' *’*ﬁ_r'wl,n-ﬂf 2 ol
b g
- Y
CAPER 2011 ._
CONSOLIDATED ANNUAL PERFORMANGE AND | &
EVALUATION REPORT &

INEIVELE H@NDhSilver Sky at D;er Springs A:ssisted L‘ijv.ing o
| oeve SR '4 - |
& ‘?.‘ o Q"‘:h'.?:‘-‘_ ; : ‘h'. ,'ﬂ!.:“
el-m 'E“.‘*a,.:".l'h: e ARepQrt fot‘mle “.\\ i
¥ T ! . ' F 8 L 4
e ﬁgg,;ngmmnem of Housmg and ;
___u UrbanDevelopment
' Aoy F
" Houang and Commumty Development Activities i in
Clark County, North I.as Vegas, Boulder Clty, and Més‘qmte
o 7 L f

i u' . j ; L .' E : ,‘

ooy - Julyl, 2011to.mne"§o, 2012






Table of Contents

GENERAL QUESTIONS ...ttt st e st e st e e s abe e s te e sabe e aseeesabeeasteeasbeeaseeesabeesneeesabeesnaeeanbeesnneennreeas 2
1. ONE-YEAR GOALS AND OBJECTIVES ASSESSMENT ...ccvvtieiitreeesitreeeeetersesssressssssessssseesssssssesssssessssssesssssssssssssenes 2
2. PROGRAM CHANGES. ... .ceiiititieiittet e s iteee e ettt e e eettee e s saeeesabteseaastesessabeeeeassaeseasaeeeassbesessasbeesaabeesesssbesesssbeesesnseeesssnses 7
3. AFFIRMATIVELY FURTHERING FAIR HOUSING .....cuttiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiie ettt ab b e a s s e s s s s sabbbaae s e e s s saabbnes 7
4, OTHER ACTIONS TO ADDRESS OBSTACLES TO MEETING UNDERSERVED NEEDS ...ccccoiiiiiiiiiiieieeiiiiiiieee e e ssiinnns 8
5.  NON-FEDERAL PUBLIC AND PRIVATE RESOURCES ......cciiiiitttiiiiiee ittt sssibtbet s s s s s s sabbban s s e s s s s sabbbaae s e s s s s sasabnes 10
MANAGING THE PROGCESS ...ttt ettt ettt sttt e s ettt e s s bt e e e s s ab e e e s sabbe e s sbaasessabasesssbbeessbeasessares 13
1. ACTIONS TAKEN TO ENSURE PROGRAM COMPLIANCE ....uvviiiieiiiiititiieeiesssiiitieessesssssaatbasssesssesastbasesesssssasssasssasns 13
CITIZEN PARTICIPATION ...ttt ettt ettt ettt e s sttt e e e s ettt e s s sttt e e s s bt e e s sbbseessabasessabbesssbaaesssabesesssbensens 14
R U= I (o O] Y 111 N 5 14
2. GRANTEE PERFORMANCE .....cccitittteiiteteeietteeeseteeessaeeeesesaesesasteessssbaeeessbaeseaasseesesbeseesasbeeesasbeseessbeseesssrenesasseneeans 14
INSTITUTIONAL STRUGCTURE ...ttt ettt ettt e e et e e st e e s eatee s e saba e e e s ebbeeeeasbasessnbenesssnreeas 18
1. ACTIONS TAKEN TO OVERCOME GAPS .....cciiitiieiitteieeeetieeesettee e s eteeessstte e e sestasessabasessbaeeesasaeessssbeeessbeesessseessesanes 18
1Y L@ AN T I O T4 1 R 18
1. MONITORING GUIDELINES AND FREQUENCY ....cciiuveieeiitieeeeerteresiteessssstesssssaessssssesssssessssasasssssssssssssssesesssssssssnnes 18
2. MONITORING RESULTS AND IMPROVEMENTS .....uutttiiiiieeiiiiitiittsessiiiatiesssesssassssbesssessssssssssssssssssssssessssssssisssssnes 19
