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(Senate, No. 735 of 1962)

Ordered, That the legislative research council be directed to make an inves-
tigation and study relative to the progress being made in those cities and
towns which have established urban redevelopment authorities with specific
reference to delays involved in contracting for and constructing projects after
clearance and demolition, administrative costs, costs and fees paid to counsel,
architects, engineers and consultants and other related matters. Said counsel
shall report to the general court the results of its study by filing the same
with the clerk of the senate not later than the last Wednesday in January,
nineteen hundred and sixty-three.

Adopted
By the Senate, April 26, 1962
By the House, May IS, 1962

(Flje Qlnmtttonuiraltlf of Haßnarljuapttß

ORDER AUTHORIZING STUDY



CONTENTS

PAGE

Order Authorizing Study 2

Letter of Transmittal to the Senate and House of Representatives . .4

Letter of Transmittal to the Legislative Research Council .... 5
Summary of Report 7

$ Chapter I. Introduction 13
Two Aspects of Study Directive 13
Scope and Nature of Urban Renewal Program 13
Federal Housing Act of 1949 14

Chapter 11. Urban Renewal in Massachusetts 18
Status of Projects 18
Major Governmental Problems Involved .20

Chapter 111. From Project Initiation to Site Clearance . . . .21
Purpose of Urban Renewal 21
Lack of Broad Gauge Planning 22
Inexperience of Appraisers and Other Consultants 22
Statutory and Constitutional Problems 23
Criteria for Urban Renewal 23
Delays in Acquisition and Relocation 24
Demolition and Clearance 25

Chapter IV. Delays after Site Clearance 25
Difficulty of Obtaining Meaningful Data 25
Comparisons Without Value 26
Reasons for Project Delays After Site Clearance 27
Minimizing Delays 29

Chapter V. Administrative and Consultant Costs 31
Administrative Costs 31
Consultant Fees 32./M
Appraisers Fees 3333
Scope and Nature of State Approval 34

Appendix A. Survey and Planning Budget 37
Appendix B. Loan and Grant Application 38



To the Honorable Senate and House of Representatives:

Gentlemen: The Legislative Research Council submits^ 1
herewith a report prepared by the Legislative Research Bureau on
the basis of Senate Order, No. 735 of 1962, directing the study of
certain delays and costs connected with urban renewal.

• The Legislative Research Bureau is limited by statute to “sta-
tistical research and fact finding.” This report therefore contains
factual material only, without recommendations or legislative pro-
posals. It does not necessarily reflect the opinions of the under-
signed members of the Council.

Respectfully submitted,

Sen. JOHN E. POWERS of Suffolk,
Chairman

Rep. JOHN T. TYNAN of Boston,
Vice Chairman

Sen. NEWLAND H. HOLMES
of Norfolk and Plymouth

Rep. STEPHEN T. CHMURA of Holyoke
Rep. JAMES F. CONDON of Boston
Rep. SIDNEY Q. CURTISS of Sheffield
Rep. WALLACE B. CRAWFORD of Pittsfield *

Rep. HAROLD L. DOWER of Athol
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LETTER OF TRANSMITTAL TO THE
SENATE AND HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

MEMBERS OF THE LEGISLATIVE
RESEARCH COUNCIL
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To the Members of the Legislative Research Council:

Gentlemen : Senate Order, No. 735 of 1962 directed the Leg-
islative Research Council to investigate and study delays in urban
redevelopment with particular attention to delays after demolition
and clearance; also administrative costs and consultants’ fees in
connection with urban renewal.

The Legislative Research Bureau herewith submits its report on
these subjects. Because of statutory restrictions, the scope of this
report is limited to factual material without recommendations.

The preparation of this report was the primary responsibility of
Samuel Brown, Assistant Director of the Bureau.

Respectfully submitted,

LETTER OF TRANSMITTAL TO THE
LEGISLATIVE RESEARCH COUNCIL

HERMAN C. LOEFFLER,
Director, Legislative Research Bureau.
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By legislative directive of 1962, this report deals with two major
aspects of urban renewal, namely, (1) delays after demolition and
clearance, and (2) the size of administrative costs, and of the fees
paid to consultants.

The first of these two major aspects is concerned only with
progress after sites have been cleared; hence, earlier delays during
planning, acquisition and clearance activities are not of substantial
importance to this study, although they are necessarily given back-
ground treatment. With respect to the second question relative to
administrative costs and consultants fees, no such restriction is es-
tablished by legislative directive and the text therefore relates to all
phases of urban renewal.

FEDERAL HOUSING ACT

The Federal Housing Act of 1949 first provided federal grants for
urban renewal or redevelopment programs to eliminate blighted
areas. An amendment in 1954 added neighborhood conservation
and building rehabilitation to the scope of that statute. Thus,
urban renewal today may embrace all or any one of the three ele-
ments of (a) neighborhood conservation, (b) rehabilitation of
structures and neighborhoods, and (c) both clearance and develop-
ment.

4 APPORTIONMENT OF COSTS

The federal government pays two-thirds of the net cost of urban
renewal projects, with the state and local governments dividing the
remainder. This net cost is the gross cost of acquisition and clear-
ance of an urban renewal site, less all amounts then received from

CERTAIN DELAYS AND COSTS CONNECTED WITH
URBAN RENEWAL

SUMMARY OF REPORT
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sale or lease of cleared land and from any other sources. In certain
small communities, and in somewhat larger ones in financial dis-
tress, the federal share is increased to three-fourths of the net cost.

In addition, the federal government assumes relocation costs of
np to $2OO per family and $3,000 for a business. Under certain con-
ditions much higher amounts may be paid to displaced businesses.

PROCEDURAL STEPS

The formal stages in urban renewal are: (1) survey and plan-
ning application; (2) planning advance contract; (3) planning and
survey period; and (4) loan and grant.

The first step, the survey and planning application, is the respon-
sibility of the local agency handling urban renewal. That agency
may be an urban renewal or redevelopment authority, a local hous-
ing authority, or some other office with urban renewal powers. All
such programs in Massachusetts are handled by either redevelop-
ment or housing authorities.

The survey and planning application is sent by the local public
agency (LPA) to the New York City regional office of the federal
Housing and Home Finance Agency (HHFA) for approval, and
then on to the Washington office of the HHFA. Upon final ap-
proval, the latter office sets aside its share of the total net cost of
the project, from which the local community is advanced the sum
required for survey and planning.

The final important step, the loan and grantapplication, is divided
into two phases. Of these, the first phase includes a complete re-
port on the four big urban renewal stages of (1) acquisition of the
property, (2) relocation of families and businesses, (3) disposition
of the site, and (4) complete detailed costs. The second of the two
phases of the application requires a record of all approvals of the
local agencies and officials concerned.

Both phases of this final loan and grant application are forwarded
to the State Housing Board, then to the HHFA regional office, and
finally to Washington. Upon approval at all three points the local
LPA is notified that the loan and grant are available.

The grant is the net amount the federal government will pay.
Pending such payments the local public agency must usually nego-
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tiate a loan to acquire and clear the site. Loans guaranteed by the
HHFA are normally made by banks which are repaid when the site
is disposed of and the federal contribution has been received.

