HCDC Needs Hearing—January 24, 2018

Housing and Community Development Commission (HCDC) Meeting
Public Comments Received

Upon call for public comment, the following people addressed the HCDC:

1. Susana Rodriguez with Caregiver Emergency Intervention Program: Ms. Rodriguez is
an education development coordinator for the Valley Resource Center and there is a
growing need within Fresno County. 147,000 family caregivers in Fresno County and
many are unpaid; they are experiencing a burden that often times leads to a 63%
high mortality rate. Many caregivers have to lose or give up employment. Valley
Resource Center’s goal is to provide advocacy services for those who intend to keep
their family in the home. Vice Chair Hardie asked that Ms. Rodriguez explain the
differences between services offered by Valley Resource Center and the IHSS
program at Fresno County. Ms. Rodriguez clarified the differences and indicated that
the County program requires patients to qualify for IHSS by being eligible for Medical;
so many others do not qualify for the County program. Mr. Omar Gonzalez, resident
in the Jefferson East Neighborhood, indicated that he runs an afterschool program
out of his home. Mr. Gonzalez would like the City to address safety issues, such as
street lights and sidewalks. He indicated that kids are walking in the dirt and mud or
in the street on their way home from school; they need better lighting and sidewalks
to help keep them safe.

2. Catherine Luna Rodriguez with the Department of Social Services: Ms. Rodriguez
works for El Fuente, but is attending as a citizen to voice concerns for homeless
families. She would like to see more collaboration within the different services such
as Social Security and the Housing Authority. All our populations of homeless need
help with convictions, credit barriers, evictions, single parents, foster children aging
out.

3. Ivana Muldrew with Fresno Housing Authority at Emergency Housing: Ms. Muldrew is
speaking as a private citizen, one who has a special interest with the homeless
population decreasing. She will provide the City of Fresno with a proposal for
homelessness prevention rapid rehousing assistance and diversion to temporarily
assist the stabilization services individuals and families living on the streets or in
emergency shelters obtain permanent housing. Ms. Muldrew spoke about the
assistance that would be provided to households in transition or at risk of becoming
homeless due to eviction, displacement and or transitioning. She also spoke of the
importance of diversion activities to minimize individuals needing HUD assistance
and the need to assist termed out teens that are coming out of the foster care system
and are at eminent risk for homelessness. The application will include services for
people living in places not meant for human habitation, emergency housing or
shelters, transitional housing, people who lack resources, people who are losing their
primary night time residence, matching funds, termed out teens and families with
children. Ms. Muldrew would like to see assistance in homelessness prevention, rapid
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rehousing, and diversion. She would like to see financial assistance provided for rent,
utilities, and match fund assistance. One of the main component services would be
case management it will a cornerstone to divert homelessness via initial assessments
and will allow for the ability to monitor, evaluate, provide credit repair, budget money
management and in partnering with DSS, Housing Authority, and other agencies to
work collectively to achieve this goal.

4. Karen Rivas: Ms. Rivas spoke on behalf residents near Columbia Elementary School.
She would like to see the Fink White kiddie pool area to include a splash pad for the
children of the neighborhood. This would benefit the children, families and the
churches and school in the area. It would also be in alignment with the Parks Master
Plan and other plans.

5. Yolanda Valeute: Ms. Valeute is also from the Columbia area and wanted to include
that the parks need a lot of work and sometimes the children have to attend another
park far away. It would be best for the neighborhood children to be able to attend
Find White and she supports comments made by Ms. Rivas.

6. Jessica Curia: Ms. Curia is from the Hidalgo Neighborhood and is thankful for work
being conducted on the sidewalks. She mentioned Bond Street also needs sidewalks
that the work being done is a small box in Hidalgo and she would like to see more
sidewalks outside of the little box, specifically on Bond Street.

7. Marcos Chapa: Mr. Chappa is from the Hidalgo neighborhood and reported that cars
in the area go by too fast and the kids need sidewalks so they are not walking on the
street. Mr. Chapa recalled a mishap that involved a child being run over. He also
mentioned that Bond Street should have sidewalks.

8. Jason Spencer: Mr. Spencer indicated that he works in Columbia and is a pastor at a
Southwest Fresno Church and coaches at Columbia also. He would like to see Fink
White Park with a safe zone and a splash pad in the area. He believes that the Boys
and Girls Club as well as the Housing Authority Sequoia Courts children would
benefit also.

9. Kyle Guess: Mr. Guess and his daughter are from the King Neighborhood and would
like a see the pocket park at Tupman and California benefit from improvements such
as playground equipment. He spoke about the need for a fence around the park that
will keep the children safe. Enhancements would go a long way to build community
and would be supportive of the Southwest Specific Plan.

10.Troy McComas: Mr. McComas is a pastor at New City Church serving the King and
Kirk neighborhoods. He is supporting comments to see a park in the area. Mr.
McComas has observed kids hopping the elementary school fending to gain access
to a safe place to play. Please allocate funds to see the parks renovated.
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11.Gaina Flores: Ms. Flores is a pastor at St. Paul Church and present to advocate for
the pocket park and enhancement of the park. It is dangerous because of no fencing
and does not have any play equipment, just two benches and a BBQ pit. The pocket
park is underutilized and is not safe for the families. Please consider doing work at
the King pocket park.

12.Kristina Chamberlin, City of Fresno PARC's Department: Ms. Chamberlain thanked
the HCDC for past support of the Department’s two programs that received CDBG
funds, Senior Hot Meals and the After School Program. The PARCs Department has
engaged the community through the City of Fresno’s Parks Master Plan which affirms
many of the needs within our community. Ms. Chamberlin indicated that the Parks
Master Plan outlines approximately $112 million in needs.

13. Lucianna Ventresca with the Marjaree Mason Center: Ms. Ventresca indicated the
Marjaree Mason Center has lost funding for 16 beds. She also reported that the
highest number of homeless on the streets were families who were affected by
domestic violence. Ms. Ventresca is concerned about the amount of funds available
through the Emergency Solutions Grant, and shared concerns with the wording that
is on the Exhibit B for homeless services stating that the priority is it to provide
assistance to homeless and those at risk of becoming homeless through housing first
efforts. Ms. Ventresca is not sure what those are and she does not know if that is a
limiting factor on her application Housing First is a permanent housing component not
an emergency solutions component, but without that wording it works. Housing first
does not always apply to domestic violence victims.

14.Karen Stoffers-Pugh with Wesley United Method Church: Ms. Stoffers-Pugh is a
pastor at Wesley in the El Dorado Neighborhood and is speaking to the need for the
Boys and Girls Club to have a new facility that allows for separation of the youth and
teenager programming. Wesley Church is willing to provide space on their campus
and still desires to partner with the City of Fresno and the Boys and Girls Club.

15. Brant John-Michael Williams: Mr. Williams is founding a new organization for land to
donate to the Regents. He is a candidate for the congressional district and lives in
Visalia. Mr. Williams asked the HCDC to provide him with five items he should focus
on since Fresno is in his constituency. Chair Fiske let him know that the public
comments being made are in fact the concerns of the public in this area, she invites
him to stay and listen. Mr. Williams requested the HCDC provide him with a list, as he
was unable to stay due to prior commitments.

16.Nicholas Martinez: Mr. Martinez focused on neighborhood infrastructure. As a
Dominoes employee he is in his car a lot and explained the consequences of neglect
on the neighborhood streets. Examples of infrastructure that needs to be addressed
include Hughes Avenue south of Shaw and north of Emerson. Mr. Martinez
discussed pot holes with poor patch work, and insufficient lighting in this area of high
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traffic. Another area was west of Hughes and Hazel Avenue, south of Rialto, and
west of Holland by Valentine and Ashlan. The same neglect issues were reported
and Mr. Martinez stressed that these streets need to be fixed, not just have a band
aid put on them. The area of Polk and Fairmont, south of Shaw is one of the worst.

17.Michealynn Lewis: Ms. Lewis spoke in support of Mr. Guess and the need to improve
the pocket park in the King area. She is a co-leader with Action and Change in the
Kirk neighborhood and lives south of Church Avenue between Jensen and Elm and
church and the 41 freeway. Last spring a friend and she drove that neighborhood and
found 75 code violations. She recalled a home with two full grown horses in the front
yard and requested more funding for Code Enforcement and the Neighborhood
Revitalization Team to canvas neighborhoods better and collect fines.

18. Alvin Covington: Mr. Covington is a single parent who has been homeless, lived in
temporary housing and has experience related to difficulties finding a home given bad
credit and a conviction. He is a hardworking parent but had some bad circumstances
in his past, and needs the extra assistance offered to others. Mr. Covington spoke of
the challenges for a single parent, and shared that being separated from his child is
not ideal. He spoke of assistance needed for the homeless and for single parents and
shelters for single parents that allow parents to stay with their children.

19.Kyle Jeffcoach with the PARCs Department: Mr. Jeffcoach spoke about the ten sites
that the Afterschool Program is offered in. They range from 1,500-4,000 square feet
and are open Monday through Friday from 3-7 pm, and 3-8 pm for sites with a
gymnasium. There are four sites open on Saturday's also. The average daily
attendance is 1,100 youth, plus approximately 600-800 attendees on the green space
outdoors. Program components include performing arts, family fun, team
empowerment, character development, games, healthy snacks, homework
assistance and more for youth between the ages of 5-17.

20. Shaun Schaefer with the PARCs Department: Mr. Schaefer spoke on behalf of the
seniors in the Senior Hot Meals Program, attending evening meetings is difficult for
that population. He stated that 600 seniors 62 and above utilize the program, and
receive approximately 30,000 meals through a partnership with the Fresno-Madera
Area Agency on Aging. He also participated in the Senior Citizens Task Force,
learning that 48% of seniors are single and 78% are living at poverty line and basic
needs level. The Senior Hot Meals programs offered at six sites, seniors are also
hired as coordinators. The program is leveraged with FMAAA and the City’s general
funds and focused on keeping seniors active. The have recreation programs and a
new veterans program where a van brings seniors to the Ted C Willis Center for
activities, meals and friendship.

21.Luis Miranda: Mr. Miranda spoke on behalf of the Highway City residents, and the
science center. He would like to see progress. He indicated that a lot of kids stop in at
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the science enter and play basketball at the recreation center also. In the past there
have been homeless and drug issues but it is now moving in the right direction and
he would like to see the science program improved. Mr. Miranda indicated that many
didn’t have a ride to the hearing tonight, and that the neighborhood is blocked by
Shaw and 99, they depend on the community center a safe place for afterschool and
projects.

22.Julie Bounchareune: Youth Leadership Organizer for Women Empowered at Fresno
Barrios Unidos spoke on behalf of a youth group that consist of 26 females and
gender non-conforming youth ages 12-24 in south Fresno. She stated that youth
have worked hard to identify an issue that they are passionate about and developed
a campaign to improve the community that they live in. The youth group identified
that homelessness is an issue that they care about the most, and has impacted some
of the members directly. Women Empowered has met with Assembly Member Dr.
Joaquin Arambula and City Council President Esmeralda Soria to talk about the issue
of homelessness among women and children. Ms. Bounchareune asked that the
HCDC ensure allocations of HUD funding go to women and children by investing in
organizations that address the issues of homelessness among women and children
such as the Marjoree Mason Center and the EOC Youth Sanctuary. The EOC Youth
Sanctuary is the only emergency shelter from Stockton all the way to Kern County
and was shut down last year.

23.Kelly Foster Nelum: Ms. Nelum spoke in support of lvana's proposal for
homelessness. She is attending as a private citizen, but also works at EDD and sees
a lot of transitional individuals and homelessness. Ms. Nelum recognized that
homelessness is an issue not only for veterans but also the elder community and
family members who came from other areas to care for their parents. Ms. Nelum
recalled an individual who came out of the bay area where she was working, making
a great living, and received a call from adult service to come to Fresno and care for
her ailing mother who was living in senior dwelling. The individual did not know about
criteria that visitors could only stay for 10 days with her mother. The individual who
had relocated to Fresno exhausted her FMLA and had to live at the Naomi House,
this was a devastating transition for her while she continued to leave every morning
to care for her mother with stage four breast cancer, and check into the Naomi House
by 5:00 to get a bed each night. Ms. Nelum discussed how they assisted this
individual who ultimately took a job and her mother away from Fresno. Ms. Nelum
also spoke on behalf of an individual that relocated to Fresno from the L.A. area and
found herself in similar circumstances after receiving a call from Adult Protective
Services that her father had dementia, lived alone, and was wandering the
neighborhood at night. This individual also put everything in a U-Haul and came to
care for her father. The individual didn’t allow her father to leave the house at 3:00
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a.m. in his pajamas and barefoot, her father called 911. When the policeman, the
individual was given 10 minutes to leave the house with what she could carry. This
put her in the Naomi House as well. Ms. Nelum is hoping to formulate a housing
solution for when people to take care of their parents.

24.Kiah Tiftick: Attending to speak about homelessness. Ms. Tiftick relayed a memory of
about two years ago, when a distant cousin who was abandoned by his family at the
age of 20 because they assumed drug use. Her family worked with the cousin to find
a solution, he exhausted a 30 day stay at the Fresno Rescue Mission. He then spent
six weeks on the street while waiting for youth services at the Transitional Youth
Center. The process to be approved and to be accepted took Ms. Tiftick calling every
other day to make sure her cousin wasn't forgotten, after the Transitional Living
Center shut down he was back on the streets it was clear at this time that there was
some mental illness throughout this process. Her cousin ended up receiving a bed at
Exodus for mental health reasons related to schizophrenia when they shuttled him
back, and dropped him off at the Fresno Rescue Mission. Ms. Tiftick is here to
convey that there is a huge homeless crisis in Fresno; it has been made clear by
many people speaking today for women and children and for men. Her cousin was
only blessed with the TLC program because he was youth had he been five years
older he wouldn’t have qualified. She asked that when allocating funds, consider that
emergency and permanent housing needs to be a priority for the City and the
community and it's not all drug related and that mental illness is also a contributing
factor.

25.Jackie Holmes: Ms. Holmes spoke on behalf of the El Dorado Park neighborhood,
specifically supporting the Boys and Girls Club. She has been active in that
neighborhood for about six years, and the neighbors call her the “Alley Lady”
because that is where thee open space is for young people to gather and play in El
Dorado Park. She stated that the area is all apartment complexes west of Fresno
State. In the Westley United Methodist Church parking lot is a double-wide trailer that
is the home to the Boys and Girls Club and it is an asset to the community. Ms.
Holmes supported her pastor who already spoke and explained that Ms. Holmes is
also President of the El Dorado Park Community Development Corporation. She
recognizes the asset that the Boys and Girls Club is, and the value they provide to
the neighborhood. It is a place where kids can come after school, it's a place where
they can feel safe and connect with adults and services if needed. Ms. Holmes
shared a story about two brothers who she helped move five times while their mother
was becoming more involved in drugs. When the mother became homeless, they
went to another family member but stayed in the same schools and continued
attending the Boys and Girls Club and Every Neighborhood Partnership programs
every week. The boys have excelled in school, they are helpful in the neighborhood,
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and they have really used the Boys and Girls Club as stability. The Boys and Girls
Club is not able to be maintained now its coming apart has aged out as a building it
has been repaired and repaired. Not only is a new building needed, but also more
room so that older and younger children can have separate space.

26.Paul Thomas Jackson with Fresno Homeless Advocates: This non-profit agency has
a Facebook group of about 500 residents and former residents who were affected by
homelessness. The crisis was analyzed around the country in 2012 by the Prosperity
Institute in Canada; the survey stated that the 3rd highest rate of homelessness was
in this city. The first was in Tampa, Florida, and the second was New Orleans. The
crisis faces us all, he asked Council to be creative and give themselves a raise
because meals are needed for this dialogue. Next speak to the County, talk with
other organizations. He indicated that homelessness is a crisis here and he wants to
underscore the three priorities which Ivana Muldrew spoke on earlier would require
re-prioritizing funding.

27.Dorley Nezbeth: Ms. Nezbeth talked about community outreach and a solution for
housing because she has a lot of property. She spoke about the importance of
citizens using their own money and the need for emergency housing, policy rule and
law. People are too low-income to have housing; she spoke specifically about rules
that you must have $1,200 in income. She guarantees that if income is used as
matching funds for housing we can get them housed, people do not want to be
enabled. She encouraged preparing people to work, write grants, and work with
existing entities.

28. Arthur Servin: Mr. Servin spoke of his idea for the homelessness, an actual zone or
piece of property that is purchased or owned that is considered or re-zoned as an
urban camping site. What the homeless are already doing in our city scattered
throughout the city we try to centralize in a parcel that is owned by the city that we
can then surround with trash services, porta potties, and eventually have a bathroom
with shower facilities on site. It is happening already, it’s illegal to camp in the city but
there is no other alternative for some. Parks are a great asset. This would be a first
step to get them somewhere instead of pushing them out to the fringe. Keep
reinvesting in these community centers and create more spaces to bring communities
together.
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Housing and Community Development Commission (HCDC) Meeting
Housing and Community Development Commission Comments Received

Upon call for Commissioner comments and questions, the following Commissioners
spoke:

1.