KT Y = = N 7 I U7 i (o] OO 20
LEAD-BASED PAINT ...ttt ettt ettt e ettt e s ettt e e s et e e s eh b e e e s eab b e s s sabte s e s sbbeeesasbbesesabessessabasessabbeessabeasessarns 22
1. ACTIONS TAKEN TO REDUCE LEAD-BASED PAINT HAZARDS......c.cutiiiiiiiiiiiitiiii ettt iabbane e 22
HOUSING NEEDS ...ttt ettt ettt ettt e s ettt e s ettt e e s bt e e e s eh b e e e s esbee e s sabte s e s ebbaeesasbbesesabeasessabasesssbbeessabeasessnnns 23
1. ACTIONS TO FOSTER AND MAINTAIN AFFORDABLE HOUSING......cciiiitiiiiieiie s creee e sete e eeitee e evee e s v e e eearee e 23
SPECIFIC HOUSING OBIECTIVES..... .ottt ettt ettt e et e s st e e s et e e e sbtae e s sabeeesaabaeeeans 24
1. PROGRESS IN MEETING AFFORDABLE HOUSING OBJIECTIVES......uuteiiitiieeietieesirereeserieeeseseesssssseesssssessssssessssnnes 24
2. PROGRESS INMEETING SECTION 215 ...citiiie it eceee e sttt e e ettt e et e e s ette e e s eatae s s sabteesssabeessanbaesssnbaneessabenesanseneeans 26
3. EFFORTS TO ADDRESS “WORST-CASE” HOUSING NEEDS AND HOUSING NEEDS OF PERSONS WITH
[ TESY N =] [ = 26
PUBLIC HOUSING STRATEGY ..ottt ettt ettt e ettt s e sab e e s s e st it e e s s baa e e s ebbe e s s abbas s s sabaaessbbeesssbasessares 27
1. IMPROVE PUBLIC HOUSING AND RESIDENT INITIATIVES .uvviiiiiiiiiitiiiiiiie e seiitiie e s s s sibbbne s e s s e sasbbase s e s s s ssasbbanssee s 27
BARRIERS TO AFFORDABLE HOUSING ...ttt ettt sttt ettt ettt e st e s s sttt e s saba e e s s ebbe e s seatas e sares 29
1. ACTIONS TO ELIMINATE BARRIERS TO AFFORDABLE HOUSING ....uvviiiiiiiiiiiiiiicce ettt saabbane e 29
HOME/ AMERICAN DREAM DOWN PAYMENT INITIATIVE (ADDI)....cooiiiiiiiiiiiiee s 29
1. ASSESSMENT OF RELATIONSHIP OF HOME FUNDS TO GOALS AND OBJECTIVES.....cccuviiiieiiiiiiiiiii e ssiirieneees 29
2. HOME MATCH REPORT HUD-=40L07-A ..ottt ettt ettt e etee e et e e e s eabe e e s sstae e e sabaeeessabeeesenbeeeeans 32
3. HOME PROGRAM INCOME & MINORITY OWNED BUSINESS AND WOMEN OWNED BUSINESS REPORT — HUD
L0 R 32
AN =TT Y] = N R 32
HOMELESS NEEDS ... oottt ettt et e e e et e e et e e s e bt e e e eab e e e eabae e e s sbbeeesesbaeeesbaeseesabeeesesbeeesasaesessnees 33
1. ACTIONS TO ADDRESS HOMELESS NEEDS AND .....ueeeiiitieieiiteresiiteresiisieeesssseesssssesessessesssssssssssssssssssssesssssssssssnes 33
2. TRANSITIONING TO PERMANENT HOUSING........ooittiiiiieiiiiiitiiie e s ettt e s s s et e it e s e s s s s sabb b e s s s e s s s s sabbbaae e e s s s s sasbbees 33

