
C I T Y  O F  O A K L A N D  
COUNCIL AGENDA REPORT 

TO: Office of the City Manager 
ATTN: Deborah Edgerly 
FROM: Director of Housing and Community Development 
DATE: December 9, 2003 

RE: REPORT REGARDING (1) THE EVALUATION OF YEAR 2002-2003 
COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT BLOCK GRANT PROGRAMS (2) 
REVIEW OF OAKLAND'S CONSOLIDATED ANNUAL PERFORMANCE 
AND EVALUATION REPORT (CAPER) FOR COMMUNITY 
DEVELOPMENT BLOCK GRANT, HOME, HOUSING OPPORTUNITIES 
FOR PEOPLE WITH AIDS AND EMERGENCY SHELTER GRANT 

USE AND SERVICES OF CONTRACT WITH SENECA CENTER AT OAK 
KNOLL; and RESOLUTION ALLOCATING AN ESTIMATED AWARD OF 
$10,106,000 OF COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT BLOCK GRANT FUNDS 

ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT, NEIGHBORHOOD PROGRAMS AND 
ADMINISTRATION; ALLOCATING AN ESTIMATED $1,800,000 I N  
PROGRAM INCOME TO HOUSING AND ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT 
ACTIVITIES; AND SETTING ASIDE $300,000 FOR VIOLENCE 
PREVENTION SERVICES. 

PROGRAMS PERFORMANCE FOR TEE YEAR 2002-2003 (3) CHANGE IN 

FOR FY 2004-2005 BETWEEN THE CATEGORIES OF HOUSING, 

SUMMARY 

This report transmits to the City Council the evaluation report of the 2002-03 Community 
Development Block Grant (CDBG) activities, written by Gibson and Associates, and the annual 
Consolidated Annual Performance and Evaluation Report (CAPER) required by the Department 
of Housing and Urban Development (HUD). This report also contains the MayoriCity 
Manager's :ecommendation of the percentage allocation among eligible CDBG activities for the 
FY 2004-05 program year. 

The evaluation report discusses the impact of programs funded with CDBG and includes a 
number of findings and recommendations to further enhance the CDBG programs and the hture 
evaluation thereof. Exhibit A is a copy of the Executive Summary and Individual Project 
Synopses of the Evaluation Report conducted by Gibson and Associates. The full Evaluation 
Report is available on our website (www.oaklandnet.com/governmentlhcd) and copies are 
available for pick-up from Community and Economic Development Agency (CEDA). 

As part of efforts to respond to the Gibson report recommending changes to the way housing 
services are provided, a Housing Related Services Request For Proposal (RFP) was included in 
the CDBG application. The RFP allocated $400,000 to cover a range of services that provide 
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direct assistance to tenants, including Landlord/Tenant Counseling, legal assistance, fair housing, 
etc. 

The CAPER was submitted to HUD in October to comply with reporting requirements. That 
report also contains a description of the activities completed with grant funds during FY 2002- 
03. Exhibit B is a copy of The Narrative Regarding Annual Performance and The Housing and 
Homelessness Goals & Accomplishments of the CAPER. The full CAPER Report is available 
on our website and copies are available for pick-up from CEDA. 

This report also recommends the allocation of CDBG funds, including program income, among 
program activities as provided for in the process noted here. The following proportional 
allocation, based on the FY 2003-04 CDBG grant of $10,106,000, is recommended for FY 2004- 
05: 

Program Type Percentage Anticipated Allocation 
Housing 3 6% $3,616,340 
Economic Development 24% $2,410,750 
Neighborhood Programs 25% $2,563,010 
Administration 15% $ 1 3  15,900 

In addition to this allocation, $1,800,000 in program income is anticipated to be generated from 
repayment of housing rehabilitation loans. Of this amount, it is recommended that 80% be 
allocated to housing activities and 20% to economic development activities. 

In relation to the allocations listed above, there has been much discussion around targeting 
funding for specific services within the Neighborhood Programs allocations. While staff does 
not recommend adding an allocation requirement that will make the process more complex, the 
Mayor, City Manager and City Council have made violence prevention a priority for the City of 
Oakland. Therefore, $300,000 will be set aside to address the area of violence prevention. A 
Request for ProposaVQualification will be available at a later date requesting proposals for 
programs to provide services for violence prevention. 

This report also provides information on the contract with Seneca Center for the provision of 
mental health treatment services at Oak Knoll. HUD has directed that, because the program to 
be located in the facility and the number of children to be served is different from that described 
in the initial funding proposal, information must be presented at a public hearing to make 
interested citizens aware of the changes and provide an opportunity for them to provide 
comments to the City. 

FISCAL IMPACT 

By adopting the allocation of funds as noted, the City Council will determine the proportional 
allocation of funds for the 2004-05 fiscal year and the activities eligible for funding. 
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In addition to allocating the new grant funds, the City Manager is recommending that the City 
Council act now to allocate program income. Inclusion of the allocation now will provide the 
CDBG review process with more up to date information on the funding available for programs. 

The $1,800,000 in program income is almost entirely derived from residential rehabilitation loan 
repayments. Smaller amounts come from servicing fees for loans. The amount is an estimate of 
what we expect to collect during the next fiscal year. If the amount is lower than estimated, the 
budgets for housing and economic development programs will be reduced. 

By allocating $300,000 to violence prevention programs, the funding available for housing 
(homeownership) and economic development programs will be reduced, which would require 
changes to the approved 2004-05 budget. 

BACKGROUND 

Each year, the City of Oakland receives federal grant funds under the Community Development 
Block Grant (CDBG) program and other programs. In June 2000 the City submitted to the U.S. 
Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD) a Five Year Consolidated Plan for 
Housing and Community Development, outlining needs, priorities, strategies and proposed 
actions. Each year, the City prepares an annual action plan prior to the program year, and an 
annual performance report at the end of the program year. The City has also adopted a citizen 
participation plan describing the process for involving low and moderate income persons in the 
development of these plans. 

The Community Development District Boards are the core of the citizen participation process 
and accountable to the Council members who are responsible for the development of procedures 
for district elections. The District Boards provide input and recommendations to the Citizen 
Advisory Committee (CAC), Mayor, City Manager and City Council on allocations. In the fall 
of 2003, the City Council members conducted their District Board member elections and are in 
the process of designating the Citizen Advisory Committee members. The CAC will receive the 
staff analysis of projects proposed for funding and with general citizen and District Board input, 
make recommendations to the Mayor/City Manager. The District Boards, the CAC and the City 
Council will have the benefit of the evaluations conducted when making decisions. As required 
by HUD, the City Council will hold two public hearings - one to review program performance 
and assess community needs (December 16,2003), and one to review proposed program 
allocations and obtain additional public input on the proposed annual action plan. Final City 
Council approval of the annual plan and proposed allocations of funds for FY 2004-05 will occur 
at the second public hearing, to be held in May 2004. 

The City Council has also mandated that programs funded by CDBG funds be evaluated for 
efficiency and effectiveness. For the past three years, these evaluations have been performed by 
an outside consultant, Gibson and Associates. 
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On November 12, 2003, the City Manager held a Community Development Block Grant Town 
Hall Meeting. The purpose of this meeting was to share with the community the results of the 
Gibson and Associates evaluation of the FY 02-03 CDBG projects and to gather input from the 
community on these issues in order to advise the City Council regarding program priorities after 
receiving citizen input. 

The community made the following recommendations and comments around the CDBG 
program. 

Evaluation 
9 

9 

9 

9 

9 

b 

Overall consensus from the Housing Providers that in this last evaluation of their 
programs there was not a true reflection of the services they provide and Gibson needs to 
do further research. 
When recommendations are made there should also be some type of implementation plan 
as a resource to utilize in completing the recommendations. 
There is a need to continue the dialogue around the collaboration of the Housing Related 
Services since there was not adequate time given. 
When parties collaborate to provide services, as Gibson has recommended, the core 
competency in providing the services can be lost, too many types of services end up with 
one agency that is not good at providing any of the services. 
Make sure the evaluation includes information from the clients who receive the services 
from the programs that receive CDBG funding. 
Need to look at the Section 8 Voucher Program, and identify the gatekeeper over this 
program. 

CDBG Funding Priorities 
9 Need to develop funding streams that are service specific so that only the agencies who 

provide those services can apply for the funding. 
9 Look at the supply side of the services and use this as a basis for funding parameters. 
9 When developing Request for Proposals and allocating funding for housing, make sure 

there are also dollars allocated for social programs, parks and recreation, schools, etc. 

CDBG Process 
9 There needs to be adequate staff to develop and process the contracts in a timely manner. 
9 Contracts should be written in a manner in which there is a way to hold the provider 

accountable for the services being provided. 
9 Financial information or any other pertinent information from the applicants should be 

provided to the District Boards for review prior to their presentation. 

KEY ISSUES AND IMPACTS 

The City’s Consolidated Plan identifies substantial unmet needs for affordable housing, services 
for homeless families and individuals, economic development, and public services and 
neighborhood facilities. The City uses federal grant funds to address these needs. However, 
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these funds continue to be inadequate to address more than a fraction of the total needs. As a 
result, the annual Consolidated Plan process is used to set priorities among competing needs. 

The Community Development Block Grant Program was restructured by the City Council in 
2000. At that time, the Citizen Participation Plan was amended and a new structure for the 
District Councils was implemented. The City Council expressed particular concern about the 
efficiency and effectiveness of CDBG-funded programs, and directed staff to conduct annual 
program evaluations to ensure that scarce federal grant resources were being used to their 
maximum advantage. 

PROGRAM DESCRIPTION 

I. Status of Community Development District Boards 

There are still seven CD District Boards with 15 members each. Some boards do not 
have a full complement of board members. Selection of the Chairperson and Vice- 
Chairperson is by appointment of the City Council member or through an election. The 
boards are receiving orientation, training, and results of the FY 02-03 evaluations, in 
preparation for making recommendations to the seventeen member Citizen Advisory 
Committee during the months of January and February 2004. 

Seventeen Member Citizen Advisory Committee (CAC) 

The Citizen Advisory Committee (CAC) role is to recommend to the City Manager 
which programs to fund from the CDBG Program. CAC recommendations will be made 
during the month of April 2004. Each Council Member, with the exception of the 
President who appoints three, is in the process of appointing two representatives to the 
seventeen member Citizen Advisory Committee. 

During December 2003 and January 2004, the Committee will receive orientation and 
training, and obtain copies of the needs assessments, evaluation results and proposals in 
preparation for making recommendations to the City Manager. 

II. 

III. Evaluations 

The City contracted with the Oakland-based consulting firm of Gibson & Associates to 
conduct evaluations of 24 programs assisted with CDBG funds in FY 2002-03. These 
programs were those that had the highest finding levels, histories of unresolved issues or 
were newly funded in 2002-03. Attached is a copy of the Executive Summary and 
Individual Project Synopses of the evaluation report. Copies of the completed document 
are available for review in the offices of CEDA and the City Clerk and on the city’s 
website. Every elected member of the seven CD District Boards has received a copy of 
the complete evaluation. 
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The scope of services for this evaluation includes: 
1. An assessment of 24 programs funded through the 2002-03 Community 

Development Grant Program (CDBG). For 2002-03 this included a deeper scope 
in the evaluation by increasing the level of field research, client interviews and 
program observation; 

2. An update on the implementation of recommendations made in prior year’s 
evaluations. 

3. An in-depth review of six programs that provide fair housing and other counseling 
and referral services to renters. 

The report provides evaluations of specific programs carried out by the City and non- 
profit agencies and findings and recommendations regarding potential enhancements to 
the CDBG programs and the evaluation processes. In this year’s evaluation, Gibson & 
Associates provide greater detail in the reports of each program’s evaluation and presents 
the information in a variety of formats to make the report findings more accessible. 

