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THE CHAIR: Good morning. This is a
continuation of a finance hearing on the Community
Development Block Grant application, Bill No.
000344.

Certainly we do have a quorum
present. Councilwoman Tasco is here, Councilman
Kenney is here, Council Dave Cohen. And, in fact,
for the purposes of our quorum, if it is okay,
Councilman Ortiz and Councilman Goode are here. So
that would give us more than enough to begin our
hearing.

There is also another Committee on
Law and Government that is also scheduled for 9:00,
so we are going to try to get started right away.

State Senator Shirley Kitchen was
here to testify. And if she comes in this morning,
certainly we will honor her.

So we have asked John Kromer and
George Wilkerson to approach the table. And at this
time does either of you have a statement to make, or
are you prepared to just respond to questions?

MR. JOHN KROMER: We each have
statements to make.

For the record, 1 am John Kromer,
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Director of the Office of Housing and Community
Development.

At the conclusion of the Finance
Committee hearing on this bill, a series of issues
were raised and it was requested that my office
respond to those issues.

We have done so to the best of our
ability in correspondence addressed through the
Chair, which was delivered last Friday.

Other requests were made during the
course of the day, and we are in the process of
responding to those requests, as well.

I will be available to answer any
additional questions that members may have.

I would like to request a suspension
of the Rules so that this measure can be passed by
committee today and be presented for final passage
week from today so that we can meet our funding
deadlines.

Thank you.

THE CHAIR: Thank you very much.

Joyce Wilkerson.

MS. JOYCE WILKERSON: My name is

Joyce Wilkerson. | am the Secretary of Strategic
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Planning and Initiatives.

I was asked to come and talk about
the Administration®s plans moving forward to address
some of the concerns that have been raised during
the course of the hearing.

THE CHAIR: Thank you. Welcome.

MS. WILKERSON: I am prepared to do
that. 1 know that some of them were of concern to
Councilman Nutter.

COUNCILMAN COHEN: I understand that
as of last night, about 6 o"clock, he was still very
concerned and was going to be presenting a series of
amendments. He is parking the car.

THE CHAIR: 1 will admit that 1 know
nothing of any amendments, but we are happy to
entertain any Councilperson®™s concerns.

But we are ready to proceed certainly
to allow for another important hearing, Law and
Government. And this is our Council chambers, so we
want to move quickly and expeditiously and go on.

Ms. Wilkerson.

COUNCILMAN COHEN: Madam Chair, 1 was
not able to stay for the final votes with respect to

concern bills yesterday.
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But 1 wanted to state that on the
bill that Council Members Tasco and O"Neill, 1|
understand, voted no, my vote would also be no. And
I would like the record of the Finance Committee to
show that. 1 don"t know how many ayes there were.

THE CHAIR: All bills were reported
out of committee. The middle bill, I believe, 226,
was reported out with two no"s, their no"s.

COUNCILMAN COHEN: That"s the bill.
Make it 4 to 3.

THE CHAIR: I assume that we can
legally do that. Since we reported it out, I don"t
know.

COUNCILMAN COHEN: No. That"s all
right. 1 just wanted the record to show later.

THE CHAIR: Thank you, Councilman
Cohen.

Okay. Ms. Wilkerson, Councilman
Nutter is here, and so we are very happy to hear
your statement.

Thank you. And thank you,

Mr. Kromer.
MS. WILKERSON: There were four

specific issues raised.
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One was the need to develop a process
that was more inclusive of neighborhoods in addition
to those typically serviced by the CDBG program.

As you may know, in connection with
the Mayor®s campaign announcement of the Blight
Elimination Program, he also indicated that he
wanted to see as well planning occur in every
neighborhood across the city.

It is not just those neighborhoods
that have CDCs that need to have an assessment made
of their needs and plans made for enhancing their
stabilization or to prevent the deterioration of the
neighborhoods moving forward.

As we have embarked upon developing
the various aspects of the Blight Elimination Plan,
it has become very clear that the city doesn"t have
an adequate planning mechanism.

IT you talk to Maxine Griffith, the
city"s new City Planner, she will tell you that, for
a city of this size, Philadelphia has an extremely
small Planning Department.

What we are looking at is trying to
make better use of the resources that we have.

Conversations have begun about
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perhaps trying to consolidate some of the planning
resources that are now outposted in the various
agencies like PHA, like RDA, to better develop a
capacity to plan comprehensively across the city,
and planning that"s not just in connection with the
CDBG, development of the CDBG application. But
that"s something that we are going to be looking at
very carefully.

In addition to simply planning, one
thing the city has found challenging historically is
developing the capacity to respond to the plans.

Because so many neighborhoods don"t
have CDCs, you end up with all kinds of permutations
happening on development.

In a number of the districts in the
city, you actually have Council Members functioning
like mini CDCs.

You know, 1 have met with Councilman
DiCicco, Councilman Clarke, and a number of other
Councilpeople who have taken on the planning
responsibility and the responsibility for also
making sure that the resources are brought to bear
and development plans are actually implemented for

those areas.
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We understand those concerns and are
trying to work to develop strategies to respond to
that issue.

There were also concerns raised about
the need to develop plans and actually implement
strategies in neighborhoods not traditionally
impacted by CDBG funding.

We are looking at a number of
alternatives for bringing additional resources into
those communities.

The Mayor has -- we have actually met
with Fannie May. Fannie May next week will be
hosting a meeting between realtors, bankers, and
others to assess the situation in nontraditional
neighborhoods; what is it that will make some of
those neighborhoods stronger, what is it that will
make some of those neighborhoods more marketable.
That"s a critical piece of moving forward with the
blight elimination agenda.

You can®"t hope to spend money just in
the blighted neighborhoods, and leave the other
neighborhoods to fend for themselves.

We are looking at strategies like

mortgage guarantees perhaps by the city. We have
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had conversations with GMAC about that, with Fannie
May about that.

We are also looking at bringing
additional revenue to the table. There are
insurance companies In the city interested in making
investments in the city. And so we are talking with
a number of parties about bringing additional
dollars to the table.

And some of the blight elimination
dollars will be spent in nontraditional
neighborhoods. It was never anticipated that those
dollars would go simply into the most devastated
areas of the city.

Another area | was asked to comment
on is the heavy reliance on Section 108 dollars, and
what that has done to the city"s ability to respond
to needs moving forward. |1 don"t have a quick
answer on that.

The decision to borrow as heavily as
we did against the CDBG dollars of the future, I
think, has had a day-to-day impact nobody
anticipated.

We intend to do a survey of the

literature and look at some of the other cities that
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have also borrowed heavily against Section 108 --
although 1 understand nobody has quite done it to
the extent that Philadelphia has -- to see if there
are ways of repaying the money without such a direct
impact on our ability to run the CDBG program moving
forward.

And we will also be talking with
financial advisors and others to see i1f they can
help us develop strategies for addressing our
repayment obligation under the Section 108 program.

I think, on a day-to-day basis, some
of 1t will be alleviated if we do generate the
blight elimination dollars. They will supplant some
of the dollars lost for those years when we will
have a fairly dramatic cutback in our CDBG budget.

But 1 don"t have a quick answer. |1
will come back to Council with a written report on
that issue.

The final issue raised was the
question about the level of CDBG resources committed
to administrative costs and program delivery costs,
as opposed to bricks and mortar.

The Mayor has convened a Private

Sector Management and Productivity Task Force that
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has been charged with looking at some of the
outlying agencies.

Historically those tasks forces have
reviewed the operation of core city departments.
This Administration has asked them to look at PIDC,
PCDC, PHA, and most of the organizations funded by
the Community Development Block Grant Program.

It is our sense that there are
efficiencies that can be gained that would reduce
the level of administrative costs that we put out.

Too many of these agencies have their
own departments for personnel, for program
administration. It is our sense that, particularly
with the technology that there is, that we can do a
better job of sharing responsibilities in order to
conserve on some of the administrative costs.

And we are also looking at a more
strategic sharing of expertise. And I have just one
example of that.

The Housing Authority, for example,
has developed software that enables its inspectors
to actually go out and inspect Section 8 units with
Palm Pilots, holding Palm Pilots.

Carl Greene and his staff have used
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the city"s Building Code as a basis for those
inspections.

The Housing Authority owns that
technology. | would like to say that it was paid
for with PHA administrative -- CDBG administrative
costs, but it wasn"t. It was other city dollars
that were actually brought to bear.

But that"s the kind of technology
that we can integrate into the Department of
Licenses and Inspections that can be used throughout
all the other housing agencies, without actually
having to outlay any additional dollars.

As we move forward trying to develop
comprehensive plans and better coordinate the
agencies that we have, we hope to see a lot of cost
sharing like at that that enure to the benefit of,
you know, the ultimate users or customers to whom we
provide the services in this city.

That"s just one of the Kinds of
efficiencies we hope to see moving forward. And we
hope to have a more structured response after we
have some of the feedback from the productivity task
force.

THE CHAIR: Councilman Cohen.
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COUNCILMAN COHEN: As one of the
original supporters and probably the only member of
City Council currently, at least among those
represented at the table here this morning, and who
was involved in the passage of the 1981 or 1982 bill
that had been introduced by then Councilman Street,
I think the evidence presented during the hearing
and the concerns expressed and led by Councilman
Nutter have convinced me that it is time to
reevaluate.

I haven"t reached any final
decisions, and 1 welcomed hearing your comments, Ms.
Whitaker, because they seem like forward advances.

But we never --

MS. WILKERSON: I guess out of sight,
out of mind.

COUNCILMAN COHEN: Wilkerson. Well,
forgive me. It is early in the morning and it comes
in the midst of our final drive to recess.

I pride myself, as long as 1 get the
right first letter of the name, | consider that a
success.

We welcome all of those initiatives.

We never anticipated at the time. |1
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think we felt the need was so great, there was lots
of discussions about Model City, and our emphasis at
that point was really on the poorest sections of the
city that desperately needed help.

We never anticipated the drain on the
funds that would come from the Section 108 loans or
from all of the supportive services which are
apparently classified as administrative expenses.

We, 1 think, anticipated, if we
anticipated anything, that the city was going to
implement, you know, separately the supportive
services.

So 1 do think it is time for
reevaluation in all of those areas. And I think
Councilman Nutter is going to introduce, now that he
has parked his car, some amendments.

MS. WILKERSON: I think you are
right. I mean, I think you have to pay attention to
the nontraditional neighborhoods.

I think what we are going to find is
that a lot of solutions are not nearly as costly as
the solutions that apply in the more distressed
areas.

I think that we are going to find
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out, if we try to intervene early, we can avoid a
lot of the really costly solutions that we have to
bring to bear later on.

COUNCILMAN COHEN: Preventive care
pays off not only in the health field, but in all
fields.

MS. WILKERSON: Well, that"s
correct. There are a number of programs that we
don"t tap into that -- for example, HUD has a
program that enables the city to develop programs
that make houses available to teachers and police
officers, HUD-foreclosed properties, for half
price. The city hasn"t marketed those programs
aggressively.

Those are the kinds of programs that
can be brought to bear to market properties in
attractive Philadelphia neighborhoods that help
those neighborhoods, don"t cost the CDBG program
anything in terms of new dollars.

But we have to be much more creative
about identifying those resources and using them as
we move Fforward.

COUNCILMAN COHEN: And 1 yield to

Councilman Nutter.
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THE CHAIR: Councilman Kenney?

Councillman Ortiz, would you like to
ask a question? Your light is on.

COUNCILMAN ORTIZ: Yes. But why
don"t you have that discussion, and then it is on
another matter with Mr. Kromer.

THE CHAIR: Let me note that as one
who is involved a lot of housing, every neighborhood
is different. And it is hard to say that one broom
sweeps clean for everything.

It has taken us many, many years to
get to the point to get developers, property
developers, to come in and invest, to bring together
CDCs and other community members to get to the point
that we have, for example, one private developer who
is putting more than $40 million, they have extended
themselves to that degree.

So housing is unique. It is not like
recreation or other areas. It is unique because
neighborhoods are unique.

What neighborhoods accept, what
neighborhoods want to see, and what neighborhoods
feel they need are different than any other field.

And 1 only say that so that we keep
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that in mind as a committee when we talk about how
we are going to deal with administrative costs, or
Section 108 loans, but how we deal with housing
overall on a citywide agenda.

We keep in mind that you have to deal
with It in a unique way.

Councillman Kenney.

COUNCILMAN KENNEY: Thank you, Madam
Chair.

There was a lot of discussion at the
last hearing relative to the distribution of low-
and moderate-income families throughout the city.

One of the things I learned, which 1
was, | guess, on one hand surprised and on one hand
felt a little better over the fact that low- and
moderate-income families seem to be relatively
evenly spread throughout the extent of the city, not
jJjust concentrated in one particular area.

I think as low as some Northeast
districts, as low as 8 and a half, 8.7 percent; to a
high of 11.6, I think, or 11.7 percent in the First
District, where 1 live.

I mean, that"s good and bad. It is

bad that we have so many poor and low- and
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moderate-income people, but it is also good that the
entire community has to share in the burden of those
needs.

How do we determine the fairest way
to distribute available federal dollars, if we don"t
base it on low- and moderate-income concentrations?
What"s the best way to make that determination?

You would think that under the HUD
regulations, under the rules that have been
established by the federal government and what they
would like to see us do with their money, is that
they would like to see it concentrated or at least
appropriated into the areas where there are more
low- and moderate-income families.

So it would seem to me, based on that
theory, that it would be fair and equitable and the
intention of the federal government to spread that
money out throughout the entire community, as
opposed to concentrating it in certain areas for
whatever good-intentioned reason.

I"m just wondering why it is not
spread the way it seems it should be spread.

MR. KROMER: 1 tried to respond to

that issue in the correspondence that was circulated
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to members through Councilwoman Blackwell.

The determination that HUD makes, the
basis on which HUD determines the amount of funding
that cities like Philadelphia gets, is not
influenced by low- and moderate-income residency; it
is influenced by three factors: One is population
loss, second is poverty, the third is age of
housing.

COUNCILMAN KENNEY: 1Isn"t poverty a
function of low-income people?

MR. KROMER: It is different.

COUNCILMAN KENNEY: 1Isn"t poverty a
synonym for low income?

MR. KROMER: No. It is related, but
different.

And in an exhibit to that letter, the
HUD formula was applied to the Council districts.
And it was found that annually, during the past four
program years, the variation between what was
actually spent in those areas and what would have
been spent if the HUD formula had been strictly
applied, the variation was less than a half a
million dollars a year in six out of the ten Council

districts.
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Now, as you might expect, there was a
lot more variation in the 5th District, where more
activities were funded.

But the 5th District leveraged a lot
of funding from other sources, the McKinney Act, the
Homeownership Zone, funding in other funds that
other Council districts were not able to leverage.

COUNCILMAN KENNEY: And why were they
not able to leverage those additional funds?

