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FIFTH PROGRAM YEAR CAPER

The CPMP Fifth Consolidated Annual Performance and Evaluation Report includes Narrative Responses
to CAPER questions that CDBG, HOME, HOPWA, and ESG grantees must respond to each year in order to
be compliant with the Consolidated Planning Regulations. The Executive Summary narratives are
optional.

The grantee must submit an updated Financial Summary Report (PR26).
GENERAL
EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

This module is optional, but encouraged. If you choose to complete it, provide a brief overview that
includes major initiatives and highlights that were proposed and executed throughout the fourth year.

Program Year 5 CAPER Executive Summary Response:

The City of Rochester completed a five-year Consolidated Community Development Plan in 2010. The
Plan consisted of a strategic plan and an annual action plan. The strategic plan contains a community
development needs assessment, a housing market analysis and long term strategies to meet priority
needs. The annual action plan describes specific projects and activities that will be undertaken in'the
coming year with federal funds to address Briority needs.

The Consolidated Annual Performance and Evaluation Report (CAPER) describes the City of Rochester’s
progress in implementing the Plan through the proposed actions identified in the 2014-15 Annual Action
Plan.

We used the Consolidated Plan Management Process (CPMP) tool that was created by the United States
Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD) to prepare the plan. This optional tool assists
grantees in meeting the requirements of a Consolidated Plan-Strategic Plan, up to five Annual Action
Plans and up to five Consolidated Annual Performance and Evaluation Reports.

The CPMP facilitates compliance by presenting questions for a detailed response. A complete and
accurate response assures compliance with applicable federal statutes and regulations. When
complete, we will submit CAPER materials to HUD almost entirely in an electronic format.

The Department of Neighborhood and Business Development, Office of the Commissioner is the lead
agency responsible for preparing and overseeing the Consolidated Community Development Plan and
Annual Action Plan. This department is the result of a reorganization of the City of Rochester, whereby
the Department of Community Development, Department of Economic Development and the
Neighborhood Service Centers were brought together to form one unified department. The
departments of Neighborhood and Business Development, Environmental Services, and Recreation and
Youth Services administer assisted projects and report on accomplishments.

The City receives grants from HUD for the Community Development Block Grant (CDBG), HOME
Investment Partnerships (HOME), Emergency Solutions Grant (ESG), and Housing Opportunities for
Persons with AIDS (HOPWA) Programs. Each program has specific legislative and regulatory



requirements. The CDBG Program provides annual grants on a formula basis to entitled cities and
counties to develop viable urban communities by providing decent housing and a suitable living
environment and by expanding economic opportunities principally for low- and moderate-income
persons. The program is authorized under title | of the Housing and Community Development Act of
1974.

The HOME Program is authorized under Title Il of the Cranston-Gonzalez National Affordable Housing
Act, as amended. The program provides formula grants to States and localities that communities use-
often in partnership with local nonprofit groups to fund a wide range of activities that build, buy and/or
rehabilitate affordable housing for rent or homeownership.

The ESG Program provides homeless persons with basic shelter and essential supportive services. It can
assist with the operational costs of the shelter facility and for the administration of the grant. ESG also
provides short-term homeless prevention assistance to persons at imminent risk of losing their housing
due to eviction, foreclosure or utility shutoffs.

HOPWA distributes program funds using a statutory formula that relies on AIDS statistics (cumulative
AIDS cases and area incidence) from the Centers for Disease Control and Prevention. HOPWA grantees
are encouraged to develop community-wide strategies and form partnerships with area nonprofit
organizations. HOPWA funds may be used for a wide range of housing, social services, program
planning and development costs.

The following table provides an indication of formula grant funding and program income received and
drawn during the period from July 1, 2014 through June 30, 2015 as well as funds drawn from 7/1/15-
8/12/15 that were prior year expenses. Funds expended during the period included funds in prior years
that were not expended until the 2014-15 program year.

Table 1
Grant Funds Received and Expended
GRANT FUNDS RECEIVED FUNDS EXPENDED
CDBG $7,963,860 $9,902,813.88
HOME $1,978,236 $1,697,837.60
ESG $666,000 $636,067.88
HOPWA $687,700 $915,158.12
Total $11,295,796 $13,151,877.48

Notes: Grant funds received include program income. Funds expended may include prior year balances.
Additional funds will be expended as invoices continue to be presented and processed. In addition,

$16,585,000 was spent for Section 108 activities. A $4 correction to HOPWA administration draw will be
done in 2015 for the 2014 program year.




Highlighted are some program accomplishments for the 2014-15 program year:

Table 2
Summary of Objectives, Outcomes and Results
OBJECTIVE OUTCOME MEASURE RESULT
Suitable Living Accessibility for the Number of Persons 175320
Environment Purpose of Creating Assisted
Suitable Living
Environment
Decent Housing Affordability for the Number of Housing 465
Purpose of Providing Units and Households
Decent Housing Assisted
Number of First Time 101 (included in above
Homebuyers number)
Economic Opportunity Accessibility for the Number of Jobs 192
Purpose of Creating Created/Retained
Economic Opportunities
Number of Businesses 82
Assisted

GENERAL QUESTIONS

1. Assessment of the one year goals and objectives:
a. Describe the accomplishments in attaining the goals and objectives for the reporting
period.
b. Provide a breakdown of the CPD formula grant funds spent on grant activities for each
goal and objective.
c. If applicable, explain why progress was not made towards meeting the goals and
objectives.
2. Describe the manner in which the recipient would change its program as a result of its
experiences.
3. Affirmatively Furthering Fair Housing:
a. Provide a summary of impediments to fair housing choice.
b. Identify actions taken to overcome effects of impediments identified.
4. Describe Other Actions in Strategic Plan or Action Plan taken to address obstacles to meeting
underserved needs.
5. Leveraging Resources:
a. Identify progress in obtaining “other” public and private resources to address needs.
b. How federal resources from HUD leveraged other public and private resources.
c. How matching requirements were satisfied.

PROGRAM YEAR 5 CAPER GENERAL QUESTION RESPONSE:

The City of Rochester prepared a Consolidated Community Development Plan in 2010. The plan lists the
community’s goals, objectives and strategies to address priority needs. The strategies and objectives




are designed to meet the three Federal goals for the Consolidated Plan. The federal regulations state
that the Consolidated Plan’s activities should meet one of the following three goals:
e Provide decent housing
e Provide a suitable living environment
e Expand economic opportunity

The City of Rochester has developed four key goal areas to guide the program. These are identified as:

e Support Neighbors Building Neighborhoods

e Promote Economic Stability
e Improve the Housing Stock and General Property Conditions
e Respond to General Community Needs

Table 3 provides a summary of our goals, objectives, priority needs and planned activities for the 2014-

15 reporting period.

The following assessments by program goal describe activities and accomplishments during the
reporting period for 2014-15. We assess our expected accomplishments to actual accomplishments for
each priority need. A percentage of targets achieved is calculated to determine progress.

Promote Economic Stability

The City’s economic development efforts concentrate on commercial and industrial development and
through a series of strategies and initiatives designed to encourage investment, and retain and create
jobs while strengthening city neighborhoods by providing vital neighborhood commercial services.

The primary goals are to provide economic development programs and services designed to assist
projects which will result in new investment, new job creation or retention.

Table 3
Summary of Goals, Objectives, Priority Needs and Planned Activities

GOAL

OBIJECTIVE

PRIORITY NEED

PLANNED ACTIVITIES

Other

Improve Services for
Low/Mod

Planning &
Administration

-Planning Studies
-Program
Administration

Promote Economic
Stability

Improve Economic
Opportunities for
Low/Mod

Economic Development

-Financial and Technical
Assistance to
Businesses
-Rehabilitation of
Commercial/Industrial
Structures

Improve the Housing
Stock and General
Property Conditions

Improve the Quality of
Owner Housing

Improve the Quality of
Affordable Rental
Housing

Owner Housing
Rental Housing

Public
Facilities/Infrastructure

-Single and Multi Unit
Rehabilitation
-Construction of
Housing

-Home Ownership
Assistance

-Lead Based Paint




Improve Access to Hazard Reduction

Affordable Housing -Rehab Administration
\ -Energy Efficiency
Improve the Availability Improvements
of Owner Housing -Legal Services
-Fair Housing
-Tenant/Landlord
Counseling
Improve the Housing Improve Quality of -Public Facilities
Stock and General Public Improvements -Neighborhood
Property Conditions Facilities
-Parks & Recreational
Facilities
Respond to Community | Improve Services for Public Services -Public Services
Needs Low/Mod -Employment Training
Homeless/HIV/AIDS -Youth Services &
Increase Housing Parent Support
Options for Persons -Health Services
with Special Needs -Emergency Shelter and
Services

-Rental Assistance

The Community Development Block Grant funds a number of activities including loan and grant
programs, technical assistance and commercial rehabilitation.

The following are some highlighted business development projects:

1.

Truform Manufacturing, Inc. -The project involves the purchase of new production equipment to
assist the company in meeting new business demand. The $500,000 project consisted of the
purchase and installation of new equipment, consisting of state-of-the-art Haas milling and
turning machines. The new equipment will allow the company to produce parts much more
efficiently, as the new machines are capable of multiple production functions performed at the
same time.

Truform Manufacturing, Inc., is an MBE-owned manufacturing business started by 100% owner
Tyrone Reaves in 1992. The business operates out of a 42,000 square foot manufacturing facility
owned by Mr. Reaves located at 1500 N. Clinton Avenue in the City’s northeast quadrant. The
company is a manufacturing services business provider specializing in manufacturing of low-to-
mid volume low-to-medium complexity products involving precision sheet metal fabrications,
weldments, enclosures, and mechanical assemblies. The company’s capabilities include CNC
machining, blanking, deburring, forming, welding and finish grinding.

The project investment totaled $500,000 and was funded with a $400,000 CDBG-funded
equipment loan and $100,000 in company equity. The project is expected to result in the
creation of 18 new FTE jobs within 3 years, as well as the retention of 41 FTE jobs and 2 PT jobs.
A significant number of the new jobs to be created are expected to be filled by City of Rochester
residents.

JosephineJaneRestaurantGroup, LLC- Josephinelane Restaurant Group, LLC was formed in 2014
by Greg and Jodi Johnson for the purpose of starting a new restaurant in the City of Rochester
called The Cub Room. The Johnson’s have 20 years of experience in owning and operating




successful restaurants in the New York City area. After re-locating to Rochester in 2013, the
Johnson’s decided to open a new restaurant in the City. In 2015, the decision was made to
locate the restaurant in a former 40,000 sq ft warehouse building located at 739 S. Clinton
Avenue in the City’s southeast quadrant.

The project consists of the construction, build-out, and equipping of a new restaurant located in
5,771 square feet of leased space. The total project cost is $600,000 .Funding for the project
includes a $25,000 CDBG-funded City loan, $25,000 CDBG-funded City grant, $50,000 bank line
of credit, $50,000 loan from Pathstone Corp., $225,000 in private placement equity, $250,000
landlord contribution, and owner’s equity.

The new restaurant is expected to create 20 FTE jobs at start-up, with another 25 FTE jobs
projected to be created within three years.

3. EPP Team d/b/a Empire Precision Plastics. EPP is a high-quality plastic injection molding business
specializing in the injection molding of precision plastic parts for medical, electronics, aerospace
and industrial businesses. The company’s services include mold-making, tooling, in-house
prototyping, molding and assembly. The company was co-founded in 1992 by owner Neal Elli
and currently employs 67 people.

