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INTRODUCTION 

The purpose of this study is to analyze administrative burden related to US Department of 

Housing and Urban Development (HUD)’s Community Development Block Grant (CDBG) 

Program. Focusing particularly on the state of Indiana, this study was created to determine 

whether Entitlement Communities closest to the population threshold for receiving CDBG funds 

(MSA line, 50,000) experience more administrative burden than Entitlement Communities 

further below the population threshold. Population is a key determinant of funding amount and 

eligibility for the CDBG program, as it is a variable in the funding formulae and also helps 

determine how a community is categorized (Entitlement vs. Non-entitlement) in the program. 

Ultimately, proximity to the population threshold does not determine or indicate level of 

administrative burden for CDBG entitlement community grant administrators. Many variables 

can shape administrative burden, and while proximity to the MSA line may affect burden for 

some communities, administrative burden is more likely explained by various contextual 

variables, which can integrate in a unique way to affect burden in each individual community. Of 

the variables reviewed in this study, percentage of population in poverty, and the number of 

programs funded through CDBG, offer the most insight into what may cause administrative 

burden. The results of this study provide initial insight into what may cause administrative 

burden for the communities that participated in this study, but recognizes that other variables 

may cause administrative burden for different communities experiencing different conditions 

surrounding poverty and overall community development need.  

This study uses quantitative and qualitative methods to analyze administrative burden, 

using publicly available data and interviews with administrators of CDBG Entitlement 

Communities in the state of Indiana. These administrators are the human element of these 
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governmental programs—programs which would not work without their service. Administrators 

of the CDBG program can be one person or a small team of persons who work as a liaison 

between the federal government and the communities (persons) in need. Administrative capacity 

and administrative burden are two important terms in the research presented in this study. 

Administrative capacity speaks to the ability of those managing these funds to disperse federal 

dollars effectively and efficiently into the community they serve (Collins, 2006). Administrative 

burden speaks to the perceived ability of staff to manage the work associated with dispersing 

federal dollars. By determining whether perceptions of administrative burden in communities 

near the MSA line is higher or not, this study adds to academic understanding of administrative 

burden in CDBG Entitlement Programs.  

BACKGROUND ON THE COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT BLOCK GRANT 

The CDBG Entitlement Program is defined by HUD as providing “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.” (HUD Exchange, 2020). The CDBG 

Program injects federal dollars into local communities to fund infrastructure development and 

remediation, affordable housing, and anti-poverty programs and services. In those local 

communities, are administrators who do the work of disbursing those dollars, and bureaucratic 

steps in the federal process can cause undue administrative burden. 

CDBG federal aid dollars typically reach communities at the local-level in two different 

ways: an entire state receives funds to distribute, or federally designated entitlement 

communities directly receive funds. States receive an annual allocation of funds based on a 

HUD-designated, formulaic evaluation of their need. This formulaic evaluation is based largely, 
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but not only, on population, in a designation most commonly referred to as a Metropolitan 

Statistical Area (MSA). An MSA is determined by the U.S. Office of Management and Budget 

(OMB), and exists as the formal definition of an area that consists of a city and the surrounding 

communities that have a high degree of social and economic integration with it. (Census Bureau, 

2020). MSA designation triggers many types of federal funding and programs for communities. 

This study focuses on entitlement communities. Entitlement Communities (a designation 

determined by qualification as an MSA, among other things) receive an annual allocation of 

funds based on a different formula than the formula which allocates money to the state. 

Entitlement communities must meet established criteria defined in section 102 of the Housing 

and Community Development Act (Joice, 2011). There are two types of entitlement 

communities: metropolitan cities and urban counties. Metropolitan cities qualify by being a 

principal city of a metropolitan area, or by being a satellite city within a metropolitan area with a 

population of 50,000 or more. Urban counties are counties in metropolitan areas that have a 

population of 200,000 or more after excluding entitlement cities (Joice, 2011). All other areas are 

covered by CDBG funding allocated to the state, which distributes funding to these areas, known 

as nonentitlement areas by state-level CDBG administrators. The CDBG program splits 

nationwide funding with 70% going to entitlement communities, leaving 30% for states (Joice, 

2011). 

All communities eligible to receive funding, receive funding through one of two 

formulae: Formula A or Formula B. Formula A is the original formula, created in 1975, and has 

three variables: population, number of persons in poverty, and number of overcrowded units 

(Joice, 2011). Formula A grantees are generally growing communities with a larger amount of 

poverty and overcrowding (Joice, 2011). Formula B was introduced in 1979, and has more 
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nuanced variables; the focus of this formula includes population growth lag since 1960, persons 

in poverty, and pre-1940 housing units. These variables are divided by a national total of all 

entitlement communities to determine each grantee’s “share” for each individual variable. That 

share is then weighted and multiplied by available funding (Joice, 2011). Over time, as the 

characteristics of a community change, a grantee’s award can switch from A to B, and vice 

versa, to ensure that the community is receiving the most money possible (Joice, 2011). 

An entitlement community or the State then uses the funds for HUD-approved activities, 

which includes programs and services to alleviate poverty and blight, and boost community 

development. Alternatively, an entitlement community may award these funds to organizations 

who apply and receive eligibility to use these funds for HUD-approved activities.  

LITERATURE REVIEW 

 Existing literature regarding administrative burden is very specific to burden in general, 

and there is a dearth of research on administrative burden specifically related to CDBG. 

Reviewing literature to assess administrative burden consisted mainly of focusing on the CDBG 

program and its shortcomings, while also reviewing administrative burden related specifically to 

governmental work. Each article or report below provides context on the CDBG program and 

helps to shape the understanding of the research in this study by providing context and 

understanding what measures have been taken to study and more thoroughly execute the CDBG 

program. 

REDUCING ADMINISTRATIVE BURDEN THROUGH ALIGNED PLANNING 

 Published by the US Department of Commerce Economic Development Administration 

(EDA) and HUD, Reducing Administrative Burden recommends partnership between those 
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completing the Comprehensive Economic Development Strategy (CEDS) and the Consolidated 

Plan. The CEDS is a planning document required for many EDA grant awards. The CEDS and 

Consolidated Plan require similar data points and align in eight different ways—as outlined by 

this document. These eight different ways of aligning include a five-year planning period, 

participation and consultation of certain citizen groups, 30-day public comment period, data-

driven planning analysis, both focus on distressed urban and rural communities, have similar 

intended beneficiaries: retaining or producing jobs, and both plans require the incorporation of a 

resilience component (EDA, 2017).  

Reducing Administrative Burden posits that organizations can relieve administrative 

burden by compiling both the CEDS and the Consolidated Plan at the same time. By merging 

and coordinating the planning processes, this effort can relieve some of the administrative burden 

required in federal grant reception and dispersion. This direct and practical remedy recognizes 

that administrative burden is an issue for administrators of grant programs, but it does not ease 

the burden for administrators of only CDBG. Therefore, this suggested solution by EDA and 

HUD is a short term, nuanced solution for a pervasive problem. 

TAKING STOCK OF THE COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT BLOCK GRANT 

While briefly touching on the history—and the uncertain future—of the CDBG Program, the 

article focuses on “eight key questions” about the design and implementation of CDBG. For the 

purpose of this research, the question “Are funds directed to the jurisdictions with the most 

need?” was the most relevant. 

Since its creation in 1974, CDBG funding has dropped steadily. Beyond not keeping up with 

rising inflation rates, CDBG dollars have continually been stretched thinner and thinner as 
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federal appropriations decrease and the number of communities receiving funding have 

increased. From 1980 to 2015, “CDBG entitlement communities have increased 86 percent while 

real funding for the program has declined. This, together with funding cuts, has amounted to an 

85 percent decrease between 1980 and 2015 in average funding for each direct recipient” 

(Theodos, 2017). 

Figure 1 – Decreasing CDBG Funding by Grantee Type (Theodos, 2017). 

 

As introduced in the above section of this study, Background on CDBG, the distribution of 

CDBG funds is based on two formulae written into legislation in 1974 (Formula A) and 1977 

(Formula B). To reiterate, Formula A uses “a locality’s weighted share of population, poverty, 

and overcrowding to determine grant amounts.” Formula B “uses a locality’s weighted share of 

population-growth lag, poverty, and pre-1940 housing.” An important aspect of these formulae is 

that HUD calculates both, and uses the larger of the two amounts to determine the final award 

(Richardson, 2005). Multiple studies have found that the ability of these formulae to determine 

actual need no longer is relevant. This includes a mismatch in some of the formula’s indicators, 
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which include older housing stock and low population growth, which may still happen in 

wealthy areas that are not particularly needy (Theodos, 2017). 

Theodis offers perspective as to whether CDBG is following through in succeeding in its 

stated mission. The article also examines administrative burden, claiming that a portion of the 

perception of burden is whether the CDBG administrator feels that their work is meaningful. If 

CDBG formulae do not adequately address where community development need is, then how 

can the funding ever make a difference? This question provides support for the administrators’ 

burden being guaranteed by the funding formulae. Finally, Theodis notes that some funding 

variables, such as pre-1940 housing, are mismatched in that they are not particularly indicative of 

community development need. Thus, if variables of the two formulae are not performing in their 

intended way—a fundamental aspect of the grant program—it is possible that methods of 

evaluating the grant program at an administrative level do not perform in their intended way 

either. This means that many of the aspects of a CDBG administrators’ job are not useful in 

conducting a proper report or evaluation of the success of their CDBG entitlement program. This 

may lead to administrative burden. Understanding the current conditions surrounding the CDBG 

Program and its governing formulae for funding distribution, can help to provide context 

surrounding administrative burden in entitlement communities. 

CDBG FORMULA TARGETING TO COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT NEED 

 Richardson, in Formula Targeting, is focused on the CDBG formulae and how accurately 

each of the two formulae properly target the community development need of entitlement 

grantees. With the report’s assessment, the authors offered four alternative formulae which could 

better allocate CDBG funding to true community development need. This article provides more 

context for where administrative burden could be felt. If community development need is not 
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being properly addressed through the CDBG program, could the administrator of funding to that 

entitlement community feel higher levels of burden? If the program is not functioning in the 

capacity it was created to, CDBG administrators could experience more administrative burden. 

 Richardson reviews each variable that informs the CDBG formulae and assesses the 

performance of these variables in allocating appropriate amounts of federal dollars to the 

appropriately qualifying jurisdictions. The findings show that “an increasing number of 

jurisdictions with the same need receive substantially different grants, and the amount of funds 

going to the neediest on a per capita basis has decreased, while the amount of funds going to the 

least needy on a per capita basis has increased” (Richardson, 2005).  

 The report also looks at alternative formulae and routes which could transform the CDBG 

program to better allocate its limited funding. These alternative formulae help to tackle criticisms 

of the CDBG program by trying to create better determinates for awarding funding and more 

effectively addressing community development need.  

 Completed by HUD in 2005, this report offers more background on the discussion 

surrounding the effectiveness of the CDBG program. The report notes a reoccurring issue 

surrounding CDBG and a large role of CDBG administrators—how are CDBG dollars being 

spent in the entitlement community and how effective is the CDBG entitlement program in that 

community? This shows HUD’s awareness surrounding CDBG pitfalls and marks a step towards 

creating a better program. 

