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USCM PRESIDENT GARNER TESTIFIES ON HUD APPROPRIATIONS

How would you describe the perfect witness to testify on behalf of local governments for HUD programs?
Perhaps it would be the president of an influential public interest group who aso happens to be a Republican
mayor and a candidate for the House of Representatives. Perhaps, as an added bonus, this individual could
come from the same state as the Chairman of the VA/HUD Appropriations subcommittee. Indeed, it was
James A. Garner, president of the United States Conference of Mayors and Mayor of Hempstead, New
Y ork, who appeared before the subcommittee on March 24 to make our case.

As predicted, Mayor Garner was a big hit. Members on the Subcommittee responded in a manner that can
only be described a “gushingly laudatory.” Some members such as Marcey Kapture were so pleased with
Garner’s presence, she felt compelled to “testify” on his behaf. She told the Mayor that his testimony was
right on point, and that it addressed dl the major concerns. Chairman Walsh aso recognized and was
complementary of the Mayor. Lets just hope that they remember Mayor Garner during mark-up. A copy
of the Mayor Garner’s testimony is attached to this newsletter.



UNDER FIRE, ACTING SECRETARY
JACKSON PULLSRESPA REFORM
RULE

A dassc example of eyebrow-raising timing by
ActingHUD Secretary Alphonso Jackson has set
tongues wagging in Washington. Less than a
month after enduring scathing criticism from
hous ng subcommittee Chairman Senator Wayne
Allad (R-CO) during a Senate Banking,
Housng, and Urban Affars Committee
confirmation hearing, Jackson decided to
withdraw the Red Edate Setlement and
Procedures Act (RESPA) Find Rue (RIN
2502-AH85) from OMB review.

During the February 26 hearing, Senator Allard
surprised the audience with a forceful attack on
HUD’ s handling of the RESPA reform process.
After successfully engaging Jackson in a line of
questioning designed to demondtrate just how
unresponsive HUD had been to
Congressional—as wdl asindustry—criticiam of
the proposed RESPA rule, Allard launched into
a cutting critique of the “arrogance” of what he
caled a“troubled agency.” By pressng forward
with the RESPA rule, HUD was, according to
Allard, “thumbingitsnose at” and “ demeaningthe
Congress” while “bdittl[ing] the Condtitutiona
process.” Allard asserted that HUD “must have
leadership that dealy understands the
Condtitutiona framework in whichit is charged
withimplementing the laws written by Congress,
not inimplementingitsown verson.” Because of
his concerns over the way in which HUD had
handled the RESPA rulemaking process, Allard
declared that he would “ be unable to support this
nomingtion at this time.” (It was later reveded
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that Allard had indeed placed a hold on
Jackson's confirmation.)

After Allard concluded hiscomments, Committee
Chairman Richard Shelby (R-AL) said, “I think
Mr. Jackson got the message.” Chairman Shelby
was apparently correct, because in hisMarch 22
letter to OMB Jackson attributes his decison to
withdraw the RESPA rule to “a number of
members of Congress...who voiced concerns
about not receiving the benefit of afull briefing on
the RESPA rule”” Jackson's decision was made
three weeks in advance of OMB'’s previousy
announced deadline for deciding whether to
accept, rgject, or send the rule back to HUD for
further deliberation. Jackson has vigoroudy
denied his decision was designed to get back in
the good graces of Allad and clear a path
toward his confirmation. However, soon after
Jackson announced his decison, a spokesman
for Allard reved ed the Senator withdrew his hold
on Jackson' s confirmation.

Industry groups and members of Congress
gpplauded Jackson's move. The American
BankersAssociation, the National Association of
Redltors, the Nationa Association of Mortgage
Bankers, and other tradegroups quickly released
statement’ spraising Jackson’ s change of hearton
RESPA reform. Chairman Shelby applauded
HUD's action. "The strong oppostion by
consumer groups and industry mede it clear that
(the) rulerequired greater review and opportunity
for the public to weigh in on the rule," he said.
Interegtingly, a watchdog group known as the
Congressional Accountability Project recently
accused Shelby of a "noteworthy conflict of
interex” on the issue, since the Senator’s most
recent financia disclosure satement revealed that



he chairs a title insurance company that brings
him more than $100,000 in annud income.
Accordingto Stanley Friedlander, immediatepast
president of the AmericanLand Title Association,
only large title companies were guaranteed to
survive had the rule gone into effect.