Commissioner Yang stated that he is looking forward to hearing more about creative
ideas that have been brought up for homelessness solutions. Chair Fisk indicated
that she is also encouraged to see professionals who work with this population
speak, and appreciates that they have shared where they work even though they
come as private citizens. Their expertise based on their professions is appreciated
and she is looking forward to seeing proposals.

. Commissioner Falke thanked the audience for coming and speaking at the Public

Needs Hearing. He stated that the HCDC is committed to do the very best job
possible, and that the Commissioner’s represent fellow community members.
Commissioner Harutyunyan added that it was a wonderful evening because the
HCDC had the opportunity to hear from the public. And, as a commissioner, she
encouraged individuals to continue speaking at public meetings and sharing their
opinions so that decision makers have the benefit of understanding the needs of the
community.

Chair Fiske thanked the City of Fresno Neighborhood Revitalization Team, and staff.
Based on the stories of the targeted areas she is aware of the hard work building
resident capacity through community workshops, and explaining how the funding is
granted and how to apply for funding. Chair Fiske recognized that the community
coming together about priorities, and finding creative ways to meet the needs is an
important element.



Miscellaneous Letters Received-January 2018

1. Fresno Metro Ministry — Keith Bergthold
2. Fresno Economic Opportunities Commission — Brian Angus



4

ET RO
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Thomas Morgan, Housing Manager
City of Fresno

2600 Fresno Street

Fresno, CA 93721

Dear Mr. Morgan:

Fresno Metro Ministry is working in Central Fresno neighborhoods along the Blackstone
Corridor through its Better Blackstone initiatives to promote community revitalization and
new investment in neglected neighborhoods.

We have discovered a strong need for:

A small grants program sponsored by the City for emerging neighborhood associations for
organizational development in forming independent 501(c)3s and building organizational
and leadership capacities. We believe $15,000 to $25,000 grants to applicant neighborhoods
for formation and initial year operations would produce many benefits directly for
disadvantaged communities in Fresno - and better extend and sustain the work of the City’s
community development oriented activities than current transitory efforts. These new
neighborhood organizations can work in collaboration with many existing CBOs and the
Central Valley Community Foundation to achieve additional and more sustainable capacities
- but need seed money to launch as effective organizations in their own right.

Fresno Metro Ministry is committed to helping these types of very necessary grassroots
organizations over the long-term.

Sincerely,

Keith Bergthold
Executive Director
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January 30, 2018

Tom Morgan, Director
City of Fresno

2600 Fresno Street
Fresno, CA93721

RE: CDBG NEEDS AND RECOMMENDATIONS - FRESNO EOC

Dear Mr. Morgan:

Thank you very much for contacting me about recommendations for services that could
be supported by the City of Fresno's 2018 Community Development Block Grant
allocation, especially job training and economic opportunities. Fresno EOC, as you know,
offers a broad menu of services that contribute to the social, health, and economic
welibeing of our City’s residents. As 70% of CDBG funds must be spent in services for
low-income residents, Fresno EOC can offer many such opportunities, as our mission
mandates that we focus our attention on our disadvantaged population. Following is a
range of CDBG-eligible services that address job training and economic development. We
hope the Mayor and Council will find these suggestions helpful as they determine
priorities for the upcoming CDBG funding cycle.

Local Conservation Corps and YouthBuild

The Corps is part of one of our nation’s premier youth development programs with a
central focus on applied job training. That's the key. There are many job training models,
but few that employ an applied training model. Youth learn to pour concrete by working
on concrete pouring jobs. They learn to frame by framing homes. They learn to weld by
welding. Crews could be dispatched to work on city parks improvements, repair irrigation
lines, paint senior homes, repair and/or pour sidewalks, conduct weatherization and
solar installations on the homes of eligible low-income families and seniors, or remove
blight from low-income neighborhood allies. Another compelling feature of the Corps is
the requirement that corpsmembers be enrolled in coursework leading to their high
school diploma, and that they participate in life skills workshops. And, as they work on
projects, many in their own neighborhoods, they begin to take pride of ownership and
maintenance of their own streets, parks, and schools.

Sanctuary and Youth Services

The array of services Fresno EOC's Sanctuary offers are a lifeline to literally thousands of
Fresno youth each year. Our continuum of housing services includes emergency shelter
for minors; daily outreach to homeless or couch-surfing youth many congregating in
dangerous areas such as Motel Drive; the administration of a city-wide National Safe
Place program that provides safe passage of any homeless youth to our Sanctuary
shelter; options for transitional, rapid rehousing, and permanent supportive housing; and
our acclaimed Central Valley Against Human Trafficking Program rescuing and
supporting the reintegration of trafficked victims into stable, independent living
environments. In each case, shelter and housing services are coupled with case
management, supportive services, referrals for services and/or reunification with family
when that is a desired option.
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Access Plus Capital

Access Plus Capital (APlus) has become one of our region’s most trusted names among low-to-moderate
income small business owners. APlus leaders have correctly recognized that small business is the robust
economic engine that drives job creation and is most responsible for the economic health of our region.
More jobs are created through small business activity than through any other medium. And so APlus has
passionately and aggressively raised funds - from diverse sources - in order to keep its lending pipeline
flush with cash. Having raised over $25 million in lendable capital since its inception in 2009, APlus is now
services 15 counties primarily in central California. It has opened satellite offices in Bakersfield and
Modesto. A CDBG investment in APlus would without question yield spectacular results - Aplus has a
significant backlog of fundable loans awaiting capital. Or, CDBG funds could be used to enhance the
featured pre-and-post loan assistance APlus offers its borrowers, or be used to “buy down” interest rates for
borrowers with promising business plans but unable to afford the capital they need to begin or expand their
businesses.

School of Unlimited Learning (SOUL) charter high school

SOUL, Fresno County's first charter school, opened its doors in 1998 to students who for a variety of reasons
could not navigate the rigors of larger public high schools, students who required or preferred smaller
classroom sizes so that they could get the individualized attention they needed. An array of support services
and extracurricular activities distinguishes SOUL from other high schools. Students can access a variety of
health services, explore and prepare themselves for careers, learn parenting skills, become civically
engaged, and participate on community service teams. SOUL's career focus would benefit significantly from
an investment in CDBG dollars. While many SOUL students aspire to enroll in college, others are exploring
careers they wish to pursue after graduating from high school. Counselors are on hand to assure that every
student is provided the guidance, options, and support needed to make sound job and career choices.
Funding for career-based equipment, scholarships for internships, and the costs of enrollment in specialized
career exploration such as is offered by ldeaworks are among the options that would enhance the job
prospects of students at SOUL. Furthermore, SOUL needs more space. It has outgrown its campus. Demand
for its services far outstrip the facilities it now occupies. We are fortunate that recently we received a
significant donation toward the acquisition of land, architectural, and/or construction/renovation costs for a
new campus. Should the City have any surplus land, or a suitable property that it might reasonably sell to
Fresno EQC for the purposes of an expanded SOUL campus, that consideration would be gratefutly
appreciated.

Valley Apprenticeship Connections (VAC)

With the volume of public works projects scheduled for the central valley, including High Speed Rail, State
Center Community College District expansion, and freeway improvements, to name just a few, we have a dire
need for qualified, skilled construction personnel. Enter the VAC. In just over a year's time, Fresno EOC’s VAC
program has graduated more than 150 students with a 90+% placement rate, the majority in prevailing
wage/living wage jobs. VAC is closely aligned with the variety of apprenticeship programs in the Valley. These
trades are hungry for eager, hard-working individuals that have the aptitude and appetite for the salaries
these projects pay. The 12-week program offers soft skills instruction, an introduction to the trades taught by
local apprenticeship coordinators, and results in valuable certifications for graduates, inciuding OSHA 10,
CPR/First Aide, Confined Space Certification, Workplace Safety, and Traffic Safety. Substance abuse
treatment is offered to students through co-enroliment in services at Turning Point Central California. CDBG
funds would be used to fund cohorts of students enrolled in the VAC.
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Fresno Street Saints

No Fresno EOC program has the community credibility that marks the history and efforts of the Fresno Street
Saints. The Saints have the pulse of Southwest Fresno unlike any other initiative in this community. Tackling
persistent gang activity, low student test scores, frequent violence, blight, and inordinately high crime,
unemployment, and poor health indicators, numerous groups have hired the Saints for their ability to
intercede in dangerous, unwelcoming situations and, because of the trust they have earned, to provide
guidance for family development and economic stability to literally hundreds of families. They have been
perhaps most effective as school liaisons, brokering peace, order, and hope, allowing faculty to concentrate
on teaching. A CDBG investment in the Saints would add to the number of skilled family development
specialists, or school liaisons in schools and neighborhoods overcome by disengagement, crime, and poor
living conditions.

Weatherization and Solar PV installation

Fresno EOC has for over 40 years installed energy-saving weatherization and solar PV on the homes of low-
income families. Its crews are well trained possessing all the certifications required to complete work to
industry specifications. The ultimate goal is to improve the energy efficiency of homes to reduce the cost of
keeping a home comfortable. That also frees up income for other essential family needs such as food,
transportation, and health care. Though we were successful in acquiring funds to expand our weatherization
and solar PV installations in SW Fresno through participation in the City’s Transformative Climate
Communities (TCC) grant process, this source, and most others we utilize for these services do not permit, or
provide sufficient funding for structural improvements, including roof joists or upgraded electrical panels.
Without these improvements and upgrades, many homes - often the homes of our most vulnerable
residents - cannot receive these energy saving services. We would propose CDBG funding that
complements our other energy serving sources by targeting roof repairs and other structural improvements
needed to qualify the home for the installation of solar equipment and other weatherization measures.

Thank you very much for the opportunity to share these ideas to improve the quality of life for our most
needy residents. The CDBG program is certainly an important tool to make prudent, leveraged investments
in the kinds of programs cited above. Please let me know if you require any further information or
clarification of these suggestions.

Sincerely,

]

Brian Angus
Chief Executive Officer

cc: Paul McLain-Lugowski
Chief Innovation Officer
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Housing and Community Development Commission (HCDC) Meeting
Public Comments Received

Upon call for public presentations and comment, the following people addressed the
HCDC:

Facility Improvements: A total of five presentations were made in the category of
facility improvements. Presenters are listed in the order in which they provided a verbal
summary of their application for funding submitted by the March 1, 2018, deadline.

Laneesha Senagal with Helping Others Pursue Excellence
Nicole Lender with Marjaree Mason Center

Sara Mirhadi with Poverello House

Rose Caglia with Warnors Theater

Lynn Pimentel with WestCare California
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Home Repair: A total of three presentations were made in the category of home repair.
Presenters are listed in the order in which they provided a verbal summary of their
application for funding submitted by the March 1, 2018, deadline.

6. Vong Mouanoutoua with Fresno Economic Opportunities Commission
7. Jerry Zuniga with Habitat for Humanity
8. Susan Long with Self Help Enterprises

Homeless/Homelessness Prevention: A total of six presentations were made in the
category of homeless and homelessness prevention. Presenters are listed in the order
in which they provided a verbal summary of their application for funding submitted by the
March 1, 2018, deadline.

9. Misty Gattie-Blanco with Fresno Economic Opportunities Commission
(ESG Funds)

10.Doreen Eley with Fresno Housing Authority (HOME TBRA Funds)

11.Nicole Lender with Marjaree Mason Center (ESG Funds)

12.Sara Mirhadi with Poverello House (ESG Funds)

13.Mary Ann Calderon Knoy with WestCare (ESG Funds)

14.Lynn Pimentel with WestCare - The Living Room (HOPWA Funds)

H. Spees, Strategic Initiatives Director for Mayor Lee Brand:

15.Mr. Spees thanked the HCDC and presenters on behalf himself and Mayor
Brand. Mr. Spees expressed appreciation for the many organizations
coming together to fight homelessness. Seeing those resources multiplied
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Public Comments Received (Continued)

and then aligned so that they are part of a system not just random acts of
charity, but to see hospitals, businesses, philanthropies, and faith-based
organizations come together in alignment so that resources really do get
targeted in a way that rapidly reduces homelessness is positive. He went
on to state that Fresno has the best track record out of the west coast cities
when it comes to reducing homelessness over the last 10 years. However,
he takes no consolation in that because we still have about 1700 people
out on the streets and that is unacceptable. Mr. Spees informed the HCDC
and the public that Mayor Brand is very committed to the efforts to reduce
homelessness and recently joined with the Mayors of the eleven largest
cities in California in a bipartisan effort to ask the state to fund $1.5 billion
in additional resources for homelessness, this effort could generate as
much as $20 million dollars for Fresno. Mr. Spees continued to inform the
HCDC that the Mayor’s Office has also engaged one of the nation’s
foremost experts on homelessness, Barbara Poppe. Ms. Poppe is the
former executive director of the U.S. Interagency Council on Homelessness
and she is an expert on best practices from coast to coast. She has been
engaged with the help of the Housing Authority. At the invitation of Mayor
Brand, Ms. Poppe has specifically evaluated Fresno and will provide
recommendations based on best practices and options for addressing
homelessness even more effectively in our city. The Mayor’s Office will
continue to provide updates as that process is currently under way.

Public Services: A total of five presentations were made in the category of public
services. Presenters are listed in the order in which they provided a verbal summary of
their application for funding submitted by the March 1, 2018, deadline.

16.Diane Carbray with Boys and Girls Club

17.Veronica Wilson with Fresno Economic Opportunities Commission

18.Laneesha Senagal with Helping Others Pursue Excellence

19. Esther Delahay with Lowell Community Development Corporation
(Capacity Building)

20. Esther Delahay with Lowell Community Development Corporation (Tenant
Education)

Upon call for additional public comment, there was none. Chair Fiske closed the Public
Hearing at 8:01 p.m.



Additional Letter—March 14, 2018

3/14/2018

To Whom It May Concern:

Ongoing support for the Marjaree Mason Center is crucial to providing a safe place for families
experiencing abusive, even life-threatening home environments. As a member of the Board of Directors for
Marjaree Mason, | have been able to see the incredible services the center provides to families in crisis.
Providing safe housing for these children and families is particularly important to me as a pediatrician in
the community. The Marjaree Mason Center was able to provide over 50,000 nights of safe housing
through our Fresno and Clovis safe houses and provided services to over 5,700 adults and children last
year alone.

In order to continue serving our community, ongoing funding through grants such as the City of Fresno
Emergency Solutions Grant and Community Development Block Grant are critical. Your approval of the
grants submitted by Marjaree Mason Center would allow our agency to continue providing comprehensive
domestic violence services in the City of Fresno.

Thank you for your consideration.

Sincerely,

D. Casey Gray, M.D.
Marjaree Mason Board of Directors
Chief of Pediatrics at Kaiser Permanente, Fresno

4785 N. Frist Street, Fresno, 93726
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April 15, 2018

Development and Resource Management
Department (DARM)

Housing and Community Development Div.
2600 Fresno Street

Fresno, Ca 93721

Email: Thomas.Morgan@Fresn.gov

Dear Tom

I have reviewed the Annual Action plan draft and noticed that our project
had not been included. The California Ave. Corner Park located on the
corner of California and Tupman street. The park is a potential site for
community development. The park does not have a secure safe fence, and
it does not have play equipment. Additional playground equipment would
give children and families a resource for safe play. Also, It would make
the space more family-friendly and overall enhance our community.

Please Consider adding the California Ave. Corner Park in the future.

Sincerely,

Pastor Gaina Flores



From: Jesus Perez (|
Sent: Tuesday, April 17, 2018 2:15 PM

To: Thomas Morgan

Cc: Alice Green

Subject: California Ave. Corner Park

Dear Tom,

| have reviewed the draft Annual Action plan and noticed that our project has not
been included. Please consider adding the California Ave. Corner Park in the
future. Southwest Fresno is in dire need for parks and green space to provide
positive outdoor experiences for our youth and families. This need comes up
again and again during parent meetings. | appreciate your consideration in this
matter.

Jesus Perez, Principal
King Elementary

Home of the Pharaohs!

ELEMENTARY



From: Steve Skibbie

Sent: Wednesday, April 18, 2018 10:23 PM
To: Thomas Morgan

Cc: Alice Green

Subject: Dickey Playground improvements

Dear Tom,

On behalf of the Lowell Neighborhood Association, | would request that further improvements
be made regarding Dickey Playground's ADA compliance.

Our city continues to advance toward better neighborhoods and parks, think Dickey Playground
has never looked as inviting and with so many amenities. We know there is need to make the
Playground accessible and useable to all of our neighbors.

Community Development Block Grant funds for Lowell Neighborhood would enable the
improvements to continue.

