Agency indicating that they will probably approve 
an $18. 5 million loan for _JNTERAMA. You willd'.eme93.ber 
this is the project Senator.;Holland ·and Congressnifn(J~;pper 
have been pressing. ./ "'- ""'-

6/etslt-f:..ti 

It seems to me that if we will ultimately approve the project, 
we should get whatever political benefit there is in it before 
the election. 

~ 
Myer Feldman 



EXECUTIVE 

GENERAL SERVICES ADMINISTRATION YG, "3-'-+.1 
c:-

Washing ton 25, D. C. 

SEP 2 1 1964 

Mlll)IAJIDUN roaTRI BOIIOIAIU ta C. VRITI 
Aeeoaiat• l,eotal eo.&DMl to the h"eeiMat 

IUIJIOTa Letter of Tr...tttal f(n taNlltOW'J laport of 
,._rel Areu 

Thie la in re,11 to ,our ... r_._ of .. ,t_..r 10, 1H4, 

i~f.rtaa wetMr the ortataal l•tt•r of tr--1ttal to 

tlae heel .... ncnali be Htll~ for •• :la ooaMtioa With 

pNMllt&tioa of t!ae i11Yento17 report. 

the DK .. HrJ •tioa bu ken taka11 to prepare the froatiaptHe 

of tM ,.lioatt.ona thenfen, it te UDDN .. Nry tbat the 

latter nfern4 to be retunlMI. 

Lawson B. Knott, Jr. 
Deputy Administrator 



EXr.:c·.;TkV~ 

EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT FA @-.. 
BUREAU OF THE BUDGET FCQ(J.1 5 

WASHINGTON2',0,C, y --;F'c;-11-J . 

. September 13, 1965 

I ' ' 

I:mFA se\l."er. and water grants under the· 
1965 Bouaing Act 

··, : ::, 
1. ~vu requasted Congressional authorization for 

► ·:_ ,o millio·n a .year for sewer and water grants,·· 
1:::.:i.1:mrily directed toward growing suburban com­
c-;i:.·.i tics. --. , , • , .. •. .. 

' ' • • .': .. '' 

·'· ' ... 
,;.-:ic Congress. authorized $200 millfon a ·year for these 
~~ci~itie3 nnd made them available to practically Qll 

. co=unities. <:: .. i :· . 

:;:n tho sur.>p!.~~ntai ~ppropriati~ri which you sent ·up 
=~ve=a~ \:i~~ks ago, you requested only the $100 million 
o::!~!.,~ly .. request~d by the Administration • 

. ., 
,:, •. r.::10:~"' will be '1n excess of applications over funds 

cv1:.;.:.~lc, ·, so .-Bm'A will b·a rationing ~ese funds •. 
' . 

S •. t~a 'balieva,: mid Dr_. Waaver baeical_ly agrees, that wa 
::;l.ould ma.t,:o." a sewer and water grant only if the city 
t;•11c!~:'l:'t-:nkna comprehensive development planning so that 
the CJr.:l."lts ~re used sensibly. This requirement would 
zo ~ho best possible rationing device. 

(>. Wo balievo th~ .. t this position may bo subst~·.ntiallv 
. .--:1tered eown in the actual adminis'l;ration of the 
j CJt'~ta. without an expression of your interest • 

. ' .-

---· 

(TV:rnVrllrEi 

c:Eb.Te Jo82 
,. -~ - 1• '-..1.,L.o.t-__: 
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lf.r HOUSING AND HOME FINANCE AGENCY UE~·tf~;:,. 
OfflCE OF THE ADMINISTRATOR , W ASHINGTONU, D.C. 20410 r G,-/ ~ 

('\ ~ \ \ ~ It/ • I I\ I v-1'VA \·o~""--\v· f!r;, . ,
rederal Rolllllq AdmilliltrOlloD 
P1lblioHolllllq AdmlDutratioD ~ F.G-i.1./,.J
Feclerol Nallo,aal Mortvave ~IIOJI • 
0.-...U, FaollillN AdmlDiltr1ltlaa 
Urbcuaa.-wal Aclalaiouallo,a August 13, 1964 

FOR:MEMORANDUM Willa Mae Taylor 
Press Office 
The White House 

SUBJECT: A summary of the large fains in 
housing activity over 3~ years, in0 sharp contrast to less activity 
during the previous Administration 

The White House may well want to make special use of the attached 
material,· which brings up to date as of June 30, 1964, all that 
has been accomplished· through the Housing Af!,ency during the Kennedy­
Johnson Administration. The contrast is most remarkable.0 
George Reedy indicated some interest in this material when I suggested 
it at your July 15 meeting with agency public relations officers. 

·'-J'1en~v---, Y 
Robert W. Murray, Jr. 
Special Assistant to the Administrator

0 
. • Attachment 

0 
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Dear Mr. Weanrr 

Thank JOll nry much fol' •••• that J recelnd a 
con of "The Urbala Compl_., which ro- ban jlaet 
had pabUabecl. I appreciated JOU lbollptfalaea• 
ud waa parUc,alarly pleaaed wllll tlle laNrlp&loa 
Y011N kbadly added to you book. 

' . 

~YNDON B. JOHNSO~ 
•rbona •t..~1i1•··••'J\lr. Jlao 1-~•.. 11 ~ 

.. ---·~-. 
. . . . . , 

~ ,, .,.
' ......The Honorable &oNrt C. W•¥e• 

1 

AdmlAlatratoa- . 
Houla1 aD4 Home ftaaa• Aaeaoy .·­
WulllaatoDt D. C. • . . . ·•. 

. '· Gift 
•, 

• LBJ,/U/mla , • 
..... 

- ,. . .~.. \ '. ...' 

•·.•,.. : .. 
l ,.,•;.· • RE.CEJVEll .. ,. j .... 

•-• , AUG 7 1964 . . . 
• '• I t • f ,' ~ • ' BIEf,CENJRAC 

...,,, .. ) • t ' ----- ~ . . ·, .: . 

.., 

I• 



O~ECU1'J'4_1 

<fc >z,{J~ 

THl!t UNIVl!tRSITY 0,- MICHl()AN 
ANN ARBOR 

g,-,-1ce: 0,- THE PRESIDENT 

July 28, 1964 

The President 
The White House 
Washington, D. C. 

Dear Mr. President: 

We are pleased that you have found 

Professor John C. Kohl's services of value 

to the country and, much as we miss him 

here, we would be glad to extend his leave 

of absence in order that he may continue 

his work with you. 

Respectfully, 

Jl.t...b:1. 
Harlan Hatcher 

cvd 



iHE WHITEHOUSt 

. JUL3! 9 51 ~M'6~ 
RECEI\/ED 



ISUCUTIVI -
r-G,,;l..~&

..,-J~ 
f'E.. ~ _, 

JUL 2 3 1964 

Dear Dr. Hatdlar: 

TM UrMD Ma.ea Trau,-l'•dea Act ol 19M, wMcll 
I aip1d. oa J--i, t. NllllN• 
,.I' ....... "'1lr ......... 
VMAtnupel't&UellpNllllem 
1a-.nir ie wldel7 rec..-, 

fo• ita admAa&awatioa a 
ia.. ~-,amu .. ot u. 
.. wti.o.. aMll&Jaad 

.... 

pn,. .... Joa. ~I, 
Ual.,.r•U, ef Mi 
wtdl die de...a.,..at 
HI• coauilklU.. bu 

DOW .. 1... , ... die 
..... cleMlJ ueeclated 

of tide pn111U11 •tac• 1961. 
bNa •ttttaadlaa. Ht• c:oatlwd 

Hntce II.en c- be a ..-., • faclDl" ia die •w:c••• of 
U..propam. 

la Hpt of ._ illlportaac• ef •~ ma•• tnaeporta• 
u ..... Mr. IColll'e •lplftcaat aa•ec!ad• witll 1.1119 
pro1rm, I am moat aeodel.\a &Mtlie lie . te 
uaia& tM i tr tor el CMHoua., aa4 Home 

ce Aa ◄.. c:Yla 1allllG • - tile ....,, pnaram. Ile• 
•• J de Jou• owa aeed• '-• Pral•••oa- Kolll'• 

••rric•• 
-..ioa 
concen 

at die UalY1tretty, 1 wo-14 _, u•a•aa •· 
of Ma lMve et alteeace were lt aot el vital 
&e die ll&tioaal welfare. 

SlMenly. 

LYNDON~. JOHNSON 
-G~ 

)C 

Dr. Harlaa Hatcller 
Preew.at 

alveraUJ of Miclalpa 
~-ull .... 

Alla ArlMtr, Mic~ipa 
\ 

\ 

. thir -~ olse sent to f/2 5,j yN0 ., ......
central Fi~as as o. ---

LBJ/ LCW /leb 
:s 

https://Preew.at


MEMORANDUM 

THE WHITE HOUSE 

WASHINGTON 

July 21, 1964 

TO: Walter Jenkins 

FROM: Lee C, WhitL__ 

I do not know whether the President has any fixed 
policy on requesting leaves of absences or extensions 
for top Federal officials. If there is no flat bar to 
such letters, the attached strikes me as a clear case 
'- deserving Presidential intervention. 

If the question has never arisen before, I would urge 
that in some select cases it would be highly desirable 
for the President to make specific requests of various 
colleges. 

Encl. 



HOUSING AND HOME FINANCE AGENCY 

WASH I NG TON 2 5, D. C. 

oFF1cE oF THE AoM1N1sTRAToR July 17, 1964 

MEMORANDUM Lee WhiteFORI C. 
Associate Special Counsel 

to the President 
The White House 

The University of Michigan, at levels below the 
President, is putting pressure on John Koh1 to 
return during the forthcoming academic year. 