It would seemed to me, again, that if
the concentration of poverty is relatively equal and
spread throughout the city, why, for example, then
is Southwest Philadelphia, if it Is as poor
statistically as North, why would North Philadelphia
be able to leverage so significantly more money than
Southwest or South or West Philadelphia?

MR. KROMER: Well, in terms of the
two sources that 1 described, the Homeownership Zone
opportunity was an opportunity to participate in a
national competition.

The notice provided was fairly brief;
it was a matter of weeks, rather than months or
years, to prepare to respond. And site control of a

substantial parcel was a key consideration.
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The only place where we had the site
control and a large-scale Homeownership Plan
happened to be the Cecil B. Moore area, where
planning had begun during the mid 1980s.

COUNCILMAN KENNEY: Isn"t a lot of
this really driven by where the developers decide
they want to develop?

I mean, no matter how a developer or
group of developers decide to pick a certain area,
whether it is on their own initiative or whether it
is on some other initiative -- which is legitimate;

there is nothing illegitimate about any of this --

t is just, I guess, where the power was, the
resources went. And that"s fine. That"s the way
politics and government is. That"s the way it
always has been; that"s probably the way it always
will be.

But I don"t know whether or not it is
appropriate that developers themselves, for whatever
initiative, would be deciding where they would be
developing properties.

And my other concern -- and I have
expressed this to you before and we have had

discussion and you have justified to me in some
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ways -- cost of that housing. To me it makes it
even more suspect that the developers are not
driving this train.

I mean, if a house on average for
low- or moderate-income people costs 130 to 140
thousand dollars to build, on average, which is a
much more expensive house than 1 live in, and I™m
not a low- or moderate-income person, and they are
all concentrated in one specific area through
developers that are building houses that are very
expensive, you only have to wonder whether we are
getting the best benefit and value for our dollar in
that particular process.

MR. KROMER: Let me address those
issues. | will try to address them in the order you
raised them.

The issue of where the developers
want to develop really has a close relationship to
the issue of, you know, could McKinney funding have
been available in other areas of the city.

And the answer is yes in theory. But
the fact of the matter is that, over the years, one
of the places where special-needs housing for

formerly homeless people and other people has been
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developed successfully has been North Central
Philadelphia.

COUNCILMAN KENNEY: Before you do
that, explain to me the issue, | hear this, since we
have started this discussion, the term
""'special-needs housing'” continues to arise.

And 1 recognize that part of the
cohort of special-needs clients or people are
formerly homeless people transitioning from shelter
system to housing.

What other special needs? Are they
physically disabled people? What are the other
categories of special needs?

MR. KROMER: Physically disabled
people, chronically mentally ill people, people in
recovery from drug and alcohol abuse. Any person
that needs a combination --

COUNCILMAN KENNEY: People covered
under the Fair Housing Act, those categories?

MR. KROMER: Yes. Yes.

COUNCILMAN KENNEY: So all the
housing, or most of the housing, that has been
developed in this particular area is serving either

homeless or physically disabled people?
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MR. KROMER: No. That is the
category that leverages McKinney money from the
federal government, which is extra money, which was
one of the points | was making about the 5th
District.

In the 5th District, there has been a
tradition of political support for special-needs
housing development, more so than in some other
areas of the city.

There®"s been an array of service
providers who are based there or who work there
regularly, who are available to link into the
housing and provide the services that are needed.

There®"s been an array of nonprofit
and private housing developers that want to and know
how to develop special-needs housing.

And that combination has worked in
the 5th District, and it hasn"t worked in some of
the other Council districts for various reasons.

But the fact is, that combination
leverages McKinney money. And, because of that, we
have committed CDBG dollars more so than in some
other areas where we have no proposals for special

needs housing.
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COUNCILMAN KENNEY: 1 am not going to
belabor this point. Councilman Nutter, I know, has
a long list of questions.

Just one kind of gquestion/statement,
and we said that at the last hearing. The Office of
Housing and Community Development has a two-fold
function in my mind; It is housing and it is
community development.

And 1 think, in many ways, over the
last four to eight years, the emphasis, the total
emphasis, has been solely on housing.

Which is not necessarily a bad thing,
but it does have another function. And those other
functions of community development, community
stabilization are important functions of that office
that I think in many ways have been put aside in
order to effect the housing issues.

I really think that needs to change
in order to, number one, be fair to the overall
taxpayer and neighborhoods throughout the city, and
also to keep some of our stable or marginal
neighborhoods from declining into a devastation or a
devastated situation.

And | think that unless we start
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concentrating at least a portion of those dollars in
that direction, I think we are really not serving
the overall needs of the city and its future.

MR. KROMER: 1 agree absolutely.

I am very concerned about that, and
that"s one of the reasons why 1 circulated a series
of four memos last fall to Council Members and
others about the future of the community development
policy in Philadelphia, and why 1 would like to meet
with you to follow up on some of those items.

THE CHAIR: Before 1 call on
Councilman Cohen, let me note that I think housing
is community development. There iIs no way a
community does not rise if you have good housing.

And good housing can reverberate to
cause other developers and other investment,
commercial and residential, in neighborhoods.

And certainly back some years ago
there was a philosophy in OHCD, prior to
Mr. Kromer®s coming, that talked about saving
neighborhoods, and there was an investment that
way .

And then that was criticized because

we were investing dollars only in the communities,
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or primarily in the communities, that could be
saved. But that was to the detriment of those very,
very poor communities who had no dollars. So there
is no simple way to just invest.

It seems too me, as | have said
earlier, that housing is unique In that we have to
include everybody.

You have got to include the
special-needs folks. And 1 heard Darrell Clarke say
a lot of neighborhoods wouldn®"t take the housing he
has taken.

Every neighborhood doesn®t want
special-needs housing, and they won"t take people
who are in AIDS homes, or they don"t take people who
are homeless, they won"t take all Kinds of
special-needs people. And so housing is different
than other places.

But I really, really do believe that
housing is community development. And certainly in
my area it has spurred a lot of development
throughout West Philadelphia.

COUNCILMAN KENNEY: Madam Chair, |
Jjust wanted to make sure the record is clear.

I said | thought -- and you are not
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correcting me -- but I thought that housing efforts
are critical, are critical.

The only suggestion 1 am making is
that there is other functions of this office that I
think need to be paid attention to.

And 1 agree with you about taking
care of poor people in neighborhoods with needs.
Because when 1 look at the First District, |
learned, through Councilman Nutter®"s research, that
it"s got the highest concentration of poor people in
the city, 11.7 percent, higher than any other area
of the city.

So I"m not in any way suggesting that
we reverse or change drastically the effort of
providing housing for people.

The only thing 1 am suggesting is, we
pay attention to some of those other needs on a
smaller scale and also try to find a way to build
houses that don"t cost $140,000 on average.

Because the average tax-paying person
in the city doesn®"t live in a house that"s worth
140. And 1 think there is no general iInequity
there.

And may be a way for us to get more
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people housed is by reducing the amount of money it
costs to build these houses on average. Maybe we
could even house more people in that regard.

So | totally agree with what the
Chairperson is saying. | just don"t want the record
to reflect that I was in any way we shouldn®t do
housing. 1 really think that it Is an important
function of your office, but I do think you have
another function I would like to see you pay a
little more attention to.

THE CHAIR: Thank you.

And we also know it is always a
challenge, you know, in some neighborhoods where you
don"t have an active community organization, or CDC,
and very blighted areas, it is very, very difficult
to get somebody interested in wanting to develop
there.

And that is where we, as elected
officials, come in to try to get our developers
interested in coming into certain areas.

So it is not that simple, just a
matter of choosing or not choosing. You have got to
have people who want to build there and all the

other factors have to be there to come together.
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We have been at this a very, very
long time, and | have a great appreciation for what
it takes to develop housing.

And, in fact, we have spent a billion
dollars in West Philadelphia in my district since
1"ve been in office in this area, and it takes a lot
to get it done.

But things have to come together.

And it is not as simple as saying, let"s invest a
million dollars in ten places. It just doesn"t work
that way.

A followup comment or question or
point of view from Councilman Cohen, then 1 will get
to you gentlemen.

COUNCILMAN COHEN: 1 think this
discussion is excellent in many ways.

I also want to express my concern
that I am not sure the formula of low and moderate
income is an appropriate grouping.

I think the 5th District -- to say
that there is an equal concentration among the ten
councilmanic districts of poor people, 1 think, 1is,
as | see it, is a total misstatement. 1 do not

believe that to be the case.
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I believe in some of the districts
the very heavy concentration is on poor, and I think
it was the case in the 5th District.

In other districts that seem to have
the same concentration, basically, the heavy
grouping is in the moderate income, like in the 8th,
9th, 10th Districts, and maybe in the 1lst and
others.

I think we have got to begin to break
down the concentrations and see what districts have
what concentration of the poorest people.

Special-needs housing, often the
groups involved in that are not strongly financed.

They are looking also for property
that"s the cheapest available property. And,
therefore, districts where the property values are
lower seem to welcome special-needs housing more.

Because the nonprofit groups go in
there, they can spread their money over greater
territory, if they have to pay less for real
estate.

I think all of these are
considerations that we have to take into account.

And 1 think Councilman Kenney"s last statement was
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very important.

It doesn™"t seem to make sense to say
that we build houses at $150,000. And the moment
they are built, their value immediately is dropped
by 100,000. Most of them are -- and maybe i1t has
dropped even more than that.

Because rarely is there a house today
built in a subsidized fashion for under $150,000 in
the city, and rarely does that property have a
market value of 50,000 -- of any figure higher than
$50,000.

I think these are all complex
things. As the Chairperson aptly mentioned, you
can"t use the same broom to sweep away the problems
in the different districts. You need different
kinds of brooms.

And 1 think what Councilman Nutter®s
emphasis is, you know, looking in hindsight, that
maybe it is wrong, or has become wrong now, to
concentrate the federal dollars, which are available
for both groupings, low and moderate income, to just
concentrate that in one of the areas.

We think maybe we have to reevaluate

what kind of division of that fund is necessary.
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And, again, I just wanted to commend
the initial report by -- this time I will try to get
it right —- by Ms. Wilkerson.

We are glad to see that the
Administration is studying these different aspects.
Because what we would like to see is that the
federal dollars go for all the purposes that the
federal government intended, that they not be used
to supplement a city budget.

The city ought to carry iIn its own
General Fund the costs for many of these programs.
The costs for these programs ought not to come out
of the dollars that were supposed to work directly

on behalf of the groups covered by the federal

program.

Thank you. Madam Chair.

THE CHAIR: Thank you.

Councilman Ortiz and then Councilman
Goode.

All right. Councilman Goode.

COUNCILMAN GOODE: Thank you, Madam
Chair.

Let me reiterate the points that

Councillman Cohen made. First and foremost say that
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it is a ridiculous statement to suggest that poverty
and disinvestment is equally spread throughout the
city.

Anyone can drive around this city and
see that poverty and disinvestment is centralized,
is concentrated within certain neighborhoods.

Furthermore, to suggest that we
should examine any of this by Council district would
only be done by Councilpeople. No one else examines
anything by Council district, other than
Councilpeople. It is politicians who examine stuff
by political boundaries.

And we should never, regardless of
whether we agree with this whole reverse Robin Hood
strategy or not, of funding for poor neighborhoods,
we should never allocate Community Development
dollars by political boundaries, and | wanted to put
that on the record.

THE CHAIR: Thank you very much.

Councilman Kenney, then Councilman
Ortiz.

COUNCILMAN KENNEY: 1 just want to
set the record straight that 1 believe that there

are areas of this city in every Council district
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that are extremely devastated and extremely poor.

And, Councilman Goode, 1 would take
him for a ride throughout South Philadelphia and
areas of high concentrations of new immigrant
families from Southeast Asia. And in Councilman
DiCicco"s district, 1 would take them into
Kensington and some of the blighted and devastated
areas of the 1st District. There are devastated and
tortured areas in every section of the city.

I have been representing the city as
a whole now for going on nine years, and 1 have been
in every neighborhood in this city.

And some neighborhoods you can go
from -- in my neighborhood you can go in a
four-block area and have a stable, absolutely solid
neighborhood, and go two blocks over and it is like
another world.

And my issue is, those are the kinds
of neighborhoods and those poor people in those
areas that are surrounding and abutting stable
neighborhoods need to be helped as much as other
areas of the city so that other stable neighborhood
doesn®t begin to decline.

And 1 would argue, and respectfully
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argue, that there are as many, there are blighted,
devastated areas in the 1st Council District as
there are in the 5th.

There are blighted and devastated
areas in the 2nd Council District as there are in
the 5th.

And all 1"m saying is that we have
lots of problems in lots of neighborhoods, lots of
poor people.

We may have had this disinvestment
issue in certain areas. But, I will tell you, there
are poor suffering people in every section of the
city, and including the 1st District that people
think somehow is in many ways affluent.

You know, you go through that 7th
Street corridor, where we have an influx of poor
people that have been fleeing oppressive governments
and living in squalor trying to survive, they need
as much help as people living in the 5th District.

So 1 would respectfully argue that
there is spread out throughout this city areas of
concentration where people are poor and destitute
and in need of help.

THE CHAIR: Before --
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COUNCILMAN GOODE: 1 have worked with
business associations and community development
corporations citywide. |1 have worked with Universal
Community Homes in South Philly. 1 have worked with
Community Development Corporation Frankford
Ministries in Northeast Philadelphia. 1 have worked
in Germantown. 1 have worked in every section of
the city.

What I am suggesting is, first and
foremost, that community development practitioners
look at neighborhoods, look at the conditions of
those neighborhoods. Not only poverty, income
level, the unemployment rates; they look at the
investment, who is investing and who is not
investing there. And everything is not equal.

And we should not change our way of
allocating community development dollars to be done
by political boundaries. We should not politicize
this.

As we look at the Blight Removal
Plan, as we continue the Community Development Block
Grant dollars and how we allocate them, we should
not politicize.

Let"s come up with a strategy that"s
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based on needs and takes in all these factors.

And I know of the poverty. | know of
the low-income population across the city because I
have worked with Community Development Corporations
in trying to alleviate it.

So while you were here sitting in
City Council, I was at the executive branch trying
to solve these problems.

THE CHAIR: Let me note also that I
think most Councilpeople have area that run the
gamut. We have more affluent areas and we have
those blighted areas. And the challenge is to try
to help everybody.

I for one have developed a ten-year
plan for my district that I announced over a year
ago to make my area self-sustaining. So | have
created a plan for my district so that where we have
stable neighborhoods and there is a weak one in
between, we have a plan for that area, where we are
working with community and private developers to try
to make that area stable.

And certainly 1 agree with my
colleague that we have to deal with what is needed.

We have to always deal with housing on what makes
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sense. We have to deal with housing on who the
community is and who the developers are that we can
get to come in, as well as all government funding
available.