 The next article identifies a change in what data is used to decide the allocation of federal 

funding for the CDBG program. 
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REDISTRIBUTION EFFECT OF INTRODUCING 2010 CENSUS AND 2005-2009 ACS DATA 

INTO THE CDBG FORMULA 

Joice, in Redistribution Effect (2011) examines the changes in funding distribution with 

the introduction of the American Community Survey (ACS) into the data governing the CDBG 

formulae. In 2012, HUD updated the data flow informing the CDBG formula on the current state 

of formula variables—such as poverty levels, age of housing stock, and crowding—from the 

decennial census to the annual ACS. This shift was expected to bring changes to funding 

amounts, as the Census and ACS ask different questions and have different margins of error. 

Overall, the data change presents that principal cities and urban counties will receive more funds, 

less than or equal to an infusion of 1.2% more, while satellite cities lose just over 3% in funding. 

(Joice, 2011). Generally, the Midwest region sees an overall increase in funding with the data 

change, averaging 5.2%; this increase is largely due to the “growing share of metropolitan poor 

for Formula A grantees” while the Formula B grantees exhibit an increased “share of growth lag, 

poverty and pre-1940 housing.” Nationwide, cities with a population under 50,000 or of 50,000 

to 99,999 “experience larger funding decreases of 1.2% and 3.4% (Joice, 2011).  

Understanding this switch in data flow shows that at a federal level, HUD is working 

towards shifting and reshaping the CDBG program as the country changes and our understanding 

of community development need evolves. With more research and understanding regarding 

administrative burden within the CDBG program, it can be advocated for HUD to implement 

structural changes surrounding what burdens the entitlement program administrators. 

Furthermore, understanding how this data flow change increased funding for the Midwest region 

shapes a general picture of how entitlement communities adjusted from 2012 onto present day. 
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Additionally, changes in funding amounts can be a variable that affects administrative burden in 

entitlement communities. 

This introduction of new data caused 31 of 1,166 entitlement jurisdictions to switch 

formula tracks, with 10 switching from Formula A to Formula B, and 21 switching from 

Formula B to Formula A. These changes are due to “increasing shares of poverty in urban 

counties, decreasing shares of overcrowding in satellite cities, and increasing shares of pre-1940 

housing stock in principal cities.” (Joice, 2011) The increase in pre-1940’s housing could come 

from many factors, but a key factor is that the ACS consistently reports higher levels of pre-

1940s housing. Other factors affecting this variable include the creation of new units through 

renovation, and conversion of industrial/commercial properties to residential (Joice, 2011).  

Other key changes, show that the ACS estimates much lower numbers of overcrowded 

units than the 2000 census, and the ACS estimates drastically higher counts of housing units built 

before 1940 than the 2000 census (Joice, 2011). These changes are pertinent to note, as 

“additional units have substantial effect on the distribution of CDBG funding,” primarily for 

communities awarded funding under Formula B (Joice, 2011).   

A large benefit of using the ACS over the decennial census is its annual update and multi-

year estimates. Using this data can allow funding allocations to be more stable overtime, and 

more accurate for the community’s current state of need (Joice, 2011). While the CDBG program 

has seen consistent changes over the life of the program, the switch to ACS data provided a more 

stable environment for communities depending on the annual infusion of federal funding the 

program provides into their community development budget.  
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METHODOLOGY 

This study uses both quantitative and qualitative analysis to gather information on 

communities in the state of Indiana, and understand their relationship with perceived 

administrative burden related to the Community Development Block Grant Program. By 

choosing communities near the MSA line, a sample of cities with potentially similar experiences 

can be evaluated. Including both quantitative data, which is made up of real numbers 

surrounding population, population growth and poverty levels, as well as qualitative data related 

to their perceived experience, these variables can create an understanding of what causes 

administrative burden in administrative professionals of the CDBG Program.  

In order to establish that CDBG administrative professionals working in Metropolitan 

Statistical Areas (MSAs) closest to 50,000 people are more likely to experience administrative 

burden when participating in these funding programs, this study used both qualitative and 

quantitative methods. The hypothesis for this study is as follows: the highest level of 

administrative burden is felt within communities near the MSA threshold. The reasoning behind 

this hypothesis comes from the potential scarcity of resources for communities with smaller 

populations. The scarcity of employees to administer the program, potentially lower revenue due 

to lower population, and the potentially lower CDBG funding awarded could lead to higher 

perceptions of burden from the staff.  

The quantitative method used in this study is condensed into the background review of 

administrative data in 10 communities within the state of Indiana. This background review 

consisted of building a matrix of data which outlined population size and poverty levels, using 

U.S. Decennial Census data as well as more recent American Community Survey (ACS) data, 

and the CDBG funding amount and the number of years that funding was received, organized 
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based on the Census year and the ACS year, using Accomplishment and Expenditure Reports 

provided online via the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD) database.   

There is a total of 24 communities within the state of Indiana that receive CDBG funding 

from the federal government, not including CDBG allocation that is awarded to the state as a 

whole. The Background Review began by conducting an analysis of all 24 communities. The 

data gathered included population size based on the 2010 decennial census, the amount of 

funding the community was awarded in 2017, the number of years funding was received, the 

percentage of the population in poverty, and whether the community’s population had increased 

or decreased between the years 2010 and 2016. Each of these criteria were chosen based on the 

information it provides regarding how the community receives or came to receive CDBG 

funding, and how they might spend it. This is based on the CDBG funding formula and the 

guidelines regarding where and how the money is spent.  

Out of the 24 MSAs that receive funding, only 13 communities had a population size near 

or under 70,000 in 2017. 70,000 was chosen to incorporate communities above and below the 

MSA line. These 13 communities were Anderson, Columbus, East Chicago, Goshen, Kokomo, 

La Porte, Lafayette, Michigan City, Mishawaka, Muncie, New Albany, Terre Haute, and West 

Lafayette. For this study, population was the first determinate of participation.  

Next, contact information was gathered of each of these 13 communities. Through 

research of information publicly available online, the 13 communities were reevaluated to 

determine the best fit for this study. During this reevaluation, it was discovered that Mishawaka 

and Lafayette/West Lafayette operate under consortium. Working in that capacity would 

inherently relieve aspects of administrative burden, introducing a new variable that would go 

beyond the parameters of this study. For that reason, they were disqualified from participation in 
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this study, leaving a total of 10 communities to be evaluated. Full details on contact information 

and correspondence can be found in the Survey Results section. 

After finding points of contact for each of the communities, quantitative and qualitative 

data was gathered on these communities. The data gathered included population size based on 

the 2010 decennial census, the amount of funding the community was awarded in 2017, the 

number of years funding was received, the percentage of the population in poverty, and whether 

the community’s population had increased or decreased between the years 2010 and 2016. 

The qualitative method used in this study is a survey, crafted based on the results of the 

background review. The survey questions can be found in Appendix E. This survey was 

completed by each community’s CDBG manager in the Spring of 2018. Though the title of each 

persons’ position may differ, these employees are tasked, either alone or on a team, with the 

management and oversight of the CDBG funds that are awarded by the federal government. 

During the Background Review, a database of contacts was created based on the 10 

communities. These contacts were persons who were listed as dealing with the CDBG funds or 

whose departments or positions typically distribute CDBG funds. These contacts were reached 

out to via email and phone to determine the relevance of their position for the study, and 

participated in this study via the survey on their own accord.  

Outlined and organized communication was an important aspect of this survey process. 

As mentioned in the Background Review process, the original 13 communities were reduced to 

10 communities of study. Contact information was gathered for these communities using HUD 

Exchange contact information as well as publicly available contact information from the 

community itself. These 10 persons will be referred to as CDBG Community Contacts. 



 16 

Before the outreach to the Community Contacts began, a survey was created to gather 

information on each Community Contact’s experience with CDBG, what they find most difficult 

in managing the grant funds, satisfaction in their work, and how much help they have managing 

CDBG funds. The survey had a total of 19 questions, with questions ranging from open response, 

to Likert scale, to multiple choice. The survey also asked explicit questions surrounding who 

lead the effort to complete the annual Action Plan and Consolidated Annual Performance and 

Evaluation Report (CAPER). The Action Plan outlines the community, or grantee’s planned 

activities for the program year, and the CAPER outlines what has been accomplished and where 

money has been spent for the program year. Each of these reports are submitted by the grantee to 

HUD for review. These are key parts of managing and reporting CDBG funding, and can be a 

large portion of the administrative burden associated with grant program management. A sample 

of the distributed survey can be found in Appendix E. Full responses from the survey can be 

found in Appendix F. 

Each Community Contact was phoned individually, and emailed to follow-up. The 

survey was distributed digitally via email to the 10 Community Contacts and received a 65% 

response rate. Of the 10 administrators contacted as part of this research, only six different 

community representatives provided a response, with Columbus having two representatives 

respond. Unfortunately, this response rate is likely also a product of administrative burden, as 

some administrators may find that completing a survey on their burden would not alleviate their 

burden as quickly as focusing on the work that needs to be done.  
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BACKGROUND REVIEW RESULTS 

The table below details the reviewed information organized by community. The 

communities are listed in order of their reported administrative burden, as is covered later in this 

report. 

Figure 2 – Background Review Data on Study Communities 

Community 2017 
Award 
Amount ($) 

Pop. (2010) Pop. (2016 
ACS 5-year 
est.) 

% Pop. 
Change 

% Pop. In 
Poverty 

# years 
receiving 
funding 

East 
Chicago 

$1,199,552 29,698 28,961 0.02% 35.3% 14 

La Porte $406,113 22,053 21,876 -0.01% 21.8% 13 
Michigan 
City 

$612,647 31,479 31,374 -0.003% 27.2% 13 

Columbus $231,562 44,061 46,474 0.05% 11.9% 13 
Goshen $272,284 31,719 33,385 0.05% 18.7% 14 
Kokomo $735,984 45,468 58,075 0.28% 20.3% 14 
Anderson $826,456 56,129 55,342 -0.01% 24.8% 14 
Muncie $1,083,339 70,085 69,583 -0.007% 30.9% 14 
New Albany $610,221 36,372 36,622 0.00687% 20.5% 14 
Terre Haute $1,429,198 60,785 61,021 0.00388% 26.4% 14 

 

 Out of this sample, Terre Haute was awarded the most CDBG dollars in 2017, 

$1,429,198. Terre Haute boasts the smallest population increase from 2010-2016 of the 

communities analyzed, and has the fourth highest percentage of population in poverty. The 

community that was awarded the smallest amount of CDBG funding is Columbus, with 

$231,562. Columbus is tied for second regarding largest population increase, and has the lowest 

percentage of population in poverty. East Chicago has the second largest award amount, 

$1,199,552, but the second lowest population, and has the third largest increase in population, 

but the highest amount of population in poverty. These data points are helpful in understanding 

what each community’s CDBG manager is working with, and tells a more complete story when 
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analyzed in conjunction with the CDBG Accomplishment Reports, Expenditure Reports, and the 

survey results. 

To complete the background review (Figure 2, above), information tabulated from HUD 

Exchange, HUD’s online database, and each community’s CDBG Accomplishment Reports and 

Expenditure Reports were analyzed. These reports are mandated by the federal government to be 

completed annually, and are a product of HUD’s online reporting and organization tool, IDIS. 

The reporting from these documents spans from years 2015-2016, and covers what was 

accomplished with the money expended to each community in the 2015-2016 fiscal year. 