The business is located in 42,000 sq ft of leased space at 500 Lee Rd. Due to increasing demand,
especially for medical products, the company has undertaken a $3,000,000 expansion project,
consisting of an increase in the amount of square feet being leased to 65,000 as well as the
purchase of $2,500,000 in new production equipment. The City is providing a $100,000 CDBG-
funded grant for the project. Additional funding will be provided by the City of Rochester (to the
landlord), NYS Empire State Development Corp, Monroe County, and M&T Bank. The company is
projecting that the expansion project will result in 26 new FTE jobs being created within 3 years.

Improve the Housing Stock

The Department of Neighborhood and Business Development funds a number of housing programs
designed to improve the quality of owner housing, improve access to affordable housing, improve the
availability of owner housing and improve the quality of affordable rental housing. Over $1.6 million in
HOME funding was expended during the reporting period on housing activities.

A variety of HOME assisted housing programs assisted 128 households and housing units. Our home
purchase assistance programs assisted 101 first time home buyers.

The Home Buyer Assistance Program provides comprehensive services to prospective owner-occupants
who wish to purchase homes through City programs. Services include eligibility screening for purchase
subsidies and referrals to home buyer training and City housing programs. In addition, a variety of
foreclosure prevention activities help prevent mortgage foreclosure by providing funding for
professional housing specialists and legal staff to negotiate directly with lenders to mitigate pending
foreclosures.

CDBG funds are used to provide landlord training and tenant education courses along with mediation
and individual counseling to create effective landlord/tenant relationships that are beneficial to both
parties, the neighborhoods, and the community at large.

The City’'s HOME Program is designed to preserve existing housing, develop affordable housing, and
provide homeownership assistance.



Respond to General Community Needs

Youth Services needs in the City continue to be varied and extensive, as evidenced by both the high level
and severity of urban poverty. Youth continue to experience high levels of school dropout rates,
increasing teen pregnancy rates, and disproportionately high unemployment rates.

Acknowledging the scope of need in the context of decreasing resources, the City continues to work
closely with other major funders (United Way, County of Monroe and the Rochester Area Community
Foundation) to review and update established policies and funding strategies that concentrate targeted

dollars and effort on established priorities.
The current major priorities for CDBG funding for City Youth Services are:

e Programs and services that promote youth employment readiness and career development;

e Programs and/or activities that are inclusive of youth development programming, specifically,
the 40 Youth Development Assets; and

e Programs and/or activities that provide support to parents, as they support the developmental
needs of their youth in the above two areas.

2014-15 Plan indicated 660 for youth service activities plus 80,000 for public services from
Neighborhood Commercial. The Plan did not include all that benefit as a result of public improvement
projects (as some are to be determined). Actual includes all.

The expected number of people served for the Emergency Shelter Grant program was 3,557. The actual
number served by the program was 3,802 (unduplicated).

Programs funded by HOPWA expected to assist 199 households. The actual number of households
assisted was 154.

Elk Street Reconstruction is underway and is an important public improvement project. Midtown
Redevelopment Open Space and Union Street Improvement Project were completed during the 2014-15

program year.



The following table provides a summary of expected and actual accomplishments by priority needs.

Table 4
Summary of Expected and Actual Accomplishments by Priority Need
PRIORITY OUTCOME PERFORMANCE | YEAR EXPECTED | ACTUAL | PERCENT
NEED MEASURE ACHIEVED
Economic Availability Businesses 2010-11 | 112 29 26%
Development | /Accessibility of 2011-12 | 123 63 51%
Economic 2012-13 | 119 79 66%
Opportunity 2013-14 | 80 103 129%
2014-15 | 81 82 101%
Five Year Goal
Economic Availability Jobs 2010-11 | 75 182 242%
Development | /Accessibility of 2011-12 | 75 67 89%
Economic 2012-13 | 87 125 143%
Opportunity 2013-14 | 50 485 970%
2014-15 | 125 192 154%
Five Year Goal
Owner and Affordability of Housing Units 2010-11 | 426 389 91%
Rental Decent Housing 2011-12 | 523 291 56%
Housing 2012-13 | 450 566 125%
2013-14 | 450 358 80 %
2014-15 | 308 337 109%
Five Year Goal | 2157 1941 90%
Owner and Affordability of Households 2010-11 | 485 122 25%
Rental Decent Housing 2011-12 | 460 816 177%
Housing 2012-13 | 460 275 60%
2013-14 | 303 379 125%
2014-15 | 357 128 36%
Five Year Goal | 2065 1720 83%
Owner and Affordability of People 2010-11 | 690 1410 204%
Rental Decent Housing 2011-12 | 725 116 16%
Housing 2012-13 | 725 663 91%
2013-14 | 720 1227 170%
2014-15 | 361 640 177%
Five Year Goal | 3221 4056 126%
Public Availability People 2010-11 | 934 700 75%
Services /Accessibility of 2011-12 | 202 112023* | 5545%
Suitable Living 2012-13 | 422 82,722* | 1960%
Environment 2013-14 | 512 88,012* | 1718%
2014-15 | 80660 174680* | 217%
Five Year Goal | 82730 458137 | 554%
Homeless/ Availability People 2010-11 | 5544 12752 230%
HIV/AIDS /Accessibility of 2011-12 | 5440 6555 120%
Suitable Living 2012-13 | 5493 6632 120%
Environment 2013-14 | 3733 3369 90%
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| 2014-15 | 3,557 3802 107%
Five Year Goal | 23,767 33110 139%
Homeless/ Availability Households 2010-11 | 220 295 134%
HIV/AIDS /Accessibility of 2011-12 | 210 235 112%
Suitable Living 2012-13 | 200 148 74%
Environment 2013-14 | 190 134 71%
2014-15 | 199 154 77%
Five Year Goal | 1019 964 95%
Public Availability/ Number of 2010-11 | TBD 0
Facilities/ Accessibility of Improvements | 2011-12 | TBD 3
Infrastructure | Suitable Living 2012-13 | TBD 3
Environment 2013-14 | 1 5 500%
2014-15 | 14 18 129%
Five Year Goal | 15+ 29 193%

*2014-15 Plan indicated 660 for youth service activities plus 80,000 for public services from
Neighborhood Commercial. The Plan did not include all that benefit as a result of public improvement
projects (as some are to be determined). Actual includes all.

The chart above was completed using PR23 and for people counts, activities were reviewed in IDIS to
tally numbers served.

Table 5 provides an indication of formula grant funds spent on activities for each objective.




Table 5
Formula Grant Expenditures by Performance Objectives

Performance
Objective

CDBG

HOME

ESG

HOPWA

TOTAL

Improve Services
for Low/Mod

$1,067,572.14

$1,067,572.14

Improve Economic
Opportunities for
Low/Mod

$2,064,371.35

$2,064,371.35

Improve the
Quality of Owner
Housing/
Improve Access to
Affordable
Housing/
Improve the
Availability of
Owner
Housing/Improve
the Quality of
Affordable Rental
Housing

$5,355,021.19

$1,697,837.60

$7,052,858.79

Improve
Quality/Quantity
of Public
Improvements

$163,835.84

$163,835.84

Increase Housing
Options for
Persons with
Special Needs

$636,067.88

$915,158.12

$1,551,226.00

Slums Blight
Spot/Area

$36,320.00

$36,320.00

Other-Program
Management,
Planning, Indirect,
Studies

$1,215,693.36

$1,215,693.36

TOTAL

$9,902,813.88

$1,697,837.60

$636,067.88

$915,158.12

$13,151,877.48

Note: Additional invoices for the program year continue to be submitted by subrecipients, vendors, etc.

and are being paid as they are presented. $16,585,000 in Section 108 loan funds were spent during the
program year. A $4 correction to HOPWA administration draw will be done in 2015 for the 2014

program year.

Historically, CDBG and HOME spending patterns reflect a widely dispersed spatial allocation. In order to

achieve a greater impact, the City has defined smaller areas for public investment and focusing our
expenditures over a multi-year period. This Focused Investment Strategy has been operational for the
past four years and review of the initiative has shown visible change in the four identified
neighborhoods. It is anticipated that at the end, the program will have produced greater neighborhood
impacts as measured by housing sales prices, bank lending activity and the number of businesses.




The City engaged WES to complete a new Analysis to Impediments Study. The draft study has been
completed with recommendations. The project will be finalized in fiscal year 2015-16.

Currently, the City undertakes many actions to affirmatively further fair housing. The Analysis of
Impediments to Fair Housing Choice from a study in 1996 and the 2007 Housing Market Analysis that
included a review of affordable housing and resulted in the formulation of our housing policy, shows the
major impediments as follows:

1. Household Income: Housing choices are fundamentally limited by household income and
purchasing power. Another element of this is job sprawl-the spatial mismatch between jobs and
minorities.

2. The availability of affordable housing

3. Mobility: Most family affordable housing is located in areas with high concentrations of
minorities and poverty.

4. Real Estate Practices: There is no local testing to confirm or disprove discriminatory real estate
practices.

5. Lending Practices: Minorities experience mortgage lending denial rates which are two to three
times greater than those for white applicants. This suggests that lenders’ underwriting policies
or practices have the effect of restricting housing opportunities among minorities.

6. Community Understanding and Attitudes: The current amount of fair housing education and
information programming is limited.

The City is also in the process of updating the Analysis of Impediments to Fair Housing Choice. Several
ongoing programs address these impediments. The City works to increase the number of affordable
housing choices so households utilizing City homeownership and rental programs spend no more than
30% of their income on housing related costs. To this end, the City provides development subsidies for
affordable existing and newly constructed homes for homebuyers.

A key City program for existing homes is the Home Rochester Program. Vacant, single-family homes are
rehabilitated and sold to eligible low-income buyers. The program provides a development subsidy as
well as closing cost assistance to ensure affordability to the ultimate owner. In addition to closing cost
and down payment assistance for purchase on the private market, funds are often matched with local
employer and lender funds and have succeeded in drawing first time homebuyers to the city’s
neighborhoods. These homes are located on streets that are in areas of low concentrations of minorities
and poverty.

For tenants, the City in partnership with local nonprofit developers creates rental projects that are
affordable to households under 60% of the MFI. The City’s participation usually includes bridge
financing. The City sponsors Landlord Tenant Services which includes workshops and one-on-one
coaching for landlords to learn to improve their businesses, properties and relationships with their
tenants.

We continue to fund foreclosure prevention with access to financial counseling programs, links with
HUD approved specialists in foreclosure prevention, and legal assistance where appropriate.

Neighborhood planning at the quadrant level continues. With the consolidation of the City’s three
departments of Community Development, Economic Development and Neighborhood Service Centers
into the Department of Neighborhood and Business Development, the planning process at the
neighborhood level still occurs, but with the assistance of staff at the quadrant team level.
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Crime has been a major obstacle in respect to revitalization of commercial strips. The Security Camera
and Lighting Program are designed to help diminish crime.

The Housing Needs Assessment contained in the Consolidated Community Development Plan
documents a large percentage of households that experienced one or more housing problems in 2010,
including cost burden, overcrowding and inadequate housing. A significant amount of the City’s housing
funds are directed towards addressing underserved needs.

There are many underserved groups such as the homeless. The Rochester/Monroe County Continuum
of Care Team’s Housing Options for All describes a system that ranges from emergency housing and
support service to permanent housing with homeless prevention and support services that homeless
individuals and families need to achieve independent living.

Funds from the grants (CDBG, HOME, ESG and HOPWA) are leveraged with a variety of public and
private sources to assist the City achieve its community development goals.

Only a small portion of investment comes from City Public funds which include CDBG, CDF, REDCO,
Section 108 and other grant and loan funds available to the City. The City also uses Non-City Public
funds including SBA 504 direct loans and New York State funding. The vast majority of investment in
projects comes from private sources. This leveraging of resources is critical to making projects happen.
For economic development projects to be successful, a partnership between the City, developers and
business owners (including shared financing of projects) must occur.