URBAN RENEWAL IN MASSACHUSETTS

There were 46 Massachusetts communities engaged in urban
removal activities as of October 1, 1962. Thirty-four of them had
reached the survey and planning stage and some have received

I loaus and grants. Altogether, some 70 renewal projects are actually
in being, with several of them in abeyance, however, pending local
acceptance by mayors and city councils or by boards of selectmen
and town meetings.

As the federal share of the cost of these 70 projects, the HHFA
has already set aside $155 million. State and local contributions
will meet the remainder of total net cost of approximately $250
million. Add development costs to these amounts and the total of
all sums involved in current urban development in Massachusetts
approximates the huge sum of one-half billion dollars.

By legislative directive, the emphasis of this study is on those
urban renewal delays which occur subsequent to demolition and
clearance. Actually, far greater delay has occurred prior to clear-
ance, particularly in acquisition and relocation. Much of the earlier
delay was directly attributable to the inexperience of urban renewal
officials and employees on the federal as well as the state and local
levels.

RELOCATION DIFFICULTIES

The greatest obstacle to the rapid progress of urban renewal has
proved to be the problem of relocation of businesses and particularly

sof families. As was to be expected of blighted metropolitan areas,
more than half the people dislocated were low-income non-whites,
and the task of finding acceptable living quarters for them has been
almost insurmountable. The result is that the HHFA is now stress-
ing the conservation and rehabilitation purposes of urban renewal,
rather than the slum clearance aspect. However, no Massachusetts

PROJECT INITIATION TO SITE CLEARANCE
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urban renewal project has yet been designed for other than clear-
ance and development.

Statutory and constitutional obstacles have also served to hinder
and delay urban renewal throughout the country. Many states re-
quired enabling legislation to take advantage of the Federal Hous-
ing Act of 1949. Here in Massachusetts, enabling legislation was
enacted in anticipation of passage of the Federal Act of 1949, but
strong doubt was expressed concerning the adequacy of its eminent
domain provisions for urban renewal purposes. This doubt was re-
moved in 1954, when the Massachusetts Supreme Court affirmed
the aims and procedures of the state urban renewal program in-
cluding the local exercise of required eminent domain proceedings.

The urban renewal movement is only 13 years old throughout the
country. Here in Massachusetts the movement is of even more re-
cent origin, since little action was taken pending the above 1954 de-
cision of the State Supreme Court. It must be apparent, therefore,
that meaningful data concerning either delays or costs have simply
not had sufficient time to develop. As a matter of fact, only one of
70 Massachusetts projects is actually considered to be complete by
the HIIFA.

Furthermore, relatively few delays have occurred after the demo-
lition and clearance of urban renewal sites. These few delays are
generally attributable to the three following factors.

1. The inexperience which originally enveloped the entire urban
renewal program, carried over into the area of disposition of cleared
sites and their development. The first locations were often selected
purely because they were eyesores, only to be found subsequently
to be unsuitable for either residential, industrial or commercial de-
velopment.

2. The difficulty of obtaining financial support has undoubtedly
caused many development delays. Industrial and commercial proj-
ects must usually find private backing. Residential development,
however, can avail itself of guaranteed bank loans through the Fed-

LEGAL OBSTACLES

REASONS FOR DELAYS AFTER SITE CLEARANCE



SENATE —No. 710.1963.] 11

1

*

eral Housing Administration, which means more money, at lower
rates of interest, for longer terms. Though advantageous, such
loans require that HHFA qualifications and standards must be com-
plied with. And such compliance introduces more applications, in-
spections, reviews and approvals, all of which take time.

3. Finally, a common cause of complaint by local renewal ad-
ministrators, is the vast amount of red tape occurring in each urban
renewal stage. Lengthy periods of time are needed for the prepara-
tion and filing of applications, the mandatory reviews required in
the HHFA regional office, at Washington and by the State Housing
Board, along with many inspections, conferences, modifications,
recommendations and approvals on each of the three levels of gov-
ernment. Moreover, further confusion and exasperation occasion-
ally occur at the various levels because some officials are intent
upon the dotting of every i and the crossing of every t in all nego-
tiations and conclusions.

At least two suggestions have been made for minimizing such
delays. First, there can be no doubt that much confusion would be
eliminated and much time saved if, at the very initiation of an
urban renewal project, a contract is drawn with the developer, cov-
ering his proposed construction. This is sometimes done. Obvi-
ously, a developer can then begin operations as soon as the site is
cleared Everybody concerned knows his rights and obligations
from the very beginning. The air is cleared.

However, such early development contracts are not always
feasible or desirable, in view of the huge sums involved and the
possible Jump in valuation of a slum area once the attractiveness of
the cleared site becomes apparent.

The second suggestion for minimizing delays is that a regional
HHFA office be established in Massachusetts to reduce the time re-
quired for passing on applications, inspections and conferences.

By legislative directive, as indicated above, the second major
phase of this report concerns administrative costs and consultants

MINIMIZING DELAYS

ADMINISTRATIVE AND CONSULTANT COSTS
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fees. Of such expenditures, administrative salaries supposedly con-
form to those paid for similar work in the area. Exclusive of Bos-
ton, and dependent to a certain extent upon the size of the com-
munity, these salaries are probably quite standard. Although no
figures have been published, it is reliably reported that the average
urban renewal administrator is paid about $12,000 per annum, his
assistant $8,500, a director of relocation $6,500, and office personnel
from $4,000 to $5,000 a year.

No criterion has been set for fees paid to attorneys, appraisers,
engineers, architects, planners, accountants and other possible con-
sultants. However, as noted in the text, both the regional and
Washington offices of the HHFA must approve such fees. Since
these offices employ all types of consultants they can readily decide
whether proposed fees are out of line.

In general, consultants are expected to charge fees which are
comparable to those exacted for similar private work in the area.
Thus, an attorney during the early phases of survey and planning
might be paid a nominal fee of $lOO per month for his advice. For
later services in title passing, he might charge from $75 to $lOO
per parcel of land.

Appraisers were most criticized for their fees in urban redevelop-
ment, particularly during the first few years of the whole program.
Today, however, their fees are fairly well standardized. Thus, the
fee for appraisal of vacant land or of a single or two-family house
may vary between $75 and $100; of a three family house, between
$lOO and $l5O. Appraisal fees for multi-family buildings are
usually negotiated on the basis of a much smaller amount per unit.

Appraisals of industrial and commercial property, churches,
theatres, and similar structures run much higher, and usually
amount to several hundred dollars for each structure.

A re-use appraiser, who must have specialized training and
knowledge to evaluate the possibilities and marketability of a
cleared site, may charge several thousand dollars for his services
without being criticized.
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The legislative order directing this study, reprinted on the inside
of the front cover of this report, is concerned with two related, but
at the same time, distinct areas of urban renewal.

One area concerns the progress of urban renewal in the Com-
monwealth, “with specific reference to delays involved in contract-
ing for and constructing projects after clearance and demolition.”
The other area has to do with administrative costs and “fees paid
to counsel, architects, engineers and consultants and other related
matters.”

The order, Senate No. 735, as amended and approved by the Sen-
ate Committee on Ways and Means, was adopted by the Senate on
April 26, 1962 and by the House on May 15, 1962 and requires this
report to be filed with the clerk of the Senate not later than Jan-
uary 30,1963.
Scope and Nature of Urban Renewal Program

The general public has a confused and often mistaken image of
urban renewal, sometimes equating it with public housing, and
sometimes with other forms of residential, industrial or commercial
developments of either public or private character, even with new
highways.