3. OTHER FEDERAL RESOURGCES.....cciiiiiiiiiittiiie i e e i iiibttie e s e e s s et et s s e s s s e bbb e e s s e s s s ebb b b et e s e e s sesab b b e b s seessssbbbeaesesesssasbbaens 37



SPECIFIC HOMELESS PREVENTION ELEMENTS .....ociiiiiiieeeee e 38

1. ACTIONS TO PREVENT HOMELESSNESS. ... .uttiiiiteteeiteeeeiitteeesessesesisesesssssesssssssssssssesesssssesesssssssssssesesssssesessssssssnes 38
EMERGENCY SOLUTIONS GRANTS (ESG) ...ociveiiirieitiitiseseeieseeste st te st ae et ste st sneenas s enae s saesaesnessasnens 38
1. ESG FUNDS USED FOR EMERGENCY SHELTER AND TRANSITIONAL HOUSING .......ccccvviiiieiiiiiiiiiicec e, 38
2. ASSESSMENT OF RELATIONSHIP OF ESG FUNDS TO GOALS AND OBJECTIVES....uciiiiiiiiiiiiiiie e s siiiieieee e sssneens 38
3. IMATCHING RESOURGCES........ciititttiiitii i ittt e e e s s se bttt e s e s s s e bbb et e s e e s s e bbb e e s s e e s aabb b b et e s e esse bbb ebesesssesabbbebesesesssasbbanes 39
4,  STATE OF NEVADA METHOD OF DISTRIBUTION......ccuttiiiieiiiiiittiiiiieesssistbetssassssssbbsssssssssssssbasssssesssssssssssesesssnnns 39
5. ACTIVITY AND BENEFICIARY DATA ..ttt ettt e s e e e e bbb et e e e s s s e bbb e b e e e e s s s sbb b e be e e e e s s sasbbaaes 40
COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT ... ettt ettt ettt ettt e st e e s ettt e e s sttt e s s bt e e s sabbasessabasssssbbesssbessssssbasesssbenseins 42
1. ASSESSMENT OF RELATIONSHIP OF CDBG FUNDS TO GOALS AND OBJECTIVES ......vviieiiiieiecreeee s erveeeeereeeeenes 42
2. CHANGES IN PROGRAM OBUIECTIVES ...oeeittiieiiitieeeiteee e s etteeesatteeessbaeesssssesessssessssasesssssssesssassesssssesssssssesessssensesns 47
3. ASSESSMENT OF EFFORTS IN CARRYING OUT PLANNED ACTIONS ....civviieiitieieiiteeeesetteeeseteeessreeeessaseeessseeeeens 47
4,  FOR FUNDS NOT USED FOR NATIONAL OBIECTIVES ...occiiuviieeitieeeeeiteeesiteeessetaesssssaeesssseesssseesssassessssssssssssssens 48
5. ANTI-DISPLACEMENT AND RELOCATION ....coiiitiiieiteieesitteeeeeteeeseteeeesstaesssasseessssessssessesssassesssssessessssesessssensesns 48
6. LOW/IMOD JOB ACTIVITIES. .. uteiittieiteeiteeitessstessstessstessssessstessssessssesassessstessssessssessssessssessssessssesassessssesssesssessnns 48
7 LOW/MOD LIMITED CLIENTELE ACTIVITIES. ... iutteeiittiteietitesitesassisiesssssassessssssessssesssssssssssissssssssssssssssssssssseses 48
8. PROGRAM INCOME ....uttiiiiiiiiiiiiitii e e e sttt e e e e s s bbbttt s e e s s e bbb e e e s e e s s e bbb b e e s e e e s ses bbb baeeeeessa bbb babesesssesabbbeaeeeeesssasbbaans 48
9. PRIOR PERIOD ADJUSTIMENTS .utttttttiitiiittttitetessiisssssessesssassssssssesssaissssssssesssasssssssssssssissssssssssssissssessssssssisssssnns 49
10. LOANS AND OTHER RECEIVABLES .. .utttiiiiiiiiiiititiitee e st ieibtties s e s s sasbbbbas st e s s sasbbabasssesssabbbbaassesssabbbbaaesesssesabbbaseeaeas 49
L1, LUMP SUM AGREEMENTS .. .utttiiitiiiiiitittiteeessiisbttesssesssessbatesssesssasssssesssesssasbsbasssesssassbbbssssesssassbbbasesesssssbbbasssasas 49
12, HOUSING REHABILITATION L.utttiiiiiiiiitttiieeeetsiiissstesesessiessssssssesssassssssssesssssssssssssesssassssssssessssissssssssessssissssesssenns 49
13. NEIGHBORHOOD REVITALIZATION STRATEGIES .....eeeiiitieieiettieesiteeesiitteeessstesesssbeeesssseesssessssssssesssssssesessseessssnnes 49
ANTIPOVERTY STRATEGY ..ottt ettt ettt ettt ettt e s st e e e et e e e e bt e e e e sab e e e e sabbeeeeabaeeeesabeeeessbaeeeareeesesnnes 50
1.  ACTIONS TAKEN TO REDUCE POVERTY ..vuiiiiitiiciiteie e sitiee e eetee e s st esette e s sateesssabaeesssbaesessaessssnsesesssbeesesnseessesanes 50
NON-HOMELESS SPECIAL NEEDS ...ttt ettt e bt e ettt e e st e e s eat e s s sabae e s s bbe e e senaeseesaees 50
1. ACTIONS TAKEN TO ADDRESS SPECIAL NEEDS .....ueeiiiitiiieiiteiesiteeeseitteeeeetteeesssbeeessetaeessssaessssssessssssessssssessssanes 50
SPECIFIC HOPWA OBJIECTIVES ...ttt ettt ettt ettt e s e ittt e st e s s s ebaa e e s sab e e e s sab b e e s sbanesssbbesesssbeneens 50

APPENDIX A: PUBLIC NOTICES AND COMMENTS

APPENDIX B: CDBG FINANCIAL SUMMARY

APPENDIX C: CDBG GRANTEE PERFORMANCE REPORT

APPENDIX D: STATUS OF HOME GRANTS

APPENDIX E: NEEDS TABLES UPDATED

APPENDIX F: HUD 40107 & 40107-A -HOME PROGRAM INCOME, MBE/WBE & MATCH REPORT



#2011 Program Year
CAPER

The Consolidated Annual Performance and Evaluation Report (CAPER) provides information on housing
and community development activities in Clark County for the FY 2011 program year, July 1, 2011-June
30, 2012. This Performance Report includes activities funded by the Community Development Block
Grant (CDBG) program, the HOME Investment Partnerships (HOME) program, and the Emergency
Solutions Grant (ESG) program. The CAPER consolidates four separate performance reports
(Consolidated Plan, HOME, ESG, and CDBG) into one document and must be submitted to the U.S.
Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD) by September 30, 2012. The purpose of the
CAPER is to document how Clark County spent federal funds for housing and community development
and to assess whether the County is making progress in meeting the needs of the Community, as
stipulated in the HUD Consolidated Plan 2010-2014.