The New York State Empire Zone Program offers businesses that are certified a variety of NYS Income
Tax Credits, sales tax exemptions, property tax abatements, and a utility discount for creating new jobs
and making qualified investments in the Zone. Since 1995, the City of Rochester certified over 500
businesses. In June of 2010, the program was closed to new program entrants, however, approximately
220 businesses continue in the program and will be able to finish out any program benefits that they are
entitled to. These benefits are used in conjunction with other public and private resources.

The City continues to promote economic stability. Staff is successful in developing financing for a
number of projects and businesses. Leveraging other resources in the community makes significant job
creation and retention a reality.

Industrial programs contribute to solving neighborhood and community problems through job
creation/job retention and stabilization of neighborhoods through investment in real estate.

The City has long taken an active role in fostering an environment that encourages the retention and
growth of existing businesses, the attraction of new companies and support of entrepreneurs. Efforts to
facilitate business growth focus on retaining established businesses, growing existing businesses, and
recruiting a diverse set of new businesses. The City also focuses on establishing entrepreneurial
partnerships and collaborating with other service providers in the community to support
entrepreneurship opportunities.

The City of Rochester provides financial assistance including low interest loans and grants, tax incentives
and technical assistance to a wide range of city businesses. Eligible projects include real estate
investments, purchases of machinery and equipment, or working capital. Special grants include those
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for pre-development/due diligence expenses, interest rate subsidies, targeted business assistance for
businesses that have historically had difficulty accessing capital, and small businesses. We also support
business associations in low to moderate income neighborhoods. Small Business Matching Grants are
also provided for essential neighborhood service companies in low to moderate income areas.

Table 15 shows amount leveraged in matching resources for homeless activities funded through ESG in
2014-15.

In report year 2014-15, the Bureau of Housing and Project Development leveraged over $18 million to
HOME funded projects as listed in the sources table below:

Table 6
Housing Funds Leveraged
Other Federal $3,240,000
State/Local $5,789,831
Private $9,474,409
Other $390,520
Total $18,894,760

Managing the Process

1. Describe actions taken during the last year to ensure compliance with program and
comprehensive planning requirements.

Program Year 5 CAPER Managing the Process Response:

The City prepared a detailed Citizen Participation Plan which outlines opportunities for residents to
participate in the planning and administration of the Consolidated Community Development Program.

The City conducted a public meeting to solicit input into the preparation of the Annual Action Plan on
March 24, 2014. The Rochester City Council held a public hearing on the Annual Action Plan on May 20,
2014. Meetings are advertised in the Democrat and Chronicle and on the City’s website.

In addition to community meetings, the City encouraged input from other governmental agencies and
nonprofits on the goals and actions that should be considered in the consolidated planning process.
Agencies and nonprofit organizations that serve City residents were contacted to identify specific needs
and subsequent actions to address these needs.

City staff is in regular contact with a variety of community organizations to gather input on priority
areas, issues of concern and other topics. The City also solicited input from social service and homeless
agencies that provide housing assistance and related services to low- and moderate-income persons.
These include contact with homeless service providers through the Homeless Services Network (HSN),
HSN Subcommittees, Continuum of Care, other Housing and public service providers. The City also
gathered information from key stakeholders.

Consultation with the Rochester Housing Authority occurred to obtain data on the public housing

inventory (including the Section 8 Housing Choice Voucher Program) and to discuss the Housing
Authority’s plans for public housing development activities.
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The Focused Investment Initiative has completed a five year pilot period, and will be evaluated in the
2015-16 fiscal year. A comprehensive FIS Building Condition and Land Use (BCLU) report was
completed in 2014-15 which showed signs of neighborhood improvement and promise. Focused
Investment has been a major activity for Housing development and investment. In 2014-15, three very
high profile projects are underway and/or completed - Eastman Gardens, Corpus Christi, and
Neighborhood Builders. Focused Investment rehabilitation grants in quadrants continue.

The City of Rochester monitors all assisted program and planning activities. An effective monitoring
program ensures accountability, responds to community priorities, and maximizes the efficiency and

effectiveness of program delivery.

Program managers are required to review program and financial information to ensure accuracy.

All grant applications that require a Certification of Consistency with the Consolidated Community

Development Plan were reviewed.

Citizen Participation

1. Provide a summary of citizen comments.

2. In addition, the performance report provided to citizens must identify the Federal funds made
available for furthering the objectives of the Consolidated Plan. For each formula grant
program, the grantee shall identify the total amount of funds available (including estimated
program income), the total amount of funds committed during the reporting period, and the
geographic distribution and location of expenditures. Jurisdictions are encouraged to include
maps in describing the geographic distribution and location of investment (Including areas of
minority concentration). The geographic distribution and expenditure requirement may also
be satisfied by specifying the census tracts where expenditures were concentrated.

Program Year 5 CAPER Citizen Participation Response:

Our customers had an opportunity to comment on the CAPER during the period from September 5, 2015
through September 21, 2015. A notice of opportunity was published in the Democrat & Chronicle.

There were no comments.

The following table provides an indication of funds available to draw on July 1, 2014 and June 30, 2015.

Table 7
Available Funding by Formula Grant

GRANT FUNDS AVAILABLE ON JUNE 30, FUNDS AVAILABLE ON JUNE 30,
2014 2015
CDBG $11,198,430.54 $10,680,447.58
HOME $1,305,453.73 $1,949,181.61
ESG $318,720.21 $470,810.37
HOPWA $577,758.14 $350,300.02
Total $13,400,362.62 $13,450,739.58
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The PRO1 was used for the above table. The amount available for ESG includes Emergency Shelter Grant
total from the PRO1 (Emergency Shelter Grant only) and PR91 (Emergency Solutions Grant only) as of as
of June 30, 2015.

Many activities are available city-wide. However, the City gives priority to census tracts where 51% or
more of the households have incomes that are 80% or less of the median family income for the MSA.

In addition, guidelines for allocating funds geographically are:

e Planning projects are city-wide.

e Economic development projects are city-wide and assist businesses that create jobs for low and
moderate income persons or provided needed goods and services to residents of low and
moderate income residential areas.

e Housing projects are city-wide and assist units occupied by low and moderate income families.

e Neighborhood improvement projects are city-wide and are targeted to neighborhoods that are
primarily residential and at least 51% of the residents are low and moderate income.

e Youth service and homeless projects are limited to a specific group of people, at least 51% of
whom are low and moderate income.

e HOPWA funds are distributed to agencies that serve the Rochester MSA.

Institutional Structure

1. Describe actions taken during the last year to overcome gaps in institutional structures and
enhance coordination.

Program Year 5 CAPER Institutional Structure Response:

The City works closely with nonprofit housing and social service providers to carry out housing and
community development programs.

The City is now implementing its housing support in accordance with the Housing Policy of 2008. The
Policy is intended to guide the City in the development of specific plans with the overall goals of
improving City neighborhoods, stabilizing and enhancing the tax base, creating healthy real estate
markets, and providing a broad array of housing options that address the needs of diverse households.

The policy includes:

1. Promoting rehabilitation, redevelopment and new construction of housing
Promoting homeownership
Supporting efforts to strengthen the rental market
Promoting housing choice
Supporting the implementation of neighborhood and asset —based planning through
interdepartmental collaboration

vk wn

The City combined certain existing Community Development Block Grant and HOME programs as
follows:
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Combination of the Community Housing Development Organization-Acquisition and Rehabilitation,
Housing Development Support, New Housing Construction, Lead Hazard Reduction, Affordable Housing
Fund, Emergency Assistance Repair Program, and Demolition into a Housing Development Fund.

Combination of the Buyer Assistance, Foreclosure Prevention/Mortgage Default Resolution, Homebuyer
Training into a Homeownership Fund.

Combination of all landlord and tenant services programs into a Rental Market Fund.

Combination of all fair housing activities into a Housing Choice Fund.

Combination of all planning and Focused Investment Strategy activities into a Neighborhood and Asset-
Based Planning Fund.

The benefits of the above combinations include the following:
e Reduction in documentation and administrative functions by all City departments involved with
the approval, commitment and funding processes.
e Align a variety of programs with the new Housing Policy.
e Better allocation of funds as one of the programs may run out of funding while the other does
not use all allocated funds as quickly.

Monitoring

1. Describe how and the frequency with which you monitored your activities.
2. Describe the results of your monitoring including any improvements.
3. Self-Evaluation

a.
b.

Sm oo

Describe the effect programs have in solving neighborhood and community problems.
Describe progress in meeting priority needs and specific objectives and help make
community’s vision of the future a reality.

Describe how you provided decent housing and a suitable living environment and
expanded economic opportunity principally for low and moderate-income persons.
Indicate any activities falling behind schedule.

Describe how activities and strategies made an impact on identified needs.

Identify indicators that would best describe the results.

Identify barriers that had a negative impact on fulfilling the strategies and overall vision.
Identify whether major goals are on target and discuss reasons for those that are not on
target.

Identify any adjustments or improvements to strategies and activities that might meet
your needs more effectively.

Program Year 5 CAPER Monitoring Response:

The City of Rochester continually monitors the performance of housing and community development
activities to assure that they are carried out in accordance with applicable laws and regulations and to
ensure that performance goals are achieved. Program managers are required to review program and
financial information quarterly to-ensure accuracy.
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The City of Rochester plan is to perform on site visits on an annual basis for all CDBG, ESG, HOPWA and
HOME funded programs. During the 2014-15 year, with the exception of two projects, this was
accomplished. The remaining two projects will be monitored in the fall of 2015. Visits focused on areas
such as adequate source documentation, employee payroll support (timecards), timeliness of deposits,
income eligibility, availability of financial statements and/or single audit, cost allocation plans, and
overall compliance with the approved programs’ budget. We have a monitoring schedule of the
participants each year to ensure that we are documenting compliance with all programs.

The City keeps a project backlog report for business development projects. This report includes projects
currently being worked on (financial assistance) and Stage 1 projects (projects in the early discussion
stage). These reports are updated and periodic portfolio reports are also generated.

As part of the job/project monitoring, annual employment reports are required. We obtain job
information annually, and update the IDIS system. Projects are also monitored via staff site visits. Due
to improved monitoring, we have been able to close out more economic development activities on the
IDIS system than in the past.

It is important that the City of Rochester evaluate program progress and impacts. In order to gauge the
effectiveness and improve program performance, the City utilizes ongoing management review as a part
of its self-evaluation process. All expenditures fall within categories of highest priority as determined by
the Consolidated Plan citizen participation process. This ensures that priority needs and specific
objectives make the community’s vision of the future a reality.

Utilization of a performance measurement system is the most effective way to determine that activities
and strategies are making an impact on identified needs. It is also used to identify indicators that best
describe results, identify barriers that have a negative impact on fulfilling strategies and overall vision,
identify if major goals are on target, and identify any needed adjustments or improvements to strategies
and goals. The City of Rochester implemented the Outcome Performance Measurement System
developed by the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development. The system includes objectives,
outcome measures, and indicators that describe outputs. The objectives are Creating Suitable Living
Environments, Providing Decent Affordable Housing, and Creating Economic Opportunities. The
outcome categories are: Accessibility/Availability, Affordability, and Sustainability. Thereisa
standardized list of output indicators to report on as appropriate for the chosen objectives and
outcomes. The objectives and indicators provided reflect the rationale for funding the activity. The
indicators describe, in numerical terms, any particular benefit that the activity produced. The system is
designed to enable grantees to inform the public of the many outcomes of assisted programs. The goal
is to focus on more outcome-oriented information and on reporting the results. The system is an
important tool to report to citizens the many benefits provided by assisted activities.