I have every reason to believe that President 
Hatcher, who is now out of the country but who 
will soon return, will grant another leave of 
absence, if requested to do so.by the President. 
With that in __mi_nd, I am attaching the draft of a 
letter to President Hatcher for President Johnson's 
signature. 

Rober: c:~~ 
Administrator 



Draft 
7/17/64 

Dr. Harlan Hatcher, President 
The University of Michigan 
Administration Building 
Ann Arbor, Michigan 

Dear Dr. Hatcher: 

The Urban Mass Transportation Act of 1964; which· I signed on 

July 9, requires for its administration a person who fully under­

stands the complexities of the urban transportation problem and 

whose ability and integrity is widely recognized. 

Professor John c. Kohl, now on leave from the University of 

Michigan, has been closely associated with the development of 

this program since 1961. His contribution has been outstanding. 

His continued service here can be a major factor in the success 

of the program. 

In light of the importance of urban mass transportation and 

Mr. Kohl's significant association with the program, I am most 

anxious that he be available to assist the Administrator of the 

Housing and Home Finance Agency in launching this new program. 

Realizing as I do your own needs for Professor Kohl's services at 

the University, I would not urge an extension of his leave of ab­

sence were it not of vital concern to the national welfare. 

Sincerely, 

President 



/.1 

\--~ MEMORANDUM 

et&/. 
THE WHITE HOUSE 

WASHINGTON 

July 22, 1964 

MEMORANDUM FOR 

Bill Moyers 

When I was in Gloucester, Massachusetts, a few weeks ago I was 
appalled to find that signs on a prominent Accelerated Public 
Works project failed to include the President's name. (I'm 
particularly sensitive about this since I used to administer 
the program which is financed with appropriations to the 
President.) 

I called Milt Semer at HHF A. Enclosed are results, BEFORE 
and AFTER. 1,.-

Paul Southwick 

1I,~·.ti ng els s nt t _iz/;tf'L_rl 
' •. • .:11 Fj 1 es as of o/..If!rT' 



THE WHITE HOUSE 

wAeHINOTON 

July 28, 1964 

MR. PRESIDE T: 

For your information. 

Bill Moyers 
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SEWER CONSTRUCTION PROJ.ECT 
C ITV .OF GLOUCESTER, MASS.· 
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SEWER CONSTRUCTION PROJ.ECT 
C ITV .OF GLOUCESTER, MASS. 
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HOUS 1 NG ANO HOME FINANCE A G E N c vr 6 ,.:Z/ b- h I. 

sr~6 
WASH ING TON 2 5, 0, C. 15r?--1.5C-

~/ ,.:'£r f-9 ,, I ,. 

----= pl'/ 3 
July 22, 1964 rC. .z_./,.,, - _,. 

MEMORANDUMFOR: Honorable Lee c. White 
Associate.Special Counsel 

to the President· 
The White House 

The attached memoranda are self-explanatory. 

I do not want to get involved in this unless 
we are sure ·that it will not complicate the already 
dif~icult problems ·relative to D. C. rapid transit. 

_-~- c. Weav_e_r _ 

Administrator 

Attachments 

• i 

-~',';'_, !. . ,.,...--·---. 

I 
'•. 

https://r?--1.5C


EXECUTIVI 

e/ ~, 
HOUSING AND HOME FINANCE AGENCY f G) 'I~.,. 
OFFICE OF THE ADMINISTRATOR WASHINGTON 25, D.C. 

Fed.erol Housing Administration 

Public Housing Administration 
Federal Notional Mortgage A1,ociotion 7I ,:J./

/4
C,f 

Community Focilltia1 Adminiatrotion I I 
Urban Renewal Administration 

iOIANltUKroa, n. inetclent 
TIie ~1u., ... .. 
w..111-.,... I). c. 

TIie Jaaaaoa Maf.atatratioa Ma noc pia..4 a low ,nortty oa t"ae 
uteaeiN of 11rN11 re ... al anapa~U.e '-•'•• &atller 1C •• 
quetlJ ... ,.nt..a witla CNanHiOMl l .... rntp ta ua1adn, action 
on die•• 1H11•• Mfora tlla c;.,.n•• .. Jo.am•. 

n.. tud.na of acuoa on tlla•• •tter• ta 1ar .. 1y reflec&tve of tlle 
•trate11 clevelepM by knac.r Sparkaaa &DIAlepre ... tatlv• &alu. 
TIie lat tar vanta actioa ta tl!Ma laaata prior to action la tlM Iola••. 
TIMI•• tbe Mllliaiatration ta&a 4a1&1ea pr ... taa too lwlrcl fd lliwat .. 
l•aJ.•l&Uoa leat well acttoa atalat _.,.., lain'• ti• tole. Na, 
&Mt tla• -.ate lla.e atarte4 to &et, tlla freelclut can n&flira Ilia 
coacen vitll vtaor. Aail be will c&o ao. 

TIie r-ea11t1•• of tlle traffic altualien ia Conan••• ea,-cially ln 
U.tllt of tl!Macoec:arn for ftrat acUon la tlle ieaate, pne1"4• tlle 
peaaibllity of acilliavtaa & dulra•l• Ollllibua bill tlli• ua ■ ioa. 
Tiu.a la ay • U aoatlle' bUl, coauntra&f.• upon utautoa 
ul•Una pr91r ... llu ••a pnpeae4 in ta.•••••• &vela aat•••iea 
ta ao vital to tile Mt1oa tll&t U canaot be ,._. • .,..relli" prol ... -' 
•••ta on iaeu•• vkicll do not lt&va to M 1•1talate4 11pon tltia 
.... 1oa. 

1 •v• not be•• •'-1• to nacla tM ,-eple 1 w04ialclwant to talk to 
on die Wa■MMIIR foat. 

ioNrt ,. W..ver 
A41aia1atrator 



,> I • 

(j)HOUSING AND HOME FINANCE AGENCYI'. 

• ,~ECUTlVC: 
WASHINGTON 25, O. C. L G-

-16l l/i' 

July 21, 1964 

• 

MEMORANDUMFOR: Honorable Lee c. White 
The White House 
Washington, D. c. 

I am attaching two memoranda. The first 
relates to urban extension and the second has 
been inspired by the discussions which I have 
had relative to the Task Force on Urban Problems. 
The latter memorandum was prepared at the re­
quest of Bill Moyers. 

P< 
Robert•. c. weaver 
Administrator 

Enclosures 

-



EXECUTIV~ OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT 

.. 

~;~;u:)~~.-I 

BUREAU OF THE BUO~ET rari J;CWASHINGTON, D.C, 20503 

JUL 2 O 1964 

ME1'1>RANDUMFOR MR. RALPH DUNGAN 

You sent me a note on July 10, criticizing the lag in straightening 
out the "overtime" situation in HHFA. 

The chronology looks like this: 

-- You sent us the complaint on January 14, and we vent right 
a.t'ter HHFA. 

-- HHFA took immediate steps to correct the abuses of overtilne 
cited in the complaint, to the extent that they were valid. 
On January 'Zf, Weaver certified in writing to us that orders 
had been issued precluding overtime on the heels of either 
annual or sick leave. 

-- On January 29, I reported to you that an investigation was 
being made and that new regulations had been issued to govern 
leave and overtime. 

-- On February 24, I sent you another memorandum enclosing 
Weaver's most recent report of measures taken concerning over­
time abuses. 

On July 6, I sent you the further note which triggered your 
comments of July 10. 

The HHFA situation involved two things. First, abuses in assigning 
people to work overtime. Second, the habitual. use of overtime by HHFA 
to handle an indigestible workload. The latter was the real problem, 
and it took some time to straighten out the agency's sta.t'fing and 
procedures so that it isn't necessary to resort to perpetual overtime. 

1 



I (j} 
1l£XECUTIV£ 

f!J 
HOUSING AND HOME FINANCE AGENCY 

OFFICE OF THE REGIONAL ADMINISTRATOR :/fr 2- {/';,-
450 Golden Gate Avenue 

Bo:a: 36003 
San Francisco, California 94102 

REGION VI 

July 9, 1964 

Mr. Lee C. \fuite 
Associate Special Counsel 

to the President , 
The White House, Washington f /

IP'- J/ 
Dear Mr. Lee: /_ . (Jfll'I" 

Re F,ral Participation at Segregated Meetings 

I was interested ~~~vived at reading the contents of your 
letter of June 12, 1964 on the above subject. 

In my position as Regional Administrator, HHFA, I am a member 
of the San Francisco Federal Executive Board, and have named 
as my alternate my Deputy, Mr. Robert B. Pitts. Mr. Pitts is, 
incidentally, a Negro and is my most loyal and talented sub­
ordinate. I have purposely taken occasion to assign Mr. Pitts 
to represent me at various meetings of the Local Federal 
Executivi"~oard. So far as I know, he is always the only 
Negro me,ber in attendance. He has always represented me 
·with distµiction and appropriate contributions to the matters 
under discussion. 

I am sure that this answers the spirit of your letter and·is 
a demonstration of compliance by this office with its 
objectives. 

SJf//;;?;J/ • 
.t'. a·. Me1 ville ~ 

/2~gj/onal Administrator . 
~ 
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EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT # ~ 8-f 
BUREAU OF THE BUDGET F'9 

o.c. 20!503 ~~.a.61:s:t: G //WASHINGTON, F 

, ,JJU\I 2 'J ~~64 - ' 

MEM:llWIDtMR>R IEE vtiI'm 

,I, SUbject: Pending mass transit legislaticn 

Attacl'ed is a smmary of (1) the major featw:es of H.R. 3881 as passed by the 
House en June 25, 1964, cxxipared with tm Mninistraticn's bill and (2) the 
major featmes of s. 6 passed by the Senate which am not included in the 
House-passed bill. 