The Accomplishment Report details what types of programs the communities have 

funded, and also outlines the number of households or persons that benefited from spending in a 

certain category. The Expenditure Report details how much of their award is allocated to specific 

categories, the amount of money dispersed in that category, and the percentage of the total dollar 

amount awarded. There are 25 different categories that CDBG funds can be allocated to, ranging 

from land acquisition, home rehab, public infrastructure improvements, to social services for 

youth, seniors, mental health, and more. A full list of services and which communities from this 

study contributed to what is in Appendix B. Full detail on each community’s 2017 Expenditure 

Report, can be found in Appendix D.  

Below, organized alphabetically by community, is the in-depth results of the Background 

Review.  

ANDERSON 

 In 2016, Anderson received $826,456 in CDBG funding, and according to the HUD 

Exchange database, has been receiving CDBG funding for 14 years. In 2010, the population was 
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56,129 and in 2016 the population was 55,342, representing a population change of -0.01%, a 

minuscule decrease over six years. In 2016, the percentage of the population in poverty was 

24.8%, falling solidly in the middle of the sample communities in this study. With the CDBG 

funding awarded to the community, Anderson funds child care services, employment training, 

neighborhood cleanups, homeless/AIDS patient programs, single-unit residential rehabilitation, 

and street improvements. According to their 2016 Accomplishment Report, these services 

benefited a total number of 24,902 persons. A majority of the persons benefited under the 

neighborhood cleanups category, with 21,305 persons listed as benefiting. The second and third 

most beneficial (by number of persons benefitting) categories are street improvements and 

operating costs of homeless/AIDS patient programs. The 2016 Expenditure Report provides a 

breakdown of how the federal dollars were allocated, including percentages. Only 15.21% of the 

total funding Anderson receives is used on the most beneficial, by number of persons benefitting, 

category. The top three services that Anderson spent the most funding on are general program 

administration ($137,066.04, 26.69%), single-unit residential rehab ($133,109.70, 25.92%), and 

street improvements ($68,135, 13.27%).  

COLUMBUS 

 In 2016, Columbus received $231,562 in CDBG funds, and has been receiving funds for 

13 years. Columbus also experienced a 0.05% increase in population from 2010, when the 

population was 44,061, to 2016, when the population was 46,474. The percentage of population 

in poverty as of 2016 was 11.9%, the lowest percentage of poverty out of all communities 

represented in this study. As CDBG funding is directly related to rates of poverty, it makes sense 

that Columbus receives the lowest amount of funding out of the communities represented in this 

study. With Columbus’ allocated CDBG dollars, the community funds single-unit residential 
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rehabilitation, public services (general), parks/recreational facilities, and sidewalks. Columbus’ 

2016 Accomplishment Report details that 1,285 persons benefit from the above listed services. 

According to reporting in Columbus’ Accomplishment Report, the largest number of persons 

benefitting came from the funding category parks/recreational facilities. The runners-up include 

public services (general), and sidewalks. The 2016 Expenditure Report submitted by Columbus 

shows that the category benefitting the largest number of persons, parks/recreational facilities, 

only used 9.12% of total funding disbursements, or $12,565. Columbus’ 2016 Expenditure 

Report outlines that sidewalks received the largest portion of funding at 41.81%, totaling 

$57,579.37. The second and third most expensive programs funded in Columbus are general 

program administration ($35,591.74, 25.84%), and single-unit residential rehab ($26,500, 

19.24%).   

EAST CHICAGO 

In 2016, East Chicago received $1,199,552, second only to the largest awarded 

community, Terre Haute. East Chicago experienced a -0.02% population change from 2010 

(29,698) to 2016 (28,961). Of all communities in this study, East Chicago has the largest 

percentage of their population in poverty, 35.3%. According to HUD Exchange database, East 

Chicago has been receiving CDBG funding for 14 years.  According to East Chicago’s 2016 

Accomplishment Report, a total of 270 persons benefited from programs in the following 

categories: single-unit residential rehabilitation; multi-unit residential rehabilitation; acquisition 

for rehabilitation; senior services; legal services; youth services; battered and abused spouses; 

housing counseling. By far, housing counseling benefited the largest number of persons, at 142 

of the total 270. After housing counseling, the next two most beneficial programs were legal 

services (56 persons) and senior services (37 persons). Comparing the Accomplishment Report 
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to the Expenditure Report, shows that housing counseling only cost 1.55% ($13,000) of the total 

money dispersed. The programs that were funded in 2016 in East Chicago are: single-unit 

residential rehabilitation; multi-unit residential rehabilitation; acquisition for rehabilitation; 

senior services; legal services; youth services; battered and abused spouses; and housing 

counseling. The top three programs that received the largest percentages of funding for 2016 are 

rehabilitation administration ($388,613.54, 46.22%), single-unit residential rehabilitation 

($196,018.72, 23.31%), general program administration ($106,192.50, 12.63%). The most 

expensive programing, housing rehabilitation, only benefitted 27 households according to the 

Accomplishment Report.  

GOSHEN 

 Goshen received $272,284 in CDBG funding. According to HUD Exchange, Goshen has 

received funding for 14 years. Goshen’s population grew 0.05% from 2010 to 2016, from 31,719 

to 33,385. Goshen boasts the second smallest percentage of their population in poverty out of 

communities in this study, with only 18.7%. According to the 2016 Accomplishment Report, 

Goshen’s CDBG programing benefitted a total of 10,812 persons. The different types of 

programs funded by CDBG in Goshen include: single-unit residential rehabilitation; operating 

costs of homeless/AIDS patients programs; senior services; child care services; health services; 

and street improvements. The program that benefitted the largest number of people, according to 

the 2016 Accomplishment Report, was health services, benefitting 5,326. The next two programs 

that benefitted the largest number of persons are street improvements (3,640) and child care 

services (1,728). These three programs comprise an overwhelming majority of persons benefitted 

out of the total reported persons benefitted in the Accomplishment Report. Even though health 

services benefitted the largest number of persons according to the Accomplishment Report, the 
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total disbursements were only $9,500, a mere 2.24% of the total disbursements of CDBG dollars 

by the city of Goshen. The programs that took the top three largest percentages of the total 2016 

CDBG disbursements in Goshen, according to the 2016 Expenditure Report, are street 

improvements ($225,050, 53.16%), single-unit residential rehabilitation ($110,196.20, 26.03%), 

and general program administration ($40,493.54, 9.57%). In comparing the two reports, street 

improvements rank as the second most beneficial program according to the Accomplishment 

Report, so the fact that the street improvements program took the majority of 2016 

disbursements aligns.  

KOKOMO 

 In 2016, Kokomo was awarded $735,984 in CDBG funding, and has received funding for 

at least 14 years. Kokomo also experienced the largest change in population from 2010 to 2016, 

an increase in 0.28%, from 45,468 to 58,075. Kokomo’s percentage of population in poverty is 

20.3%, ranking third from the lowest out of all communities included in this study. According to 

the 2016 Accomplishment Report, 1,978 persons benefitted from CDBG funded programing in 

Kokomo in 2016. The reported programming includes: single-unit residential rehabilitation, 

operating costs of homeless/AIDs patients programs, youth services, employment training, and 

street improvements. The most beneficial program by number of persons benefitting, were street 

improvements, benefitting a reported total of 1,664 persons. The next two most beneficial 

programs were youth services, benefitting 147 persons, and operating costs of homeless/AIDs 

patients programs, benefitting 132 persons. Kokomo’s 2016 Expenditure Report aligns with the 

Accomplishment Report: street improvements accounted for the largest disbursement of CDBG 

funding, at $136,186.19, 52.42% of the total disbursements for the year. The next two programs 

with the largest disbursements were single-unit residential rehabilitation ($42,483.76, 16.35% of 
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2016 total disbursements), and youth services ($25,000, 9.62%). All other programs cost just 

under, or less than, 10% of the total disbursements for the year.  

LAPORTE 

 LaPorte received $406,113 in CDBG funding in 2016, and according to HUD Exchange 

database have received funding for 13 years. They experienced a small decrease in population 

from 2010 to 2016, 0.01%, from 22,053 to 21,876. The percentage of the community’s 

population in poverty is 21.8%. According to the 2016 Accomplishment Report submitted to 

HUD, the programs funded with CDBG dollars included: operating costs of homeless/AIDs 

patients programs; public services (general); youth services; abused and neglected children; 

housing counseling; and sidewalks. The reported number of persons benefitting from all listed 

programs is 4,434. The single program that benefited the largest number of persons was sidewalk 

improvements, benefiting a reported total of 3,750. The next most beneficial program aided 

abused and neglected children, a reported 432 persons, and the third most beneficial was youth 

services, benefiting 110 persons. LaPorte’s 2016 Expenditure Report provides detailed 

disbursements about programs that were funded beyond what is listed in the Accomplishment 

Report. The largest percentage of total disbursements in the 2016 year is in the single-unit 

residential rehabilitation program, at 46.81%, total dollar amount of $222,734.13. The next two 

programs that received the largest disbursements were sidewalks ($116,627.10, 24.51%) and 

general program administration ($66,406.40, 13.96%). The next largest disbursement of funds, 

rehabilitation administration, is just over 6%, and the remaining programs received small 

percentages of the total disbursement, at or below 2%. LaPorte received the third smallest CDBG 

award in 2016 out of all communities analyzed as part of this research. 
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MICHIGAN CITY 

 Michigan City received $612,647 in CDBG funding in 2016, and have received funding 

for 13 years. The population in 2010 was 31,479, and in 2016 it was 31,374, reflecting a 

population decrease of 0.003%. Michigan City also has one of the larger representations of 

poverty in this study, with 27.2% of their population experiencing poverty. Michigan City’s 2016 

Accomplishment Report includes the following programs that were funded by 2016 CDBG 

dollars: single-unit residential rehabilitation; operating costs of homeless/AIDs patients 

programs; employment training; mental health services; subsistence payment; rental housing 

subsidies; homeless facilities (not operating costs); and parks, recreational facilities. According 

to Michigan City’s 2016 Accomplishment Report, 4,259 persons benefitted from CDBG-funded 

programs. The two most beneficial programs, each benefitting 2,010 persons, were employment 

training, and parks and recreational facilities. The next two programs benefitting the largest 

number of persons in 2016 was mental health services (54) and operating costs of 

homeless/AIDs patients programs (52). In comparing the 2016 Expenditure Report to the 

Accomplishment Report, it is found that the program which costs the most in the year 2016, is 

single-unit residential rehabilitation using $305,258.28, or 44.94% of the year’s total 

disbursements. The next two largest disbursements for the 2016 year are general program 

administration ($141,672.38, 20.86%) and rehabilitation administration ($99, 415.50, 14.63%), 

both significantly smaller amounts than the largest program. The remainder of the program 

funding, 10 other programs, each make up less than 5% of disbursement amounts, and do not 

individually receive more than $28,000, and significant decrease from the three programs that 

received the largest disbursements in 2016. As has been on trend for most of the communities in 

this study, the programs that benefit the largest number of persons are not necessarily the 
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programs that receive the largest disbursements—employment training only uses 2.21% of the 

total 2016 disbursements.  