Lead Based Paint

1. Describe actions taken during the last year to evaluate and reduce lead-based paint hazards.
Program Year 5 CAPER Lead-Based Paint Response:
The City continued its efforts to combat childhood lead-poisoning through its comprehensive Lead

Hazard Control Program. The goal of the program is to reduce the incidence of childhood lead poisoning
by producing lead-safe affordable housing for families with children under age six. The strategy of the
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program is to exercise “primary prevention” by addressing lead based paint hazards in housing before a
child becomes lead-poisoned.

The Lead Hazard Control Program is funded by the U. S. Department of Housing and Urban
Development’s Office of Healthy Homes and Lead Hazard Control, the Community Development Block
Grant, and the Greater Rochester Health Foundation. The City is in its final year of its funding award
from May 2012, which required the production of 220 units of lead safe housing. It is expected that this
goal will be exceeded. In June 2015, the City applied to HUD for a $3.8 million grant. If funded, the City
will produce 220 units of lead safe housing over 3 years.

A total of 87 units of lead-safe housing were produced. Of this total, 76 units were CDBG funded. Of the
total, 43 owner occupied properties and 44 rental units were completed. A total of 8 of these units
were vacant. Participating landlords were required to produce a 10% funding match and agree to
maintain assisted units as affordable and lead-safe for a period of three years.

Through a partnership with local lead-based paint evaluation firms, the City provided a combined lead-
based paint inspection/risk assessment for each unit enrolled in the Lead Hazard Control Program. The
risk assessment provides an evaluation of the housing unit and child play areas to determine the
presence of lead-based paint and identifies existing lead hazards. The completed report summarizes
these findings and includes a remediation plan if needed. A total of 89 risk assessments were produced.

Since the Lead Hazard Control Program began in 2003, the incidence of child lead poisoning was reduced
by 78%. The collective work of the City, the interventions of the Monroe County Department of Public
health and awareness campaigns undertaken by concerned stakeholders all contributed to this success.

The City continued its efforts to combat childhood lead-poisoning through its comprehensive Lead
Hazard Control Program. The goal of the program is to produce lead-safe affordable housing for families
with children under age six residing in high risk neighborhoods.

HOUSING
Specific Housing Objectives

1. Evaluate progress in meeting the specific objective of providing affordable housing, including
the number of extremely low-income, low-income, and moderate-income renter and owner
households comparing actual accomplishments with proposed goals during the reporting
period.

2. Evaluate progress in providing affordable housing that meets the Section 215 definition of
affordable housing for rental and owner households comparing actual accomplishments with
proposed goals during the reporting period.

3. Describe efforts to address “worst-case” housing needs of persons with disabilities.

Program Year 5 CAPER Specific Housing Objectives Response:

The following table provides an indication of the progress made in meeting the specific objective of
providing affordable housing.
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Table 8
Affordable Housing Report

ACTIVITY/TENURE INCOME GROUP SERVED TOTAL
EXTREMELY LOW | LOW MODERATE | OTHER
INCOME (0-30% | INCOME | INCOME (61-80%
MPFI) (31-50% | (51-60% MFI),
MFI) MFI) VACANT,
OVER
80%
CHDO/REHAB/OWNER | O 2 4 11 17
HOME PURCHASE 0 15 25 44 84
ASSISTANCE/EMPLOYER

ASSISTED HOUSING
INITIATIVE/HOME
BUYER ASSISTANCE

NEW CONSTRUCTION- | O 0 0 0 0
HOMEOWNERSHIP

LEAD 27 41 3 16 87
PROGRAM/OWNER &

RENTER

RENTAL
HOUSING/RENTER

Note: Some individuals included in the CHDO/Rehab/Owner count also received assistance under Home
Purchase Assistance. These households are only counted once in the CHDO line.
Note: Vacant units in above chart are not HOME assisted affordable residential units.

Sources other than HOME are used for over income individuals. The City is interested in assisting income
diverse projects that will contribute to the de-concentration of poverty.

Many of the projects completed meet the Section 215 definition of affordable housing and are
accessible for persons with disabilities or severe housing needs.

The City has established partnerships with organizations that provide services to persons with
disabilities to remain aware and to ensure that housing developers and their projects are sensitive to
their needs. This has resulted in several successful projects that have been recently completed and/or
underway, i.e. Carriage Factory, Corpus Christi, Stadium Estates, Eastman Gardens.
Public Housing Strategy

1. Describe actions taken during the last year to improve public housing and resident initiatives.
Program Year 5 CAPER Public Housing Strategy Response:
The Departments of Neighborhood and Business Development, Recreation and Youth Services and the

Rochester Police Department have continued their efforts to coordinate activities with those of the

21



Rochester Housing Authority. These efforts involve planning and development of new public housing,
tenant self-sufficiency training, and crime prevention and control.

Barriers to Affordable Housing

1. Describe actions taken during the last year to eliminate barriers to affordable housing.
Program Year 5 CAPER Barriers to Affordable Housing Response:

The City of Rochester was largely developed prior to 1940 and has the second oldest housing stock in
the nation among cities of its size. As such, many of the opportunities to create affordable housing
stock consist of rehabilitation of existing housing stock.

The City has long recognized that the NYS Fire Prevention and Building Code posed barriers to the
development of affordable housing when existing structures are rehabilitated or adaptively re-used.
The code was developed as a “new construction” standard and makes it very costly, if not impossible, to
effectively redevelop existing structures. Projects also experience significant delays because they must
obtain variances from the state code. The City has worked successfully with the State of New York to
address this issue by replacing the former code with the NYS Enhanced International Building Code.

The City has continued to monitor the NYS Building Code and the new local zoning code for adverse
effects to the development of affordable housing.

HOME/American Dream Down Payment Initiative (ADDI)
1. Assessment of Relationship of HOME Funds to Goals and Objectives
a. Evaluate progress made toward meeting goals for providing affordable housing using
HOME funds, including the number and types of households served.
2. HOME Match Report
a. Use HOME Match Report HUD-40107-A to report on match contributions for the period
covered by the Consolidated Plan program year.
3. HOME MBE and WBE Report
a. Use Part Il of HUD Form 40107 to report contracts and subcontracts with Minority
Business Enterprises (MBEs) and Women's Business Enterprises (WBEs).
4. Assessments
a. Detail results of on-site inspections of rental housing.
b. Describe the HOME jurisdiction’s affirmative marketing actions.
c. Describe outreach to minority and women owned businesses.

Program Year 5 CAPER HOME/ADDI Response:

The HOME Program is authorized under Title Il of the Cranston-Gonzales National Affordable Housing
Act, as amended, 24 U.S.C. 12701 et. seq. HOME funds may be used for a variety of housing activities
according to local housing needs. Eligible uses of funds include developing rental housing, housing
rehabilitation, assistance to first time homebuyers, and new construction. HOME funds may be used for
site acquisition, site improvements, demolition, and relocation. Funds may not be used for certain
activities including public housing modernization or operating subsidies for rental housing.
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Low-income households are targeted by participating jurisdictions, based upon HOME income
guidelines. HOME funds are awarded annually as formula grants to participating jurisdictions. The
formula is based in part on factors including age of units, substandard occupied units, number of
families below the poverty rate and population.

The City of Rochester was designated as an eligible jurisdiction for participation in the HOME Program in
1992. Prior to receiving HOME funds, the City of Rochester must submit a Consolidated Plan as outlined
in 24 CFR (Code of Federal Regulations) part 91. All projects receiving HOME funds are subject to an

environmental review prior to receiving Federal funds.
Participating jurisdictions must set aside 15% of its annual allocation for activities undertaken by

qualified Community Housing Development Organizations.

The City must contribute or match 25 cents for each dollar of HOME funds spent on affordable housing.
When funds are drawn from HOME Investment Trust Funds, we incur a match liability, which must be
satisfied by the end of each Federal fiscal year. The HOME statute provides for a reduction of the
matching contribution requirement under three conditions:

e Fiscal distress

e Severe fiscal distress, and

e For Presidentially-declared major disasters covered under the Strafford Act.

Rochester qualifies for a 100% reduction in the required local match amount for 2014-15 as determined
by HUD since it meets the requisite distress criteria.

Table 9
Participating % Families in SPCI (<$20,780) Match Reduction
Jurisdiction Poverty
Rochester 27.6% $18,267 100%
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The federal HOME Program Performance “Snapshots” are quarterly cumulative performance reports
which are useful in tracking the HOME program progress of participating jurisdictions such as the City of
Rochester. The performance snapshot is an important tool in helping to evaluate the performance of
the City by providing a context for accomplishments. During the program year, the City undertook a
cleanup of vacant units and was able to provide occupancy data for all of the vacant included on IDIS
reports. As of June 30, 2015, there are no vacant units that are displayed.

Following are selected performance snapshot measures cumulative program progress through June 30,
2015.

Table 10

Measure City of Rochester National Average
% of Funds Committed 97.96 94.83
% of Funds Disbursed 96.06 91.06
Leveraging Ratio for Rental 11.07 5.52
Activities
% of Completed Rental 100.00 94.46
Disbursements to All Rental
Commitments
HOME Cost Per Unit-Rental $23,319 $32,973
HOME Cost Per Unit-Homebuyer | $12,049 $17,054
HOME Cost Per Unit- $12,230 $21,261
Homeowner-Rehab Unit

The HOME allocation has been utilized for affordable housing development and rehabilitation as well as
homeownership financial assistance. HOME funds are not used to provide tenant-based rental
assistance.

The City allocates HOME funding to a variety of rental activities designed to increase the supply of rental
housing that is affordable to households below 60% of the area median family income. The following
table provides information on significant rental projects.

Table 11
Owner Project Units Type Status
DePaul Carriage Factory 65 Rehabilitation Completed
Conifer Realty Corpus Christi 42 Rehabilitation Completed
Cornerstone Stadium Estates 45 Construction of Underway
new units
Home Leasing Eastman Gardens | 55 Rehabilitation Underway

e Carriage Factory is an affordable residential rental project that involves the rehabilitation of an
abandoned carriage factory into 65 affordable apartments of which 39 will be for the severely
mentally ill. (11 of which are Home-assisted units). The total cost of the project is $20,039,062
a portion of which is funded by the NYS Division of Housing and Community Renewal tax
credits. The City is providing $600,000 in HOME funding for the project. Construction is
completed. The project is fully rented.
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e Corpus Christi involves the demolition of part of an abandoned school and the rehabilitation of
the remaining building into 42 residential units (11 HOME assisted). The total cost of the
project is $9,076,824. IT is funded by the NYS Housing Finance Agency, state and federal tax
credits, sponsor funding and the City. The City is providing $300,000 in local funds as
construction/permanent financing for the project. Construction is completed and the project is
fully rented.

e Stadium Estates consists of the development of 45 units through the construction of new units
on scattered sites in the JOSANA neighborhood. The project will service households under 60%
AMI. The total cost of the project is $10,730,000. The city is providing up to $800,000 in HOME
and local funds, the sale of City-owned vacant lots, and a PILOT agreement. The project has
been awarded tax credits and construction is underway with an expected completion during
the 2015-16 fiscal year.

e Eastman Gardens involves the redevelopment of a vacant dental dispensary into 55 units of
senior housing. The project positively impacts the North East Focused Investment Strategy
Area. The project will serve households with incomes under 60%. Twelve of the units will be
market rate. The cost of the project is $21,550,335. The City is providing $600,000 of HOME
funds and $600,000 of local funding for a total of $1,200,000, and a PILOT agreement. The
project has been awarded tax credits and construction is underway. The project will be
completed during the 2015-16 fiscal year.

The City undertakes a variety of activities such as homebuyer education and down payment assistance
designed to increase homeownership. A total of $841,639.86 in HOME funds was expended to complete
101 units for first time homebuyers. Approximately 67% of these homebuyers assisted were minority.
All had incomes below 80% of the area Median Family Income.