\'e understand them is sam possibility that the Senate may act en the House­
passed bill today and avoid going to ccnfe:cenoa. In general, the House bill ' 
closely i:esembles the Mninistraticn' s bill with the foll.adng major exmptiais: 

(1) a strict Bua; Anerican ~icn - this is clearly ccntraey to the 
Mninistraticn's tra praootialtariff adjustnent p1'0grams. As written, 
it arrears to give the Administrator no flexibility. 

(2) restrictive labor protectitJiserovisicns -- tha provisials adopted 
by tha House axe a1iiost identical to in the Senate bill except that 
tm House made the Secmtary of labor the sole amiter of these pxov:isiais. 
'lhese provisicns wem str<ngly objected to by Dimctor G:>rdcn and C1ainnan 
Heller for mascns set forth in their nenm-andl.Jn to the President of May28, 
1963. In adlitial to the objecticns en principle, the pro.,isicns may incr:ease 
the ex>st of the program and make it unavailable to localities in States whaJ:e 
state lawpmu.bits ex>llective bar~g by public ~cl.es. 

(3) tm authorizati.cn for 9ro¥ts is mduced - '!his mwcti.cn in 
auth:>rizaticn for apprq;>n.ati.cns0r grants fran $500 millicn to $375 millicn 
appears acoeptable. • 

~ understand ttat tactical ansideraticns may nee2ssitate Senate acceptance 
of the House bill, withJut a:nfemnoa. re assme this will re dcne cnly 
after appropriate te_ighing of the points above,particularly (1) and (2). 

If instead of passing the Housebill, th3 Senate shoold decide to send it 
I 

to a:nfemnce, it will be necessary for the Administraticn to decide whetmrI ' 

and ha-I to seek the eliminaticn or mvisicn of the major pxov:isicns of s. 6, 
smmarized in the attacment. If it should re &ci.ded to g;, alcng with the 
loan guarantee featm'e of s. 6, major xevisicns of the bill will be essential 
if • pro,p:amis to be made wmkable. . L !!Ji/ 0 

Assistan~ 
legislative Rafei:ence . 

I 

II 
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• J1.1ne18, 19 64 PE. 

Dear DW: 

I have just learned of you.r selection as-,.Clvil 
Servant of the Year by tbe Fort Worth Federal 
Business Aasociatlon. ')(.., 
Please accept my belated but sincere congratulations. 
Your qualities of leadership and efficiency .are 
representative of the Civil Servants of our Covero­
meut aod the honor i• well deserved. 

My warmest personal regards. 

Sincerely, 

LYNDONB. JOHNSON 

;k 
Mr. William W.,Colliua. Jr. " 
Regional Administrator 
Housing and Home Fina.nee Agency 
Fort Worth. Texaa 
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EXECUTIVI 
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H53/ST/b 
Jaae 11. 1964 f~ '/-DE:, 

R !? I 

Dear Mr. Comptroller Oeaeral: 

Tlai• i• ia ackaowleqme t of J01lr letter of 
June aeveateeath to tbe Preaid eaclo•i., 
a copy of J011r report to tlae Coacn•• coe­
cend., the Hoaalq aad Home Fiaaace A1eacy•• 
apprcwal of tJi.41ac•••ltl aDd demolltloa of 
aoaad atracturea lthout Meqaate could ra­
tion of le•• coatly method.a of r4"1eYelopsnellt 
la •J<eyway m-baa reaewal project, Topeka, 
Kanaaa. 

It laaa bee ted that two coplea of tbla npert 
are beia1 •eat to &be Directol' of tile Bana 
of the B..taet. 

SiAc:erely, 

Ralpll A. 1aa 
Special A■ aiatant 

to tile Pruide 

Hoaorable J epb C•mp-11 
Comptroller O.aeral 

of tile Ullited State ■ 

Waahia,toa. D. C. 



COMPTROLLER GENERAL OF THE UNITED STATES 

WASHINGTON, D,C. 2.0541 

B-118754 June 17, 1964 

Dear Mr. President: 

Herewith is a copy of our report to the Congress concerning 
the Housing and Home Finance Agency's approval of the acquisition 
and demolition of sound structures without adequate consideration 
of less costly methods of redevelopment in the Keyway urban 
renewal project, Topeka, Kansas. 

Two copies of this report are also being sent today to the 
Director, Bureau of the Budget. 

Comptroller General 
of the United States 

Enclosure 

The President 
The White House 
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COMPTROLLER GENERAL OF' THE UNITED STATES 

WASHINGTON, D.C. IOl4I 

B-118754 JUN 1 7 1964 

To the Speaker of the House of Representatives 
and the President pro tempo re of the Senate 

The Fort Worth regional office, Housing and Home Finance Agency, 
approved in March 1961 an urban renewal plan for the Keyway project, 
Topeka, Kansas, which provided for the acquisition and demolition of 

. five structurally sound buildings valued at about $350,000, without giving 
adequate consideration to less costly methods of redevelopment. We 
proposed to the Commissioner, Urban Renewal Administration, that Fort 
Worth regional officials review the planned demolition of the structurally 

•sound buildings and that the Federal Government not share in the cost of 
acquiring and demolishing any such buildings that could be successfully 
integrated into the project. Subsequent to our review, the Commis-
sioner informed us that the local public agency would attempt to integrate 
two of the properties, valued at about $190,000, into the project. Be­
cause the regional office did not thoroughly and critically evaluate the 
proposed demolition of these two sound propertie,, the cost of the project, 
two thirds of which will be borne by the Federal Government, might have 
been unnecessarily increased. 

With regard to the other three properties, the Commissioner in­
formed us that the local public agency's stafi and planning consultants 
had made a subsequent review and decided that it was necessary that the 
structures be acquired and demolished. The Commissioner concluded 
that, in view of the local public agency's actions, he contemplated no fur­
ther action on our proposal. 

Although the amount of demolition proposed by a city is a matter of 
local concern and the local public agency may be justified in demolishing 
the buildings, we b~lieve that it is incumbent upon the Housing and Home 
Finance Agency regional office to thoroughly evaluate proposed demoli­
tion in order to determine whether adequate consideration was given to 
less costly methods of redevelopment and to determine the extent to 
which the Federal Government will share in the cost. We previously 
commented on the Agency's tendency to rely upon local representations 
without adequate review in our report to the Congress, dated June ZS, 
1963, on the "Premature Approval of Large-Scale Demolition for 



B-118754 

E rieview Urban Renewal Project I, Cleveland, Ohio." In the report on 
Erieview, we recommended more effective administration of the Urban 
Renewal Administration's policy that the Govermnent will not share in 
the cost of acquiring and demolishing properties which can be improved 
and successfully integrated into a project. To implement that recommen-

. dation, we believe that the Agency's review of local proposals should in­
clude a comparison of the cost and benefits of demolition of sound 
structures with the cost and benefits of less costly methods of redevelop.­
ment to determine whether demolition is warranted. 

We are recommending ip this report that the Commissioner, Urban 
Renewal Administration, direct that qualified Housing and Home Finance 
Agency personnel make thorough and critical on- site reviews and evalua­
tions of local proposals to demolish sound structures to determine 
whether adequate consideration was given to alternative methods of re­
development and whether such structures can be successfully integrat~d 
into a project. We are recommending also that the Federal Govermnent 
not share in the cost of acquiring and demolishing any sound structures 
when less costly methods of redevelopment are feasible. 

Comments of the Commissioner, Urban Renewal Administration, 
and the Executive Director of the Topeka local public agency have been 
considered in preparation of this report. 

Copies of this report are being sent to the President of the United 
States; the Administrator, Housing and Home Finance Agency; and the 
Commissioner, Urban Renewal Administration. 

~~ 
Comptroller General 
of the United States 
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REPORT ON 

SOUND STRUCTURES SCHEDULED FOR DEMOLITION 

WITHOUT ADEQUATE CONSIDERATION OF 

LESS COSTLY METHODS OF REDEVELOPMENT 

KEYWAY URBAN RENEWAL PROJECT, TOPEKA, KANSAS 

HOUSING AND HOME FINANCE AGENCY 

INTRODUCTION 

The General Accounting 0ffice has made a review of the approval by the 
Fort Worth regional office, Housing and Home Finance Agency (HHFA), of 
proposals to acquire and demolish structurally sound buildings in the Keyway 
slum clearance and urban renewal project, Topeka, Kansas. The review con­
sisted of an examination into the policies and practices followed by the Fort 
Worth regional office in approving the plan of the Topeka local public agency 
(LPA) to acquire and demolish certain structurally sound buildings in the · 
Keyway urban renewal project. We exa~ined pertinent records and interviewed 
appropriate officials at the Fort Worth regional office and the Topeka LPA. 
Our review was made pursuant to the Budget and Accounting Act, 1921 
(3 r U.S. C. 53), and the Accounting and Auditing Act of 1950 (31 U.S. C. 67). 

The urban renewal program is authorized by title I of the Housing Act 
of 1949, as amended (42 U.S.C. 1450). This act authorizes Federal financial 
assistance through advances, loans, and capital grants to local communities 
for the purpose of ( 1) assisting in the elimination and prevention of the spread 
of slums and blighted or deteriorating areas and (2) providing maximum oppor­
tunity for the redevelopment, rehabilitation, and conservation of such areas 
by private enterprise. 