Thank you,

Steve Skibbie
Lowell Neighborhood Association

395 North San Pablo Avenue
Fresno, California 93701-1788

559-355-1779



From: Letanya Pacil

Sent: Thursday, April 19, 2018 3:54 PM
To: Thomas Morgan

Cc: Alice Green

Subject: West Fresno Parks

| believe it would be beneficial to have a park in West Fresno because it will create a peaceful and
positive environment for individuals to go to. With the decline of our students attending boys and girls
clubs, this will give them a place to go after school, to create friendships, and engage in something
positive and avoid the negative influences. It will also build positive family experiences, such as a family
get together at the park, individuals playing with their children, and also people with pets can also enjoy
this peaceful place as well.

Letanya Patilla — Librarian/After School Coordinator - King Elementary
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Central California Legal Services, Inc.

To advance justice and empower people

2115 Kem Street, Suite 1, Fresno, CA 93721 » T: (800) 675-8001/(559) 570-1200 = F: (559) 570-1254 « TF: (800) 675-8001

April 23,2018

Barbara Fiske, Chair
Members of the Commission
City of Fresno Housing and Community Development Commission

RE: City of Fresno 2018-2019 Annual Action Plan

Dear Chairwoman Fiske and Commissioners:

Central California Legal Services, Inc. (“CCLS”) is a private, not-for-profit, public interest law
firm established for the purpose of providing free civil legal assistance to low income
individuals, families, organizations, and communities. CCLS provides education and
representation, and maintains access to the legal system, for clients who would otherwise be
unable to participate in our civil justice system.

In particular, our client communities include thousands of low-income homeowners and renters
in the City of Fresno whose housing is neither safe nor affordable, as well as thousands of
homeless and housing-insecure individuals and families. The dynamic the Annual Action Plan
(“AAP”) describes at page 6—a 94% increase in Fresno rents between 2000 and 2013, with only
a 30% increase in median income—is one that affects our client families harshly. At CCLS, we
see the cruel effects on families when the scarce supply of affordable and decent housing forces
Fresnans to pay well over half their income in rent, often for substandard premises. We also see
families falling into homelessness when the pressure of rent increases' overwhelms their meager
resources.

In light of CCLS’s core work assisting the populations the City will be serving with its HUD

! See, Maria Hanratty (2017) Do Local Economic Conditions Affect Homelessness? Impact of Area
Housing Market Factors, Unemployment, and Poverty on Community Homeless Rates, Housing Policy
Debate, 274, 640-655, DOI: 10.1080/10511482.2017.1282885 (detailing research showing a 10%
increase in the median rent translated almost fully to an increase in the total homeless rate (9%), whereas
a 10% increase in the poverty rate correlated to only a 4.5% increase in the total homeless rate). The
United States Conference of Mayors” 2014 Hunger and Homelessness Survey came to similar
conclusions, identifying a lack of affordable housing as the leading cause of homelessness among families
with children, and showing that providing more assisted housing was the most effective and necessary of
the list of actions needed to reduce homelessness. http:/nlihc.org/article/report-ties-lack-affordable-
housing-family-homelessness

2025 W. Feemster Avenue, Visalia, CA 93277 « T: (800) 675-8001/(559) 733-8770 « F: (559) 635-8096 » TF: (800) 350-3654

=H'I SC 1640 “N” Street, Suite 200, Merced, CA 95340 « T:(800) 675-8001/(209) 723-5466 « F: (209) 723-1315 « TF: (800) 464-3111
|
" oy ke e www.centralcallegal.org
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funding, I write first to propose that the City include CCLS in its “in-depth and collaborative
effort to consult with community stakeholders,” to “identify shifts and trends within the needs of
the community.” (AAP, page 11.) In future we look forward to being included in the List of
Consultations the City will be submitting with Annual Action Plans going forward.

Secondly, by this letter and attendance at your Commission’s April 25 hearing, CCLS seeks to
better understand how the City’s intends to reach its identified Annual Action Plan Goals, and to
obtain information and clarification regarding how the City will implement its AAP so as to
coordinate with and reinforce the City’s commitments set forth in its 2016 Analysis of
Impediments to Fair Housing, and its 2017 revised Housing Element.

The AAP does not allocate CDBG investments geographically

The AAP points out Fresno’s urgent need to address “a large number of blighted properties, and
substandard condition of housing, especially within the neighborhoods identified as CDBG target
areas.” (AAP, page 9.) Targeting scarce HUD funding to the neediest areas appears logical, and
in fact is what federal law requires. However, at page 49, the AAP notes that “The Consolidated
Plan did not identify any targeted areas. Instead, the City will spread resources throughout the
City, with the understanding that most funding will go toward the improvement of predominantly
low and moderate income residential areas.” [emphasis added]

CCLS is requesting clarification. Federal regulations pertinent here require the City certify that
its CDBG spending serves national objectives—that “projected use of funds has been developed
so as to give maximum feasible priority to activities which will carry out one of the national
objectives of benefit to low- and moderate-income families or aid in the prevention or
elimination of slums or blight.”? A plan that aims only to spend most of the funds for these
purposes would seem to fall short of the standards the regulations establish.

Second, the City must document that it has spent CDBG funds properly. Documentation, in the
case of preventing or eliminating slums or blight, must include “the boundaries of the area and
the conditions and standards used that qualified the area at the time of its designation. The
recipient shall establish definitions of the conditions listed at § 570.208(b)(1)(ii)(A), and
maintain records to substantiate how the area met the slums or blighted criteria.”® It is unclear
how the City will meet its obligations to document its CDBG-funded efforts to address “a large
number of blighted properties, and substandard condition of housing” if it has not identified with
specificity the areas it intends to improve.

The City of Fresno has previously found itself under scrutiny from HUD’s Office of the
Inspector General, for failing to properly spend and adequately document its CDBG
expenditures. (Please see, August 19, 2017 HUD OIG Audit Report Number 2017-LA-1006,
“The City of Fresno, CA, Did Not Administer Its Community Development Block Grant in

?24 C.FR. § 570.200 (a)(2). Mechanisms for achieving these objectives are set out in detail at 24 C.F.R.
§ 570.208 (a) (activities benefiting low and moderate income persons) and 24 C.F.R. § 570.208 (b)
(activities which aid in the prevention or elimination of slums or blight). The AAP has not identified any
projects under 24 C.F.R. § 570.208 (c), permitting CDBG spending to alleviate recently-arising
conditions posing a serious and immediate threat to community health or welfare.

*24 C.FR. § 570.208 (b)(1)(iii).
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Accordance with HUD Requirements,” attached, hereafter “Audit.”) The Audit called out, in
particular, the City’s failures to account for its code enforcement expenditures. (See Audit,
pages 4-5.)

Although its code enforcement team is ordinarily on a city’s front line of defense against
blighted properties and substandard housing conditions, this AAP’s implementation programs do
not include use of CDBG funding for code enforcement efforts in identified areas of Fresno
where such efforts are most obviously most needed. It would be helpful to understand the
reasoning behind the choices in this Annual Action Plan: why not identify such areas
specifically? and why not use CDBG-funded code enforcement to alleviate blight in those
identified areas of most need?

Finally, the AAP’s programming for CDBG funding fails to make clear what City funding the
federal dollars are supplementing. In other words, the City needs to be investing its own general
fund dollars in the parts of Fresno that have traditionally lacked adequate infrastructure
investment and maintenance; the purpose of CDBG funding is to add fo the investment the City
is already making, to help fill the gap created by long-term neglect. Instead, it appears that
CDBG funds are the only funds being directed to many of the identified projects—in fact, that
CDBG dollars are supplanting City investment rather than supplementing it. CCLS is requesting
clarification on this question.

The Annual Action Plan does not consider the City’s Analysis of Impediments to Fair
Housing

At page 16 of the AAP, it lists “other local/regional/state/federal planning efforts considered
when preparing the Plan and how the goals of the Strategic Plan overlap with the goals of each
plan.” Fresno’s 2016 Analysis of Impediments to Fair Housing Choice* (hereafter “AI”) is not
on the list.

However, federal law’ requires that the AAP not only consider the AL but that it include a
section entitled “Affirmatively furthering fair housing,” incorporating planned actions to address
fair housing over the next year. While the current HUD Secretary has extended the deadline for
implementing Obama-era fair housing regulations®, the City remains under obligations imposed
by the Fair Housing Act itself to reverse the effect of decades-long housing segregation in
Fresno. The Al sets out with great clarity a range of mechanisms for taking those actions.

CCLS therefore requests clarification as to the AAP’s lack of any reference to the AL or to the
recommendations the AI makes for remedial action on fair housing issues. This omission is
particularly puzzling in light of the July 17, 2015 Letter of Special Assurances from then-City
Manager Bruce Rudd to HUD official Maria Cremer (attached; hereafter “Rudd letter”),
committing to amend the City’s 2015 Consolidated Plan and Annual Action Plans “to identify

* The Al is too large to attach electronically to this letter. Please follow this link to see the full report:
https://www.fresno.gov/darm/housing-community-development/fair-housing/

524 C.FR. §91.220 (k)(1).

% https://www.federalregister.gov/documents/2018/01/05/2018-00106/affirmatively-furthering-fair-
housing-extension-of-deadline-for-submission-of-assessment-of-fair
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additional actions it will undertake to address newly identified impediments.” (Rudd letter, page
2)

Racial segregation in housing has been shown to contribute to unsafe, overpriced private market
rental housing. The 2016 Al did identify numerous impediments to fair housing that had not
previously been recognized, and made specific recommendations for mitigation measures—some
of which would be highly appropriate uses for HUD funding, in that they could facilitate the
increase in affordable units as well as reducing the level of racial segregation in Fresno’s
neighborhoods. As the Action Plan stands, however, its entire allocation for fair housing
purposes is $40,000 in CDBG funding, 0.6% of the $6,628,923 total; the proposed grant is for
“fair housing planning,” and imposes no set of identifiable deliverables. (AAP, page 47.)

Following is a short summary of those Al findings with respect to which CDBG dollars could
fund mitigating recommendations. It is CCLS’s hope that the City can offer information
explaining its decision as to each of these strategies not chosen for funding, especially the
recommendations that explicitly propose CDBG-funded action. (For example, the Analysis of
Impediments’ commitment to “new or additional CDBG funding designated for improvements to
infrastructure, public works projects, and housing rehabilitation/preservation in areas of poverty
and high concentrations of minority residents.” (Measurable Objective 1.2, Al, page 14.
[emphasis added]))

» Al Private Sector Impediment 1 (pages 11-12): Black and Hispanic home purchase loan
applicants have been denied home-purchase loans at a higher rate than white or non-
Hispanic residents.

Al recommendations:

--collaboration (with banks and nonprofits) to develop strategies to promote lending in
areas with relatively high concentrations of racial/ethnic minority residents

-- promoting credit and personal finance education among area high school students
--partnerships with non-profit entities to support the development of a land bank or
community land trust to acquire properties for rehabilitation and/or development of
affordable and mixed income housing

* Al Private Sector Impediment 3 (pages 12-13): Relatively low levels of private
investment in racial/ethnic minority neighborhoods and areas with comparatively high
poverty rates.

Al recommendations:

-- funding, matching funding, training programs, and Section 3 opportunities for small
business loan investment, and to prepare small businesses for loans

-- explore the creation of a Transit Oriented Affordable Housing Loan Fund in support of
mixed-income housing.

e Al Public Sector Impediment 1 (pages 13-14): Persistence of concentrated areas of
poverty with disproportionate shares of racial/ethnic minorities.

Al recommendations:

-- CDBG funding be used to promote investment and to leverage lending in these areas of
Fresno.

-- creation of enhanced infrastructure financing districts (EIDFs)
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-- City expand or reallocate CDBG funding for infrastructure improvements, public
works projects, and housing rehabilitation/preservation.

* Al Public Sector Impediment 2 (pages 14-15): Concentration of assisted housing in
concentrated areas of poverty with relatively high concentrations of racial/ethnic
minority residents.

Al recommendations:

--pursue and deploy funding to assist in the development, preservation, and rehabilitation
of any existing housing type with a particular emphasis on the development of mixed-
income neighborhoods. [emphasis added]

* Al Public Sector Impediment 3 (page 15): Need to promote active public participation
and involvement on issues impacting City residents.

Al recommendations:

-- implementation of a website; multiple additional measures with respect to better and
deeper engagement with the Fair Housing Council.

-- improve public participation processes

The AAP does not suggest coordination with other City efforts to end homelessness

Although Goal #02 is Homeless Services, the AAP does not mention the collaboration currently
under way among City, community partners, and the Housing Authority, to devise solutions for
Fresno’s homelessness issues. These efforts have included significant participation from
homelessness expert Barbara Poppe, who has successfully consulted with other cities to
prioritize housing-first transitional strategies.

CCLS here requests information about the specific initiatives under consideration with Ms.
Poppe’s consultation, and seeks clarification about whether the AAP can incorporate some of
these innovative ideas into its 2018-2019 Plan on this issue. Especially given increasing levels
of funding for police efforts to deal with homeless encampments, including storage of property
seized, it could be cost-effective to consider using available ESG funds to reduce the demand for
high-dollar police enforcement.

Thanking you for this opportunity to obtain information and clarification regarding these
important issues, I remain,

Vety truly yours, .
Wlute,
PATIENCE MILROD

Executive Director

Enclosures:  August 19, 2017 HUD OIG Audit Report Number 2017-LA-1006
City of Fresno July 17, 2015 Letter of Special Assurances

o5 Jennifer Clarke Sophia Pagoulatos
Kelli Furtado Tom Morgan
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City Manager

July 17, 2015

Maria Cremer, Acting Director

Office of Community Planning and Development

U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development
One Sansome Street

Suite 1200

San Francisco, CA 94104

Re: Letter of Special Assurances
City of Fresno

Dear Ms. Cremer:

The Department of Development and Resource Management, on behalf of the City of Fresno, hereby
acknowledges the obligation to affirmatively further fair housing and to address impediments
identified in the City's Analysis of Impediments in accordance with the Consolidated Plan and CDBG
Certification statements and anti-discrimination laws (Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964, the Fair
Housing Act, Section 109 of the Housing and Community Development Act of 1974, and Section 504
of the Rehabilitation Act of 1973). HUD's program regulations for administration of the Community
Development Block Grant program require recipients of this type of funding to “affirmatively further
fair housing which means that it will conduct an analysis to identify impediments to fair housing choice
within the jurisdiction, to take appropriate actions to overcome the effects of any impediments
identified through that analysis, and maintain records reflecting the analysis and actions in this
regard” (24 CFR 91.225(a)(1)).

In this respect, the City of Fresno agrees to commence the process of developing a revised Analysis
of Impediments to Fair Housing Choice document (Al) within 90 days of the date of this letter, and to
complete the process leading to adoption of Al including its approval by authorized representatives of
the city within 270 days of the date of this letter. The revision of the Al shall include the following:

1.) All public participation processes as required by CDBG regulations (24 CFR 91.100, et seq.),

2.) An énalysis of the degree to which the LIPH, HCV and project-based affordable housing
programs of the housing authorities promote a range of housing choices outside of aréas of
concentration,

City Manager’s Office » City of Fresno

2600 Fresno Street ° Fresno, California 93721-3601
(559) 621-7784 « FAX (559) 621-7776 * Bruce.Rudd@fresno.gov



3.) Analysis of whether lack of housing choice should be identified as an impediment, thus
meriting remedial action in its revised Al and successive Consolidated Plans. This analysis of
housing authority programs will be conducted within the context of all of the city's affordable
housing programs, including those developed with CDBG/HOME/NSP funds, LIHTCs, and also
including those privately developed through other means without these funding sources.
Immediately upon approval, copies of the Al will be forwarded to HUD’s Offices of Community
Planning and Development and Fair Housing and Equal Opportunity.

The City of Fresno also agrees that if new impediments are identified in its revised Al, the City agrees
to amend its 2015 Consolidated and first-year Annual Action Plans to identify additional actions it will
undertake to address the newly-identified impediments.

The signing of this Letter of Special Assurances commits the City's Department of Development and
Resource Management to address the civil rights concern raised by HUD's Office of Fair Housing and
Equal Opportunity.

Sincerely,
.’th{fﬂ. e / é“(//(!

Bruce Rudd
City Manager

cc:  Renena Smith, Assistant City Manager
Jennifer Clark, Director, Development and Resource Management
Jose Truijillo, Housing Division Manager
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Community Development Block Grant Program

Office of Audit, Region 9 Audit Report Number: 2017-LA-1006
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To: Laurence Wuerstle, Acting Director, Office of Community Planning and
Development, San Francisco, 9AD
IISIGNED//

From: Tanya E. Schulze, Regional Inspector General for Audit, 9DGA

Subject: The City of Fresno, CA, Did Not Administer Its Community Development Block

Grant in Accordance With HUD Requirements

Attached is the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD), Office of Inspector
General’s (OIG) final results of our review of City of Fresno, CA’s Community Development
Block Grant program.