The following table provides a summary of HOME program completions and disbursed amounts by
activity type.

Table 12
Disbursements and Units Completed
ACTIVITY TYPE DISBURSED AMOUNT UNITS COMPLETED
Rentals $856,197.74 27
First Time Homebuyers $841,639.86 101

Under the HOME Program, a minimum of 15% of the total HOME allocation is reserved for use by
Community Housing Development Organizations (CHDO) for the development of affordable housing.
The City allocated $300,000 to fund CHDO housing development through the Home Rochester Program.

The City of Rochester must match a portion of HOME funds used for affordable housing activities. The
matching contributions for a fiscal year must be at least 25% of the funds drawn in that year. However,
because Rochester exhibits severe fiscal distress based upon the family poverty rate and per capita
income, the match requirement is reduced to 0%. (See attached HUD Form 40107-A entitled, HOME
Match Report).

During the program year, the Department sent out Rent and Occupancy Reports to rental projects to
complete and return. A desk review of these forms was done. In addition, the Department conducted
on-site monitoring for some of the rental projects to ensure that they comply with HOME requirements
that apply during the period of affordability. The compliance area included: HOME rent limits, HOME
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income limits, tenant selection, tenant income verification and recertification, affirmative marketing,
tenant leases and protections and unit mix. No issues were identified.

It is the policy of the City of Rochester to require that at least one of the four required bids for housing
rehabilitation programs is solicited from a Minority Business Enterprise (MBE) or Women Business
Enterprise (WBE). The Annual Performance Report for the HOME Program (HUD-40107) is for the
period October 1 to September 30 and will be submitted by the December 31 deadline.

The City makes efforts to promote minority participation in HOME assisted programs. We market
programs to minority communities through the use of written material and community meetings.

We received a total of $122,241.84 in HOME program income during the 2014-15 program year.

Refer to the Program Year 2014 Summary of Accomplishments for additional information on HOME
disbursements and unit completions.

HOMELESS
Homeless Needs

1. Identify actions taken to address needs of homeless persons.

2. ldentify actions to help homeless persons make the transition to permanent housing and
independent living.

3. Identify new Federal resources obtained from Homeless SuperNOFA.

Program Year 5 CAPER Homeless Needs Response:

The City met the needs of people who are homeless through a variety of methods. Emergency Shelter
Grant funds were utilized to address the needs of homeless individuals and families and to prevent
homelessness. The City does not provide shelter or case management services directly, but contracts
with several providers.

The City is involved in local oversight of other McKinney-Vento funds (which are not directly received)
through its membership in the Rochester/Monroe County Continuum of Care (CoC) and the Homeless
Services Network. The CoC is a multi-jurisdictional, community-wide group which oversees the local
system to determine if the needs of the homeless are being met. The CoC continues to stress the need
for permanent housing. Annually the CoC recommends allocation of HUD funds through a Super NOFA
(Notice of Funding Availability), to consider proposals for additional permanent housing while
maintaining existing successful shelters, Shelter Plus Care programs and supportive services.

The City Collaborates with the Continuum of Care regarding services for the homeless.

The City coordinates its homeless strategies with the CoC and the local Homeless Services Network
activities to help reduce homelessness in our community. Monroe County has reported that since 2013
the number of homeless individuals has actually been reduced and with the new initiatives the
projection is that they will continue to decrease.

The current priorities for the CoC, County, Homeless Services Network and the City are implementing a
coordinated access system, rapid re-housing, homelessness prevention, developing a housing first
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model and reducing the need for hotel placements. Over the past year a pilot coordinated access
system has been implemented, rapid re-housing and prevention programs are underway and because of
the improvements in coordination, the need for hotel placements have been dramatically reduced. In
the upcoming year, the City will collaborate with its partners to develop a housing first model.

The City and County pooled its resources during the 2014-15 fiscal year to further the recommendations
included in the Homelessness Resolution Strategy Report of 2012. The recommendation of the report
has been adopted by the City, County, and Service Providers as the model to follow.

Forty percent of the City and County pooled ESG funds were used for prevention and rapid rehousing
efforts. The balance was used for essential services and also allowed for overflow beds to reduce the
number of hotel beds. This year the City and County spent a large portion of its ESG allocation on the
implementation of a Coordinated Access initiative. This initiative is being undertaken by Coordinated
Care Services, 211 call center and other homeless service providers.

Specific Homeless Prevention Elements
1. Identify actions take to prevent homelessness.
Program Year 5 CAPER Specific Homeless Prevention Elements Response:

The City of Rochester undertakes several actions to prevent homelessness. During the reporting period,
specific preventive assistance included delinquent rental and utility payment assistance, security deposit
payments, and legal services for low and low-mod income households facing eviction. Tenant
accountability training and eviction prevention services are also provided. The Housing Council at
Pathstone provides foreclosure prevention services. The counseling and resolution service process
includes household budget and income analysis as well as negotiation with mortgage lenders and other
parties to arrive at appropriate resolutions. Resolutions include refinancing, negotiated repayments and
sale. Legal services provided by the Empire Justice Center make mandated representation at settlement
hearings and litigation possible.

Emergency Solutions Grant (ESG)

1. Identify actions to address emergency shelter and transitional housing needs of homeless
individuals and families (including significant subpopulations such as those living on the
streets).

2. Assessment of Relationship of ESG Funds to Goals and Objectives
a. Evaluate progress made in using ESG funds to address homeless and homeless prevention

needs, goals, and specific objectives established in the Consolidated Plan.

b. Detail how ESG projects are related to implementation of comprehensive homeless
prevention strategy, including the number and types of individuals and persons in
households served with ESG funds.

3. Matching Resources
a. Provide specific sources and amounts of new funding used to meet match as required by

42 USC 11275(a)(1), including cash resources, grants, and staff salaries, as well as in-kind
contributions such as the value of a building or lease, donated materials, or volunteer
time.

4. State Method of Distribution
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a. States must describe their method of distribution and how it rated and selected its local

government agencies and private nonprofit organizations acting as sub recipients.
5. Activity and Beneficiary Data

a. Completion of attached Emergency Shelter Grant Program Performance Chart or other
reports showing ESGP expenditures by type of activity. Also describe any problems in
collecting, reporting, and evaluating the reliability of this information.

b. Homeless Discharge Coordination-As part of the government developing and
implementing a homeless discharge policy, ESG homeless prevention funds may be used
to assist very-low income individuals and families at risk of becoming homeless after being
released from publicly funded institutions such as health care facilities, foster care or
other youth facilitates, or corrections institutions or programs.

c. Explain how your government is instituting a homeless discharge coordination policy, and
how ESG homeless prevention funds are being used in this effort.

Program Year 5 CAPER ESG Response:

The City takes several actions to address the needs of the homeless. The primary funding sources are
the federal Emergency Solutions Grant Program (ESG) and Housing Opportunities for Persons with AIDS
(HOPWA) which are administered by the Department of Neighborhood and Business Development.
Our funding allocations for 2014-15 accomplished five important objectives:

1) Coordinated Access development and implementation

2) Focusing additional resources on Rapid Rehousing

3) Implementing a Diversion Strategy into the Coordinated Access process

4) Implementing additional strategies included in the Homelessness Resolution Strategy

Study
5) Maximizing community resources

The Emergency Shelter Grant Program provides homeless persons with basic shelter and essential
supportive services. It can assist with the operational costs of shelters and provide short-term homeless
prevention assistance to persons at imminent risk of losing their housing due to eviction, foreclosure or
utility shutoffs. ESG is a formula-based program that uses the CDBG formula as the basis for allocating
funds to eligible jurisdictions.

The City of Rochester received $666,000 under the ESG Program for 2014-15 activities. The program was
designed to:

e Help meet the costs of operating emergency shelters.

e Provide certain essential services to homeless individuals for access to safe and sanitary shelter
as well as supportive services and other kinds of assistance they need to improve their
situations.

e Restrict the increase of homelessness by linking to prevention programs, such as diversion and
rapid rehousing and other activities.

e Expanded Rapid Rehousing Services

e Coordinated Access Services-providing a more coordinated approach to assist persons that are
homeless.
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Services included for the 2014-15 program year were:

e Beds and services targeted for the male population, especially those transitioning from other
services.

e Beds and services targeted for homeless women and families with children, including pregnant
older teens.

e Beds and services targeted for older homeless youth.

Our service providers have the specialty skills needed to deliver services which meet the needs of each
subpopulation: individuals, families, Veterans, recovering substance abusers, chronically homeless,
persons with HIV/AIDS, victims of domestic abuse, those leaving jail/prison and those at imminent risk
of becoming homeless.

All projects are eligible under the regulations and are consistent with the Consolidated Community
Development Plan and the Continuum of Care Plan.

All agencies have the capacity to adhere to the Emergency Solutions Grant regulations and provide the
intended program within guidelines to the eligible population.

ESG funds were allocated to the following organizations to address the homeless that were described in
the Consolidated Community Development Plan. The table provides an indication of the amount of
funds allocated, planned and actual served, and a percent of total target achieved. This is the beginning
of our transitioning to working with HMIS. The community’s funded Heading Home program was the
predominant prevention and rapid re-housing service through July 2013 and serves as the foundational
strategy for continued community-approved funding for prevention and rapid re-housing.
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Table 13

Allocation Amounts and Number Served by Recipient

RECIPIENT AMOUNT CONTRACTED/PLANNED ACTUAL NUMBER SERVED—
ALLOCATED NUMBER OF PEOPLE TO BE
SERVED
Alternatives for $24,486 200 386
Battered Women,
Inc.
Catholic Family $19,239 850 803
Center/ Francis
Center
CCSI-Rapid $123,512 Planned number unknown | 480
Rehousing
Partnership
CCSI-Coordinated $89,467 300 households-This Included in count for services
Access number was included in the | at other organizations.
contract with CCSI. It is
actually a duplicate count as
individuals served in
coordinated access will be
served by one of the shelter
providers and counted
there.
Dimitri House $16,290 42 18
Mercy Community | $10,293 5 12
Services
RAIHN (Rochester | $32,882 100 122
Area Interfaith
Hospitality
Network)
Salvation Army $27,850 450 497
Spiritus $29,360 55 40
Christi/lennifer
House
Spiritus Christi/ $14,860 70 62
Nielsen House
Spiritus $10,320 Planned number unknown Included in count for Nielson
Christi/Prison and Jennifer
Outreach
The Center for $38,536 275 236
Youth Services
Veteran’s $22,500 50 52
Outreach Center
Volunteers of $29,235 660 755
America
Wilson Comm Park | $71,600 100 135
YWCA $55,620 400 648
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The planned number served was 2,557. The planned number to be served by each organization was
approximate. While the total shown as served above totals 4,246, the unduplicated actual number
served by the program was 3,802. This information is from HMIS and records from ABW, the local
domestic violence shelter (domestic violence organizations do not input participation information into
HMIS). 8 of the projects funded exceeded their individual goal. Overall, the City achieved 98% of the
target number. The majority of the programs support emergency shelters that have increasing
expenses. The costs of services are also impacted by flattened or decreasing funding. Thus, maintaining
both the number of beds and services is a challenge for the providers.

The City may use up to 5% of the grant for administrative costs. The administrative budget for the City
for 2014-15 was $49,950.

Agencies are required to provide a 100% match for Emergency Shelter Grant funding. In general,
matching funds may include:
e  Amount of funds from other sources;
e Salary paid to staff (not included in the award) to carry out the project of the recipient;
e Time contributed by volunteers (currently determined at the rate of $5 per hour); and
e The value of any donated material or building, or of any lease, calculated using a reasonable
method to establish a fair market value.

