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CHAPTER

NO. AN ORDINANCE AUTHORIZZNG THE CITY COUNCIL OF
THE CITY OF PROVIDEIVCE, RHODE ISLAI~ID, TO FILE AN
APPLICATION FOR THE FUNDING UNDER TH~ HOUSING AND
COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT ACT OF 1974, FOR FUND5 FOR THE
COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT BLOCK GRANT ENTITLEMENT FUNDS
FOR THE FISCAL YEAR, 19£30.

Approved

Be it ordained by the City of Pro~idence:

WHEREAS, The City of ~'rovidence is eligible to receive

Community Development Block Grant Entitlement Fund-s for the fiscal

year, 1980 under Section 106 (a) or (h) of Title I of the Housing

and Community Development Act of 1°74 (Public Laws 93-383), and

SECTION 1. The City Council of the City of Provid~nce,

County of Providence, State of Rhode Island, hereby authorizes the

City of Providence, through its official r~presentative, the Mayor,

to file an application for Community Development Block Grant Entitle--

ment Funds for the fiscal year, 19$0, under Section 106 (a) or (h)

of TitZe I of the Hotasing and Communzty Development Act of 1974,

(Public Laws 93-383) to do a11 acts necessary to successfully acquire

said funds.

SECTIOI~ 2. The Budget for expenditure of Funds under

said application shall be as follows:

1. Administration $ 1,385~290.00
2. Local Option 488,000.00
3. Economic Development 250,0~0.00
4. Roger Williams Park 300,000.00
5. Downtown SSO,OOQ.00
6. Neighborhood Facilities 395,000.00

(a). Elmwood Community Center $ 175,OQ0.00
(b). Smith Hill Community Center 110,000.00
(c). Dudley Street Recreation Center 114,000.00

7. S.W.A.P. 200,OOO.QO
8. Neighborhood Strategy Areas 2,951,347.00

(a). W~st End-(of which $155,000.00 will 664,876.Q0
be allocated f or West Broadway Area).

(b). Smith Hill 490,298.00
(c). Federal Hill 490,298.00
(d). South Providence 504,282.00
(e). Elmwood 420,375.00
(f). Olneyville/Manton/Joslin 383,218.00

9. None - N.S.A.'s $ 2,088,570.OQ

~a~• F~it Point ZZZ~~~Ve~~

(b). North End 354,681.00
(c). Washington Park 346,681.00
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(d). Silver Lake, $ 333,78i.00
(e). Mount Hope 339,431.00
(f). Hartford 274,031.00
(g). Balance of City 217,965.00

SECTION 3. No funds received under said Act shall be

allocated for specific projects nor expended wa.thout the approval

of the City Council.

SECTION 4. The Mayor and City Council may require any

and all information relative to the expenditure of Community Develop-

ment Act Funds and at any time conduct investigations pursuant to

, the existing provisions of the City Charter and shall require that

all employees of the said program shall be qualified electors and

residents in the City of Providence, Rhode Island.

SECTION 5. Upon the written request of the City Council

of the City of Providence, Rhode Island, names, addresses and salaries

cf all personnel engaged in this program shall be submitted to the

said Council.

SECTION 6. There shall be submitted to the City Council

and the Citizens Review Board by the Finance Director of the Commun-

ity Development Act, on a monthly basis a line item budget showing

ia) Project AcCount, (b) Amount budgeted, (c) Amount expended,

(d) balance.

SECTION 7. The Mayor shall submit to the City Council

~
and the Citizens Review Board on a Quarterly basis, a narrative

• progress report on each program including supporting data.

. SECTZON 8. The Mayor shall be responsible for nego-

tiating all contracts with outside agencies subject to approval by

Ordinance of the City Council.

SECTION 9. Amendments to the Community Development

Program during the program year necessitating th e reallocation of

funds or the designation of new activities shall be subject to at

least one Public Hearing, review by the Citizens Review Board and

final approval by Ordinance of the City Council.

SECTION 10. That the attached findings shall be inc-

orporated into this Ordinance and the recommendations shall be

deemed to be ordered pursuant to this Ordinance.

SECTION 11. Th.is Ordinance shall take effect upon its

passage by the City Council.
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COMMTTTEE ON URBAN REDEVELOPMENT,RENEWAL AND PLANNZNG

2. FINDINGS

The City Council Cvmmittee on Urban Redevelopment,k~enewal and

Planning acting by authori~y of the City Council by ~esolutior~ on

February 15, 1979 held several meetings and a public hearing while

reviewing the Community Development App3ication for 1979-1,980. In

review were the Community Development Blor..~ Grant for the previous

years by ordinar~ce of the City Council, the current application data

available for 1979-1980, the Citizen~s Parti.ci~ation P].an in force

' s~.nce Rugust 1978, and ali avail.able recorded testimony in reference

to the election of the South Prova.dPnce Steering Committee. Available

documents reviewed from the federal office of H.U.D. inciuded the

Housing and Community Development Act of 1974, Pul~~.ic Law 93-383, H.U.D.

Regulation 24 CFR 570 and a sample standard application form 424. The

Committee on Urban Redevelopmenty Renewal and Planning af~er reviewing

al1 pertinent data and after having..held ~.ts publ.ic hearing and sub-

sequent to that, having reviewed the final Citizens Review Board

recommendations, submits its findings and recommendataons.