The confusion is abetted by the fact that urban renewal programs
are often administered by long established housing authorities or
regular city and town departments, rather than by special urban
renewal agencies. This multiplicity of administrative supervision
shems to be implicit in the fact that in housing and renewal circles,
the local office which handles urban renewal is simply referred to
in generalized fashion as the LPA or Local Public Agency.

Two Aspects of Study Directive

CERTAIN DELAYS AND COSTS CONNECTED
WITH URBAN RENEWAL

CHAPTER I. INTRODUCTION
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Federal Housing Act of 19J/9. Although the Commonwealth be-
gan public housing activities a half century ago and the federal
government a quarter century ago, urban renewal is of much more
recent origin. The Federal Housing Act of 1949, and subsequent
amendments, first provided the impetus and funds for elimination
and prevention of slums.

Under the terms of that federal statute, cities and towns through-
out the country are granted substantial funds to assist in the re-
moval of blight. The program has three main elements:

1. Slum prevention, through neighborhood conservation and
housing code enforcement;

2. Rehabilitation of structures and neighborhoods; and
3. Clearance and development of structures and neighborhoods.
Within the vast scope and breathless potentialities of urban re-

newal, the last of these three elements has captured public atten-
tion, aroused the most controversy, and is the primary subject of
this report.

Clearance and development, which were the subject of the orig-
inal Federal act of 1949, refer to the bulldozing and construction
operations to remove malignant growths of blight and slums in
relatively small areas of a community. The Congress broadened
the program in 1954 to include the first two elements of conserva-
tion and rehabilitation, so that major and much larger segments of
a community might be treated without mass movements of families
and businesses.

Those first two elements have not as yet entered into the plans
of any Massachusetts community and are little noticed or under-
stood except by students of renewal and professionals or those in
some way associated with renewal activities.

Apportionment of Costs. The federal Housing and Home Finance
Agency (HHFA) furnishes at least two-thirds of the “net cost” of
approved urban renewal projects, and the local government (city or
town) pays the remainder. As indicated below, the Commonwealth
also participates in meeting the latter local residual cost.

In (a) communities of 50,000 population or less, or in (6) com-
munities of up to 150,000 population which are considered to be
distressed economic areas, the federal share is increased to three-
fourths.
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A community that is eligible for a federal contribution of two-
thirds the net cost may, however, receive three-fourths thereof, if
it excludes from the project cost all local administrative, survey and
planning expenses.

The “net project cost” which determines the amount of federal
grant, is the total of all expenditures, including acquisition, demo-
lition and clearance, administrative and consultant costs, minus the
sum received for sale or lease of the cleared land, plus rents re-
ceived from acquired properties until they are demolished.

By recent statute, the Commonwealth of Massachusetts agreed
to contribute to urban renewal projects of which it approves, one-
half of the local share (Acts of 1960, C. 776).

Thus, the cost of urban renewal to the local community in Mas-
sachusetts is only one-sixth or one-eighth of the total net cost. In
most instances, even that small fraction is further reduced, since
both the federal government and the state permit local communi-
ties to apply against their share the new costs of such local instal-
lations and facilities as schools, streets, fire stations, police stations,
hospitals, playgrounds, etc., along with the cost of demolition and
clearance of such structures as are to be removed. Under a recent
amendment of the federal act (Section 112) expenditures of nearby
private hospitals or colleges to expand their sites also reduce local
sharing.1

In addition to its preponderant share, the federal government
alone assumes costs of relocation up to $2OO, to cover moving
expenses and property losses of a family or individual, and up to
$3,000 for businesses. If moving costs exceed $3,000 for any busi-
ness, the actual costs will be paid up to a maximum of $25,000, but
a payment for that purpose over $lO,OOO requires special HHFA
approval.

Procedural Steps. There are four formal stages in urban re-
newal :

1. Survey and planning application
2. Advance planning contract;

1 “Section 112” benefits are discussed at length in a recent report by the Legis-
lative Research Bureau, entitled “Involvement of Hospitals and Educational
Institutions in Urban Renewal Programs.” Dec. 24, 1962.
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3. Planning and survey period; and
4. Loan and grant.
The first step, a survey and planning application, is taken either

(a) by the local public agency (LPA), which can be an existing
Housing Authority or a city or town department, or (b) by a newly
created Urban Renewal or Development Agency. The application,
sent to the HHFA regional office in New York City, spells out in
broad terms the area involved, the total costs of the whole project,
and the sums needed for its survey and planning.

That regional office of HHFA which administers projects
throughout New England and New York state, inspects the area,
makes suggestions and recommendations, and must approve the
project. The application is then sent to HHFA headquarters in
Washington, which must also approve.

The total amount of anticipated federal financial participation is
then set aside at Washington, and an advance of the sum required
for survey and planning is made to the local community.

The next two planning stages, outlined above, follow, with a
period of from 12 to 18 months usually being required for survey
and planning work.

The fourth and final “loan and grant” step is by far the most im-
portant. It is divided into two parts: (1) a “Project Expenditure
Budget,” which lists complete details on the four items of (a) ac-
quisition, (b) relocation, (c) disposition and (d) financing; and (2)
a record of all local approvals required by federal and state laws.

Project Expenditures Budget. The four items of this budget
must meet the requirements indicated below:

(a) Acquisition. The report must describe all the properties to
be acquired and the appraised value of each of them.

(b) Relocation. It must show the number of families, individ-
uals and businesses to be relocated, the estimated costs of their re-
location and must indicate precisely the housing resources to be
used for families.

(c) Disposition. It must describe the site clearance in detail,
indicating the locations and costs of structures to be demolished,
along with possible re-use.

id) Financing. The final project report must list all costs, in-
cluding acquisition, demolition, clearance, administration, con-
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sultants’ fees, and survey and planning for both acquisition and re-
use, along with the proposed division of net project expenses
among federal, state and local governments, including an explana-
tion of how the project is to be financed by cash, credits or
loans and the sources of each.

This final loan and grant application is forwarded to the regional
office, which carefully examines the application and may make sug-
gestions for modification. When all changes have been ironed out
between the regional office and the LPA, the application is sent to
Washington for final approval. If officials there concur with the
regional office, notice is sent to the local authorities that the appli-
cation has been approved.

The loan and grant application must first be approved by the
Division of Urban and Industrial Renewal of the State Housing
Board, before it will be considered by the federal offices. However,
although that Division has occasionally held up such applications,
it has never rejected any.

Loans are usually necessary to proceed with the project, because
the federal grant cannot be definitely and accurately ascertained
until the cleared site of the project has been disposed of to private
developers and because there will usually be no funds available to
the LPA until that time.

Thus, suppose that the total estimated project cost of acquisition,
demolition and clearance is estimated at $2,000,000, with the
cleared land estimated to be worth $1,000,000 for disposal pur-
poses. This means that the federal grant will eventually amount to
either $667,000 or $750,000 (2/3 or 3/4 of the net cost). But,
meanwhile $2,000,000 must be found to initiate and complete the
project before it is disposed of. When the loan and grant applica-
tion has been approved, the HHFA will guarantee a bank loan for
that amount, or if necessary, will advance the money.