The Clark County CAPER reports on housing and community development activities in Clark County,
Las Vegas, North Las Vegas, Boulder City, and Mesquite. The City of Henderson is not included in this
report as it is a separate grant recipient. However, some of the activities described in this report took place
in the City of Henderson. Federal funding for these activities is directed to Clark County in the following
manner:

e The Clark County CDBG Consortium allocates CDBG funds on a formula basis for
Unincorporated Clark County, North Las Vegas, Boulder City, and Mesquite. Clark County is the
lead agency for the Consortium. Separate CAPERs outline the CDBG funded activities for the
separate entitlement cities of Las Vegas and Henderson.

e The Clark County HOME Consortium allocates HOME funds on a formula basis to
Unincorporated Clark County and North Las Vegas. Clark County is the lead agency for the
Consortium. The Clark County HOME Consortium also receives State of Nevada HOME funds
as well as State of Nevada Low-Income Housing Trust Funds (LIHTF). Members of the
Consortium have access to all three funding sources based on a specific percentage of the total
funding. While the City of Las Vegas is no longer a member of the Consortium, its housing
activities are reported in this CAPER as the city has remaining Consortium HOME/LIHTF funds.

e Unincorporated Clark County receives ESG funds on a formula basis and administers the funds.

Non-federal resources for housing and community development included Clark County, North Las Vegas
and Las Vegas Private Activity Bonds, Low Income Housing Tax Credits (LIHTC) and Low Income
Housing Trust Funds administered by the Nevada Housing Division, as well as the City of Las Vegas
18% Redevelopment Set-Aside funds. Each jurisdiction covered by this CAPER pursued all resources as
indicated in the FY 2011 Action Plan.



General Questions
1. One-Year Goals and Objectives Assessment
a. Summary of Accomplishments

Clark County, Las Vegas, North Las Vegas, Boulder City and Mesquite used federal and non-federal
resources during the 2011 Program Year to support the following affordable housing activities:

New construction of rental housing

Down payment assistance for homeownership
Acquisition, rehab and resale for homeownership
New construction of owner housing
Rehabilitation of owner occupied units

Rental subsidies

L A

During the 2011 Program Year, 385 units of affordable housing were completed including 314 units of
newly constructed rental housing, 47 units of multifamily rehabilitation, 3 units of newly constructed
owner housing, 2 units of acquisition/rehab/resale, and 19 first time homebuyers. An additional 88
households were assisted with rental assistance. Twenty-three owner occupied housing units received
minor rehabilitation using CDBG funding.

Clark County, North Las Vegas and Boulder City used Emergency Solutions Grant (ESG) funds and
Community Development Block Grant (CDBG) Public Service funds to assist 19,609 homeless persons
with services during the 2011 Program Year.

Work continued on the Clark County FY 2010-2014 CDBG Capital Improvement Plan with design work
completed on the Parkdale Community Center, Walnut Recreation Center Park and Winchester Cultural
Center. All three projects are either under construction or will begin construction in the near future. North
Las Vegas completed the Walker Pool improvements.

The County CDBG Consortium also provided funds to various non-profit groups that provide public
services, such as respite services and services for the disabled. According to the FY 2011 beneficiary
reports, Clark County CDBG non-homeless Consortium funds assisted 2,936 unduplicated people and
households during the reporting period.

Detailed information on Clark County CDBG Consortium projects can be found in Appendix C, Grantee
Performance Report.

b. Breakdown of Grant Funds
HOME
Figure 1 describes the accomplishments in attaining the housing goals and objectives for FY 2011.

Figures 2 through 6 illustrate the Consortium expenditures by jurisdiction. Figures 3 through 6 break out
the housing expenditures by jurisdiction.



Figure 1
FY 2011 HOME/LIHTF Consortium
Expenditures by Category

Category Amount
Multifamily New Construction $3,660,216
Single Family Rehab $0
Tenant Based Rental Assistance $482,244
Administration $168,585
Acquisition/Rehab/Resale $56,351
First Time Homebuyers $188,148
Single Family New Construction $123,047
CHDO Operating $13,000
Multifamily Rehab $101,808
Total $4,793,399
Figure 2
FY 2011 HOME/LIHTF Expenditures by Jurisdiction
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Figure 3
FY 2011 Federal HOME/LIHTF Consortium Expenditures

By Category
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Figure 4
FY 2011 Clark County Only HOME/LIHTF Expenditures
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Figure 5
FY 2011 Las Vegas Only HOME/LIHTF Expenditures
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Figure 6
FY 2011 North Las Vegas Only HOME/LIHTF Expenditures
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CDBG

There are six basic categories of CDBG expenditures: infrastructure improvements, public facilities,
housing rehabilitation, public services, fair housing and administration. During FY 2011, CDBG funds of
$4,158,917 were expended as outlined in Figure 7. Figure 8 illustrates CDBG expenditures by category
and indicates that Clark County CDBG Consortium did not exceed the 15% cap for public services or the
20% cap for administration. Information on specific projects and dollars expended is available in
Appendices B & C. The Clark County CDBG Consortium had an expenditure ratio of 1.66 as of April 30,
2012, just outside the 1.5 ratio limit required by HUD. Clark County has answered HUD’s letter
concerning this matter and has put in place a spend down plan that should bring the county into
compliance by April 2013.