MUNCIE 

 Muncie boasts the third largest award amount, at $1,083,339. According to the HUD 

Exchange database, Muncie has received funding for 14 years. In 2010, the population was 

70,085, and in 2016 the population was 69,583, representing a population change of -0.007. Of 

the communities in this study, Muncie has the second largest percentage of their population in 

poverty, at 30.9% of Muncie’s total population. In 2016, Muncie’s Accomplishment Report 

outlines that a grand total of 33,644 persons benefitted from programs funded with CDBG 

dollars. The programs that received CDBG funding according to the 2016 Accomplishment 

Report are: single-unit residential rehabilitation; operating costs of homeless/AIDs patients 

programs; general public services; senior services; youth services; substance abuse services; 

battered and abused spouses services; health services; general public facilities and improvement; 

and non-operating costs of homeless facilities. The top three most beneficial programs, in terms 

of number of persons individually benefitting, are: health services (11,653 persons), general 

public services (7,128 persons), and substance abuse services (6,088 persons). The 2016 

Expenditure Report shows that the program with the largest disbursement of CDBG dollars is 

general program administration ($209,406.56, 25.84%), and the next two largest disbursements 

went to single-unit residential rehabilitation ($183,127.33, 22.60%) and clearance and demolition 

($165,604.19, 20.44%). The remainder of the programs received disbursements of less than 10% 

the total disbursements in 2016. Like other communities in this study, Muncie’s disbursements 

primarily to physical programs, but social programs benefitted a large number of individual 

persons.  
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NEW ALBANY 

 New Albany was awarded $610, 221 in CDBG funds in 2016. According to HUD 

Exchange, New Albany has received CDBG funds for 14 years. The 2010 population of New 

Albany was 36,372, and the 2016 population was 36,622, representing a small increase in 

population over the six-year span at 0.00687%. The percentage of New Albany’s population 

experiencing poverty is 20.5%. New Albany’s 2016 Accomplishment Report shows that a total 

of 9,843 persons benefitted from CDBG funded programs. These CDBG funded programs 

include: single-unit residential rehabilitation; acquisition for rehabilitation; general public 

services; youth services; parks and recreational facilities; and sidewalks. The three programs that 

benefitted the largest number of individuals are sidewalks (4,990 persons), parks and recreational 

facilities (4,085 persons), and youth services (749 persons). Unlike other infrastructure projects, 

sidewalks and parks and recreation facilities can sometimes benefit larger numbers of persons 

than service-based programs. According to the 2016 Expenditure Report, the program that 

received the largest disbursement is sidewalks ($365,356.14, 57.34%). This matches with New 

Albany’s Accomplishment Report, in the sense that the most individually beneficial program 

took the largest disbursement of CDBG funding. The next two largest disbursements went to 

youth services ($67,808.83, 10.64%) and code enforcement ($65,915.81, 10.35%). The seven 

remaining programs, except for general program administration which received 8.34% of total 

2016 disbursements, each received less than 5% of the total disbursements, all each under 

$31,000. 

TERRE HAUTE 

 Of the communities represented in this study, Terre Haute received the largest amount of 

CDBG funding in 2016: $1,429,198. Terre Haute also experienced a small increase in population 
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from 2010 to 2016: 60,785 to 61,021; 0.00388% change. Out of the total population of Terre 

Haute, 26.4% were experiencing poverty in 2016. According to HUD’s Exchange, Terre Haute 

has received funding for 14 years. Terre Haute’s 2016 Accomplishment Report is the smallest 

included in this study, reporting only two programs received CDBG funding. These two 

programs were neighborhood facilities, benefitting 28 persons, and street improvements, 

benefitting 663 persons, a total of 691 persons benefitting. The 2016 Expenditure Report shows 

the largest disbursement of federal funding went to street improvements (as reported in the 

Accomplishment Report), $1,018,862.65, 59.78% of the total disbursements in 2016. The next 

largest disbursement went to general program administration ($328,448.40, 19.27%), while the 

remaining programing received disbursements of 10% or less of the total 2016 disbursements.  

Figure 3 – Numbers from Each Community’s Accomplishment Report and Expenditure Report, 

Ranked by Administrative Burden from Highest to Lowest 

 # of Persons 
Benefitted 

# of Programs 
Receiving 
Disbursements 

2016 Total 
Disbursement ($) 

Number of 
Programs 
Funded 

East Chicago 270 8 $840,783.87 13 
La Porte 4,434 6 $475,824.93 11 
Michigan City 4,259 8 $679,310.54 13 
Columbus 1,285 4 $137,723.44 5 
Goshen 10,812 6 $423,313.14 8 
Kokomo 1,978 5 $259,807.64 7 
Anderson 24,902 6 $513,504.94 9 
Muncie 33,644 10 $810,255.12 13 
New Albany 9,843 6 $637,141.65 10 
Terre Haute 691 2 $1,704,328.32 5 

 

The background review exercise shows the potential for correlation between dollar 

amount received, types of programs funded, and number of persons benefitting that could 

provide insight to burden felt, but primarily the exercise outlined helpful statistics in 
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understanding the framework each community operates within regarding their CDBG Program. 

Consistently, infrastructure-based programs were the costliest, while service-based programs 

could benefit the largest number of individual persons. By benefitting a larger number of 

individual persons, a certain program can seem to reflect more benefit in the Accomplishment 

Report while still using some of the smallest amount of the total CDBG funding, as represented 

in multiple Expenditure Reports. 

Another highlight of this background review is the confusion surrounding CDBG dollars 

and reporting. The CDBG program was built to be flexible enough so different communities with 

different needs can address them in the most beneficial way, while still being bureaucratically 

manageable. Accomplishment Report and Expenditure Report data should line up cleanly, but 

does not. The programs tasked to receive funding under a particular year may actually be 

implemented in a subsequent year for various reasons, and have to be reported with the year they 

are implemented, as is represented in slightly higher disbursement amounts reported in 

Expenditure Reports than in the tabulated data pulled from HUD’s internal database, IDIS and 

HUD Exchange (see Expenditure Reports, Appendix D). These small examples represent aspects 

of administrative burden that seem miniscule in singular incident, but when compounded can 

create confusion and difficulty in direct implementation of dollars, as well as reporting of that 

implementation. Another discrepancy in data is the IDIS reporting of the number of years a 

community has received CDBG funds. The database reports up to 14 years for many 

communities, but in the survey conducted for this study, CDBG manager respondents reported 

many more years receiving the federal dollars.  

Ultimately, understanding this data helps to outline where each community finds their 

need to be the greatest, and also shows where the largest amount of CDBG funds are being spent 
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among these communities near the MSA. Where need is largest, or where money is currently 

being spent, will inform this study on any correlations between reported levels of burden, and 

help to explain what causes burden in CDBG entitlement communities with populations near the 

MSA line.  

SURVEY RESULTS 

 The results of this study fall largely on the survey responses. The average level of burden 

for all communities in this study is 5 on a scale of 0-10, and most respondents reported 

satisfaction in their CDBG related work. While my sample size is small, it is inconclusive in 

providing a clear answer on whether administrative burden is felt more strongly for 

administrators of CDBG funding in entitlement communities near the MSA threshold, and 

ultimately supports that administrative burden is unique to each community, and definitely 

exists, but may not exist for the same reasons in every community.   

A majority of the respondents had over a decade of experience in their current position. 

Most have a breadth of experience in the community development industry, working on many 

municipal levels with federal community development grants. Grant monitoring or application 

review were cited as the most arduous part of managing CDBG funds, but associated 

requirements were also mentioned as burdensome (environmental review, legislation regarding 

wage). When burden is described as “an overwhelming workload” the level of burden felt was 

reported as “neutral” with a mean of 5.17 on a scale of 0-10, with “0” as “no burden” and “10” as 

“unbearable burden,” and 3 being the minimum response and 10 the maximum. Interestingly, 

when asked the same question but at an agency level, survey respondents reported slightly less 

burden, with the mean response being 4.83 on the 0-10 scale, with a minimum of 0 and a 

maximum of 10. All respondents reported being “somewhat satisfied” or “extremely satisfied” in 
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their CDBG-related work. A majority reported contacting their HUD representative once a 

month, showing consistent contact with their federal representative. A majority of respondent 

communities have received CDBG funds for over a decade, while 50% of respondents report 

having received funding for over 25 years. Most only have one employee managing CDBG 

funds, with the reported maximum staff size of three. The largest reported use of CDBG funding 

was on rehabilitation of single-family residential units, with general public services, and 

sidewalks coming in second. Otherwise, use of funds were reported evenly across all 25 

categories, with no funding reported towards substance abuse services, neighborhood cleanups, 

or property acquisition for rehabilitation. Collaboration with non-local government agencies 

varied in importance from survey respondents. Some reported collaboration as high-priority in 

implementing funding, while other reported collaborating only “annually” or “one to two times a 

year.”  

Below is the summarization of each response, organized by most reported burden, to 

least. The information is organized in the same format as the survey.  

EAST CHICAGO 

 For the city of East Chicago, CDBG management and administration takes place under 

the Department of Redevelopment. The respondent cited over 10 years of experience in the field, 

and has worked with HUD funding allocated to the city of East Chicago for over 17 years. The 

respondent did not rank most arduous tasks based on individual opinion, as the respondent is the 

only employee tasked with administering and managing CDBG funding for the city. The 

respondent marked their burden level as 10 out of 10, but reports they are still somewhat 

satisfied in their work. The respondent reported contacting their HUD representative weekly, on 

average. East Chicago is reported to have received CDBG funding for over 25 years. The 
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reported categories funded with CDBG dollars are: battered and abused spouse; childcare 

services; employment training; housing counseling; legal services; public services (general); 

single-unit residential rehabilitation; senior services; subsistence payment; youth services. As the 

respondent is the only employee tasked with managing the CDBG funds for the city of East 

Chicago, the respondent alone is responsible for completing the Action Plan and CAPER. The 

respondent reports collaborating with non-local government agencies on an annual basis only. 

The ranking of most arduous tasks surrounding CDBG for the city of East Chicago are: 1. Grant 

Monitoring 2. HUD Annual Reports 3. HUD Annual Monitoring 4. Application Review 5. 

Overseeing Claims 6. Other (unspecified). When asked about administrative burden at the 

agency level, the respondent indicated 10 out of 10.  

 Despite this respondent being one of the most experienced professionals interviewed, 

they reported feeling the highest level of burden out of all respondents. East Chicago has 

experienced a small decrease in population from 2010 – 2016, and out of all communities 

included in this study, has the largest percentage of their population experiencing poverty, 

35.3%. With a population of only 28,961 (ACS, 2016), far below the 50,000 MSA line, this 

translates to a highly needy community from a community development standpoint. Out of the 

community’s included in this study, East Chicago has the smallest population as of 2016. The 

programs that received the largest percentage of the community’s allocation are rehabilitation 

administration (46.22%), single-unit residential rehabilitation (23.31%), and general program 

administration (12.63%); with administration funding absorbing two of the top three programs, 

this supports that burden is more likely to be experienced when administration absorbs most 

CDBG funding. Other considerations regarding what causes higher burden, include the number 

of different programs that are allocated to in a single fiscal year: East Chicago divides its funding 
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between eight different categories. According to the Accomplishment Report, the total number of 

persons benefiting from 2015-2016 CDBG programs is 270. Importantly, East Chicago receives 

the largest allocation of federal dollars out of all survey respondents, and the second largest 

allocation of the communities included in the study, at $1,199,552 for 2016. The management 

and handling of such a large allocation could also contribute to the high level of administrative 

burden reported by the respondent.  