The evaluation provides twenty-seven General Findings; in the table below are those 
that are most significant. The evaluation also provides nine recommendations 
which are also included in the table, as well as a response from staff. 

Findings 

preserve the community’s housing stock. CDBG programs rehabilitated 55 homes, but the cost ratio 
for the City-operated Home Maintenance and Improvement Program (HMIP) is high. 

3. Two first-time homebuyer programs have performed well, assisting 83 mostly low-income Oakland 
residents to become homeowners and counseling approximately 100 others on predatoly lending and 

1. Housing rehabilitation programs repair unsafe conditions for the low-income homeowner and 

managing mortgages in default. 
4. Housing s e M c e s  for renters in Oakland receive only 7% of the overall CDBG housing funds. The - 

city uses 56% of its HOME program resources to sippon rcnters. 
I1.Economic development programs arc supporting job creation and rctcntion in Oakland, but improved 

documentation of results is necessary. 
I5.CEDA’s effons to revitalize neighborhoods arc yielding mixcd results: Neighborhood Commercial 

(NCR) IS widely recognized among merchants as effective in improving both the appearances and 
business cnvironment in commercial distncts, While proving extremely effective in many 
neighborhoods, the faqade improvement program may rcquirc adjustmcnts to increase elTecti\ encss 
in the most distressed commercial areas. 

17. All fundcd social scnice agcncics have improved their data collection and reporting procedures as a 
result of the CDBG evaluation. Client satisfaction data gathenng is also much improved and as a 
result project summaries are ncher, more dctailcd and better able to answer City Council evaluation 
questions. 

19 CDBG funds provide cntical support senices to Oakland families and inhviduals to address 
- domestic violence and the absence of parental support 

2 I CEDA has successfull) addressed man\ problems noted in past vwr’s evaluatlons I )  contract 
language is consistent &d objectives are measurable: 2) no fundkg delays occur once’contracts are 
generated 3) the client’s low-moderate income status is documented; and 4) some performance 
measures for City programs have been aligned with more meaningful measures. 
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Recommendations 
1. Analyze and address the causes of the increasing delays in the HMIP. Make transparent the costs 

associated with HMIP and other CEDA Rehabil&tion programs. 
Response: The delays in the HMIP are cyclical. The delays reported by Gibson were due to an 
increase in applicants that require an extensive amount of rehab work on their property and 
require the coordination of work by a number of contractors. However, in this current fiscal 
year there have been a number of completions of these projects reducing the number of delays. 
This year’s CDBG application provides detailed information breaking down the cost of all 
CEDA Rehab programs. 

1. The Vacant Housing Program should continue its efforts to combine affordable and market rate units 
on these difficult blighted lots. 
Response: The Vacant Housing Program continues to receive CDBG funds and will continue 
its a o r t s  to combine affordable and market rate units on difficult blighted lots. 

1. As both homebuyer programs have cxcccdcd homeownership goals and demonsmtcd positivr 
benefits for both-clients-and the community, they merit con&& CDBG support. 
Response: The homebuyer program will continue to receive CDBG support and the program is 
looking at further ways to continue and improve the services to benefit both the clients and the 
community. 

t .  Housing sewices to renters should continue, but restructure the services to consolidate the sewices, 
reduce administrative overhead, and to facilitate easier, less confusing entry points into the system. 
Fund one agency to provide fair housing seMces in Oakland to cenualize services to reduce client 
confusion and assess difficulties. 
Response: A Housing Related Services Request For Proposal (RFP) was included in the CDBG 
application. The RFP allocated $400,000 to cover a range of services that provide direct 
assistance to tenants, including LandlordlTenant Counseling, legal assistance, fair housing, ctc 

5 Oakland Small Business Grouih Center (OSBCC) and Oakland Business Dnelopment Corpardtion 
(OBDC) should increase efforts to document job creation and retention as well adother pos&e 
effects of their efforts on the community. 
Response: StafT has begun and will continue to work with the OSBGC and OBDC to increase 
their efforts to document job creation and retention, as well as the other positive effects their 
services have had on the community. 

5 NCR should explore alternatives for financing merchant contributions to the Facade Im~rovcnicnl 
Program in sev&ly distressed commercial di&icts. It should also examine whether current City 
policy requiring removal of visible security features, such as iron gates and bars, should be relaxed in 
those areas. 
Response: NCR is exploring alternatives for financing merchanffproperty owner contributions 
to the Facade Improvement Program in severely distressed commercial districts that are 
designated Redevelopment areas. Property owners and business would be offered an enhanced 
matching grant at 21 (Z=NCR and Redevelopment Contribution and l=Applicant’s 
Contribution). Also, staff works with each Facade Improvement Program applicant to explore 
alternatives to exterior mounted security bars, scissor gates and like devices. Applicants are 
encouraged to take a comprehensive approach to security that includes burglar alarm systems, 
security cameras, etc. and not to simply apply exterior barricades on their buildings making it 
unwelcoming to customers and negatively impacting the commercial district. Facade 
Improvement Program architects develop designs that ofkr a variety of ways to address 
security concerns. 

7. San Antonio Community Development Corporation’s (SACDC) Technical Assistance Program 
should focus on business development issues such as financial and strategic planning, cash flow 
management, inventoly management, and sMing. It should be marketed more aggressively to 
companies of a suitable size and sophistication level to utilize it. SACDC should develop a strategic 
and action plan to address the revitalization needs of San Antonio and work with the City to ensure 
that programs suitable to San Antonio merchants are available. 
Response: This agency did not receive CDBG funding for FY 2003-04. Based upon the 
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recommendations from this evaluation and the District Boards, SACDC is developing a 
strategic plan. 

Response: There has heen a vast improvement in the contract process for CDBG. The 
contracts are now processed through the City approval within 30 days of receipt of all required 
documentation from the contractor. All contracts, except those where no documentation has 
heen submitted, were processed by 10/31/03. 

9. The City should continue the scope of current evaluation activities with the City Manager selecting 
another program cluster for indepth review, maintaining the same criteria for selecting programs for 
project evaluations. 
Response: While the City would like to continue the scope of the previous evaluation activities 
to include another program cluster for an in-depth review, the budget for the year’s evaluation 
service ($100,000) does not allow for it. However, the evaluation services for this year do 
maintain the same criteria for selecting the programs for project evaluation and the same level 
of review for those programs receiving an evaluation. Eighteen programs will he evaluated and 
progress on recommendations from prior evaluation reports will he analyzed 

8. Forward Evaluation Report references to the contract process to Moving Oakland Forward. 

IL! The Consolidated Annual Performance and Evaluation Report (CAPER) 

The Consolidated Annual Performance and Evaluation Report provides information on 
accomplishments in the City of Oakland, for the program year July 1,2002 through June 
30, 2003, in meeting goals set forth in the Annual Action Plan of the Consolidated Plan 
for providing affordable housing, supportive services for the homeless and persons with 
special needs, and non-housing community development. Exhibit B is a copy of The 
Narrative Regarding Annual Performance section of the CAPER. 

The full CAPER includes narrative sections that provide a summary of the City’s 
progress during the reporting period to address the City’s stated housing and community 
development goals and objectives. The information corresponds to each priority area 
established in the Consolidated Plan published June 27, 2000. Specific information 
regarding investments and expenditures during the year, as well as specific 
accomplishments for individuals, is contained in the HUD Integrated Disbursement 
Information System (IDIS). 

Housing and Homelessness 

The Five Year Consolidated Plan established priorities and goals for addressing issues of 
affordable housing and homelessness. These are organized into seven key priority areas: 

Assistance to First-Time Homebuyers 

Fair Housing 

PreservatiodExpansion of the Supply of Affordable Housing 

Housing Rehabilitation and Neighborhood Improvement 
Rental Assistance to Extremely Low Income Renters 
Prevention and Reduction of Homelessness 
Housing for Seniors and Persons with Disabilities 
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In FY 2002-03, 38 units of rental housing for families were completed, with 641 underway. 
There were 61 units of new ownership housing, with another 195 underway. A total of 160 
existing affordable units were preserved, 75 are underway. An additional 82 units of 
housing for seniors or persons with disabilities were completed, with 154 underway. In 
cooperation with the Oakland Housing Authority, 307 units of public housing are in the 
process of renovation, Five year goals for preservation and expansion of the supply of 
affordable housing will be exceeded. 

A total of 97 first-time homebuyers were assisted with the purchase of existing homes. 
Five year goals for this category will not be met, primarily because rapid increases in sales 
prices required an increase in maximum loan amounts starting two years ago, which has 
reduced the number of households that can be assisted. 

Rehabilitation work was completed on 32 owner-occupied homes, and 21 are underway. 
Goals for this program will not be met, in part because of increased rehabilitation costs 
(especially as a result of costly new federal requirements for abatement of lead paint 
hazards), and partly because anticipated funding sources did not prove feasible. Minor and 
emergency repairs were completed on 190 properties; five-year goals for these activities 
are likely to be met. 

With a few exceptions, annual goals for assistance to the homeless were met or exceeded, 
and most of the five-year goals will be exceeded. 

Exhibit B also provides a table with details showing goals and accomplishments for FY 
2002-03, and the five-year goals and cumulative accomplishments to date. 

Economic Development 

Economic development accomplishments for FY 2002-03 include the following: 

The National Development Council assisted in the structuring and approval of 
development of complex financing structures for approximately 8 projects. 
Business Development assisted 409 businesses to remain in Oakland, retained 4,984 
jobs in Oakland, attracted 22 new businesses and created 516 jobs, many ofwhich 
benefited low and moderated income residents and neighborhoods. 
The Neighborhood Commercial Revitalization (NCR) Program completed 50 
facade improvement projects, assisted 800 businesses, provided assistance to 18 
merchant associations, implemented 5 streetscape improvement projects in East 
Oakland, maintained baseline data for 15 NCR areas, and implemented the Main 
Street program to carry out 4 facade improvement projects in the Eastlake district 
and 7 faqade improvement projects in the Fruitvale district. 
The Oakland Business Development Corporation (OBDC) approved 2 and hnded 
1 EEC Section 108 loan and approved 12 and fbnded 8 NEDF loans. 

a 
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The Oakland Small Business Growth Center provided technical assistance and 
business services to micro-enterprise businesses. 
The One Stop Capital Shop made $2,700,000 in loans and created 77 new jobs, 
assisted 1,200 clients and sponsored more than 25 different business skills 
development workshops and seminars. 

Public Services and Infrastructure (Neighborhood Improvements) 

(A) Public Services 

CDBG funds were used for 30 programs operated by 25 private, nonprofit agencies 
(“subrecipients”) that serve low- and moderate-income persons in the seven Community 
Development Districts of Oakland. In addition, 7 City-administered programs were 
funded. The activities are in the categories identified in the Strategic Plan for Non- 
Housing Community Development Needs contained in the Consolidated Plan for July 1, 
2000 to June 30, 2005. The number of programs by category is as follows: 

Anti-Crime 4 
Employment Training 2 
Hunger Relief 2 
Senior Services 7 
Social Services 2 
Substance Abuse Intervention and Prevention 2 
Youth Services 13 

In addition, one of the subrecipient agreements was not implemented during FY 02-03 
due to delay in submission of required data by the subrecipient. 
reductions, the Office of Parks and Recreation’s Hip Hop Urban Dance Program and 
Technology Literacy Program were partially implemented in FY 02-03. 