Pursuant to section 106 of the Housing Act of 1949, as amended (42 
U.S. C. 1456), the Administrator, HHFA, delegated to the Commissioner, 
Urban Renewal Administration (URA), broad authority for administering the 
urban renewal program. The URA office is in Washington, D. C.; the field 
activities of the program are carried out by the seven regional offices of 
HHF A. A list of principal officials responsible for the activities examined in 
our review is presented as the appendix of this report. 

The prime responsibility for initiating and administering the slum 
clearance and urban renewal program at the local level is placed with the com­
munities themselves. Each slum clearance and urban renewal project is car­
ried out by a local public agency--any State, county, municipality, or other 
governmental entity or public body, or two or more such entities or bodies, 
authorized to undertake the project for which assistance is sought. 

1 



Under the procedures established by URA for undertaking a slum 
clearance and urban renewal project, an LPA is responsible for planning the 
project; acquiring the land in the project area; temporarily operating and 
maintaining the acquired project properties; assisting families in the project 
area to re locate into decent, safe, and sanitary housing; and demolishing 
the existing structures. Upon completion of these activities, the LPA may sell 
or lease the project land to private or public redevelopers or may retain the 
land for its own use i'n accordance with the· redevelopment plan. 

To assist in the administration of the program, URA has issued an 
Urban Renewal Manual which contains the policies, procedures, and require­
ments to be adhered to by the LPAs in undertaking a slum clearance and 
urban renewal project pursuant to title I of the Housing Act of 1949, as 
amended. The HHFA regional offices are responsible for determining whether 
LPAs follow the requirements of the manual with respect to the submission of 
project proposals and subsequent execution of the project. 

The project costs in which the local community and the Federal Govern­
ment share arise principally from (1) planning, (2) acquisition of land and 
improvements, {3) demolition of existing structures, (4) provision of certain 
necessary improvements and supporting facilities, and (5) administration of 
the project by the LP.A. These costs constitute the gross cost of a project. 
Sections 103 and 104 of the Housing .Act of 1949, as amended (42 U.S. C. 1453, 
1454), provide that the net cost of a project (i.e., gross cost, less proceeds 
from the disposition of the land) generally will be shared two thirds by the 
Federal Government and one third by the community. The· net cost of the Key­
way project is shared on this basis. 

SOUND STRUCTURES SCHEDULED FOR DEMOLITION 
WITHOUT ADEQUATE CONSIDERATION OF 

LESS COSTLY METHODS OF REDEVELOPMENT 

The Fort Worth HHF .A regional office approved the urban renewal plan 
for the Keyway project, Topeka, Kansas, which provided for the acquisition 
and demolition of five structurally sound buildings valued at about $350,000, 
without giving adequate consideration to less costly methods of redevelopment. 
We proposed to the Commissioner, UR.A, that Fort Worth regional officials 
review the planned demolition of the structurally sound buildings and that the 
Federal Government not share in the cost of acquiring and demolishing any 
such buildings that could be successfully integrated into the project. Subsequent 
to our review, the Commissioner informed us that the LP.A would attempt to 
integrate two of the properties, valued at about $190,000, into the project. 
Because the regional office did not thoroughly and critically evaluate the 
proposed demolition of these two sound properties, the cost of the project, two 
thirds of which will be borne by the Federal Government, might have been 
unnecessarily increased. 
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Generally, the largest single item of the cost of a project is the cost of 
acquiring land and improvements thereon. With regard to land anc;l improvements, 
section l l0(c) of the Housing Act of 1949, as amended, authorizes the following. 

"(l) acquisition of (i) a slum area or a deteriorated or deterio-
rating area, or (ii) land which is predominantly open and 
which because of obsolete platting, diversity of own~rship, 
deterioration of structures or of site improvements, or other-
wise,- substantially impairs or arrests the sound growth of the 
community, •••. " 

• * * • * 
"(6) acquisition of any other real property in the urban renewal 
area where necessary to eliminate unhealthful, insanitary or 
unsafe conditions, lessen density, elim1nate obsolete or other 
uses detrimental to the public welfare, or otherwise to remove 
or prevent the spread of blight or deterioration, or to provide 
land for needed public facilities,***•" 

The Urban Renewal Manual (chapter 10-1) provides that LPAs show that 
the proposed extent of clearance is warranted, justify the acquisition of indi­
vidual parcels of basically sound property which involves high acquisition 
costs, and show that adequate consideration was given to proposals which 
permit· a maximum number of sound structures to remain in the area. The 
manual provides also that HHF A will not concur in the acquisition, for demo­
lition, of property that is of such quality and potential use that its retention is 
compatible with the achievement of the urban renewal plan objectives for the 
project area. 

The original loan and grant contract for the Keyway project was executed 
in June 1959 and provided for a Federal loan of $13, 595,-SZB and a Federal 
grant of $7,489, 235. In July 1959, however, some property owners initiated a 
lawsuit against the LPA, alleging that the city of Topeka acted "arbitrarily, 
capriciously, and unlawfully" in finding the project site to be a slum and 
blighted area and in approving an urban renewal plan· for the area. Subse -
quently, the lawsuit was withdrawn because the LPA board of directors, the 
city council, and the city planning board agreed to delete nine complete city 
blocks and parts of two others from the project area. 

The Topeka LPA submitted an amended loan and grant application to the 
Fort Worth HHFA regional office on January 30, 1961. The application pro­
vided for the acquisition and clearance of all pr.operty within the revised Key­
way project area except for 19 parcels that were considered to be suitable for 
retention. On March 20, 1961, the HHFA regional office approved the amended 
application which provided for an $8,739,079 loan and a $5,997, 250 capital 
grant. 
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In a physical survey report dated October 7, 1960, a consulting engi­
neering firm retained by the. LPA classified each structure in the project 
area in one of the following categories. 

Dilapidated - Requiring repairs that are not economically feasible 
for current occ':1pancy. 

Deteriorated - Requiring extensive and costly repairs to place the 
structure in satisfactory condition for current 
occupancy. 

Good Condition - Requiring small or moderate repairs for current 
occupancy. 

Five of the structures classified as being in good condition were sched­
uled for acquisition and demolition. These properties were valued at $377,950 
and $356, 100 in the first and second ·appraisals, respectively. The five prop­
erties were. located in areas th~t were to be zoned as light industrial or com­
mercial. Also, the properties--three warehouses, a service station, and a 
laundry--appeared to us to be used for purposes consistent with the redevel­
opment and land use objectives of the urban renewal plan. 

For example, a produce warehouse located o_n block 6, parcel 4, was 
classified as being in good condition. Although operation of a warehouse con­
formed to the land use specified in the urban renewal plan, the plan provided 
that this property be acquired and demolished. The For.t Worth. HHFA 
regional office approved a maximum acquisition price of $163,000 for the • 
property. The LPA Director of Operations informed us t~at the company used 
the public street- for a loading facility and that the only alternative was to 
acquire and demolish the building. We noted that the original loan and grant 
application listed block 6, parcel 4, with those properties in the project area 
having a high acquisition cost and contained the (ollowing information with 
respect to the property. 

"This property is an excellent facility for its present use. There 
are considerable refrigeration facilities and cooler and locker 
rooms especially constructed for this type of operation. This 
property could be adapted to conform to the proposed land.use in 
this area. The pre sent system of loading and unloading opera­
tions; however, would have to be changed so that compliance 
could be gained in -that respe_ct. It would be necessary for the 
present operators to acquire additional ground for this purpose 
and make minor revisions in the appearance of the front of the 
building. It is suggested that this building be retained in the 
area--a suggestion also concurred in by the appraisers. It is 
quite possible that this result can be achieved with the coopera­
tion of the present owner." 

We noted also that the urban renewal plan provided that the LPA acquire 
land on both the north and south sides of the warehouse. Consequently, it 
appears that the LPA could provide the necessary land on either side of the 
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warehouse to eliminate the undesirable use of the street for loading and 
unloading purposes. 

In our opinion, the Fort Worth regional office should have made a more 
thorough examination of the LPA' s plan to acquire and demolish basically 
sound buildings before approving the urban renewal plan. 

To avoid an unnecessary increase in the Federal Government's share 
of the costs of this project, we proposed that the Comrr_lissioner, URA, require 
Fort Worth regional officials to review the remaining structurally sound 
buildings in the Keyway project and that the Federal Government not share in 
the cost of acquiring and demolishing any such buildings which could be suc­
cessfully integrated into the project. 

The Commissioner informed us by letter dated August 5, 1963, that: 

"Urban Renewal Plans, which are prepared for projects involving 
both clearance and rehabilitation, must be so written as to leav·e 
some latitude in the hands of the LPA under which it can acquire 
those properties which, either through refusal or inability of the 
owner, cannot be brought to an acceptable project standard by 
modification of structures or provision of additional land neces­
sary for off-street parking and loading. Without the right to 
acquire properties which are deficient in these respects, the 
LPA would be extremely handicapped in carrying an Urban 
Renewal Plan to successful completion." 

Although there may 
acquire properties 
the Keyway project 
for their demolition 

be a need to 
such as those 
provided not 
as we 11. 

include in the urban renewal plan the 
described by the Commissioner, the 

only for the acquisition of such structures 

right 
plan 

to 
for 
but 

The Commissioner informed us also that the LPA advised HHFA that 
two properties valued at about $190, 000- -the produce warehouse on block 6, 
parcel 4, and a warehouse used by a transfer and storage company--had been 
or would be offered for sale subject to rehabilitation,. along with the required 
land for off-street parking and loading, and that the buildings would be demol­
ished only if no proposals that met the requirements of the plan were received 
for their utilization. The proposed retention of the two buildings that had been 
scheduled for demolition indicates that adequate consideration had not been 
given to less costly methods of renewal when the urban renewa 1 plan was 
approved. 