Councilman Ortiz and then
Counci lwoman Tasco.

COUNCILMAN NUTTER: Madam Chair.

COUNCILMAN ORTIZ: Thank you, Madam
Chair.

COUNCILMAN NUTTER: Madam Chair, if I
could enter this part of the discussion.

COUNCILMAN ORTIZ: He is a member of
the committee, Madam Chair.

COUNCILMAN NUTTER: Thank you,
Councilman.

Let me just say that there has
certainly been a lot of discussion about
district-by-district comparisons.

And 1 certainly contributed to that
by way of some of the preliminary analysis of the
distribution of dollars.

And while I did put that analysis out
there, you"d have to have some basis, 1 think, at a

fundamental level to be able to compare and contrast
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what is going on.

That does not necessarily mean that
the dollars should absolutely and strictly be
allocated on a district basis.

But I think you have to have some
starting point to look at what is going on. And in
my situation, the people in the 4th District do
wonder what is going on.

And so, as their representative, | at
least have to make some accounting of what are the
dollars that have come in and how does that stack up
anywhere else.

I think there will always be a case
to be made in other areas of the city where you have
a higher concentration of poverty, which is the case
and it has been discussed on a number of occasions,
and 1 have had discussions with Councilman Clarke
about this.

There is no dispute, there is no
question that there is a higher concentration of
low- and moderate-income people in the 5th District
and in the 3rd as compared to any other district
throughout the city. It is up over 70 percent. No

other districts are as high. The rest are in the
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either mid to low 60s.

So there will always be a case to be
made and a basis for making more investment in some
other areas.

But I think, as Councilman Cohen has
made the point and Councilman Kenney and Secretary
Wilkerson, there have to be different strategies in
different places.

The neighborhoods don"t all naturally
follow our councilmanic boundaries. And there are
ways to look at neighborhoods on a
neighborhood-by-neighborhood basis.

Some of them do stay within
councilmanic districts. We share West
Philadelphia.

But some of the things that go on on
the south side, the side | grew up on, are different
than some of the things that go on on the north
side, which 1 now represent.

You have a plan for that particular
area. And as I continue to work, I am sure we will
have one, as well.

There will be different land

acquisition costs, there will be differences in
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availability of land.

One of the reasons you don"t see some
of the activity going on, for instance, in the 4th,
as compared to the much talked about 5th, is a sheer
who has land and who doesn"t.

I*"m, you know, at some level in a
fairly fortunate situation that I don"t have large
tracts of land that a developer might want to come
in to develop.

That does not mean, though, that
there aren®t needs out there, some of which are not
being met for the homeowners and in more stable
neighborhoods who just have different needs.

They don"t need a lot of new housing;
they need to preserve what they have.

So, 1 mean, 1 would only say to my
colleague that, to be honest with you, we have not
had this level of discussion about these issues in
most of the time that I have been here, and 1 have
not been here that long as compared to some of my
other colleagues.

But I think It is an important
discussion. And 1 think that Secretary Wilkerson®s

testimony is going in the direction of the need for
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more of this kind of discussion and 1 think
ultimately some changes that Mayor Street will
probably make in this regard.

THE CHAIR: Thank you very much.

Let me say for all those that are
here that this is a continuation of a Finance
hearing for the Community Development Block Grant
application.

There is also another committee
hearing due to take place, Committee on Law and
Government, and we are doing this before Council
session begins.

We are sorry to hold you up for those
who are here for other purposes. But, as you may
know, this is the week before our last session of
Council. If we do not have our legislation on the
record, then we cannot pass it next week and we will
miss it, because then, technically, we recess,
although we will be here, until September.

So we are trying to get all our
bills, all our legislation complete so that we can
get it passed before recess.

We will have two people testify, only

two today, State Senator Shirley Kitchen.
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As soon as we have Councilman Ortiz*
question and Councilwoman Tasco, we will have State
Senator Shirley Kitchen testify, Nora Licktash the
Director of Women"s Community Revitalization
program.

And I will say that we did invite
everybody to testify last time. Some couldn®t
wait. But we will make an exception and permit the
Director of the Women®"s Community Revitalization
Program.

We did promise State Senator Shirley
Kitchen that she could speak this morning. And then
we will try to deal with getting the legislation —-
ending the community hearing and going into our
Stated meeting so that we can complete this hearing
and give the Law and Government Committee their
time.

Councilman Ortiz.

COUNCILMAN ORTIZ: Thank you, Madam
Chair.

I think it is about time that we
really started discussing the overall strategy of
how we are going to deal with blighted

neighborhoods.
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I most often said to Mr. Kromer
during the last few years that it really makes no
sense whatsoever to build a lot of housing, put poor
people in them, and then those individuals have no
jJjobs and no way of maintaining, Ffixing, and being
able to improve the neighborhoods.

The strategies have to go hand in
hand. One is the production of housing, but also
the other one is how do we create jobs in those
neighborhoods that my colleague Wilson Goode calls
have been disinvested over the last 30 years.

And how do we begin taking money back
into those neighborhoods and reinvesting in those
neighborhoods so that every time we build a
development of housing, we have a very sure
expectation that 10 or 15 years from now, when we go
back, that housing will have proliferated to more
other housing and more affordable housing that is
not subsidized because people have jobs within those
neighborhoods. The economic corridors of Fifth
Street, Frankford, all of those areas, become
revitalized.

And if we reinvest in them, in order

to be able to get those individuals back and those
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families back to the job market.

Also, like the information that I
asked Mr. Kromer for, we have to find out how many
of the individuals that are working in all of these
developments that we are producing across the city
are really residents of Philadelphia.

How many jobs are we creating with
all of the CDBG monies that we are spending in
neighborhoods for Philadelphians, how many of those
Jobs are going to individuals that will then keep
those jobs and go on to other projects across the
city. We don"t have any analysis of that.

Mr. Kromer sent me some information
as to contracts and jobs and who has them and who
doesn"t, but the information is not yet complete.
And 1 expect that during the next week, we would get
a total picture of where we are at.

But I do believe that a rethinking of
strategies, how do we begin reinvesting in
neighborhoods that have been misinvested in over 30,
40 years, and getting them back on their feet.

Because it is not just blighted homes
that we are looking at and talking about; it is

blighted commercial areas, boarded businesses up and
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down the different neighborhoods that we live in.

And 1 think we have to begin thinking
how we can begin to take those boards off those
store fronts and off those buildings and begin
putting the people back to work inside them.

THE CHAIR: Thank you, Councilman.

I will note that in my district,
where we are doing a lot of development, the
developers have to deal with the community group in
terms of any jobs that come there. And, if it is
housing, in terms of people who move into the
units. We demand that.

For example, 1 have the University of
Pennsylvania, which all of you know is the second
highest employer next to the city itself, and
obviously has unlimited resources.

And certainly we have them doing job
training with GPUAC. And we make sure that they
have minority inclusion, and minority inclusion on
their projects is at least 30 percent. And we also
make sure that they have job training.

And the last thing that we ask for,
that we demand, In my area is that West

Philadelphians some first. Because | have got to
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take care of my district First, because that is why
I am here, and they are the people who put me here.

So | say that to say that there are
those of us -- | also deal with a Welfare to Work
school that helps a lot of people and carries some
people who have even been on the street on grates
for me for nothing, and they absorb the cost.

So 1 believe if there is a will,
there is a way.

IT you have a real interest in this
area, | would always be glad to talk with anyone.
And there are always people around who have a lot of
ideas about how it we get it going.

And 1 don"t believe in being
frustrated about something I want done. |If I think
about it, believe me I have a program or I am
working on one to make things happen, at least for
my area.

So I am always glad to share what we
do and how we see it with any member of this panel
or any member of Council.

Councilwoman Tasco.

COUNCILWOMAN TASCO: Yes. Comments

have been made, particularly by Councilman Ortiz.
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But 1 think, you know, we have to
look as what is the goal and purpose of our housing
program.

And 20 years ago, when we focused in
on the area that needed the housing most, we have to
go back to look at that history, what was then.

We have to look at the city now, 20
years later, and what is going to be the overall
comprehensive plan not just for any one district,
but for the City of Philadelphia.

And 1 too represent an area. It
doesn®"t have a lot of blight, but it certainly is a
neighborhood on the edge.

And 1 can lose my residents to
Lavarock, which 1 have done, a lot of professionals
have moved across the street.

And yesterday we were talking about
tax abatements and relief for people to build
housing in Philadelphia, maintain our residents.

But people move -- sire we need new
housing, we need to help them -- but they move
because we don"t provide just the basic services
that they require and they need, and they get

frustrated and they leave the city.
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So | was encouraged the other day,
Ms. Wilkerson, when 1 met with Ms. Griffith, our new
Planning Commissioner, because she stated that there
will be a more cooperative and collaborative effort
between the agencies that plan for our city, and
provide services for our city, so that we will know
where we are going to build new houses, where we are
going to invest in neighborhood stabilization, which
is very important to those of us who live on the
borders and can lose our residents to the other
counties. And 1 think those are important issues.

And while we want to be cooperative
in passing this budget, 1 have sat at this table on
many occasions and talked about neighborhood
stabilization, and we have gotten yes, and we will
talk about that, and we pass the budget, and then we
don"t have anymore conversation about that.

But I think at the end of this
session, you will notice that all of us are
concerned. Not just about my district, but about
the city as a whole.

And we do want that seriously taken,
discussion to take place. Because next year | don"t

think it will be as easy of a time in passing this
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budget as it is this year.

Because we do have a new
Administration. Although our Mayor was the
President of City Council and a member of this
Council for many years, and did fight for his
district, he is now the Mayor of the entire city.
And we are going to give him an opportunity to let
his Administration look at this in a comprehensive
way .

And when we work for the next --
towards the next application, 1 certainly want to
see a different plan on the table for Philadelphia
and a better distribution of whatever funds we have
left, appropriated in a more equitable way.

Because they are tax dollars that are
coming into this city. They are just not tax
dollars by certain citizens. We all pay taxes. It
is my tax dollars coming back into the city.

And 1 think those of us that pay
taxes are concerned about what Philadelphia will
look like.

Thank you.

THE CHAIR: Thank you. Councilman

Cohen has an announcement to make.
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And while he is making that
announcement, if Ms. Wilkerson and Mr. Kromer don*"t
mind, we want to bring State Senator Shirley Kitche
up-. We want to get this testimony out of the way.
Then we will come back and Councilman Nutter has hi
questions.

Thank you.

COUNCILMAN COHEN: This is Councilma
David Cohen.

In my role as Chairman of Law and
Government Committee, I am announcing that the 9
o"clock session scheduled for this morning, with
respect to the chemical NTBE, and with respect to
campaign Ffinancing, that session will be recessed
until 11:15 this morning.

Thank you, Madam Chair.

THE CHAIR: Thank you.

COUNCILMAN COHEN: So all persons
here for either of those two matters can feel free
to leave and to come back at 11:15.

THE CHAIR: Thank you.

Let me say good morning to State
Senator Shirley Kitchen and good morning to

Mr. Shariev Street.
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We welcome you here. And please
identify yourself for the record and proceed with
your testimony.

STATE SENATOR SHIRLEY KITCHEN: Good
morning, Madam Chair. 1 am State Senator Shirley
Kitchen.

MR. SHARIEV STREET: Good morning,
Madam Chair, the Chief Legislative Advisor to State
Senator Kitchen.

STATE SENATOR KITCHEN: And good
morning to members of the committee. 1 will be
brief, because I can understand the time constraints
that you are up against.

But while 1 agree with most of what
was said here today, | do think that we have to
consider the neighborhoods around the blighted
areas. |1 do think we need to revisit how we are
spending the money.

But I also must put on the record
that North Philadelphia, especially the area east of
Broad, has been considered the most deteriorated
area in the entire city. And we have spent years
and years and years trying to save our

neighborhoods.
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And we did not go in and just put two
or three houses in a block. We have a plan. We
started with a five-year plan and a ten-year plan.

And we are specifically talking about
areas where the city controlled 60 percent of the
land, 50 percent of the land. Our plan also
includes commercial development.

But at this point we do not need our
monies just disrupted. Because | haven"t heard
another plan to consider the other blocks around the
blighted areas.

And we are trying to create home
ownership. And we have to consider that foundations
come into the areas, fund plans.

Those foundations sometimes do not
agree with the plans that we have created, they
interject rentals into an area where we are trying
to put home ownership.

So home ownership is what we are
seeking. And we are seeking to work, you know, with
the rest of the city in a comprehensive plan.

And 1 do know, since becoming State
Senator, there are communities whose neighborhood

are not as blighted, but they are in need of a
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program for housing repairs. And an extension of a
program may be called HEMAP, which assists
homeowners when they are in trouble with their
mortgages.

So the neighborhoods do call for a
different plan. But I do not want it in the record
as though we were -- it was recklessly done.

Our developers -- we operate the same
manner as you, Madam Chair, as you know, our
developers do have to be accountable to the
community, hire from the community. But we also
have a problem with skilled labor, so we are working
on that.

So we seek the corporation, you know,
to work with everybody on a plan for the city. But
we do not want to turn the clock back to the days
where our area was totally forgotten, which led to
the condition that, you know, it was In seven years
ago.

THE CHAIR: Certainly. We concur
with your testimony. We agree with you.

We thank you. You and Councilman
Clarke are doing an excellent job to fight to bring

housing and to bring all kinds of economic
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development to your community, and we applaud your
efforts.

STATE SENATOR KITCHEN: Thank you.

THE CHAIR: Thank you.

COUNCILMAN NUTTER: Senator Kitchen,
if I could also comment.

1, one, deeply appreciate your
testimony. And if under any circumstance you may
have thought that anyone®s comments, and certainly

any of mine, were taken in any way, shape, or form

that something inappropriate -- or 1 think your word
was "'reckless"™ -- that is certainly not my view or
my belief.

Quite honestly, I think that you and
Councilman Clarke, both in his present capacity as
Councilperson, but also, you know, I think what
people overlook or forget sometimes is that
Councilman Clarke was a long-time staff person here
and did a lot of work both out in front and behind
the scenes.

And I didn"t have as much time as a
staff person here, but 1 was a staff person here
once myself.

I think that the reason you have been



10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

329

BILL NO. 000344
able to do what you have been able to do is because
of what you said, because there has been a plan and
you have tried to follow the plan.

And part of this discussion here
today is about not only other areas of the city and
what their needs are, but also what are their plans
and what are the plans that have been developed for
those areas, and how do you proceed along the same
path.

And 1 think that"s most of what this
discussion is about, not so much who"s gotten what
or who has to justify what they got.

I said this to the Councilman the
other day, I don"t think you have to justify
anything. The issue is, how do other people get
some of those same things in a pie that, quite
honestly, never grows.

STATE SENATOR KITCHEN: Thank you.