Also, because of staff 

(B) Infrastructure (Neighborhood Improvements) 

Consistent with the five-year strategy to meet the needs of low-and moderate-income 
Oakland residents, funds from the FY 02-03 grant were allocated to 3 private, nonprofit 
agencies to assist with affordable housing development, design and construction of a 
community activity center, leasehold improvements for a health care center, capital 
improvements to a multi-service community center; and commercial faqade and street 
improvements. In addition, renovations were done to two (2) City-owned recreational 
facilities. 

Additionally, the Elmhurst CD District recommended $54,116 in FY96 CDBG funds to 
assist Seneca Center with architectural and engineering design costs as well as foundation 
and other improvements to convert an existing 14,000 square foot building on 8 acres at 
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Oak Knoll, the former Oakland Naval Medical Center. The initial proposal was for the 
building to house an educational and mental health treatment facility for two programs 
serving 174 seriously emotionally disabled (SED) children: the Building Blocks Program 
for children aged 4 to 6 years, 90-100% of them Oakland residents, located in a leased 
facility at 2370 Grande Vista place in the Fruitvale District; and the School Age Program 
for children in grades 1 to 12, 30% of them Oakland residents, located at 2275 Arlington 
Drive in San Leandro. 

For several reasons the contract with Seneca Center has not yet been awarded. Because 
the location is not in a primarily low- and moderate-income area, an eligibility 
determination was required from HUD. The Department of the Navy did not approve 
Seneca Center’s application for a public benefit conveyance until November 2001 
Internal administrative changes delayed Seneca Center’s identifying of the scope of the 
work. 

Because it may be difficult for children and youth with special education needs and 
emotional and behavioral disabilities to meet the eligibility criteria for the CDBG 
Program, Seneca Center has proposed a change in the use of the funds. The facility 
would still house a mental health treatment program but would instead serve the 68 foster 
children enrolled in Alameda County’s Project DESTINY, 54% ofwhom are placed in 
Oakland and/or have family of origin ties to Oakland. Removal of the children from their 
biologicalhelative homes is because of substantiated abusdneglect issues, and all of them 
have serious emotional problems. They would, therefore, meet HUD’s presumptive test 
for abused children. 

Although the allocation for Seneca Center went through the review process by the citizen 
participation bodies and at the City Council public hearing in the development of the 
FY96 Annual Action Plan, HUD has directed that, because the program to be located in 
the facility and the number of children to be served are different from that described in 
the initial funding proposal, information must be presented at a public hearing to make 
interested citizens aware of the changes and provide an opportunity for them to provide 
comments to the City. The Elmhurst District Board will review the proposed change in 
use on December 15 and make a verbal report on the action taken to the City Council on 
December 16. 

V. Request for Proposals W P )  for FY 2004-05 Fun& 

The City’s Request for Proposals for CDBG hnding for FY 2004-05 was available 
during the week of August 1,2003. The CDBG Ofice did a mailing of over 800 
applications to individuals and/or organizations from the mailing list that is currently on 
file. This mailing list includes individuals and/or organizations previously requesting 
information from the CDBG Office, individuals who are currently serving on CDBG 
Boards for each District, all providers who are currently receiving CDBG Funding and 
Councilmembers and aides. The CDBG Application was available on the City of 
Oakland Website for anyone to download and complete. Also, there was an 
advertisement in the Oakland Tribune announcing the availability of the CDBG 

Item: fL 
CED Committee 

December 9,2003 



Deborah Edgerly 
December 9,2003 Page No. 12 

Application. This advertisement included all the information on how to obtain an 
application via the City of Oakland Website or to call the CDBG Office and request a 
COPY. 

Proposed Allocation of FY 2004-05 Fun& By Program Category 

The Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD) has not yet notified the City 
of Oakland of its 2004-05 entitlement amount; however we do have a projected 
entitlement amount of $10,106,000. Staff recommends the proportional allocation as 
follows with the provision that actual dollar amounts in each category may change once 
HUD notifies the City of its 2004-05 entitlement. 

U. 

FY 2003-04 FY 2004-05 
Program Area Percent Amount Percent Amount 
Housing Programs 38% $3,816,340 36% $3,616,340 
Economic Development 25% $2,510,750 24% $2,410,750 
Public Servicefinfrastructure 22% $2,263,010 25% $2,563,010* 

Total 100% $10,106,000 100% $10,106,000 
Administration 15% $1,515,900 - 15% $1.515.900 

* This amount reflects the allocation of $200,000 from Housing and $100,000 from 
Economic Development to violence prevention programs. 

In addition to this allocation, $1,800,000 in program income is anticipated to be 
generated from repayment of housing rehabilitation loans. Of this amount, it is 
recommended that 80% be allocated to housing activities and 20% to economic 
development activities. 

In relation to the allocations listed above, there has been much discussion around 
targeting funding for specific services within the Neighborhood Programs allocations. 
The concern that critical services needed in each district were not receiving adequate 
funding or any funding brought about this discussion on targeting funding. This year the 
services considered critical and designated as a funding priority are programs that provide 
services around violence prevention. The decision on whether or not to have hnding 
specifically designated to certain services is a policy decision the City Council would 
need to make. Since adding an allocation requirement will further restrict the ability of 
District Boards to choose programs and will make the process more complex, we do not 
recommend implementation of any additional allocation formulas. However, since the 
Mayor, City Manager and City Council have set services for violence prevention as a 
funding priority, there is a recommendation that $300,000 be set aside to address the area 
of violence prevention. A Request for ProposaVQualification will be available 
requesting proposals for programs to provide services for violence prevention. In order 
to set the $300,000 aside, there is a reduction of $200,000 from the Housing allocation 
which will affect the ability to fund housing activities aimed at owner occupants such as 

Item: _L 
CED Committee 

December 9, 2003 
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Rebuilding Oakland Together, Eden Council for Hope and Opportunity (ECHO) and 
others. There is also a reduction of $100,000 from the Economic Development 
allocation which will affect the ability to fund Spanish Speaking Unity Council, Oakland 
Committee for Urban Renewal (OCCUR) and others. The $300,000 set aside will 
increase the Neighborhood Programs allocation, since the funds will ultimately fund 
violence prevention which falls under that allocation category. 

Also, as part of efforts to respond to the Gibson report recommending changes to the way 
housing services are provided, we recommend allocation of $400,000 to cover a range of 
services that provide direct assistance to tenants, including Landlord/Tenant Counseling, 
legal assistance, fair housing, etc. A number of service providers have submitted 
individual proposals as part of a collaborative effort to provide tenant services. 

There are a number of guiding principles around priorities for awarding CDBG funds. 
Each proposal submitted will receive a screening to determine that it is complete, to 
ensure compliance with federal eligibility regulations, to determine the reasonableness of 
cost and to ensure that each proposal addresses a City Council established priority need. 
The CD District Boards, the seventeen member CAC, as well as City staff, will utilize the 
results of the evaluation performed by the Evaluation Consultant; neighborhood 
commercial revitalization (NCR) efforts; affordable housing developments; and 
geographical balances in service delivery areas. 

SUSTAINABLE OPPORTUNITIES 

Economic: As noted in this report, a significant portion of CDBG hnds  is used to promote 
economic development, employment, public facilities and infrastructure for the benefit of low 
and moderate income communities. 

Environment: Many activities hnded by federal housing and community development grants 
address such issues as removal of blight, and abatement of environmental hazards such as lead- 
based paint and other building conditions. Housing rehabilitation and new construction 
programs encourage contractors to use green building techniques, including energy-efficient 
design, use of recycled building materials, and water-conserving fixtures and landscaping. 

Social Equity: By definition, these programs are targeted to improving conditions for low and 
moderate income communities. 

DISABILITY AND SENIOR CITIZEN ACCESS 

Many of the grants and loans funded by federal housing and community development grant 
funds are used to provide housing, facilities and services for senior citizens and persons with 
disabilities. All new housing constructed with federal funds must provide accessibility features 
for persons with disabilities. 

Item: - 7 
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RECOMMENDATION 

Based on the analysis in the 2000 Consolidated Plan and the above information, staff 
recommends that FY 2004-05 CDBG funds be allocated in similar proportions that were used for 
the FY 2003-04 programs, as follows: 

Program TvDe Percentaee Anticioated Allocation 
Housing 36% $3,616,340 
Economic Development 24% $2,410,750 
Neighborhood Programs 25% $2,563,010 
Administration 15% $1,515,900 

It is further recommended that from the estimated program income of $1,800,000, 80% is 
allocated to housing activities and 20% to economic development activities and that $300,000 is 
set aside for violence prevention services with a RFP made available at a later date. 

Item: 2 
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ACTION REQUESTED OF THE CITY COUNCIL 

Staff requests that the City Council accept this report and approve the attached resolution 
providing allocations among program categories for fiscal year 2004-05 based on the FY 2003- 
04 allocation of $10,106,000 and for the allocation of an estimated $1,800,000 in program 
income and setting aside $300,000 for violence prevention services. 

Respec fully S bmitted, ! / d  

Director of Redevelopment, Economic Development 
and Housing 

Prepared by: 
Roy L. Schweyer, Director 
Housing and Community Development 

Michele Byrd, Manager 
CDBG Programs 

Attachments 

APPROVED AND FORWARDED TO THE 
COMMUNITY AND ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT 
COMMITTEE 

Item: - 7 
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A,'.. w RESOLUTION No. C.M.S. 

INTRODUCED BY COUNCILMEMBER 

RESOLUTION ALLOCATING AN ESTIMATED AWARD OF $10,106,000 OF 

THE CATEGORIES OF HOUSING, ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT, NEIGHBORHOOD 
PROGRAMS AND ADMINSTRATION; ALLOCATING AN ESTIMATED $1,800,000 IN 
PROGRAM INCOME TO HOUSING AND ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT ACTIVITIES; AND 
SETTING ASIDE $300,000 FOR VIOLENCE PREVENTION SERVICES. 

COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT BLOCK GRANT FUNDS FOR FY 2004-2005 BETWEEN 

WHEREAS, the United States Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD) will 
award an estimated $10,106,000 of Community Development Block Grant (CDBG) funds to the 
City of Oakland for the 2004-2005 fiscal year: and 

WHEREAS, in addition to this award, it is anticipated that $1,800,000 in program income will 
be generated from repayment of housing rehabilitation loans; and 

WHEREAS, the Mayor and City Council have made violence prevention a priority for the 
City; and 

WHEREAS, the City Council has established the Citizens Advisory Committee to 
recommend programs for funding to the City Manager; and 

WHEREAS, citizens have provided information about the needs that should be addressed 
by these funds; now, therefore, be it 

RESOLVED: That the allocation of funds for the fiscal year 2004-2005 shall be as follows: 

Housing 36% $3,616,340 
Economic Development 24% $2,410,750 
Neighborhood Programs 25% $2,563,010 
Administration 15% $1,515,900 

and be it 

FURTHER RESOLVED: That 80% of program income be allocated to housing activities 
and 20% to economic development activities, and be it 

FURTHER RESOLVED: That $300,000 will be set aside from the Neighborhood Programs 
Allocation for violence prevention services with a Request For Proposal made available at a later 
date, and be it 7 COMMUNITY & CQNOMIC 

DEVELOPMENT CMTE 
BEC 92003 



FURTHER RESOLVED: That the Citizens Advisory Committee is directed to recommend 
programs that provide funding in proportion to the low to moderate income population throughout 
the CD Districts. 