With regard to the other three properties, the Commissioner informed 
us that the LPA' s staff and planning consultants had made a subsequent review 
and decided that it was necessary that the structures be acquired and demol­
ished. The Commissioner concluded that, in view of the LPA's actions, he 
contemplated no further action on our proposal. The amount of demolition 
proposed by a city is a matter of local concern, and the LPA may be justified 
in demolishing the three buildings. We believe, however, that it is incumbent 
upon the HHF A regional office to thoroughly evaluate proposed demolition in 

5 



0 

co~s1d~re-'cf ..and t 0 det~r~ine the extent to which the Federal G~;e;~~~-~t.~ili 
share in the cost. 

We previously commented on the Agency's tendency to rely upon local 
representations without adequate review in our report to the Congress on the 
"Premature Approval of Large-Scale Demolition for Erieview Urban Renewal 
Project I, Cleveland, Ohio, by the Urban Renewal Administration, Housing 
and Home Finance Agency" ( B-118754, dated June 28, 1963 ). We expressed 
our be lief that, because of the broad powers given to the Administrator, HHF A, 
and the Commissioner, URA, by the urban renewal legislation, these officials 
have special responsibilities to establish rules and regulations which will enable 
the Agency to administer the urban renewal program to accomplish its pur­
poses in the most efficient an'cl prudent manner. We expressed our belief that 
URA should thoroughly and objectively evaluate proposals made by com­
munities in order to arrive at an informed judgment as to the extent to which 
the Federal Government should participate in the cost of such proposals. We 
recommended that the Administrator, HHF A, and the Commissioner, URA, 
take the necessary steps to obtain more effective administration, at all levels, 
of URA's established policy that the Government will not share in the cost of 
acquiring and demolishing properties which can be improved and successfully 
integrated into a project. 

We believe that such a recommendation can best be implemented by 
having HHF A specialists make thorough and critical reviews and evaluations 
of local proposals to acquire and to demolish structurally sound buildings, 
which involve high acquisition costs, to determine whether less costly methods 
of redevelopment were adequately considered and whether such buildings 
can be successfully integrated into a project area. The review should also 
include a comparison of the cost and benefits of demolition of sound structures 
with the cost and benefits of less costly methods of redevelopment to determine 
whether the additional ·cost of demolition would be commensurate with the 
results obtained. 

Recommendations 

Accordingly, we recommend that the Commissioner, URA, direct that 
qualified HHFA personnel make thorough and critical on-site reviews and 
evaluations of local proposals to demolish sound structures to determine 
whether adequate consideration was given to alternative methods of redevel­
opment and whether such structures can be successfully integrated into a 
project. We recommend als.o that the Federal Government not share in the 
cost of acquiring and demolishing any sound structures when Less costly 
methods of redevelopment are feasible. 
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Tenure of office 
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ADMINISTRATOR, HHF A: 
Albert M. Cole Mar. 1953 Jan. 1959 
Norman P. Mason Jan. 1959 Jan. 1961 
Lewis E. Williams (Acting) Jan. 1961 Feb. 1961 
Robert C. Weaver Feb. 1961 Present 

COMMISSIONER, URA: 
Richard L. Steiner Apr. 1957 July 1959 
David M. Walker July 1959 Jan. 1961 
Charles L. Oswald (Acting) Jan. 1961 Mar. 1961 
William L. Slayton Mar. 1961 Present 

REGIONAL ADMINISTRATOR, FORT 
WORTH HHFA REGIONAL OFFICE: 

Waldemar H. Sindt Dec. 1955 Feb. 1960 
John A. Foster Feb. 1960 Mar. 1961 
Rode rick A. Bethune (Acting) Mar. 1961 Sept. 1961 
Roderick A. Bethune Sept. 1961 Dec. 1962 
Robert C. Robinson (Acting) Jan. 1963 Mar. 1963 
William W. Collins, Jr. Mar. 1963 Present 

REGIONAL DIRECTOR OF URBAN 
RENEWAL, FORT WORTH HHFA 
REGIONAL OFFICE: 

Robert C. Robinson Jan. 1955 Oct. 1961 
Leonard E. Church Nov. 1961 Present 
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order to determine whether less costly methods of renewal were adequately. 
considered and to determine the extent to which the Federal Government will 
share in the cost. 

We previously commented on the Agency's tendency to rely upon local 
representations without adequate review in our report to the Congress on the 
"Premature Approval of Large-Scale Demolition for Erieview Urban Renewal 
Project I, Cleveland, Ohio, by the Urban Renewal Administration, Housing 
and Home Finance Agency" (B-118754, dated June 28, 1963). We expressed 
our be lief that, because of the broad powers given to the Administrator, HHFA, 
and the Commissioner, URA, by the urban renewal legislation, these officials 
have special responsibilities to establish rules and regulations which will enable -
the Agency to administer the urban renewal program to accomplish its pur-
poses in the most efficient an'd prudent manner. We expressed our belief that 
URA should thoroughly and objectively evaluate proposals made by com-
munities in order to arrive at an informed judgment as to the extent to which 
the Federal Government should participate in the cost of such proposals. We 
recommended that the Administrator, HHFA, and the Commissioner, URA, 
take the necessary steps to obtain more effective administration, at all levels, 
of URA's established policy that the Government will not share in the cost of 
acquiring and demolishing properties which can be improved and successfully 
integrated into a project. 

We believe that such a recommendation can best be implemented by 
having HHF A specialists make thorough and critical reviews and evaluations 
of local proposals to acquire and to demolish structurally sound buildings, 
which involve high acquisition costs, to determine whether less costly methods 
of redevelopment were adequately considered and whether such buildings 
can be successfully integrated into a project area. The review should also 
include a comparison of the cost and benefits of demolition of sound structures 
with the cost and benefits of less costly methods of redevelopment to determine 
whether the additional cost of demolition would be commensurate with the 
results obtained. 

Recommendations 

Accordingly, we recommend that the Commissioner, URA, direct that 
qualified HHFA personnel make thorough and critical on-site reviews and 
evaluations of local proposals to demolish sound structures to determine 
whether adequate consideration was given to alternative methods of redevel­
opment and whether such structures can be successfully integrated into a 
project. We recommend als_o that the Federal Government not share in the 
cost of acquiring and demolishing any sound structures when less costly 
methods of redevelopment are feasible. 
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COMPTROLLER GENERAL OF THE UNITED STATES 

WASHINGTON. D.C. zot4I 

B-118754 
JUN 1 2 ·1954 

To the Speaker of the House of Representatives 
and the President pro tempore of the Senate 

In our review of the relocation of famili,u displaced fro,,.._ selected 
urban renewal projects administered by the J"ort Worth regjpnal office, 
Housing and Home Finance Agency; we noted th.at a sigrufi~ant nwnber 
of the families displaced from urban renewal projects in St. Louis, 
Missoul'i, and Kansas City, Kansas, were relocated into 1ubstandard 
housing and that a substantial number of the families ditplaced in these 
cities and in Columbia, Missouri, were not afforded relocation assistance. 
We believe that the regional office•• aupervision and review of relocation 
activities of local public agencies were not adt.•rquate to fulfill the intent 
of title I of the Housing Act of 1949, a■ amended, that displaced families 
be afforded an opportunity to reloc•te into decent, safe and. sanitary hous­
ing. 

The Commissioner, Urban Renewal Administration, ha• informed us 
that he has taken cert.-in actions and that he plans to take otMJ" actions 
which we believe will, if properly implemented, significantly jmprove the 
agency's administration of relocation activities. 

Copies of this report are being sent to the President of the United 
States; the Administrator, Housing and Home Finance A1oncy; and the 
Comrnbsioner, Urban Renewal Administration. 

Comptroller General 
of the United States 
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REPORT ON 

INADEQUATE RELOCATION ASSISTANCE 

TO FAMILIES 

DISPLACED FROM CERTAIN URBAN RENEWAL PROJECTS 

IN KANSAS AND MISSOURI 

ADMINISTERED BY 

FORT WORTH REGIONAL OFFICE 

HOUSING AND HOME FINANCE AGENCY 

INTRODUCTION 

The General Accounting Office has made a review of the relocation of 
families displaced from selected urban renewal projects in Kansas and 
Missouri. The Fort Worth regional office, Housing and Home Finance Agency 
{HHFA), has jurisdiction over the administration of the urban renewal pro­
gram in eight States, including Kansas and Missouri. Our review was made 
pursuant to the Budget and Accounting Act, 1921 (31 U.S. C. 53), and the Ac­
counting and Auditing Act of 1950 (31 U.S.C. 67). The scope of our review is 
described on page 14 of this report. 

The urban renewal program is authorized by title I of the Housing Act 
of 1949, as amended (42 U.S. C. 1450). This act authorizes Federal financial 
assistance through advances, loans,_ ·and capital grants to local communities 
for the purpose of (1) assisting in the elimination and prevention of the spread 
of slums and blighted or deteriorating areas and (2) providing maximum op­
portunity for the redevelopment, rehabilitation, and conservation of such 
areas by private enterprise. 

Pursuant to section 106 of the Housing Act of 1949, as amended (42 
U.S. C. 1456), the Administrator, HHFA, delegated to the Commissioner, 
Urban Renewal Administration (URA), broad authority for administering the 
urban renewal program. The URA office is located in Washington, D. C.; the 
field activities of the program are carried out by the seven HHFA regional 
offices. A list of principal officials responsible for the activities examined 
in our review is presented as the appendix of this report. 

