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Abstract
Utilization of Community Development Block Grant funding for facade improvement
activities calls for compliance of federal regulations and requirements while design of
programming for activities is granted to the community. Limited information is available
to assist communities for better decision-making and for policy makers to evaluate the
program in practice. Through a survey and case profiles of three selected entitlement
communities in Massachusetts, findings reveal compliance with regulations and
requirements is achieved through a comprehensive planning process which includes the
identification of façade improvement as a need, meeting a National Objective and
adhering to the Davis Bacon provision. Findings reveal design of programming is both
unique and similar among communities with grants offered most often, design review
incorporated and cooperation with variety of stakeholders for marketing and support.
Challenges to utilizing funds include the Davis Bacon provision and administrative
capacity. Improvement in the appearance of facades is associated with increased pride for
the community, consumer confidence in the economy, increased value in building and
rents, creation of jobs, repopulation of the area and additional improvements of buildings
and streetscapes in the area. Future research is recommended regarding the impacts of
CDBG investment for façade improvement.

ii

Acknowledgements
It is with grateful appreciation that I acknowledge and thank the many people who
have been of assistance to me while I have been on this educational journey at Tufts and,
specifically, with this thesis.
First, I would like to thank Professor Lorlene Hoyt, my thesis advisor, for her
patience, time, and thoughtful recommendations. Additionally, I would like to thank
Rosalind Greenstein, my thesis reader, also for her patience, time, and helpful
recommendations.
Sincere thanks also goes to Professor James Jennings, whom I began my thesis
journey with, and Laurie Goldman, with whom I completed an independent course study
that was particularly relevant to this research topic. I would also like to thank my
academic advisor, Jon Whitten.
This work would not have been possible without the participation of people from
each community who provided me with valuable information, and for that I am very
grateful. A special thanks goes to Gail Lewis, the CDBG Administrator from the Town of
Brookline, whom I worked with. Without her knowledge and guidance, I would have
never been able to understand the many components of the CDBG program so well.
I am also grateful for all the support and encouragement that was given to me
from the administrative staff and professors at Tufts.
Finally, this journey would not have been possible without the support of my best
friend, my husband, Stu. His continuous encouragement has been a great source of
strength for me.

iii

Table of Contents
Abstract ............................................................................................................................... ii
Acknowledgements............................................................................................................ iii
List of Figures ................................................................................................................... vii
CHAPTER ONE: INTRODUCTION..................................................................................1
Background ..............................................................................................................1
Community Development Block Grant Program ........................................1
Devolution of Federal Policies.................................................................................3
Statement of the Problem.........................................................................................4
Purpose of the Study ................................................................................................4
Research Questions..................................................................................................5
Significance..............................................................................................................5
Secondary Research .................................................................................................7
Primary Research .....................................................................................................7
Assumptions.............................................................................................................7
Organization of Study ..............................................................................................7
CHAPTER TWO: LITERATURE REVIEW......................................................................9
Introduction..............................................................................................................9
Regulations and Requirements ................................................................................9
Comprehensive Planning ...........................................................................10
Façades and Storefronts .............................................................................14
Impacts of Façade Improvement................................................................17
History of Financial Assistance for Façade Improvement.........................23
iv

National Objectives....................................................................................26
Davis Bacon ...............................................................................................32
Components of Programming for Façade Improvement Activities.......................34
Local Capacity ...........................................................................................34
Funding Strategies .....................................................................................36
Design Review ...........................................................................................37
Public-Private Partnerships........................................................................39
Similar Studies ...........................................................................................42
Summary ................................................................................................................43
CHAPTER THREE: METHODS ......................................................................................45
Introduction............................................................................................................45
Literature Review...................................................................................................45
Telephone Survey ..................................................................................................46
Case Profiles ..........................................................................................................46
Population Study....................................................................................................46
Participants.............................................................................................................47
Instrument ..............................................................................................................48
Data Collection ......................................................................................................49
Data Analysis .........................................................................................................50
Summary ................................................................................................................51
CHAPTER FOUR: RESULTS AND DISCUSSION ........................................................52
Results from Survey...............................................................................................52
Case Profiles ..........................................................................................................64

v

City of New Bedford..................................................................................64
City of Somerville......................................................................................68
Town of Brookline.....................................................................................73
Summary ................................................................................................................75
CHAPTER FIVE: SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS, AND RECOMMENDATIONS ......76
Overview................................................................................................................76
Summary of Key Findings .....................................................................................76
Evidence of a Comprehensive Planning Process .......................................76
National Objectives....................................................................................77
Programming of Funds ..............................................................................78
Evidence of Partnering with Other Organizations .....................................78
Challenges..................................................................................................79
Conclusions............................................................................................................79
Limitations .............................................................................................................80
Recommendations for Future Practice...................................................................80
Recommendations for Future Research .................................................................81
Appendix A. Institutional Review Board Letter ................................................................82
Appendix B. Interview Introduction Letter .......................................................................83
Appendix C. Questionnaire................................................................................................85
Appendix D. List of 2013 CDBG Entitlement Communities in Massachusetts................86
Appendix E. SWOT Worksheet.........................................................................................87
Bibliography ......................................................................................................................89

vi

List of Figures
Figure 1. Stakeholders. ......................................................................................................59
Figure 2. Funding strategies. .............................................................................................60
Figure 3. Challenges to utilizing CDBG funding for storefront improvement
activities. ................................................................................................................63
Figure 4. Destination Soups with a fresh coat of paint and hanging sign. ........................65
Figure 5. Low to moderate-income map of New Bedford. ...............................................66
Figure 6. Low to moderate-income map of the City of Somerville. .................................70
Figure 7. Fasika restaurant before revitalization. ..............................................................71
Figure 8. Fasika restaurant after revitalization. .................................................................72
Figure 9. Low to moderate-income map of Brookline. .....................................................73
Figure 10. 162 Boylston Street. A commercial area in need of façade improvement.......74

vii

Community Development Block Grant Funding
for Façade Improvement Activities:
Entitlement Communities in Massachusetts