In it origind July 2002 incarnation, the RESPA
rule would have required lendersto offer asngle
price for the various costs (gppraisds, title
insurance, etc.) of processing a mortgage or to
adhere more closdly to the good faith estimate of
those costs. HUD has promoted the effort by
announcing that the new rule would save
homebuyers an estimated $700 each on ther
loans, or $8 hillionayear. The contents of the
revised rule were never made public because
HUD chose to submit the rule to OMB for find
review rather than reopen the public comment
period. Jackson has pledged to push forward
with RESPA reform after additiona consultation
with members of Congress, consumer groups,
industry groups, and the public. However,
representatives fromanumber of industry groups
have expressed confidence that RESPA reform
may be dead. Stay tuned.

LOCAL GROUPSMEET WITH OMB
TO DISCUSS CDBG PART REVIEW

On Friday, March 19, at the request of OMB
Program Examiner Dugtin Brown, NCDA staff
dong with representatives from NACo,
NACCED, USCM, NAHRO, and COSCDA
convened amesting to receive anoverview of the
Performance Assessment Rating Tool (PART)
that OM B usesto rate the performance of federa
programs in its efforts to comply with the
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Government Performance Review Act (GPRA).
Dustin requested the meeting to provide uswith
an explanation of why the CDBG program
scored so low— 28 out of atotal 100—-aswdl as
to enlighten us on the reasoning and rationale
behind OMB’ sapproachto program eva uation.
ChandraWesternand Jeff Falcusan represented
NCDA at this meeting.

Before the mesting, as is the custom here in
Washington, discussions were held between and
amongst various attendees onthe reasons for the
meeting, the prospects of the meeting for
convinang OMB to revigt the rating, the potentia
to learn something new about the PART, and, of
course, whether the medting was even worth
convening. We were surprised that Dustin or
anyone at OMB woud want to meet with us,
given the high probability that they would be
greeted acrimonioudly by groups that advocate
tirdesdy on behdf of the CDBG program. To
his credit, Dustin was willing to face us, and we
decided therewas a chance we could gainanew
perspective on OMB’s current operating
philosophy. And gain anew perspective we did.

OMB’s overd| assessment of CDBG isthat the
progran’'s misson is not clear and is
contradictory. Dustin explained that the satutory
language speaksto “ creating viable communities’
on the one hand and to addressing the needs of
“low- and moderate-income persons’ on the
other. This is somehow confusing to them,
regardless of Congressiond intent. They believe
that the program gods need to be more focused
sothat indicators of impact on individuds can be
adequately measured. This would dlow for a
more thorough assessment of the program’s
effectiveness. OMB made a determination that



the CDBG program was ineffective because the
data that was available was not in a format that
would provide awayto measureits effectiveness,
i.e. how CDBG dollars impacted the lives of its
beneficiaries.

Evidence that grantees were performing as the
gsatute and regulations dictated seems not to
matter at dl toDudtinor hissuperiors. Dugdinwas
amilaly unimpressed with our assertion that
while the PART seems well-designed for
categorica programs, itisill-equipped to evduate
a block grant program with a broad focus and
locdl flexibility. We tried to explain that CDBG
is a program designed to dlow jurisdictions to
assgt households and individuasto create viable
communities through a variety of locdly
determined, digibleactivities.. Thereisnothingin
the statute or the regulations that dictatesto loca
governments how this is to be done. Dustin’s
response literdly caused the jaw of at least one
public interest group representative to fdl to the
floor: “We are the Executive Branch. We have
our own standards.” Dustin made it quite clear
that OMB eva uates programs according to their
ownvisonof how programs should operate, not
according to the current statutory or regulatory
dructure of such programs. In the collective
mind of OMB, Congressonal intent is an
afterthought.