HUD Handbook 2000.06, REV-4, sets specific timeframes for management decisions on
recommended corrective actions. For each recommendation without a management decision,
please respond and provide status reports in accordance with the HUD Handbook. Please furnish
us copies of any correspondence or directives issued because of the audit.

The Inspector General Act, Title 5 United States Code, section 8M, requires that OIG post its
publicly available reports on the OIG website. Accordingly, this report will be posted at
http://www.hudoig.gov.

If you have any questions or comments about this report, please do not hesitate to call me at
213-534-2471.


http://www.hudoig.gov/

& % OFFICE of #
| INSPECTOR GENERAL JI

‘ ‘]'"'l’ Audit Report Number: 2017-LA-1006
/\ ' Date: August 9, 2017
- The City of Fresno, CA, Did Not Administer Its Community Development

Block Grant in Accordance With HUD Requirements

Highlights

What We Audited and Why

We audited the City of Fresno’s Community Development Block Grant (CDBG) program. We
selected the City based on prior findings identified by the U.S. Department of Housing and
Urban Development (HUD) and continuing issues with the program. The objective of the audit
was to determine whether the City administered its CDBG funds in accordance with HUD
requirements, focusing on code enforcement, antigraffiti, and after school program activities;
monitoring; and program income.

What We Found

The City did not administer its program in accordance with HUD requirements. Specifically it
(1) did not meet HUD’s code enforcement requirements, (2) spent CDBG funds on general
government expenses, (3) did not ensure that one program met a CDBG national objective, (4)
did not properly monitor its subrecipient or City departments, (5) used its entitlement funds
before its program income, and (6) did not report program income to HUD in a timely manner.
This condition occurred because the City (1) lacked the capacity and experience to administer
and implement the program, (2) did not have adequate procedures and controls in place, and (3)
disregarded HUD requirements. As a result, it used CDBG funds for $163,555 in ineligible costs
and more than $7.9 million in unsupported costs and put $428,373 at risk over the next year of
similar questionable use.

What We Recommend

We recommend that the Acting Director of HUD’s San Francisco Office of Community Planning
and Development require the City to (1) repay the program $163,555 from non-Federal funds,
(2) support the eligibility of more than $7.9 million in CDBG costs or repay the program from
non-Federal funds, (3) suspend funding to its code enforcement program until it can show that it
has implemented controls, addressed its capacity issues, and understands and abides by HUD
requirements, (4) implement policies and procedures to ensure that $428,373 in CDBG funds is
used in accordance with program requirements, and (5) provide training or obtain technical
assistance on CDBG program requirements.
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Background and Objective

The City of Fresno, CA, receives annual Community Development Block Grant (CDBG) funds
from the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development’s (HUD) entitlement program. The
program allocates annual grants to larger cities and counties to develop viable communities by
providing decent housing, a suitable living environment, and opportunities to expand economic
opportunities, principally for low- and moderate-income persons. To be eligible for funding,
program-funded projects must satisfy one of three HUD national program objectives required in 24
CFR (Code of Federal Regulations) 570.208:

e provide a benefit to low- and moderate-income persons,
e prevent or eliminate slums or blight, or
e meet other urgent community development needs due to disasters or other emergencies.

The City’s Development and Resource Management Department is responsible for the
administration and oversight of the CDBG program. HUD awarded the City $18.9 million in
CDBG funds from fiscal years 2015 through 2017.

Fiscal year Amount

July 1, 2014 - June 30, 2015 | $6,280,810
July 1, 2015 — June 30, 2016 | 6,279,643
July 1, 2016 - June 30, 2017 | 6,330,331

Total 18,890,784

HUD’s San Francisco Office of Community Planning and Development performed two
monitoring visits to the City’s CDBG program in 2012 and 2015. HUD determined that the City
was unable to show that it met the eligibility provisions of 24 CFR 570.202(c) with respect to its
code enforcement activities. As a result, HUD questioned $5.3 million in code enforcement
activities for activities that took place in 2010 and 2011. In its second monitoring visit, HUD
determined that the City still had not met the eligibility requirements for its code enforcement
activities. Because of its ongoing issue with its code enforcement activities, HUD conducted
recurring meetings with the City to inform it of code enforcement eligibility requirements. This
finding remained unresolved.

Our objective was to determine whether the City administered its CDBG program in accordance
with HUD requirements, focusing on code enforcement, antigraffiti, and after school program
activities; monitoring; and program income.



Results of Audit

Finding 1: The City of Fresno Did Not Administer Its Community
Development Block Grant in Accordance With Requirements

The City did not use CDBG funds in accordance with HUD requirements. Specifically, it did not
(1) meet code enforcement requirements, (2) ensure that CDBG funds were spent on nongeneral
government expenses for its antigraffiti program, (3) ensure that one program met a CDBG
national objective, (4) properly monitor its subrecipient or City departments, (5) use its program
income before its entitlement funds, and (6) report program income to HUD in a timely manner.
This condition occurred because the City lacked the experience and capacity to administer and
implement the program, did not have adequate procedures and controls in place, and disregarded
HUD requirements. As a result, the City spent $163,555 on ineligible costs, spent more than
$7.9 million on unsupported costs, and put $428,373 at risk over the next year for similar
questionable activity.

The City’s Code Enforcement Activity Did Not Meet HUD Requirements

HUD regulations at 24 CFR 570.202(c) and 570.207(a)(2) state that CDBG funds may be used
for code enforcement costs incurred for inspection for code violations and enforcement of codes
in deteriorating or deteriorated areas when such enforcement, together with public or private
improvements, rehabilitation, or services to be provided, may be expected to arrest the decline of
the area and prohibit their use for general government expenses (appendix C). For its code
enforcement activity, the City drew down more than $6.6 million in CDBG entitlement and
program income funds between July 17, 2013, and April 11, 2017. However, it did not
distinguish between its CDBG code enforcement funding and its reqular responsibilities as a unit
of general local government.

1) The City did not designate areas as deteriorated for conducting code enforcement
activities but, rather, conducted citywide code enforcement with HUD funding between
2012 and 2014 and conducted code enforcement activities in targeted areas between 2014
and 2017. It did not have a plan or strategy in place to show that its use of CDBG-funded
code enforcement, combined with other activities, would arrest the decline in the area. It
also did not have a way to measure the impact of the code enforcement activities.

e Fiscal years 2012 to 2013: The City did not adjust its targeted areas and continued
to use the same citywide boundaries that HUD questioned in its 2012 monitoring (see
Background and Objective section) to conduct its code enforcement activities.
During this period, code enforcement staff members allocated their staff hours
between CDBG and general funds when conducting code enforcement activities.

e Fiscal years 2014 to 2017: The City formed its Neighborhood Revitalization Team
(NRT) around June 2014 to exclusively conduct code enforcement activities at five
targeted neighborhoods. The City did not develop the necessary documentation to
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show that these five targeted areas were deteriorated. In addition, on October 17,
2016, the former mayor of Fresno announced in a press release that the NRT would
perform code enforcement work in 10 new targeted neighborhoods. HUD regulations
at 24 CFR 570.208(b)(iii) state that documentation is to be maintained by the
recipient on the boundaries of the area and the conditions and standards used that
qualified the area at the time of its designation (appendix C). The current NRT
manager showed that he created the deterioration documentation for the first of 10
neighborhoods on November 7, 2016, which indicated that the documentation was
not prepared at the time of its designation. No documentation was prepared for all 10
neighborhoods at the time of designation.

The Development and Resource Management Department director relied on her staff to
prepare the necessary documentation. However, she failed to follow up to ensure that it
was completed. As a result, the City disregarded and continued to disregard HUD
requirements and had not ensured that it used CDBG code enforcement funds to arrest the
decline in deteriorating or deteriorated areas, despite HUD’s having questioned these
matters in two prior monitoring reviews (Background and Objective section). Instead, it
used the funds to supplement its code enforcement activities that it could not distinguish
from regular responsibilities as a unit of general local government.

2) The City did not maintain adequate supporting documentation for staff hours that were
charged to its code enforcement budget.

According to 2 CFR Part 225, appendix B(8)(h)(4) and (8)(5)(d), when employees work
on multiple activities or cost objectives, a distribution of their salaries or wages will be
supported by personnel activity reports or equivalent documentation that is signed by an
employee. In addition, 2 CFR 200.430(i)(1) and 2 CFR 200.430(i)(1)(ii) state that
charges to Federal awards for salaries and wages must be based on records that accurately
reflect the work performed and these must be incorporated into the official records of the
non-Federal entity (appendix C).

Between fiscal years 2012 and 2016, the City did not maintain adequate records to
support the distribution of salaries, wages, and recurring vehicle allowances charged to
CDBG. The City used two different payroll allocation methodologies during this period.
The first methodology involved allocating payroll hours to both general funds and
CDBG, and the second methodology involved allocating payroll hours exclusively to
CDBG. Generally, the City maintained only its electronic PeopleSoft timesheets to
support charges to CDBG.* However, these timesheets showed only the number of hours
allocated to a specific fund and did not show that locations where inspectors performed
code enforcement activities were deteriorated.

! The Oracle PeopleSoft system allows the City to report staff hours on an electronic timesheet.
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The City stated that it maintained time distribution reports for its staff between
September 9, 2013, and June 23, 2014, and for its coordinators after June 23, 2014. Time
distribution reports would show the number of hours worked, location, and activity and
whether the activity was CDBG or non-CDBG related. Except for its coordinators, the
City did not maintain time distribution reports for its staff before September 9, 2013, and
after June 23, 2014. A reason for not maintaining records before September 9, 2013, was
not given, only that the City began keeping the reports after city managers visited the
HUD regional office in San Francisco to discuss their findings from the 2012 HUD
monitoring report. The City stated that it stopped recording time when the NRT was
formed, around June 2014, because the intent was for the team to work exclusively in
CDBG targeted areas and staff time was allocated 100 percent to one cost objective.

A sample review of 130 payroll records? found problems with both the City’s time
distribution reports and case activity listings. Issues with the time distribution reports
included missing and unsigned reports, activities performed citywide or locations not
adequately identified, discrepancies between the reports and PeopleSoft timesheets, and
total hours worked and activities performed not identified. The case activity listings were
also inadequate to properly identify the majority of hours worked and activities
performed. Inspection staff had also been required to perform noneligible activities that
were not identified in these records, such as crosswalk duties for schools and observing
people in the neighborhood. As a result, the accuracy and completeness of these records
was questionable. In addition, in five cases, the City charged payroll costs to CDBG
code enforcement for staff that should have been allocated to the general fund totaling
$4,565 (appendix D).

Further, the City did not properly classify activities in the Integrated Disbursement and
Information System (IDIS).® Chapter 12 of the Basically CDBG Handbook states that
grantees must enter data on the activity level into IDIS to help show HUD that the
activity was eligible and met the national objective (appendix C). However, although the
City had a separate IDIS line item and budget for public service activities, it attributed its
planning, outreach, and capacity building costs* to the code enforcement budget. As a
result, the City improperly used IDIS activity numbers and misreported the activities.

In February 2017, the NRT manager instructed his staff members to stop entering their
time into the electronic PeopleSoft system because they were generating too many coding
errors and subjectively determining the type of activities worked. Without supporting

2 See the Scope and Methodology section for discussion of the sample selection.

3 IDIS is a nationwide database that provides HUD with current information regarding the program activities
underway across the Nation. HUD uses this information to report to Congress and to monitor grantees. IDIS is the
drawdown and reporting system for CDBG.

4 Policy, planning, management, and capacity building are eligible CDBG activities under 24 CFR 570.205
(appendix C).



3)

documentation, a City accountant or auditor enters time into PeopleSoft for the NRT staff
based on this methodology:

o Coordinators — 100 percent to outreach-planning activity
0 Inspections — 100 percent to inspections activity
o NRT manager — full-time equivalent of coordinators to inspectors

Inspectors stated that they did not exclusively perform inspection activities. The NRT
manager confirmed that in addition to inspection activities inspectors also performed
other activities, such as reporting public right of way issues to appropriate departments,
coordinating landlord forums, working in the Restore Fresno outreach trailer, etc., which
he believed fell under the “inspection” category. However, his interpretation is contrary
to the Guide to National Objectives and Eligible Activities for Entitlement Communities,
which states that eligible code enforcement activities involve payment of salaries and
overhead costs related to the enforcement of State and local codes (appendix C).

Before the NRT manager’s instructions, the inspectors were appropriately allocating their
time between inspections and planning. With the approval of the director and assistant
director of the Development and Resource Management Department, the business manager
responsible for payroll retroactively adjusted the PeopleSoft timesheets from July 1,
2016, to present to reflect the above methodology even if an inspector worked on an
outreach or planning activity. By making these retroactive adjustments, the City
inappropriately misrepresented that its inspectors worked entirely on inspection activity.

Based on our audit sample, we determined that the City did not maintain adequate
documentation to support its code enforcement staff hours charged to the program. We,
therefore, determined that salaries, fringe, and recurring vehicle allowances of $4,565
charged to CDBG were ineligible and $441,442 was unsupported (appendix D).

The City charged additional questionable amounts to CDBG code enforcement, including
staff hours for non-CDBG-eligible activities; administrative overhead staff salaries;
unsupported payroll adjustments; and vehicle maintenance, gas, and radio costs, without
adequate documentation.

e Tire team: Between fiscal years 2012 and 2014, the City allocated $139,071 in
salaries for tire team staff to CDBG (appendix D). According to the City’s website,
the tire enforcement program was funded by the City’s general fund and the
California Integrated Waste Management Board. The City received four State-
sponsored grants for waste tire enforcement, amnesty, and cleanup during the years
2012 and 2015 amounting to $670,000, yet it allocated salaries for its tire team staff
to the code enforcement budget. City staff believed that this occurred because there
was not sufficient funding from the State-sponsored grants to cover salaries;
therefore, salaries were shifted to CDBG. However, according to 2 CFR Part 225,
appendix a(3)(c), any cost allocable to a particular Federal award or cost objective
under the principles provided for in 2 CFR Part 225 may not be charged to other



Federal awards to overcome fund deficiencies, to avoid restrictions imposed by law
or terms of the Federal awards, or for other reasons. In addition, the City’s 2012 to
2014 annual action plans and 2010 to 2014 consolidated plan did not identify tire
enforcement as an approved HUD CDBG activity according to 24 CFR 91.1
(appendix C). Therefore, salary charges of $139,071 for the tire team were
ineligible.

e Management, administrative, and other salaries: HUD regulations at 24 CFR
570.202(c) state that the City may charge salaries for code violations and
enforcement of codes to CDBG (appendix C). The City did not follow these
requirements and charged $357,8215 for employee salaries to CDBG code
enforcement between fiscal years 2012 and 2014 for employees who (1) were not
code enforcement inspectors (community revitalization specialist), (2) had no
CDBG-specific responsibilities, or (3) worked in the Development and Resource
Management Department in an administrative capacity.

0 An administrative staff member whose salary was charged to CDBG did
not deal with CDBG at all, and her job duties did not focus on CDBG.

o Inanother instance, the administrative manager’s salary of $51,490 was
allocated and paid from the CDBG code enforcement budget, yet the City
later determined that his salary should have been allocated indirectly as
part of the cost allocation plan that was charged to CDBG.

The City did not retain time distribution reports in accordance with 2 CFR Part 225,
appendix B, before September 2013 or other documentation to support that these
employees worked on CDBG activity. It could not show that salaries charged to
code enforcement were related to CDBG; therefore, $357,821 in salary charges was
unsupported (appendix C).

e Payroll adjustments: HUD regulations at 2 CFR Part 225, appendix B(8)(h)(1),
and 2 CFR 200.403(g) require payroll costs to be adequately documented. In
addition, the City’s 2014 policies and procedures required costs to be allocated to
the correct fund account to maintain budget controls over the comingling of funds.
Further, 2 CFR Part 225, appendix a(3)(c), states that any costs may not be charged
to other Federal awards to overcome fund deficiencies (appendix C).

The City drew down CDBG code enforcement grant funds in the amount of
$203,602 to pay for payroll adjustments between fiscal years 2012 and 2014. The
City was unable to provide documentation to support these adjusted amounts. They

5> The unsupported management, administrative, and other salaries for fiscal years 2012 to 2014 totaled $640,594;
however, the amount was adjusted down to $357,821 to avoid double counting funds that HUD had previously
questioned in its monitoring report (Background and Objective section).



appeared to be a mix of employee salaries and fringe-related costs that were
transferred from a City fund into the CDBG designated fund; however, no payroll
documentation was available to support these costs.