Figure 7
FY 2011 CDBG Consortium
Expenditures by Category
Category Amount
Acquisition $1,294,699.51
Public Facilities/Infrastructure $1,438,938.73
Public Services $228,158.79
Housing $287,073.26
Administration/Fair Housing $909,246.91
Total $4,158,117.20
Figure 8

FY 2011 CDBG Expenditures by Category
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c. Progress Not Made

All goals and objectives are being addressed.
2. Program Changes
No major program changes in FY 2011 for CDBG, ESG or HOME.

3. Affirmatively Furthering Fair Housing
a. Summary of Impediments

Clark County contracted with a consultant organization, Planning/Communications, to provide an updated
Analysis of Impediments to Fair Housing. The study includes unincorporated Clark County, North Las
Vegas, Boulder City and Mesquite and was completed in 2010. The following table provides a summary
of the Fair Housing Plan outlining the actions the jurisdictions intend to undertake to affirmatively further
fair housing from 2010 to 2015.

Impediment #1- Clark County and the three cities lack information about the extent, if any, that real estate
firms, rental agents, apartment managers, and landlords engage in discriminatory practices.

Impediment #2- It is possible that racial steering by some members of the real estate industry and/or self-
steering may account for the concentrations of African Americans and Hispanics in North Las Vegas and
unincorporated Clark County, and the near total absence of African Americans from Mesquite, and near
total absence of African Americans and Hispanics from Boulder City.

Impediment #3- Our online sampling of the offices of real estate agents and rental offices revealed a
paucity of Asian, Hispanic, and African American agents.

Impediment #4- When display ads and brochures for real estate—ownership or rental—depict residents of
only one race or ethnicity, they send a clear message of who is welcome and not welcome to live in the
advertised housing, thus limiting the housing choices home seekers perceive as available to them.

Impediment #5- Discrimination in mortgage lending against Hispanics and African Americans in Clark
County continues to pose a serious obstacle to members of these groups even though the degree of
discrimination is not as intense as in the rest of the nation.

Impediment #6- It will take a public—private partnership to enable all four jurisdictions to expand the free
market in housing to all parts of the county.

Impediment #7- None of the four jurisdictions has its own fair housing ordinance.
Impediment #8- Anybody who thinks she has been discriminated against when seeking housing in Clark
County and the three cities immediately runs into the problem of determining whom to contact and how

to file a fair housing complaint.

Impediment #9- In all four jurisdictions, the planning process does not address any fair housing issues
that it can help resolve and fair housing violations it can help prevent.



Impediment #10- Land-use controls that impose excessive requirements on community residences for
people with disabilities can establish barriers to establishing these residences.

Impediment #11- The Southern Nevada Regional Housing Authority has not established clear policies to
promote residential integration for holders of a Housing Choice Voucher.

Impediment #12- While the Southern Nevada Regional Housing Authority has located scattered site
public housing in many urban core neighborhoods, there are no units in many higher opportunity
neighborhoods and units are concentrated in two increasingly Hispanic neighborhoods on the east side of
Clark County’s urban core.

The entire Analysis of Impediments to Fair Housing and the Fair Housing Plan is available at:
http://www.clarkcountynv.gov/depts/admin_services/comresmgmt/Pages/cdbg.aspx

b. Actions Taken to Overcome Impediments

Clark County contracted with the Silver State Fair Housing Center to provide fair housing services to
unincorporated Clark County, Boulder City and Mesquite. The organization will be receiving $125,000
over three years to provide these services.

Clark County appointed a CRM staff member as the Fair Housing Officer to be the point person on fair
housing. He is the person to whom the public is referred when they call the county with Fair Housing
concerns. Clark County trained its phone operators to refer all calls about housing discrimination to the
jurisdiction’s Fair Housing Officer or either of the two fair housing organizations in the state. Boulder
City updated its website to include a comprehensive Fair Housing webpage that provides clear
information on behaviors and practices that constitute a fair housing violation, and full contact
information to reach a reliable fair housing organization that can assist the user with their fair housing
complaint. Clark County is working on updating their website, which should be completed in the near
future and will include a Spanish-language version of the housing discrimination page.

At the 2011 Nevada Legislature, the Nevada Fair Housing Law was updated to include prohibitions
against discriminatory practices based upon sexual orientation or gender identity or expression. The
Greater Las Vegas Association of Realtors holds regular special meetings on a variety of fair housing
issues in order to help its constituents.

4. Other Actions to Address Obstacles to Meeting Underserved Needs

Housing

Affordable housing, particularly for renters at 50% of area median income and below, continues to be an
issue of concern in Clark County.

e Clark County completed 314 units of affordable rental housing in FY 2011 for households from
30% to 60% AMI.

o Neighborhood Housing Services of Southern Nevada (NHSSN) continued its Downpayment
Assistance Program, which assisted 16 first time homebuyers to purchase homes. Consumer
Credit Counseling (aka Financial Guidance Center) also provided downpayment assistance to 2
first time homebuyers. The maximum assistance amount allowed is $20,000.


http://www.clarkcountynv.gov/depts/admin_services/comresmgmt/Pages/cdbg.aspx

e North Las Vegas provided Rebuilding Together with $104,976 which they used to assist 23
disabled and senior households with minor repairs.