Dusdtin continued his comments by tdling us thet
the score the CDBG program received was
based onthe data generated by HUD usngIDIS.
These data sets were seen as inadequate. The
data, essentidly output data, is apparently not
auffident to satisfy OMB’ sdesireto demonstrate
the program’simpact onindividuas. Thedatais
not broken down in the way that OMB would
likeit for their review. For example, for housing
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data, the data received is based on housing units
and households, not individuas. OMB could not
assess the impact of CDBG housing activities on
individuds. HUD does not ask granteesfor data
on individuds, therefore it is not available, so
OMB cannot assessimpact of housing activities
on individuds OMB'’s approach to evauating
the CDBG program guarantees the program will
receive apoor rating. The datathat would prove
effectiveness from OMB'’s perspective is Smply
not avalldble OMB eguates the inability to
prove effectiveness with being ineffective.

HUD provided OMB with volumes of data on
low-mod benefit, number of jobs created or
retained, the types of public services activities
assisted, water and sewer expended into lower
income neighborhoods, parks, sdewaks, etc.
Thisdatademonstrateswhat CDBG isdoing, not
what it should be doing OMB feds that
regardiess of Congressond intent, statutory
language, or current regulations, CDBG dollars
should be spent by concentrating fundsin away
that revitaizes neighborhoods to make persons
lives better. OMB does not want to take away
the flexibility of the program, it just believes funds
need to be less spread out throughout the entire
aty. Loca governments should develop plansto
systematically revitalize lower income
neighborhoods by concentrating funds to a point
where"everythingisdone.” Fundscould thenbe
used in the same manner to address the next
troubled neighborhood.

For example, OMB seems to fed that CDBG
fundsaretoo spread out across citiesand are not
concentrated enough to show the program’s
impact. An example of child care was used.
Dustin wanted to know how child carefor lower
income parents impacted peoples lives, because



the current reporting sysems for the CDBG
program do not address this, nor are they
required to. Our response was that grantees do
not need to show this, because countless studies
have documented the benefits of child care,
outsde of the fact thet it dlows both parents to
work outsde of the home. Why should grantees
discuss the obvious? Nevertheless, Dustin
pressed us on this issue, severa times asking,
“What is the benfit of having child care? Prove
it!”

At this point, it was painfully obvious that we
were at animpasse and that nothing we could say
would in any way dter OMB’ s perceptionof the
program’s effectiveness. The data on CDBG is
not gathered in the way that OMB would like.
OMB is convinced that the program’s mission is
not clear and that its Satutory language is
contradictory inaway that does not allow for the
program’s performance to be measured in a
meaningful way. As far as not having adequate
performance measurement data, Dustin was not
sympathetic. He argued that it's been ten years
snce GPRA and this should have been enough
time for HUD to get its house in order on that
issue.

It was suggested that OM B could re-eva uate the
CDBG program or perhaps issue a statement
admitting that a proper evauation could not be
done on CDBG's effectiveness because of the
manner in which accomplishment data is
forwarded to HUD. We explained that the
ineffective rating could have an impact on the
2005 @ppropriations process.  From our
perspective, this request did not seem likely to
succeed. Evenif the program was re-evauated,
what would the outcome be? Therewould beno
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moreinformationthan aready exissfor OMB to
determine the program effectiveness, because
accomplishment data on CDBG iis not collected
in the format OMB requires.

Stll, HUD is pursuing the * performance measure
ided” for the CDBG program, whatever that is.
NCDA and the rest of our Sister associations
have agreed to work together to design a
performance measure reporting system that
makes sense and collects the same data for
entitlements, urban counties, and the state small
cities program, that will maintain the program’s
flexibility, get better output data and not require
grantees to do any more work that they already
do. This may mean a change in the way we
currently report accomplishments, but it we will
not support additional burdens on the grantees.
Also, NCDA has strongly stated to HUD that
any new reporting requirements must be
accompanied by the creation of asuitable* place’
for new data to go, meaning that if IDIS is not
capable of collecting performance measure
accomplishment data we will not support
grantees submitting that datato HUD.

REPRESENTATIVE CLAY ATTACKS
CDBG AS SUBCOMMITTEE HOLDS
HEARING ON HOUSING COUNSELING

Representative WilliamL acy Clay (D-M O) drew
the ire of public interest groupswhenhe launched
into a bewildering diatribe againgt the CDBG
program during a Housng and Community
Opportunity Subcommittee hearing on proposed
housing counsding legidation. Clay’s comments
interrupted an otherwise perfunctory hearing on
apieceof legidationwith little chance of passage
in the waning months of the 108" Congress.