The prime responsibility for initiating and a~ministering the urban re -
newal program at the local level is placed with the communities themselves. 
Each urban renewal project is carried out by a local public agency (LPA) 
which is defined by ·statute as any State, county, municipality, or other gov­
ernmental entity or public body, or two or more such entities or bodies, 
authorized to undertake the project for which assistance is sought. 
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To assist in the administration of the program, URA has issued an 
Urban Renewal Manual which contains the policies, procedures, and require­
ments to be adhered to by the LPAs in undertaking an urban renewal project 
pursuant to title I of the Housing Act of 1949, as amended. The HHFA re -
gional offices are responsible for determining whether LPAs follow the re­
quirements set forth in the manual, with respect to the submission of project 
proposals and subsequent execution of the project. 

BACKGROUND 

In most urban renewal projects, a problem arises with regard to fami­
lies displaced from the urban renewal areas. These families are often from 
low-income minority groups with limited means of acquiring adequate housing 
in other areas. Even though the LPA makes relocation payments (from funds 
provided by the Federal Government) to cover the costs of moving, the re­
quirenient to move often places a financial burden on these families. When 
there is insufficient standard housing for displaced families, such families 
tend to rnove into, and further congest, existing slums· or deteriorating areas. 
Inadequate housing resources or improper relocation plans could result in 
shifting sluni conditions from one area of a city to another. 

The Congress recognized this problem, and one objective of enacting 
section l 05 of title I of the Housing Act of 1949 was to provide that families 
displac-ed by urban renewal activities be rehoused in decent, safe, and ~ani­
tary housing, with a minimum amount of hardship. Section 105(c) of the a:tt 
provides that contracts for loans or capital grants require that: 

"There be a feasible method for the temporary relocation of 
families displaced from the urban renewal area, and that there 
are or are being provided, in the urban renewal area or in other 
areas not generally less desirable in regard to public utilities 
and public and commercial facilities and at rents or prices with­
in the financial means of the. families displaced from the urban 
renewal area, decent, safe, and sanitary dwellings equal in num -
ber to the number of and available to sush displaced families and 
reasonably accessible to their places of employment. " 

In Report No. 1, transmitted to the House Committee on Banking and 
Currency on January 31, 1956, the Subcommittee on Housing made the fol­
lowing comments on the relocation of displaced families: 

"*** the subcorr1mittee is concerned_ that adequate safeguards are 
being taken to see that such families are transferred, as pain­
lessly as possible, to alternative decent housing which they can 
afford. *** The subcommittee urges that the Federal authorities 
charged with overseeing relocation responsibilities exercise in­
creased vigilance to make sure that the municipalities are in fact 
doing an effective and humane job in this area. Every effort 
should be made to insure a workable -relocation plan with adequate 
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personnel to supervise the working out of the program. If dis­
placed 
area 

• • shunted to another slum area or an 

g supplie 
w 

only a 

Although the law itself does not specifically direct the LPA to relocate 
families, it indirectly imposes this obligation on the LPA. Accordingly, the 
URA relocation requirenLents, which are intended to carry out the declared 
purpose of title I of the Housing Act of 1949, as amended, provide for the ac­
ceptance of such an obligation by the LPA. 

Prior to the execution of a loan and grant contract, the LPA must sub­
mit a relocation plan to the HHFA regional office. This plan sets forth the 
policies and procedures which will be followed in carrying out the relocation 
phase of the project. The plan, as finally approved by the URA, constitutes 
the official criteria to which the LPA must adhere and is incorporated, by 
reference, in the executed loan and grant contract. 
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INADEQUATE RELOCATION ASSISTANCE TO FA~LIES 
DISPLACED FROM CERTAIN URBAN RENEWAL PROJECTS 

In our review of the relocation of families displaced from selected ur -
ban renewal projects administered by the Fort Worth regional office, HHFA, 
we noted that a significant number of the families displaced in St. Louis, 
Missouri, and Kansas City, Kansas, were relocated into substandard housing 
and that a substantial number of the families displaced in these cities and in 
Columbia, Missouri, were not afforded relocation assistance. We believe 
that the regional office's supervision and review of relocation activities of 
LPAs were not adequate to fulfill the intent of title I of the Housing Act of 
1949, as amended, which. was that displaced families be afforded an oppor -
tunity to relocate into decent, safe, and sanitary housing. 

The Commissioner, URA, has informed us of his views on our findings 
and proposed corrective actions. His comments have been considered in the 
preparation of this report. The three cities whose relocation activities are 
discussed in this report were provided an opportunity to comment on the fac­
tual data presented herein, and we have given consideration to the views that 
they expressed. 

Specific cornments on these matters follow. 

DISPLACED FAMILIES RELOCATED 
SUBSTANDARD HOUSING 

INTO 

ance 
A significant number of 

and urban renewal projects 
families 

in St. 
who were 
Louis, 

displaced 
Missouri, 

from 
and 

slum 
Kansas 

clear­
City, 

Kansas, and who were taken into the LPAs' workloads, relocated into sub­
standard housing. In many instances, the families who relocated into sub­
standard housing were actually relocated into substandard housing by the 
LPAs, were offered only other substandard housing by the LPAs, or were 
not offered relocation assistance by the LPAs. Many of the families who 
were relocated into substandard housing were reported by the LPAs as having 
been relocated into standard housing. We believe that there were inadequate 
review and supervision of the LPAs' relocation activities by t,he Fort Worth 
HHFA regional office. 
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St. Louis, Missouri 

The LPA repo·rts of relocation progress of the Mill Creek Valley and 
Kosciusko projects in St. Louis, Missouri, as of June 30, 1961, contained 
the following information with regard to relocated families: 

Families 
Housing units Mill Creek 
relocated into Valley Kosciusko 

Standard units ......................... . 1. 426 410 
Substandard units ...................... . 379 174 
Housing condition not known ............ . 162 66 

Removed from workload ............... . 1, 967 650 

The above information shows that 553 families from the two projects had re­
located into substandard housing. At June 30, 1961, the Mill Creek Valley 
project relocation effort was virtually complete; the Kosciusko project effort 
was about 65 percent complete. 

We inspected 35 dwelling units selected at random from units reported 
as standard by the LPA and into which families displaced from the Mill Creek 
Valley project were relocated. On the basis of the standards set forth in the 
LPA's relocation plan, we concluded that 21 of these dwelling units were sub­
standard. The deficiencies we noted included such things as inoperative 
plumbing, no running water, no heating facilities, doors falling off hinges, 
infestation with vermin, and leaks in roofs and walls. The head of the LPA 's 
relocation section re\"isited seven of the dwelling units with us and agreed 
that these units were substandard. He informed us that visits to other units 
were not necessary and that he accepted our conclusion that the other 14 units 
we had inspected were substandard. 

We inspected 31 dwelling units selected at random from units into which 
families displaced from the Kosciusko project were relocated. Twenty-eight 
of these units had been reported as standard by the LPA, and the other three 
had been reported as standard by the HHF A Fort Worth regional office site 
representative. The site representative had reported also as standard 4 of 
28 units reported as standard by the LPA. On the basis of the housing stand­
ards set forth in the LPA 's relocation plan, we concluded that 30 of the dwell­
ing units were substandard. The head of the LPA's relocation section revis­
ited 11 of the dwelling units with us and agreed that these units were sub­
standard. ·He informed us that visits to other units were not necessary and 
that he accepted our conclusion that 19 of the other 20 units we had inspected 
were substandard. The regional office site representative stated that his in­
spections consisted of visual observations from his automobile as he drove 
by the properties and that, in classifying the dwelling units as standard, he 
relied on the statements of the LPA personnel. 

Some of the families who had been relocated into the substandard dwell­
ings were so relocated by the LPA. Many of the other families •either were 
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offered only substandard housing by the LPA or were offered no relocation 
,assistance by the LPA. The LPA assisted families displaced fr.om the Kosciusko 
project in finding relocation housing by offering them addr.esses (referral 
lists) prepared from newspaper advertisements. Accompanied by an LPA relo'ca­
tion official, we inspected 16 of the 33 dwelling units listed on a Kosciusko 
project reft:rral list dated June 6, 1961. The relocation o££icial acknowledged 
that each of the 16 dwelling units was substandard. The dwelling units had not 
been inspected prior to their inclusion on the referral lists, as required by 
the LPA 's re location plan. 

Regarding the Kosciusko project, the LPA reported to the Fort Worth 
HHFA regional office that, of a total of 724 families taken into the LPA 's re­
location workload as of August 1961, 1 78 families had self-relocated into 
substandard housing. We ·reviewed the files of 40 families, selected at ran­
dom, that had self-relocated into substandard housing and found no. evidence 
that the LPA made any effort to relocate these families fron, the substan­
dard housing they had chosen into standard housing, as required by the 
LPA's relocation plan. 

In commenting on the matters discussed above, the Executive Director 
of the St. Louis LPA questioned the basis that we used in classifying as sub­
standard the houses that we inspected. The standards that we used as guide -
lines in our inspections were those contained in the LPA 's relocation plans 
for the Mill Creek Valley and Kosciusko projects. We did not conclude that 
housing was substandard solely because of minor items; our conclusions were 
based on a combination of deficiencies- -some major and some minor. For 
example, the deficiencies we noted for one of the structuTes above included: 
leaks in roof and walls, doors falling off hinges, toilet shared with congre­
gation of church, no kitchen facilities, no bathing facilities, inoperable win­
dows, no water, no electricity, and no heating facilities. The LPA's own in­
spectors, accompanied by us, classified as substandard about 35 percent of 
the structures which we concluded were substandard and accepted our con­
clusions on the remaining 65 percent of the structures. 