CHAPTER ONE:
INTRODUCTION
Background
Downtown revitalization plans for commercial areas often call for improvement
in the appearance of local storefronts to increase business activity in an area. Providing
financial assistance through various methods is one strategy communities employ to
encourage property and business owners to participate in such plans. For communities
that receive federal funds from the Department of Housing and Urban Development
(HUD) through the Community Development Block Grant (CDBG) program, funding
may be allocated for façade improvement activities. The programming of these funds
may be in the form of a grant, loan, or combination of both (Basically CDBG, 2007). By
utilizing CDBG funding for façade improvement activities, the government, private and
non-profit sectors, and local communities have the opportunity to work together to
improve the local economy (Economic Development Toolkit, 2010, p. 1).
Community Development Block Grant Program
Each year, federal funds are redistributed from the federal government to HUD
and then to states and designated “entitlement” communities for the CDBG program. The
goal of the program is to “create viable communities through the development of decent
housing, suitable living environments and expanded economic activities principally for
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persons of low and moderate income” (Basically CDBG, 2007, chapter 1, p. 2).
Achievement of this goal is through the implementation of strategies based on funding
eligible activities with CDBG funds.
The CDBG program was enacted by Congress under Title I of the Housing and
Community Development Act of 1974, as amended 42 USC 5301, et seq. Provisions of
the Act include compliance with federal regulations and requirements set forth for the
CDBG program, which include following a comprehensive planning process, meeting at
least one of the three National Objectives of the program, and incorporating Davis Bacon
requirements when required (CDBG, 2007).
Activities permitted to receive CDBG funding are defined as “eligible” activities
(Basically CDBG, 2007). Within the list of “eligible” activities are “Economic
Development Activities” that include activities related to commercial rehabilitation and
preservation. Façade improvement activities are included within this list (§570.202
(a)(3)) (Matrix codes) (Basically CDBG, 2007, chapter 8, p. 2) and include rehabilitation
that is limited to the exterior of the building.
In addition to meeting the eligibility requirement, all activities must meet at least
one of the three National Objectives of the CDBG program:
1. Benefit to low to moderate-income persons
2. Eliminate and/or prevent slum or blight
3. Urgent community need
Façade improvement activities meet two of the three National Objectives:
benefitting low to moderate-income persons and eliminating and/or preventing slum or
blight. The objective of benefitting low to moderate-income persons may be achieved on

2

an area basis through funding projects or services within a census tract in which 51% or
more of the residents are low to moderate-income, as reported by the Census. Alternately,
this objective may be achieved directly through permanent job creation or job retention in
which 51% or more of jobs are either available to or held by low to moderate-income
persons. To meet the second National Objective of eliminating and/or preventing slum
and blight, a building must be qualified based on HUD’s definition of being “blighted” in
order to receive funds (Basically CDBG, 2007, chapter 8, pp. 7-8). To successfully utilize
CDBG funds, a thorough understanding of the federal regulations and requirements set
forth for the program is necessary.
Devolution of Federal Policies
Although states and communities are required to comply with regulations and
requirements set forth for the CDBG program, powers of administration are granted to
the local community. The Housing and Community Development Act of 1974 not only
established the CDBG program, but also ushered in new public policy. The federal
government through the CDBG program, grants the powers of administration for the
program, including the selection of activities and funding to local communities.
In 1965, the Housing and Urban Development Act established the CDBG
program under HUD (Thompson, 2006). HUD’s mission was to create viable urban
communities. During the 1970s, under President Nixon, HUD went through a period of
restructuring, consolidation, and devolution, which led to the enactment of the Housing
and Community Development Act of 1974. Through the Housing and Community
Development Act, the CDBG program was established and, with it, a shift in public
policy was ushered in and remains implemented today. The CDBG program is one of the
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longest continuously running grant programs of HUD (Basically CDBG, 2007). Prior to
the establishment of the CDBG program, federal grants were categorical and highly
competitive. The CDBG program was established as a block grant, allowing for multiple
objectives to be fulfilled under one grant and allowed for decision-making to be based on
local needs. By imposing federal regulations and requirements, the federal government
would maintain its authority over communities receiving CDBG funding (Thompson,
2006).
Statement of the Problem
The oversight and management of the CDBG funds by local communities is
complex and, to date, there is limited research and information available for communities
contemplating utilizing these funds for this activity. Available information would assist
communities with better decision-making regarding the use of funds. Additionally,
available information would provide policy makers with resources to better understand
how the CDBG program is operating in practice and to evaluate the impacts of economic
development policies of federal programs. Data and information are critical components
to include in the decision-making process and evaluation of a financial and community
investment.
Purpose of the Study
The purpose of this study is to obtain data and information regarding the
utilization of CDBG funding for façade improvement activities, specifically as it relates
to the themes of compliance with the CDBG program and local responsibility for the
design of programming of the components for façade improvement activities. The
information is intended to fill the gap in the literature regarding the CDBG program,
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provide information for communities contemplating utilizing the funds for this activity,
assist policy makers with better understanding the CDBG program in practice, and be a
response to the call for more research to be conducted regarding the CDBG program
(Bostic, 2014).
Research Questions
1. How many CDBG entitlement communities in Massachusetts have utilized
CDBG funding for façade improvement activities?
2. How do entitlement communities comply with regulations and requirements?
3. What is the design of programming for façade improvement activities?
4. Did the CDBG program partner with other organizations to assist in promoting
the CDBG program and its use for façade improvement activities?
5. What challenges did the CDBG entitlement communities in Massachusetts
encounter with utilizing CDBG funding for façade improvement activities?1
Significance
In 2014, the CDBG program celebrated its 40th anniversary, and the former
Assistant Secretary of the Office of Policy Development and Research for HUD, Raphel
Bostic, wrote a commentary entitled CDBG at 40: Opportunities and obstacles for the
publication entitled Housing Policy Debate (Bostic, 2014). In his commentary, Bostic
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The phrase “Façade Improvement” is HUD’s Matrix Code Definition for activities in