¢ Vehicle maintenance and gas charges: According to 24 CFR 570.506(a), each
recipient must establish and maintain sufficient records to show that it has met
requirements (appendix C). The City did not maintain vehicle logs to show that gas
and maintenance charges for 47 vehicles and a portable radio were used for code
enforcement inspections in CDBG-eligible areas during fiscal years 2013 and 2014.
Although the City maintained fleet reports showing the total charges per vehicle
and was able to generate vehicle activity reports showing a vehicle’s location
during a specific point in time, it did not maintain a historical listing of employees
who used or were assigned the vehicles. Therefore, the City could not show that
only code enforcement inspectors used the vehicles in CDBG-eligible areas, and the
total cost charged of $109,877 was unsupported (appendix D).

The City could not explain why these questionable charges occurred or provide
additional documentation to show that they were CDBG related. The business manager
currently responsible for the payroll of the Development and Resource Management
Department stated that the management analyst, who was responsible for these various
allocations, no longer worked for the City. Email documentation from the management
analyst showed financial problems with City funds in 2012 and that “even moving some
staff time over to CDBG, we are essentially out of money for FY [fiscal year] 2012.”
Further, the business manager could not explain why these inappropriate charges were
occurring in fiscal year 2014 after she took the payroll function from the management
analyst, who left the City in 2013. As a result, the City spent $139,071 on ineligible
costs and more than $671,300 on unsupported costs.

Due to the extent of inaccuracies and lack of documentation throughout the sampled payroll,
combined with the City’s inadequate practices and controls, the remaining untested code
enforcement payroll costs of more than $3.5 million charged to CDBG during the audit period
were also questionable. Overall, the City spent $143,636 on ineligible costs, spent more than
$6.5 million on unsupported costs, and put $428,373 at risk over the next year in its code
enforcement activity.

The City Did Not Ensure That Antigraffiti Program Salaries Were Primarily CDBG
Related

Contrary to 2 CFR 200.430(i)(1), which states that Federal awards for salaries and wages must
be based on records that accurately reflect the work performed, the City did not properly allocate
salaries to CDBG as reported by employees on activity reports (appendix C). In fiscal year 2016,
the City allocated $303,919 in CDBG funds for its antigraffiti program salaries from a total draw
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of $342,084. A review of $155,562 in timesheets® and activity reports during a 5-month period
showed that

e Six of the nine employees reported on their activity reports that they worked some hours
at non-CDBG designated areas, although 100 percent of their time was charged to and
paid by CDBG.

e Six of the nine employees reported some hours worked as “downtime,” which included
activities such as breaks, time off, meetings, or maintenance, but it was not clear whether
those hours were related to CDBG or non-CDBG areas.

e Three of the nine employees did not record actual daily hours worked on a timesheet and
instead estimated time worked and charged to CDBG.

. o Unsupported -
Job title Ineligible downtime hours Unsupported

Lead inspector $4,140 $5,224 $9,364
Inspector - graffiti abatement 5,383 4,159 9,542
Inspector - graffiti abatement 180 3,978 4,158
Inspector - graffiti abatement 409 2,890 3,299
Inspector - graffiti abatement 5,930 2,477 8,407
Inspector - graffiti abatement 3,877 3,284 7,161
Community sanitation manager $25,267 | 25,267
Police lieutenant 15,020 | 15,020
Police lieutenant 7,371 7,371

Totals 19,919 22,012 47,658 | 89,589

The community sanitation manager attributed this condition to an oversight on his part.
However, he believed allocating hours for work in non-CDBG areas would not result in
additional costs to CDBG, despite the lack of evidence, because both the CDBG and non-CDBG
teams worked mostly in CDBG areas. Overall, $19,919 in antigraffiti costs were ineligible, and
$69,670 (22,012 + 47,658) was unsupported (appendix D). Because the City used this same
methodology in allocating salary charges, the remaining $148,358 allocated to CDBG was also
questionable.”

6 See the Scope and Methodology section for discussion of the sample selection.

" The antigraffiti department stopped receiving CDBG funds in fiscal year 2017. The City made a substantial
amendment to its annual plan to award CDBG funds to more subrecipients. As a result, City-designated
departments, like antigraffiti, are no longer awarded funds. Therefore, a recommendation to develop and implement
written policies and procedures is not necessary.
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The City Did Not Ensure That the After School Program Met a National Objective

The City did not ensure that a program met one of HUD’s CDBG national objectives in
accordance with 24 CFR 570.208(a)(2) (appendix C). The City reported that the after school
program met the limited clientele objective; however, it did not maintain accurate records to
show that at least 51 percent of beneficiaries at all 11 community centers were low to moderate
income. The City reported that more than 90 percent of persons served in fiscal years 2015 and
2016 were low to moderate income; however, this figure was incorrect because the City did not
include participants who did not submit self-certification forms. If those were added, the
percentage of beneficiaries certified as low to moderate income would significantly decrease.
Although it collected some self-certification forms, the City stated that it had a difficult time
collecting forms from its after school program participants.

The City maintained daily attendance sheets for all 11 locations to account for the number of
participants in the after school program. However, the spreadsheet was not accurate in that it
omitted names of some participants, resulting in an inaccurate count of beneficiaries served.
Staff indicated that names had been removed because the participants no longer came to the
center. In addition, one center did not maintain a running total of participants and did not know
it was required to do so. Therefore, the City could not provide an accurate population of CDBG
participants, nor could it show that at least 51 percent of the population served were low to
moderate income. Staff working at the centers were not familiar with the CDBG program or its
requirements. They stated that they were not provided with written policies and procedures, nor
were they given formal training on HUD requirements. As a result, the expenditures of more
than $1.1 million drawn down from the program for fiscal years 2015 and 2016 were
unsupported (appendix D).

The City Did Not Monitor Its City Departments or Subrecipient

According to 2 CFR 200.331 (d), the City must monitor the activities of the subrecipient as
necessary to ensure that the subaward is used for authorized purposes in compliance with Federal
statutes, regulations, and the terms and conditions of the subaward and that subaward
performance goals are achieved (appendix C). However, the City had not performed a
monitoring review or established contractual agreements with its departments, nor had it
performed an onsite monitoring of its only subrecipient, Fair Housing Council of Central
California, during fiscal years 2014 and 2016. Its monitoring review consisted of only desk
reviews from its City departments and subrecipient before it drew down funds from IDIS. The
City was unable to locate copies of its monitoring report for its most recent onsite monitoring of
its subrecipient; therefore, it could not show that it performed onsite monitoring.

The City also did not obtain sufficient supporting documentation from the Fair Housing Council
of Central California for its fiscal years 2015 and 2016 vouchers, which totaled $55,000
(appendix D). There were no timesheets to show how much of an employee’s time was allocated
to CDBG. For other direct costs, the subrecipient provided copies of checks but no invoices,
receipts, or other internally maintained documentation. Therefore, the City did not perform
sufficient desk monitoring. The CDBG administrator stated that she was overburdened with
work and there was a lack of capacity.

11
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The City Did Not Use Program Income Before Its Entitlement Grant Funds and Did Not
Report Program Income to HUD in a Timely Manner

Regulations at 24 CFR 570.504(b)(2)(i) state that program income must be substantially
disbursed from the fund before additional cash withdrawals are made from the U.S. Treasury for
the same activity (appendix C). However, in one instance, the City drew down CDBG
entitlement grant funds before it used $188,083 in program income. The CDBG administrator
was unable to explain why this occurred.

In addition, the Federal financial report instructions to standard form 425 state that the
submission of an interim Federal financial report will be on a quarterly, semiannual, or annual
basis, as directed by the Federal agency (appendix C). However, the City failed to report
program income in IDIS at least once during calendar year 2015, although internal
documentation clearly showed that it earned program income during that year. The program
income for 2015 was finally reported in IDIS in 2016. The City stated that although the CDBG
administrator who normally performed this function was out of the office through June 2015,
other staff and the former housing division manager could have stepped in and taken over. The
City had since implemented new procedures to report program income monthly in IDIS.

The City Lacked Capacity, Experience, and Controls To Administer Its CDBG Program
The problems discussed above occurred because the City lacked the capacity, experience, and
controls to administer and implement its CDBG program. The Development and Resource
Management Department director had not had CDBG training in 10 to 15 years, while the
assistant director had not had CDBG training or any prior CDBG experience. Further, the
neighborhood revitalization manager, who had held this position for less than a year, had not had
CDBG training or prior code enforcement job experience, and the business manager responsible
for processing payroll had received no CDBG training. The only person with CDBG experience
was the designated CDBG administrator; however, she had only been available to work on a
limited basis over the last 4 years. The City hired a consultant in mid-2015 to help resolve the
HUD 2012 monitoring findings, yet based on the finding above, the City still had not corrected
the problems and followed HUD requirements. Therefore, the lack of capacity and management
experience impaired the City’s ability to administer its CDBG program.

In addition, the City had not updated or implemented its 2014 CDBG written policies and
procedures. For instance, the policies and procedures stated, “...depending on the complexity of
the specific project, CDBG Program staff will formally monitor departments and subrecipients
one or more times during the program year...” (appendix C). However, based on our review,
staff had not monitored departments or the City’s subrecipient one or more times during the year.
The City also had not finalized and disseminated its department-specific code enforcement
written policies and procedures to the appropriate staff.
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Further, the City had not established the contractual agreements with recipient departments as
cited by HUDg, which would specify the manner in which funding is to be used. It had not held
each recipient department accountable to comply with HUD program guidelines. As a result, the
City added to its capacity issue by not delegating part of the responsibilities for executing and
complying with HUD program requirements from the administrator to each recipient department.

Conclusion

The City did not administer its CDBG funds in accordance with HUD requirements. It failed to
follow code enforcement, payroll allocation, national objective, monitoring, and program income
requirements to support the eligibility of costs charged to the program. We attributed this
condition to the City’s disregard of HUD requirements, although it had been repeatedly advised
by HUD of the requirements since the 2012 monitoring. The City also lacked capacity,
experience, and internal controls to administer the program. As a result, it spent $163,555 on
ineligible costs, and HUD did not have adequate assurance that more than $7.9 million in grant
funds was used for eligible purposes (appendix D). Further, we project that the City will put
$428,373 for code enforcement over the next year at a risk if it fails to alter its procedures and
require its staff to properly account for its time and activities.

Recommendations
We recommend that the Acting Director of HUD’s San Francisco Office of Community Planning

and Development require the City to

1A. Support the eligibility of $6,529,500 in code enforcement costs, including meeting
code enforcement requirements, preparing time distribution reports, and supporting
vehicle costs, or repay the program from non-Federal funds (appendix D).

1B. Suspend funding to its code enforcement program until it can show that it has
implemented controls, addressed its capacity issues, and understands and abides by
HUD requirements.

1C. Repay the program $4,565 from non-Federal funds for ineligible code enforcement
program costs.

1D. Repay the program $139,071 from non-Federal funds for ineligible tire team code
enforcement program costs.

1E. Repay the program $19,919 from non-Federal funds for ineligible antigraffiti program
salary costs.

8 HUD’s 2012 monitoring review (see Background and Objective) had recommended the City implement a financial
management policy that describes how grant funds can be used internally by City departments and the method by
which the use is documented.

13



1F.

1G.

1H.

11

1J.

1K.

1L.

Support the eligibility of the $1,107,000 in after school program costs, including
meeting the limited clientele national objective, or repay the program from non-
Federal funds.

Support the eligibility of the $218,028 in antigraffiti costs or repay the program from
non-Federal funds.

Support the eligibility of the $55,000 subrecipient drawdown or repay the program
from non-Federal funds.

Develop and implement written code enforcement policies and procedures to meet
CDBG requirements or amend the funding for another CDBG-eligible project.
Improving code enforcement controls will result in $428,373 in funds to be put to
better use.

Execute contractual agreements with each CDBG recipient department to ensure
compliance with all Federal guidelines.

Develop and implement written policies and procedures for specific departments,
update and implement CDBG-specific written policies and procedures, and provide
formal training and technical assistance to the Development and Resource
Management Department employees to ensure that they understand and follow CDBG
requirements.

Develop and implement a monitoring program within the City’s Development and
Resource Management Department to ensure that it periodically monitors and provides
guidance to its subrecipient(s) and City departments on how to administer CDBG
funds.

14



Scope and Methodology

We performed our audit fieldwork at the City’s office located at 2600 Fresno Street, Fresno, CA,
and our Los Angeles, CA, office between October 25, 2016, and April 28, 2017. Our audit
period covered July 1, 2014, to September 30, 2016, which we expanded when necessary.

To accomplish our objective, we
e Reviewed applicable CDBG program requirements and applicable Federal regulations.

e Reviewed relevant background information, including organizational charts, grant
agreements, grant applications, written policies and procedures, audited financial
statements, consolidated and annual action plans, and consolidated annual performance
evaluation reports.

e Interviewed appropriate City and HUD staff.
e Reviewed HUD monitoring reports.

e Reviewed reports from IDIS to obtain CDBG disbursements for the period tested. We
reviewed backup documentation to support IDIS disbursements. Our assessment of the
reliability of IDIS was limited to the data sampled, and the data were reconciled with data
in the City’s records. We did not assess the reliability of the systems that generated the
data.

e Reviewed attendance sheets and self-certification documentation.

e Reviewed subrecipient payment requests and supporting documentation.
e Reviewed the City’s program income records.

e Performed a site visit to five targeted neighborhoods.

The audit universe consisted of 30 vouchers totaling more than $3.2 million in expenditures for
the period July 1, 2014, to June 30, 2016. Overall, we selected and subsampled on a
nonstatistical basis $987,400 from five vouchers to identify areas that required further review.
The five vouchers totaled more than $2 million in expenditures. Our audit results were limited to
the vouchers in our sample and cannot be projected to the universe. For the audit phase, we
focused on areas of concern identified in the survey (code enforcement, after school, and
antigraffiti programs; program income; and subrecipient monitoring).

e Code enforcement: The City had more than $6.6 million in code enforcement salary
charges for fiscal years 2012 to 2017. We reviewed various costs associated with code
enforcement, which included

15



1. A nonstatistical sample of

e 10 records selected and reviewed for salary payments totaling $89,650 that were
paid out in fiscal years 2012 and 2013. In addition, there were salary payments
totaling $779,666 for 30 employees whose job titles were not community
revitalization specialist or were confirmed to be part of the tire team in fiscal
years 2012, 2013, and 2014. The universe totaled payments of more than $1.8
million, $1.795 million, and $1.3 million, respectively.

e 31°records selected and reviewed for salary payments totaling $105,315% for the
pay period ending months of September, October, and November 2014 from a
code enforcement voucher of $518,695. These pay periods were selected for
review because of the high payroll ending amounts.

e 39U records selected and reviewed for salary payments totaling $112,0711 for the
pay period ending months of November and December 2015 and January 2016
from a code enforcement voucher of $315,722. These pay periods were selected
for review because of the high payroll ending amounts

e Vehicle maintenance and gas expenses selected for 47 vehicles and 1 portable
radio totaling $109,877 for fiscal years 2013 and 2014. These expenses were
selected because of the significant amount of CDBG funds going to pay them.

We used a nonstatistical sample because it would not be practical to review 100
percent of the supporting documentation during our audit timeframes due to the large
number of records. We cannot project the results of our testing. However, our
review of the payroll records, combined with the statistical sample below, interviews,
and the City’s lack of adequate procedures and controls resulted in our questioning
the remaining payroll attributable to the audit period. We provided the City with our
finding outline and separate schedules to help it identify the questioned records.

2. A statistical sample of 50 records totaling $138,970 was selected and reviewed from a
universe of 348 records for staff members that charged time and recurring vehicle
allowances to code enforcement from June 1, 2014, to June 12, 2016. The audit
universe totaled payments of $954,392. We projected the results of our testing and
found that in 45 of 50 records reviewed, the City did not have proper documentation
to support salaries paid for code enforcement activities in the CDBG program. This
amounts to a weighted average of $2,689 per salary record paid. In the context of the
total universe of 348 salary payments in the universe, this amounts to at least
$873,221 in salaries paid without time distribution reports or sufficient activity

® Four of thirty-five records were removed from total selection because they were selected in our statistical review.
10 Total salaries drawn down from the grant equaled $119,165; however, $13,850 was deducted because it
represented the salaries paid to employees whose timesheets were also selected using a statistical methodology.

11 Six of forth-five records were removed from total selection because they were selected in our statistical review.
12 Total salaries drawn down from the grant equaled $130,213; however, $18,142 was deducted because it
represented the salaries paid to employees whose timesheets were also selected using a statistical methodology.
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listings. If the City continues to disburse salary payments without support, over the
next year, this amounts to at least $428,373 in salaries. We relied on the work of our
statistician, who generated these numbers based on the results of our testing. We
provided the City with our finding outline and separate schedules to help it identify
the questioned records.

e Antigraffiti: During 2014 and 2015, the City’s antigraffiti program drew down
$384,212 from IDIS. We nonstatistically sampled one voucher, 5906620, based on the
largest total amount drawn of $342,084. Salary payments totaling $105,107 for the pay
period ending months of July, August, and September 2015 were selected. These pay
periods were selected for review because of the high payroll ending amounts. During the
audit phase, we selected salary payments totaling $50,454 from the same voucher for the
pay period ending months of February and March 2016. We selected the additional
sample for review to determine whether the issues we identified in our initial sample
were systemic. We cannot project the results of our testing; however, since the same
questionable practices were in place, we questioned the remaining salary associated with
the draw.