THE CHAIR: Thank you very very
much. Mr. Street.

PRESIDENT STREET: We just wanted the
record to reflect that the need as it pertains to
vacancy is not only a past need, but continues into

the present.
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We have maps to develop, which may
have been share by the Office of Strategic Planning,
developed by the University of Pennsylvania, which
reflect that the level of vacancy, both residential
and commercial, in the 3rd and 5th Councilmanic
Districts continues to be much higher than it is in
most other parts of the city, with the exceptions of
some western portions of the 7th District.

THE CHAIR: Thank you very much. We
agree. And we are absolutely fighting it. Thank
you very much.

Mr. Ralph Winder, Ward Leader, 38th
Ward, please come forward.

And certainly talking about staff
members, having been a staff member for 15 years, |
appreciate the experience we gain and certainly the
struggle that we inherit.

After Mr. Winder, we will have Nora
Licktash, Director of Women"s Community
Revitalization Program. And that is it for those
testifying this morning.

Welcome, Mr. Winder. Would you
identify yourself for the record and begin.

MR. RALPH WINDER: Thank you,



10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

331

BILL NO. 000344
Counci lwoman Blackwell. And hello to all of the
Council Members.

My name is Ralph Winder, and I am the
38th Ward Leader and also Chairman of a community
group called The Residents Coalition.

I have come this morning on the heels
of testimony that 1 gave earlier this week,
testimony that was seeking support from the city in
terms of helping those residents who are being held
responsible for the fixing of retaining walls and
alleyways and driveways, property which has been
deteriorating over the years and which no one has
taken responsibility for fixing.

The city says that these properties
belong to the homeowners; that is, the homeowners*
responsibility to fix it.

The homeowners don"t see these
driveways, which are beyond their backyards and
property lines, or at least their supposed or
apparent property lines, they don"t see these
retaining walls and alleys as being their property.

I mean, they can®"t move anyone from
those areas. |If a car is double-parked outside of

their home in the back, in the driveway, they
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couldn®t remove it.

Homeowners don"t see these things as
their properties, so therefore it is like a no-mans
land. And these areas are deteriorating and getting
worse and worse, and the costs are escalating.

I am here because I am in harmony
with Senator Shirley Kitchen®s testimony that North
Philly is the most devastated area and needs the
greatest support.

But somehow 1 think that areas such
as the one 1 represent in North Philly also, and
East Falls, should be given some attention and some
support.

And that when properties are being
damaged and destroyed, the city needs to come to the
relief of these homeowners.

In my area, right behind my home
there is a driveway that has been crumbling for so
long —-- 1 have been there for a number of years --
that the neighbors got together and sold chances in
an effort to raise enough money to fix that
driveway. But we could not raise enough money to
fix an area so large and so vast and that had

deteriorated so long.
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1 think that the city should come to
the aid and relief of residents who have
historically tried to fix up their property, who
have historically had clean-up efforts, wars on
dirt, and they can do everything in the area of
cleaning, but they cannot tackle this problem of
economic development and crumbling retaining walls
and driveways and alleys.

I am here to ask for support of the
Council, that they consider other funding sources.
Not to take anything away from what®"s being given to
North Philly, but to come up with some monies, some
relief, for residents who are locked into areas that
are demoralizing and deteriorating because the city
is not giving any assistance.

I am not asking that the city fund
these projects 100 percent. But that if they can
come up with some kind of a ratio or solution in
which the residents pay one-third and the city pays
two-thirds, or half and half, or whatever.

Residents and citizens of our
neighborhood need help. They need the support.

They are doing the best they can. And if nothing is

done about this problem, the problem will only
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continue to get worse and worse, and people will
move away Ffrom Philadelphia and these other areas.

And they will become frustrated with
their efforts to have wars against dirt and cleanup
efforts because other problems that they cannot
handle will continue to overwhelm them.

So I am here to ask for the support
of this money, Community Development Grant money or
any other funding that can be given to these areas.

I do not feel as though the neighbors
of these areas, which do not have devastating
housing problems, but at the same time have these
types of problems, do not feel that these residents
and these areas should be discriminated against
simply because their problems don"t deal strictly
with abandoned housing.

THE CHAIR: Thank you, Mr. Widener.

Let me note we did not announce that
Councilman DiCicco, who is a member of this
committee, is also here. 1 think we mentioned
everyone else.

COUNCILMAN O"NEILL: Except me.

THE CHAIR: Councilman O"Neill is

likewise here. So the record will reflect that all
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members of the Finance Committee are present.

Councilman Clarke, did you have a
question for this witness?

COUNCILMAN CLARKE: Thank you, Madam
Chair.

I actually don"t have a question for
this witness. | wanted to make a brief statement.

THE CHAIR: Please proceed.

COUNCILMAN CLARKE: I would like to
say, first | would like to thank my Senator and my
friend Senator Kitchen for coming in to testify on
behalf¥ of her district, which encompasses several
Council districts.

I would like to also say that, over
the past few weeks there has been a lot of
discussion about the distribution of wealth.

And 1 hope during the course of these
proceedings that facts have come out that have
talked about the process.

The reality is, on very few instances
are the Request for Proposals for low- and
moderate-income housing designated or site
specific.

It has been my understanding in my
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work both as a Councilperson and as a staff person
that most of these RFPs are for citywide
opportunities.

But the reality is that when you have
very candid discussions with developers who
ultimately end up responding, they frankly say that
they don"t feel that they are going to be successful
with placing low-income housing in a lot of these
neighborhoods.

So | guess what they end up doing is
taking the path of least resistance. And I think in
large part that is why you see a substantial amount
of low-income housing in North Philadelphia. Not
jJust in the 5th Councilmanic District, but also in
the 8th and in the 7th and in the lower part of the
9th.

I think the same thing holds for West
Philadelphia part of the City of Philadelphia.

So | just wish that, you know, people
look at the process. If there wants to be some
discussion about changing the process, so be it.

But to suggest somehow that certain
political pressures or influence were a part of the

process, | think, is frankly just not being
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accurate.

So I just wanted to say that for the
record, that people go where they think they are
able to develop housing.

The bottom line, for-profit
developers need to get in, they need to do the job,
they need to get their 10 percent profit margin. So
1 think that that in large part is driven the
process.

Thank you, Madam Chair.

THE CHAIR: Thank you very much.

Thank you, Mr. Winder.

Excuse me, Councilman Nutter.

COUNCILMAN NUTTER: Mr. Winder, now
you represent an area that does have a couple of
Community Development Corporations; is that
correct?

MS. WINDER: Yes, 1 do.

COUNCILMAN NUTTER: And, over the
years, have you had any knowledge or information
that they have either responded to any of these RFPs
or been able to respond to any of these RFPs?

Or away from the housing activity,

because 1 think, as we all know, these programs are
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not just are not just for housing, the dollars are
not just for housing, have you seen any other
investment as it relates to the neighborhoods that
you represent and a ward leader in getting portions
of CDBG funding into the neighborhoods that you
represent?

MS. WINDER: Well, I am sure that
there are -- some of these organizations have
applied for funding of that sort.

One particular organization, which is
the Allegheny West Foundation, has done extensive
development of housing, abandoned housing, iIn that
area.

I do not know whether they have ever
received any money from this particular source. But
1 do know that they probably have applied and others
have applied.

Most of the money that 1 think they
receive comes from other sources, though.

COUNCILMAN NUTTER: Just for the
record, in the plan for Allegheny West and the
Tioga/Nicetown area, there does not appear to be any
funding designated in the Year 26 Plan for the

Allegheny West area, just so you know.
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MS. WINDER: Yes, sir.

COUNCILMAN NUTTER: Thank you.

THE CHAIR: Thank you very much.

Nora Licktash, Director of Women®s
Community Revitalization Program.

Let me note that this will be the
last person testifying today. And after which time
the -- Councilman Clarke.

COUNCILMAN CLARKE: I would like to
respond to Councilman Nutter®s question.

THE CHAIR: Please, sir.

COUNCILMAN CLARKE: With respect to
Allegheny West, it is my understanding that
Allegheny West in the past and anticipate in the
future that they will be participating in the City
of Philadelphia®s HRP Program, which does not
necessarily show up in the application.

It is basically an as-need type of
funding source that throughout the year, to my
understanding, they have and will be applying for
funds out of this upcoming Community Development
Block Grant Fund.

THE CHAIR: Absolutely. That is a

good point.
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We have a lot of funds that are not
site-specific that interested developers and
community groups can apply for. So OHCD does also
offer that kind of funding.

After this testimony, and any
questions for this witness, we are going to recess
our Finance hearing until 11:15, so we don"t hold
all you Commissioners and other folks who are here
for other purposes.

But we will hear this one last
witness.

Thank you for your patience,
everyone.

Ms. Licktash, identify yourself for
the record and begin your testimony.

MS. NORA LICKTASH: Good morning. My
name is Nora Licktash. |1 am representing a group
called the Women®s Community Revitalization Project,
or WCRP.

We are an organization that has been
committed to working with very low-income families,
both advocating for and organizing them to help them
promote their own social and economic advancement.

And to us that just means we build
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buildings and help people plan and build buildings.
And we also build leadership, help people fight for
the things that they feel are important in their
community.

We submitted some testimony, and 1|
hope you will get a chance to read it. And being
part of these hearings really helped me understand
the complex decisions that City Council Members are
called on to make. And | appreciate that this is
another complex decision.

I just really want to talk about two
recommendations this morning and for a minute tell
you a story.

The First recommendation is that we
hope you will approve the consolidated plan as it
has been submitted to you, without any amendments.

THE CHAIR: Excuse me. Could we keep
our voices down. The committee is having a hard
time hearing the witness. Thank you very much.

Proceed.

MS. LICKTASH: 1 will speak up.

So the first recommendation is that I
hope that you will approve the budget and the

consolidated plan as it has been submitted, without
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any amendment.

The second recommendation is about
the future. And we hope that in the future, based
on some of the things that were said last Tuesday,
that you will develop a process or that we can work
together to develop a process to more inclusively
plan CDBG and OHCD resources.

So what I"m suggesting is that we
develop a plan -- excuse me. We develop a process
that starts this fall that will enable folks in the
neighborhood to be involved in stating what"s
happening in their communities related to the needs
that are eligible under the Office of Housing
Resources.

And that it is not just citizens that
are testifying or being involved in this discussion,
but 1t also involves people who have access to the
data that we all need. And that data needs to be
understandable by all of us. So that®"s my second
recommendation.

THE CHAIR: Thank you very much. Any
questions for this witness?

COUNCILMAN NUTTER: Thank you.

THE CHAIR: Councilman Nutter, then
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Counci lman Cohen.

COUNCILMAN NUTTER: Thank you. Ms.
Licktash, again, thank you for your testimony.

I think you know from the previous
hearing, | would certainly agree that more input is
better in a longer time line.

But did 1 basically understand you to
say that the process of handling just the one
hearing at the time of the preliminary plan back in
April might not be enough --

MS. LICKTASH: Yes, that®"s what 1 am
saying.

COUNCILMAN NUTTER: -- to have people
fully participate in this process?

MS. LICKTASH: Uh-huh. That there
need to be meetings neighborhood by neighborhood,
and they have to involve real information from real
people, as well as people have the data, talk about
need. That there needs to be a correlation between
need and allocation of resources.

And, again, I"m not talking about --
I1"m talking about need here as it is defined --
well, 1 don"t have the definition. Sorry.

COUNCILMAN NUTTER: Did you
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participate in the development of the preliminary
plan?

MS. LICKTASH: Well, 1 did testify
for the preliminary consolidated plan.

COUNCILMAN NUTTER: That was after it
was already put together?

MS. LICKTASH: Correct.

And I think there needs to be a
process by which we hold ourselves accountable once
the plan is put together, to make sure that the plan
is meeting the needs and that we are accountable to
what we said we wanted to do.

But, again, this issue of equity.
People keep talking about equity last week and
today.

And I think it has been stated a few
times that people who would make 80 percent of
median income iIn the city are making roughly
$46,000. And that is eligible under OHCD -- under
CDBG requirements.

But we can"t compare those folks who
are making $4,600 a year, and the needs there are
very, very different.

It has been stated before, but I just
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want to reiterate.

COUNCILMAN NUTTER: Thank you.

THE CHAIR: Thank you for your
testimony.

And, again, we have very committed
community groups, developers, and elected officials
here who work to make sure that when a group makes a
commitment, when a developer makes a commitment,
that they follow through.

And when we are diligent, things work
well. And when we find developers, there is one or
two that all of us agree do not work In community®s
best interests, we don"t support them again.

So working hard and being diligent in
this area makes all the difference.

Councilman Cohen, did you have a
question?

COUNCILMAN COHEN: Councilman Nutter
covered it.

THE CHAIR: Thank you very much.

Then the Finance hearing for Bill 344
will recess until 11:15. Thank you.

(Hearing stands iIn recess.)

THE CHAIR: Thank you very much.
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We will reconvene the Finance hearing
on the Community Development Block Grant
application, Bill No. 344.

I believe we have a quorum.
Councilman Nutter is to my right, Councilman DiCicco
is here, Councilman Kenney, Councilman Cohen, and
Councilman O"Neill.

There being a quorum present, we will
ask Mr. Kromer and Ms. Wilkerson to please come back
and approach the table.

IT there is no objection to members
of the committee, we would like to end the Community
Development Block Grant hearing and enter into the
Stated meeting.

Councilman Nutter you still wanted to
ask various questions before we end the hearing? Do
you want to ask questions?

COUNCILMAN NUTTER: Yes.

THE CHAIR: All right. Councilman
Nutter.

COUNCILMAN NUTTER: Thank you, Madam
Chair.

Good morning, Mr. Kromer, Secretary

Wilkerson. Sorry we have had such an extended
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session today.

Mr. Kromer, you had responded to a
number of questions that were asked last week by way
of, 1 think, two communications, one large and one
smaller, one on the tax credits.

First, | appreciate the information
you sent on the tax credit data. But it is my
impression that the information that you sent was a
listing of the tax credit deals, but the dollars
that were associated with them were the CDBG
dollars.

I thought my question was, tell me
about the tax credit deals and the tax credit
allocations that went with those deals.

Was I not clear, or is that what the
information reflects?

MR. KROMER: Whatever the reason, we
can certainly provided that information
immediately. It is on the record and certainly can
be made available to you at once.

COUNCILMAN NUTTER: But the
information you sent was what the tax credit deals
were, but the dollars are actually the CDBG dollars,

as opposed to the tax credit allocations for those
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projects; is that right?

MR. KROMER: That"s right.

COUNCILMAN NUTTER: Can you tell us
briefly how the preliminary plan is put together?

MR. KROMER: The preliminary plan is
published after a needs assessment hearing, which
takes place in the fall.