~. Findings:

A. That the Citizens Par~icipation Plar~ as submitted by Mayor's

Office of Community Develppment in written form as required by H.U.D.
regulations in August 1978 and governing the Citizens Participation
process i~ adequate and thorough but was genera].Zy unenfo~ced; tha~
Mayor's 4ffice of Community Development failed to initiate the citizen

~ participation process in accordance with its own time3.ines or in
r sufficient time to allow significant citizens input.

B. That the Neighborhood Strategy Rrea concept as mandated by
~ H.U.D. has no~ been adequately add~essed.

C. That three of the NSA~s have had deducted from their
allocation, neighborhood faci.3.ities funds which shouid have been
completed in previous years as they were in other neighborhoods, and
which, seriously reduce the allocation of funds to those neighborhoods
most in need.

D. That H.U.D. has inadequately monitored the Mayor's Office
of Community Development fiscal and internal budget pxocess resulting
in delay and ever increasi.ng administrative costs.

E. That although H.U.D. allows up to 20% for administrative
costs, this years increase over last years administrative costs
amounts to approximately 35%, an amount the committee finds excessive.

~ F. That the Mayor~s discretionary funds or local gption
constitutes an infringement on the op~ions of the neighborhoods and
can be reduced substantially without affecting any pla,nned set asides.

G. That the Downtown allocation is also an infringement on
the neighborhood options and can be reduced.



H. That Mayor's Office of Community Developm~:nt has failed

to comp~.y with an ordinance passed by the City Coun~il in previous I

years when amending CD budget and/or re-allocating funds within CD

which require Coun,cil approvaZ. i

T. Findi~qs: That there were numerous inequities and I

irregularities in the e3ection of the South Providence St~ering I

Comznittee. .

J. That the cu~rent CD Neighborhood plan excludes a significan~

area o~ the East Side - Mt. Hope section which i.s almost identical I

in population and geographic need. ~I

K. That the proposal by S.W.A.P. has been 3eft in the unfortuna~e

position of not beir~g adequately addressed beeause af the change from i

, city--P11C~.8 status to neighborhood status . '

L. Wes~ End-West Broadway. That the tnTest ~nd - West Broadway
is a unique area containing two target districts with a praportionately

greater need for funds and need for seperate jurisdictions within its

neighborhood.



COMMITTEE ON URBAN REDE;VELOPMENT, RENEWAL AND PI.,ANNING

2?. Recommendations

A. That the Cit3.~en Parti.cipation Plan should be ~.rnplemented

in its entirety, ~.nd; tY~at the process ~egin far ~,n advance of th~

schedu3ed federal submissic~n date ~o allow for adequate ci.tiaen input,

and; that the pracedure for electing neighborhood steering commi-~tee

~ be guided by normal acc~pted democratic process in the fu.ture<

° B. That thE Neighborhood Stratec~y Concept be ir.mplemen~ed and

adhered to by concentrati.ng a proportionately larqer share of the funds

aliocated in the future.

C. That the funds f~r the completian and/or stax_'t up of

neighborhood facilities be ~unded from city-wi.de cos~s so as ta allow

for greater funding in those areas mast in need, Uahich it appears v~ould

be penaliz~d under the currer.t tormula.

D. That H.U.D. clari{y and direct Mayor's Offi.ce of Community

Developmen.t in maintaing adequate bookkeepi.~1 g p~o edures so as~~b remove
Lo,+,rhu.,~' ¢veio~^_e^`i- :

any fi~r. ther hindrances to the operat? on af ~s '.? ~___ _ ~ progra.ms and that

H.U.D. continue to monitor I~i.O.C.D. on a auarterl~ baszs to insure ~hat

~'unds allocated are being utilized for rnaximum impact.

I '

I! E. That the Local option or Mayor's ccn~~.ngency be reduced

, . (incluc~a.ng all s~~ellite~ an~ c.ontractees) to a11ow f.or m~re money to be

I~ spent on neighborhood programs.

F. That the cost of a~mini~~rating M~O.C.D. be reduced sub-

stantially and savings reallaca.ted to neighborhood projects.

G, That i;~-±e Dowr~town allocation be reduced and reallocated

to the neighborhoods to provide greater_ emphasi.s in those areas most in

need.

H. That M.O.C.D. be required to comply with ~rdinance passec~

~n previ.ous years and in the curren~ year to see~ City Counr_il approva.l

' • before making amerdmPnts and/or r_eallocating £unds within the Ci.vi1

~ Defense budget.

I. That there be a new e~.ection zor the South Provid~nee

Area conduct~d ur_der the 4upervision of M.O.C.D. with particular er~phasis

on notificati.on of res~dents of South Providence~ upper and lower, and



requirinq normal guar.an.tees, and; ~hat all budge~.ary conside~ations

for the South Providence Area awai.t tl;e results of this z~ew election

and be dete~min~d by the n~wly elected 5auth Provider~ce Steering

Comm~.ztee.

J. That the East Side-Mour_t Hope Area shall be redefined

to exter,.d down Hope 5treet ~o Oln.ey' and down (?lney to North Main tc

Rochambeau.

K. ~n adda~tion to the $200,OQ0 city-wide allocaiion ta

~ S.W.A.P., it ~hould receive whatever additional funds wi31 be vated

for it by the neighborhood steering committees for tl~e use of its

program, as needed.

L. Tha~ tl^~e West E.nd - We~t Braadway Neighborhood should

continue to be an N.S.A. area, bu~ with ~n a~proximately 25% to 30~

larger. share o£ funds~which excess should be ~et a.i.sde for the We~t

Broac~way Axea tc~ be a1l.ocated by the Wes4 Broadway Stee~ing Committee.

~
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