We conducted the audit in accordance with generally accepted government auditing standards.
Those standards require that we plan and perform the audit to obtain sufficient, appropriate
evidence to provide a reasonable basis for our findings and conclusions based on our audit
objective(s). We believe that the evidence obtained provides a reasonable basis for our findings
and conclusions based on our audit objective.
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Internal Controls

Internal control is a process adopted by those charged with governance and management,
designed to provide reasonable assurance about the achievement of the organization’s mission,
goals, and objectives with regard to

o effectiveness and efficiency of operations,
e reliability of financial reporting, and

e compliance with applicable laws and regulations.

Internal controls comprise the plans, policies, methods, and procedures used to meet the
organization’s mission, goals, and objectives. Internal controls include the processes and
procedures for planning, organizing, directing, and controlling program operations as well as the
systems for measuring, reporting, and monitoring program performance.

Relevant Internal Controls
We determined that the following internal controls were relevant to our audit objective:

e Effectiveness and efficiency of program operations — Implementation of policies and
procedures to ensure that program funds are used for eligible purposes.

e Reliability of financial information — Implementation of policies and procedures to
reasonably ensure that relevant and reliable information is obtained to adequately support
program expenditures.

e Compliance with applicable laws and regulations — Implementation of policies and
procedures to ensure compliance with applicable HUD rules and requirements.

We assessed the relevant controls identified above.

A deficiency in internal control exists when the design or operation of a control does not allow
management or employees, in the normal course of performing their assigned functions, the
reasonable opportunity to prevent, detect, or correct (1) impairments to effectiveness or
efficiency of operations, (2) misstatements in financial or performance information, or (3)
violations of laws and regulations on a timely basis.

Significant Deficiencies
Based on our review, we believe that the following items are significant deficiencies:

e The City lacked the capacity and experience to administer its CDBG program to ensure that
it complied with HUD requirements (finding 1).
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e The City lacked controls, including written policies and procedures, to ensure that program
activities complied with HUD requirements (finding 1).
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Appendixes

Appendix A

Schedule of Questioned Costs and Funds To Be Put to Better Use
Recommendation Funds to be put to

Ineligible 1/ Unsupported 2/

number better use 3/

1A $6,529,501
1B
1C $4,565
1D 139,071
1E 19,919
1F 1,107,000
1G 218,028
1H 55,000
11 $428,373

Totals 163,555 7,909,529 428,373

1/ Ineligible costs are costs charged to a HUD-financed or HUD-insured program or activity

that the auditor believes are not allowable by law; contract; or Federal, State, or local
policies or regulations. In this instance, the ineligible costs included $143,636 in payroll
charges ($4,565 in code enforcement salaries that were allocated to general funds on
timesheets but paid by CDBG and $139,071 for the tire team salaries charged to CDBG)
and $19,919 in payroll charges for the antigraffiti team for work conducted in non-
CDBG-eligible areas (see appendix D).

2/ Unsupported costs are those costs charged to a HUD-financed or HUD-insured program
or activity when we cannot determine eligibility at the time of the audit. Unsupported
costs require a decision by HUD program officials. This decision, in addition to
obtaining supporting documentation, might involve a legal interpretation or clarification
of departmental policies and procedures. In this instance, the unsupported costs included
(1) $6,529,501 for code enforcement costs without documentation supporting that areas
worked by code enforcement staff were deteriorated, (2) $1,107,000 for after school
program costs without documentation supporting that it met a HUD national objective,
(3) $218,028 for antigraffiti payroll costs without documentation supporting that the
employees worked on CDBG-related activities, and (4) $55,000 it reimbursed to its
subrecipient without adequate documentation to support that the costs were eligible
(appendix D).
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3/

Recommendations that funds be put to better use are estimates of amounts that could be
used more efficiently if an Office of Inspector General (OIG) recommendation is
implemented. These amounts include reductions in outlays, deobligation of funds,
withdrawal of interest, costs not incurred by implementing recommended improvements,
avoidance of unnecessary expenditures noted in preaward reviews, and any other savings
that are specifically identified. In this instance, the funds to be put to better use of
$428,373 represent the annualized projection of questionable payroll charges to CDBG
that will be avoided if the City implements additional policies and procedures for its code
enforcement program in accordance with HUD requirements.
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Appendix B

Ref to OIG
Evaluation

Comment 1

Comment 2

Auditee Comments and OIG’s Evaluation

Auditee Comments

WiLmMA QUAN-SCHECTER
City Manager
July 25, 2017

Tanya Schulze, Regional Inspector General for Audit | Region 9
U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development

Office of Inspector General

300 M. Los Angeles Street, Suite 4070

Los Angeles, California 950012

Dear Ms. Schulze:

Please know that | appreciated having an opportunity to meet on July 14, 2017 and review the
U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Developments (HUD) Office of Inspector General's
(OIG) draft audit report resulting from the recently completed audit of the City's Community
Development Block Grant (CDBG) funds. | would like to acknowledge that the
recommendations and observations included in the draft report are viewed as an opportunity to
continue improving the CDBG program in our community, where the investment has confributed
to improving blighted conditions.

It is important to note that the City has taken the OIG instructions very seriously related to
safeguarding the draft report to prevent premature publication or improper disclosure of the
statement of information it contains, we acknowledge that the reproduction of the draft without
your consent is prohibited and will await further direction from the OIG before any further action
is taken.

While the City recognizes that there is an ongoing need for improvement, specifically related to
recordkeeping and documentation. | am confident that the City has administered CDBG funds
for meaningful activities that have contributed to significant improvements for low to moderate
income neighborhoods. The City is currently evaluating options for additional technical
assistance necessary to resolve any outstanding items in a timely fashion and is committed to
continuing the existing work with HUD's Office of Community Planning and Development
Division representatives to resolve all the issues raised. In addition, the City is currently
evaluating the most effective placement of this work within our organization to ensure
compliance for recordkeeping and financial management of entitlement programs.

Again, | would like to express my appreciation to you and your team for the discussion and other
materials outlined in the draft report that will allow us not only to better document programs from
the audit period as far back as 2012, but also so that we may look forward to ensure that best
practices are in place moving forward. For example, one instance that was clearly a challenge
to properly document was related to code enforcement activities. | am pleased to confirm that
the City adopted its 2017-2018 Budget in June 2017 and no lenger funds these activities from
CDBG monies. In fact, the five-year budget projections reflect code enforcement activities
being funded with general fund monies rather than CDBG.

City of Fresno
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Auditee Comments and OIG’s Evaluation

Ref to OIG Auditee Comments
Evaluation

U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development
OIG Draft Audit Report
Page 2

Please see the following comments for inclusion in the final audit report when it is produced.

Respectfull —
= )

e “l ) s o
L .%uad/.C, /
Wilma OUan-Scheo@'

City Manager
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Ref to OIG
Evaluation

Comment 3

Comment 4

Auditee Comments and OIG’s Evaluation

Auditee Comments

City of Fresno - Response to Draft Audit
Report of Office of Inspector General

Audit of City of Fresno Community Development Block Grant {CDBG) Funds
October 25, 2016 through April 28, 2017

INTRODUCTION

The audit conducted by the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD) Office
of Inspector General (OIG) was conducted onsite at the City of Fresno (City), located at 2600
Fresno Street, Fresno, California between October 25, 2016, and April 28, 2017.

The City would like to extend its appreciation to the OIG for the professionalism of the auditors
assigned to the City, _ and_. Similar to the experience of City staff, the
auditors were impacted by a complete office move and reconfiguration of the division
responsible for managing CDBG funds. Shortly after resettling, the division, including the

auditors, was again impacted by carpet installation,

The time period outlined for the initial audit was planned for July 2014 through June 2016.
However, it was expanded as far back as 2012. Itis important to note that the OIG report also
covers previous activities and time periods monitored by HUD's San Francisco Office of
Community Planning and Development (CPD). The City continues to work with CPD
representatives to resolve remaining findings from related audits of this overlapping time
period.

It was anticipated that the remaining CPD monitoring items were to be resolved by December
2016. However, with the retirement of the CPD Director, the timing of the OIG audit, and the
City's capacity to manage several audits, current activities, and complete the 2017-18 Annual
Action Planning process during a year of federal budget uncertainty, the resolution has been
delayed. The City is committed to continuing this work with CPD representatives, and is
evaluating additional technical assistance opportunities to ensure the timely closure of

outstanding items.

The evaluation of additional technical assistance is an essential component of ensuring that the
City properly document many of the recommendations outlined in the OIG report. While
staffing capacity is discussed in greater detail throughout this response, it is important to note
that several of the individuals implementing activities for the time period audited by the OIG
are no longer with the City. In addition, during the audit, some key existing staff were

unavailable due to restricted and protected leaves.

* Names removed for privacy.
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Auditee Comments and OIG’s Evaluation

Ref to OIG Auditee Comments
Evaluation

Although one key member of the Housing Division remains on leave at this time, and an
additional CDBG project manager vacancy still remains, the City continues to develop staffing
capacity. In November 2016, the vacant Housing Division manager position was filled by
_, Mr.- has extensive CDBG experience and has quickly become a
valuable member of the City team. On May 15, 2017, the City finalized the hiring process for
_ as a Senior Management Analyst in the Housing Division; this position was
created to focus on compliance and monitoring current program activities, including
subrecipients. Mr,- also brings previous expertise related to CDBG. In addition, the City
continues to contract with Usona Development for additional technical assistance related to
CDBG.

Please be assured that the City is committed to resclving the finding addressed in the OIG
report.

* Names removed for privacy.
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Ref to OIG
Evaluation

Comment 5

Comment 6

Comment 7

Comment 8

Auditee Comments and OIG’s Evaluation

Auditee Comments

FINDING 1: City Did Not Administer
CDBG in Accordance with Requirements

A. The City’s Code Enforcement Activity Did Not Meet HUD Requirements

1. The City acknowledges that it did not have a way to measure the impact of code
enforcement activities during the time outlined in the report, beginningin 2012, and is
committed to continuing the work with HUD CPD representatives to document that the
activities completed arrested the decline in CDBG areas.

2. Again, the City acknowledges and continues to work with HUD CPD representatives to
provide adequate supporting documentation related to staff hours charged to code
enforcement during this time period. The use of electronic timesheets for this purpose was
determined to be insufficient. While there is institutional knowledge and e-mails indicating
that previously employed individuals were completing an additional level of review and
documentation in the format of hard-copy timesheets, existing staff have been unable to
locate those timesheets that would include the locations where inspectors performed
enforcement activities, in addition to their hours worked. The City and CPD continue to
evaluate other methods, such as case files, for documenting staff hours sufficiently.

3. The City will further research and provide documentation for the questionable amounts
of CDBG funds related to code enforcement outlined by the OIG, specifically the 2012-2014
Tire Enforcement Program related salaries, unsupported management and administrative

salaries, payroll adjustments and vehicle maintenance.

B. The City Did Not Ensure That Antigraffiti Program Salaries Were
Primarily CDBG Related

The City will obtain additional information to determine if the timesheet description of
“non-CDBG" listed on the employee timesheets was referencing whether or not the area
was non-CDBG according to HUD guidelines or if they were self-defined CDBG areas
determined by the anti-graffiti staff that potentially did not correlate with the CDBG eligible
areas defined by HUD. The City will work with HUD CPD representatives to address this
amount assumed to be ineligible, if agreed that it was outside of the HUD CDBG areas, the
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Auditee Comments and OIG’s Evaluation

Ref to OIG Auditee Comments
Evaluation

City will repay 519,919. The City will also work with HUD CPD representatives to document
any unsupported or questionable amounts identified by the OIG.

C. The City Did Not Ensure That the After School Program Met a National
Objective

The City recognizes that the OIG was unable to determine the total population of individuals
served by the After School Program; therefore, stating that the City did not ensure the
program met a National Objective. Although the City provided boxes of self-certification
Comment 9 forms obtained from participants of the After School Program during the OIG field work
time period, there was insufficient documentation to state with certainty that 51 percent of
beneficiaries at all 11 community centers were low to moderate income. The City is
confident that participants of the After School Programs, offered in low-income areas of the
community, are eligible and that the National Objective was met. The City will work with
HUD CPD to ensure that the National Objective was met.

It is also important to note that there are many challenges with obtaining income
verification for this much needed public service. The City has been in discussions with HUD
CPD to determine if another National Objective better serves the clients in these low-

income areas.

D. The City Did Not Monitor Its City Departments or Subrecipient

The City provided “Basically CDBG" training for departments, however, acknowledges that
ongoing training and monitoring of activities is needed. A desk-monitoring of invoicing
materials from City departments has previously been the extent of monitoring. As
mentioned throughout this response, the City will begin implementing a Notice of Grant
Comment 10 Award Agreements detailing Federal requirements and the responsibilities of the City
Department in meeting the requirements while delivering the CDBG-assisted activity.
Program staff will continue to conduct desk reviews in conjunction with invoice processing.
Additionally, a member of the division’s new compliance and reporting unit will conduct an
annual onsite monitoring visit and issue a compliance monitoring report. A second or
follow-up on-site monitoring visit will be conducted should the initial on-site monitoring
identify deficiencies and corrective actions that are difficult to further monitor through desk
reviews.

During the time period audited, the City had one CDBG Subrecipient, the Fair Housing
Council of Central California (FHCCC). Federal statute requires that no funds may be
distributed to local government unless the locality affirmatively furthers fair housing. The

4
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Comment 11

Auditee Comments and OIG’s Evaluation

Auditee Comments

FHCCC has been a subrecipient assisting the City with accomplishing this goal for a number
of years and City staff has historically conducted desk-monitoring of the subrecipient.
However, the City acknowledges an annual on-site monitoring review is a best practice.
Toward this end, the City conducted an onsite monitoring of the FHCCC in June 2017 and
provided the subrecipient with a monitoring letter in July 2017. Annual, on-site monitoring
of all activities managed by subrecipients will be the standard and conducted by the
applicable program managers. Additionally, the division's compliance and reporting unit
will follow-up and sample program manager reviews.

The City Did Not Use Program Income Before Its Entitlement Grant
Funds and Did Not Report Program Income to HUD in a Timely
Manner

0IG identified that in one instance the city drew down CDBG entitlement grant funds before
it used program income. Prior to the OIG field work beginning in October 2016, the City had
implemented policies and procedures requiring that the Accountant/Auditor perform the
receipting of program income monthly. All staff performing draws in IDIS have participated
in additional training and the Housing Manager ensures that program income is drawn prior
to entitlement grant funds, The City would like to thank the OIG for acknowledging that,
prior to the audit, the City had already implemented new procedures to report program

income monthly in IDIS.

The City Lacked the Capacity, Experience, and Controls To Administer
Its CDBG Program

The City acknowledges that staffing capacity issues exist. While improvements have
recently been made with new hires bringing CDBG experience, recruiting and retaining staff
with the technical skills and the experience necessary to properly administer and implement
CDBG activities has been challenging. The majority of staff implementing the CDBG
programs during the time period audited are no longer with the City. It was the
responsibility of remaining and new staff members to respond to detailed requests for
information as far back as 2012. The City acknowledges that proper documentation and
filing systems are essential to ensure that this is not a challenge moving forward, and is
committed to ensuring that the necessary training and technical assistance required isin
place moving forward.
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Comment 13

Comment 14

Comment 8

Comment 15

Comment 15

Comment 15

Comment 13

Auditee Comments and OIG’s Evaluation

Auditee Comments

RESPONSES TO SPECIFIC
RECOMMENDATIONS

1A Support Eligibility of $6,529,500: The City will continue working closely with HUD's CPD
representatives to document and support the eligibility of $6,529,500 in code enforcement
costs. Again, it is important to note that this work has been under way in some capacity since
September 2013, and more intensively beginning renewed efforts in January 2015.

1B Suspend Code Enforcement Funding: Prior to receiving the OIG recommendation, the City
had suspended CDBG funding to code enforcement related programs. Because the City is
confident that meaningful work is being accomplished through the Neighborhood Revitalization
work in specific low-income neighborhoods, these efforts are now funded through the City's
General Fund and reflected as such in the City's five-year budget projections.

1C Repay Ineligible Code Enforcement Costs of $4,565: The City will repay these funds.

1D Repay Ineligible Tire Team Code Enforcement Costs of $139,071: The City will repay these
funds.