And a lot of the planning that occurs
at that time is conducted by the city"s housing
agencies, the Office of Housing, Redevelopment
Authority, PHDC, and so on.

COUNCILMAN NUTTER: Now, when was
that hearing?

MR. KROMER: Then the preliminary
plan is then published.

And the hearing, 1 believe, is
usually in December every year. And that"s an
opportunity for citizens to comment on the current
year program, but also to comment on the preliminary
plan, which is a general summary of plans for the
next fiscal year.

But, although general, is a city
document and is intended to be the first draft of

the city"s proposed policy for the next fiscal year.
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COUNCILMAN NUTTER: So there was a
hearing back in December that is supposed to help in
the development of the preliminary plan?

MR. KROMER: That"s right.

COUNCILMAN NUTTER: And how many
people testified at that hearing?

MR. KROMER: 1 don"t have the exact
number. But characteristically 20 to 30
individuals, many of them representing
organizations, testified.

Others, perhaps as many as a dozen
groups, submit written testimony.

COUNCILMAN NUTTER: And then out of
that you develop the preliminary plan, and then you
have a hearing about the preliminary plan?

MR. KROMER: That"s right.

COUNCILMAN NUTTER: And how many
people testified at that hearing?

MR. KROMER: About the same number.

COUNCILMAN NUTTER: Pretty much the
same people?

MR. KROMER: There is some overlap,
yes.

COUNCILMAN NUTTER: Do you have any
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sense that, 1 mean, that group of people, not that
they don"t represent whatever their interests are,
but that 20 to 30 people in the city of a million
and a half people is a significant outreach or
outpouring or input for the expenditure of over $100
million between all of these programs?

MR. KROMER: I don"t think it is
adequate. And 1 think much more could be done. But
I believe that doing that much more needs to be a
collaborative process.

And a number of attempts have been
made. And some of them have not been successful.

I know before my tenure, an attempt
was made to schedule town meetings in each
district. And because those weren"t well attended,
the conclusion was, well, they don"t work.

I am not convinced of that, having
attended town meetings in certain districts that
were very well attended.

In addition, under the last
Administration, there was an attempt to establish a
so-called Mayor®"s Housing Partnership Council, with
the intent of broadening the discussion. That

didn®"t work out well.
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Again, I"m not going to sit here and
say, therefore, no effort of that kind will work.

And 1 agree with you that more needs
to be done. And 1 believe we should be exploring
ways to make this more effective and broader.

COUNCILMAN NUTTER: As 1 see the
Councilwoman just coming in, I guess the thought
just occurs to me, if 20, 30, maybe 40 people come
in and they represent different organizations, |
mean, did people come out in the 9th Councilmanic
District to testify about either the development of
the preliminary plan or at preliminary plan time,
for instance?

MR. KROMER: Some will, yes.

And there are some citywide
organizations, such as the Housing Consortium for
Disabled Individuals, that show up regularly.

COUNCILMAN NUTTER: But I think your
testimony is, more needs to be done in this area?

I mean, it is hard to get a true
indication of what"s going on or what the needs are
out there if you have 40 people citywide come to a
hearing one day.

MR. KROMER: That"s right. It is not
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enough.

COUNCILMAN NUTTER: Now, is it my
reading of some of the documents that have been
shared with us that there is a proposed reduction in
the BSRP program in Year 26? Is that correct?

MR. KROMER: The level of BSRP
activity in each year is based on the level of
support that is received through the Department of
Community and Economic Development at the
Commonwealth of Pennsylvania, which is the funding
source for the program.

This year the funding anticipated
from the Commonwealth, based on the budget from
Harrisburg --

COUNCILMAN NUTTER: What page are you
on?

MR. KROMER: It is on Page 145, in
the Budget section.

COUNCILMAN NUTTER: So what"s the
Current Year 25 budget and what®s the anticipated
Year 26 budget?

MR. KROMER: [In here, under Category
B, Emergency Repairs, there is -- the first line is

the Tier 1 component of the Basic Systems Repair
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Program, funded at a level of $2.5 million.

COUNCILMAN NUTTER: 1I"m sorry? 1
couldn®™t hear you.

MR. KROMER: Pardon me?

COUNCILMAN NUTTER: 1 couldn®t hear
you.

MR. KROMER: Tier 1, the core of the
program, is funded at a level of 2.5 million in the
current fiscal year. And the expected funding is
1.6 million in the coming fiscal year.

As 1 indicated in the correspondence
to Council through Councilwoman Blackwell, the
actual amount appropriated after the publication of
this document was slightly more, half a million
dollars more.

So the total amount that we will have
will be somewhat increased. But the program will
still be be short because of the shortfall in state
funding.

COUNCILMAN NUTTER: Even with the
increase over what"s published here, based on what
you are telling me, would that result in about a 20
percent cut in that program? It"s about $500,000

less than last year?
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MR. KROMER: That"s right.

COUNCILMAN NUTTER: 1Is there any way
to make up that funding? | mean, isn"t this an
important housing preservation program out in
neighborhoods that people use?

MR. KROMER: 1 think it is absolutely
critical.

And iIn response to your request,
again in the correspondence submitted through
Councilwoman Blackwell, 1 proposed an approach for
collaborating with DCED and matching funds in
certain areas of the city where maintenance and
repair are a priority.

Excuse me.

COUNCILMAN NUTTER: Do you have --

MR. KROMER: Nothing more. Thank
you.

COUNCILMAN NUTTER: There"s been a
fair amount of testimony with regard to the Home
Ownership Zone Program. And I did read the
materials that you provided, and 1 have gotten some
others.

How many houses were done? Was it

292, 278? How many houses.
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MR. KROMER: The number that will be
developed in the Home Ownership Zone is 296.

Of that amount, a first phase of 35
houses has been completed and a second phase of, |
believe, 40 houses is now under construction.

COUNCILMAN NUTTER: So there is still
a significant amount of work still to be done based
on that?

MR. KROMER: That"s right.

COUNCILMAN NUTTER: And what so far
has been the average cost of construction per
house?

MR. KROMER: The Home Ownership Zone
has been a mixture of rehabilitation and new
construction, so it is a blend.

But it is certainly safe to say that
construction costs are in excess of $100,000.

COUNCILMAN NUTTER: And these are
home ownership units. So what do they end up being
sold for?

MR. KROMER: The sales prices
varied.

And 1 believe the First phase units

were priced at less than $50,000 and that the phase
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that is under construction, although I don®t think
the prices have been set yet, | believe the intent
is to price them at between 55 and 60 thousand
dollars.

COUNCILMAN NUTTER: Now, last week"s
discussion, one of the concerns was around the
current plan and timing and the like.

Now, the plan was transmitted to us
on May 18 here in City Council, and 1 believe
introduced that day.

Is it my understanding that there is
usually a 45-day review period by HUD on these
applications?

MR. KROMER: That"s right, yes.

COUNCILMAN NUTTER: And so is it at
least correct by way of the calendar that when the
plan got to us, it was already late?

MR. KROMER: Yes, in the sense that
it would not provide for the award of the HUD
funding prior to July 1, the start of the program
year, yes.

And that"s the way it"s been for some
time now, in light of the fact that the Community

Development Block Grant budget has for some years
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now been submitted to Council after the Capital
Program and the Operating Budget.

And 1 believe that as long as that
continues, then we will have that lag.

COUNCILMAN NUTTER: Well, have you
been asked to submit it subsequent to those budgets,
or do you just think that that"s a better time to
submit it?

Or, 1 mean, has any thought given to
actually submitting it at an earlier time, and then
you won"t end up here at the last final days trying
to deal with this?

MR. KROMER: Well, it is a policy
decision. But we have adjusted to that change by
staging other contracts so that they take effect in
the late summer and early fall months, so that there
will be no shortfall in funding.

COUNCILMAN NUTTER: What"s the policy
issue of when you submit CDBG application to us?

MR. KROMER: It is really a decision
for the Mayor®"s Office to make, as to the timing of
the CDBG proposal relative to the timing of other
matters submitted to Council.

COUNCILMAN NUTTER: As | discussed
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when State Senator Shirley Kitchen when was here,
she talked about very eloquently the North
Philadelphia Plan that is resulting in a significant
amount of growth and development. And 1
complimented and praised her for that.

Can you tell me about the same type
of plans that exist in other parts of the city?

MR. KROMER: Well, as has been
discussed here today and earlier, there really is a
need for improved neighborhood strategic planning.

Despite that fact, there are some
neighborhoods which have very sophisticated plans
and which have achieved a great deal through the
implementation of those plans.

After the Eastern North Philadelphia
Plan --

COUNCILMAN NUTTER: What are some of
those neighborhoods?

MR. KROMER: I think that 1 would
mention Germantown, where the Greater Germantown
Housing Development Corporation has been
consistently following a very well developed
strategic plan for near nearly a decade.

And I circulated to Council a letter
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from the Director of that organization indicating
that they were now selling houses with no subsidy
for over $100,000 apiece.

That doesn"t mean that Germantown is
now a perfect neighborhood, but it is a clear
progression from the heavy subsidies of some years
ago.

COUNCILMAN NUTTER: And in that vein,
then, what is the plan for West Philadelphia or
Wynnefield or East Falls or Manayunk in that
regard?

MR. KROMER: The only plans for those
areas of which 1 am aware are the targeted plans;
such as, the Wynnefield Conservation Area Plan that
was implemented some years ago, or the Schuylkill
Falls Revitalization Plan now underway.

COUNCILMAN NUTTER: The Schuylkill
Falls is a PHA development. And the much heralded
Wynnefield Conservation Program 1 think was over
about five years ago.

MR. KROMER: That"s right. As 1
said, some years ago.

And, finally, the Empowerment Zone,

which is the result of a very comprehensive planning
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process.

COUNCILMAN NUTTER: The Empowerment
Zone is in Parkside.

MR. KROMER: That"s right. And
Carroll Park, Belmont.

COUNCILMAN NUTTER: We had a lot of
discussion about this issue around the, and I don"t
know if you have -- other than the material you sent
the other day, have you had any opportunity to have
further thought or discussion about the use of the
dollars not on the programmatic side, but the
continuing -- | think it is about, 54 and a half
percent of the funds basically now don"t make it to
the street because of administrative and program
delivery and project management costs, as well as
the repayment of the HUD 108 loans, principal and
interest.

Any further thoughts on ways and
opportunities and options to reduce those costs and
put more money out on the street for programmatic
activity?

MR. KROMER: I know that the
Secretary of Strategic Planning will be looking into

that. We have had some discussion, but do not have
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anything concrete to present to you at this time.

COUNCILMAN NUTTER: Madam Secretary,
the weight is now on your shoulders.

MS. WILKERSON: The Administration
has a task force that is going to be looking at the
duplication of administrative overhead throughout
the agencies.

Years ago when the Rendell
Administration undertook very productive management
and productivity initiatives, they did not do some
of the outlying agencies.

We think that if we go in, look at
PIDC, PCDC, PHDC, RDA, OHCD, we are convinced that
we are going to find areas in which we can conserve
on the administrative overhead.

We think, you know, the program
administration undertaking we believe can probably
be consolidated and streamlined in some ways.

We think we can incorporate the use
of technology more effectively than we do
currently. So we do believe that it is an area
where there can be a number of savings garnered.

I think that it is important to

distinguish the administrative costs from the
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program delivery costs.

Program delivery is a term of art as
it is used throughout the CDBG program. The program
delivery costs are the same costs that support the
Weatherization Program and the BSRP Program you
talked about before.

Unless we are prepared to pay some of
those program delivery costs, we will not have
programs at all.

I think it is also --

COUNCILMAN NUTTER: Because program
delivery, it is a large term for -- there are people
behind that.

MS. WILKERSON: That"s right.

COUNCILMAN NUTTER: And they provide
a service, they inspect the work that"s being done
or those kinds of activities.

MS. WILKERSON: That"s right. 1
think it is important that we look at how we do it.

For example, 1 talked to you before
about some of the changes at the Housing Authority.

The Housing Authority has
incorporated technology into its building

inspection. It has, you know, individuals going out
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with Palm Pilots. They do inspections on the Palm
Pilots, come back in the office, do the download,
and they have eliminated a lot of clerical needs.

They don"t have to have people typing
the information that was on the inspection into the
computer; that"s done automatically and done in a
matter of seconds.

I think that if we are aggressive in
how we approach some of these issues, we are going
to surprise ourselves with what it is that we find,
and it is going to be savings in the area of program
delivery costs savings in the area of administrative
costs.

But I think you can"t simply target
program delivery, because a lot of those costs are
linked directly to our ability to have programs that
we want.

COUNCILMAN NUTTER: At the same time,
Just so we are clear —- and | think your intention
is such, but 1 do want to get it on the record --
that in an effort to show a lowering of
administrative costs, it is certainly not the
intention to, from an accounting standpoint, shift

the lowering of those costs over into the program
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delivery or program management side of the ledger
and then say, well, we have reduced our
administrative costs.

MS. WILKERSON: That"s right. 1
think we share the same goal. | don"t think we have
any interest in keeping overhead high.

I think that, you know, that as we
move throughout the streets of Philadelphia, we see
the same things you see.

You know, we understand that there is
a need for getting more dollars out into the
streets. And I think that there are any number of
levels of our whole program that we have to take a
look at.

You know, we are going to have to
call into question, well, how are the CDCs doing
it? Do we have too much tied into CDBG overhead?

I think at every level we are going
to have to be willing to go in and take a hard look
at how it is that we deliver these services. |
don"t think any area can be sacrificed.

I don"t think the Administration has
an interest in protecting overhead, administrative

overhead.
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I think if program delivery is
insufficient, we have to take a look at that. IFf we
have CDCs and neighborhood-based organizations that
aren"t delivering efficiently, or we are not getting
what it is that we anticipate when we fund these
programs, all of that has to undergo scrutiny.

I don"t think any area is going to be
exempt as we move forward, iIf we are going to be
able to get maximum leverage out of the dollars that
are minimal, at best.

COUNCILMAN NUTTER: Let me try to
very clearly state for the record. The two primary
reasons that I have focused in this particular area
is, one, | think we do share the goal of trying to
make sure that the operations are running
efficiently and effectively and that we are not,
quite honestly, taking away, if you will, money that
comes to us for the benefit of low- and
moderate-income people and just offload costs, i.e.,
salaries, from those dollars for the public
employees, when the city government could in fact
step up to the plate, even ever so slightly, and
pick up potentially some of those additional costs.

You then free up dollars for program activity.
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That"s one.

Two, because there will always be
projects or programs in the pipeline, and because of
the concern that any effort to expand potentially
comes at the expense of people who already have
projects and programs that are ready to go, if we
are able to identify those kinds of dollars from
administrative savings and reprogram those dollars,
not taking a dime out of anybody®s current project
or activity, but if there are savings to be had, you
could use those dollars for other activities that we
have talked about here today and keep the CDCs and
other groups in a hold-harmless situation.