LA PORTE 

 The survey respondent representing LaPorte works for the City of LaPorte, and has been 

in their role for over 10 years. The respondent has worked with CDBG in LaPorte for 13 years, 

with the greater Michigan City Community Development Corporation for one year, focusing on 

CDBG and HOME grants, and with the Federal Bureau of prisons with the prisoner and general 

community for two years. The respondents individual ranking of most arduous CDBG tasks 

include: 1. HUD Annual Reports 2. Grant Monitoring 3. Overseeing Claims 4. HUD Annual 

Monitoring 5. Application Review 6. Other (unspecified). The respondent marks their burden 

level as an 8 out of 10, but reports they are somewhat satisfied in their work. They contact their 

HUD representative once a month, and report that the City of LaPorte has received CDBG 

funding for 11-15 years. They are the only employee dedicated to the management and 

administration of CDBG. Their reported breakdown of funding categories include: abused and 

neglected children; childcare services; housing counseling; operating costs of homeless/AIDs 

patient programs; public facilities and improvement (general); public services (general); single-

unit residential rehabilitation; sidewalks; street improvements; youth services. This respondent is 

the only person who employed, therefore they are solely in charge of executing the Action Plan 

and CAPER for their agency. The respondent reports collaborating monthly with non-local 
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government agencies. The reported ranking of most arduous tasks regarding CDBG for the 

agency is as follows: 1. HUD Annual Reports 2. Grant Monitoring 3. Overseeing Claims 4. 

Application Review 5. HUD Annual Monitoring 6. Other (unspecified). The reported burden 

level for the agency is also an 8 out of 10.  

 In connecting the survey results to the Background Review, it is notable that LaPorte 

received the third smallest CDBG allocation out of the 10 communities studied, but reports the 

second highest level of burden, only behind East Chicago. For the 2015-2016 funding year, a 

majority (over 85%) of the grant money allocated went to three different programs, single-unit 

residential rehabilitation, sidewalks, and general program administration. Similar to East 

Chicago, the only other community to rank their burden above 5 out of 10, the respondent 

included HUD Annual Reports and Grant Monitoring as the most arduous aspects to CDBG 

administration. The similarities with East Chicago do not end there—as LaPorte also 

experienced a decrease in population from 2010 to 2016, but the percentage of their population 

in poverty is only seventh out of the 10 total communities analyzed. The 2016 population is 

21,876, the lowest of all communities included in this study, and had a 2016 funding amount of 

$475,824.93, the third lowest amount of all communities included in this study.  

MICHIGAN CITY 

 In Michigan City, the CDBG manger works within the municipality’s CDBG office, and 

as of 2018 had only been in their role for less than a year. This manager claims 12 years of 

experience with regional, federal, and federal formula grant applications, as well as experience 

with HUD’s online grant database, IDIS, financial management, budget allocations, and 

subrecipient awards. This manager reported an individual burden level of 4 on a scale of 0-10, 

and report being “extremely satisfied” in their work. This CDBG manager coordinates with their 
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HUD representative monthly, on average. In this survey response, this manager reported that 

Michigan City has received CDBG funding for 11-15 years. The respondent is the only 

employee dedicated to managing the administration of CDBG funding. The reported breakdown 

of funding categories is: abused and neglected children; battered and abused spouses; 

employment training; homeless facilities (excluding operating costs); housing counseling; mental 

health services; parks; recreational facilities; public services (general); single-unit residential 

rehabilitation; rental subsidies; senior services; sidewalks. Since the respondent is the only 

employee dedicated to CDBG administration, the respondent alone is in charge of completing the 

annual Action Plan and CAPER. The respondent reported only collaborating with non-local 

government agencies (such as private corporations, CDCs, non-profit agencies) 1-2 times per 

year. The respondent ranked the following aspects of the administration role from “most 

arduous” to “least arduous:” 1. HUD Annual Reports 2. HUD Annual Monitoring 3. Grant 

Monitoring 4. Application Review 5. Overseeing Claims 6. Other (unspecified). This ranking 

serves for both the individual ranking and the agency ranking as the respondent is the only 

employee tasked with CDBG administration and management. When asked about burden level 

for the respondent’s agency as a whole, the respondent reported a burden level of 5.  

 An important consideration of this response is that the respondent is the only 

administrator and manager of CDBG funds for that community (which can contribute to the 

higher indication of burden), yet they still report high satisfaction regarding their work. It is 

notable that the respondent reported burden higher at the agency level than at their personal 

level, despite the respondent being the sole administrator of CDBG funding for that community. 

Out of the communities included in the study, Michigan City has the third largest percentage of 

their population in poverty, but their entitlement amount falls towards the middle in a ranking of 
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all 10 communities from least to greatest entitlement amount. The program that absorbed the 

largest amount of federal funding allocated to Michigan City in 2016 is single-unit residential 

rehabilitation, absorbing 44.94% of the year’s total disbursements, while the next two largest 

programs were both administrative: general program administration (20.86%) and rehabilitation 

administration (14.63%). In reviewing the survey responses, this is a notable trend: community’s 

that allocate a large portion of their total federal disbursements to any type of program 

administration, tend to rank administrative burden higher. Ideally, these programs which aid with 

administration should help to alleviate burden, and they may—but the significance of spending 

these federal dollars on the work to administer to these funds, rather than allocating these funds 

strictly to programs, infrastructure, or salaries, is significant. Michigan City experienced the 

second smallest decrease in population, a mere 0.003% change, resulting in a 2016 population of 

31,374, but experience a quite high percentage of their population in poverty, 27.2%.   

COLUMBUS 

  Interviewing with the city of Columbus revealed a new option for relieving 

administrative burden—consulting services. Therefore, two individuals completed the survey for 

the city of Columbus.  

 The first individual was employed by the city of Columbus, and has held their position 

for 1-3 years. This person reports limited experience with federal funding, and explains “We 

have an outside consultant who applies for and administers any federal grants we receive to 

ensure compliance.” For this individual, the tasks they rank as most arduous are: 1. Application 

Review 2. Grant Monitoring 3. Overseeing Claims System 4. Housing and Urban Development 

(HUD) Annual Reports 5. HUD Annual Monitoring 6. Other (unspecified). They rank their 

individual burden level as 3 out of 10, and indicated they are “somewhat satisfied” with their 
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work on a Likert scale. They only contact their HUD representative on an annual basis, typically 

during review. The city of Columbus is reported in this survey as receiving CDBG funds for over 

25 years. The respondent reported that there are two to three employees dedicated to the 

management of the CDBG program. The breakdown of CDBG funding categories for the city of 

Columbus are: mental health services; operating costs of homeless/AIDs patient programs; 

public facilities and improvement (general); single-unit residential rehabilitation; multi-unit 

residential rehabilitation; sidewalks. A reported “two” employees are in charge of completing the 

Action Plan and CAPER, and this individual collaborates with coworkers to oversee executing 

the annual Action Plan and CAPER. As non-local government agencies (private corporations, 

CDCs, non-profit agencies) often implement CDBG dollars in communities, it is important to 

understand the CDBG administrator’s relationship with these agencies, primarily how often they 

collaborate. The city of Columbus CDBG team collaborates with non-local government agencies 

on a monthly basis, as needed.  

 The second respondent for the city of Columbus is a consultant that works with the 

Administrative Resources Association, and they have held their position for over 10 years. When 

asked about their experience with federal funding, they explained their experience spanned over 

30 years in community development at the city, county and state level. They ranked their burden 

level as a 3 out of 10, and reported they are somewhat satisfied with their work. They speak with 

HUD representatives monthly, on average. They reported that their agency has worked with 

CDBG funding for over 16 years, and they have two to three employees dedicated to CDBG. 

They reported CDBG funding categories that the city of Columbus contributes their federal 

dollars to are: neighborhood facilities; public facilities and improvement (general); public 

services (general); single-unit residential rehabilitation; multi-unit residential rehabilitation; 
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sidewalks. This respondent reports that three employees work on completing the Action Plan, 

and that another coworker oversees executing the plan. As for the CAPER, two employees work 

to complete the report, and another coworker oversees executing the report. They report 

collaborating with non-local government agencies “monthly, if not more.” When ranking CDBG 

related tasks from “most arduous” to “least arduous” for their agency, this person ranks: 1. Grant 

Monitoring 2. HUD Annual Monitoring 3. Housing and Urban Development (HUD) Annual 

Reports 4. Overseeing Claims System 5. Application Review 6. Other (unspecified). This 

respondent ranks agency level burden as a 3 out of 10.  

 In order to understand what these survey results mean the information must be partnered 

with facts from the Background Review. In 2016, the city of Columbus had a population of 

46,474, just below the MSA line of 50,000. Out of the communities included in this study, the 

city of Columbus received the smallest disbursement of CDBG funds, $231,562. Columbus 

predominately allocated their funding to sidewalks (41.81%) in the fiscal year spanning 2015-

2016. Infrastructure projects can consume a large amount of funding, and ease the administrative 

burden brought on from the need to monitor multiple funding recipients. The next two programs 

that consumed the largest amount of funding was “general program administration (25.84%)” 

and “single-unit residential rehabilitation (19.24%),” meaning two out of three programs were 

infrastructure-related, and the third was largely internal administration. Columbus also 

experienced a small increase in population from 2010, and has the lowest percentage of their 

population in poverty (11.9%) out of the communities in this study. With a population of 46,474 

(ACS, 2016), they have the mode population out of the 2016 population for all communities 

included in this study. An increase in population can translate to community growth, and though 

small, an increase in tax-base and general community wealth. Additionally, having the lowest 



 38 

percentage of their total population in poverty, means that this community is less needy, from a 

community development standpoint, than the other communities in this study. Knowing these 

facts, it is unsurprising that the CDBG administrator ranks their burden level lower than average. 

Lastly, the city of Columbus is the only community included in this research that hires a 

consultant to help with the administration of their CDBG program. This is a contributing factor 

to easing administrative burden. It is important to point out that the respondent who works for 

Administrative Resources Association is not in charge of overseeing the Action Plan or CAPER, 

and this is due to the nature of these documents reporting what will be done, and what has been 

done, with the federal money allocated to the agency. This respondent operates in a consulting 

capacity, and ultimately these reports are conducted by the community which receives the money 

as a way of keeping grantee’s accountable.  

GOSHEN 

 Administration of the CDBG dollars allocated to Goshen takes place under the City of 

Goshen, the respondent reported. The respondent has been in their current position for over 10 

years, and cited a background in CDBG and Neighborhood Stabilization Program (NSP1) grants. 

The respondent did not complete the ranking of arduous tasks, but provided other arduous tasks: 

“associated requirements such as environmental review, AFFH [Affirmatively Furthering Fair 

Housing], Section 3, Davis Bacon, etc.” They ranked their individual burden level as 3 and 

reported being “extremely satisfied” in their work. The respondent is in contact with their HUD 

representative monthly, on average. The respondent reported that Goshen has been receiving 

CDBG funding for over 25 years. This respondent is the only person employed to administer and 

manage CDBG funding in the city of Goshen. The categories funded with CDBG dollars, as 

reported, are: childcare services; health services; homeless facilities (non-operating); mental 
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health services; public facilities and improvement (general); public services (general); single-unit 

residential rehabilitation; senior services; sidewalks; and street improvements. As mentioned 

above, this respondent is the only person employed by the City of Goshen to manage these funds, 

meaning that this respondent works alone in completing the Action Plan and CAPER. When 

asked about collaboration with non-local government entities, the respondent shared, “The 

CDBG program is implemented primarily through collaboration with non-local government 

agencies, and this is a high priority for our CDBG program.” The respondent did not rank agency 

level arduousness by program, and did not provide a level of burden for the entire agency. This is 

likely due to the respondent being the sole administer of CDBG funding and activities.  