Elements of Local Approval. The second part of the fourth and
final “loan and grant” stage, as indicated above, includes all the
elements of local approval. The loan and grant application as ap-
proved by the HHFA becomes available for local perusal, criticism,
questioning and discussion.
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In Massachusetts it must be approved by either (a) a mayor or
city manager, and the city council, or (b) a board of selectmen and
a town meeting, and the local planning board, if one exists.

Public hearings are mandatory. Final agreements must be
signed by either the mayor or board of selectmen, and approval
must be obtained from the State Housing Board.

All local approvals, including modifications agreed upon by both
local and federal authorities, are then forwarded to the regional
HHFA office in New York. When reviewed and accepted, they are
sent to Washington for final approval.

Status of Projects
There were 46 communities in Massachusetts engaged in urban

development activities as of October 1, 1962. Some of these com-
munities have not initiated formal requests for federal assistance.
Others have several projects in full swing. With the single excep-
tion of the City of Newton where a survey is being made under the
auspices of the Newton Community Renewal and the Newton Plan-
ning Department, the urban renewal or development activities of
the remaining 45 cities and towns are being conducted under the
jurisdiction of either housing or redevelopment authorities. No reg-
ular city or town departments are involved.

Thirty-four of the 46 urban renewal communities have actually
applied for advances for surveys and planning. Many of them
have reached the loan and grant stage.

The following 34 cities and towns were engaged in 70 renewal
projects as of September 30, 1962: Boston had 16; Brookline, 2;
Cambridge, 4; Fall River, 2; Fitchburg, 2; Haverhill, 2; Lawrence,
4; Lowell, 2; Lynn, 2 Malden, 3; North Adams, 2; Springfield, 2;
Stoneham, 2; and Worcester, 5. Several of these projects are pres-
ently in abeyance because local approval has not been forthcoming.
The remaining 20 communities, each with one project, are And-
over, Brockton, Chelsea, Dedham, Framingham, Gloucester,
Holyoke, Medford, Melrose, New Bedford, Newton, Pittsfield, Ply-
mouth, Revere, Somerville, Taunton, Wayland, Winchendon,
Winthrop and Woburn.

CHAPTER H. URBAN RENEWAL IN MASSACHUSETTS
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Project Costs. For these 70 projects the HHFA has set aside a

total of 155 million dollars as its share. Hence, the total cost of
Massachusetts projects now on the books will approximate the huge

investment of a quarter billion dollars upon completion.
These are net costs, not including the amounts received or antici-

pated from disposition of cleared sites. All in all, it is quite possible
that the total transactions involved in current urban development
in Massachusetts will embrace the sum of a half-billion dollars,
when construction costs are added.

In the normal course of events, it would appear that once a site
has been disposed of, after acquisition, demolition and clearance,
the interest of the HHFA would cease. But, for all practical pur-
poses, such has not been the case. Although most of the projects
were started within the past three or four years, some were initi-
ated a decade or more ago. In spite of that length of time, only
one is listed by the HHFA as completed, namely the Rogers Block
Project (Technology Square) in Cambridge. In every other case,
even though some urban renewal sites have been long cleared and
sold, the federal books have not been closed.

There are several reasons for this delay. In the first place, the
federal share is not paid until all local commitments are met. Thus,
if the local community’s share is to be provided via streets, schools,
playgrounds, etc., it is clear that delay is normal.

Again, there may be some question between federal and local
authorities as to the nature of the local contribution in lieu of cash.
Thus, in the New York Streets’ Project in Boston, there has been a
withholding of federal payments pending clarification of certain
aspects of improvements at the New England Medical Centre in the
South End. The view of Boston authorities that such improve-
ments should rightfully be charged against the local share of costs
was not accepted by HHFA until last month.

Therefore, because of the newness of the entire urban renewal
program, because of the fact that most Massachusetts projects were
instituted within the past five years, and because only one such
project is actually considered by the HHFA as completed, any
meaningful conclusions as to reasons for delay in project comple-
tion, and as to the administrative and consultant fees must be held
in abeyance pending further experience.
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No one can deny that there have been delays in the urban re-
newal program, most of them concerned with acquisition and
clearance, rather than with development following clearance, and
that some of them may be unjustified. But in view of the com-
plexity of modern government, such delays are not surprising.
After all, even without many of the problems faced by urban re-
newal, a less involved highway project may require several years
for completion.

Urban renewal involves the federal government, the state gov-
ernment and local government. Other government units may also
have favorable or unfavorable effects. For instance, the actions of
county government may help or hinder the solution of relocation
and rehousing problems, or the location of county institutions may
constitute a barrier to urban renewal plans. Again, school boards,
which are so frequently independent or semi-independent local
units of government may or may not be enthusiastic over the
necessity of constructing or enlarging facilities in certain areas.

Add to these governmental complexities the human beings in-
volved, the families, the individuals and private businesses, large
and small, to be relocated, the developers, the civic and neighbor-
hood organizations favoring or supporting urban renewal, the great
difficulty of mass communications in supplying information, and
the confusion is understandable.

Finally, as already pointed out, a variety of local government
agencies may be authorized to conduct redevelopment. Some have
more independence than others. In addition, in unexpected ways
other local, sometimes quite autonomous agencies or officials, may
have their fingers in the pie, e.g., local planning commissions, zon-
ing commissions, assessors, public works departments and various
others which play a significant role.

In view of the many government agencies, individuals, businesses
and organizations concerned, most observers take the attitude that
considerable delays in completing urban renewal projects must be
considered normal.

Major Governmental Problems Involved
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It will be recalled that the purposes of urban renewal are three-
fold; slum clearance, rehabilitation and conservation impressive
objects indeed. When urban renewal programs were first initiated,
their advocates, and many other thoughtful citizens as well, antici-
pated a tremendous demolition and rebuilding program which
would wipe out the blight and decay of our urban and metropolitan
areas and rather quickly replace them with modern beautiful, clean
and efficient residential, industrial and commercial edifices.

But, the national program, tremendous though it is, with over
900 projects in more than 500 localities, and more being added day
by day, has not turned out as anticipated. Since the inception of
the program a dozen years ago, only about 2,000 acres of slums
have been cleared.

As indicated above, many reasons have been attributed for fail-
ure of the program to accomplish what most people thought its
main objective. But in addition, the problem of relocation of people
has been truly baffling. Every housing or renewal administrator
agrees that his most difficult task has been, and continues to be, the
rehousing of uprooted families and individuals, and to a lesser de-
gree, comparable readjustment of business locations and activities. 1

More than 60% of the people dislocated by urban renewal have
been non-whites. The vast majority have understandably been very
low income families. Some are not able to pay even the minimal
rents of public housing. And when it is realized that national re-
newal efforts have completed far fewer housing units (43,000) than
they have destroyed (138,000 April, 1962), then the relocation
crisis becomes more comprehensible. The HHFA Administrator,
Robert Weaver, acknowledges that the urban renewal program
must now stress rehabilitation and conservation rather than clear-
ance.

Purpose of Urban Renewal

CHAPTER 111.

FROM PROJECT INITIATION TO SITE CLEARANCE

!For a recent special study of the relocation problem, see the report of the
Legislative Research Council, titled: Relocation Assistance for Persons and
Firms Displaced by Public Action. (H.3495; Jan. 8, 1962)
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These considerations add strength to the opinion previously ex-
pressed that it is too early to arrive at definite conclusions about
any aspect of urban renewal. In the words of Prof. William L. C.
Wheaton, Director of the University of Pennsylvania’s Institute for
Urban Studies, “renewal has so far been an experimental program
on an experimental basis. We’ve first been developing skills.”