Kansas City, Kansas 

At April 3 0, 1961, the Gateway project relocation effort was virtually 
complete; the Armourdale Industrial Parle project relocation effort was about 
90 percent complete. The LPA reports of relocation progress for the Gateway 
and Armourdale Industrial Park projects as of that date disclosed the follow­
mg information with regard to relocated families. 

Housing units Families 
relocated into Gateway Armourdale 

Standard units .................... . 323 83 
Substandard units ................. . 10 
Housing condition not known ....... . _5 -2 

Removed from workload ........... . 338 88 
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The above data shows that the LPA reported only 10 Gateway families and no 
Armourdale Industrial Park families had relocated into substandard housing. 
However, the LPA 's records as of that date showed that 29 Gateway families 
and 6 Armourdale Industrial-Park families were relocated into dwelling units 
classified as substandard by the LPA. 

We inspected 18 dwelling units selected at random from units recorded 
as standard by the LPA and into which families displaced from the Gateway 
and Armourdale Industrial Park projects. wer_e relocated. On the basis of the 
standards set forth in the LPA 's relocation plan, we concluded that three of 
these units were substandard. One of these units was located in a substandard 
apartment building into which eight families had been relocated. The LPA 
classified this building on its relocation records as -standard for the first six 
of these families, two of which were r·elocated into the building by the LPA, 
and as substandard for the other two families, one of which was relocated into 
the building by the LPA. LPA officials revisited this building with us and 
agreed that it was substandard. The LPA subsequently revised its April 30, 
1961, report of relocation progress for the Gateway project to show that 50 
dispiaced families, rather than 10 as originally reported, were living in 
substandard housing. 

Although the LPA 's relocation plans for the Gateway and Armourdale 
Industrial Park projects require that inspections be made of dwellings into 
which displaced families are relocated, LPA officials informed us that in 
many instances the only inspections of relocation housing by the relocation 
staff consisted of visual external inspections, made while the inspectors drove 
past the properties. 

In instances whe:re the LPA relocation staff inspectors classified dwell­
ings as substandard, they did not report to the city's Minirnum Housing Code 
Office, for corrective action, violations of the city's housing code. An LPA 
official told us that housing code violations were not reported to the city's 
Minimum Housing Code Office becaui;;e LPA officials believed that (1) such 
action would adversely affect the availability of housing resources and (2) the 
relocation staff was not qualified to determine whether the housing met the 
city's minimum housing code requirements. 

The Regional Director of Urban Renewal advised us that more emphasis 
would be placed on relocation activities. Subsequent to our field review, the 
Urban Renewal Manual was revi,ed to require. that an LPA notify the local 
housing code enforcement ageney of instances where the LPA's inspections 
reveal that self-relocated famtlies who declined standard relocation housing 
are living in dwelling units that do not meet local housing code requirements. 

We believe that these ~ctions will tend to improve the administration of 
relocation activities. However, in our opinion, the deficiencies disclosed by 
our review show that there were inadequate supervision and review of the 
LPAs' relocation activities by the Fort Worth HHF A regional office. Accord­
ing_~y, we proposed that the Commissioner, URA, require that HHFA regional 
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officials provide closer superv1s1on over the execution of p1:oject relocation 
plans by LPAs and that such officials make periodic inspections of relocation 
housing. We proposed also that the Commissioner not authorize future pr~)­
ects for St. Louis, Missouri, and Kansas City, Kansas, unless URA had re -
ceived positive evidence from the LPAs that sufficient standard housing would 
be available for permanently relocating all displaced project families into 
decent, safe, and sanitary housing. 

In a letter dated August 5, 1963, the Commissioner informed us that 
the agency had implemented the first of the above proposals by authorizing 
regional offices to employ additional site representatives who would special­
ize in the examination of all LPA relocation activities. He stated that these 
specialists would be required to inspect the interiors of relocation housing to 
ascertain whether such housing meets the standards of the approved reloca­
tion plan. 

In regard to the second of the above proposals, the Commissioner in­
formed us that the proposal had been made part of URA policy which was im­
plemented by the is.suance on May 17, 1963, of Regional Circular No. 627. 
This circular requires the HHFA regional offices, at the time an LPA sub­
mits an application for survey and planning for a title I project, to make a 
systematic evaluation of past and current performance of urban renewal ac­
tivities in the locality, including the quality of the relocation operation. He 
inforrned us also that the St. Louis, Missouri, and Kansas City, Kansas, 
LPAs had instituted changes in their administrative policies and actions which 
were intended to provide that displaced families be relocated in standard 
housing. He stated that these actions on the part of the LPAs, combined with 
closer regional office supervision, should result in far more satisfactory re­
location activities in both cities. 

We believe that the proper implementation of the actions described by 
the Commissioner should result in significant improvement in the quality of 
relocation activities conducted by LPAs. 

RELOCATION ASSISTANCE NOT PROVIDED SOON ENOUGH 

We found that a substantial number of families displaced from urban 
renewal areas were not afforded relocation assistance by LPAs because cer­
tain URA relocation requir_ements were not applicable until after the execu­
tion of the loan and grant contract. We believe that the displaced families 
should have been informed of the relocation assistance that would become 
available to them. 

Our review disclosed that more than 3, 300 of the nearly 7, 000 families 
that the LPAs estimated were living in the Mill Creek Valley and Kosciusko 
projects in St. Louis, Missouri; the Douglass School project in Columbia, 
Missouri; and the Gateway project in Kansas City, Kansas, were omitted 
from the LPAs' relocation workloads and that they were thus never afforded 
relocation assistance. Sorne of the fan1ilies may not have accepted LPA 
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assistance, and some of the movement from the area may have been norxnal 
turnover. The whereabouts of most of the 3,300 families is unknown, and 
their absence was not shown on the LPAs' relocation progress reports. 
Probably a significant number of these families moved into substandard 
housing, as did a significant number of self-relocated families whose housing 
conditions were a rr,atter of record. 

The Urban Renewal Manual (chapter 16-1) provides that an LPA submit 
with its survey and planning application (I) estimates of the number of resi­
dents in the project area and the number of families that will be displaced 
and (2) narrative descriptions of the housing supply in the locality. An LPA 
is also required to submit, with its application for a loan and grant ·contract, 
more detailed estimates of relocation needs and resources. Although the 
manual (section 16-2-2) authorizes the LPA to make a complete survey to 
obtain information on relocation needs, it does not require that such a survey 
be made. The LPA is required to initiate relocation activities as soon as 
site occupants enter the relocation workload. The manual (section 16-3-1) 
provides that: 

"A site occupant enters the relocation workload when any 
of the following occurs: 

(1) The property occupied is acquired by the LPA or other 
public body. 

(2) A landlord requests assistance in relocating a tenant to 
perrr,it rehabilitation or code enforcement. 

(3) A code enforcement agency requests assistance in va­
cating a unit. 

(4) A site occupant requests assistance as a result of re­
habilitation or code enforcement. 

"As soon as practical after the effective date of the Contract 
for Loan and Grant, each site occupant shall be interviewed for 
the following purposes: 

(1) Obtaining information on relocation requirements from 
families and individual householders. *** 

(2) Determining the relocation assistance which the site 
occupant requires. 

(3) Delivering to the site occupant informational material 
developed by the LPA explaining the relocation services 
which are available ***·" 

We believe that the URA regulations are inadequate in that they do not 
require the LPAs to advise families residing in areas selected for urban re -
newal projects of the relocation assistance that will become available to them 
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until after the execution of a loan and grant contract. We believe also that 
URA should have required the LPAs to .obtain more reliable information re­
garding relocation requirements and· resources prior to the execution of a 
loan and grant contract. If reliable information on housing needs and re -
source s is not obtained prior to the effective date of the contract for a loan 
and grant, significant relocation problems, such as a lack of available stand­
ard housing, may not be recognized in time to meet the needs of all the dis -
placed families. Generally, by the time a contract has been executed, the 
residents of the area selected for the project have been aware for many 
months that they probably will be required to relocate. Consequently, many 
of the~e families, in anticipation of acquisition of the property by the LPA, 
move into other housing without having been advised of the relocation assist­
ance that would ultimately become available to them. Of the self-relocated 
families whose housing conditions were a matter of record at the St. Louis, 
Missouri, and Kansas City, Kansas, LPAs, a significant number relocated 
into substandard.housing. The relocation of a significant number of displaced 
families into substandard housing- -tl?-e "shifting" of slums - -negates much of 
the benefit of the project and is contrary to the clearly expressed intent of 
the Congress that the problems of slums and blight be a~tacked on a commu-
nitywide basis. • 

St. Louis, Missouri 

The relocation plan for the Mill Creek Valley project, St. Louis, Mis­
souri, was approved by URA on June 24, 1958. This relocation plan showed 
that an estimated 4,212 families were to be relocated. The LPA report of 
relocation progress dated June 30, 1961, showed that the total relocation 
workload for the proj~ct was only 2,072 families. The head of the LPA 's re -
location section stated that as of June 30, 1961, the relocations from the Mill 
Creek Valley project area were virtually completeci. Therefore, the remain­
ing 2, 140 families, or more than 50 percent of the families from the project 
area, we re npt taken into the relocation workload or provided relocation as -
sistance. 

The relocation plan for the Kosciusko project, St. Louis, Missouri, 
approved by URA on May 12, 1959, showed that an estimated l, 872 families 
were to be relocated. The head of the LPA 's relocation section informed us 
that only about 1, 000 families were to be taken into the relocation workload. 
Therefore, the remaining 872 families ·from the project area were not to be 
taken into the relocation workload or provided relocation assistance. 