 Out of the communities included in this study, Goshen received the second smallest 

CDBG allocation: $272,284. The program that received the largest disbursement of CDBG 

dollars was street improvements (53.16%), an infrastructure project. These two facts from the 

Background Review shape the understanding surrounding the respondents reported burden level: 

3 out of 10, fairly low. The programs that funded in the 2016 year are a mix of social service and 

large infrastructure, so Goshen does boast a large number of persons benefitting from CDBG 

dollars in their 2016 Accomplishment Report, a total of 10,812. Goshen’s population also saw a 

small increase from 2010 to 2016, up to 33,385, but still significantly below the 50,000 MSA 

line.  

KOKOMO 

 The response for Kokomo was only partially completed, and submitted anonymously. 

Confirmation of respondent location was made through IP address tracking through Qualtrics 

survey distribution. The respondent provided an individual ranking of most arduous projects: 1. 
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Application Review 2. Grant Monitoring 3. Other (unspecified) 4. Overseeing claims 5. HUD 

Annual Reports 6. HUD Monitoring. The reported burden level for the agency, is 0. 

 Out of all communities included in this study, Kokomo saw the largest change in 

population from 2010 to 2016, with a 0.28% increase, a final population count of 58,075, over 

the 50,000 MSA line. It is important to consider, in conjunction to the previous fact, that 

Kokomo has the third smallest percentage of its population in poverty, at 20.3%. For the 2016 

year, Kokomo’s CDBG allocation is only divided into five different programs. Additionally, 

according to the 2016 Expenditure Report, Kokomo’s largest disbursement (52.42%) went to 

street improvements. As we’ve seen across countless communities analyzed in the background 

review, infrastructure projects like street improvements soak up large portions of the funding 

allocated, while providing benefit to a large number of community members. This response, 

though incomplete, provides insight into the limitations of this study, primarily that each 

administrator’s sentiment is highly variable, and when asking respondents to offer candid 

responses regarding their workplace satisfaction, and core aspects of their work, it is hard to 

guarantee truthful and verbose responses. These limitations are covered in more depth in the 

Conclusion section. 
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Figure 4 – Background Review and Survey Results Organized by Community 

 

There are some larger takeaways in comparing these community’s survey results. To 

juxtapose Kokomo with East Chicago, as they have survey responses on the opposite ends of the 

burden scale, it is important to point out that Kokomo received the second largest allocation of 

CDBG, right behind East Chicago, but reported no burden comparatively. This provides support 

for refuting that larger allocations result in more administrative burden, and supports that the 

number of programs disbursed to, and the types of programs funded, may result in increased 

East 
Chicago La Porte Michigan 

City Columbus Goshen Kokomo Anderson Muncie New 
Albany Terre Haute 

Reported 
Burden Level 

(0-10) 
10 8 4 3 3 0 n/a n/a n/a n/a 

Reported 
Years of 

Experience 

Over 10 
years 

Over 10 
years 

Over 10 
years 1-3 years Over 10 

years n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a 

Use of 
Consultant N N N Y N N N N N N 

2017 Award 
Amount ($) $1,199,552 $406,113 $612,647 $231,562 $272,284 $735,984 $826,456 $1,083,339 $610,221 $1,429,198 

Population 
(2016) 28,961 21,876 31,374 46,474 33,385 58,075 55,342 69,583 36,622 61,021 

% Population 
Change 0.02% -0.01% -0.003% 0.05% 0.05% 0.28% -0.01% -0.007% 0.00687% 0.00388% 

% Population 
in Poverty 35.3% 21.8% 27.2% 11.9% 18.7% 20.3% 24.8% 30.9% 20.5% 26.4% 

# of Years 
Receiving 
Funding 

14 13 13 13 14 14 14 14 14 14 

# of Persons 
Benefitted 270 4,434 4,259 1,285 10,812 1,978 24,902 33,644 9,843 691 

# of Programs 
Receiving 

Disbursements 
8 6 8 4 6 5 6 10 6 2 

2016 Total 
Disbursement 

($) 
$840,783.87 $475,824.93 $679,310.54 $137,723.44 $423,313.14 $259,807.64 $513,504.94 $810,255.12 $637,141.65 $1,704,328.32 

Number of 
Programs 
Funded 

13 11 13 5 8 7 9 13 10 5 
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burden levels. However, Kokomo’s increasing population and low percentage of population in 

poverty is representative of much less community development need. Community development 

need, a soft concept which contains many different variables and is highly specific to each 

individual community, may be more indicative of administrative burden levels in CDBG 

Program administrators.  

Using Figure 4 to compare the variables covered in this study side by side, it becomes 

even more clear that the variables analyzed in this study do not explain administrative burden on 

their own. The survey variables are colored green, the background review variables are colored 

blue, Accomplishment Report variables are colored orange, and Expenditure Report variables are 

colored yellow. Looking at these variables, organized by community, it is clear that the 

hypothesis used in this study is refuted. The background review numbers show that population 

and the percentage population change from 2010 to 2016 for each community does not predict 

the level of burden felt by the administrator. On the other hand, percentage of the population in 

poverty does not predict, but does seem to have a relationship with the reported level of burden. 

For example, East Chicago has the largest percentage of population in poverty (35%), and 

reports their burden as 10 out of 10. While Goshen and Columbus both reported burden levels of 

3 out of 10, and have the two lowest percentages of populations in poverty, 11% and 18%, out of 

all survey respondents. This does support that community development need, partially explained 

by the level of poverty in a community, may provide more insight into administrative burden 

than other variables presented in this study. Moving away from community development 

variables and into administrative variables, the number of programs funded by a community, as 

reported in the Accomplishment and Expenditure Reports submitted by each community to 

HUD, does seem to show higher levels of burden the more programs that are reported. East 
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Chicago and LaPorte both report the highest levels of administrative burden, and include a 

higher variety of programs compared to other communities included in this study. Another 

helpful insight from the survey, was the discovery of the use of consultants. Columbus was the 

only respondent that uses the aid of a consultant for all their federal grant programs, stating that 

this helps ensure compliance, and obviously provides relief to that community’s administrative 

burden.  

 Perhaps most surprisingly, the amount of experience the respondents had in working 

with CDBG/federal grants, another variable provided by the survey, showed no insight into what 

their perception of burden was. Another discovery was the extreme variability in the number of 

persons benefitted, as reported through the Accomplishment Reports. From East Chicago’s 

reported 270 persons, and Muncie’s 33,644 persons, the large variation makes it hard to draw 

conclusions on whether this variable causes or explains burden more than any of the other 

variables examined as part of this study. This is especially clear in the example of Goshen, which 

reported benefitting 10,812 persons, and reported a burden level of 3. Additionally, the 

disbursement amount, reported through the Expenditure Reports, did not provide much 

prediction surrounding what administrative burden levels may be. These numbers are also highly 

variable, similar to the number of persons benefitting, but East Chicago does report the highest 

disbursement amount and the highest level of burden for all the communities included in this 

study. 

CONCLUSION 

This study looked specifically at the issue of administrative burden, primarily in the 

amount of work required to be completed by a staff, and whether the staff of communities closer 

to the MSA line experienced higher levels of burden than those farther away. Rather than the 
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higher levels of burden being felt in communities in proximity to the MSA line, the burden levels 

in this sample size are much higher in communities with lower populations. Many considerations 

for further study were brought up through this research. One large assumption is that 

administrative burden is more closely related to community development neediness, rather than 

proximity to the MSA line. The results of this study, largely guided by the survey results, show 

that the communities with the smallest population size, which declined from 2010-2016, 

experienced the highest levels of administrative burden, while the communities with higher 

populations reported less administrative burden. The reasoning behind the original hypothesis, 

that potential scarcity of resources could lead to increased burden, holds true within the 

parameters of these study results. 

This study leans largely on information presented in the 2010 census, as well as ACS 

information from 2015-2016. While valuable, these data points only present a snapshot in time. 

Community development is largely impacted by many variables, in both an economic and social 

sense—this constant change means that any research conducted in this arena is limited by the 

direct context, the moment in time, the research is completed in. Community development needs 

within the state of Indiana are specific to the economic and social characteristics of each 

community in the state. While the Accomplishment Report offers insight into what was 

conducted by the grantee over the program year, and gives an idea as to the number of persons 

benefitting from each funded program, the number of persons who benefit largely correlates with 

type of program more than dollar amount given to the program. For example, a community could 

receive the smallest amount of CDBG dollars, but still report the highest number of persons 

benefitted through their Accomplishment Report.   
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Ultimately, there are many variables that cannot be measured in this study alone. What is 

each professional individual’s perception of federal funding? Has their experience been 

overwhelmingly positive, overwhelmingly negative? As a large part of this research relies on 

personal sentiment, there is a swath of variables that affect the outcome of this study. Quite 

simply, another factor is that individuals who are feeling overly burdened are less likely to 

participate in any type of survey response. Expecting these survey respondents, who’s anonymity 

is preserved within the body of this paper, but not the direct survey responses, to share with 

complete candor their true sentiment towards their work and its difficulty, is a high expectation. 

This could ultimately lead to skewed responses, with respondents indicating a higher or lower 

level of burden based off their interpretation of how their response would be perceived.  

It is a philosophy of checks and balances that ultimately slows down any government 

process, and the federal grant process is no different. It is well known that this process is 

inherently good, but without the proper resources to successfully participate in the administrative 

process required by these checks and balances, grant administrators may feel levels of burden 

that create a work environment that impedes thorough and efficient productivity—which could 

call into question the effectiveness of any program. Providing an opportunity for CDBG 

administrators to think introspectively about the level of burden they experience in the work 

place, and to try to measure where this burden manifests is a key step in moving toward less 

burdensome bureaucratic activities, and opens up opportunity for more efficient workplaces. 

This efficiency can mean more persons receiving bureaucratic aid, in the form of federal funding, 

more quickly, and in more meaningful ways. 
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APPENDIX 

Appendix A - GLOSSARY OF TERMS 

Community Development Block Grant (CDBG) – “A grant program which provides annual 

grants on a formula basis to states, 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,” as defined by HUD.  

US Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD) – According to the HUD 

website, HUD is “the Federal agency responsible for national policy and programs that address 

America’s housing needs, that improve and develop the Nation's communities, and enforce fair 

housing laws.” 

Administrative Capacity – The ability of those managing funds to disperse the funds 

effectively and efficiently into the community they serve. 

Administrative Burden – An overwhelming workload, without an organized schedule for 

completing the task, particularly when related to internal documents. 

Metropolitan Statistical Area (MSA) – The MSA is an area delineated by the US Office of 

Management and Budget (OMB) which has at least one urbanized area with a minimum 

population of 50,000.  

Entitlement Communities – According to the HUD website, “these are communities comprised 

of the principal cities of MSAs; metropolitan cities with populations of at least 50,000; and 

qualified urban counties with a population of 200,000 or more (excluding the populations of 

entitlement cities).” 
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HUD-approved activities – These are activities which are eligible for funding outlined in each 

HUD-facilitated grant program. For the CDBG program these activities include: acquisition of 

real property; relocation and demolition; rehabilitation of residential and non-residential 

structures; construction of public facilities and improvements; public services; activities relating 

to energy conservation and renewable energy resources; provision of assistance to profit-

motivated businesses to carry-out economic development and job creation/retention activities. 

IDIS – The “Integrated Disbursement and Information System” which is a reporting tool used by 

grantee’s to provide HUD with current information regarding program activities across the 

nation. 

Principal Cities – These are the anchoring cities for a defined MSA.  

Action Plan – Annual update from the grantee to HUD, which describes the specific planned 

uses for the CDBG program.  