which façade and storefront improvement activities are included (HUD). For this study,
the word storefront has been replaced at times. CDBG Matrix Codes (U.S. Department of
Housing and Urban Development, 2015).
5

states the importance of and need for research regarding the experiences of using CDBG
funds and the value of that information to the overall evaluation of the CDBG program as
well as to provide shared information from which communities can learn from one
another. Bostic also highlights that the literature regarding the CDBG program is
incomplete without this information (Bostic, 2014).
The findings of this study are intended to be one answer to the call from Bostic
regarding increasing CDBG research and information. By investigating the utilization of
CDBG funding for façade improvement, specific aspects of utilizing the funds and the
CDBG program are highlighted and reported. This information is beneficial for
communities contemplating utilizing these funds for façade improvement, students
wanting to learn about the program, policy makers reviewing the program, and as a
contribution to the body of literature. Additionally, this research provides new data and
information for further research to build upon.
Although there have been several studies reviewing the utilization of CDBG
funding for a particular activity, there is no research available regarding its use for façade
improvement. Even though many façade improvement projects may be small projects,
they are still economic development activities; therefore through this study, a small
examination of the use of CDBG funding for economic development activities is being
investigated. The CDBG program is one of the longest running federal grant programs,
and it is only through ongoing research that communities and policy makers will better
understand its utilization.
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Secondary Research
Secondary research is conducted through a review of literature related to the
utilization of CDBG funding for façade improvement activities among entitlement
communities and the main themes of the problem statement: compliance with regulations
and requirements and design of components for programming.
Primary Research
Primary research is conducted through a survey of the CDBG entitlement
communities in Massachusetts and case profiles from three selected communities. Data
and information are collected through telephone interviews guided by an original
questionnaire for the survey and document analysis for the case profiles. Analysis of
information is completed through descriptive statistics and content analysis of themes.
Assumptions
The assumptions of this study are that the survey instrument is a reliable and valid
instrument. Although it is an original questionnaire, it is based on grounded information.
It is also assumed that each participant interprets each question as the researcher has
designed them to be interpreted and answers the questions to the best of their professional
capacity.
Organization of Study
This study is organized into five chapters. Chapter 1 includes the introduction,
statement of the problem, purpose of the study, research questions, significance of the
study, and assumptions. Chapter 2 contains a review of literature related to the study.
Chapter 3 identifies the research design and methodology for conducting the study and
analyzing information and data. It includes a description of the participants, population,
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instrument, literature review, survey, case profiles, data collection method, and analysis.
Chapter 4 presents the results and discussion for this study. Chapter 5 includes a
summary of key findings, conclusions, and recommendations for future research and
practice.
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CHAPTER TWO:
LITERATURE REVIEW
Introduction
This chapter presents a review of literature regarding the utilization of CDBG
funding for facade improvement activities among entitlement communities. Through a
systematic search of the literature regarding the regulations of the CDBG program and
components of programming for façade improvement activities, various subtopics
emerged to review, including comprehensive planning, facades and their impacts, history
of federal funding for façade improvement, National Objectives of the CDBG program,
the Davis Bacon requirement, local capacity, financial strategies, design review, and
public-private partnerships. In addition to these topics, studies with similar goals of
investigating the utilization of CDBG funding for eligible activities were reviewed as
examples of design and methodology to replicate for this study.
Regulations and Requirements
Although powers of administration are granted to the local level for the CDBG
program, communities are required to comply with regulations and requirements (24 CFR
Part 570) set forth to receive federal funding (Thompson, 2012). Regulations and
requirements of the CDBG program demand that states and entitlement communities
undertake a comprehensive planning process that includes the development of a
Consolidated Plan, that all selected and funded eligible activities meet at least one of the
three National Objectives of the program, and that Davis Bacon be applied to projects
with costs over $2,000 (Basically CDBG, 2007).
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Comprehensive Planning
The National Housing Act of 1990, Title I, required communities to strategically
plan for housing to receive continued financial assistance from the federal government
(Basically CDBG, 2007; Gramish, 1998). In 1994, as an amendment to this act, the areas
of community development, homelessness, and poverty were added as additional required
components. The updated plan became what is now the Consolidated Plan, a document
that state and municipal CDBG programs are required to create and submit to HUD every
3-5 years. The requirement of a Consolidated Plan was the first time the federal
government required the submittal of a plan and related materials to provide
comprehensive analytically-based strategies for the use of federal funds (Gramish, 1998).
The first Consolidated Plan was submitted in 1995. It is within the Consolidated Plan that
community needs are identified as they relate to the eligible activities of the CDBG
program, goals are created, and strategies are outlined for future years. It is also in the
Consolidated Plan that the need for increasing the business activity in an area may be
identified, with the goal of improving vacancy rates, population business sales, and
values of buildings; façade improvement is noted as one strategy to achieve these goals.
The first required component in developing a Consolidated Plan is to conduct a
needs assessment through a citizen participatory process (Basically CDBG, 2007). Based
on the goals of the CDBG program in creating viable communities for primarily low to
moderate-income people, the process must include input from low to moderate-income
residents as well as stakeholders, including municipal departments and relevant local
committees and associations, and valid data sources to identify community needs as they
relate to the CDBG program’s eligible activities. Following identification of needs, needs
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are prioritized based on their urgency, the number of people who will benefit,
administrative and local capacity to complete the program or project, and available