For information on actions undertaken by the Cities of Las VVegas and Henderson to address obstacles to
underserved housing needs, please refer to their individual CAPERSs.

Homeless
For the full information on the results of the HelpHopeHome implementation, see the following:

http://www.helphopehome.org/HHH%20Evaluation%20and%20Implementation%20Schedule%20Nove
mber%202010.pdf

In summary, Southern Nevada continued its regional approach to end homelessness through “Help Hope
Home,” the SNRPC Committee on Homelessness (CoH) has been evolving steadily and leading the
charge to move the Homeless to Homes. With a housing first approach, the CoH and its administrative
office, led by the Regional Initiatives Coordinator (RIC), has worked tirelessly on continuing this
progressive direction.

The OUTREACH Team continues to grow in their presence in the community, responding to
encampments. Its purpose is to interact with the homeless on the streets of Las Vegas and help them move
into intensive case management services to move out of homelessness. Youth outreach has improved
markedly in the past year as Nevada Partnership for Homeless Youth and HELP of Southern Nevada’s
youth programs have outreach teams in the community and in schools engaging homeless youth.

Building provider unity and collaboration has been a big focus over the past several years. Monthly
provider meetings have been indispensable in creating unity, furthering knowledge, and solving problems
among the homeless services providers in the community. As a result, faith based organizations have
become more involved with the Office of the RIC.

The Office of the RIC offers Mainstream Programs Basic Training, a monthly meeting bringing partners
and resources from around the area to collaborate and discuss the varied services they provide. Each
meeting has a population theme with social workers attending receiving Continuing Education Credit at
no cost. SOAR (SSI/SSDI Outreach, Access and Recovery) Training continued to be held as new
providers and staff recognizes the benefits of using this process to help their clients receive mainstream
benefits in a timely manner.

Project Homeless Connect is an annual event that connects homeless individuals with the services they
need in a one stop setting. Those in need come to find housing, legal aid, medical and dental care, obtain
IDs and birth certificates, obtain employment, and access a variety of other services they need to get off
the streets. Clark County’s most recent Project Homeless Connect was hosted by The Nevada Homeless
Alliance in November of 2010. Nearly 500 volunteers served 3,500 homeless people in just one day.

The bi-annual Homeless Census was held on January 26-27, 2011 in Southern Nevada. The Southern
Nevada Census canvassed the entire county by census tract. A total of 9,432 HUD recognized homeless
persons were enumerated through the point-in-time count, a decrease of 29.3% from the previous
homeless census.

There are not enough day shelters to house our local homeless population during the extreme
temperatures or weather conditions in the summer and winter months. When temperatures reach 110
degrees or more in the summer and dip too low in the winter, homeless populations need shelter from


http://www.helphopehome.org/HHH%20Evaluation%20and%20Implementation%20Schedule%20November%202010.pdf
http://www.helphopehome.org/HHH%20Evaluation%20and%20Implementation%20Schedule%20November%202010.pdf

exposure to the elements. This is when the Compassion Stations open; a network of churches, shelters and
public facilities that provide a safe place to escape from the elements and receive water.

5. Non-Federal Public and Private Resources

a. Progress in Obtaining “Other” Public & Private Resources

Two additional important resources for affordable housing development are the Low-Income Housing
Tax Credits and the Industrial Development Revenue Bonds (a.k.a. Private Activity Bonds). The Private
Activity Bonds can be used to produce a large number of units that are affordable to people at 60% of
area median income. Projects also have set aside units for people at 50% or less of area median income.
No Private Activity Bond applications were received for 2011 multifamily projects. Clark County
awarded $33,934,289.54 to the State of Nevada Housing Division for its owner-occupied mortgage
programs and $10 million to the Nevada Rural Housing Authority for the single family mortgage and
mortgage credit certificate program.

Figure 9
Low Income Housing Tax Credit (LIHTC)
2011 Allocations Located in Clark County

Project Name Location
Westcliff Heights Las Vegas 80
Decatur Pines 2 Las Vegas 75
Santa Barbara Palms Il Unincorporated CC 42

Source: Nevada Housing Division

b. Leveraged Resources

The Urban County Consortium Programs annually leverage millions in other public and private funds.
Each year, the HOME and State Low Income Housing Trust funds leverage millions in private monies
through the Low Income Housing Tax Credit Program and Private Activity Bonds toward the
construction of affordable housing in the community. The federal and state funds provide the necessary
"gap financing" to complete these subsidized projects, and enable the developers to offer the facilities to
those at lower levels of income.

The down payment assistance programs also provide grants in the range of $1,000-$20,000 to income
eligible homebuyers. These monies are then leveraged many times over as the private sector provides
mortgages for homes at an average of $93,000. Projects specifically completed in FY 2011 leveraged
almost $50.6 million in private and public funds for an investment of only $7.7 million in HOME/LIHTF
funds, as outlined in Figure 10.