Are we clear about what it is about
and what it is not about?

MS. WILKERSON: I think two things.

The General Fund is not available to
absorb these kinds of administrative costs.

I think we are moving forward. We
are looking at making, you know, an enormous
expenditure of city General Fund money for
neighborhood blight elimination, stabilization.

It is unprecedented in this city.

You know, you can®"t find precedent for it anyplace



10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

367

BILL NO. 000344
in the country. So I think the city is going to be
coming to the table in a way that is unprecedented.

We do not have the money. And other
people can come and testify in greater detail about
the capacity of the General Fund to absorb
administrative costs. 1 can®"t make that
commitment.

What I can say is that, 1 do believe
we can do better in managing our administrative
costs, and we are committed to doing that.

It is not our intent to shift it
around. The intent is to put the money into those
areas where we all want to see it.

You know, we had a discussion
earlier, though, that some of our goals fly at
cross-purposes. We want to have enhanced planning
taking place in the city. That costs money.

We have a tiny Planning Department in
this city. |If we want to have kind of aggressive
planning these amendments anticipate, we are going
to have to pay for that or find those resources
someplace.

You know, those are traditionally

administrative costs, or program delivery costs, in
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the CDBG group. So we are finding at
Cross-purposes.

But the intent is not to simply
identify savings in the administrative line item and
then put them in areas that don"t reflect the
dialogues that have been going on over the course of
the last several weeks.

We want to have planning throughout
the city. We want to have as much money as possible
actually serving the kinds of programs that address,
you know, the deterioration and the neighborhood
stabilization that we have all talked about.

We are not looking to just move
things around.

COUNCILMAN NUTTER: And through all
this you would anticipate a more active, more
visible role by our city Planning Commission as a
part of this planning process?

MS. WILKERSON: Yes.

I mean, 1 think that everybody,
everybody would like to see planning happen more
comprehensively.

We need a framework in which the

neighborhoods plan so that, you know, it will help
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all of us as we go make resource allocation
decisions.

There are areas that don"t have CDCs,
and so have no plans at all. And we look to have
city Planning step in and fill the void that has
occurred in various places.

We don®"t want to reinvent the wheel,
as John has said. We have a number of wonderful
plans in some areas, but we don"t have that in every
neighborhood, and so we look to have city Planning
take the lead.

We look to integrate city Planning”s
work more closely with what actually happens so that
the plans don"t sit on the shelf, that they really
become the guiding documents for some of the
decisions that are made in specific neighborhoods
and as we go to allocate resources across the city.

COUNCILMAN NUTTER: Okay. Madam
Chair, thank you very much.

I do have a series of amendments.
There has been some discussion about them, and 1
would be glad to read them into the record during
the public meeting.

THE CHAIR: Thank you. We have
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Theresa Youngblood here to testify. Would you come
forward.

Is there anyone else here today who
has not testified in this hearing and who would like
to do so? |If there is no one else -- all right.

You may come up next.

Please testify. They will be back,
Councillwoman. You don"t have to rush, they will be
back.

Sergeant at Arms, please.

Thank you very much. Ms. Youngblood,
would you identify yourself for the record and
begin.

MS. THERESA YOUNGBLOOD: Theresa
Youngblood. I am the Executive Director of the
Northern Liberties Neighbors Association.

THE CHAIR: Proceed.

MS. YOUNGBLOOD: Well, the City of
Philadelphia should be commended for their overall
production of affordable housing.

There are communities in the Eastern
North Philadelphia area that have been overlooked in
this process. Specifically, the Northern Liberties

neighborhood.



10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

371

BILL NO. 000344

During the past ten years, the amount
of public dollars spent on housing and economic
development in the Eastern North Philadelphia area
totaled $15,721,995. However, none of those funds
have been directed to our neighborhood, which has
had an active MAC and CDC for 25 years and 10 years
respectively.

The population of Northern Liberties
is 3,000-plus residents and businesses in the area
bounded by Girard Avenue and Spring Garden Street,
the Delaware River and Sixth Street.

It is an ethnically diverse
neighborhood, with strong roots going back four to
six generations to the early Northern Liberties
settlers.

Economically Northern Liberties is
equally distinct with a median income of $29,386,
and 51 percent of its residents living at poverty
level or below.

However, unlike many communities,
residents are intermixed throughout the neighborhood
with people of dispaired economic, racial,
religious, and personal ideas and lifestyles living

right next door to each other.
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The lack of coordinated city housing
services and investment of public dollars in this
community has perpetuated the blight on the
community that began with the exodus of the
manufacturing companies whose empty buildings now
cast a shadow over the revitalization of our
neighborhood.

In the last decade we have been
repeatedly told by OHCD agents to focus on housing
initiatives, yet have not been given the wherewithal
to accomplish that task.

However, all around us other
communities have had housing development projects
funded every year.

And if you turn to the attachment,
you will see the area that we reside in is split
between North Philadelphia and the Ludlow area, East
and West Popular, New Kensington and Old
Kensington. And Old Kensington really doesn"t even
exist; that"s a part of us.

We do not begrudge our neighbors
their improvement. We do, however, expect balanced
area development which will solidify the city as a

whole.
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For the past two years our
neighborhood has had a rapidly growing and improving
residential resurgence that bodes well for the
future of the city.

However, this interest has also
brought speculators into the community who are now
raising prices and pushing older and
low-to-moderate-income residents out of the market
and the neighborhood.

IT we are to mean our diversity and
character, it is imperative that Northern Liberties
have the ability to provide diverse housing
opportunities for its lesser able residents.

The NLNA has laid the groundwork for
community planning and development through a
preliminary master plan developed by city planning
students from the University of Pennsylvania.

Unfortunately, It is next to
impossible to do housing development without
staffing or money. Volunteers can only do so much,
and time is of the essence.

According to the Fairmount Venture
study and asset management approach to vacant land,

there are a total of 379 vacant lots in the Northern
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Liberties area. This accounts for 19 acres out of a
total area of 179 acres which comprises our
neighborhood.

The physical characteristics noted by
Fairmount Ventures include a much older 19th century
urban fabric with typical gap tooth vacant
patterns.

Larger vacant lots closer to 1-95 and
the Delaware River are the sites of former
industries now demolished.

Most lots in the community are not
used productively. They are dumping grounds for
abandoned autos, short dumping of construction
debris, or general eyesores of overgrown weeds.

Generally smaller lots that are near
residential areas become illegal parking spots or
places to do auto repairs, which contribute to the
degradation of soil quality and pollutants iIn the
stormwater system.

In areas of the community that have
been actively involved with greening projects,
numerous vacant lots have become community gardens
or private backyard green spaces.

The success of these scattered
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projects has been the catalyst for many resident to
clean up and reclaim these lots iIn an unofficial
manner until such time as they are able to
permanently take ownership.

Despite the large volume of vacant
lots, our community has not received funding to
transform these lots iInto revenue-generating
properties, as has our neighboring communities.

Additionally, large numbers of vacant
industrial properties and lots have been permitted
to create blight in this historic neighborhood,
instead of being used for neighborhood-based rental
production or home ownership initiatives, even
though we are in the targeted area of the city"s
North Philadelphia Plan for neighborhood
revitalization through home ownership development in
Eastern North Philadelphia.

Due to the number of vacant and/or
aging residential and industrial properties and real
estate speculation, there is an immediate need for
the city and the community to begin comprehensive
planning to address usage and development issues.

While there is a good deal of

commercial reuse activity in the community, many of
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these proposed uses are not conducive to the
residential stability of the area.

There has also been a noticeable
increase in the number of single-family properties
being rezoned into multi-family rentals.

While there is a need for safe,
affordable rental properties, there is also a need
to maintain the neighborhood®s stability created
through home ownership.

Additionally, through funding of
initiatives addressing open space planning,
appropriate land use, ongoing vacant property land
management, and community education and
participation, there will be an increased impact on
the local quality of life which will stabilize our
community and improve the overall residential
numbers of the city.

In order to rectify the funding
imbalance, the city must assist NACs and CDCs with
long-range community planning, assess rental housing
assistance needs, home rehab, preservation programs,
and housing development financing issues.

Existing neighborhood-based

organizations need to be included in the process
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through the issuance of new RFPs, staffing, and
funding.

Unallocated funds for housing
counseling and development, neighborhood-based home
ownership production and development, and
neighborhood-based rental production are currently
unavailable to the Northern Liberties NAC and CDC
because we haven®t had these programs iIn past years
and there have been no new RFPs issued.

And we do not have the capacity to
establish these needed programs without funding and
assistance.

I ask you to please help Northern
Liberties retain its diversity and unique
community. It"s been there for 320 years. We need
an equitable distribution of city funds and
services.

Thank you.

THE CHAIR: Thank you very much.

Are there any questions or comments
from the committee?

All right. We have one more
gentleman. Thank you very much for coming.

Please identify yourself for the

377
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record and proceed with your testimony. Thank you.

MR. RICK SAUER: Good afternoon
Counci lwoman Blackwell, members of the committee.
My name is Rick Sauer. | am the Director of the
Philadelphia Association for Community Development
Corporations, which is a citywide association of
over 60 CDCs and other organizations working to
revitalize neighborhoods here in the city.

I have previously submitted written
testimony before the hearing was held last week. |
Just wanted to make a few comments today based on
some of the discussions that have taken place both
last week as well as today.

I think the committee members have
presented a pretty effective argument that all of
the city"s neighborhoods have housing and community
development needs.

And clearly these needs do vary by
neighborhood. And what"s appropriate in one
neighborhood may not be appropriate in another. We
do need to have flexibility and we do need to have
different strategies to address the needs.

At the same time, we have heard a lot

of discussion about how the city"s overall low- and
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moderate-income population is distributed around the
city.

And while 1t may be fairly evenly
distributed overall, I think it is also clear that
the severity of the need and the level of
disinvestment that®"s happened over the last 40 years
is not equally distributed across the city. It does
vary greatly by neighborhood and by Councilmanic
district.

As a result, some neighborhoods do
require a greater level of public investment in
order to spur private investment and put
neighborhoods back on the road to recovery.

I think OHCD has provided a lot of
support to CDCs in particular over the last several
years who were taking a comprehensive approach and
had a long-term commitment to revitalizing these
neighborhoods.

And while i1t is not their only
activity, housing production does play a key role in
this process and results in new risk benefits to
neighborhoods, the residents living there, as well
as the city overall.

These projects put vacant land back
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into productive use, they attract and spur private
investment, they restore housing markets, they
generate tax revenues for the city, create jobs,
provide stable living environments, improve the
quality of life overall, much needed activity.

Given the limited pool of funds,
which is due to a variety of factors that have been
pointed out, whether it is the lack of funding from
the federal or the state level of the city, the
administrative costs the city pays by Community
Development Block Grant Funds, or Section 108
repayments, there are a lot of difficult decisions
that have to be made on how to divy up a small pool
of resources.

Does the city need to do more, a
better job of preserving neighborhoods that are
fairly stable? OF course they do. Just like we
need to do more to address the significant needs in
the lower income neighborhoods.

The main limiting factor is a lack of
resources. We have to do more, whether to garner
additional public resources or use those to better
leverage private sector resources.

Another quick point or two that was
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raised today.

I think it is clear we also need to
do more to support increased neighborhood planning,
to develop plans in neighborhoods that don"t
currently have them, but as well as to update plans
that do currently exist.

And we also need to do a better job
at integrating all those plans into a more
comprehensive plan for the city overall. You can"t
Just have a scattered-shot approach.

Likewise, we do need a better process
for deciding how scarce community development
resources are allocated. But such a discussion
needs to take place with a larger group of people
that are involved in community development and that
are living in the neighborhoods iImpacted.

It can"t happen overnight, in a short
period of time. Meanwhile, the clock is ticking for
us to submit a consolidated plan to HUD.

So I want to urge the committee to
release this ordinance without amendments today, so
that we can the consolidated plan on and not delay
the drawing down of federal community development

resources.
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Thank you.

THE CHAIR: Thank you. Any
questions?

COUNCILMAN NUTTER: Not so much a
question, Mr. Sauer. Thank you for coming in.

Let me, one, assure you that no
matter what happens here today, I fully expect that
this plan will be voted on next Thursday and be on
its way to HUD.

Secondly, 1 don"t know what you have
been told, but if there were any amendments to this
plan, it will have no impact on the timetable by
which the Council will consider it either today or
next week.

And 1 have heard from a number of
people expressions of concern with regard to
amendments.

We are in a committee hearing
process. Whatever comes out today is going to be on
the calendar next week for second reading and final
passage, regardless of whether there were amendments
or not.

So I don"t know whether you were told

that amendments might slow the process down. That
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is absolutely not true.

MR. SAUER: 1 am glad to hear that.

COUNCILMAN NUTTER: You are welcome.
Thank you.

THE CHAIR: Thank you very much.

Is there anyone else here to testify
on this bill?

Thank you very much.

Mr. Kromer and Ms. Wilkerson, we
welcome you back.

Counci lwoman Tasco, you had
questions?

COUNCILWOMAN TASCO: Yes, 1 do.

THE CHAIR: Thank you. Please
proceed.

After these questions, then I believe
that should conclude this part of our hearing.

COUNCILWOMAN TASCO: Last week 1 had
an amendment that 1 did not offer formally, but I
put it on the table for discussion for members of
this committee. And you expressed some concerns
about that amendment.

My question to you was, all of the

concerns that are raised not just locally, but
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nationally, about this predatory lending.

And 1 have been involved with
Northwest Counseling, because it is in my district,
in going around to various sites to hold educational
seminars, cosponsored by Congressman Brady, to alert
people to the fact that this predatory lending is
going on and how our residents can protect
themselves.

Do you see your role in protecting
the funds of the city that go to individuals from
predatory lenders? Do you see that there is a role
for your department?

MR. KROMER: Absolutely.

COUNCILWOMAN TASCO: All right. So
what was your distress at offering an amendment to
the legislation to offer that protection?

MR. KROMER: There are really a
number of concerns that 1 have. And these concerns
are shared by counseling agencies that are working
as part of the city"s program, including Northwest
Counseling Service.

First of all, most of the predatory
lending that occurs does not take place in the realm

of home mortgages; it occurs with respect to home
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improvement loans --

COUNCILWOMAN TASCO: That"s not
true. That"s not true.

This morning on Good Morning America,
a woman was experiencing, they showed a story about
how she had gone for a second home mortgage, and she
was charged with a balloon payment up to 29
percent.

MR. KROMER: That"s exactly my
point. The city"s program does not have any
relationship to second mortgages.

And, in fact, the consumer who
testified at the hearing last week was testifying
about her experience with a home improvement loan,
with a second mortgage.

The city"s program does not currently
involve second mortgages; it involves first
mortgages.