financial resources to contribute to a project or program. From the prioritized needs,
goals are defined and strategies outlined. When completed, the Consolidated Plan serves
as the benchmark that states and municipal CDBG programs are to refer to each year
during the 3-5 year period for the selection of activities and needs to be addressed. To
receive federal funding each year, states and communities are required to also create and
submit an Annual Action Plan (AAP) to HUD. The AAP serves as the application for
federal funding, describes the eligible activities selected, funds allocated to activities, and
National Objectives met, and must make reference to the goals of the Consolidated Plan
that each activity is addressing (Basically CDBG, 2007; Economic Development Toolkit,
2010; Massachusetts Community Development Block Grant Program commercial
rehabilitation guide, 2007).
The second research question developed for this study asks, “Was façade
improvement an identified need in a plan?” This inquiry is intended to elicit evidence or
lack thereof of a comprehensive planning process when utilizing CDBG funding for
façade improvement activities among the entitlement communities.
Through the review, research regarding two exercises emerged to illustrate how
façade improvement may be identified as a need through a comprehensive planning
process. The two exercises are SWOT analysis and asset mapping.
SWOT analysis stands for Strengths, Weaknesses, Opportunities, and Threats and
is an activity whose origin lies within the private sector. Bryson and Roering investigated
the application of SWOT analysis to strategic planning as part of their research exploring
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the application of six private sector activities to public sector scenarios. Findings from
their analysis concluded that communities can successfully apply SWOT analysis to
strategic planning activities. Recommendations from their research include the
incorporation of action items and valid data in plans for better decision-making and
subsequent outcomes (Bryson & Roering, 2007).
Work by Shields and Farrigan provides a more in depth examination of SWOT
analysis and its application in practice, based on their direct work as consultants to
communities that are undertaking revitalization plans. SWOT analysis in practice as
described by Shields and Farrigan is a process in which community stakeholders are
encouraged to become active participants in the planning process to determine needs.
Active participation includes thinking, discussing, debating, and planning together, as
opposed to passive participation, which may only expect reading and offering
commentary (Shields & Farrigan, 2002). During SWOT exercises for revitalization
planning, both people and community factors are taken into consideration for their
strengths, opportunities, weaknesses, and threats.
Communities are encouraged to undertake physical and visual surveys of the
targeted areas for revitalization. The physical inventory includes identifying commercial
buildings and evaluating their conditions in terms of their strengths and weaknesses.
Buildings with negative appearances would be targeted for improvement. On completion
of the inventory, Shields and Farrigan recommend creating an action plan based on the
SWOT analysis findings. Action items encourage communities to outline the specific
work that needs to be done and create a timeline for progress to completion. This step
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aligns with the recommendations of Bryson and Roering (2007), who recommend
incorporating action items into a plan for better decision-making and outcomes.
From their direct work with communities, Shields and Farrigan developed a guide
and later a book, Welcome back downtown: A guide to revitalizing Pennsylvania’s small
downtowns (Shields & Farrigan, 2002). A SWOT analysis worksheet from the book is
included in Appendix E. Their work includes three case profiles conducted from façade
improvement projects completed in Perry, Pennsylvania by Newport Revitalization, Inc.
The case profiles describe the buildings’ present conditions and needs, work completed,
costs, sources of funds, and before and after pictures. Shields and Farrigan conclude from
their analysis of the case profiles that small improvements, such as façade improvement
activities, demonstrate to the community the earliest signs of progress in revitalization
efforts and result in generating enthusiasm for revitalization plans (Shields & Farrigan,
2002).
During a SWOT analysis exercise, buildings may be identified as strengths or
weaknesses and/or as opportunities or threats. If a building is considered as a strength
and/or opportunity, it is identified as a positive resource (Crowell, 2008). Being identified
as a positive resource, the building is considered an asset within the community (Crowell,
2008).
In addition to SWOT analysis, communities may engage in asset mapping. Asset
mapping is similar to SWOT analysis in that it is an exercise that encourages
communities to actively participate in determining the needs and resources within a
community. Asset mapping differs from SWOT analysis in that it focuses on identifying
positive resources, which can include people, structures, and landscapes. Through asset
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mapping exercises, buildings that are determined to be positive resources are identified as
assets, meaning the community believes they have value and are worth investing in and
making improvements to in order to preserve their value (Crowell, 2008). Through a case
study, Crowell analyzed the community planning process in several committees within
the City of Richmond, Virginia and their application of asset mapping to revitalization
planning. She concludes that asset mapping is a valuable tool for economic development
and community revitalization by identifying positive resources within the community
with the participation of committees. In studying the utilization of CDBG funding for
façade improvement activities, it is assumed that communities have identified the
buildings that will receive funding as positive resources that have value and are worth
investing in. SWOT analysis and asset mapping present two exercises that can easily be
integrated into the Consolidated Plan process and fulfill the CDBG comprehensive
planning requirement.
Façades and Storefronts
The façade of a building is the face of a building, especially the principle part that
looks out onto the street or open space, and the storefront is the façade by definition,
representing all the advertising and architectural intentions (Esperdy, 2008). For
buildings that have been identified as an asset, maintenance and improvement of the
exterior appearance is an investment into the building’s financial value and inherent value
to the community. In Modernizing main street architecture and consumer culture in the
New Deal, Gabrielle Esperdy (2008), associate professor of architecture at the New
Jersey Institute of Technology, presents her research regarding the history of façade
improvement during the New Deal era. Her work describes the various forms of value
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that facades and storefronts present to a community and society at large. During the
1920s, facades and storefronts went through a period of great modernization that included