10



Figure 10
FY 2011 Leveraged HOME Funds

Leveraged Funds Source
HOME/ LIHTF

Project Name

LTSl Oler et PSS ourerca

Coronado $1,600,000| $7,775,745 $1,100,000  $1,730,000 $1,631  $10,607,376
McKnight 111 $666,392| $3,040,433  $997,204  $375,397 $0  $4,413,034
Monroe & | $1,767,030 $2,273,171 $0 $0 $0 $2,273,171
gg‘;ienrg‘:ky at Deer $1,450,000| $12,750,000  $681,800 $0 $716,303  $14,148,103
Smith Williams $1,250,000| $9,662,053 $1,753,562  $758,323  $856,529  $13,030,467
McFarland Rehab $101,800 $0 $350,575 $0 $0 $350,575
Park Apartments $452,093 $0  $3,159,323 $0 $0 $3,611,416
Acquisition/Rehab/ $102,201 $0 $0 $153,006 $0 $153,006
Resale
g'ien"é’lg‘;gfgi‘fy"tion $165,188 $0 $0  $236,745 $0 $236,745
Sownpayment $129,155 $0 $0  $1,780,587 $0  $1,780,587

Total $7,683,859| $35,501,402 $8,042,464  $5034,058  $1,574,463  $50,604,480

While there is no requirement for agencies to match CDBG funds, all agencies receive funding from a
variety of other sources including other government grants, United Way, private dollars, materials and
volunteer time worth many times the federal grant. Funds of $7.7 million from federal, state and local
sources were leveraged for CDBG funded public service programs as outlined in Figure 11.

Figure 11
FY 2011 CDBG Leverage

. Other Federal Private In-Kind, Fees

Project Funds State Funds | Local Funds & Other
Blind Center $33,210 $57,221 $27,000 $5,000 $38,033 $160,464
gck’?l’lss & Girls Club Teen Life $0 $0 $0 $45,000 $53,434 $98,434
Boys and Girls Club
Opportunity Starts Here $16,100 $0 $0 $0 $37,161 $53,261
Clark County Law
Foundation $0 $0 $32,000 $22,200 $65,901 $120,101
Communities in Schools $350,683 $0 $0 $1,863,369 $159,026  $2,373,078
E?dusnda“o” for Positively $0  $48,065 $0 $0 $68,753  $116,818
HELP of Southern Nevada
Baby First Services $208,907 $0 $36,000 $34,722 $21,720 $301,349
HELP of Southern Nevada
OUTREACH $1,102,378 $0 $0 $0 $1,148,851 $2,251,229
JHaarr?s: Seastrand Helping $76,605  $33,480 $0 $1,000 $12,000  $123,085
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. Other Federal Private In-Kind, Fees
Project Funds State Funds | Local Funds Funds & Other Total

LV-CC Urban League

Senior Home Repair $0 $55,000 $15,000 $0 $0 $70,000
LV-CC Urban League

Transportation $0 $56,427 $0 $0 $0 $56,427
Lend-A-Hand $27,240 $42,000 $0 $22,000 $15,838 $107,078
Rebuilding Together $163,006 $179,871 $0 $239,238 $129,629 $711,744
The Shade Tree — see ESG $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
Variety Day Home $103,440 $36,206 $25,197 $67,003 $826,617 $1,059,364
Women's Development $35,983 $6,800 $0  $105,000 $0  $180,583

Center
Total $2,117,552 $515,070 $135,197 $2,404,532 $2,576,963  $7,783,015

Southern Nevada also received $6,630,235 in Supportive Housing Program (SHP) funding through the
FY 2011 Continuum of Care for homeless services.

c. Matching Requirements

HOME program match requirements are met many times over using the State of Nevada Low Income
Housing Trust Fund. See Figure for a listing of HOME program match contributions. During the FY 2011
Program Year, the Clark County HOME Consortium expended $2,734,657 in Federal and State HOME
(excluding administration and CHDO operating) resulting in a match liability of $683,664. See Figure 12
below for outline of match calculations for 2008 through 2011.

Figure 12
HOME Match Calculations

Excess Match Match Contributed Total Match Match Liability Excess Match

From Prior FY During Current FY Available for FY State and Federal Carried Over
2008 $7,330,980 $2,062,015 $9,392,995 $2,068,959 $7,324,036
2009 $7,324,036 $2,257,333 $9,581,369 $1,872,686 $7,708,683
2010 $7,708,683 $2,231,901 $9,940,584 $1,695,756 $8,244,828
2011 $8,244,828 $1,916,145 $10,160,973 $683,664 $9,477,309

The nonprofit grant recipient provides a 1:1 match of all Emergency Solutions Grant Program funds
allocated by Clark County. Clark County met the matching funds requirements for the Emergency
Solutions Grant Program by requiring the subrecipients to secure the match. The subrecipients identified
supplemental matching funds of $5.4 million in other contributions.