IN COUNCIL, OAKLAND, CALIFORNIA, , 2003 

PASSED BY THE FOLLOWING VOTE: 

AYES- BROOKS, BRUNNER, CHANG, QUAN, NADEL, REID, WAN AND 

PRESIDENT DE LA FUENTE 

NOES- 

ABSENT- 

ABSTENTION- 

Attest: 
CEDA FLOYD 

City Clerk and Clerk of the Council 
of the City of Oakland, California 

- 2  

COMMUNITY & kCON0MIC 
DEVELOPMENT CMTE 

DEC 92003 



E x h i b i t  A 

Final CDBG Evaluation Report Program Year 2002 / 03 

Executive Summary 

akland allocated $12.5 million' through the Community Development Block Grant (CDBG) 0 program for fiscal year 200Z03. The overall goals of this federal program are to: 

0 
o 
0 

Benefit people with low- and moderate-incomes 
Aid in the prevention or elimination of slums or blight, and 
Meet community development needs having particular urgency 

Within those parameters, communities have wide latitude to tailor programs to address local 

conditions and needs. Accounting for 45% of the grant, Oakland's first priority was housing, 

including the development of affordable housing, rehabilitation of housing, rental assistance for 

low-income families, housing for seniors and other people with special needs, the prevention 

and reduction of homelessness, landlord-tenant mediation, and fair housing enforcement. 

Economic development programs, such as technical assistance to young businesses, fapde 

improvement, and public benefit commercial loans to support business expansion and job 

creation and retention comprised 25% of the funds. Neighborhood/public service programs 

including anti-crime, employment training, hunger relief, senior services, substance abuse 

services, youth services totaled 18%. Last, the remaining 12% of CDBG funds were spent on 

administration.' To deliver 61 different projects, Oakland contracted with more than 40 

community-based organizations and also funded City programs operated by Community and 

Economic Development Agency (CEDA) and other city agencies such as Oakland Parks and 

Recreation and Public Works. 

As it has since 1999, Oakland selected Gibson &Associates (G&A) to evaluate the CDBG 

program comprehensively. Unlike previous years when every CDBG-funded program was 

evaluated, Oakland requested that G&A focus on the 24 programs that had the highest funding 

levels, histories of unresolved issues, or were newly funded in 2002-03. (See selection criteria 

in Section VI.) In addition, CEDA specifically asked for an in-depth review of six programs that 

5ewe rentersand asked that-farthe2+~0gramsbeing evatuated; we deepm-the scope of the 

The U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD) granted the City of Oakland 1 

$10,043,000 and the City contributed an additional $2,466,443, primarily from loan repayments, loan '7 
interest, and reprogrammed funds. / 

wI((UNIN & ECONOMIC 
DWELOWENT CMTE 

* City of Oakland Consolidated Plan Action Plan, July 1, 2002 - June 30,2003, 

DEC 92003 
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evaluation by increasing the level of field research, client interviews, and program observation. 

At the request of CEDA and the City Council, we are providing greater detail on the programs’ 

operations and less on CEDA’s administration of the CDBG grant and a variety of formats to 

make the report findings more accessible. As a result, three ‘summary‘ tables were developed, 

one summarizing findings for all projects (below and in Section VII), another providing an update 

on all prior evaluation recommendations (Section V), and a Individual Project Synopses format 

used for all 24 projects evaluated providing a detailed summary of findings for each project 

(Section VII). 

For each program, we answered five questions developed by the City Council and CEDA. 

a Did the project maintain and report data adequate to evaluate their goals and objectives? 

o Did the project deliver services as described in the goals and objectives? 

o Did the clients benefit from services? 

Did the community benefit from services? 

o How does the project leverage its fiscal resources? 

In preparing answers to these questions, G&A evaluators met with program managers, usually 

on multiple occasions and observed the programs in operation. Evaluators attended workshops 

and seminars as well as events in the community that the programs organized or in which they 

were presenters or major participants. Evaluators also reviewed CDBG contracts, scopes of 

services, program data and files, and results of agency conducted client satisfaction surveys. 

Additionally. wherever possible we conducted direct interviews with clients to obtain an 

independent assessment of satisfaction. Individual program evaluations with one-page 

summaries are contained in Appendix A and are also available separately at the end of the 

project overview. Our comprehensive report on the six housing service programs for renters is 

in Appendix B. 

II. Housing Development, Rehabilitation, and Service Programs 

Finding #1: Housing rehabilitation programs repair unsafe conditions for the low-income 
homeownerand preserve Me community’rtrousig stock. C ~ p r o g r a m s ~ r e h s ~ / i ~ t e ~  
55 homes, but the cost ratio for the City-operated Home Maintenance and Improvement 
Program (HMIP) is high. Determining exact costs is difficult because several programs 
are paid through one pool of HMlP funds. Since January 2003, completion rates in HMlP 
have slowed dramatically, averaging an additional 100 days more over the same period a 
year ago. 
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HMIP, which is one of the largest CDBG programs with $2.7 million in CDBG funding, is one of 

the most improved programs over the last four years. Its huge backlog of uncompleted projects 

and unprocessed applications, some of which had been pending for years, has been eliminated. 

Until recently, completion times for processing loan applications and the construction projects 

themselves had been decreasing consistently with client satisfaction rising. Although HMIP will 

meet its goals for generating applications and completing projects for 2002-03, we noted over 

the last six months an alarming increase in the time necessary for these critical tasks, a 

situation that if not remedied, will likely lead to backlogs once more. 

Finding #2: Affordable housing property development, especially on currently vacant or 
blighted lots, occurs slowly and to succeed requires flexible solutions and methods 
combined with a tough-minded goal-oriented approach. CDBG-funded programs had 
limited success this year and two of these programs, the Vacant Housing Program (VHP) 
and San Antonio Community Development Corporation (SACDC) have strategies and 
efforts that have not been successful and should be reassessed. 

For 2002-03, only VHP delivered any affordable housing-21 units, of which one was a 17 unit 

senior development (Downs Memorial) on formerly vacant lots. The developer began work on 

20 of these units in 1999. CEDA and that same developer have renegotiated a proposal 

presented originally in 1999 for 15 particularly vexing vacant lots. He will develop 22 homes on 

them, 16 of which will be "affordable." The other six will be sold at market rates. 

SACDC was unable to make any progress on two sites that it has been attempting to acquire or 

otherwise devise a development plan for at least three years. No written plans were developed, 

as called for in the SACDC objectives, to bring these properties to a decision point. A list of 

vacant or underutilized properties, another objective, lacked the required photos and necessary 

detail to be of value. 
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Finding ##3: Two first-time homebuyer programs have performed well, assisting 83 
mostly low- income Oakland residents to become homeowners and counseling 
approximately I00 others on predafory lending and managing mortgages in default 

1l.a. Housing Services for Renters af Risk in Oakland 

At the request of CEDA, Gibson &Associates (G&A) analyzed the most effective ways to 

organize and deliver housing related services that target renters at risk, compared that with the 

cluster of housing services funded through CDBG in Oakland, and is making recommendations 

for improvements to Oakland’s model. The full text of the report and supporting documentation 

is in Appendix B. CDBG funds ($465,750 in 2002-03) six community based organizations to 

provide a variety of services. 

As part of its report, G&A analyzed Oakland’s rental market, conducted individual evaluations of 

the six Oakland CDBG-funded programs, and researched effective structures and practices 

found elsewhere in the U.S. G&A began by conducting an extensive literature review for best 

practices in fair housing and homelessness prevention. This review led to the identification of 

nine providers who were able to document outcomes related to housing stability and the 

prevention of homelessness in communities with comparable demographic and market 

conditions. G&A researchers then conducted a series of interviews with program staff from 

each agency. 

~~~~ ~~ ~ ~~~ . ~~~ ~ ~~ ~~~ ~ ~~ ~ ~ ~ ~~ ~~-~~~ 
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Finding # 4: Housing services for renters in Oakland receive only 7% of the overall 
CDBG housing funds? The Cify uses 56% of its HOME program resources to support 
renters. 

Finding # 5: Oakland’s housing situation is extreme with rental rates that force tenants 
to pay too high a proportion of their income. Further, the rental market has a low 
vacancy rate with generally older housing in danger of deterioration owned by landlords 
who themselves are offen financially unable to address rehabilitation needs. 

Finding # 6: Based upon the research methods described above and in more detail in the 
full report, G&A has found that effective housing services: 

0 Are organized comprehensively-each agency provides more than one service 
component, but targets services clients who can benefit most 

0 Set measurable standards and goals for increasing housing stability and track and 
report progress regularly 

0 Find and maintain stable housing as a first stepoffen becoming brokers with 
landlords 

0 Educate both tenants and landlords on rights and responsibilities 

Ll Perform comprehensive assessments of selected clients to identify and address the 
range or depth of needs 

0 Help clients set long term goals, budget, plan, and gain access to additional services 

0 Provide selective case management support to ensure housing stability 

0 Monitor and follow-up with clients for six months or more 

Finding # 7: Current housing services for renters in Oakland are in high demand. 

Finding # 8: Agencies are mostly meeting their CDBG contractual objectives. 

Contractually established goals for the numbers of individuals to be served and units of services 

provided are being met and often exceeded. Even though these objectives are being met, any 

agency would have difficulty documenting the extent to which any of these services resulted in 

longer-term housing stability. 

benefits-fiom services. 
~~~ Finding # 9: Agencies ~~~~~~ providing housing ~~ service to rgnfeE~do-not documentcommunitv_- 

See Resource Allocation - Oakland CDBG Housing Funds section of appended report: Housing 3 

Renters at Risk in Oakland: An Evaluation of CDBG - Funded Housing Services for Renters, Gibson & 
Associates, May 2003. 
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Finding # 10: Agencies do not document client benefit nor collect the necessary client 
satisfaction data. 

Client satisfaction data could demonstrate how clients’ lives are appreciably improved as a 

result of the service being delivered. However, none of the programs collect an adequate 

sample, despite contractual requirements to do so. 

Finding # 11: The delivery of housing services to renters is fragmented because so many 
agencies are involved, creating the following problems: 

0 Access is impeded 
0 Administrative costs are increased 
0 Limited client needs assessments are performed 
0 Limited follow-up occurs 

Finding # 12: Funding for rental services is limited and little is targeted to cultivating 
relationships with landlords to increase willingness to rent to low-income residents. 

To reduce or eliminate the present fragmentation of services and the funding of multiple and 

duplicative administrative costs, G&A recommends that CEDA implement the following 

recommendations. 

Having two fair housing programs delivering nearly identical services to almost identical clients 

simply adds administrative overhead into this service component in addition to increasing the 

difficulty for clients to access. 
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One comprehensive agency with the responsibility to keep, update, and make accessible a 

comprehensive and accurate housing-related service referral list would reduce the inappropriate 

referrals occurring presently, providing its staff could master the subtleties of all the housing 

services. 

Rental assistance is a well-documented contributor to housing stability, and our interviews with 

model programs bore out the importance of rental assistance in the overall constellation of 

services. 

These standards should quantify the number of clients housed over a period time, compliance 

with dispute resolution agreements, rigor of fair housing investigations, quality of information 

and referrals, and standards for returning phone calls. Programs should be funded at a level 

that enables them to address these standards. 

, . ..., 

Programs such as the Access Improvement Program for the disabled could be marketed to 

landlords and housing rehabilitation programs extended to rental units. Programs that couple 
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tenant training in rights and responsibilities with incentives for increased landlord participation in 

the affordable rental housing market have shown good results, as have programs that link 

rehabilitation assistance to landlord commitments to continue to rent at rates affordable to low- 

income tenants. 

Implementation of these recommendations will bring Oakland's assistance efforts in line with the 

most effective programs we found. They will maximize and focus resources in ways that will 

have the greatest potential for breaking the circle of crisis for some Oakland low-income tenants 

and ameliorating it for others. 