tangible improvements very similar to today’s façade improvement efforts. Property and
business owners were encouraged to make upgrades to the interior and exterior of their
buildings. Exterior improvements included updating lighting, awnings, windows, signage,
and various decorative elements. These efforts not only introduced a number of new
products in lighting and design, but also increased business for architects, designers,
construction workers, and banks. These modernization efforts were encouraged by the
federal government and became public policy. The United States federal government’s
involvement with encouraging façade improvement dates back to 1934, when the
National Housing Act was passed and the Federal Housing Administration (FHA) and
Federal Savings and Loan Insurance Corporation (FSLIC) were established. The FHA
provides mortgage assistance to those who otherwise may not have been able to obtain a
mortgage and the FSLIC provided insurance to savings and loan corporations, making it
less risky for them to provide mortgage loans (Esperdy, 2008). Making improvements to
buildings and storefronts in downtown areas became a strategy to boost consumer
confidence in the economy. New and improved looking buildings were believed to elicit
positive sentiments. The idea of eliciting positive sentiment aligns with the conclusion of
Shields and Farrigan (2002) that even the smallest improvements will bring about
enthusiasm for revitalization efforts within a community. Physical improvements in
buildings are visible to the public and demonstrate that an investment is being made in
the area. Esperdy includes the sentiments of Randolph William Sexton, a contributor to
the magazine American Architect. Sexton was a great supporter of modernization and
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believed that the architectural treatment of the shop should be as modern as the wares that
are in it. He promoted modernization through his writings for the magazine and
encouraged businesses to keep up with current trends; otherwise, they would be
considered outdated to the consumer (Esperdy, 2008). Esperdy concludes that little
research has been conducted on facades and storefronts and yet they are the first external
stimuli a consumer sees. For Sexton and Esperdy, buildings were not only considered
financial and community assets, but also as consumer products, something which
provides an experience and even a sense of pleasure to the consumer or passerby. The
newness of an old building is as important in attracting style-conscious tenants and
customers as the product being sold in it and is thought to have a direct impact on the
business activity within the building. Esperdy’s research is a significant contribution to
the understanding of how façades present a variety of values to a community and how
they have the ability to elicit human emotions and improve business conditions by
spurring on various businesses. Her work also provides a historical context of public
policy for modernization efforts of facades and storefronts. Today’s storefronts continue
to be considered a commodity, something of value, in that they elicit emotions and
provide something useful to the store itself besides being a door, window, or light.
Modernizing a storefront was referred to as “surface restyling” and often included such
work as the removal of architectural details, addition of lights, and new signs. These
activities are equivalent to any current storefront improvement program and would be
eligible to be funded using CDBG funds.
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Impacts of Façade Improvement
As part of the Consolidated and Furthering Continuation Appropriations Act, the
General Accounting Office (GAO) reviewed the effectiveness of the CDBG program and
its performance metrics. The review was conducted through a review of related literature
published since 1995. Findings from the review found that there has been very little
research conducted to study the impacts of utilizing CDBG funds for activities (Shear,
2012). This finding directly relates to the problem statement of this study regarding the
lack of data and information available for CDBG entitlement communities to rely on to
make informed decisions. Additional findings from the report include the
recommendation to include creating action items and reviewing data for better decisionmaking into planning, which are aligned to the findings of Bryson and Roering (2007).
Two studies from the University of Wisconsin provide a variety of significant
information regarding the impacts of façade improvement. By understanding the impacts
of façade improvements, communities can have a better understanding of the outcomes of
their investment. In 1986, Dick, Murray, and Somersan examined the impacts of façade
improvement through a qualitative study in which a survey among business owners was
conducted utilizing a questionnaire to collect data. In their study, The effects of storefront
improvement: A report of a 1986 study of Wisconsin retail business which had made
façade improvements during the previous five years, 89 businesses responded to the
study’s questionnaire and 74% reported an increase in sales since façade improvements
were made to buildings. The findings also noted that most business owners who made
façade improvements also later made streetscape and interior improvements. When asked
why they had made the changes, 58 business owners reported wanting an improved
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appearance and 17 business owners reported making general repairs (Dick et al., 1986).
Business owners also reported that customers noted the improvements, which echoed the
findings of Shields and Farrigan (2002) and Esperdy (2008) that consumers notice
improvements. Property owners also reported an increase in the value of their property
after making improvements and that a multiplier effect occurred in the area with other
businesses making similar improvements (Dick et al., 1986). Eight years later in 2014,
research continued in Wisconsin regarding the impacts of façade improvement through
analysis of 24 mini case studies (Ryan, Greil, Sarver, Lawniczak, & Welty, 2014). The
research was supported by the Univeristy of Wisconsin-Extension and the Wisconsin
Economic Development Corporation. Twenty-four storefront improvement projects and
their impacts over a 15 year period were analyzed with the goal of creating a guide for
business and community leaders regarding façade improvement. The case profiles
presented are similar to the case profiles conducted by Shields and Farrigan (2002) in
their scope and limited time frame studied. The case profiles include before and after
pictures, a brief discussion describing the project, a description of work completed, and
the financial investment made, including the the source and amount of funding. These
case profiles, combined with the case profiles Shields and Farriagn analyzed, served as a
template for the three case profiles conducted for this study.
Findings from Ryan et al.’s (2014) work indicated that improvements made to
facades resulted in increasing business activity in the buildings, increasing cost of rent,
buildings being converted for better uses, additional investments being made in the area,
buildings increasing in value, and residents reporting a greater sense of pride in the area.
Their findings replicated many of the findings from the previous study in Wisconsin. The