The hearing was more or less the result of a
bargain struck between Subcommittee Chairman
Bob Ney (R-OH) and members Nydia
Veazquez (D-NY) and Barbara Lee (D-CA)
during earlier hearings on the American Dream
Downpayment Act. Veazquez and Lee had
repeatedly pushed amendments that would have
alowed jurisdictions receiving ADDI funding to
use part of their dlocationfor housng counsding
and for grants intended to hdp homeowners
avoid foreclosure. They agreed to drop the
amendments after Ney promised to hold hearings
on these subjects at alater date. HR 3938 was
introduced by Ney himsdf on March 11, with
Veazquez and David Scott (D-GA) as
COSPONSOrS.

The bill itsdf is a patchwork of severd related
policy proposals that were cobbled together by
the sponsors. HR 3938 would establish an
Officeof Housing Counsdingto carryout HUD' s
respongbilities regarding homeownership and
rental housng counsding, create a new toll-free
telephone number to provide referrd to entities
providing counsding, and make grantsto entities
that provide counsding. FHA Commissioner
John Weicher was on hand to represent HUD.

Weicher repestedly asserted that the bill was
amog certainly unnecessary and was unlikely to
produce any real benefitsfor recipients of housng
counsding. Welcher described HUD' s current
housng counsdling program, operated as a set-
asde under the HOME program, as the
Department’s only direct grant program with a
broad counsding focus. Under the Bush
Adminigration, funding for the program has
doubled from $20 million to $40 million.
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(Through its budget submissions, the
Adminidration has long sought to fund housing
counsding as a sSeparate program  while
mantaning the same organizational structure.)
Although a gndl amount of funding for other
counsdling-related programs is available though
Far Housng Initiatives ($3.8 million) and the
Resident Opportunity Sdf Sufficiency (ROSS)
program ($13.2 million), those programs are
aready rdatively smdl and narrowly targeted,
meaning that absorbing them into a consolidated
counsdling office might not accomplish much.
Indeed, Weicher argued that the trangition to a
new consolidated Office of Housng Counsdling
could lead to an interruption in service ddivery.

Thetoll-free telephone number component of the
legidation proved to be a source of uncertainty
during the hearing. HR 39338 cdls for the
establishment of a* language-appropriatetol-free
telephone number and a World Wide Web ste
through which persons interested in. ..counsdling
services may locate and obtain names and
contactinformationof persons and organizations’
that provide suchservices. Therewas confusion
over what is meant by “language-appropriate’
and exactly how many languages would have to
be incduded in such a tdephone service.
Additiondly, Representaive Scott indsted that
this telephone number would dlow callersto tak
to an actual human being as opposed to ligening
to a pre-recorded menu, dthough nothing in the
hill appears to make that didinction. Weicher
pointed out that HUD aready operates an
automated 800 number that generates contact
informationfor loca counseling providers. Scott
argued that a new service is needed since “we
need the elderly to be able to get a human being
on the phone.” Weicher countered that such a



sarvice, especidly if it were to be made avallable
in a number of languages and diaects, could
potentidly create huge new saffing needs.

Skepticisma sogreeted language inthe bill caling
for lenders to provide a booklet, designed by
HUD, intended “to help consumers applying for
federdly related mortgage loans to understand
the nature and costs of red edtate settlement
services” In additionto being printed in different
languages, these booklets are to be
“understandable and accessible to home-buyers
of different ethnic and cultural backgrounds.”
Not surprisngly, no one on the subcommittee
seemed especidly interested in providing a
detailed explanation of exactly what this would
entail. Lenders would be expected to include a
ligt of local housng counseling providers with the
booklet as well as to select the booklet that is
most language- and culturaly appropriatefor the
person receiving it.