Lack of Broad Gauge Planning
In the first few years of urban renewal, considerable confusion

and inefficiency occurred. Not only local officials, but federal em-
ployees as well, were totally inexperienced, because the program
was new, to the United States at least.

Excited and energetic local authorities immediately seized upon
the opportunity to make grandiose plans for wiping out their worst
slum areas and replacing them with all sorts of housing and com-
mercial developments. In few cases were attempts made to plan
on a city-wide scale. Each blighted area was treated individually
on a piecemeal basis, without regard for social, aesthetic, architec-
tural and economic effects upon the city as a whole.

Too little attention was given to the re-use possibilities of the
blighted areas. As a result, some of those earlier urban renewal
sites, long cleared, have never been disposed of.

Inexperience of Appraisers and Other Consultants
Reference has already been made to newness of the urban re-

newal concept in this country and to the fact that the people chosen
to administer the program had to start from scratch. This condi-
tion held both for federal personnel in the Washington headquar-
ters and the regional offices of the HHFA, and for the manpower
of the many separate local urban renewal or development agencies
and local housing authorities.

The problem was particularly acute relative to consultants all
along the line to planners, engineers, appraisers, and to other'
persons with important specialized skills.

Appraisers, for instance, were soon found to be necessary at two
different stages of a project. First, they were required to ascer-
tain the value of the property to be acquired. Here they were on
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fairly safe ground, since they could utilize normal valuation criteria
of assessments, rental income and comparative sale prices.

But, when appraisers were called upon to ascertain the re-use
value of cleared sites, they embarked upon new ventures. The re-
sults of their work were painfully uneven, sometimes inequitable
and often questioned. In some degree, the same difficulties beset
other consultants, particularly in the early days and years of urban
renewal.

In many states, enabling acts were necessary before the states
could take advantage of the financial benefits offered by the Fed-
eral Housing Act of 1949. Some states, especially in the South,
have not yet accepted that act.

Massachusetts was farsighted and anticipated passage of the
federal law by enacting local legislation to permit the taking of
land for urban renewal purposes (Acts of 1946, C. 574). However,
no action could then be taken in thisprovince until after passage of
the federal act three years later.

Even then some doubt existed as to the constitutionality of both
statutes. It had been well established that private property could
be taken by eminent domain for public purposes such as schools,
hospitals and roads. But the taking and demolition ofprivate hous-
ing for the purpose of constructing private housing no matter
what the reason was something else again. However, whatever
doubts did exist were resolved in 1954, when the Massachusetts Su-
preme Court upheld the validity of urban renewal and the local ex-
ercise of required eminent domain proceedings. (Pappadinas v.
City of Somerville, 331 Mass. 627.)

Until that decision, only one or two communities in the Common-
wealth had dared to proceed with actual land takings for urban de-
velopment, although many initiated surveys for such projects.

As already indicated many early renewal projects were hap-
hazard in character, were selected only because they removed
architectural eyesores and blight generally, and paid little or no

Criteria for Urban Renewal

Statutory and Constitutional Problems
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attention to re-use possibilities or the overall effect of projects
upon the community.

Reference has also been made to the changing philosophy of
urban renewal. On this score, it is of interest to call attention to
eleven criteria developed by a prominent housing consultant with
respect to urban renewal projects in New York City.1 The six
most important of these criteria are applicable to all cities, and are
listed below.

1. We must be careful what we destroy. Demolition of houses
is much more than that. It means the end of associations, of
churches, of stores and a part of life. The bulldozer approach
against neighborhoods must be exercised with extreme caution.

2. We must be more scrupulous about what we build. It is al-
ways more profitable in congested metropolitan areas to construct
high rise buildings. The new community should include varied
structures to compose an interesting village within a city. In some
areas, the new buildings have been little better than the old.

3. Any housing project must leave room for the occupants to
add something of their own to it. Some projects are so vast that
they leave no opportunity for people to create something reflect-
ing their own contributions, efforts and personalities.

4. A project must not be similar to other projects, but must
contribute to the city’s diversity.

5. New buildings must harmonize with the voice of the city.
6. New buildings must be attractive as well as functional.

In the various stages from beginning to end of an urban renewal
project, delays in acquisition and relocation are frustrating and
time-consuming. Quite naturally, difficulties vary according to
composition and character of the site. The fewer the number of
people involved, the fewer the problems.

Thus, a rundown commercial or industrial area selected for re-
development will ordinarily contain relatively few landowners and
families. As the number of owners increases, a corresponding in-

Delays in Acquisition and Relocation

1 Charles Abrams. Criteria for Urban Renewal. In “Architectural Record” of
May 1962.
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crease comes about in the number of persons who will resist to the
end the appraised valuation and taking of their properties. Obvi-
ously, a site cannot be demolished and cleared until the owners
have agreed to their recompense or until the courts have made final
decisions as to valuation of land and buildings for which owners
are adamant enough to resort to legal action. Slow court action
can, of course, add greatly to an already lengthy process.

If the neighborhood is residential rather than commercial, the
number of relocations will naturally be much more numerous. And
if the buildings to be destroyed are, for example, of the cold water
brick apartment type, rather than dilapidated single family frame
structures, then the problems of relocations are multiplied.

In direct contrast to acquisition and relocation, demolition and
clearance are unquestionably the easiest and quickest stages in
urban renewal. No personal problems, and few legal entanglements
remain to impede action. There is little need of engineers, attor-
neys, planners, appraisers, architects, accountants. By use of
greatly improved modern dismantling machinery, buildings are
quickly stripped of redeemable fixtures, appliances and other parts,
and the remainder reduced to rubble which is carted away.

The legislative order dictating this study refers primarily to de-
lays in contracting for and completion of urban renewal projects
after site clearance. The preceding discussion has covered the
broad aspects of the urban renewal program, the difficulties of
earlier days and the complications revolving about acquisition and
relocation. These considerations supply background for under-
standing the two main issues of this report, namely delays after
clearance and administrative and consultant costs.

Difficulty of Obtaining Meaningful Data
Clearance Stage Reached by Few Communities. Urban renewal

experience is too recent to provide conclusive evidence relative to
delays in construction of projects. Although the Federal Housing
Act of 1949 provided the impetus, another year at least elapsed be-

Demolition and Clearance

CHAPTER IV. DELAYS AFTER SITE CLEARANCE
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fore enabling legislation throughout the country became effective.
On the national scale, therefore, urban renewal really dates from
1950—only 13 years ago. Here in Massachusetts, very few projects
could get off the drawing boards until after the favorable Supreme
Court decision in 1954 on the eminent domain question.

As a matter of fact, approximately half the 70 Massachusetts
projects date from 1960 or thereafter. The result is that only a
small proportion of them have actually reached the clearance stage,
and most of the latter have encountered difficulties previously enu-
merated which arose from inexperience. Obviously therefore, little
information is available concerning delays after clearance.

The scope, competence and costs of similar government opera-
tions can usually be effectively compared state by state, and city
by city. For a number of reasons, however, urban renewal delays
and costs do not lend themselves to such easy comparison.

Two cities of similar population and political and economic char-
acter may select sites of equal area for urban renewal, yet the rates
of progress in their projects and resultant costs may be, and usually
are, quite dissimilar.