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study also noted that small improvements can translate into positive outcomes, similar to
what Esperdy (2008) and Shields and Farrigan (2002) noted from their findings. A
weakness of the two studies from Wisconsin is the lack of hard financial data regarding
increases in sales figures or business activity. The authors mention that there is a lack of
research studying the impacts of façade improvement activities and that having this
information would assist decision-makers in the community regarding outcomes of their
investments.
Improving the appearance of a storefront with a new coat of paint is an
inexpensive improvement for communities to make on a building or storefront, and an
activity such as this would be eligible for CDBG funding. In Placing color: Architectural
color & façade improvement programs in commercial corridor revitalization in
Philadelphia, Erica Maust (2013) examined the impacts of applying only a new coat of
paint on the exterior of a building in an economically depressed area of Philadelphia.
Although the projects she reviewed did not receive CDBG funding, but instead received
funding from a local storefront improvement program, the impacts are applicable to this
study regarding the CDBG program (Maust, 2013). Findings from Maust’s work repeat
the findings from Shields and Farrigan (2002) and Esperdy (2008) in reporting that small
improvements such as a new coat of paint can affect a person’s psyche about a place. The
simple application of fresh paint on a building can signal to a community that an
investment is being made and that someone wants to maintain the building’s value. Maust
found that investing in a community communicates to the residents that people care about
their community. Based on the idea that repopulation and redevelopment strategies are
designed to attract residents, businesses, jobs, and visitors, Maust chose population
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growth and vacancy rates as the indicators of a positive impact for her study (Maust,
2013). Her findings indicate that there was an increase in repopulation and
redevelopment after application of new paint to buildings. Maust’s findings and those of
the Wisconsin studies are replicated in several additional studies.
Similar to the variable Maust utilized to understand the impact of the application
of new paint, researchers Mullin and Kotval utilized occupancy rates as an indicator of a
positive outcome for making storefront improvements in their work, Measuring the
effectiveness of downtown revitalization strategies (Mullin & Kotval, 2003). Mullin and
Kotval employed a survey in which interviews were conducted with planners from seven
California cities to understand business owners’ involvement and needs with
revitalization programs, which included façade improvement. Findings reported the needs
of business owners, which included wanting increased occupancy rates, diversity of uses
in the area, improved aesthetic conditions, increase in market capture, better connections
between the built and natural environments, strength in organization of management, and
minimized effects of the Internet and E-commerce with improvements made to the area.
Kotval adds that positive indicators and intensive use of corridors would be reflected in
population growth, demographic changes, and residential vacancy rates and would
suggest more productive usage of the buildings. In combination, these variables represent
improved living conditions and economic growth (Mullin & Kotval, 2003).
There is an abundance of literature regarding the positive economic impacts of
maintaining historic buildings. The National Historic Preservation’s Dollar and Sense
bulletin provides research reports on historic preservation trends. In 2013, it reported that
communities in which improvements were made to the exterior of historic buildings
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reported an increase in the value of their buildings, increases in sales for storefront
businesses, sales increases exceeding increases in local taxes, improvements attracting
new businesses, and more shoppers traveling to target areas. In addition, participants in
improvement efforts were often motivated to make additional improvements (such as
interior spaces or product lines), and owners/tenants of properties and businesses in
surrounding areas were motivated to make improvements (Facca, 2003). Another variable
that has been utilized to review the impacts of exterior improvements is population
change. In his study regarding vacant property, policies, and practice, John Kromer
utilized Census data to analyze population changes and increased property values. Using
the Census data, he concluded based on increased population and property values that
making improvements to the exterior of buildings was an indicator of positive impacts
(Kromer, 2002).
In 2005, Gabrielle Esperdy reviewed the impacts of the federal government’s
modernization program during the 1930s in The odd-job alleyway of building:
Modernization, marketing, and architectural practice in the 1930s. Her findings report
that modernization efforts spurred interest from architects and building material
manufacturers for the development of new lights, awnings, and other materials utilized in
storefronts and commercial spaces, as well as increased lending from banks (Esperdy,
2005).
In The role of local governments in economic development survey findings from
North Carolina, Jonathon Morgan (2009) from the University of North Carolina
researched how local governments can bring positive change to inner city areas. Through
a review of policies, he concluded that if communities follow retail-friendly policies that
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include storefront improvement programs that offer funds to update lighting and the
aesthetics of the exterior of a building, outcomes will be positive. He further concludes
that small improvements all contribute to a large cumulative effect, again echoing the
sentiments of Shields and Farrigan (2002) and Esperdy (2008). Morgan’s study included
conducting a survey among businesses to obtain information regarding various methods
of assistance communities can offer retailers to promote the physical appearance and
economic rejuvenation of an area. Financing and/or tax rebates for improvements were
two methods that were identified by retailers. For this study, CDBG funding provides
financial assistance in the form of a loan, grant, or combination of both. Morgan’s
findings conclude that retailers reported that physical improvements are very important
and contribute to shopper-friendly environments that attract more shoppers and, at the
same time, make residents and merchants feel good about their neighborhood. Again, the
psychological impact of making improvements is documented as a positive impact
(Morgan, 2009).
Brenda Spencer’s (1995) Master’s thesis An analysis of the economic impact of
physical improvements on retail sales was the only research study reviewed that included
actual financial information (in the form of retail sales figures) regarding the outcomes of
storefront improvement funding strategies. Spencer analyzed several case studies and
reviewed the impacts of three improvements: signs, awnings, and/or interior
improvements. Most of the businesses were retail, with one being a restaurant. The cost
of improvements ranged from $10,000 to $60,000, with over half being between $10,000