Representative Gary Miller (R-CA), displaying
both his unique take on public service and a
deeply fdt respect for culturd diversty and

reigioustolerance, had an adversereactionto the
latter requirement: “Whenever | look at
legidation, | look at how the private sector can
be held lidble in court,” said Miller, a successful

developer. He emphasized the need to clarify
that these “ethnic and cultural background”

requirements are not intended to impose a
sgnificant burden on mortgage brokers, and that
they could lead to some sticky Stuations. “I

know certain Mudims, for example, that are not
allowed to shake my hand, because I'm a
heathen!”

The hearing was following a more or less
predictable trgjectory until it was Represenative
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Clay’ sturn to question Weicher. Without much
reasonfordoingso, Clay injected CDBG intothe
discusson by asking Weicher’s opinion on
whether jurisdictions recalving block grant
funding should be required to set aside funds in
order to provide housing counsding. What was
the reasoning behind such a suggestion? Clay
made the following statement: “Being from .
Louis, | know full well that CDBG funds are
abused. | seeit every day.”

Commissioner Weicher, a Bush Adminigiration
palitical appointee, was immediatdy put in the
unusud position of having to defend the CDBG
progran agang a Democratic member of
Congress who dts on the authorizing
subcommittee. Weicher defended the thirty year
hisory of CDBG, dding that adminigrations
both Democratic and Republican have dways
acknowledged that the driving force behind the
program isthe belief that decisions should be left
to loca governments.

Clay interrupted, “You find locad governments
abusing funds every year.” Weicher responded
by repesting that “the program isintended to let
loca governments determine what they need to
do withthar funding.” Weicher suggested thet if
Clay had evidence of programabuses, he should
report such evidence to HUD's Inspector
General. We are working to schedule a mesting
with Clay’s office to discuss the Congressman's
accusations.  In this era of growing federd
defictsand migguided PART evaudtions, the last
thing we need is a member of the authorizing
subcommittee making disparaging and
unsubstantiated remarks about CDBG.



LOCAL GROUPSMEET WITH
ASSISTANT SECRETARY BERNARDI

On Tueday, March 23 the loca public interest
groups, colloquidly known as “the PIGS’ met
withupper level CPD gaff to discuss a variety of
issues dfecting practitioners who administer
CPD’s four formula programs. CPD Generdl
Deputy Secretary Nelson Bregon chaired the
mesting on behaf of Mr. Bernardi, who cannot
speak officidly in any way until hisnomination to
the post of HUD Deputy Secretary is resolved.
Mr. Bernardi did drop by to welcome the group
and ensure us that his possible trangtion would
not adversdy affect his continued &finity of the
programs in CPD. He said he is committed to
seeing the work he beganthroughto fruition. He
thanked dl of usfor our support and assured us
that we had his. The agenda, determined by the
PIGS, for the quaterly medting included
discusson on the CDBG formula sudy,
performance measures for the CPD programs,
the ConPlan Improvement Initiative, IDIS re-
engineering, Homeless Program Consolidetion,
and the 30" Anniversary of the CDBG program.

CDBG Formula Sudy

The CDBG formula study is completed except
for the internd review. The study does not
indude any recommendations for datutory
changes to the program, but outlines four
scenarios for formula changes. We were told
that the interest groups would be briefed on the
study’ scontentsbefore it is released to grantees.
Also, the study will be sent to the Hill, dthoughit
is dill not clear why thisisbeing done since the
Adminigtration will not be making any specific
recommendations, nor was the completion of a
formula study directed by Congress. It appears
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that this study has been done, and that HUD will
leave it to the Congress to determineif it will put
forward changesto the CDBG formula

Performance Measures

The Coundil of State Community Development
Agencies (COSCDA) has undertaken a project
to dtempt to determine wha kind of
performance measuresor indicators can be used
by dl the grantees of CDP's four formula
programs. They hope to get al the groups on
board in supporting this project as wdl asHUD
so that when HUD s ready to begin collecting
performance measurement deta, al the grantees
will be collecting the same data. NCDA will be
paticipating in COSCDA’'s Performance
Measures Summit being held in Washington on
March 31.