And, as | stated at the time of the
hearing, there has been no evident of any instance
in which predatory lending has been a problem for
those mortgages that have been part of the city"s
program.

Secondly, the concern was about the
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lender regulation role that was proposed for OHCD
through this amendment.

It really would require a weekly
monitoring of lender interest rates and a degree of
oversight that would change OHCD"s scope of
responsibility significantly and require
reorganization and significant administrative
costs.

The final concern | had was that this
amendment was shown to me at the very last minute.
And certainly it is Council®s option to introduce
amendments whenever Council feels it is
appropriate.

But that the ACORN organization had
apparently not reviewed the proposal with others who
had been very active in the fight against predatory
lending for some time.

And 1 believe that there was
agreement at a followup meeting that occurred last
week with ACORN representatives and other counselors
that more discussion could be very productive. And
I know a subsequent meeting took place a few days
later.

My commitment to ACORN has been to
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continue working with ACORN and the other interested
parties to produce an OHCD policy that would be
published as part of the Year 46 consolidated plan
that would reflect the mutual commitment of both
OHCD, ACORN, and the other parties at interest
here. And 1 think that is a realistic goal.

COUNCILWOMAN TASCO: What is the
timetable on that?

MR. KROMER: 60 days.

COUNCILWOMAN TASCO: From today?

From the passage of this bill?

MR. KROMER: That"s right.

Well, 1 haven™t heard a response from
ACORN. But if they are up for it, 1 am ready to
commit to that.

COUNCILWOMAN TASCO: Well, what we
are going to do is backtrack.

We are going to introduce a
resolution calling for hearings, so we will
investigate.

From that point we will determine
what action we believe the city ought to take and
then what department should take that action on this

whole issue.
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We believe you have some role. We"ll
certainly consult with you on that. But whenever
there is an offer to reach out beyond what you
presently do, there always seems to be this
corralling, rounding up the troops and circling the
wagons against any effort to provide services other
than what you already provide. And that is what"s
causing some problems here with some of us on this
committee.

So thank you very much,

Counci Iwoman.

THE CHAIR: Thank you.

Are there any other questions?

Councilman Nutter.

COUNCILMAN NUTTER: Mr. Kromer, some
of the testimony we heard earlier, and concerns
about the plan and the timing, can you tell us, when
did you apply for the extension of time in order to
get this application into HUD?

MR. KROMER: 1 don"t have the exact
date, but perhaps 1 can get an estimate, if you will
excuse me.

The approximate date was June the

1st, the date when the city applied for that
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extension.

COUNCILMAN NUTTER: Okay. So let me
jJjust make sure 1 have all the timelines straight.

You applied for an extension of the
time to get the application in to HUD before we ever
had a hearing on it, the plan; is that correct?

MR. KROMER: That"s right.

COUNCILMAN NUTTER: So why is it that
people are being told that we might possibly miss a
deadline, since you had already anticipated that you
needed an extension before Council ever heard the
bill?

MR. KROMER: The issue that has been
a concern in my office, that I have discussed with
Council Members, has been the need to pass the bill
authorizing the submission of the plan to HUD prior
to the summer recess.

Because HUD has notified my office,
as of this week, that if the plan is not received by
August 15, then no funding will be available.

So that is the concern that 1 have
expressed to Council Members.

COUNCILMAN NUTTER: Well, 1

appreciate that.
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The August 15 deadline is not
something you need for Philadelphia; that is the HUD
regulation.

But there has never been any danger
of this application getting out before our
legislative recess. Did someone tell you that?

MR. KROMER: Well, I have that
concern, and I wanted to be sure that Council and
others are aware of that concern for passage of the
bill.

COUNCILMAN NUTTER: And we have never
missed one of those deadlines, have we?

MR. KROMER: No.

COUNCILMAN NUTTER: We won"t miss it
this time, either.

MR. KROMER: Thank you.

COUNCILMAN NUTTER: Thank you.

Thank you, Madam Chair.

THE CHAIR: Thank you very much. Are
there any other questions or comments from members
of the committee?

Hearing none, we will now end our
Public Hearing and enter into our stated committee

meeting.
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(Public Hearing adjourned.)
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THE CHAIR: Having said that, we are
prepared to deal with amendments to Bill 344 that
have been submitted by Councilman Nutter and for the
accompanying discussion.

COUNCILMAN NUTTER: Madam Chair, if 1
might, there has been a revision based on some
discussions with the Administration. |1 would like
to hand those out at this time.

As well as a copy of the current
Philadelphia Code related to the Community
Development Section, Title 21, which is primarily
for the purpose of dealing with the CDBG application
process.

THE CHAIR: Thank you.

COUNCILMAN NUTTER: Madam Chair, as
the members get the copy of the amendments and the
Philadelphia Code, what you will find is, the
proposal is to amend the end of Section 8 of Bill
000344, with language which, for the most part,
virtually mirrors the language that is currently in
the Philadelphia Code, but adds in provisions for
certain reports that are not only of a citywide
nature, but also of a Council district nature.

THE CHAIR: Excuse me, Councilman.
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Would you make sure that your aide gives Mr. Kromer
and Ms. Wilkerson copies.

COUNCILMAN NUTTER: Oh, absolutely.

THE CHAIR: Councilman, can you tell
us how this changes from those amendments that you
circulated earlier today?

COUNCILMAN NUTTER: Sure. If you
look at page -- although the pages are not numbered,
but it is a three-page document on the amendments.

IT you look at the second page, the
amendments that were circulated earlier, letter J
did read, "A comprehensive and detailed neighborhood
revitalization plan, paren, as plans by area within
a Councilmanic District.”

IT you look at the revised version,
you will see there is new language added to the
beginning of that sentence, such that it reads, "A
general proposal for how the city will develop
comprehensive and detailed neighborhood
revitalization plans by neighborhood area.™

The reason for that change is, it
even for me would be considered somewhat unrealistic
for a 90-day period that the city would be able to

come up with the level of detail and comprehensive
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plans that we"re asking for.

And what we"re essentially saying is,
they should, though, in the 90-day period, be able
to tell us or give us a general proposal of how they
will come up with those plans.

And that was done, 1 think 1 can say,
and to correct the record, I think I can say that
was done in concert or by agreement with the
Administration.

The next difference is, if you look
at the original amendments that were offered on Page
2 again, letter M, M as in Michael, that in the
revised version has been deleted in its entirety,
and then naturally the renumbering or relettering
that goes with the deletion.

The Administration would like to
propose, and 1 have agreed, there is a definition on
the third page, letter C, entitled A Direct
Beneficiary.

In a quick review of the Code, none
of us could determine where that term was being
utilized, although it is presently in the
Philadelphia Code. And these amendments were

drafted in an effort to mirror the Philadelphia
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Code.

And so, for these purposes, | would
propose to delete the wording of letter C, but keep
the letter, and insert the following language at the
request of the Administration, which is a new letter
C, which reads, a project or a -- quote, unquote, A
project is one of a major program activity
categories included in the CDBG consolidated plan.

Now Ms. Wilkerson will allow me some
discretion. | am going to a add some additional
language, which I think she will not object to,
"including but not limited to home ownership and
housing preservation, homeless and special needs
housing, and community economic development.”™ It is
a listing of the types of projects.

THE CHAIR: Ms. Wilkerson and
Mr. Kromer, you can feel free to approach the
table.

COUNCILMAN NUTTER: It is Section
21-1103 of the Philadelphia Code is where these
items are coming from. That"s where they came
from.

THE CHAIR: We will be happy to wait

until you have had a chance to review it and tell us
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what you think.

COUNCILMAN NUTTER: They are proposed
to go in the bill.

We are amending the bill, not the
Code.

COUNCILWOMAN TASCO: Are these items
already in i1t?

COUNCILMAN NUTTER: Yes.

MS. WILKERSON: Can you read the
definition for "project" again?

COUNCILMAN NUTTER: Sure. A, quote,
unquote, project is one of the major program
activity categories included in the CDBG
consolidated plan, including, but not limited to
home ownership and housing preservation, homeless
and special needs housing, and community economic
development.

MS. WILKERSON: That"s fine. We have
no objection.

COUNCILMAN NUTTER: Thank you.

THE CHAIR: All right. That is

COUNCILMAN NUTTER: The last item,

Madam Chair, you asked me about differences.
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THE CHAIR: Yes.

COUNCILMAN NUTTER: 1Is on Page 2.

And this is the issue that we have had a significant
amount of discussion about, which has to do with
administrative costs.

THE CHAIR: Absolutely.

COUNCILMAN NUTTER: The original
language on this talked about a 20 percent cap on
total Administration program management and program
delivery costs as a percentage of the use of CDBG
dollars.

The revision on Page 3 has changed
that number from 20 percent to 25 percent.

THE CHAIR: Where is it, please?

COUNCILMAN NUTTER: On the top of the
third page. Item No. 3, in parentheses.

Proposes to change it from 20 percent
to 25 percent of the total CDBG dollars that could
be used for administration, program delivery, and
program management costs.

THE CHAIR: May we have Ms. Wilkerson
and Mr. Kromer comment on that?

COUNCILMAN NUTTER: Before they do, 1

was going to say, and the Administration has a
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concern about that and proposed their own language,
which is not percentage specific.

MS. WILKERSON: That"s right.

Mr. Kromer can give more specifics.

The Administration is committed to
reducing administrative costs. 1 articulated
before, you know, our approach to doing that and are
committed to being aggressive about that, to
actually implementing, eliminating the duplication
in this current year.

The specific dollars, the specific
percentages that are being proposed by Councilman
Nutter are untenable.

And 1 want to have Mr. Kromer talk a
little bit about that. And then 1 will read through
the language that we would prefer to have.

MR. KROMER: We haven"t had an
opportunity to analyze the administrative and
program delivery categories to be able to evaluate
the impact of implementing this recommendation, but
I can make a couple of comments.

One is that the performance of the
program would drop significantly if a measure of

this type were to be implemented, in part because
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implementation would require cutting back on those
staff that produce benefits for the City of
Philadelphia, whether it be through processing loans
or inspecting repair work and progress or other
activities. Our performance would drop
significantly.

Secondly, a technical matter. The
implementation of this measure would require layoffs
of represented employees.

And for each of the three housing
agencies that I expect would be the focus of these
layoffs, the layoff window for the current year has
already passed, and so it would not be possible to
implement layoffs that would affect the Year 26
program.

COUNCILMAN NUTTER: Now, I think the
assumption naturally -- or I am assuming that the
foundation of your statement is, you would have to
resort to these kinds of measures, potentially
draconian in nature, if you were not able to find
other funding to replace what you in this proposal
would, quote, unquote, lose as a result of a cap on
those three items of costs; is that the foundation

of your statement?



10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

401

PUBLIC MEETING

MR. KROMER: Yes, it is.

COUNCILMAN NUTTER: Okay-

MS. WILKERSON: 1 have already
stated. The Administration®™s position, there is not
General Fund money available.

We fully support the thrust of trying
to get more money out on the street for housing
activity, support there being a very structured
approach to trying to reduce administrative costs in
particular, and would ask that Council entertain a
more targeted and realistic goal-setting mechanism
than the one that is proposed in the amendment
before Council currently.

COUNCILMAN NUTTER: Secretary
Wilkerson, do you have a proposal on what a goal
could or should be?

COUNCILWOMAN TASCO: Point of
information.

Are we able to determine now, have we
done an financial impact study on this issue to
identify what the costs are for pure administration
of the program, and then the costs for program
delivery, so that we can see what may be a

reasonable target number?
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You know, 1 would like to see that,
and what that impact does to the department, before
I vote on this amendment.

I am not prepared to go that far
right now, without knowing just what it does.

But 1 understand what you are getting
at, and 1 think they understand that we are very
concerned about that.

Again, | say that with the
understanding that we get some action on this and
that it doesn"t -- we"re not here next year talking
about this.

IT 1 could convince you to ask them
to do that for us, and give them a targeted deadline
to have that information to us, 1 would be prepared
to deal with that.

But this is a little troublesome for
me.

COUNCILMAN NUTTER: I understand.

Mr. Kromer, is the response to
Counci lwoman Tasco"s question probably primarily
found on Page 149 in the budget detail, when you
talk about where the dollars are and as they are

split up between administrative costs and program
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delivery?

MR. KROMER: In a general way.

But I think what really gets at the
concern you raised is the wording of the proposed
amendment, which calls for a very specific
delineation of the admin and program delivery costs
associated with each program category.

So if the amendment were to be
adopted with that language, then the analysis that
you have asked for would be available within 90 days
after the start of the fiscal year.

COUNCILMAN NUTTER: Let me ask this
question: Purely on the administrative cost side,
Mr. Kromer, I mean, as 1 think even the Councilwoman
said, you have a benchmark or you have your
baseline, and then where you are going from there.

And are you able to talk about,
again, what you would seek as a goal in that
particular area?

A goal is different from a pure
absolute cap and cut. But a pathway to get to a
particular place, and that you are working in that
direction, and to set some parameters for yourself

as we are having this discussion for what you would
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potentially do to get to a particular place that is
reasonable and not devastate a program?

Nobody is looking to devastate
programs.

MS. WILKERSON: Just by way of
background, this statute, the federal statute, sets
out a cap that 1 believe limits administrative 1|
have costs to 20 percent of the CDBG grant.

Philadelphia, this particular
application, has administrative costs, | believe, at
between 14 and 15 percent of the CDBG grant.

That is iIn the middle, you know, to
the low side, of where other major cities are with
their administrative costs.

I think what the Administration can
develop is a proposal to reduce its spending. Right
off the top of my head 1 cannot say that we can
reduce it by 5 percent within the coming year.

I think we can develop that kind of
plan that reflects an assessment of how we are
spending our administrative money, where it is that
we can consolidate. We do plan on consolidating.

And 1 can come back to you within 60

days with a structured plan for reducing
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administrative costs across the CDBG-funded
departments.

COUNCILMAN NUTTER: And 1 appreciate
that. And if 1 heard and really understood what you
said, you could at least agree to the concept that
you would work toward a goal of a certain
percentage, which is obviously different than
setting a hard cap at the moment. But that, as a
part of this process, you will agree to at least a
goal of trying to get to a lower point?

MS. WILKERSON: Yes. That"s right.
We will work towards a goal.

I can™t give you anything more than
Just shooting from the hip until we actually go back
and look and, you know, just really figure out how
are we spending these moneys, where are there areas
of savings. There probably are some.

Any time you have this much money,
there are ways of doing things more efficiently to
generate savings.

You know, we will go through that and
come back with a specific plan for identifying areas
where we can save, and what a goal lower than the

current amount actually might be.
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COUNCILMAN NUTTER: The first
component of these amendments talks about asking you
to come back to us in 90 days with a variety of
information.

And couldn®t we have that as a
component of this longer list of items that we are
expecting to get information back in 90 days, but
talk about it, at least in this context, as a goal,
and set that as what you are looking to get toward
at least from a planning standpoint?