and $20,000. The facade improvement was 20-30% of the total costs. All businesses
surveyed reported an increase in sales after improvements were made and all business
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owners attributed that to the improvements. In addition, all the businesses reported
experiencing favorable customer response and considered the improvement to be an
investment. More studies such as Spencer’s, conducted with regard to CDBG funding and
the financial outcomes of investment, would be valuable for communities to review
during their decision-making process.
History of Financial Assistance for Façade Improvement
The Consolidated Plan requires the identification of community needs, description
of goals, and an outline of strategies based on the eligible activities that the CDBG
permits to fund. Providing financial assistance to property or business owners is one
strategy communities may undertake to address needs for façade improvement with the
goal of improving the business activity in the area. The United States federal
government’s involvement with encouraging façade improvement dates back to 1934,
when the National Housing Act was passed and the FHA and FSLIC were established.
The FHA provides mortgage assistance to those who otherwise may not have been able to
obtain a mortgage, and the FSLIC provided insurance to savings and loan corporations,
making it less risky for them to provide mortgage loans (Esperdy, 2008). As documented
in her book, Modernizing main street architecture and consumer culture in the New Deal,
Gabrielle Esperdy (2008) provides her research on the federal government’s role in
promotion of façade improvement activities through legislative and fiscal initiatives that
encouraged lending and spending during this era. The initative of the FHA’s Modernize
Main Street program was to boost consumer confidence in the economy while improving
downtown areas through revitalizing mainstreet. The program shares similarity to the
CDBG program in being a federal initaitive for economic development on the local level.
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The Modernize Main Street program assisted the banking industry through providing
federal loans to businesses and created outcomes in increasing sales and producing a
variety of products that would be used in storefronts. These efforts would also assist in
creating jobs for people (Esperdy, 2008). Esperdy’s work contributes to highlighting the
federal government’s role in economic development and economic development
incentives. Esperdy reports that the FHA, as authorized, provided insurance to private
lenders against losses on low-interest loans made for the modernization of existing
residential and non-residential buildings. To promote the modernization of nonresidential buildings, the FHA embarked on an ambitious public relations campaign,
entitled the Modernization Credit Plan, to promote building modernization as a curative
to the woes of the Depression. During this time, building modernization became public
policy. This promotion is also evident in the CDBG goal of creating viable communities,
which has many roots in the Modernization Credit Plan. Through modernization, not only
would buildings be updated, but a variety of products and building industries would be
promoted and subsequently instill job creation and stimulate the economy. How and why
the FHA promoted the modernization program is relevant to this study. The
Modernization Credit Plan was meant to stimulate the building trades and was public
policy. This plan, as Esperdy describes, focused not only on the outcomes of the number
of storefronts improved or the financial outcomes of the businesses, but also on public
sentiments and confidence in the economy. Façade improvement of buildings and local
storefronts is a relatively small effort, as noted by Maust (2013) and Morgan (2009).
As noted, the federal government offered insurance to lending institutions for the
modernization of homes and commercial buildings through its Modernization Loan
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Insurance Program (Esperdy, 2005). In 1940, Joseph Coppock researched this program in
The modernization loan insurance program for the now closed National Bureau of
Economic Research (Coppock, 1940). Coppock reports, as Esperdy did, that the program
was created to stimulate recovery in the economy, relieve unemployment, improve homes,
facilitate the flow of money from its present sources to the point of need without the
excessive use of government financing, and funnel funds through the Federal
Government and back into the market (Coppock, 1940). The approach was not only
commendable from the standpoint of the National Budget, but was also important from
the standpoint of preserving and stimulating the private money market and private
lending institutions so that they could more quickly assume the burden of normal
financial institutions. Confidence in lending institutions was paramount to stimulating the
economy. Coppock analyzed data regarding the institutions that utilized the program. The
purpose of this research was to understand who was utilizing this new federal program
and how it was being utilized. His findings revealed that financial institutions utilized the
program, but that the utilization of the program was low. Of the 11,945 financial
institutions that signed up for the program, only 6,433 actually used it to insure loans.
Although Coppock’s research was conducted years ago, his work is relevant and remains
timely to this study in its similarity of purpose regarding reviewing the utilization of a
federal program and, more specifically, a loan program. Coppock speculates that the low
utilization of the program may have been due to the regulations borrowers needed to
comply with and the strict guidelines for the kind of property that was acceptable for the
program. Compliance with regulations is a central theme of this study’s problem
statement and research questions. Coppock also concludes that the economic capacity of
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the borrower contributed to low utilization, as did the state of the property that was to be
improved. These issues resonate with the utilization of CDBG funds for façade
improvement activities. Most façade improvement activities are for small businesses and
property owners and many have limited excess capital to pay monthly loans or initial
payments for financing. Financial capacity reduces the risk banks take in lending.
Another consideration that Coppock identified was the administrative details that
institutions would be required to comply with to participate in the program. This issue is
also relevant in the utilization of the CDBG program, as the administrative details can be
overwhelming for administrators. The idea of insurance was also a relatively new concept
in the 1930s and many lending institutions were suspicious of its validity and business
owners of its use. Of the 6,433 institutions that did participate in the program, 90% were
large institutional banks. Coppock’s work highlights the challenges federal programs
have in practice and the importance of conducting research to understand how they are
being utilized and if they are creating the intended outcomes.
National Objectives
In addition to the requirement of creating a Consolidated Plan, all eligible
activities selected for funding by municipalities must meet at least one of the three