Ill. Economic Development Programs 

Complementing CDBGs housing efforts are activities to promote economic growth. The 2002- 

03 grant supports programs that address three economic development priorities articulated in 

the Consolidated Plan: 

0 Attract, retain, and expand job opportunities 

0 Revitalize neighborhood commercial areas 

0 Stimulate private investment to foster Oakland' busi I rowth 

Four of its primary CDBG efforts to accomplish these objectives are part of this evaluation: 

Neighborhood Commercial Revitalization ($2,207,283); Oakland Business Development 

Corporation ($31 5,000); Oakland Small Business Growth Center ($225,000); and San Antonio 

Community Development Corporation ($80,000). Among the outcomes from this year's efforts 

were 50 business fapde improvements, 40 loans to businesses that lack access to traditional 

financial institutions, eight jobs created for low-income residents, and 137 people employed 

through the resident companies at the Oakland Small Business Growth Center. 

Finding #14: Economic development programs are supporting job creation and retention 
in Oakland, but improved documentation of results is necessary. 

~~ ~ ~~ ~~~~ ~~~~ ~~ ~ ~~ ~ ~~ ~~~ ~ ~ ~ ~~~~~~ . ~~~~ 

~ ~~ ~ 
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Finding #15: CEDA’s efforts to revitalize neighborhoods are yielding mixed results: 

Neighborhood Commercial Revitalization (NCR) is widely recognized among 
merchants as effective in improving both the appearance and business environment 
in commercial districts, however, merchant associations would like more direct 
interaction with senior City executives. 

While proving extremely effective in many neighborhoods, the faGade improvement 
program may require adjustments to increase effectiveness in the most distressed 
commercial areas. 

While performance may have been affected by delays in contract development, San 
Antonio Community Development Corporation’s (SACDC) revitalization program 
performed inconsistently and must improve the delivery of its contracted services. 

NCR is meeting or exceeding objectives across a spectrum of activities and receives 

consistently high marks from merchant associations and faqade improvement clients. NCR 

received overwhelmingly positive responses from clients who testified to the value of NCR staff 

support and the effects of the new faqade on the neighborhood and their businesses. Across the 

city, NCR supports 15 merchant associations and estimates that it assists approximately 200 

businesses each quarter through those activities. Five of the seven association members 

responding to a client satisfaction survey “strongly agreed” or “agreed” that business conditions 

had “dramatically” improved. The other two were “neutral.” 

Members of four associations asked that either senior CEDA managers or other managers, 

(e.g., from the planning commission), provide periodic briefings to merchant associations. We 

also recommended that City officials make time to visit merchant associations last year. 

An amendment to the contract that NCR manages for San Antonio Community Development 

Corporation (SACDC) was not approved until December 6,2002 for a program year that was to 

begin July 3,2002. ~ ~ ~~~ In ~~ part, ~ ~ ~~ the ~~~ delay ~- ~~ ~ is ~ attributable ~~~ ~~~ ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ to time required ~ ~~ to negotiate ~ ~ ~ ~~ ~~~ moving ~ 
~ ~~ 

SACDC from a program start date of May 1, to a start date of July 1. An advance of a payment 

for one month of services was made to help ‘bridge’ services while the new contract was 

developed. SACDC asserted that despite this advance, delays in generating a contract 



Final CDBG Evaluation Report Program Year 2002 / 03 

advefsely affected its performance, as SACDC had neither authority nor adequate funds to 

undertake some of the activities in its scope of services. CEDA staff asserted that the delay in 

obtaining a contract should not have affected performance. 

Even considering any possible impact resulting from the contract delays, SACDC's overall 

performance was weak in several critical areas. While SACDC achieved a few successes in 

restarting the merchant association, helping local businesses obtain loans, and initiating a tree- 

planting program, its business technical assistance program fell short of the numerical objective 

of 20 businesses assisted and with a few exceptions, addressed minor issues such as parking 

tickets. A multilingual business directory was not published and an ongoing street sweeping 

program was not implemented. A program to certify local businesses to bid on government 

procurement contracts failed to draw interest and no substitute initiative was developed. 

Finding #76: Private investment is encouraged through these CDBG programs, though 
comprehensive documentation is not readily available. 

Both Oakland Small Business Growth Center (OSBGC) and Oakland Business Development 

neighborhoods lacking important services. OBDC's clients, distributed throughout the City, 

include important services such as small restaurants, dry cleaners, bookstores, or hair salons. 

OSBGC clients are primarily located in its Hegenberger Road location, but are investing and 

~~ Center (OBDC) clearly encourage private companies to invest in Oakland, often in 
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hiring to build their businesses so they may relocate in their own sites. Through NCR, facades 

are remodeled, streets improved, merchant associations created and nurtured, business 

improvement districts formed to address local issues, and blight reduced, all of which 

encourages investment. One of SACDC's successes this year was assisting a local business 

obtain a $1.6 million rehabilitation loan for a property on International Boulevard. 

Program Year 2002 I03  

IV. Social Service Programs 

Even though social service programs account for only 18% of the total CDBG grant, the broad 

diversity of services provided makes general findings difficult. Housing and Community 

Development share a narrower range of program strategies and outcomes than social service 

programs that serve newborns to seniors, homeless individuals, elementary school children, 

new immigrants and individuals challenged by a range of disabilities and conditions. Services 

range from drop in library services, food distribution, tutoring, drug treatment, job training, and 

recreation. Such a breadth resists generalizations. Nevertheless, several attributes and trends 

warrant mention. 

Finding # 17: All funded social service agencies have improved their data collection and 
reporting procedures as a result of the CDBG evaluation. Client satisfaction data 
gathering is also much improved and as a result project summaries are richer, more 
detailed, and better able to answer City Council evaluation questions. 

Finding # 18: Social service programs generally leverage funds well to increase the 
value-added from their CDBG grant. 

Finding # 19: CDBG funds provide critical support services to Oakland families and 
individuals to address domestic violence and the absence of parental support. 

Finding # 20: Immigrant support services are providing critical assistance, but would 
benefit from increased focus in job training programs and better documentation of 
educational achievement. 

Much can be said of the vast majority of social service agencies evaluated this year. While 

certainly areas exist in which most programs could improve their effectiveness, given the 

challenges posed by the populationsservedand the conditions under which community based 

agencies operate, the City should feel comfortable that the vast majority of its CDBG funds for 

social services programs are well spent. 

~~ ~~~~ ~~~~ 
~~~~ ~~~ .- 
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V. CDBG Administration 8 Evaluation 

Program Year 2002 I03 

The 2001-02 CDBG evaluation contained an extensive report on the City's administration 

practices. With the exception of contracting procedures, which continue to cause delays in 

project implementation, this year's evaluation did not focus on administration. Nonetheless, we 

note the following: 

Finding # 21: CEDA has successfully addressed many problems noted in past year's 
evaluations: I )  contract language is consistent and objectives are measurable; 2) no 
funding delays occur once contracts are generated; 3) the clients' low-moderate income 
status is documented; and 4)some performance measures for City programs have been 
aligned with more meaningful measures. 

In meetings with CEDA staff in June, researchers were told of several changes to the contract 

process that should reduce the delays in the future. Specifically, two-year contracts are being 

initiated, which will reduce the number of contracts being processed each year. In addition, 

changes are being made to the RFP to allow the proposal itself to serve as the contract scope 

of work. The number of signatures required on a contract has been reduced. Finally, Moving 

Oakland Forward has taken a leadership role in trying to find other ways to reduce the time 

required to process contracts. 

Nonetheless, for the period being evaluated in this report, delays executing Contracts were still 

prevalent. As the table that follows illustrates, far too much time was required to process 

contracts for the 2002-03 program year. Table I summarizes the amount of time taken to 

develop, submit and obtain approval of a completed contract to CEDA with all the appropriate 

attachments, assurances, scope of work, etc. Column 4 lists the number of days from the 

beginning of the program year (July 1) until a contract has been approved by the City. Column 

5 lists the number of days it took for a contractor to submit appropriate and completed 

documents to process the contract through the City approval process. Column 6 lists the 

number of days required for the City to obtain all the required approvals for a completed 

contract. CEDA is to be commended for generating this data as it provides a valuable 

benchmark against which future progress can be measured. 
~~~ ~ ~~~~ ~~ ~ ~~~ ~ ~ ~~ ~ ~~ ~ ~ ~~ ~~ ~~~~ ~~~~~~ ~~~ ~ ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ ~ ~ ~ ~~ 

Taken together, the entire process requires an average of 153 days, or almost five months for a 

12-month program year. This time frame does not fully capture the time involved in developing 

contracts, as agencies are notified of funding earlier in the spring and begin developing their 
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contracts in May and June. This table, based on CEDAs information, does not include all the 

projects for which a contract was developed. Researchers were given differing interpretations 

of the causes of these delays. While acknowledging that the system is too complex and that the 

CDBG program lacks an adequate number of staff to process contracts expeditiously, CEDA 

staff also point to community based agencies that frequently submit documents incorrectly 

and/or fail to respond quickly to requests for clarification or revisions to contracts. On the other 

hand, representatives from community based agencies interviewed during May asserted that 
delays were most often the result of the City's complex contract requirements, unresponsive 

staff, and protracted bureaucratic processes. Interviews with agencies contracted through the 

Oakland Fund for Children and Youth indicated that they had little difficulty getting contracts 

processed. 

Legal assistaw for seniors I 9 I l-JuM2l Q 
Life lcng medical 9 lJuCMl In 1 134 1 3 

~~ 

Oakbnd Reled I First 1 I-JuMZI Leiter sent l/P and 214 specifying information required. 
I ci-. I 
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On the surface, OFCY has a very similar task to that of CDBG, contracting with 56 community 

agencies and with funding of roughly the same amount as CDBG. However, it was outside the 

scope of work for researchers to conduct a detailed examination of why OFCY contracts are 

processed more quickly. There may well be good reasons why CDBG contracts take longer 

than OFCY, but G&A's research last year indicated that every other jurisdiction we reviewed 

processed contracts much more expeditiously. We recommend that CEDA and/or Moving 

Oakland Forward explore these issues. A more detailed discussion of the contract issue can be 

found on pages 54-61. It is recommended that City Council staff review these pages carefully. 

Finding # 22: Despite CEDA efforts to improve the contract process, the time required to 
complete contracts is unnecessarily long and extremely complex, requiring an average 
of 5 months to fullyprocess a contract. This is clearly the most serious problem CEDA 
management faces in administering the CDBG program and adversely affects program 
performance and CBO morale throughout. 

Finding # 23: Under City regulations, no service is to be provided until an executed 
contract is in place, a regulation that is broadly ignored and tacitly acknowledged by City 
staff. Strict enforcement of these regulations would lead to the complete collapse of 
CDBG services in Oakland. No funds are paid to any of the CBOs until a contract is 
executed, creating annual cash flow crises, some of dire proportions, throughout the 
CBO community. 

Finding # 24: Even agencies with many years of CDBG experience and whose contracts 
vary less than 5% in content from the content of previous years, have significant 
difficulty processing contracts. 

Finding # 25: The number of department approvals in Oakland far exceeds the number 
required in other jurisdictions. Eight weeks required simply to route a completed 
contract through the approval process is unwarranted and unreasonable when compared 
with other public entities. 

Finding # 26: The City has presented no reasonable justification for the complexity of 
the contracts, the number of signatures required, or the mounting disruptive delays. As 
researched and documented thoroughly in last year's evaluation report, other cities and 
public jurisdictions process contracts in a reasonable time frame. These jurisdictions 
are just as concerned about their liability and accountability? 