1E Repay Ineligible Anti-Graffiti Costs 0f $19,919: The City will perform additional research to
determine if additional documentation can be provided that will demonstrate these funds were
eligible. If the City is unable to produce the necessary documentation, the City will repay these

funds.

1F Support eligibility of $1,107,000 in After School Funds: The City will provide documentation
that demonstrates the After School Program meets the Limited Clientele Mational Objective
and/or continue working with HUD to determine if the Nature Location National Objective is a
more feasible match.

1G Support Eligibility of 5218,028 in Anti-Graffiti Costs: The City will work closely with HUD
CPD representatives to document and support eligibility.

1H Support Eligibility of $55,000 for Subrecipient Costs: The City will work closely with HUD
CPD representatives to document and support the eligibility of the subrecipient agreements
with the Fair Housing Council of Central California.

11 Develop Code Enforcement Policies and Procedures: Because the City has suspended the

utilization of CDBG funds for code enforcement related activities, additional effarts to finalize
the draft policies and procedures will not be completed at this time. The City does not intend
to begin utilizing CDBG funds for enforcement activities again. However, the City is unable to
anticipate future administration and council actions. It is important to note that the City's

Lol
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adopted Fiscal Year 2018 Budget includes five-year projections that do not include CDEG
funding for enforcement activities. The City is committed to requesting HUD CPD review of
policies and procedures prior to removing this suspension in the future, if applicable.

1) Execute Contractual Agreements with Recipient Departments: Although the City
understands that there is no requirement to execute contractual agreements with internal
departments, the City recognizes the efficiencies and compliance that would be gained.
Therefore, the City is committed to implementing policies and procedures that require
Com ment 16 executed Motice of Grant Award Agreements with internal departments moving forward.
Agreements will include required attendance at technical workshop towards the beginning of
agreement execution, monthly or quarterly progress reports and invoicing depending on
activity type and timeline incorporated into the agreements, and implementation and
performance timelines.

1K Update, Develop and Implement Policies and Procedures and Provide Formal Training:

The City will update CDBG specific policies and procedures to reflect best practices, procedures
for specific departments will be outlined in the Notice of Grant Award Agreements and a special
section of the CDBG specific policies and procedures. Formal and technical assistance will
C0m ment 16 continue to be offered to City staff, including mandatory financial management. In an effort to
ensure that new and existing staff maintains appropriate knowledge of HUD programs, the
division manager has required a variety of training. Below is a listing of HUD Webinar seminars

and training already completed by various division staff in 2017:

- Financial Management Get in Gear 101

= Financial Management Introduction

- Financial Management: 2 CFR part 200

= Financial Management: Budgeting

= Financial Management CDBG

= Financial Management CoC

= Financial Management Cost Principles

- Financial Management ESG

= Financial Management HOME

- Financial Management HOPWA

= Financial Management Internal Controls

= Financial Management Procurement

— Basically CDBG for Entitlement Grantees, Seattle, WA, July 11 =13, 2017, Todd
Stermer (new hire)

1L Develop and Implement a Monitoring Program: The City will developed a monitoring
Comment 16 program to ensure that it periodically monitors and provides guidance to subrecipients and City
Departments. Additionally, mandatory subrecipient workshops will be implemented on how to

administer CDBG funds.
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Comment 1

Comment 2

Comment 3

Comment 4

Comment 5

Comment 6

Comment 7

Comment 8

Comment 9

Comment 10

OIG Evaluation of Auditee Comments

We appreciate the City’s acknowledgement of the need for improvement and that
it views the report recommendations as an opportunity to improve the CDBG
program for the Fresno community.

We recognize the City’s acknowledgement of the ongoing need for improvement
and commitment to continuing its existing work with CPD to resolve all issues
raised.

We expanded our review of CDBG code enforcement to 2012 to address draw
amounts that had not been specifically included or questioned as part of prior
monitoring by HUD’s San Francisco Office of Community Planning and
Development. We did not duplicate costs already questioned by HUD.

We acknowledge that City staff turnover may have impacted implementing
activities for the time period audited and recognize its commitment to developing
its staffing capacity; however, had proper documentation been kept and policies
and procedures been in practice, the loss of key individuals would not have been
as impactful to the operation of the CDBG program.

We recognize the City’s commitment to working with HUD CPD to properly
document that the completed activities arrested the decline in CDBG areas.

We recognize the City’s continued work with HUD CPD to provide adequate
documentation to support staff hours.

The City will have the opportunity to provide additional documentation to HUD
as part of the audit resolution process to address the unsupported costs; however,
we continue to maintain that the tire enforcement salaries were ineligible.

The City stated it will try and obtain additional information to address the
eligibility of the non-CDBG salaries; however, we continue to maintain $19,919
of anti-graffiti salaries as ineligible. We acknowledge that the City will have the
opportunity to work with HUD CPD to resolve the ineligible costs and also
document the $218,028 in unsupported antigraffiti costs as part of the audit
resolution process.

We acknowledge the City’s challenges in obtaining income verification from its
beneficiaries. However, the City must be able to demonstrate that at least 51
percent of the beneficiaries were low to moderate income at the 11 community
centers. Without collecting the proper documentation and recordkeeping, it
cannot show that it met HUD’s national objective.

We acknowledge the City’s commitment to ongoing training and monitoring of
activities.
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Comment 11

Comment 12

Comment 13

Comment 14

Comment 15

Comment 16

We recognize the City’s commitment to ensure necessary training and technical
assistance is provided to staff to properly administer and implement CDBG
activities moving forward.

We acknowledge that the City has worked in some capacity and will continue to
work with HUD CPD to document and support the eligibility of $6,529,501 in
code enforcement costs.

We recognize that the City took proactive action to suspend CDBG funding to its
code enforcement related programs and fund them through General Funds. As
part of the audit resolution process, HUD CPD can verify that CDBG funding to
the City’s code enforcement programs has stopped and that these programs are
funded by general funds.

We acknowledge the City’s plans to repay the ineligible amounts as
recommended in 1C and 1D.

We acknowledge the City’s plans to work with HUD in the audit resolution
process to support the questioned costs.

We acknowledge the City’s plans to implement and update additional procedures,
controls, and training to address the report’s recommendations.
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Appendix C

Criteria

24 CFR 91.1, Subpart A - General

24 CFR 91.1(a), Purpose.
(2) The consolidated submission described in this part 91 requires the jurisdiction to state in one
document its plan to pursue these goals for all the community planning and development
programs, as well as for housing programs. It is these goals against which the plan and the
jurisdiction’s performance under the plan will be evaluated by HUD.
(b) Functions of plan. The consolidated plan serves the following functions:
(1) A planning document for the jurisdiction, which builds on a participatory process at
the lowest levels;
(2) An application for federal funds under HUD’s formula grant programs;
(3) A strategy to be followed in carrying out HUD programs; and
(4) An action plan that provides a basis for assessing performance.

2 CER Part 200, Uniform Administrative Requirements, Cost Principles, and Audit
Requirements for Federal Awards

2 CFR 200.302, Financial Management.

(b)(3) Records that identify adequately the source and application of funds for federally-funded
activities. These records must contain information pertaining to Federal awards, authorizations,
obligations, unobligated balances, assets, expenditures, income and interest and be supported by
source documentation.

2 CFR 200.331, Requirements for pass through entities.
All pass-through entities must:
(b) Evaluate each subrecipient’s risk of noncompliance with Federal statutes, regulations, and the
terms and conditions of the subaward for purposes of determining the appropriate subrecipient
monitoring described in paragraph (e) of this section, which may include consideration of such
factors as:
(d) Monitor the activities of the subrecipient as necessary to ensure that the subaward is used for
authorized purposes, in compliance with Federal statutes, regulations, and the terms and
conditions of the subaward; and that subaward performance goals are achieved. Pass-through
entity monitoring of the subrecipient must include:
(1) Reviewing financial and programmatic reports required by the pass-through entity.
(2) Following-up and ensuring that the subrecipient takes timely and appropriate action on
all deficiencies pertaining to the Federal award provided to the subrecipient from the
passthrough entity detected through audits, on-site reviews, and other means.
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2 CFR 200.403, Factors affecting allowability of costs.
Except where otherwise authorized by statute, costs must meet the following general criteria in
order to be allowable under Federal awards:

(9) Be adequately documented.

2 CFR 200.430, Compensation-personal services.
(1) Standards for Documentation of Personnel Expenses
(1) Charges to Federal awards for salaries and wages must be based on records that
accurately reflect the work performed. These records must:
(i) Be supported by a system of internal control which provides reasonable assurance that
the charges are accurate, allowable, and properly allocated.
(i) Be incorporated into the official records of the non-Federal entity.
(vii) Support the distribution of the employee’s salary or wages among specific activities
or cost objectives if the employee works on more than one Federal award; a Federal
award and non-Federal award; an indirect cost activity and a direct cost activity; two or
more indirect activities which are allocated using different allocation bases; or an
unallowable activity and a direct or indirect cost activity.
(viii) Budget estimates (i.e., estimates determined before the services are performed)
alone do not qualify as support for charges to Federal awards, but may be used for
interim accounting purposes, provided that:
(A) The system for establishing the estimates produces reasonable approximations of
the activity actually performed;
(B) Significant changes in the corresponding work activity (as defined by the non-
Federal entity’s written policies) are identified and entered into the records in a timely
manner. Short term (such as one or two months) fluctuation between workload
categories need not be considered as long as the distribution of salaries and wages is
reasonable over the longer term; and
(C) The non-Federal entity’s system of internal controls includes processes to review
after-the fact interim charges made to a Federal awards based on budget estimates.
All necessary adjustment must be made such that the final amount charged to the
Federal award is accurate, allowable, and properly allocated.
(8) For a non-Federal entity where the records do not meet the standards described in this
section, the Federal government may require personnel activity reports, including prescribed
certifications, or equivalent documentation that support the records as required in this
section.

2 CER Part 225, Cost Principles for State, Local, and Indian Tribal Governments (Office of
Management and Budget Circular A-87)

2 CFR Part 225, Appendix B, Compensation for personal services.
(8)(h) Support of salaries and wages. These standards regarding time distribution are in addition
to the standards for payroll documentation.
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(4) Where employees work on multiple activities or cost objectives, a distribution of their
salaries or wages will be supported by personnel activity reports or equivalent documentation
which meets the standards in subsection 8.h (5) of this appendix unless a statistical sampling
system (see subsection 8.h.(6) of this appendix) or other substitute system has been approved
by the cognizant Federal agency. Such documentary support will be required where
employees work on:
(a) More than one Federal award,
(b) A Federal award and a non-Federal award,
(c) Anindirect cost activity and a direct cost activity,
(d) Two or more indirect activities which are allocated using different allocation
bases, or
(e) Anunallowable activity and a direct or indirect cost activity.
(5) Personnel activity reports or equivalent documentation must meet the following
standards:
(a) They must reflect an after-the-fact distribution of the actual activity of each
employee,
(b) They must account for the total activity for which each employee is compensated,
(c) They must be prepared at least monthly and must coincide with one or more pay
periods, and
(d) They must be signed by the employee.

2 CFR Part 225, Appendix A

C. Basic Guidelines,

(1) Factors affecting allowability of costs. To be allowable under Federal awards, costs must

meet the following general criteria:
(a) Be necessary and reasonable for proper and efficient performance and administration of
Federal awards.
(j) Be adequately documented

(3)Allocable Costs
(a) A cost is allocable to a particular cost objective if the goods or services involved are
chargeable or assignable to such cost objective in accordance with relative benefits received.
(c) Any cost allocable to a particular Federal award or cost objective under the principles
provided for in 2 CFR Part 225 may not be charged to other Federal awards to overcome
fund deficiencies, to avoid restrictions imposed by law or terms of the Federal awards, or for
other reasons.

24 CER Part 570, Community Development Block Grants

24 CFR 570.200, General policies.
(a) Determination of eligibility. An activity may be assisted in whole or in part with CDBG
funds only if all of the following requirements are met:
(5) Cost principles. Costs incurred, whether charged on a direct or an indirect basis, must
be in conformance with OMB Circulars A-87, “Cost Principles for State, Local and
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Indian Tribal Governments”; A-122, “Cost Principles for Non-profit Organizations”; or
A-21, “Cost Principles for Educational Institutions,” as applicable.

24 CFR 570.202, Code enforcement.

(c) Costs incurred for inspection for code violations and enforcement of codes (e.g., salaries and
related expenses of code enforcement inspectors and legal proceedings, but not including the cost
of correcting the violations) in deteriorating or deteriorated areas when such enforcement
together with public or private improvements, rehabilitation, or services to be provided may be
expected to arrest the decline of the area.

24 CFR 570.205, Eligible planning, urban environmental design and policy-planning-
management-capacity building activities.
(a) Planning activities which consist of all costs of data gathering, studies, analysis, and
preparation of plans and the identification of actions that will implement such plans, including,
but not limited to:
(6) Policy—planning—management—capacity building activities which will enable the
recipient to:
(1) Determine its needs;
(2) Set long-term goals and short-term objectives, including those related to urban
environmental design;
(3) Devise programs and activities to meet these goals and objectives;
(4) Evaluate the progress of such programs and activities in accomplishing these goals and
objectives; and
(5) Carry out management, coordination and monitoring of activities necessary for
effective planning implementation, but excluding the costs necessary to implement such
plans.

24 CFR 570.206, Program administrative costs.
CDBG permits payment of reasonable program administrative costs and carrying charges related
to the planning and execution of community development activities assisted in whole or in part
with funds provided under this part and, where applicable, housing activities (described in
paragraph (g) of this section) covered in the recipient’s housing assistance plan. This does not
include staff and overhead costs directly related to carrying out activities eligible under §570.201
through 8570.204, since those costs are eligible as part of such activities.
(a) General management, oversight and coordination. Reasonable costs of overall
program management, coordination, monitoring, and evaluation. Such costs include, but
are not necessarily limited to, necessary expenditures for the following:
(1) Salaries, wages, and related costs of the recipient’s staff, the staff of local
public agencies, or other staff engaged in program administration. In charging
costs to this category the recipient may either include the entire salary, wages, and
related costs allocable to the program of each person whose primary
responsibilities with regard to the program involve program administration
assignments, or the pro rata share of the salary, wages, and related costs of each
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person whose job includes any program administration assignments. The
recipient may use only one of these methods during the program year.
(e) Indirect costs. Indirect costs may be charged to the CDBG program under a cost
allocation plan prepared in accordance with 2 CFR part 200, subpart E.

24 CFR 570.207, Ineligible activities.

(@)(2): The following activities may not be assisted with CDBG funds: General government
expenses. Expenses required to carry out the regular responsibilities of the unit of general local
government are not eligible for assistance under this part.

24 CFR 570.208, Criteria for national objectives.
(a) Activities benefiting low- and moderate-income persons. Activities meeting the criteria in
paragraph (a)(1), (2), (3), or (4) of this section as applicable, will be considered to benefit low
and moderate income persons unless there is substantial evidence to the contrary. In assessing
any such evidence, the full range of direct effects of the assisted activity will be considered.
(The recipient shall appropriately ensure that activities that meet these criteria do not benefit
moderate income persons to the exclusion of low income persons.)
(2) Limited clientele activities. (i) An activity which benefits a limited clientele, at least 51
percent of whom are low- or moderate-income persons. (The following kinds of activities
may not qualify under paragraph (a)(2) of this section: activities, the benefits of which are
available to all the residents of an area; activities involving the acquisition, construction or
rehabilitation of property for housing; or activities where the benefit to low- and moderate-
income persons to be considered is the creation or retention of jobs, except as provided in
paragraph (a)(2)(iv) of this section.) To qualify under paragraph (a)(2) of this section, the
activity must meet one of the following tests:
(A) Benefit a clientele who are generally presumed to be principally low and moderate
income persons. Activities that exclusively serve a group of persons in any one or a
combination of the following categories may be presumed to benefit persons, 51 percent
of whom are low- and moderate-income: abused children, battered spouses, elderly
persons, adults meeting the Bureau of the Census’ Current Population Reports definition
of “severely disabled,” homeless persons, illiterate adults, persons living with AIDS, and
migrant farm workers; or
(B) Require information on family size and income so that it is evident that at least 51
percent of the clientele are persons whose family income does not exceed the low and
moderate income limit; or
(C) Have income eligibility requirements which limit the activity exclusively to low and
moderate income persons; or
(D) Be of such nature and be in such location that it may be concluded that the activity’s
clientele will primarily be low and moderate income persons.
(b) Activities which aid in the prevention or elimination of slums or blight.
Activities meeting one or more of the following criteria, in the absence of substantial evidence to
the contrary, will be considered to aid in the prevention or elimination of slums or blight:
(1) Activities to address slums or blight on an area basis.
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An activity will be considered to address prevention or elimination of slums or blight in
an area if:
(i) The area, delineated by the recipient, meets a definition of a slum, blighted,
deteriorated or deteriorating area under State or local law;
(i) The area also meets the conditions in either paragraph (A) or (B):
(A) At least 25 percent of properties throughout the area experience one or more
of the following conditions:
(1) Physical deterioration of buildings or improvements;
(2) Abandonment of properties;
(3) Chronic high occupancy turnover rates or chronic high vacancy rates in
commercial or industrial buildings;
(4) Significant declines in property values or abnormally low property values
relative to other areas in the community; or
(5) Known or suspected environmental contamination.
(B) The public improvements throughout the area are in a general state of
deterioration.
(iii) Documentation is to be maintained by the recipient on the boundaries of the area and
the conditions and standards used that qualified the area at the time of its designation.
The recipient shall establish definitions of the conditions listed at § 570.208(b)(1)(ii)(A),
and maintain records to substantiate how the area met the slums or blighted criteria. The
designation of an area as slum or blighted under this section is required to be
redetermined every 10 years for continued qualification. Documentation must be
retained pursuant to the recordkeeping requirements contained at 8 570.506 (b)(8)(ii).