MS. WILKERSON: |1 agree that we can
set, you know, as a goal moving forward establishing
a goal.

I can™"t say to you credibly that, you
know, 20 percent, 25; you know, I can"t commit to
that.

I can commit that we will identify
specific percentages that we believe as an
Administration are reasonable in moving forward.

COUNCILMAN NUTTER: But even if we
set a goal, 1 mean, if you could meet it, you tell
us that you could. And if you couldn®t, you would
come back and tell us that you couldn®"t and why, 1

assume; right?



10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

PUBLIC MEETING

MS. WILKERSON: You can always set a
goal.

COUNCILMAN NUTTER: You can always
set a goal. Thank you.

Those are the main points. And I
could walk through all the rest, or where they came
from. 1 know Councilwoman Tasco had some concern.

THE CHAIR: So then we are fine with
then, just by way of review, with Page 1, with Page
2.

Let me ask a question with regard to
J. What is the Administration®s position on J?

MS. WILKERSON: The Administration
believes it can develop a proposal that articulates
how we plan on conducting planning across the city.

I think there is the understanding
that within 90 days we can"t plan in every
neighborhood in the city. But we will have a
strategy for actually undertaking a longer-term
process of planning.

I know parenthetically that it will
require committing additional resources.

COUNCILMAN NUTTER: You shared that

with me.

407
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THE CHAIR: So are you saying you are
in accord with the new language?

MS. WILKERSON: Yes.

THE CHAIR: So then we are just to
now Page 3, where, if my ears served me correctly,
we won"t include No. 3. And so we delete No. 3 --

COUNCILMAN NUTTER: Madam Chair, |
would say we could keep the elements of No. 3 and
take some elements out in accordance with the
testimony that we heard.

I could read, 1 think, into the
record something that we might reach agreement on.

THE CHAIR: Well, we need you to
prepare that now. We are ready for it.

COUNCILMAN NUTTER: I will say it.

THE CHAIR: And also, then, we are
deleting Section C.

COUNCILMAN NUTTER: Deleting the
wording in C.

COUNCILWOMAN TASCO: Under 4.

THE CHAIR: Yes, under 4. We are
keeping the letter C, but defining "a project.”

COUNCILMAN NUTTER: Right. Exactly.

THE CHAIR: I think we are all in
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accord.

Again, to cap --

COUNCILMAN NUTTER: Let me read into
the record what this hopefully new 3 could be, and
see if the Administration will agree to that.

THE CHAIR: Fine.

COUNCILMAN NUTTER: Madam Chair, and
Ms. Wilkerson, at the top of 3, as that sentence
starts, | would propose the following language, "It
shall be the policy of the city that, beginning in
CD Year 26 and each CD year thereafter, the city
will consolidate administrative functions associated
with each agency participating in the CDBG program
in order to avoid duplication of services and reduce
administrative costs and seek to reach a goal of no
more than 10 percent of CDBG funds being used for
such administrative costs."

MS. WILKERSON: And 1 have no
expectation that we can cut our administrative costs
30 percent.

COUNCILMAN NUTTER: 1 thought the
previous testimony was your administrative costs are
presently at 15?

MS. WILKERSON: Right. And you want
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to take them down to 10.

COUNCILMAN NUTTER: That was our
discussion in the concept of goal setting. You are
going to tell us whether you can or you can"t, and
why .

But no one is going anywhere, no one
is being laid off, and nothing is going to happen to
anybody .

By asking you to set that as a goal
and tell us what you can do and what you can"t do;
that"s all 1 am asking.

MS. WILKERSON: [If Council adopts
that, we will report back on our efforts.

THE CHAIR: Let me ask, what if the
language said that it would be lower than it has
been in previous years, with the goal of making it
lower than it has been iIn previous years?

Then the Administration doesn"t have
an amount, and we can still get where Councilman
Nutter would like to go by having it lower than it"s
been.

What do you think?

MS. WILKERSON: We could develop a

plan so that Council can evaluate our efforts, so
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that it is not simply an exercise of either hitting
or missing a goal, but it actually provides Council
with a mechanism for evaluating what it is that we
have identified as potential areas of savings, and
whether or not we in fact have a plan for trying to
reach those savings.

It may turn out to the actual number
is not as critical as us having done a structured
evaluation, identified real areas of opportunity and
made true progress. And we could come back with a
plan that shows that analysis.

COUNCILMAN NUTTER: So the problem
with what was read, which, as you know, 90 percent
of which is language that 1 got from you, was the
add-on language about the 10 percent?

MS. WILKERSON: 1 think that"s

right.
COUNCILWOMAN TASCO: Point of order.
THE CHAIR: Yes, Councilwoman Tasco.
COUNCILWOMAN TASCO: I think, could
we -- because we can amend this later -- so what 1

am really trying to get at is the documentation so
that we can come to some number; that®"s what | would

like.
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Once we get the study or whatever is
necessary for us to review, then we can come to a
number and we can amend this with that number at
that time.

COUNCILMAN NUTTER: Well, 1 think
under the circumstances, Councilwoman, the bulk of
the language that I read earlier was language that
the Administration had proposed.

I mean, that language could be
substituted on the front end of this particular
section. The rest of it can stay. Because it
doesn"t cap their costs, it doesn"t cost anybody
anything, and I will take that language.

THE CHAIR: Let me note that all of
this was only submitted at the hearing. So no one
has had the benefit of, at least not the committee
nor the Administration, of having any prior time to
review or discuss it. So it also makes it rather
difficult.

THE CHAIR: 3, it shall be the policy
of the city that beginning in CD Year 26 and each CD
year thereafter, the City will consolidate
administrative functions associated with each agency

participating in the CDBG program in order to avoid
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duplication of services and reduce administrative
costs and seek to -- period.

So that is the Administration”s
language.

COUNCILMAN NUTTER: Right.

THE CHAIR: Councilwoman Tasco, did
you hear that?

MS. WILKERSON: And then we will come
back with a plan for how it is that we intend to
further reduce our administrative costs, consistent
with the 90-day requirement, so that Council will
have an opportunity to evaluate our efforts.

THE CHAIR: Can we agree that that is
acceptable?

COUNCILMAN NUTTER: Yes.

THE CHAIR: Thank you.

I think then that we are ready.
Councilman Nutter will have the pleasure of reading
all of this into the formal record, and then we will
be ready to vote.

So the Chair recognizes Councilman
Nutter for the purpose of reading revised amendments
to Bill 344 into the record.

COUNCILMAN NUTTER: Thank you.
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Madam Chair, 1 propose to Amend
Section 8 in its entirety to read as follows:
Section 8: The applications for CDBG, HOME, HOPWA,
ESG funding, which the Mayor and the Housing
Director are authorized to file, shall be
substantially that known as the Year 26 Consolidated
Plan, which is approved and incorporated herein as
amended by this section.

The Chief Clerk of the Council shall
keep the Year 26 Consolidated Plan as amended by
this ordinance and the applications on file and make
them available for inspection and review by the
public. No later than 90 (90) days after the
beginning of fiscal year, the OHCD shall complete
and submit the following assessments, plans, reports
and documents for the Year 26 Consolidated Plan to
City Council in order for City Council to consider
such proposed assessments, plans, reports and
documents for approval by resolution as components
of the Year 26 Consolidated Plan.

Number 1, expenditure of CDBG program
funds shall be made only as specified in the annual
Community Development Plan (the CD Plan) or any CD

plan amendments properly adopted by Council in
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compliance with the requirements of Title 21,
Subsections 21-1105, parenthesis 3 and parenthesis
4, of the Philadelphia Code. CDBG program funds
shall be allocated and spent in a manner to provide
maximum benefit for the community development needs
of low and moderate income persons and families
throughout the city and residing in each
councilmanic district in the city.

Number 2, the CD Plan shall be
prepared by the Office of Housing and Community
Development for the City of Philadelphia (OHCD) and
shall contain the following elements: (@), a
description of the geographic boundaries of each
project OHCD intends to fund; (b), the comprehensive
assessment of the community development needs of the
low and moderate income population throughout the
city and in each councilmanic district in the city,
including the social, housing, neighborhood and
economic characteristics of each area in which CDBG
program funds are eligible to be spent and an
enumeration of each neighborhood that will be
affected or served by a project the city intends to
fund; (c), and explanation of how low and moderate

income residents and families in each area and
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throughout the particular councilmanic district
affected or served will benefit from each project;
(d), an explanation of how minority residents and
families in each area and throughout the particular
councilmanic district affected or served will
benefit from each project; (e), a detailed Housing
Assistance Plan which shall contain an accurate
analysis of the housing needs of low and moderate
income households of each area and throughout the
particular councilmanic district in which CDBG
program funds are to be spent, and an explanation of
how CDBG programs funds will be used to meet those
needs; (), the amount of money specifically
allocated for each project; (g), an estimate of the
total general program delivery, program management
and administrative costs of the CD plan, and a
detailed budget outlining the specific program
departments or city-related agencies for each
project including, but not limited to, the number of
personnel and their job duties for each project;
and, an explanation of how the activities of OHCD
and any other city departments and city-related
agencies in providing specific program delivery,

program management, and administrative services
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benefit low and moderate income persons in each
project area and throughout each councilmanic
district in the city; (h), an anti-displacement
strategy including the program activities and
specified measures the city will undertake to either
prevent or alleviate the displacement of low and
moderate income residents; (i), an assessment of the
yearly needs of the homeless population in the city,
and a list of public and private agencies that
provide shelter to the homeless, including, for each
sub agency, an estimate of the number of people
provided for and the geographical area served by
Council district, if applicable; (J), a general
proposal for how the city will develop comprehensive
and detailed neighborhood revitalization plans by
neighborhood area within the councilmanic district
describing the program and project activities which
may be funded which will provide the maximum benefit
in serving the community development needs of low
and moderate income residents throughout the city
and in each councilmanic district in the city, in
accordance with the neighborhood revitalization the
projects or activities which are eligible activities

as provided in 24 CFR Part 570 Subpart C, as
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amended, including but not limited to neighborhood
revitalization activities such as; public
infrastructure improvements; the acquisition, site
preparation and disposition of land for mixed income
housing development; home ownership assistance;
economic development activities; and, job creation
and retention programs; (d), an analysis and
calculation of the number and percentage of city
residents in each councilmanic district who are low
and moderate income, and an analysis and calculation
of the number of percentage of all low and moderate
income city residents by councilmanic district; (I),
a detailed listing of the funding amount and
percentage of funds being utilized by category of
all CDBG eligible programs and activities as
provided for in 24 CFR Part 570 Subpart C (eligible
activities) as amended, by councilmanic district;
and (m) a determination of the extent of housing
overcrowding and the age of housing throughout the
city and within each councilmanic district iIn the
city.

Number 3, The use and expenditure of
any CD Year 26 funds made available pursuant to any

budgetary reduction in the total combined program
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delivery, program management and administrative
costs of the Year 26 Consolidated Plan as compared
to the CD Year 25 Consolidated Plan total combined
program delivery, program management and
administrative costs in compliance with this section
shall be used to fund a program for neighborhood
revitalization projects or activities which are
eligible activities as provided in 24 CFR Part 570,
Subpart C, as amended, including but not limited to
neighborhood revitalization activities, such as
public infrastructure improvements; the acquisition,
site preparation and distribution of land for mixed
income housing development; home ownership
assistance; economic development activities; and job
creation and retention programs which are subject to
approval by resolution of City Council.

Number 4, for purposes of this
section, the following phrases shall mean the
following: (@), A "low income person or resident"
is a person residing in the city having an annual
income of not more than 50 percent of the median
income for the standard metropolitan statistical
area of Philadelphia for a family of similar size,

as determined under the Housing and Community
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Development Act of 1974, as amended; (b), a
""moderate income person or resident” is a person
residing in the city having an annual income of not
more than 80 percent of the median income for the
standard metropolitan statistical area of
Philadelphia for a family of similar size, as
determined under the Housing and Community
Development Act of 1974, as amended; (c), "a
project”™ is one of the major program activity
categories included in the CDBG Consolidated Plan,
including but not limited to home ownership and
housing preservation, homeless and special needs
housing, and community economic development; (d), a
""neighborhood revitalization plan” is a plan
proposed by the City Planning Commission and
subsequently reviewed by the OHCD that outlines
proposed revitalization projects and activities
suitable for meeting the respective community
development needs of the residents for a defined
neighborhood area. Projects and activities shall be
consistent with the provisions of 24 CFR Part 570,
Subpart C, as amended, and shall be developed in
consultation with any community development

corporation, community-based organization, nonprofit
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or for-profit entity, public/private joint venture
entity, or any other entity representing the
residents of the proposed revitalization area.

Those are all the amendments.

THE CHAIR: Let me ask you a
question, since | got up from my chair. No. 3, as
you read it, is that the No. 3 iIn its entirety on
this second sheet?

COUNCILMAN NUTTER: No; that"s the
first part of No. 3.

THE CHAIR: Where did you pick it
up?

COUNCILMAN NUTTER: 1 picked it up,
if you look at the amendment, with the sentence that
begins, "The use and expenditure of."

THE CHAIR: All right. Is that
acceptable to the Administration?

MS. WILKERSON: Yes, that"s fine.

THE CHAIR: All right.

Are there any other amendments to
this bill? Because if there are, we can give them
Councilman Nutter to read.

COUNCILMAN NUTTER: No. I am

finished reading, Madam Chair. |1 am talked out.
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THE CHAIR: Any other comments or
questions from the committee with regard to
amendments to Bill No. 3447

COUNCILMAN COHEN: Is Councilman
Nutter moving to amend the bill?

THE CHAIR: 1 assume that he 1is.

COUNCILMAN NUTTER: Yes, Councilman
Cohen. I move the adoption of these amendments.

(Duly seconded.)

THE CHAIR: All right. It has been
moved and seconded that the amendments as read into
the record for Bill 344 be approved.

All in favor.

Opposed.

The ayes have it, and so it is
carried.

And 1 will ask that the bill as
amended be reported out of committee with a
suspension of the Rules and with a favorable
recommendation.

Counci lwoman Tasco.

COUNCILWOMAN TASCO: Madam Chair, |
move that Bill No. 000344 be reported out of

committee as amended with a favorable recommendation
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and that the Rules of Council be suspended so as to
have the first reading at today"s Council session.

(Duly seconded.)

THE CHAIR: It has been moved and
properly seconded that Bill No. 344 as amended be
reported out of committee with a favorable
recommendation, and also that the Rules of Council
be suspended so as to permit first reading on this
day.

All in favor.

Opposed.

The ayes have it, and so we have now
passed Bill 344 and now we are ready to go back to
Council.

President Verna, we are ready. Thank
you all. Thank you for your patience and your
work. Thank you.

(Public Meeting adjourned at 1:25
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