For instance, one area may consist entirely of a brick, warehouse
type of commercial buildings. The other area may include only
single, two family and three family frame houses. Obviously, the
cost of demolition will be much greater in the former than in the
latter case; more important is the fact that with so many more
land owners of the frame houses, the costs of both acquisition and
relocation will soar. And it will undoubtedly take a much longer
period of time to obtain clear titles in one than in the other.

Furthermore, depending upon the construction and the residen-
tial or commercial type of area selected, the costs of administra-
tion and of consultants, especially appraisers and attorneys, will in-
evitably differ markedly.

Similar difficulties arise in attempting to arrive at meaningful
comparisons of delays after clearance. One site may be sold for
development of a retail commercial project, consisting of a dozen or
more stores and a huge parking lot. Such structures are usually
only one or two stories in height. Another may be designed to

Comparisons Without Value
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contain a high rise apartment complex, or scores of ranch type
houses. Here, again, one type of development necessarily requires
a longer period for construction.

And, as will be noted below, financing plays an important part
in the progress of any development after clearance.

Reasons for Project Delays After Site Clearance

Inexperience in Earlier Projects

A prime factor in the construction and development delays which
occur after site clearance is the same inexperience which has
proved to be such an obstacle in all stages of the earlier urban re-
newal projects. As has been indicated above, the first sites chosen
were often selected purely on the grounds of deterioration and
blight. From a simple economic point of view, some of those sites
were impractical for later residential, commercial or industrial
development. The result has been that a few of them, although
cleared years ago, have not been disposed of to this day.

Difficulties in Development Financing
The other important element involved in delays after clearance

is financial. Nearly all urban renewal developments are substantial
in terms of their area and structures, and, hence, in the amounts of
money required for their completion. Few developers can person-
ally supply these amounts. Banks, insurance companies and other
financial institutions are invariably utilized to bear the financial
brunt of actual construction.

Since millions of dollars are usually involved in each develop-
ment, it is only natural that such matters as title searching, mort-
gages, legal conferences and accompanying factors contribute to
what may be considered normal delay. However, the necessity for
finding and working out financial backing, presents the greatest
hurdle to speedy development construction.

With few exceptions, all residential urban renewal projects are
eligible for Federal Housing Administration (FHA) assistance, but
commercial or industrial projects are not. This means that the
latter commercial or industrial developments must seek money
through normal financial channels, which, in turn results in higher
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rates of interest and smaller mortgage loans. In contrast, FHA
guaranteed mortgages or loans usually make more money available
at lower rates of interest for longer periods of time.

It would seem therefore, that the commercial or industrial pro-
jects should encounter the greater difficulties. Exactly the opposite
is true. The rules and requirements of such normal financing by
banks are well known to all parties concerned, so that commercial
and industrial developers pursue well established lines of procedure.
Residential developers, on the other hand, must not only meet
normal financing standards, but must also satisfy the requirements
and conditions laid down by the FHA before the latter agency will
guarantee the loans.

Automatically, of course, the usual governmental obstacles of
application, inspection, argument and approval, add to construction
schedules. Furthermore, the FHA will quite occasionally require
additional compliance with certain safeguarding provisions, all
resulting in more procrastination, even though often justified.

Boston West End Project. The West End development in Boston
is a good example of this time consuming process. The original
survey and planning application for that project was filed in Sep-
tember of 1950. Twelve years later, the cleared area is still
largely unoccupied, and the planned complex of high rise apart-
ment buildings is only partially constructed.

The primary reason for this extended delay, is the prudent
concern of the FHA over the ability of Boston to absorb so many
high priced apartments. In this case, the FHA refused to guarantee
mortgage loans on the second building in the complex until the first
was 50% occupied, and it is applying the same rule to each suc-
ceeding building.

Red-Tape and Personality Conflicts
A minor but exasperating factor in all phases of urban renewal

is the red tape which is associated with Federal government
business. It helps not at all to note that all government business
is subject to the same criticism. The fact remains that many local
urban renewal administrators complain bitterly about the exhaust-
ing, duplicating and overlapping paper work connected with urban
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renewal, from original survey and planning advances to actual
loans and grants.

Then there is the problem of personalities. Massachusetts admin-
istrators report that one unnamed Federal official, employed until
recently at the New York regional office, caused untold confusion
and delay because of adamant and sometimes stupid insistence
upon strict compliance with meaningless trivia. Since the depart-
ure of this one individual from the New York office, matters are
apparently running much more smoothly in Massachusetts.

At the same time, however, certain local administrators, par-
ticularly a few in the larger cities of the Commonwealth, seem to
have their applications and requests processed with remarkable
speed. This is said to be especially true of Boston urban renewal
officials.

Minimizing Delays

Selection of Developers at Initial Project Stage
It merits reiteration to state that known episodes of delays after

demolition and clearance are not common. Where they have ma-
terialized, they can usually be traced back to the inexperience of
the officials supervising early projects in this new type of activity.
However, at least two suggestions have been made to minimize
whatever delays do occur.

The first appears quite logical on the face of it. The suggestion
is simply that contracts be let with developers at the initial project
stage. Thus, when the first application is made for survey and
planning funds, or shortly thereafter, the identity of the developer
would become known, what he proposed to construct, who the ten-
ants were to be in an industrial project, the range of rents in a
residential project, and the like.

The advantages of such procedure are clear. There would be no
minute frantic search for developers. The latter could start

immediately. Delays could undoubtedly be kept to a
minimum.

However, such procedure is not always feasible or advisable.
Some nationally known industrial or commercial firms are eager to
plan ahead, but others are reluctant to do so where urban renewal
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is concerned, particularly because the problems of acquisition and
relocation are well known and it would be almost impossible for
them to plan on any set dates. Large sums of money are usually
involved and not all companies can or will set them aside for in-
definite periods of time.

From the point of view of the local public agency (LPA), the
procedure is also questionable in some instances. Thus, it may be
that the price contracted for the land to be cleared, proves to be
too low when the site has been cleared and its attractiveness
apparent. Furthermore, zoning regulations, neighborhood charac-
teristics and other important factors can undergo considerable
change in a period of two, three or five years.

In any case, although redevelopment contracts at an early stage
would undoubtedly minimize delays after demolition and clearance,
there are many reasons why such procedure is not always followed
and, perhaps should not be followed.

Desirability of HHFA Office in Massachusetts
The second suggestion for minimizing delays after clearance is

the opening of an HHFA regional office within the Commonwealth.
Local administrators argue that the urban renewal program in
Massachusetts is impressive enough to justify a local office. Such
a step would undoubtedly eliminate considerable paper work. It
would reduce communication problems of mail and personal travel
to New York City, with a commensurate saving of time, effort and
money.

In many instances, local agencies have come to the State Hous-
ing Board for advice in establishing a redevelopment authority.
But, once established, these LPA’s deal directly with the regional
office in New York City. Obviously, day to day problems cannot
easily be referred to an office 200 miles away. A certain amount
of delay would inevitably be avoided if those problems could be
settled on the spot, assuming of course, that the suggested Massa-
chusetts office would have the same authority now exercised by the
regional office in New York.
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Administrative Costs
The second legislative directive for this study concerns itself

with costs of administration and fees paid consultants. As to ad-
ministrative costs, the salaries paid to local urban renewal admin-
istrators and their staffs, including secretarial, stenographic and

help, are quite well standardized. Since the Federal gov-
ernment, through the HHFA, pays by far the largest proportion of
those salaries, it exerts the right to scrutinize and approve them.