The ConPlan Improvement Initiative

HUD has received reports from the most of the
pilot groups. Therearea couple still working on
pieces such asthe performance measures group.
Apparently, aproposed rule has been sent to the
Office of General Council for congderation for
changes to the ConPlan rule which is part of the
effort to streamline the planand the process. Itis
anticipated that the rue will be released in
proposed rule format with the requiste 2-3
month time period for receiving comments. If the
rule becomes fina, changes to the rule will most
likely not take effect until FY 2006, because FY
2005 begins in October 2004. 1t is highly
unlikdy that HUD will propose any statutory
changes to the Cranston Gonzdez Act, the
legidation that created the ConPlan. Opening up
this statute would most likely be problematic and
volatile, even if the suggested changes make



sense. Someone dways comes dong and
proposes “other” changes that could severely
dter the current landscape in which we Al
operate. HUD has committed to keeping the
lines of communication open with the steering
committee onthe progress, or lack thereof, of the
initiative.

IDIS Re-engineering

Nelson Bregon confirmed the departure of
Robyne Doten as the head of the IDIS re-
engineering project. She will be taking over for
Bob Meehan, who is scheduled to retire thisfall.
Bob Breaver will now be heading up the IDIS
reform process. Asfar asthe refit of IDIS goes,
the project is moving dong, dbet more dowly
than anticipated, due to the personnd change.
We were told that the work will begin on making
IDIS more web friendly and more “windows
like’ than wehave seenbefore. Asfor the other
improvements to the management system, HUD
isembroiled inalavsuit withEDS and Lockheed
Martin over a dispute involving an 1T contract
involving dl 80 field offices. We don't have any
idea of how long it will take to settle this lawsuit
and alowfor the contractor to begin work. And
as previoudy mentioned, none of the interest
groups will support collecting and submitting
data, different performance measures data,
without the informationsystems needed to collect
and disseminate that data.

30" Anniversary of the CDBG Program

Mr. Bernardi has signed the 30" anniversary
proclamation for the 2004 National Community
Development Week. Plans are dill on the table
to hold a naiond conference highlighting 30
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years of the CDBG program. The tentetive dates
are the second week in September. The
conference will be kind of a* best performance”
conference highlighting outstanding examples of
CDBG as work.  Fdd offices will be asking
granteesfor very brief descriptions of outstanding
projects, with photos, to go up on their website.
Itis hoped to have Presdentia involvement, and
advocates will be asking members to make Hill
vigtswhileintown. Therewill dsobea5 minute
video that HUD will forward to al grantees and
fidd offices on what 30 years of CDBG has
meant to various people and groups. Note:
NCDA will not hold its annual Executive
Symposium this year toencourage members
to attend HUD’s 30" Anniversary
Celebration of the CDBG program.

NCDA NOTES

NCDA 2004 ANNUAL CONFERENCE
PORTLAND, OREGON

THE DOUBLETREE HOTEL AT THE
LLOYD CENTER

May 19-22, 2004

The 2004 NCDA Annua Conference will be
held in Portland, Oregon at the DoubleTreeHotel
at the Lloyd Center on May 19-22, 2004. A
CDBG Basics: Training for Practitioners
course will be hdd immediaey preceding the
Annud Conference at the DoubleTree on May
17-19, 2004. Pleasecheck theNCDA Website
for conference and training information next
week.



NATIONAL COMMUNITY
DEVELOPMENT WEEK

30" ANNIVERSARY OF CDBG
April 12-18, 2004

Please get your ordersin as soon as possible
or your mer chandise for your 30" anniversary
events will not make it on time. Members
can print the CD Week Products flyer from
the website. However, if you require items
received via express mail, you will incur
additional charges.

FEDERAL REGISTER NOTICES

Federal Register: March 22, 2004 (Volume
69, Number 55). America's Affordable
Communities Initiative, HUD's I nitiative
on Removal of Regulatory Barriers

Announcement of Incentive Criteriaon Barrier
Removd in HUD's FY 2004 Compsetitive
Funding Allocations
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SUMMARY : Through this notice HUD
announces its intention to proceed to establish
in the mgority of its Fiscal Year (FY) 2004
natices of funding availability (NOFAS),
including HUD's SuperNOFA, apalicy priority
for increasing the supply of affordable housing
through the removd of regulatory barriersto
affordable housing as proposed in anotice
published on November 25, 2003. In
proceeding to implement this proposa, HUD
took into congderation the public comments
received on the November 25, 2003, notice
and changes were made in response to public
comment as more fully discussed in this notice.