The following shows funds drawn during the program year by category of eligible activity. Funds drawn
include all Emergency Solutions Grant years.

Table 14
ESG Funds Expended
ELIGIBLE ACTIVITY FUNDS EXPENDED
Shelter $362,684.84
Homelessness Prevention Activities $41,330.37
Rapid Rehousing Activities $139,211.67
Administration $92,841.00
Total $636,067.88

Processing of additional invoices for ESG activities that occurred during the 2014 program year is
underway. Numbers above include invoices drawn in 2014-15 that were for prior year expenses.

Discharge Coordination Policies have been developed and implemented by the Homeless Services
Network (HSN) and the Continuum of Care (CoC), groups which include representatives from the City.
Community-wide plans to prevent homelessness upon discharge have been developed, and staff at the
discharging facilities is charged with making arrangements for departing individuals. Specific planning
has occurred for youth, for those with mental health issues, and for those leaving hospitals and
prison/jail. The HSN Special Needs Population Committee works with other institutions, i.e., inpatient
rehab programs, other residential programs, to develop similar discharge protocols.
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COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT

Community Development

1.

Assessment of Relationship of CDBG Funds to Goals and Objectives

a. Assess use of CDBG funds in relation to the priorities, needs, goals, and specific objectives
in the Consolidated Plan, particularly the highest priority activities.

b. Evaluate progress made toward meeting goals for providing affordable housing using
CDBG funds, including the number and types of households served.

c. Indicate the extent to which CDBG funds were used for activities that benefitted
extremely low-income, low income, and moderate-income persons.

Changes in Program Objectives

a. ldentify the nature of and the reasons for any changes in program objectives and how the
jurisdiction would change its program as a result of its experiences.

Assessment of Efforts in Carrying Out Planned Actions

a. Indicate how grantee pursued all resources indicated in the Consolidated Plan.

b. Indicate how grantee provided certifications of consistency in a fair and impartial manner.

c. Indicate how grantee did not hinder Consolidated Plan Implementation by action or willful
inaction.

For Funds Not Used for National Objectives

a. Indicate how use of CDBG funds did not meet national objectives.

b. Indicate how it did not comply with overall benefit certification.

Anti-displacement and Relocation—for activities that involve acquisition, rehabilitation or

demolition of occupied real property

a. Describe steps actually taken to minimize the amount of displacement resulting from the
CDBG-assisted activities.

b. Describe steps taken to identify households, businesses, farms or nonprofit organizations
who occupied properties subject to the Uniform Relocation Act or Section 104(d) of the
Housing and Community Development Act of 1974, as amended, and whether or not they
were displaced, and the nature of their needs and preferences.

c. Describe steps taken to ensure the timely issuance of information notices to displaced
households, businesses, farms, or nonprofit organizations.

Low/Mod Job Activities—for economic development activities undertaken where jobs were

made available but not taken by low- or moderate-income persons

a. Describe actions taken by grantee and businesses to ensure first consideration was or will
be given to low/mod persons.

b. List by job title of all the permanent jobs created/retained and those that were made
available to low/mod persons.

c. Ifany of jobs claimed as being available to low/mod persons require special skill, work
experience, or education, provide a description of steps being taken or that will be taken
to provide such skills, experience, or education.

Low/Mod Limited Clientele Activities—for activities not falling within one of the categories of

presumed limited clientele low and moderate income benefit

a. Describe how the nature, location, or other information demonstrates the activities
benefit a limited clientele at least 51% of whom are low- and moderate-income.

Program Income received
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9.

10.

11.

12.

13.

a. Detail the amount of program income reported that was returned to each individual
revolving fund, e.g., housing rehabilitation, economic development, or other type of
revolving fund.

Detail the amount repaid on each float-funded activity.

c. Detail all other loan repayments broken down by categories of housing rehabilitation,
economic development, or other.

d. Detail the amount of income received from the sale of property by parcel.

Prior period adjustments—where reimbursement was made this reporting period for

expenditures (made in previous reporting periods) that have been disallowed provide the

following information:

a. The activity name and number as shown in IDIS;

b. The program year(s) in which the expenditure(s) for the disallowed activity(ies) was
reported;

c. The amount returned to line-of-credit or program account; and

d. Total amount to be reimbursed and the time period over which the reimbursement is to
be made, if the reimbursement is made with multi-year payments.

Loans and other receivables

a. List the principal balance for each float-funded activity outstanding as of the end of the
reporting period and the date(s) by which the funds are expected to be received.

b. List the total number of other loans outstanding and the principal balance owed as of the
end of the reporting period.

c. List separately the total number of outstanding loans that are deferred or forgivable, the
principal balance owed as of the end of the reporting period, and the terms of the deferral
or forgiveness.

d. Detail the total number and amount of loans made with CDBG funds that have gone into
default and for which the balance was forgiven or written off during the reporting period.

e. Provide a list of the parcels of property owned by the grantee or its sub recipients that
have been acquired or improved using CDBG funds and that are available for sale as of the
end of the reporting period.

Lump sum agreements

a. Provide the name of the financial institution.

b. Provide the date the funds were deposited.

¢. Provide the date the use of funds commenced.

d. Provide the percentage of funds disbursed within 180 days of deposit in the institution.

Housing Rehabilitation—for each type of rehabilitation program for which projects/units were

reported as completed during the program year

a. Identify the type of program and number of projects/units completed for each program.

b. Provide the total CDBG funds involved in the program.

c. Detail other public and private funds involved in the project.

Neighborhood Revitalization Strategies—for grantees that have HUD-approved neighborhood

revitalization strategies

a. Describe progress against benchmarks for the program year. For grantees with Federally-
designated EZs or ECs that received HUD approval for a neighborhood revitalization
strategy, reports that are required as part of the EZ/EC process shall suffice for purposes
of reporting progress.
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Program Year 5 CAPER Community Development Response:

Community Development Block Grant funds may be used to carry out a wide range of community and
economic development activities specifically authorized by the Housing and Community Development
Act. All assisted projects, with the exception of planning and administration, must address one of the
three national objectives of the program: benefit low and moderate income persons; prevent or
eliminate slums and blight; or when no other financial resources are available, meet other community
development needs that are particularly urgent because existing conditions pose a serious and

immediate threat to the health and welfare of the community.

Activities that can be carried out with CDBG funds include, but are not limited to: acquisition of real
property, relocation, demolition, rehabilitation of residential and non-residential structures, and the
construction of public facilities and improvements such as water and sewer facilities, streets, and
neighborhood centers. In addition, CDBG funds may be used to pay for public services within certain
limits and for activities relating to energy conservation and renewable resources. Communities may also
provide assistance to businesses to carry out economic development activities.

The types of activities that are generally considered ineligible include the construction or rehabilitation
of buildings for the general conduct of government, political activities, and certain income payments.

The following table provides an indication of CDBG expenditures by activity group. This chart includes
funds disbursed for activities underway as well as activities that were completed.

Table 15
CDBG Expenditures by Activity Group

ACTIVITY GROUP

AMOUNT

Economic Development

$2,064,371.35

Housing

$5,355,021.19

Public Facilities/Improvements

$163,835.84

Public Services

$1,067,572.14

Planning and Administration

$1,215,693.36

Demolition

$36,320.00

Total

$9,902,813.88

In addition, $16,585,000 in Section 108 loan funds were 'expended.
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HUD has established accomplishment types for CDBG activities so that units of accomplishment may be
reported. The following table provides an indication of our accomplishment by priority need. The
percent of target achieved is also shown.

Table 16
CDBG Accomplishment by Priority Need and Accomplishment Type
PRIORITY OUTCOME PERFORMANCE YEAR EXPECTED ACTUAL PERCENT
NEED MEASURE ACHIEVED
Economic Availability/ | Businesses 2010-11 106 29 27%
Development | Accessibility 2011-12 | 123 63 51%
of Economic 2012-13 | 119 79 66%
Opportunity 2013-14 | 80 103 129%
2014-15 | 81 82 101%
Five Year Goal | 509 356 70%
Economic Availability/ | Jobs 2010-11 57 182 319%
Development | Accessibility 2011-12 |75 67 89%
of Economic 2012-13 | 87 125 143%
Opportunity 2013-14 | 50 485 970%
2014-15 | 125 192 154%
Five Year Goal | 394 1051 267%
Owner and Affordability | Housing 2010-11 | 290 349 120%
Rental of Decent Units/Households | 2011-12 639 944 147%
Housing Housing 2012-13 | 639 566 89%
2013-14 | 360 358 99%
2014-15 | 308 337 109%
Five Year Goal | 2236 2554 114%
Owner and Affordability | People 2010-11 | 690 700 101%
Rental of Decent 2011-12 | 725 116 16%
Housing Housing 2012-13 | 725 663 91%
2013-14 | 720 1227 170%
2014-15 | 361 640 157
Five Year Goal | 3221 4056 126
Public Availability/ | People 2010-11 | 244 1410 577%
Services Accessibility 2011-12 | 202 112023* 5545%
of Suitable 2012-13 | 422 82722* 1960%
Living 2013-14 | 512 88017* 1718%
Environment 2014-15 | 80660 174680* 217%
Five Year Goal | 82730 458137 554%
Public Availability/ | Number of 2010-11 | TBD 0 --
Facilities/ Accessibility | Improvements 2011-12 | TBD 3
Infrastructure | of Suitable 2012-13 | TBD 3
Living 2013-14 |1 5 500%
Environment 2014-15 | 14 18 129%
Five Year Goal | 15+ 29 193%
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*2014-15 Plan indicated 660 for youth service activities plus 80,000 for public services from
Neighborhood Commercial. The Plan did not include all that benefit as a result of public improvement
projects (as some are to be determined). Actual includes all.

The chart above was completed using PR23 and for people counts, activities were reviewed in IDIS to
tally numbers served.

The following table provides an indication of the extent CDBG entitlement funds were used on activities
that benefit low and moderate income persons. All funds were used for national objectives.

Table 17
Expenditures for Low and Moderate Income Activities
TYPE EXPENDITURES

Economic Development (Low/Mod Jobs or $2,064,371.35
Low/Mod Area)

Public Services (Low/Mod Limited Clientele or $1,067,572.14
Low/Mod Area)

Low/Mod Housing $5,355,021.19
Public Facilities/Improvements ((Low/Mod Area) $163,835.84
Total $8,390,025.72

In addition, the City spent $16,585,000 in HUD 108 funds for a job creation project. Other CDBG funds
were used for Slums Blight Area/Spot as well as other activities such as program management, indirect
costs, studies, and planning.

The City of Rochester made 6 changes to the Consolidated Community Development Plan during the
reporting period. These changes included budget transfers and new activities. The needs and priorities
identified in the plan were the basis for allocating funds during the reporting period.

Table 18
Summary of Amendments to the Consolidated Plan
Ordinance Number Summary
2014-236 Amending the 2004-05, 2005-06, 2006-07, 2007-

08, 2008-09, 2009-10, 2010-11, 2011-12, 2012-13,
2013-14 and 2014-15 Consolidated Community
Development plans and Authorizing an Agreement
for the Southwest Youth Organizing Project

2015-6 Amending the 2008-09, 2011-12, and 2012-13
Consolidated Community Development Plans and
appropriating funds for the Housing Demolition
Program

2015-38 Amending the 2010-11, 2011-12, 2012-13 and
2014-15 Consolidated Community Development
plans and appropriating funds for the Affordable
Housing allocation of the Housing Development
Fund

2015-156 Authorizing Amended Consolidated Community
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Development Program Annual Action Plans

2015-183 Authorizing Agreements and appropriating funds

for the Buyer Assistance Program

2015-184 Authorizing agreements and appropriating funds

for the Homebuyer Training Program

We pursued all resources outlined in the plan. Sources of additional funding included:

City of Rochester Operating and Capital Budgets
HUD Lead Hazard Control Grant Program

Section 8 Rental Assistance Program

Low Income Housing Tax Credit

McKinney-Vento Homeless Assistance Program
Rochester Housing Authority

NYS Housing Finance Agency

NYS Affordable Housing Corporation

NYS Housing Trust Fund

Various private foundations, corporations and individuals
Operating budgets of organizations receiving funds

The City periodically receives requests for a Certification of Consistency with the Consolidated
Community Development Plan. Organizations seeking a certification are not discriminated against on
any basis and certifications are provided in a fair and impartial manner.