We fear that with cuts in CDBG administrative staffing, delays may become still more prevalent. 

The new CDBG Program Manager has made progress in documenting the time expended in the 

contract process and is clearly committed to making improvements, but so many departments 

outside her authority are involved in the process that expecting her alone to repair this system is 

unrealistic and unfair, 

~~ ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ ~ ~~~~~~~~~ ~ .~ ~~~ ~ ~~ ~~~~ ~ ~ 

Ibid. pps. 30-35. 4 
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This Year's Evaluation 

Since 1999 G&A has provided the City of Oakland with a comprehensive assessment of the 

CDBG program, including a thorough review of the administration and all of the funded projects. 

Based on feedback from City Council and CEDA. G&A pilot tested a new evaluation system for 

2002-03. 

Goals: 
Develop a more accessible format for presenting evaluation findings, recommendations, and 
the status of implementation of prior recommendations. 

Focus evaluations on a smaller sample of CDBG-funded agencies to provide more in-depth 
analysis of program activities. 

Recognize and address the needs of the different audiences (City Council, CEDA, 
Community Development District Boards and Individual Project Managers of CDBG-funded 
programs) for the evaluation. 

Integrate evaluation/monitoring functions, expanding the scope of the City's monitoring 
process to ensure sufficient review of projects that are not evaluated. 
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CDBG 
Funds 200. 

Aeenn, Name 03 

Most projects delivered services as proposed and adequately documented their service 

activities. Agency services range widely in their mission and activities and comparisons among 

most of them are frequently misleading. The comparisons are between the agency’s 

performance and its own objectives. Please see Section VI for the one-page synopses of each 

project evaluated and the full evaluations in Appendix A for the details of the objectives, 

services provided, data collected, and client and community benefits established. 

pl+cal 
oata Selvica Camuni ty  Rrrourrsr 

Reported Deliversd QlanteMIeflt Benefit L- 

In Table 2 below, a finding of ”established” indicates that the client produced data that strongly 

indicates community or client benefit while “likely” under either “client“ or “community” benefit 

suggests we received sufficient evidence that interventions and/or services of the type and 

quality being provided will likely result in positive outcomes. “Unknown” indicates that we do not 

have adequate current project year data to support the finding that the client group served by 

the project experienced benefits that are quantifiable. Our individual project reports specify the 

outcomes (benefits) to be expected and the preferred methods of tracking or documenting these 

outcomes. Frequently the number of clients served column contains a range. Many agencies 

deliver several types of services to different clients within the project. The minimum number 

listed reflects clients who receive the most intensive level of service. Table 2 presents a very 

general appraisal of how projects performed in relation to City Council evaluation questions. 

Section VII provides a more detailed, one-page analysis for each program that may prove more 

useful for assessing the degree to which a program has met its goals and objectives and 

achieved measurable client and community impact. 

ACORN Housing 
Corporation $30.000 Yes Delivered Established Established Ye 

East Bay Central 
American Refugee 
Committee 

Lao Family community 
Development 

Grandparents and 
Relatives as Second 
Parents 

Short term 
benefits Part i a I I y 

$34,000 Yes delivered established Likely Yeq 

Exceeded 
$100,000 Yes objectives Established Established Yes 

Short term 
Delivered as benefits 

$74,110 Yes proposed established Likely Yes 
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Housing Rights, Inc. 
Partially 

$60.000 Partial delivered Unknown Likely Ye 

In this project the major deliverable, (i.e., renovation of 20 private homes of Oakland seniors) was 
scheduled to occur after the evaluation research and data collection period, and so the client and 
community benefit was determined likely but indeed would, based on past performance, have been 
otherwise established. 
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Oakland Small Business 
Growth Center 

East Bay Community 
lLaw Center - Housing 1 $99,7501 Yes objective1 Likely/ Likely1 

Delivered as 
$225,000 Yes Proposed Likely Yes Yes 

Oakland Business 
Development 
Corporation 

San Antonio Community 
Development 
Corporation 

Delivered as 
$315,000 Yes Proposed Established Established Yes 

Partially Unknown 
$80.000 Partial delivered Minimal, at best Minimal Yes 

Vlll. Conclusion 

Over the past four years of evaluation, Oakland can take pride in the significant assistance that 

CDBG-funded programs have rendered to the community. No single program can address, let 

alone remedy, all of the community's housing, economic development, or social service needs, 

but the programs now are clearly targeting priority issues. All the programs are much more 

highly focused on measurable objectives and outcomes than in 1999 and provide data to 

demonstrate their effectiveness. We have identified several critical deficiencies that require 

focused remediation efforts, primarily the City's contracting procedures and its structure for 

funding services to renters at risk. The issues are defined and concrete solutions proposed for 

further action. 

Former Health, Education, and Welfare Secretary John Gardner noted: 

Excellence is not a gift from the gods. It is a human trait that is acquired 
only by relentless training and ruthless self-assessment. We do not do a 
good job because we already have virtue or excellence. It's the other way 
around. We do a good job because we have met a whole range of 
standards, over and over again, and because we know how to tackle the 
task of meeting new ones. We are what we repeatedly do. Excellence is 
not a glamorous or singular achievement. ltk a habit. 
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” Individual Project Synopses 

his section contains a synopsis of each of the 24 CDBG projects evaluated in the 2002-03 T year. Each of these summaries also is displayed as a “face sheet” appearing at the front of 

the individual project evaluation report in Appendix A. These one-page summaries were 

developed in response to City Council requests for a more accessible and abbreviated summary 

of program performance. 

7 
COMMUNITY & ECONOMIC 
DEVELOPMENT CMTE 

DEC 9 2oa 



have been assisted i 
purchasing homes. delinquencies; and 

overcome problems 

homebuyers workshop were 



Center for Independent Living 
Disabled Housing Search 8 

Center for independent Living Counseling $99,750 Citywide 
Agency Project 2002-03 Funding Districts 

'reject Description: Assist "consumers" (dienis) with disabllities to find or retain affordable and accessible housing. 

Objsalves I Services - Partially dsllvered ' 
I 
I 0 Provided individual 

'rovide housing search 8 counseling for 230 
ounseiing services for individuals and 6 housing 
Iersons with dlsabilitles. skills workshops per year. 

0 Provided transportation In 
the form of 36 trip vouchers. 

0 Increased the collaboration 
with other agencies to 
increase available housing 
for clients with disabllities. 

knowledge of CIL housing 8 
independent living services 
through a varletv of media 

0 Increased communliy 

0 Continue collaboration with Eden I 8  R to share housln 
lncludlng discrimlnatlon education and increasing the 1 

, ,  
,,: , ,  . ~ & A ~ ,  ,~ ! 

, .  ongoals and objectives :,. . I , . .  
0 Client satisfaction feedback P Agency reported that 25 housing 

(questionnaire results) from 9% of 
cllents 

placements were made. 

0 Client satisfaction information f r m  
9% of those served documents a 
high level of satlsfactlon with qusllty 
of the staff and services provided by 
CIL staff. 

them arrange an appointment with a 
landlord. look at potential housing 
andlor fill out a houslng application 

0 Project manager verbal report of 
25 housing placements made 

0 Monthly narrative summaries from 0 75% clients reported CIL helped 
the executive director of CIL 

I 
P Client files with names removed 0 Consumers 8 landlords receive 

advocacy regarding their rights 8 
responsibilities. 

0 0ne.on.one telephone interviews 
with clients 8 site observation of 
housing 'Workshop" 

I 

I Community Benefit . Likely 
:. . ,  

3 .  . i ,  , 

0 Hlstorlcally, CIL has played a 
seminal role in lntroduclng and 
getting national legislation 
passed for accessibility for 
people with dlsabllltles and the 
East Bay Is a communlty that Is 
considered a model of 

persons with disablllties wiii 
result in a decrease In 
homelessness for this 

from access to information and 
education 

. . .  . , 



Community Development Corporation of Oakland 
Acquisilion and Rehabilitation, Vacant 

Lot Development. and Community Community Development 
Corporation of Oakland Housing Fair $40,599 North Oakland 

Agency project 2002-03 Fundlng Districts 
'roject Description: The development of affordable housing and revltaiiration of neighborhood commercial districts. 

D The project wlll likely benefit 
Oakland's low- and moderate - 
Income residents who eventually 
inhabltthe affordable housing units. 

- 
Objectives 

0 The community wlll benefit from 
the completion of these housing 
development projects. which 
wlll otherwise not have 
occurred. 

:oncentrate housing 
ievelopment efforts on 
mailer vacant lots or 
hose with severely 
iilapidated structures 

I 
0 When housing becomes 

avallable In a neighborhood. It 
often leads to the "synerglstic' 
effect of the upgrading of other 
properties in that neighborhood 

1 

mprove three Oakland 
iropertles that could lead 
D the development of 10- 
2 units of housing 

'rovide general public with 
nformation about 
esources such as: 
lousing. banklng, schools, 
mergency food and lirst - 
Ime home buying 

0 
Services - Dellvered as 

U Developing eight to ten 
unlts of houslng In Oakland 

0 Developing two additlonal 
slngle family dwellings 

0 Funded and organized the 
North Oakland Communlly 
Housing and lnformatlon 
Fair with 22 exhibitors and 
attended by over loo people 

!valuator's Recommendations: 

Data ,-, 4dequate to evaluate 
progress on goals and objectives i i r  ..' 

. . 

0 Detalted records are malntalned on 
all project activities. They Include: 
extensive files of applications for 
financlng and regulatory approvals 
by the City and State of Californla. 

0 Records of exhibltors and number 
of attendees of Houslng Fair 

Client Benefit - Likely I Community Benefit - Likely 
I 

0 The project Is on track wlth the 
development efforts of these 
affordable houslng units. 



Home Maintenance improvement Program 
Ccmmunity and Economic Home Maintenance Improvement 

Development Agency Program 2 7 mlllion Citywide 
Agency Project 2002-03 Funding Dlstrlcts 

'roJect Description: This program makes loans and provides hiring and management services of contractors to rehabilitate the homes of seniors and disabled residents 

m Objectives 

)riginate 60 loan 
pplications 

Lssess project vlablllty for 
llglble loan applicants ad 
Nrovlde full wrilien 
valuatlon within 30 days 
:omplete 35 home 
ahabilltatlon projects 

flaintain an average of 180, 
lays or less between loan 
losing and project , 
ompietion 
iUNBY Cllent satlsfactlon 1 

i 

servlce dellvered as proposed 
0 HMlP exceeded the number 

of loan appllcatlons 
received and processed (82 
loans as a1 March 2003, vc. 
a projected 60). 

0 HMlP determlnlng project 
viability and found 37 to be 
feasible. 
HMlP Is on track, having 
completed 28 rehabltltatlon 
projects by March 31, 2003. 

0 

0 The average number of days 
between loan closing and 
prolect completlon Is 308. a 
ihird longer than projected. 
A good Sample of cilents 0 
(between 33.- 50%) was 
surveyed for thelr 
satisfaction. 

:valuator's Recomm 
each the resldentk in need;. a 

0 . Explore the use 01s 

0 Remove the adminlsl 
cost, 

0 City Councll and qenior CEDA executives review HMlP 
n 

n 

0 Records of loan appllcatlons and 
approvals malntained and verlfled 
by the evaluator 

0 

0 Before and after photographs 

Records verlfylng Income levels of 
loan reclplents 

0 Records of loan application 
processing schedule and time 
between loan approval and project 
completion 

survey reported 
0 Results of cllent satisfactlon 

0 35 homeowners will have dangerous 
safety and unhealthful condltlons In 
their homes ameltorated. 