ATTACHMENTS

Please go to NCDAonline

(http://ncdaonline.org) to access the files

bel ow.

o Interest Group PART Response Letter to
the President

« Testimony of Mayor Garner


http://ncdaonline.org
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FY 2004 HUD BUDGET
Program FY 2003 FY 2004 FY 2005
Enacted Enacted Presdent’s
Request

Community Dev Fund

(CDBG) $4.9049 hillion $4.934 hillion $4.618 hillion
*Section 108 Credit Limit $273.2 million *$275 million $0

Section 108 Operating {$6.283 million} {$7.325 million} $0

Insular Areas 0 0 $7 million
Set-asides: $72 million
Indian Block Grant $70.5385 million $72 million $3 million
Housing Asst. Council $3.2785 million $3.3 million $2 million
Nat. Am. Indian Council $2.3844 million $2.5million $3 million
Triba Colleges/Univ. $0 $0 $0
Wellstone Comm. Center $8.9485 million $0 $30 million
Capacity Building-NCDI $32.287 million $34.750 million $35 million
Section 107 $48.780 million $52 million $2 million

Technical Assistance $0 [$1.5 million] $0

EDI Spec. Purpose Grts. $259.303 million $290 million $0

Y outhbuild $59.610 million $65 million $65 million
Neighborhood Init. . $41.826 million $21 million $0

Self Help Housing $25.233 million $27 million $65 million
Habit for Humanity [$4.222 miillion] $4.750 million [$5 million]
National Hous. Dev. $4.967 million $5 $0

National La Raza. $4.967 million $5 $0

Hawaiian Block Grant $0 [$9.5 million] $0
Working Capital Fund $3.3379 million $4.9 million $1 million
Dev. Challenge Pilot $0 $0 $10 million
Faith Based Pilot $0 $0 $5 million
Total Set-asides $565.371 million $593 million $299 million
Net Formula Allocation $4.339 billion $4.331 billion $4.319 billion
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Program FY 2003 FY 2004 FY 2005
Enacted Enacted Presdent’s
Request
HOME $1.9124 hillion $2.0171 hillion $2.084 hillion
Set-asides:
Downpayment Assist. $74.512 million $87.5 million® $200 million
Housing Counseling $39.740 million $40 million [$0 million]
Information Systems $1.0928 million $2.1 million $2 million
TA/TA Partnerships $11.922 million $18 million $18 million
Lead Hazard Demo. $0 $0 $0 million
Working Capital - - $200,000
Tota Set-asides $127.267 million $60.100 million $218.2 million
Net Formula Allocation $1.7851 billion $1.870 billion $1.864 billion
Downpayment Assistance | $74.512 million# $87.5 million $200 million
Homeless grants $1.217 hillion $1.267 hillion $1.257 hillion
Set-asides $219.6 million $ 208.580 million $ 228 million
Total Homeless Grants $997.374 million $1.06 billion $1.485 million
Housing Certificate Fund $17.111 billion $19.371481 hillion $16.909 billion
Housing Counseling Assist. | [$40 million] [$40 million] $45 million
Brownfields $24.837 million $25 million $0
HOPWA $290.102 million $296.5 million $295 million
Rural Housing and $24.837 million $25 million $0
Economic Dev.
Public Housing Capital $2.7122 hillion $2.641 billion $2.674 hillion
Fund
Public Housing Operating
Fund $3.577 hillion $3.6 hillion $3.573 hillion
HOPE VI $570.269 million $150 million $0
Section 202 Elderly $777.910 million $783.286 million $773 million
Section 811 Disabled $248.375 million $250.515 million $249 million
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Program FY 2003 FY 2004 FY 2005
Enacted Enacted Presdent’s
Request
Lead Hazard Control $174.856 million $175 million $139 million
EZ/EC $29.805 million $15 million $0 million

[ ] included in Section 107 TA account
{}Part of the CDBG Formula, not a set-aside
*  Not classified as a set-aside, Section 108 Loan Authority
~Funded from HOME, but as a separate program
#Set-aside within HOME

PLEASE NOTE: The chart does not include the 0.59% across-the-board cut approved by the House