The City maintains an open and transparent process for the implementation of the Consolidated Plan.
There were no actions or willful inactions that hindered the implementation of plan activities.

The City allocates HOME funding to a variety of rental activities designed to increase the supply of rental
housing that is affordable to households below 60% of the area median family income. The following
are examples of this.

e Corpus Christi involves the demolition of part of an abandoned school and the rehabilitation of
the remaining building into 42 residential units (11 HOME assisted). The total cost of the

project is $9,076,824. IT is funded by the NYS Housing Finance Agency, state and federal tax
credits, sponsor funding and the City. The City is providing $300,000 in local funds as
construction/permanent financing for the project. Construction is completed and the project is
fully rented.

e Eastman Gardens involves the redevelopment of a vacant dental dispensary into 55 units of

senior housing. The project positively impacts the North East Focused Investment Strategy
Area. The project will serve households with incomes under 60%. Twelve of the units will be
market rate. The cost of the project is $21,550,335. The City is providing $600,000 of HOME
funds and $600,000 of local funding for a total of $1,200,000, and a PILOT agreement. The
project has been awarded tax credits and construction is underway. The project will be
completed during the 2015-16 fiscal year.

The City continues to improve its tracking system for low/mod jobs that result from loans and grants.
Hiring targeted low/mod city residents is a priority for the City. We continue our relationship with
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Rochester Business Alliance and RochesterWorks! to ensure that the businesses we work with have a
resource to find qualified low/mod city residents to fill the jobs they create.

We are always seeking innovative ways to work with neighborhood organizations and businesses in
order to match residents with business employment needs.

The City of Rochester works with local firms to increase the numbers of jobs retained and created in the
community, seeking innovative ways to work with neighborhood organizations and businesses in order
to match city residents with available employment opportunities.

An ongoing focus is small area development projects. We work to engage neighborhood residents,
business owners, and business associations in the implementation of programs that will improve the
success and opportunities of neighborhood commercial areas. We provide matching funds for facade
improvements on selected neighborhood commercial corridors after a planning process that involves a
broad-based visioning process, analysis of existing conditions, market feasibility analysis and
revitalization plans for commercial corridors.

Recipients of loans or grants funded with CDBG sign a Hiring Preference Agreement prior to receiving
funds which requires the borrower/grantee to give first priority to LMI persons for at least 51% of the
new jobs projected to be created by virtue of the project. All commitment letters for CDBG funded
assistance require that the borrower report on an annual basis the number and other details on the new
jobs created during the year. Annual reporting on jobs continues until the goals have been met; all jobs
data is entered into the HUD monitoring system.

Many public service activities are classified as limited clientele activities without personal records or
presumptive benefits. This is permitted because 65.6% of city residents are considered low and
moderate income.

Program Income activity is summarized as follows:

Repayments are broken down by the categories of housing rehabilitation and economic development:
Proceeds from the Sale/Rental of Land S 0
Housing Programs S 196,967
Economic Development Programs $ 503,595
Urban Renewal S 35,000
Section 108 Repayments S 0

Loans and other receivable activity are summarized as follows:

Principal balances for each float-funded activity outstanding as of the end of the reporting period and
the date(s) by which the funds are expected to be received:

Sibley Building $1,500,000 Date: 8/1998 (Delinquent)
Total number of loans outstanding and principal balance owed as of the end of the reporting period:

2 Section 108 Loans $21,199,000
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8 Housing Project Loans S 5,523,651
26 Housing Rehabilitation Loans S 129,933
32 Economic Development Loans $ 7,809,205

Total number and amount of loans made with CDBG funds that have gone into default and for which the
balance was forgiven or written off during the reporting period: 0

There were 0 lump sum agreements.

The following rehabilitation program summary provides an indication of projects/units underway and
completed and funds expended by program type. Funds expended for Rehabilitation Administration
below includes program delivery on the part of City staff for both housing and economic development
expenses.

Table 19
Rehabilitation Program Summary
PROGRAM TYPE PROJECTS/UNITS UNDERWAY OR FUNDS EXPENDED
COMPLETED
Single Unit Residential 202 $946,502.61
Multi-Unit Residential 24 $408,119.18
Energy Efficiency Improvements ' 1 $9,199.14
Rehabilitation Administration 17 $3,411,358.04
Lead-Based Paint 124 $579,842.22
Total 368 $5,355,021.19

Antipoverty Strategy

1. Describe actions taken during the last year to reduce the number of persons living below the
poverty level.

Program Year 5 CAPER Antipoverty Strategy Response:

The activities funded by the Consolidated Community Development Plan alone cannot address and
resolve poverty. The housing programs can be used to mitigate the degree of poverty by reducing
housing costs and preventing homelessness while creating and retaining jobs. Assisted economic
development activities resulted in the creation or retention of 118 jobs in 2014-15. The City’s housing
programs are designed to create more affordable housing units, assist low-income homeowners
maintain their homes, produce more affordable rental units and prevent homelessness.

The fundamental solution to reducing poverty is increasing household income. The City lobbies state
and federal bodies to allocate more funding for economic development programs to bring job creation
and training to qualified residents for higher paying jobs.

The City, Monroe County and the Rochester Housing Authority have worked collaboratively to develop a

Section 3 Plan that will assist in securing jobs for Section 3 eligible residents. RHA under new leadership
has decided to establish its own plan to determine how it may work on a smaller scale before initiating
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the tri-party plan. It is RHA’s intent to ultimately continue in the partnership with the City and County
once an evaluation of their agency plan is completed. The City has also increased its efforts toward
workforce development in order for unemployed workers to be matched with meaningful employment.
To this end, before any City supported development projects are undertaken, staff meets with each
developer to negotiate their plan on providing employment opportunities to the target populations.

Several of the City’s housing programs are effectively used to mitigate poverty by reducing housing costs
and preventing homelessness, i.e. Rental Housing Development Fund, Foreclosure Prevention, Roof
Program, and the Emergency Assistance Rehabilitation Program. These programs are designed to
develop affordable rental units, assist low income homeowners in maintaining their homes and
preserving owner-occupancy (and thus preventing homelessness) through financial assistance. Each of
these programs provided assistance during the reporting period.

NON-HOMELESS SPECIAL NEEDS

Non-Homeless Special Needs
1. Identify actions taken to address special needs of persons that are not homeless but require
supportive housing (including persons with HIV/AIDS and their families).

Program Year 5 CAPER Non-Homeless Special Needs Response:

The City of Rochester received HOPWA funds in the amount of $687,700 for the 2014-15 program year.
Funding was allocated to two organizations for rental assistance activities.

Specific HOPWA Objectives

1. Overall Assessment of Relationship of HOPWA Funds to Goals and Objectives

Grantees should demonstrate through the CAPER and related IDIS reports the progress they

are making at accomplishing identified goals and objectives with HOPWA funding. Grantees

should demonstrate:

a. That progress is being made toward meeting the HOPWA goal for providing affordable
housing using HOPWA funds and other resources for persons with HIV/AIDS and their
families through a comprehensive community plan;

b. That community-wide HIV/AIDS housing strategies are meeting HUD's national goal of
increasing the availability of decent, safe, and affordable housing for low-income persons
living with HIV/AIDS;

c. That community partnerships between State and local governments and community-
based nonprofits are creating models and innovative strategies to serve the housing and
related supportive service needs of persons living with HIV/AIDS and their families;

d. That through community-wide strategies Federal, State, local, and other resources are
matched with HOPWA funding to create comprehensive housing strategies;

e. That community strategies produce and support actual units of housing for persons living
with HIV/AIDS; and finally,

f. That community strategies identify and supply related supportive services in conjunction
with housing to ensure the needs of persons living with HIV/AIDS and their families are
met. ‘

2. This should be accomplished by providing an executive summary (1-5 pages) that includes:

a. Grantee Narrative
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3.

Grantee and Community Overview

A brief description of your organization, the area of service, the name of each
project sponsor and a broad overview of the range/type of housing activities and
related services.

How grant management oversight of project sponsor activities is conducted and
how project sponsors are selected.

A description of the local jurisdiction, its need, and the estimated number of
persons living with HIV/AIDS.

A brief description of the planning and public consultations involved in the use of
HOPWA funds including reference to any appropriate planning document or
advisory body.

What other resources or materials provided by volunteers or by other individuals
or organizations.

Collaborative efforts with related programs including coordination and planning
with clients, advocates, Ryan White CARE Act planning bodies, AIDS Drug
Assistance Programs, homeless assistance programs, or efforts that assist persons
living with HIV/AIDS and their families.

Project Accomplishment Overview

A brief summary of all housing activities broken down by three types: emergency
or short-term rent, mortgage or utility payments to prevent homelessness; rental
assistance; facility based housing, including development cost, operating cost for
those facilities and community residences

The number of units of housing which have been created through acquisition,
rehabilitation, or new construction since 1993 with any HOPWA funds.

A brief description of any unique supportive service or other service delivery
models or efforts.

Any other accomplishments recognized in your community due to the use of
HOPWA funds, including any projects in developmental stages that are not
operational.

Barriers or Trends Overview

Describe any barriers encountered, actions in response to barriers, and
recommendations for program improvement.

Trends you expect your community to face in meeting the needs of persons with
HIV/AIDS, and

Any other information you feel may be important as you look at providing services
to persons with HIV/AIDS in the next 5-10 years.

b. Accomplishment Data
1. Completion of CAPER Performance Chart 1 of Actual Performance in the Provision of
Housing (Table II-1 to be submitted with CAPER).
2. Completion of CAPER Performance Chart 2 of Comparison to Planned Housing Actions
(Table 1I-2 to be submitted with CAPER).

Program Year 5 CAPER Specific HOPWA Objective Response:

The Housing Opportunities for Persons with AIDS (HOPWA) Program was established to address the
specific needs of persons living with HIV/AIDS and their families. HUD makes HOPWA grants to local
communities, States and non-profit organizations for projects that benefit low income persons medically
diagnosed with HIV/AIDS and their families.
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HUD distributes HOPWA funds using a statutory formula that relies on AIDS statistics (cumulative AIDS
cases and area incidence) from the Centers for Disease Control and Prevention. HOPWA grantees are
encouraged to develop community-wide strategies and form partnerships with area non-profit
organizations. HOPWA funds may be used for a wide range of housing, social services, program
planning, and development costs.

The City of Rochester received $687,700 in HOPWA funds for 2014-15. Funding was allocated to two
organizations as follows:

Table 20
HOPWA Funding Allocations by Agency
AGENCY AMOUNT
Trillium Health (AC Center Inc. d/b/a Trillium $413,521
Health)
Catholic Charities Community Services $253,548

$20,631 was earmarked for the City’s HOPWA program administration.
AC Center changed its name to Trillium Health in 2014.

HUD'’S award to the City provides that the HOPWA service area include Livingston, Monroe, Orleans,
Ontario, and Wayne counties. Trillium Health (formerly AC Center Inc. d/b/a AIDS Care) has the capacity
to deliver services throughout the area. Approximately 90-95% of the participants reside within
Rochester city limits.