Consolidated Annual Performance and Evaluation Report (CAPER) – A report detailing all 

activities and financial information submitted at the end of the grantee’s program year. 

Accomplishment Report – A report on an individual grantee’s accomplishment by type of 

activity carried out.  

Expenditure Report – A report on individual grantee’s spending on each activity for the 

program year.  
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Appendix B - 2016 ACCOMPLISHMENT MATRIX 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 Anderson Columbus East Chicago Goshen Kokomo La Porte Michigan City Muncie New Albany Terre Haute 

Abused and Neglected Children      X     

Acquisition for Rehab   X      X  

Battered and Abused Spouses   X     X   

Child Care Services X   X       

Employment Training X    X  X    

Health Services    X    X   

Homeless Facilities (not op. 
costs) 

      X X   

Housing Counseling   X   X     

Legal Services   X        

Mental Health Services       X    

Neighborhood Cleanups X          

Neighborhood Facilites          X 

Operating Costs of 
Homeless/AIDS Patient 

Programs 
X   X  X X X   

Parks, Recreational Facilities  X     X  X  

Public Facilities and 
Improvement (General 

       X   

Public Services (General)  X    X  X X  

Rehab; Single-Unit Residential X X X X   X X X  

Rehab; Multi-Unit Residential   X        

Rental Subsidies       X    

Senior Services   X X       

Sidewalks  X    X   X  

Street Improvements X   X X     X 

Subsistence Payment       X    

Substance Abuse Services        X   

Youth Services   X  X X  X X  
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Appendix C - 2016 ACCOMPLISHMENT REPORTS 

 

 

U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development
Office of Community Planning and Development

Integrated Disbursement and Information System

 DATE:
 TIME:
 PAGE: 1

14:39
02-28-17

PR 51-  Selected CDBG Accomplishment Report
Program Year Between 03-01-2015 and  03-31-2016

ANDERSON,IN

HOUSING

Number of Households AssistedEligible ActivityMatrix Code
14A Rehab; Single-Unit Residential 2

Total Number of Households Assisted: 2
PUBLIC SERVICES

Number of Persons BenefittingEligible ActivityMatrix Code
03T Operating Costs of Homeless/AIDS Patients Programs 323
05H Employment Training 17
05L Child Care Services 50
05V Neighborhood Cleanups 21,305

Total Number of Persons Benefitting: 21,695
PUBLIC IMPROVEMENTS

Number of Persons BenefittingEligible ActivityMatrix Code
03K Street Improvements 3,205

Total Number of Persons Benefitting: 3,205

U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development
Office of Community Planning and Development

Integrated Disbursement and Information System

 DATE:
 TIME:
 PAGE: 1

14:40
02-28-17

PR 51-  Selected CDBG Accomplishment Report
Program Year Between 09-01-2015 and  08-31-2016

COLUMBUS,IN

HOUSING

Number of Households AssistedEligible ActivityMatrix Code
14A Rehab; Single-Unit Residential 1

Total Number of Households Assisted: 1
PUBLIC SERVICES

Number of Persons BenefittingEligible ActivityMatrix Code
05 Public Services (General) 59

Total Number of Persons Benefitting: 59
PUBLIC IMPROVEMENTS

Number of Persons BenefittingEligible ActivityMatrix Code
03F Parks, Recreational Facilities 1,215
03L Sidewalks 10

Total Number of Persons Benefitting: 1,225
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U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development
Office of Community Planning and Development

Integrated Disbursement and Information System

 DATE:
 TIME:
 PAGE: 1

14:40
02-28-17

PR 51-  Selected CDBG Accomplishment Report
Program Year Between 07-01-2015 and  06-30-2016

Goshen,IN

HOUSING

Number of Households AssistedEligible ActivityMatrix Code
14A Rehab; Single-Unit Residential 8

Total Number of Households Assisted: 8
PUBLIC SERVICES

Number of Persons BenefittingEligible ActivityMatrix Code
03T Operating Costs of Homeless/AIDS Patients Programs 67
05A Senior Services 43
05L Child Care Services 1,728
05M Health Services 5,326

Total Number of Persons Benefitting: 7,164
PUBLIC IMPROVEMENTS

Number of Persons BenefittingEligible ActivityMatrix Code
03K Street Improvements 3,640

Total Number of Persons Benefitting: 3,640

U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development
Office of Community Planning and Development

Integrated Disbursement and Information System

 DATE:
 TIME:
 PAGE: 1

14:40
02-28-17

PR 51-  Selected CDBG Accomplishment Report
Program Year Between 07-01-2015 and  06-30-2016

EAST CHICAGO,IN

HOUSING

Number of Households AssistedEligible ActivityMatrix Code
14A Rehab; Single-Unit Residential 20
14B Rehab; Multi-Unit Residential 5
14G Acquisition for Rehabilitation 2

Total Number of Households Assisted: 27
PUBLIC SERVICES

Number of Persons BenefittingEligible ActivityMatrix Code
05A Senior Services 37
05C Legal Services 56
05D Youth Services 3
05G Battered and Abused Spouses 5
05U Housing Counseling 142

Total Number of Persons Benefitting: 243



 51 

 

 

 

 

U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development
Office of Community Planning and Development

Integrated Disbursement and Information System

 DATE:
 TIME:
 PAGE: 1

14:40
02-28-17

PR 51-  Selected CDBG Accomplishment Report
Program Year Between 07-01-2015 and  06-30-2016

KOKOMO,IN

HOUSING

Number of Households AssistedEligible ActivityMatrix Code
14A Rehab; Single-Unit Residential 2

Total Number of Households Assisted: 2
PUBLIC SERVICES

Number of Persons BenefittingEligible ActivityMatrix Code
03T Operating Costs of Homeless/AIDS Patients Programs 132
05D Youth Services 147
05H Employment Training 33

Total Number of Persons Benefitting: 312
PUBLIC IMPROVEMENTS

Number of Persons BenefittingEligible ActivityMatrix Code
03K Street Improvements 1,664

Total Number of Persons Benefitting: 1,664

U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development
Office of Community Planning and Development

Integrated Disbursement and Information System

 DATE:
 TIME:
 PAGE: 1

14:40
02-28-17

PR 51-  Selected CDBG Accomplishment Report
Program Year Between 10-01-2015 and  09-30-2016

LA PORTE,IN

PUBLIC SERVICES

Number of Persons BenefittingEligible ActivityMatrix Code
03T Operating Costs of Homeless/AIDS Patients Programs 74
05 Public Services (General) 40
05D Youth Services 110
05N Abused and Neglected Children 432
05U Housing Counseling 28

Total Number of Persons Benefitting: 684
PUBLIC IMPROVEMENTS

Number of Persons BenefittingEligible ActivityMatrix Code
03L Sidewalks 3,750

Total Number of Persons Benefitting: 3,750
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U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development
Office of Community Planning and Development

Integrated Disbursement and Information System

 DATE:
 TIME:
 PAGE: 1

14:40
02-28-17

PR 51-  Selected CDBG Accomplishment Report
Program Year Between 10-01-2015 and  09-30-2016

MICHIGAN CITY,IN

HOUSING

Number of Households AssistedEligible ActivityMatrix Code
14A Rehab; Single-Unit Residential 10

Total Number of Households Assisted: 10
PUBLIC SERVICES

Number of Persons BenefittingEligible ActivityMatrix Code
03T Operating Costs of Homeless/AIDS Patients Programs 52
05H Employment Training 2,010
05O Mental Health Services 106
05Q Subsistence Payment 54
05S Rental Housing Subsidies 7

Total Number of Persons Benefitting: 2,229
PUBLIC IMPROVEMENTS

Number of Persons BenefittingEligible ActivityMatrix Code
03C Homeless Facilities (not operating costs) 10
03F Parks, Recreational Facilities 2,010

Total Number of Persons Benefitting: 2,020

U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development
Office of Community Planning and Development

Integrated Disbursement and Information System

 DATE:
 TIME:
 PAGE: 1

14:40
02-28-17

PR 51-  Selected CDBG Accomplishment Report
Program Year Between 06-01-2015 and  05-31-2016

MUNCIE,IN

HOUSING

Number of Households AssistedEligible ActivityMatrix Code
14A Rehab; Single-Unit Residential 17

Total Number of Households Assisted: 17
PUBLIC SERVICES

Number of Persons BenefittingEligible ActivityMatrix Code
03T Operating Costs of Homeless/AIDS Patients Programs 687
05 Public Services (General) 7,128
05A Senior Services 5,576
05D Youth Services 1,894
05F Substance Abuse Services 6,088
05G Battered and Abused Spouses 255
05M Health Services 11,653

Total Number of Persons Benefitting: 33,281
PUBLIC IMPROVEMENTS

Number of Persons BenefittingEligible ActivityMatrix Code
03 Public Facilities and Improvement (General) 211
03C Homeless Facilities (not operating costs) 135

Total Number of Persons Benefitting: 346
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U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development
Office of Community Planning and Development

Integrated Disbursement and Information System

 DATE:
 TIME:
 PAGE: 1

14:40
02-28-17

PR 51-  Selected CDBG Accomplishment Report
Program Year Between 07-01-2015 and  06-30-2016

NEW ALBANY,IN

HOUSING

Number of Households AssistedEligible ActivityMatrix Code
14A Rehab; Single-Unit Residential 6
14G Acquisition for Rehabilitation 1

Total Number of Households Assisted: 7
PUBLIC SERVICES

Number of Persons BenefittingEligible ActivityMatrix Code
05 Public Services (General) 12
05D Youth Services 749

Total Number of Persons Benefitting: 761
PUBLIC IMPROVEMENTS

Number of Persons BenefittingEligible ActivityMatrix Code
03F Parks, Recreational Facilities 4,085
03L Sidewalks 4,990

Total Number of Persons Benefitting: 9,075

U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development
Office of Community Planning and Development

Integrated Disbursement and Information System

 DATE:
 TIME:
 PAGE: 1

14:40
02-28-17

PR 51-  Selected CDBG Accomplishment Report
Program Year Between 03-01-2015 and  02-29-2016

TERRE HAUTE,IN

PUBLIC IMPROVEMENTS

Number of Persons BenefittingEligible ActivityMatrix Code
03E Neighborhood Facilities 28
03K Street Improvements 663

Total Number of Persons Benefitting: 691
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Appendix D - 2016 EXPENDITURE REPORTS 

 

 

 

Expenditure Report

U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development
Office of Community Planning and Development

Integrated Disbursement and Information System

Matrix
Code Group

Activity
Matrix Code Name Disbursements

Percent
of Total

 DATE:
 TIME:
 PAGE: 1

13:12
02-28-17

from 03-01-2015 to 03-31-2016
Use of CDBG Funds by ANDERSON,IN

04 AC Clearance and Demolition 42,321.56 8.24%
42,321.56 8.24%Subtotal for : Acquisition

14A HR Rehab; Single-Unit Residential 133,109.70 25.92%
133,109.70 25.92%Subtotal for : Housing

03K PI Street Improvements 68,135.00 13.27%
03L PI Sidewalks 28,089.18 5.47%

96,224.18 18.74%Subtotal for : Public Facilities and Improvements

03T PS Operating Costs of Homeless/AIDS Patients Programs 9,569.74 1.86%
05H PS Employment Training 51,793.62 10.09%
05L PS Child Care Services 43,000.00 8.37%
05V PS Neighborhood Cleanups 420.10 0.08%