Reference has been made to the original applications for survey
and planning financial advances, and to the final applications for
loans and grants.

The former application must list several different items for which
expenditures are anticipated, among them “administrative over-
head and services” (see Appendix A). The “Project Expenditure
Budget”, filed with the first application for loan and grant, includes
a similar item (see Appendix B).

Thus, anticipated and actual expenses for administration are ap-
proved by both the regional and Washington offices of the HHFA.

In general, salaries for all personnel must be in line with salaries
for similar positions in the area. Stenographers and clerks are
paid the prevailing rate for stenographers and clerks in other pub-
lic agencies. Salaries for the higher administrative echelon are on
a par with those paid administrators in such agencies as public
works, planning boards, housing authorities, etc.

Occasional exceptions exist. Thus, when HHFA officials were
asked why the head of the Boston Redevelopment Authority was
receiving a salary considerably in excess of that received by any
other city official, including the Mayor of Boston, they pointed out
that the individual in question was receiving two salaries, one for
his redevelopment activities and the other as head of the City Plan-
ning Department. HHFA is concerned only with the former.

Although there is no published data on administrative salaries,
some information on the subject has been made available to the
Research Bureau. For instance, in one greater Boston com-

CHAPTER V.

ADMINISTRATIVE AND CONSULTANT COSTS
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munity of about 50,000 population, the Executive Director of the
redevelopment authority is paid $12,000 annually, his assistant
$8,500, and the director of relocation and property management,
$6,500. Salaries of a small office staff range from $4,000 - $5,000 a
year.

With few exceptions, this approximate range of salaries is the
general rule, apart from Boston.

Consultant Fees
The applications previously referred to also list items for legal

services, survey and planning, land surveys and appraisals, reloca-
tion planning and other expenses. The single item “survey and
planning” includes both architects and engineers.

As with administrative expenses, all consultant fees must there-
fore be approved at both regional and national levels.

Both the New York and Washington offices employ full time ap-
praisers, attorneys, engineers, architects, planners and accountants.
Using their experience as a basis of comparison, these experts judge
whether or not fees charged by their counterparts elsewhere are
proper.

Attorneys are utilized only in an advisory capacity during the
early stages of an urban renewal program. For this work, they
receive nominal pay, perhaps averaging about $lOO a month. In
later stages, however, particularly in title search and passing, they
are paid on a scale used for similar legal work in the area. Later,
in negotiations and drafting contracts with demolition firms and
developers, their fees again must be the same as those paid in sim-
ilar private work.

The same approach holds true for all other consultants. Occa-
sionally, as sometimes occurs in proposed fees for planners, the
HHFA regional office may ask the planner for an explanation and
breakdown of his fee schedule, requiring such information as how
many persons are to be used, the number of work hours anticipated
or completed, and the type of project, etc. Where the local com-
munity has its own permanent planning department, the regional
office may also question the employment of outside planners by an
urban renewal agency.
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No real criteria for payment of consultants fees have ever been
established by the HHFA and the LPA’s must depend upon their
own judgments. Thus, fees may vary markedly.

Appraisers Fees

Appraisers in particular, have been subject to considerable crit-
icism for their fee schedules in urban renewal projects. This
criticism is not without foundation, although not entirely the fault
of the appraisers.

The HHFA checks appraisers fees both on the original applica-
tion for survey and planning, in subsequent audits, and, of course,
in the project expenditures budget which accompanies the applica-
tion for loan and grant.

There are two types of appraisals. The first is for acquisition
and is made by parcel or piece of property. Such appraisals are
based on fair market value and on normal or usual real estate prac-
tices in the area. Evidence must be listed, based on factors such as
(1) prices connected with sales of comparable property in recent
years, (2) description and condition of the property, and (3) in-
come from the property.

The HHFA requires at least two appraisals of each parcel by two
different appraisers at two different stages in the program. If the
appraisers differ, the LPA must justify its choice.

Appraisers are not, of course, an unknown element in normal real
estate practice, particularly in land takings for road building pur-
poses. But, urban renewal was something new to them, as it was
to practically everybody else. The result was, especially in the early
days of urban renewal, that appraising firms made fee estimates
that were often too high, and in some instances, too low.

Today, there is apparently little difficulty with appraisers. They
know from previous experience what a proper rate should be. The
LPA’s know the rates from prior experience, or if newly estab-

lished, can easily ascertain from neighboring communities what a
fair or standard rate should be.

The second type of so-called re-use appraisal presents more diffi-
culties. As the name implies, this appraisal is usually made in the
later planning stages, and is for the purpose of deciding not only
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the value of the cleared land, but also the use to which it is best
adapted residential, commercial or industrial.

The price for the cleared land is set by the square foot. Again,
two appraisals are required, with the LPA choosing one of them if
there is a variation.

In any case, it is apparent that the re-use appraiser must have
aptitude and knowledge quite different from those of an acquisition
appraiser. And because this work is of a type for which few
precedents have been established, there is more often a wider range
of fees. 1

Sometimes the re-use appraiser will only judge the value of the
cleared land, with a real estate expert especially employed to make
a separate study of land utilization possibilities and marketability.
Also, special negotiators may be hired to find and arrange for sale
of the land to developers. “Reasonable” fees are allowed by the
HHFA for these purposes.

Bearing in mind the difficulty of comparisons in this area and
the fact that no criteria have been established, the Legislative Re-
search Bureau is able nevertheless to present below a cautious es-
timate of what may be considered normal appraisers’ fees for re-
newal projects in Massachusetts.

For vacant land, single or two-family houses, the fee varies be-
tween $75 - $lOO, for a three family house, $lOO - $l5O.

In cases of multi-family buildings, that is, apartment houses, the
fee is usually negotiated on an apartment basis, the figure for each
apartment being much smaller than that allowed for vacant land
or single family homes.

The appraisal fee for industrial and commercial structures, or for
churches, theatres and similar buildings, usually runs to several
hundred dollars for each. Such appraisals are often described as
“engineering appraisals”.

Re-use and marketability appraisal fees normally go as high as
several thousand dollars.

Scope and Nature of State Approval

By law the Massachusetts State Housing Board has almost com-
plete authority over local housing boards (G.L. c. 121, s. 26u). The

State Housing Board
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State Board is empowered to make rulings, investigate and demand
accountings.

In 1952, this statute was amended by the addition of a new sec-
tion (Sec. 26QQ), which provided for the establishment of local
urban redevelopment agencies, apart from the local housing au-
thorities, if so desired. The new section gave the State Housing
Board the same powers in regard to urban redevelopment agencies
as had existed in respect to local housing authorities.

I Thus, whether urban renewal is under the jurisdiction of either
a local housing authority or an urban renewal or redevelopment
agency, it would seem that the State Housing Board has always
possessed the powers and authority to investigate, approve or dis-
approve all aspects of local programs.

As a practiced matter, however, no effort was made by the State
Housing Board until 1960 really to scrutinize expenditures for ur-
ban renewal and the basis for them. The first reason for this was
that no state money was involved. Second, the Board did not have
the necessary personnel. And third, the Board felt it could rely on
HHFA scrutiny of urban renewal finances and the overall audit of
HHFA by the United States General Accounting Office.