0 These homeowners (i,e., seniors aml 
people with disabllltles) wlth low 
Incomes will be able to remain in 
thelr homes. 
90% of cllents surveyed rated the 
staff support from HMIP positively. 

0 

0 Most clients were extremely pleased 
W i t h  the constructton work in their 
homes. 

, . , ,  
, ' . ,  ,, . . , .,,,, . . 

,. ;,';_::.'. ,~ . ', 
.,,. . . .  

. . < , . .  
:$I: :Operate the $rii&$ a s i m i e n t i y  ai 

cammunlty Benefit- '.., ,. . .  , 
.Established i ..,: 

0 Preserving the quality of the 
housing stock In areas where 
the mo8tVulnsrable resldents 
live 

P Enabling senlors with low 
incomes to avoid the need for 
exDenslve assisted l l v l n ~  
residences 

0 Perhaps enhancing housing 
values in surrounding 

I 

communlty 

0 Perhaps stimulatlng neighbors 
to Improve thelr properties 

isslble: 2). Maximize the dollars that 

rformance regularly 
, ,  , , .  

Have a more thoroughgoing analysis of HMIP,.reviewl(lg other slmllar prolicts, intS?lewlflg key,informants, and determlnlng how it measures against the most effective practices for 



Neighborhood Commercial Revitalization 
Community and Economic Nelghborhood Commercial 

Development Agency (CEDA) Revitalization ( NCR) $2,207 28 
Agency Project 2002-03 Fun 

'roject Description: NCk ttempts to remova blight and lmpr e the physical appearance of propedy m 

Obiactives 

ivGcoms obstacles to 
conomic revitalization in 
5 business districts In 
)akland 

itimulate strategic I 

iuslness, property owners! 
lnd community 
krganizations 

leduce blight and improve 
ihysical appearance of 
iroperty within districts 

iartners hlps with ~ 

as proposed. 
U On track to complete 50 

facade improvements by 
June 30,2003 

0 Provided technlcai 
assistance to 18 merchant 
associations 

0 Monltors Implementation of 
five streetscape 
Improvement projects In 
East Oakland 

0 Developed and monltored 
contracts to provlde 
assistance to small 
businesses inciudina cost- 
free architectural design 

Fruitvale and Eastlade Main 
0 Leveraged funding for 

0 Provided'technlcai 

. -  
on goals and objectives 
0 Status report on Implementation oi 

fayde improvements 

0 Merchant meeting agendas and 
promotional materlal. 

0 Contracts for activities on 
improvement projects 

0 Status memo on technical 
asslstance to Business 
improvement Districts 

0 Shopping profile data 

0 Urban planning studies 

0 Before -after photos 

0 Client satisfaction - 2 surveys 

a DIS 
in fifleen of Oakland's commercial district 

a 
Client Benefit - Established 

,' . , , , ,,, ?' , , ., .c,,. ::<-, . , 

0 80% Faqade improvement clients 
were surveyed -very satisfied with 
services 

0 Telephone lntervlews wlth evaluator 
-businesses improved 

0 50% of merchants were surveyed - 
VeN satlsfled 

L 
CtS 

Community Benefit - 
Established 
0 Merchant associations believe 

that buslness and physical 
climate of neighborhoods 
improved 

0 More vibrant retail sector leads 
to improved use of local goods 
and SBNICWS 

0 Growing businesses provlde 
employment opportunities and 
tax revenues 

0 Fagado renovations In one are 
inspiring to nelghbors to do the 
same 



CEDA Vacant Housing Acquisition and Rehabilitation Program 
Community and Economic Vacant Housing Acquisition and 

Development Agency Rehabilitation Program $245,000 Citywide 
Agency ' Project 2002-03 Funding Districts 

Project Description: Providing gap flnenclng, transfer lots to Private developers, and seek COUrt-aDDOinted receivers to rehabliitate the most dlfflcult blighted vacant 

apbllcations have been 
submitted. The program did 
not attract many applicants. 

0 Recelvershlp objective was 
partlally met. By June 5, 
2003 there were $7 units In 
flve structures under 
construction and four 
addlttonal units belng 
rehabilitated after court 
proceeding. 

0 A partnership formed in 
I999 wlth a private 
developer will yield 21 
housing units. 

0 Land Trust has been 
established, but took more 
time than expected and no 
construction on property 
has begun as of June 5, 
"^^^ 

~~ 

Objectives 

0 Data not organlred by project 
objective 

0 Data delivered in June, months 
after due date for evaluation, 
maklng it impossible to follow-up 
wlth site visits or interview 
developers 

Generate 35-50 
tppilcations for gap 
ilnanclng and approve 
loans for 20 - 30 unlts by , 
June 30,2003 

Continue existlng 
ieceivership program with 
he goal of 30 properties 
mproved 

4pprove the establishment 
)f Community Land Trust. 
mlth developers placing 25 
- 30 units under 
:onstructlon 

I 

processed as outllned In the 
oblectlve. Thres 

0 There are 17 units of affordable 
housing under construction in what 
were vacant or blighted lots. 

0 There were an additional21 housing 
Units (16 "affordable" housing units) 
delivered through a partnership 
between CEDA and a private 
developer. 

0 The unlts delivered this year by 
private developer In 
coordination wlth thls project, 
Increased the community's 
affordable housing stock. 

ass.- 13 months later. 



Provide enriching activities 
for childrenlyouth 8 
families 

increase access to vital 
informationlresources (1.e. 
health, education, housing, 
employment, immigration, 
ESL) 

Increase food stablllty of 
clients 

Increase employment 
opportunities for cllents 

.the project could e 

0 Conslder provldlii( 
paperg promoting 

0 Consider recrultln( 

- 
Services --Partial 

, . I  , <>,,;..,?,.',,.., ' , ~ . .  . ., , ., .. , >  . .  . 
0 Weekly meetlngs for 40-60 

youth held includlng; 
Soccer, academic tutoring, 
art classes, ESL (English as 
aSecondLanguage) 

0 Health care presentatlons 
made 

0 Emergency Food distributed 
to 140 famiiles each week 

0 The sewing prolect was 
delayed due to llmited 
space at current location. A 
sewing teacher was hired In 
Aprll 2003. 15 clients 

0 NO school records were avallable 
at this time to document improved 
graduation rates or academic 
performance. 

0 List of participants, youthlparent 
interviews. program flyers, photos, 
slgn-in sheets. 

0 100% of youthlparents report 
SBNICBS met thelr needs. 

0 Food dlstributlon statlstlcs. focus 
group results, client satisfaction 
SUNey results, USDA monthly 
summary reports. 

0 EmDlovment Dlacement summaw. . -~~ . ........ ~. 
results of lntervlews conducted " 
with workerslemployers. copies of 
ads placed In the East Bay 
Express, sewing class slgn4ns. 

Client Benefit - Likely, short term' 
benents eitabllshed 
0 Parent feedback indicates CRECE 

services decrease chlldren's risk- 
taklng behavior. Other possible 
benents include leadership skills, 
Improved academlc performance. 

U Families with very low-income with 
access to food dlstributlon 
programs wlll have more available 
resources to pay their rent. They are 
therefore, less llhely to become 
homeless. 
100% of clients report Increased 
food slabllity. 

0 

0 100% of DartlciDants reDort the" (8 
their families) beneflt f;om sedC.8.s 

U Short-term work provided income 
for 15 workers. No data available to 
determine long-range outcomes. 

. ,  

iuial programs, community social events, 
let actlvltles could be added whlch would 
,to college and learn about specific coile~ 

Community Benefit - Llkely. 
short-term benetlts established 
0 Nutritional stability provided by 

the food distribuiion program 
and free health care screenings 
may posstbly result In a less 
demand for emergency medical 
and olher soclai services. 
Staff reports that "There's a lot 0 
of networking and people 
gettlng to know other families, 
community bullding. and the 
communltv 1s oroud that thev 
take care i f  themselves." . 

U Posslble increased employm6 
or tong .tom educatlonallsoslz 
outcomes 

. .  
,! 2 ,.,. . , s ,  

~ ,, , , .# ., 
a.more days of academic tutoring:) 
.responsive to youth's self-stated 
Ipporlunlties. With bener'outreach 

,,"+ ,, ,, , 
, . ,  , .  
ime and more advertisements In ioca 



East Bay Community Law CentedHousing Advocacy Project 
East Bay Community Law Center Housing Advocacy Project $99,750 

Agency Project 2002-03 Funding Districts 
'roject Description: Provide legal advlce and assistance to nohow-income people with houslng issues. 

uoiecuves 

Operate the Housing 
4dvocacy Project to 
provide housing legal 
services to muitide sites in 
Oakland. 
45sist lowincome 
-esidents of Oakland in 
aecoming more healthy, 
secure, productive and 
hopeful by helping them 
remain in safe, affordable 
and decent housing. 
Answer incoming calls "in- 
Person." 

EvaluatoVt Recommenddiltli 

. 
exceeded projections. 

0 Tenant workshops for 326 0 Client satisfaction data from 115 
clientslyear 

on p a l s  Rnd objectives 

AC partnership clients EL 13 CDBG 

0 Operate Low Income 
Eviction project at the AC 
courthouse for 485. 

0 Provide direct legal 
representation for 73 
clientslyear. 

0 

client satisfaction surveys. 
0 Fliers for monthly workshops 
0 Police officer training outline, 
0 Intake forms 
0 Monthly reports to CEDA 
0 Articles 8 press releases 
0 Client demographic information 

0 One-on-One interviews with ten 
clients. 

0 

O Interviews with a very limited (10%) 
number of clients suggest a high 
level of benefit and satisfaction with 
services. 

Information from 26% of clients 
served at the courthouse reveal 
satisfaction with services at the time 
they delivered. 

0 

0 

U 

- Communltv Benefit - Llkelv. 

0 EBCLC proposes to benefit the 
community by helping clients, at 
risk of eviction and 
homelessness to maintain their 
housing. 

with access to the legal system 
are less likely to be displaced 
from their homes and require 
social services that assist the 
home I e s s , 

Providing equal access to the 
law for low-income clients. 
Protect rights of those with low- 
income in danger of 

0 Likely, individuals 8 families 

0 

0 

homeiessness. 
0 Provide opportunity /experience 

for law students to understand 
& serve the needs of those with 
low incomes. 

EBCLC hw histprically been able to track service dellvew (la. Uw type of FNices and numher of sllentp It serves) mom readib than i t  has been able to track outcomes. As mentioned above, 

the agency is currently in the procey of develpping a npv datame that will e 
evaluation and program design and deI&qy. 

0 Continue development of database for.Wckin@ and rep?rting Inforrnatlon. . . . . 

0 

0 

porting of.outcome data. Thiseffoyt is strongly encouraged for purposes of 

Collect client gatisfaction SUNRYS from all clients SeNEd Wbenever pssibi 

Ask sll cliqnts If they would be Willing to a g w  to speak with eyal 

qiolrnum a 30% sample. 



ECHO Rental Assistance Program 
ECHO Rental Assistance Program $60.764 Citywide 

Agency Project 2002-03 Funding Districts 
Project Description: The Rental Assistance Program provides rental guarantees an other assistance to renters who are a t  risk of losing their housing. 