104,783.46 20.41%Subtotal for : Public Services

21A AP General Program Administration 137,066.04 26.69%
137,066.04 26.69%Subtotal for : General Administration and Planning

513,504.94 100.00%Total Disbursements

Expenditure Report

U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development
Office of Community Planning and Development

Integrated Disbursement and Information System

Matrix
Code Group

Activity
Matrix Code Name Disbursements

Percent
of Total

 DATE:
 TIME:
 PAGE: 1

13:12
02-28-17

from 09-01-2015 to 08-31-2016
Use of CDBG Funds by COLUMBUS,IN

14A HR Rehab; Single-Unit Residential 26,500.00 19.24%
26,500.00 19.24%Subtotal for : Housing

03F PI Parks, Recreational Facilities 12,565.00 9.12%
03L PI Sidewalks 57,579.37 41.81%

70,144.37 50.93%Subtotal for : Public Facilities and Improvements

05 PS Public Services (General) 5,487.33 3.98%
5,487.33 3.98%Subtotal for : Public Services

21A AP General Program Administration 35,591.74 25.84%
35,591.74 25.84%Subtotal for : General Administration and Planning

137,723.44 100.00%Total Disbursements
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Expenditure Report

U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development
Office of Community Planning and Development

Integrated Disbursement and Information System

Matrix
Code Group

Activity
Matrix Code Name Disbursements

Percent
of Total

 DATE:
 TIME:
 PAGE: 1

13:12
02-28-17

from 07-01-2015 to 06-30-2016
Use of CDBG Funds by EAST CHICAGO,IN

14A HR Rehab; Single-Unit Residential 196,018.72 23.31%
14B HR Rehab; Multi-Unit Residential 37,734.00 4.49%
14G HR Acquisition for Rehabilitation 3,710.63 0.44%
14H HR Rehabilitation Administration 388,613.54 46.22%
14I HR Lead-Based/Lead Hazard Test/Abate 9,788.00 1.16%

635,864.89 75.63%Subtotal for : Housing

05A PS Senior Services 17,125.00 2.04%
05C PS Legal Services 17,710.49 2.11%
05D PS Youth Services 17,951.57 2.14%
05G PS Battered and Abused Spouses 13,784.25 1.64%
05L PS Child Care Services 6,405.17 0.76%
05U PS Housing Counseling 13,000.00 1.55%

85,976.48 10.23%Subtotal for : Public Services

20 AP Planning 12,750.00 1.52%
21A AP General Program Administration 106,192.50 12.63%

118,942.50 14.15%Subtotal for : General Administration and Planning

840,783.87 100.00%Total Disbursements

Expenditure Report

U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development
Office of Community Planning and Development

Integrated Disbursement and Information System

Matrix
Code Group

Activity
Matrix Code Name Disbursements

Percent
of Total

 DATE:
 TIME:
 PAGE: 1

13:12
02-28-17

from 07-01-2015 to 06-30-2016
Use of CDBG Funds by Goshen,IN

14A HR Rehab; Single-Unit Residential 110,196.20 26.03%
110,196.20 26.03%Subtotal for : Housing

03K PI Street Improvements 225,050.00 53.16%
225,050.00 53.16%Subtotal for : Public Facilities and Improvements

03T PS Operating Costs of Homeless/AIDS Patients Programs 9,500.00 2.24%
05A PS Senior Services 4,073.40 0.96%
05L PS Child Care Services 19,000.00 4.49%
05M PS Health Services 9,500.00 2.24%

42,073.40 9.94%Subtotal for : Public Services

20 AP Planning 5,500.00 1.30%
21A AP General Program Administration 40,493.54 9.57%

45,993.54 10.87%Subtotal for : General Administration and Planning

423,313.14 100.00%Total Disbursements
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Expenditure Report

U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development
Office of Community Planning and Development

Integrated Disbursement and Information System

Matrix
Code Group

Activity
Matrix Code Name Disbursements

Percent
of Total

 DATE:
 TIME:
 PAGE: 1

13:13
02-28-17

from 07-01-2015 to 06-30-2016
Use of CDBG Funds by KOKOMO,IN

04 AC Clearance and Demolition 23,815.00 9.17%
23,815.00 9.17%Subtotal for : Acquisition

14A HR Rehab; Single-Unit Residential 42,483.76 16.35%
42,483.76 16.35%Subtotal for : Housing

03K PI Street Improvements 136,186.19 52.42%
136,186.19 52.42%Subtotal for : Public Facilities and Improvements

03T PS Operating Costs of Homeless/AIDS Patients Programs 23,890.40 9.20%
05D PS Youth Services 25,000.00 9.62%
05H PS Employment Training 7,857.29 3.02%
05M PS Health Services 575.00 0.22%

57,322.69 22.06%Subtotal for : Public Services

259,807.64 100.00%Total Disbursements

Expenditure Report

U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development
Office of Community Planning and Development

Integrated Disbursement and Information System

Matrix
Code Group

Activity
Matrix Code Name Disbursements

Percent
of Total

 DATE:
 TIME:
 PAGE: 1

13:13
02-28-17

from 10-01-2015 to 09-30-2016
Use of CDBG Funds by LA PORTE,IN

14A HR Rehab; Single-Unit Residential 222,734.13 46.81%
14H HR Rehabilitation Administration 29,397.15 6.18%

252,131.28 52.99%Subtotal for : Housing

03L PI Sidewalks 116,627.10 24.51%
116,627.10 24.51%Subtotal for : Public Facilities and Improvements

03T PS Operating Costs of Homeless/AIDS Patients Programs 9,916.65 2.08%
05 PS Public Services (General) 3,938.69 0.83%
05D PS Youth Services 4,500.00 0.95%
05L PS Child Care Services 5,234.14 1.10%
05N PS Abused and Neglected Children 8,000.00 1.68%
05Q PS Subsistence Payment 7,583.00 1.59%
05U PS Housing Counseling 1,487.67 0.31%

40,660.15 8.55%Subtotal for : Public Services

21A AP General Program Administration 66,406.40 13.96%
66,406.40 13.96%Subtotal for : General Administration and Planning

475,824.93 100.00%Total Disbursements
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U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development
Office of Community Planning and Development

Integrated Disbursement and Information System

Matrix
Code Group

Activity
Matrix Code Name Disbursements

Percent
of Total

 DATE:
 TIME:
 PAGE: 1

13:13
02-28-17

from 10-01-2015 to 09-30-2016
Use of CDBG Funds by MICHIGAN CITY,IN

04 AC Clearance and Demolition 27,975.00 4.12%
27,975.00 4.12%Subtotal for : Acquisition

14A HR Rehab; Single-Unit Residential 305,258.28 44.94%
14H HR Rehabilitation Administration 99,415.50 14.63%

404,673.78 59.57%Subtotal for : Housing

03C PI Homeless Facilities (not operating costs) 5,000.00 0.74%
5,000.00 0.74%Subtotal for : Public Facilities and Improvements

03T PS Operating Costs of Homeless/AIDS Patients Programs 15,000.00 2.21%
05 PS Public Services (General) 1,250.00 0.18%
05G PS Battered and Abused Spouses 11,968.90 1.76%
05H PS Employment Training 15,008.50 2.21%
05O PS Mental Health Services 23,666.66 3.48%
05Q PS Subsistence Payment 20,000.00 2.94%
05S PS Rental Housing Subsidies 10,000.00 1.47%
05U PS Housing Counseling 3,095.32 0.46%

99,989.38 14.72%Subtotal for : Public Services

21A AP General Program Administration 141,672.38 20.86%
141,672.38 20.86%Subtotal for : General Administration and Planning

679,310.54 100.00%Total Disbursements
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U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development
Office of Community Planning and Development

Integrated Disbursement and Information System

Matrix
Code Group

Activity
Matrix Code Name Disbursements

Percent
of Total

 DATE:
 TIME:
 PAGE: 1

13:13
02-28-17

from 06-01-2015 to 05-31-2016
Use of CDBG Funds by MUNCIE,IN

04 AC Clearance and Demolition 165,604.19 20.44%
165,604.19 20.44%Subtotal for : Acquisition

14A HR Rehab; Single-Unit Residential 183,127.33 22.60%
14H HR Rehabilitation Administration 13,160.74 1.62%

196,288.07 24.23%Subtotal for : Housing

03 PI Public Facilities and Improvement (General) 49,461.00 6.10%
03C PI Homeless Facilities (not operating costs) 5,359.43 0.66%

54,820.43 6.77%Subtotal for : Public Facilities and Improvements

03T PS Operating Costs of Homeless/AIDS Patients Programs 22,000.00 2.72%
05 PS Public Services (General) 77,892.47 9.61%
05A PS Senior Services 19,138.00 2.36%
05D PS Youth Services 41,000.00 5.06%
05F PS Substance Abuse Services 1,605.40 0.20%
05G PS Battered and Abused Spouses 10,000.00 1.23%
05M PS Health Services 12,500.00 1.54%

184,135.87 22.73%Subtotal for : Public Services

21A AP General Program Administration 209,406.56 25.84%
209,406.56 25.84%Subtotal for : General Administration and Planning

810,255.12 100.00%Total Disbursements
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Expenditure Report

U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development
Office of Community Planning and Development

Integrated Disbursement and Information System

Matrix
Code Group

Activity
Matrix Code Name Disbursements

Percent
of Total

 DATE:
 TIME:
 PAGE: 1

13:13
02-28-17

from 07-01-2015 to 06-30-2016
Use of CDBG Funds by NEW ALBANY,IN

14A HR Rehab; Single-Unit Residential 30,907.00 4.85%
14G HR Acquisition for Rehabilitation 1,095.04 0.17%
14H HR Rehabilitation Administration 15,830.31 2.48%
15 HR Code Enforcement 65,915.81 10.35%

113,748.16 17.85%Subtotal for : Housing

03 PI Public Facilities and Improvement (General) 16,237.51 2.55%
03F PI Parks, Recreational Facilities 10,229.85 1.61%
03L PI Sidewalks 365,356.14 57.34%

391,823.50 61.50%Subtotal for : Public Facilities and Improvements

05 PS Public Services (General) 10,624.90 1.67%
05D PS Youth Services 67,808.83 10.64%

78,433.73 12.31%Subtotal for : Public Services

21A AP General Program Administration 53,136.26 8.34%
53,136.26 8.34%Subtotal for : General Administration and Planning

637,141.65 100.00%Total Disbursements

Expenditure Report

U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development
Office of Community Planning and Development

Integrated Disbursement and Information System

Matrix
Code Group

Activity
Matrix Code Name Disbursements

Percent
of Total

 DATE:
 TIME:
 PAGE: 1

13:13
02-28-17

from 03-01-2015 to 02-29-2016
Use of CDBG Funds by TERRE HAUTE,IN

04 AC Clearance and Demolition 172,175.47 10.10%
172,175.47 10.10%Subtotal for : Acquisition

03C PI Homeless Facilities (not operating costs) 97,938.52 5.75%
03E PI Neighborhood Facilities 86,903.28 5.10%
03K PI Street Improvements 1,018,862.65 59.78%

1,203,704.45 70.63%Subtotal for : Public Facilities and Improvements

21A AP General Program Administration 328,448.40 19.27%
328,448.40 19.27%Subtotal for : General Administration and Planning

1,704,328.32 100.00%Total Disbursements
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Appendix F - SURVEY RESULTS 

Columbus, IN 
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Columbus, IN – Consultant
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East Chicago, IN
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Goshen, IN
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Kokomo, IN
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LaPorte, IN
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Michigan City, IN
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