12




Figure 13
FY 2011 ESG Match

Project Cfg:;y/ Oth'e:LEZieral State Funds iﬂ\ézts Feg;_gi r(])(iher
Funds

Emergency Aid $21,900 $27,500 $0 $11,834 $0 $61,234
Epicenter on the Parkway $0 $25,500 $0 $18,500 $65,560 $109,560
Family Promise $17,169 $0 $0 $45,400 $47,835 $110,404
HELP - Shannon West $58,096 $407,006 $74,200 $280,119 $200,770  $1,020,191
HopelLink $0 $10,000 $2,000 $105,000 $0 $117,000
Lutheran Social Services $40,106 $48,988 $40,000 $125,919 $0 $255,013
NV Partnership $0 $0 $0 $15,000 $10,000 $25,000
Safe House $18,629 $181,879 $251,519 $38,976 $0 $491,003
Salvation Army $312,217 $365,596 $0 $16,761 $704,345 $1,398,919
The Shade Tree $0 $398,958 $72,000 $21,682 $933,161 $1,425,801
WestCare VOYAGE $0 $200,000 $0 $0 $0 $200,000
Women'’s Dev. Center $0 $171,453 $30,000 $40,340 $46,348 $288,141

Total $468,117 $1,836,880 $469,719 $719,531  $2,008,019  $5,502,266

Managing the Process
1. Actions Taken to Ensure Program Compliance

Actions taken during the last year to ensure compliance with program and comprehensive planning
requirements include the following:

e Technical assistance workshops for the CDBG, ESG and HOME programs were held during the
grant application process;

e CDBG, ESG and HOME program manuals were updated with the latest guidelines and
regulations;

e Off-site and/or on-site monitoring was completed at least once in the last program year for each
non-profit organization;

e Subrecipients and project sponsors that did not spend their grant funds in a timely manner had
their grant funding reprogrammed for eligible activities;

e Many subrecipients and project sponsors received technical assistance on an individual basis from
County staff.

Performance measures and outcomes were included for each project or program listed in the 2011 Action
Plan.
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Citizen Participation

1. Public Comments

This report was made available for public review and comment from September 10, 2012 through
September 24, 2012. A copy of the Public Notices and Affidavits of Publication can be found in
Appendix A. No comments were received.

2. Grantee Performance

a. Funding, Expenditures, Commitments
b. Geographic Distribution

Funding & Expenditures

As shown in Figure 14, Clark County expended over $8 million in current and prior year program funds.

Funding Source

Community Development
Block Grant

Emergency Solutions Grant

Federal HOME

State HOME

Low-Income Housing Trust
Fund

**Funds awarded July 27, 2012

Figure 14
FY 2011 Funding and Expenditures Summary

Grantee Funds

Awarded
Clark County CDBG Consortium (Includes $7,331,162
North Las Vegas, Boulder City & Mesquite)
Clark County Phase 1 $280,725
Phase 2** $157,908
Clark County HOME Consortium (Includes Las $3,259,271

Vegas & North Las Vegas, program income)

Subtotal of Federal Funds $11,029,066
Clark County HOME Consortium $780,415
Clark County HOME Consortium $1,007,790

Subtotal of State Funds $1,788,205
GRAND TOTAL $12,817,271

*When the amount expended exceeds the amount allocated, funds remaining from prior allocations were also spent in Fiscal Year 2011.

Funds
Expended*

$4,113,918

$227,472
$0

$2,795,352

$6,054,623
$81,902
$1,916,145

$1,968,047
$8,022,670

The specific breakdown of HOME/LIHTF expenditures by funding sources is shown below and includes
program income. Altogether, the HOME Consortium spent almost $5 million in HOME Investments

Partnership (HOME), State HOME, and Low Income Housing Trust Fund (LIHTF) monies.
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Figure 15
FY 2011 HOME/LIHTF Expenditures by Funding Source

Source Clark County Las Vegas North Las Vegas Total

Federal HOME $2,220,558 $325,939 $209,868 $2,756,365
State HOME $77,493 $0 $4,409 $81,902
LIHTF $1,886,145 $0 $30,000 $1,916,145
Federal Program Income $0 $33,019 $5,968 $38,987
State Program Income $0 $0 $0 $0
LIHTF Program Income $0 $0 $0 $0

Subtotal $4,184,196 $358,958 $250,245 $4,793,399

No ESG program income was obtained in FY 2011. Clark County allows agencies to retain any rents
received to support their operating costs.

Commitment of Funds

Commitment of HOME funds must take place within two years of the grant being received. Clark County
was required to commit $71,426,083 by 2011 and has actually committed $72,639,356 of its total HOME
allocation. It is required that Clark County HOME Consortium set-aside 15% of its total allocations
within two years of receipt as Community Housing Development Organization (CHDO) reserves.
Currently, Clark County has reserved a cumulative total of $19,052,763 or 27.13% of HOME funds for
CHDOs for all years. The HOME program also requires that funds must be completely expended within
five years of receipt. This means that the Clark County HOME Consortium must have expended all funds
from FY 199