Both sponsors focus on housing case work to develop the appropriate housing placement and financial
supports needed for placing and/or keeping participants in stable housing. The planned number of
households to be served was 199. The actual number served was 154. Both agencies experienced
changes in demand compared to the original estimates. We have been overly optimistic in our
expectation that economic conditions would improve enough to provide more employment or financial
resources for the individuals and households served. In particular, Trillium Health found that expected
service goals (based on factors including higher levels of funding than in the past) had not taken into
account the changing nature of demands; therefore budget modification was necessary. Maintaining
commitments to TBRA households will lead to budgeting fewer resources for STRMU. Both sponsors
report that there are waiting lists for assistance.

The sponsors’ first priority is to assure funds for TBRA participants. As stated above, patterns of
decreasing employment, stagnation in income supports, increasing rents/utility expenses, and improved
life expectancy have factored into the burden on TBRA funds.

Both agencies provide housing services for participants and their families. These services include
Permanent Housing Placement, rent and utility assistance, work with landlords, and referrals to
appropriate housing. These agencies have close working relationships with each other, the medical
community, Rochester Housing Authority (Rochester Area PHA), companies managing low-income
housing, and community-based organizations. The sponsors’ networking makes it possible to devote
HOPWA funds to housing support. Beginning in the 2012-13 program year, the City specified that
sponsors continue to interact with the Rochester/Monroe County Continuum of Care and in the
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community’s Homeless Services Network (network of providers including but not limited to recipients of
Federal funds for the homeless).

The participants may have multiple conditions or issues including mental iliness or substance abuse. For
the participants who have drug/alcohol relapses and/or mental health crisis, it is often difficult to keep
them stably housed. Participants with histories of incarceration face an additional barrier to placement
in affordable housing. Poor credit is an ongoing issue for some participants and may prevent them from
finding adequate housing, especially in the suburbs.

Housing choice often becomes limited to the city where there are more affordable rents. The agencies
work with landlords, making site visits to explain the program (without disclosing the participant’s
health status), and to ensure that the housing is adequate.

Both sponsors are experienced in utilizing the community’s service provider network. As examples:
participants are linked to employment readiness, rehabilitation programs for outpatients, and education
(GED preparation) and training. Trillium Health provides an extensive array of services including
medical, pharmacy, and counseling. Working to maximize the support, both agencies work with
participants for applications for other sources of benefits including Section 8. The process is long, but
leads to affordable permanent housing.

Finding affordable housing and assuring the resources to maintain stability continue to challenge the

sponsors and participants. The economic downturn is a significant factor. Jobs lost to the area are not
being replaced and participants find it more difficult to secure employment.
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37 DISBURSED IN IDIS FOR PLANNING/ADMINISTRATION

38 PA UNLIQUIDATED OBLIGATIONS AT END OF CURRENT PROGRAM YEAR
39 PA UNLIQUIDATED OBLIGATIONS AT END OF PREVIOUS PROGRAM YEAR
40 ADJUSTMENT TO COMPUTE TOTAL PA OBLIGATIONS

41 TOTAL PA OBLIGATIONS (LINE 37 + LINE 38 - LINE 39 +LINE 40)

42 ENTITLEMENT GRANT

43 CURRENT YEAR PROGRAM INCOME

44 ADJUSTMENT TO COMPUTE TOTAL SUBJECT TO PA CAP

45 TOTAL SUBJECT TO PA CAP (SUM, LINES 42-44)

46 PERCENT FUNDS OBLIGATED FOR PA ACTIVITIES (LINE 41/LINE 45)

Financial Summary Report
Program Year 2014
ROCHESTER , NY

PY: 2013 PY:

27,783,430.54
7,963,860.00
0.00

0.00
744,668.64
0.00

0.00
(9,106.16)
36,482,853.02

25,271,120.52
0.00
25,271,120.52
1,215,693.36
1,000.00

0.00
26,487,813.88
9,995,039.14

0.00
408,119.18
24,681,698.45
0.00
25,089,817.63
99.28%

2014 PY: 2015
0.00
25,271,120.52
0.00%

1,067,572.14
97,522.73
332,885.14
0.00
832,209.73
7,963,860.00
1,031,946.66
0.00
8,995,806.66
9.25%

1,215,693.36
114,756.50
137,550.66
0.00
1,192,899.20
7,963,860.00
744,668.64
0.00
8,708,528.64
13.70%
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Program Year 2014
ROCHESTER , NY

LINE 17 DETAIL: ACTIVITIES TO CONSIDER IN DETERMINING THE AMOUNT TO ENTER ON LINE 17

Report returned no data.

LINE 18 DETAIL: ACTIVITIES TO CONSIDER IN DETERMINING THE AMOUNT TO ENTER ON LINE 18

Plan Year IDIS Project ilz:iiity Activity Name ::4:;: * gz;:::ri‘:iavle Drawn Amount
2011 10 10929 183 N Union St 14B LMH $43,609.90
2012 11 11346 105.5 Ontario St 14B LMH $21,905.00
2013 4 11033 59-61 Reynolds St 14B LMH $68,096.26
2013 4 11098 268 Alphonse St 14B LMH $2,117.64
2013 4 11126 166 Campbell St 14B LMH $1,348.90
2013 4 11127 143 Orange St 14B LMH $2,798.48
2013 4 11214 196 N UNION ST 148 LMH $48,000.00
2013 4 11230 1-11/2 Broezel St 14B LMH $690.00
2013 4 11253 261-263 Lyndhurst St 14B LMH $39,365.00
2013 4 11255 219 Selye Terrace 148 LMH $11,100.00
2013 4 11265 9 Shafer St 14B LMH $42,201.00
2013 4 11286 384-386 Driving Park Avenue 14B LMH $26,705.00
2013 4 11312 481 Alexander St 14B LMH $790.00
2013 4 11313 288 Adams St 14B LMH $690.00
2013 4 11314 127 Woodward St 14B LMH $690.00
2013 4 11316 161 Rosewood Terrace 14B LMH $690.00
2013 4 11376 392 Arnett Bivd 14B LMH $4,290.00
2013 4 11377 36 Ave D 14B LMH $3,520.00
2013 9 11268 232 Greeley St 14B LMH $43,401.00
2013 9 11340 411-413 Webster Avenue 14B LMH $30,829.00
2013 9 11351 234-236 Rosewood Terrace 14B LMH $15,282.00

14B Matrix Code $408,119.18
2011 5 10890 342 Lexington Ave 141 LMH $48,000.00
2011 5 11088 151 Campbell St 141 LMH $3,897.68
2011 10 10976 101 Woodward St 141 LMH $38,759.00
2012 6 10566 45 Mohawk St 141 LMH $3,547.09
2012 6 10644 195 Augustine St 141 LMH $75.00
2012 6 10650 185 Alexander St 141 LMH $3,689.84
2012 6 10669 263 Kenwood Ave 141 LMH $3,349.16
2012 6 10690 600 Grand Ave 141 LMH $3,689.84
2012 6 10707 72 Kron St 141 LMH $1,976.70
2012 6 10709 42 Second St 141 LMH $395.34
2012 6 10722 142 Woodbine Ave 141 LMH $1,289.62
2012 6 10760 53-55 Pinnacle Road 141 LMH $75.00
2012 6 10761 146 Delamaine Dr 141 LMH $3,494.26
2012 6 10769 711 Bay St 141 LMH $2,426.32
2012 6 10772 46-48 Pioneer St 141 LMH $6,120.10
2012 6 10777 27-29 Wellesley St 141 LMH $6,129.40
2012 6 10802 249-251 Hazelwood Terr 141 LMH $3,687.09
2013 4 11075 564 Hayward Ave 141 LMH $922.46
2013 4 11085 60 Bloss St 141 LMH $6,146.04
2013 4 11091 150 Campbell St 141 LMH $3,393.82
2013 4 11093 91 Prince St 141 LMH $790.00
2013 4 11192 207 Adams Street 141 LMH $3,129.13

141 Matrix Code $144,982.89
Total $553,102.07

LINE 19 DETAIL: ACTIVITIES INCLUDED IN THE COMPUTATION OF LINE 19



~ Program Year 2014

ROCHESTER , NY
Plan Year  IDIS Project IDIS Activity Noohe  Activity Name i (",;:'e‘:';:,'e Drawn Amount
2008 10 9746 5717589 Ibero-American Development Corporation 03 LMA $2,250.00
2010 3 10859 5705591  Joseph Avenue Business Association - PI 03 LMA $3,742.00
2010 3 10859 5752401  Joseph Avenue Business Association - PI 03 LMA $840.00
2010 10 10878 5788117  Business Assocation of the South Wedge Area - BASWA 03 LMA $4,569.90
2011 3 10703 5725711 Monroe Ave Merchants Association - BEAU 03 LMA $1,600.00
2011 3 10815 5714127  BASWA - Beautification/Public Improvement 03 LMA $5,000.00
2011 3 10857 5760565  Neighborhood of the Arts Business Assoication 03 LMA $440.00
2011 3 10857 5764395  Neighborhood of the Arts Business Assoication 03 LMA $450.00
2011 3 10857 5773626 Neighborhood of the Arts Business Assoication 03 LMA $1,345.00
2011 3 11207 5765237 Monroe Avenue Merchants Association - BEAU 03 LMA $3,190.00
2011 3 11414 5830540 Joseph Avenue Business Assocation 03 LMA $1,026.00
2012 2 10593 5755914 N Clinton Ave Business Association - Beaut. 03 LMA $5,025.00
2012 2 10593 5756072 N Clinton Ave Business Association - Beaut. 03 LMA $1,620.00
03 Matrix Code $31,097.90
2006 30 11235 5783213  Neighborhood Aquatics-Roxie Sinkler 03F LMA $6,986.88
2006 30 11235 5793166  Neighborhood Aquatics-Roxie Sinkler 03F LMA $10,865.79
2006 30 11235 5812062  Neighborhood Aquatics-Roxie Sinkler 03F LMA $5,156.79
2006 30 11235 5820978  Neighborhood Aquatics-Roxie Sinkler 03F LMA $1,310.87
2006 30 11235 5830644  Neighborhood Aquatics-Roxie Sinkler 03F LMA $9,379.08
03F Matrix Code $33,699.41
2011 10 9829 5718164  Union Street Improvement Project 03K LMA $798.62
2011 10 9829 5732514  Union Street Improvement Project 03K LMA $1,381.96
2011 10 9829 5737725  Union Street Improvement Project 03K LMA $2,670.88
2013 14 11271 5832987 Elk Street Reconstruction 03K LMA $94,187.07
03K Matrix Code $99,038.53
2008 3 10850 5788636 Mt Hope Business Association 05 LMA $3,164.07
2008 3 11208 5788636  East Main Street Beautification Project 05 LMA $8,320.00
2010 3 10007 5733130  ACTION FOR A BETTER COMMUNITY - STREET MANAGER 05 LMA $1,720.16
2010 3 10858 5724249  Joseph Avenue Business Association 05 LMA $200.00
2011 3 10856 5773626  Neighborhood of the Arts Business Association - PI 05 LMA $701.29
2011 3 11246 5776918 SOUTH CLINTON MERCHANTS ASSOC - PROM 05 LMA $1,233.00
2011 3 11246 5788371 SOUTH CLINTON MERCHANTS ASSOC - PROM 05 LMA $1,567.00
2011 3 11246 5827184 SOUTH CLINTON MERCHANTS ASSOC - PROM 05 LMA $1,233.40
2011 3 11387 5827184  NEIGHBORHOOD OF THE ARTS BUSINESS ASSOCIATION 05 LMA $807.00
2012 2 10705 5739056  Market District Business Association - PROM 05 LMA $1,002.00
2012 12 11493 5830304  Smoke and Co Detectors 05 LMA $40,020.00
2013 2 10788 5720065  <ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>