An I.:-PA official informed us that many families were not taken into the 
relocation workload because, in anticipation of the property acquisitions to 
be made by the LPA, they moved from the Mill Creek Valley and Kosciusko 
project areas prior to the actual acquisition of the properties in which they 
were residing. 
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Columbia, Missouri 

The relocation plan for the Douglass School project in Columbia, Mis -
souri, was approved by URA on December 1, 1958. This plan indicated that 
an estimated 410 families would be displaced from the project area. However, 
the LPA' s relocation records failed to account for 183, or over 40 percent, 
of these families. 

LPA officials advised us that the original estimate of 410 families ac -
tually included individual householders, as well as families. However, our 
review of the LPA 's records supporting the original estimate disclosed that, 
consistent with URA's definition (Urban Renewal Manual, section 16-3-2) of 
the term "family" - -two or more persons who are living together in a single 
dwelling unit--410 families were to be displaced from the project area. 

At June 30, 1961, the LPA reported the relocation progress of the 
project to the Fort Worth HHF A regional office. This report showed that 165 
families had been taken into the relocation workload, leaving a balance of 245 
families still remaining in property to be acquired by the LPA. However, on 
July l, 1961, we noted that these properties contained only 62 families. 
Therefore, it appeared that relocation assistance would be provided to not 
more than 227 families, or about 56 percent of the 410 families reported in 
the relocation plan. 

Kansas City, Kansas 

The relocation plan for the Gateway project, Kansas City, Kansas, ap­
proved by URA on February 26, 1958, showed that an estimated 657 families 
were to be relocated. In January 1961, the Fort Worth HHF A Regional Direc -
tor of Urban Renewal requested his site re pre scntative to explain why the 
LPA's relocation records did not account for 293, or over 40 percent, of these 
families. The site representative replied that the 293 families had moved and 
that no one seemed to know where or when they went. 

Our review disclosed that, since 166 individuals were included in the 
original estimate of 657 families, the number.of families to be relocated 
should have been reported as 491. The LPA 's report on relocation progress 
at May 31, 1961, showed that the total relocation workload included only 349 
families, or less than 72 percent of the 491 families, with relocation virtu­
ally conipleted. Therefore, on the basis of the LPA' s revised estimates, 
about 142 families displaced from the project were not taken into the reloca­
tion workload. 

In commenting on this mat_ter, the Executive Director of the Kansas 
City, Kansas, LPA informed the Fort Worth HHFA regional office in a letter 
dated May 7, 1963, that the LPA had no responsibility under the prior URA 
regulations to relocate those families not taken into the relocation workload. 
He stated, however, that although there were no records to show that, c1.ny 
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contact had been rr.ade with these families, the LPA did encourage them, 
through newspapers, personal contacts, and letters, to remain in their housing 
until the LPA purchased the property in which they lived. 

In enacting section 105(c) 0£ title I of the Housing Act of 1949, as 
amended, the Congress intended that decent, safe, and sanitary housing be made 
available for all families displace9 by slum clearance and urban renewal ac­
tivities. We believe that the achievement of this objective would be advanced by 
URA 's requiring that, during the period when survey and planning applications 
are being developed, rather than after the effective date of the loan and grant 
contract (see p. 9), the LPAs inform the residents of proposed urban re­
newal areas of the relocation assistance that will becon,e available to thern 
should the properties be acquired. We believe also that URA should require 
that the LPAs obtain reliable information regarding relocation requirements 
and resources during the survey and planning stage of the project. • 

We proposed that the Commissioner, URA, require that (1) at the time 
LPAs develop information to support their survey and planning applications, 
they inform the residents of proposed urban renewal areas of the relocation 
assistance that will become available to the residents should the properties in 
which they live be acquired and (2) during the planning stage of the projects, 
the LPAs obtain reliable information regarding relocation requirements and 
resources. 

In a letter dated August 5, 1963, the Commissioner agreed to adopt our 
fir st proposal. Regarding the second proposal, he stated that: 

"Since the projects referred to in this report have gone into exe­
cution, there have been extensive revisions in Manual require­
ments with respect to the kind of showing an LPA is required to 
make as to relocation needs and resources. Detailed data on in­
comes, including breakdowns of families with incomes of less 
than $2.00 a month, family size, number of bedrooms required, 
housing availability by unit size and by rent and sales price brack­
ets, makes it necessary for an LPA to examine both its require­
ments and housing resources much more carefully than was the 
case previously. If such an examination indicates the need for 
construction of additional housing, public or private, the Manual 
requires that the LPA spell out in detail concrete plans for the 
provision of these additional resources and proposals for dealing 
with problem cases among displaced families, including the el­
derly, the handicapped, etc. If public housing is necessary to es­
tabltsh the relocation feasibility, an Annual Contributions Con­
tract must have been executed before a Loan and Grant Contract 
will be appr_oved for the urban renewal project. 

"Review procedures also instituted in the last several years 
at both the Regional and Central_ Office levels are such as to min­
imize errors in estimating requirements and resources. Errors 
and inconsistencies in the documentation are returned to the 
LPA 's for clarification and explanation. Where long lapses are 
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involved between relocation planning and project exec1.:1tion, the 
LPA's are required to l>r-ing their. estimates u:p to date. This, of 
course·, does not mean that we consider no further improvernent 
possible in our present policies and procedures. The policies and 
procedures are under constant review ·and modifications will be 
introduced when the need for modification is· indicated by experi­
ence. " 

We believe that the proper implementation of these procedures should 
result in a significant improvement in the quality of relocation a'ctivities 
administered by HHFA. 
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SCOPE OF REVIEW 

Our review of selected slum clearance and urban renewal program re -
location activities was made at the HHFA Fort Worth regional office and at 
five local public agencies under its jurisdiction whose offices are located at 
St. Louis, Missouri; Kansas City, Missouri; Kansas City, Kansas; Topeka. 
Kansas; and Columbia. Missouri. Our examination included a review of: 

l. The basic laws authorizing the program and the pertinent legislative 
history. 

2. URA' s policies and proced4res and its administrative regulations 
applicable to the relocation activities of local public agencies in the 
federally subsidized slum clearance and urban renewal program. 

3. Selected transactions and related project correspondence. docu­
ments. and other data pert-lining to selected slum clearance and 
urban renewal projects. 

Some verification to· supplement our review at the HHFA office was 
performed at the above local public agencies. 
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APPENDIX 

HOUSING AND HOME FINANCE AGENCY 

PRINCIPAL OFFICIALS 

RESPONSIBLE FOR THE ACTIVITIES EXAMINED IN OUR REVIEW 

Tenure of office 
From To 

ADMINISTRATOR, HHFA: 

Albert M. Cole Mar. 1953 Jan. 1959 
Norman P. Mason Jan. 1959 Jan. 1961 
Lewis E. Williams (acting) Jan. 1961 Feb. 1961 
Robert C. Weaver Feb. 1961 Present 

COMMISSIONER, URA: 

Richard L. Steiner Apr. 1957 July 1959 
David M. Walker July 1959 Jan. 1961 
Charles L. Oswald (acting) Jan. 1961 Mar. 1961 
William L. Slayton Mar. 1961 Present. 

REGIONAL ADMINISTRATOR, FORT WORTH 
HHFA REGIONAL OFFICE: 

Waldemar H. Sindt Dec. 1955 Feb, 1960 
John A. Foster Feb. 1960 Mar. 1961 
Roderick A. Bethune (acting) Mar. 1961 Sept. 1961 
Roderick A. Bethune Sept. 1961 Dec. 1962 
Robert C. Robinson (acting) Jan. 1963 Mar. 1963 
William W. Collins, Jr. Mar. 1963 Present 

REGIONAL DIRECTOR OF URBAN RENEWAL, 
FORT WORTH HHFA REGIONAL OFFICE: 

Robert C. Robinson Jan, 1955 Oct. 1961 
Leonard E. Church Nov. 1961 Present 

U.S. GAO, Wa ■h., D. C. 17 
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HOUSING AND HOME FINANCE AGENCY 'TAl 2.-
omcE OF THE ADMINISTRATOR 

federal Houmu;i Adminiatrc,t!on 
Public Houolng Admloiotrc,lion 
federc,J Nc,tionc,J Mortgc,ge A-,cic,t!on 
Community fc,cllitiH Adlllinillrc,t!on 
Urbc,n Renewal Adminiatrallon 

June 3, 1964 

MDIORANDUMPORa George Reedy 
Pr••• Secretary to 

the Preaident 
Tbe White Houae 

is 
nia/a follow-up on our converaaUon of yeaterday. You 
will note that BBFAha• already approved a grant of 
$4,886,000 a• a part of a Ma•• Tranaportation Demon•tr•­
tion Project coating $7,329,000. Recently we have re­
ceived and tentatively approved an amendment involving 
an additional Federal grant of fl,333,333. Thi• would 
malte the total project coat of the demonatration project 
$9,329.000. 

You ahould alao ltnov that thi• project in wlich we are 
involved i• part of a $28,000,000 development teatin9 
program bein9 carried out by th• San Prancieco Bay 
Area Rapid Tran.■ it Diatrict. 

I would propoae that an announcement of the approval 
of this additional grant be made at the ti .. that the 
Preaident i• viaitin9 California in connection with the 
groundbreaking of a teat track of the ayatea. 

If you need any further information on thie, I would 
aug9eat that you have your office call John c. Kohl, 
ay Aaaiatant Adainiatrator(Tranaportat.ion), on cod• 
128, exte~on 5511. Unl••• I hear from you to the 
contrary, we ahall expect an announcement of thi• 
grant to emanate from th• White Bouae. 

~...,-·4~
Robert c. Weaver 
Adminiatrator 

Bncloaure 
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