Provides counseling. rental 
deposit guarantees to ' 
secure housing or assist 
with evlctlon prevention, 
follow-up after housing 
placement, credit 
references and collection 

Provides 98 rental 
assistance guarantees ' 

, 

0 . Collect outcome 

- 
Services -Dettvered 
services and exceeded most 
objectives 

0 Provided pre-screening for 
619 tenants with low 
Income, sllghtly below 
target on objective 

U Placed rental guarantees for 
B8 households -on  target 
or may exceed objective.- 

U Provided information and 
referrals for 435 households 
-exceeded objective 

-__ 
0 Provided support 

counseling for 274 
households. exceeded 
targeted objective 

U Provided two public service 
announcements about 
program 

Data .Data waa sumctent to evaluate 
progress on goals and objectives 

U Screening document reviewed 

0 Updated demographic statistics on 
clients revlewed 

0 Client satisfaction survey of 15% 
of clients (30% would be better) 

0 Client interviews with 12 clients by 
evaluator 

0 Clients are able l o  maintain housing U Rental assistance is associated 
for a1 least several months - six 
months (as ECHO tracks these 
outcomes) 

with long -term housing 
slabtlity 

0 Survey respondents say the 0 This project is likely preventing 
homelessness, the human and 
financial costs of which are very 

program met thetr needs and staff 
was knowledgeable 

I high 



Eden Information & ReferraVHousing Outreach & Information Access 
Eden informallon 8 Referral Housing Outreachllnformation Access $50,000 Citywide 

Agency DP"i.4 mn9.m ~ , ~ ~ r l t ~ ~  n,"..L.- 

Prolect Description: Malnta 
. .l"". _""_ "I, I.." .,.= YlDl l lYlD 

and Increase access to permanent, subsidized transitlonal and temporary houslng for low-moderate income In order to maintain stability, mental health and 

individuals and familles to 
find and retain stable 
housing that will contrlbut+ 
to their self-sufficiency and 
Improved quality of life. 

to Identify property owners 
In order to increase the 
pool of affordable housing. 

Evaluator's Recommendatic 
about collectlon of outcome 
lo update contact informatlc 
satisfaction suwey that incl' 

Seivices .- Delivered as 
proposed, oo ira" for. , '. ' ,  , 

Completion,'! ' .. . .  , 
0 Increased the number of 

HUD eligible Oakland 
resldents conlarating the 
agency for Information and 
referrals regarding stable 8 
affordable housing by 250. 

, , .  .,, 

0 EDEN has exceeded the 
number of available unlts it 
proposed to add to Its 
database by 250%. 

0 ldentlfled and educated 
property owners to increase 
the pool of 
affordablelavailable 
houslng. 

0 Added 450 new houslng 
units to housing database. 

0 Conducted outreach 
activities to identify 
property owners in order to 
increase the pool of 
affordable housing. 

0 Answer main phone number 
(510) 537-2710 In person 
during regular business 
hours. 

Data.- Adequate to evaluate progress 
on goals and objectives , ~ ,' . ':.j,, , ,, 

0 Database .client Intake samples 

0 Database housing Informallon 

,., . , , ,  .,. -. 
(i :::. ~ ~ ~~ . , ' .  ~1 , . , 

for cllents in search of housing 

(Intake Information about landlords 
wilh available units) 

0 December 2002 monthly 
monitorlng report 

0 Referral statlstics from FY July 
ZOOIJune 2002 for the houslng I 8  
R service: CHAIN, Cal WORKS 8 
Work Solutions phone lines 

0 Documentation (materials & 
presentations) regarding outreach 
activities to landlords 

0 Documentation regarding service 
dellvery was more than adequate, 
however, follow up information on 
the status of cllents' housing 
status was not sufficient to know 
the actual outcome these services 

iri2e.Of for grocery vouchers; movie pas 
th end twelve i month status of clients a 

I 

Client Benefit - Likely 

0 It 1s currentlv undocumented 
whether theinformation provlded by 
EDEN I8 R led ollents to housing, 
temporarily or long-term. 
98% of those In search of housing 
report they received the help they 
needed 8 Information was bener 
than that they recelved elsewhere 
At risk, homeless, or near-homeless 
cllents (often with domestic violence 
victims andlor have health problems 
such as HIV) are assisted in their 
search for temporary andlor long- 
term housing. 
Other beneflts may include referral 
l o  necessary social servlces (1.e. 
legal asslstance, medlcat 8 
psychlatrlc support services). 

P 

0 

0 

0 82% of landlords Ilsting propertles 
rated the service as very 
satisfactory. 

I group'to track for foiiowvp we recommei 
,ter" far the receipt of counseling and info! 
i,,etc.'co$d be aitangedsfot clien - , 

.,.,,* 

. .  

rch. 

- 
Community Benefit - ~ ike iy  

, .  ' . I ,, . ,,: ,(.. 

, .  ,. , :,, ,. : . at::$:.. , . ,, 
2 It Is llkely the community 

benefits when homeless andlor 
near homeless famtlies and 
individuals are bener able to 
locate affordable housing 8 are 
potentially stably housed. 

3 Community based organizatlons 
have access to the housing data 
for the Clients they S~NB. 

3 Landlords are also educated 
about the need for lower move. 
in costs and subsidized housing 
programs and other barriers 
low-income renters face, 

Ihalthls agency jhink~creatlvely ' : 

itio.nl and that entalls a commitment 
n.a more detelled status and 



Family Violence Law Center 
West Oakland 
North Oakland Family Violence Law Center Domestlc Violence Prevention Project $59,911 

Agency Project 2002-03 Funding Districts 
Project Descrlption: Provide legal and emotional support servlces to women and children who are the vlctlms of domestic violence. 

Objectives 

Reduce Incidence of repeat 
domestic violence for 90% 
of clients 

Provide counsellng, legal 
Information and referrals. 
Assist clients to pursue 
legal remedies 

Provide advocacy for 
clients with law 
enforcement agencies and 
family court 

Provide services for a total 
200 clients 

,,,: ', ,:;j 

Evaluator's Recomnyndatlt , .  

. ,  
,, i , . ,  

Services - AII SENICES 
dellverad asEoposed 
0 Provided legal cllnlcs 0 Weekly clinic summary 

Data -sufficient to ewaluate progress 
on goals and objectives 

0 Intake forms 
0 Schedule of appolntments 
0 Database tracklng 

P Cllent satlsfactlon Information 
0 Observation Of SBNICe dellvery 

.. .- . -. from SO% of cllents .- 
U Provided direct baa1 - 

representation 

I 
0 Provlded referrals to other P Referral list 

necessary soclal services to 
200 clients 

support groups for clients attendance 
0 Sign-In sheets 
0 Database summary 

. .. 
': 

. . .  
5 , .  ', : . 'i., . . .  : 

. .  
. .  

U Continue to evaluate and implement client iaedback (i.0. moving i o  a more convenient location near F 
0 Continue to lollow.up on clients vla telephone and mall every SIX months to determlne their status re 

wllh CDBG evaluators. The agency's slx-month follow up 18 a valuable tool that could be ured to mor 

sign a release form consenting to speak wlth ovaiuatoru at lhe tlma of this check In as well. 

Client Benefit -Short-term client 
beneflb established 
0 94% of clients do not experience 

repeat violence by abuser. 

U 100% satlsfactlon with staff 8 
services 

0 Cllents with low-Income benefit from 
legal S~NICES they might not be able 
to afford othemlse. 

0 Community counseling and referral 
may help to break cycle of domestic 
violence 8 contribute to reduced 
homelessness for vlctims and thelr 
children. 

;,.' '. ::, : ' ,. , . I 

. .  . .  
, . ,. , .  . .  

~ i c  transportattin lines). 
ding domestlc vlolence and need for ongol 
Dnsktenfly collect evaluailon daIa. Clients 

:ornmunity Benefit - Likely. 

0 Likely SBNICBS such as 
these result In decreased 
crime, homelessness, 
unemployment and less the 
need for expensive publicly 
funded emergency medical 
and police Interventions. 

gain equal access to the 
legal system. 

Women wlth low-Incomes 



First Place Fund for Youth 
Eastiake/San I 

Antonio, Central 
East Oakland. 

Central Oakland, 
First Place Fund for Youlh Emancipation Training Center $73,725 Norih Oakland 

Agency Project 200243 Funding Districts 
Project Description: Providl specialized support services for foster care youth, Including: emancipation plannlng, housing assistance, life skills workshops, financial assistance, case 

Objectives 

Reduce hometessness 8 
housing instability among 
former foster youth 

Increase rate of high 
school graduation or GED 
compietlon among youth 
~x i t ing the foster care ,, 
system 

0 Explore new ways . .  

1 

,.. 

Client Benefit -Yes. short-term 
client benefttr established. 
0 

___ 
Clients believe the cervices Drovtded 

Services -%NiCes 
as proposed 

0 Provided hOUS1nQ resources 
8 search assistance 

0 Emanclpallon Specialist 
servlces delivered to 25 
youth 

0 Emergency utility 
assistance delivered to 24 
youth 

feedback survey for 
supported housing program 
partlcipants foster care to Independence. 

summary from the database, 
lncludlng goals 8 notes for 
each cllent. Client names 
were removed to protect 
confldentlailty 

by this project result In a smoother 
and more successful transition from 

0 Client case management files 0 Increased In housing stability - 
tracked upon client's exit from 
project 

U Copier of utility bill 0 Improved academic achievement- 
assistance. utility assistance 
8 food assistance request 

P T : : - 7  - tracked 

______ 
0 Transportation service 

delivered to 48 youth 

0 Food asststance delivered 
to 30 youlh 

U Recreational actlvities 8 0 Sign-in rheels 0 Clients report "stabilization" of their 
community center U Intake and service request iives. Improved decision-making 
resources and referrals 

upon client's exlt from project 

- _ _  

shills and feeling a "sense of 
community" and batonging. 

I 
. . :r  I ,! ' ,,,I :_. ' ", ' >  . ,  . (. .  )' :, Y , .  .. .:.'..i. !.! 

--- . . .  
.... 

.. 
'., 

. .  

base that track. both pmgrqmmatic inputs and youth outcomdi, ' 
ier client8 as voIunIeers.to help y l t h  sqreenlng prooers for new cll.ents. 

oncourage.maximum client participation in both voiuntaw and mendstory activities. 
. .  

. < .  

, .. 
.. . 

I Community Benefit - 
Establlshed 

flndlmalntain stable housing 
[la. reduced homelessness) 
than foster youth without 
access to these services. 

0 Improved educational and 
employment for particlpants (1.e. 
Increased flnanclai 
independence and employment 
stablllty). 

vlolence and other criminal 
activitles amongst participants. 



Girls' Inc. , Central East 
Girls, Inc. , GIRLStari $48,500 OaWand 
Agency Project 200263 Funding Distrlcts 

Project Description: GlRLStart Is a daily, afterachool and summer literacy lntewentlon program for "at-risk" flrSt and second graders, at Lockwood Elementary School in E ~ S I  Oakland. 

Objectives I Services - service dellvery 

Increase academic 
achievemsnt and self- , 
esteem for 10 "at risk', first 
8 second grade girls 

' exceeded proieqtions 
0 Provided after-school 

llteracyleducational 
enrichment program at 
Lockwood Elementary 
School. 0.e. homework 

I assistance. soeclal 

95% of particlpants based 
on Lockwood's reading 
level benchmarks 

Clients will have a more 
positive attitude towards 
school and learning 

0 Continue staff trainin 

Data - Adequate to evaluate 
Progress toward goals and objectives 
2 StudenUParenVleacher survey 8 

Interviews for 40% of participants 

2 Assessments and evaluation of 
student performance from 
participant's classroom teachers 
(using "Open Court" scoring) to 
establish a benchmark for each 
indivldual for participants 

e 

Client Benefit - Short-term benefits I Community Benefit - Likely. 
established I 
Q GlRLStart improved Q I1 is likely the community 

benefits when teachers are readlnglacademlc ability, and 
Increase girl's conftdence and self- 
esteem. schools wllh low 

in their classroom 
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