24 CFR 570.501, Responsibility for grant administration.

(b) The recipient is responsible for ensuring that CDBG funds are used in accordance with all
program requirements. The use of designated public agencies, subrecipients, or contractors does
not relieve the recipient of this responsibility. The recipient is also responsible for determining
the adequacy of performance under subrecipient agreements and procurement contracts, and for
taking appropriate action when performance problems arise...

24 CFR 570.504, Program income.
(a) Recording program income. The receipt and expenditure of program income as defined in 8
570.500(a) shall be recorded as part of the financial transactions of the grant program.
(b) Disposition of program income received by recipients.
(1) Program income received before grant closeout may be retained by the recipient if the
income is treated as additional CDBG funds subject to all applicable requirements governing
the use of CDBG funds.
(2) If the recipient chooses to retain program income, that program income shall be disposed
of as follows:
(i) Program income in the form of repayments to, or interest earned on, a revolving fund
as defined in § 570.500(b) shall be substantially disbursed from the fund before
additional cash withdrawals are made from the U.S. Treasury for the same activity. (This
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rule does not prevent a lump sum disbursement to finance the rehabilitation of privately
owned properties as provided for in § 570.513.)

24 CFR 570.506, Records to be maintained.
Each recipient shall establish and maintain sufficient records to enable the Secretary to determine
whether the recipient has met the requirements of this part. At a minimum, the following records
are needed:
(a) Records providing a full description of each activity assisted (or being assisted) with
CDBG funds, including its location (if the activity has a geographical locus), the amount of
CDBG funds budgeted, obligated and expended for the activity, and the provision in subpart
C under which it is eligible.
(b) Records demonstrating that each activity undertaken meets one of the criteria set forth in
§ 570.208. (Where information on income by family size is required, the recipient may
substitute evidence establishing that the person assisted qualifies under another program
having income qualification criteria at least as restrictive as that used in the definitions of
“low and moderate income person” and “low and moderate income household” (as
applicable) at § 570.3, such as Job Training Partnership Act (JTPA) and welfare programs; or
the recipient may substitute evidence that the assisted person is homeless; or the recipient
may substitute a copy of a verifiable certification from the assisted person that his or her
family income does not exceed the applicable income limit established in accordance with §
570.3; or the recipient may substitute a notice that the assisted person is a referral from a
state, county or local employment agency or other entity that agrees to refer individuals it
determines to be low and moderate income persons based on HUD’s criteria and agrees to
maintain documentation supporting these determinations.) Such records shall include the
following information:
(1) For each activity determined to benefit low and moderate income persons, the income
limits applied and the point in time when the benefit was determined.
(2) For each activity determined to benefit low and moderate income persons based on
the area served by the activity:
(i) The boundaries of the service area;
(ii) The income characteristics of families and unrelated individuals in the service
area; and
(iii) If the percent of low and moderate income persons in the service area is less than
51 percent, data showing that the area qualifies under the exception criteria set forth
at § 570.208(a)(1)(ii).
(3) For each activity determined to benefit low and moderate income persons because the
activity involves a facility or service designed for use by a limited clientele consisting
exclusively or predominantly of low and moderate income persons:
(i) Documentation establishing that the facility or service is designed for the
particular needs of or used exclusively by senior citizens, adults meeting the Bureau
of the Census’ Current Population Reports definition of “severely disabled,” persons
living with AIDS, battered spouses, abused children, the homeless, illiterate adults, or
migrant farm workers, for which the regulations provide a presumption concerning
the extent to which low- and moderate-income persons benefit; or
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(i1) Documentation describing how the nature and, if applicable, the location of the

facility or service establishes that it is used predominantly by low and moderate

income persons; or

(iii) Data showing the size and annual income of the family of each person receiving

the benefit.
(h) Financial records, in accordance with the applicable requirements listed in 8 570.502,
including source documentation for entities not subject to parts 84 and 85 of this title.
Grantees shall maintain evidence to support how the CDBG funds provided to such entities
are expended. Such documentation must include, to the extent applicable, invoices,
schedules containing comparisons of budgeted amounts and actual expenditures, construction
progress schedules signed by appropriate parties (e.g., general contractor and/or a project
architect), and/or other documentation appropriate to the nature of the activity.

Notice CPD-14-016, Use of CDBG Funds for Code Enforcement Activities

Section I. What is Code Enforcement: The CDBG program will expect that localities emphasize
health and safety issues in buildings. Ancillary efforts to address violations of codes concerning
vacant lots, signs, and motor vehicles are permitted in conjunction with efforts regarding
buildings, but should form a minor part of the code enforcement program.

Section Ill. Eligible Conde Enforcement Costs: To conduct inspections in various areas within
its jurisdiction, code enforcement inspectors may require the use of a vehicle. According to 8
570.207(b)(2)(iii), purchase of equipment not an integral structural fixture (such as vehicles)
with CDBG funds is eligible when necessary for use by a recipient or its subrecipients in the
administration of activities assisted with CDBG funds. However, the grantee must be able to
demonstrate that the vehicle is only being used for code enforcement inspections in CDBG-
eligible areas. This may require logs to be kept for each trip. The vehicle may not be used for
any other purpose.

Section IV. Ineligible Code Enforcement Costs: CDBG funds may be used for the costs for
inspection of code violations and enforcement of codes in deteriorating or deteriorated areas
when such enforcement together with public or private improvements, rehabilitation, or services
to be provided may be expected to arrest the decline of the area. While the cost of correcting the
violations is not an eligible code enforcement cost under §570.202(c), the regulation states that
code enforcement must be performed in conjunction with improvements, rehabilitation, or
services. The purpose of this requirement is to ensure that the deteriorated or deteriorating areas
are being made safe and sanitary for the general public, not to generate revenue via code
violation fines.

Grantees may trigger concerns about the eligibility of code enforcement if it appears that the
CDBG program is being used for general government expenses... As fiscal stress has put
pressure on local budgets, HUD has seen examples of significant increases in CDBG code
enforcement budgets, while overall spending on enforcement remains the same. Grantees should
use CDBG for code enforcement as appropriate to advance the goals of the CDBG program in
areas designated for such activity.
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Grantees may not use CDBG funds to pay for code enforcement inspections and enforcement in
every area or neighborhood or for a grantee’s entire jurisdiction (e.g., city- or county-wide)
unless the entire jurisdiction is deteriorating.

Section V. National Objectives for Code Enforcement:

F. Other National Objective Compliance Considerations

Grantees must ensure that they are not paying the salaries for code enforcement personnel over
their entire jurisdiction, unless the grantee has determined that its entire jurisdiction is
deteriorated or deteriorating. The areas where the inspections are being carried out using code
enforcement inspectors whose salaries are paid with CDBG funds must be deteriorated or
deteriorating. In some communities, this will be areas that demonstrate substantial abandonment
or that are designated as slum/blighted areas by local or state law.

Section IX. Record Keeping Requirements: In addition, grantees must also have records that
demonstrate how activities meet the criteria for national objectives in 8§ 570.208 or 570.483.
Records that grantees should maintain when carrying out CDBG-assisted code enforcement
activities include:

e The state and local law definitions of deteriorated/deteriorating.

e A description of the conditions of the areas in which CDBG funds are used for code
enforcement, demonstrating that these areas meet the state local law definition of
deteriorated/deteriorating.

e ldentification of other activities to be carried out (whether CDBG-assisted or not) that
will arrest the decline of the areas and their funding sources.

Grantees should also be able to justify expenses for necessary equipment and their use (e.g.,
uniforms/coveralls, handheld computers, gasoline, vehicle lease payments or use allowances).
Grantees should maintain salary records (salaries, benefits, timesheets) of code enforcement
inspectors being paid with CDBG funds and a description of all areas they are responsible for
inspecting.

CDBG funds may be used to pay for salaries, related benefits and costs such as uniforms,
equipment, and vehicle use allowances, only for staff responsible for conducting inspections in
specific target areas or areas that meet the low- and moderate-income area benefit national
objective. Furthermore, such costs should be supported by time distribution records (if costs are
treated as direct charges) or an indirect cost allocation plan prepared in accordance with
applicable Federal cost principles.

Basically CDBG Handbook, Chapter 12

IDIS Online also provides grantees with a mechanism to describe the projects and activities that
used CDBG funds. The information captured by IDIS Online helps demonstrate to HUD that the
activity was eligible and met a national objective. The system also collects accomplishment and
performance measurement data and, therefore, plays an important role in the CPD Performance
Measurement Initiative.
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Grantees must enter data on the activity level in the following steps: setting up, funding,
drawing, and completing/reporting accomplishment data. Consistency of reporting on IDIS
Online activities is crucial, and policies and procedures must be incorporated into day-to-day
program management.

Guide to National Objectives and Eligible Activities for Entitlement Communities
Chapter 2, Categories of Eligible Activities: Code enforcement involves the payment of salaries
and overhead costs directly related to the enforcement of state and/or local codes.

Federal Financial Report Instructions to Standard Form 425
Reporting Requirements
1) The submission of interim FFRs [Federal financial reports] will be on a quarterly, semi-
annual, or annual basis, as directed by the Federal agency.

City of Fresno’s 2014 Policies and Procedures

Project Monitoring

Depending on the complexity of the specific project, CDBG Program staff will formally monitor
departments and subrecipients one or more times during the program year.

Other Financial System Requirements
A City department and subrecipient’s financial system must be set up to satisfy an auditor
conducting a single unit or independent audit, whichever applies. During an audit, the auditor
will examine records to ascertain if:
e Funds are properly budgeted and approved,;
e Budget revisions have been documented and approved,;
e Personnel charges are properly allocated to the block grant and based on payroll
documents such as time and attendance records;
e All expenditures can be traced to source documents (i.e., purchase orders, invoices,
canceled checks);
e Drawdowns have been timely;
e Only allowable funds have been claimed on the project;
e The City department and subrecipient accounting system reflects all assets, liabilities,
etc.;
e Inaddition, the auditor will ascertain if the City department and subrecipient’s program
has been accomplished in the manner set out in the application and/or the contract with
the grantee, the City.

3) CDBG Expenditures and Requests for Reimbursement — City Departments
Once the City Budget is adopted by Council, each fiscal year CDBG funds awarded to City
departments are centrally loaded by the Finance Department into each Department’s assigned
“Org”. An Org is the budget control number assigned to the functions and/or sections of a
department.
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Internal Controls
To maintain budget controls regarding comingling of funds, CDBG amounts are loaded into

Department Orgs and are identified by a “Fund” number. City Departments have various non-
CDBG funds to implement programs and activities. CDBG funds are allocated only to Fund
20501 across a standardized chart of accounts that meet general accounting principles.
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Appendix D

Job title

Schedule of ineligible expenses

Breakdown of Questioned Costs

Expense description

General fund payroll charged to code
enforcement for fiscal years 2014 to 2016

Ineligible

amount

Senior community

Recurring vehicle allowance - pay period ending

Lead inspector

in fiscal year 2016

revitalization specialist May 17, 2015 %8
Senior community Salaries and fringe - pay period ending May 17,
TR - 305
revitalization specialist 2015
Community revitalization Salaries and fringe - pay period ending May 15,
- 99
technician 2016
Senior community Salaries and fringe - pay period ending June 1,
TR . 486
revitalization specialist 2014
Community revitalization Salaries and fringe - pay period ending June 29,
- 40
specialist 2014
Senior community Salaries and fringe - pay period ending August 9,
TR . 3,627
revitalization specialist 2015
Subtotal 4,565
Tire team salaries charged to code enforcement
for fiscal years 2012 to 2014
Com_ml_Jnlty revitalization Salaries and fringe for fiscal years 2012 to 2014 22,967
specialist
Sen_|or_cor_nmun|ty_ . Salaries and fringe for fiscal year 2012 47,537
revitalization specialist
Scp%r:iglij;'ty revitalization Salaries and fringe for fiscal years 2012 to 2013 17,287
Temporary employee Salaries and fringe for fiscal year 2013 3,279
Temporary employee Salaries and fringe for fiscal years 2013 to 2014 15,933
Com_mt_mlty revitalization Salaries and fringe for fiscal year 2013 (742)
specialist
Temporary laborer Salaries and fringe for fiscal year 2014 8,660
Com_mt_mlty revitalization Salaries and fringe for fiscal year 2014 24,150
specialist
Subtotal, tire team 139,071
Subtotal, code enforcement 143,636
Graffiti salaries for fiscal year 2016
Staff hours allocated to non-CDBG-eligible area 4140
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Staff hours allocated to non-CDBG-eligible area 5383
Inspector - graffiti abatement | in fiscal year 2016 '

Staff hours allocated to non-CDBG-eligible area 180
Inspector - graffiti abatement | in fiscal year 2016

Staff hours allocated to non-CDBG-eligible area 409
Inspector - graffiti abatement | in fiscal year 2016

Staff hours allocated to non-CDBG-eligible area 5930
Inspector - graffiti abatement | in fiscal year 2016 '

Staff hours allocated to non-CDBG-eligible area 3877
Inspector - graffiti abatement | in fiscal year 2016 '
Subtotal 19,919
Total 163,555

Schedule of unsupported expenses

Expense description

Unsupported

Code enforcement expenditures between fiscal years 2012 and 2017

amount

Unsupported code enforcement salaries between fiscal years 2012 and 2016

$441,442
Unsupported management, administrative, and other salaries 3578215
Unsupported adjustments between fiscal years 2012 and 2014 203,602
Unsupported vehicle maintenance, gas, and portable radio between fiscal 109.877
years 2013 and 2014 '
Additional unsupported payroll between fiscal years 2012 and 2017 3,509,400
Other unsupported amounts between fiscal years 2013 and 2017 1,907,359
Subtotal 6,529,501

After school program drawn down in fiscal years 2015 and 2016

Voucher number 5851177 628,316
Voucher number 5911128 417,057
Voucher number 5921094 61,626
Subtotal 1,107,000

13 The total unsupported management, administrative, and other salaries for fiscal years 2012 to 2014 was $640,594;
however, the amount was adjusted down to $357,821 to avoid double counting funds that HUD had previously

questioned in its HUD monitoring report (Background and Objective section).
14 This amount represents the payroll charged to CDBG, net of the payroll reviewed.

15 This amount represents other charges to CDBG, net of total drawn and the unsupported and questionable amounts.
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Graffiti salaries for fiscal year 2016

Lead inspector - staff hours allocated to other hours in fiscal year 2016 5,224
Inspector - graffiti abatement - staff hours allocated to downtime hours in 4159
fiscal year 2016 '
Inspector - graffiti abatement - staff hours allocated to downtime hours in 3.978
fiscal year 2016 '
Inspector - graffiti abatement - staff hours allocated to downtime hours in 2890
fiscal year 2016 '
Inspector - graffiti abatement - staff hours allocated to downtime hours in 2 477
fiscal year 2016 '
Inspector - graffiti abatement - staff hours allocated to downtime hours in 3984
fiscal year 2016 ’
Community sanitation manager 25,267
Police lieutenant 15,020
Police lieutenant 7,371
Additional unsupported amount questioned 148,358
Subtotal 218,028
Fair Housing Council of Central California drawn down in fiscal years
2015 and 2016

Fiscal year 2015, quarters 1 to 4 25,000
Fiscal year 2016, quarters 1 to 4 30,000
Subtotal 55,000
Total 7,909,529
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HCDC Public Hearing—April 25, 2018

Housing and Community Development Commission (HCDC) Meeting
Public Comments Received

Upon call for public comment, the following people addressed the HCDC:

1. TBD



HCDC Needs Hearing— April 25, 2018

Housing and Community Development Commission (HCDC) Meeting
Housing and Community Development Commission Comments Received

Upon call for Commissioner comments and questions, the following Commissioners
spoke:

1. TBD



City Council Public Hearing—May 10, 2018

Fresno City Council Meeting
Public Comments Received

Upon call for public comment, the following people addressed the Council:

1. TBD
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