Since State financial participation in urban renewal has been
authorized (Under Acts of 1960, c. 776), the State Housing Board
had an even stronger mandate to check into urban renewal activi-
ties, including administration and the question of consultants fees.
The Board has not exercised that mandate, apparently because of
personnel lack and continued reliance of the Board on federal ex-
aminations, approvals and controls. However, the right of the
State Housing Board to intervene is unquestioned and may well
serve as a deterrent to those inclined to tamper with urban rede-
velopment rules, regulations and standards.1

In 1949, the State Auditor was authorized to audit the books of
uocal housing authorities (G.L. c. 682). In the normal course of
events, this authority extended to urban renewal programs admin-

State Auditor

1 The only exception to State Housing Board control are the so-called “limited
dividend” corporation projects, such as the Prudential and Whitney St. de-
velopments in Boston.
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istered by such housing authorities. It did not apply to special
urban renewal or redevelopment agencies established after 1952 as
the result of Sect. 26QQ of Chap. 121 of the General Laws.

However, during the past year, the General Court enacted legis-
lation directing the State Auditor to audit the books of all state
“Authorities” (Acts of 1962, c. 733). The Auditor’s office has in-
terpreted that directive to include local urban renewal or redevel-
opment authorities, and has already started making such audits.
Some observers argue that the Auditor’s office has had the power
to make such audits from the moment that any LPA received state *

funds, as a result of the 1960 statute which permitted state finan-
cial participation.

In any event, the State Auditor is now committed to examina-
tion of the accounts of all Massachusetts urban renewal or rede-
velopment projects, whether under the jurisdiction of housing au-
thorities or urban renewal authorities. Judging by past experience,
the Auditor’s office is sure to point out any irregularities which
may be found to exist.
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HOUSING AND HOME FINANCE AGENCY PROJECT LOCALITY
URBAN RENEWAL ADMINISTRATION project name

„ T-. PROJECT NUMBER BUDGET NUMBERSurvey and Planning Budget {i j known)

INSTRUCTIONS: Initial Budget: Prepare original and 6 copies for HHFA.
Submit original and S copies in Binder No. 1, copies in Binders No. 2, 3, and If.Revised Budget: If with amendatory application, follow “Initial Budget’’
instructions. Otherwise, submit original and 3 copies to HHFA.

DATES OF HHFA BUDGET APPROVALS ( Complete for revision only)

19Budget No. 1,

Latest Approved Budget (No ) , , 19
Line No. Activity Classification

1 ADMINISTRATION:
a. Administrative Overhead and Services

(R 1410.01, R 1410.09, R 1410.16,
R 1410.19, R 1416)

b. Travel (R 1410.05)
2 Office Furniture and Equipment (R 1475) Form Uses 4 Columns with following
3 Legal Services (R 1410.024, R 1415.01) T „.heads

4 Survey and Planning (R 1410.021, R 1430) Y
BUdgE

A
t5 Land Surveys and Appraisals (R 1410.022, latest Approved Budget (a)

R 1410.028, R 1440.02, R 1440.04, R 1440.05, Adjustment 4- or _ (b)
pi a r r>i i Budget Requested for .... Months (c,

„

It ruuo.ui; TO BE FILLED IN BY HHFA:6 Relocation Planning Budget Approved f0r.... Months (d>
(R 1410.023, R 1443.01)
Subtotal

8 Reserve and Contingencies
9 Total (Line 7 plus 8)

10 Project Inspection Fee (R 1418)
11 Total Survey and Planning Budget

(Line 9 plus 10)

Approval of the Survey and Planning Budget in the amounts and for the time
period shown in Column (c) is hereby requested.

Date Signature of Authorized Officer

Local Public Agency Title
*

The Survey and Planning Budget is hereby approved in the amounts and for
the time period shown in Column (d).

The authorized activities shall be completed by
, 19

Date Regional Director of Urban Renewal, Region

APPENDIX A. SURVEY AND PLANNING BUDGET
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*

to

HOUSING AND HOME FINANCE PROJECT LOCALITY
URBAN RENEWAL ADMINISTRATION project name

Project Expenditures Budget project number budget number
INSTRUCTIONS: Initial Budget: Prepare original and 8 copies for HHFA. Submit original and
it copies in Binder No. 1, and copies in Binders No. 2, S, 4, and 5. Revised Budget; If with
amendatory application, follow “Initial Budget” instructions. Otherwise, submit original and 4
copies to HHF A. . .

,
.

DATES OF HHFA BUDGET APPROVALS ( Complete for revision only)
Budget No. 1, 19 Latest Approved Budget (No ), 19.

Line No. Activity Classification!
1 Total Survey and Planning Expenditures

(Includes all costs Incurred, costs estimated to be
incurred, and interest on advances to repayment
date) (R 1401, R 1403, R 1404)

2 Project Execution Expenditures:
Administration:
a. Administrative overhead and services (R 1410.01.

R 1410.09, R 1410.16, R 1410.19, R 1416)
b. Travel <R 1410.05)

3 Office furniture and equipment (R 1475)

4 Legal services (R 1410.024, R 1415)
5 Survey and planning (R 1410.021, R 1430)
6 Acquisition expenses (R 1410.022,

R 1440,02 through R 1440,06)
7a Temporary operation of acquired prop-

erty Profit (—) or Loss (+)

(R 1410.027, R 1448)
7b Amount included in Line 7a as real

estate tax credits (R 1448.038)
8 Relocation costs, excluding Relocation

Payments shown on Line 21 (R 1410.023, Form , 4 Columns witn following

R 1443) T 0 BE COMPLETED BY LPA:
9 Site clearance —Proceeds (—) or Cost (+) use only for revised budget

(R 1410.025, R 1450) AdJustment'T^r3-'fb) <£°

10 Project or site improvements Budget Requested for .... Months (c)
(R 1410.026, R 1455) to be filled in by hhfa;

11 Disposal, lease, retention costs Budget Approved tor .... Months (d>
(R 1410.028, R 1445)

12 Rehabilitation and conservation
(R 1410,029, R 1460)

13 Interest (R 1420.013, R 1420.02)
14 Other Income ( ) (R 1449)

15 Subtotal (sum of Lines 2 through Ik,
excluding Line 7b)

16 Contingencies ( for Column (c), not to
exceed 15% of Line 15)

17 Real estate purchases (R 1440.01)
18 Project inspection (R 1418)
19 Total Project Execution Expenditures

(sum of Lines 15, 16, 17, and 18)
20 Total Project Expenditures (Item lof

Gross Project Cost) (Line 1 plus 19)
21 Relocation Payments 100% reimbursable

to LPA (R 1501)
Approval of the Project Expenditures Budget in the amounts and for the time period shown InColumn (c) is hereby requested.

Local Public Agency

Date Signature of Authorized Officer
Titie

HHFA APPROVAL
The Project Expenditures Budget is hereby approved In the amounts and for the time periodshown in Column (d). The project shall be completed by 19 _

Date Regional Director of Urban Renewal. Region' •"

1 For a project on a three-fourths capital grant basis, enter zero on Lines 1 through 8 and 12.

APPENDIX B. LOAN AND GRANT APPLICATION
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ASCHARGEDPROJECT OR SITE IMPROVEMENTS
EXPENDITURESPROJECT

SUPPORTING SCHEDULE
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