National Objectives of the CDBG program. The three National Objectives are: (1) benefit
persons of low to moderate income, (2) aid in the prevention of slum and blight, and (3)
meet an urgent need (Basically CDBG, 2007). Façade improvement activities meet the
first two National Objectives.
Meeting the first National Objective of the CDBG program, benefitting low to
moderate-income people, can be accomplished either by benefitting people on an area
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basis by funding projects identified in low to moderate-income census tracts or by
retaining or creating jobs for low to moderate-income people through a project or
program. Research regarding how communities meet the National Objectives of the
CDBG program is absent from the literature, thereby leaving another gap regarding the
components of the CDBG program. For this review, a systematic review of literature
regarding the National Objectives was undertaken, searching the words and phrases
National Objectives, CDBG, area benefit, census tracts, jobs, and job creation. Obtaining
information regarding how communities meet the National Objectives set forth for the
program is an integral theme of the problem statement and research questions of this
study.
Benefitting low to moderate-income people on an area basis highlights the placebased intention of the CDBG program. It qualifies this objective in that the commercial
district and businesses will benefit low to moderate-income residents.
Funding projects within an intended area, in the case of the CDBG program a
qualified census tract where low to moderate-income people live, is a form of strategic
targeting of investment. Related literature regarding strategic targeting of investment is
reviewed and discussed for a deeper understanding of this topic. In the report
Commercial corridors: A strategic investment framework for Philadelphia, strategic
investment initiatives were examined through a variety of interventions that were
implemented in several commercial corridors of Philadelphia. The study specifically
reviewed Exterior Commercial Improvements and Business Property Improvements.
Findings from examining these two variables suggested that business property
improvements resulted in higher real estate values than exterior commercial
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improvements (Esconsult Corporation, 2009). Where to strategically invest funding is an
important question that communities should discuss when developing a Consolidated
Plan.
The CDBG program promotes both people and place-based strategies to achieve
the goals of creating viable communities. The place-based option of the National
Objective of benefitting low to moderate-income people requires that the project be
located in a census tract identified by HUD as having at least 51% low to moderateincome residents (as identified by the Census). The people-based option requires creating
or retaining jobs for low to moderate-income people (American Community Survey,
2013; Census, 2010).
For the area benefit option, utilizing funds on an area basis is often an issue of
debate as to how and where funds should be spent within a municipality. The debate
often centers on whether CDBG funds should be spent throughout a municipality, making
a number of small contributions to several projects among the qualified census tracts, or
limited to only a few areas within the municipality, making a larger impact. This topic is
relevant to façade improvement within a community. Often several storefronts abutting
each other are in need of improvement and the goal should perhaps be to improve all of
them at the same time rather than make façade improvements piecemeal throughout a
municipality. Revitalization plans often call for improving the entire commercial district
to make a larger impact.
Several studies have highlighted the value of strategically targeting investments.
In Targeting investments for neighborhood revitalization, authors Galster, Tatian, and
Accordino (2008) explore targeting financial resources to specific areas. Their research
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concerns work in the City of Richmond, Virginia, which has employed targeting city,
state, and federal resources to specific neighborhoods versus equally allocating them
among several eligible neighborhoods. The study reviewed the use of public funds and
their application through a block-by-block data driven process in specific neighborhoods,
which included prioritizing neighborhoods’ needs. Buildings were regarded as important
assets and their conditions were reviewed and provided the data for prioritization. The
authors note that targeting resources to certain areas is a topic of debate, politically and
socially. Politically, constituents want money spent in their own neighborhoods, and
socially, advocates want funds allocated to the most needy residents through programs
and projects wherever they live within the municipality. The Mayor of Richmond
supported the block-by-block targeted approach to spending, which the researchers
conclude was critical for carrying out the program. The strategic investment approach
was a thought out program and is an example of an effective planning process (Galster et
al., 2008). The study utilized an increase in housing prices to analyze the outcomes. The
findings noted that in blocks that received the targeted funds, large impacts were noted
through increased home prices and additional investments made in the area. The authors
conclude that strategic planning requires leadership and planning, involvement with
stakeholders, and capacity to administer the various funding sources. The work also
presents the idea of using an increase in housing prices as an indicator of a positive
outcome of revitalization efforts, which is an example of gathering data to demonstrate
outcomes versus number of people benefitting from the project or program. In contrast,
their findings concluded that sprinkling funds throughout the city did not make a
difference in terms of housing prices.
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Three years later, in 2011, Dale E. Thomson also reviewed the issue of strategic
geographic targeting of investment and concluded that asset mapping and prioritization of
needs should be included in the discussion of where to invest public funds (Thomson,
2011). In his article, Strategic geographical targeting in community development:
Examining the congruence of the political institutional and technical factor, Thompson
refers to this process as “Efficiency Based Targeting.”
Research regarding benefitting low to moderate-income people through job
creation and retention (LMJ), as it relates to this study, is also absent from the literature.
This National Objective is designed to promote the creation or retention of permanent
jobs. To utilize CDBG funds with the intention of creating or retaining jobs, at least 51%
of the employees within the business must be low to moderate-income qualified
(Basically CDBG, 2007). To retain jobs, documentation must be provided that jobs
would have been lost without CDBG assistance and that one or both of the following
applies to 51% of the jobs: the job is held by an LM person and it will be retained in the
future. Façade improvement, in terms of this study, is an economic development activity
and not a business development activity; therefore, job creation and retention is less
likely to be a result.
The second National Objective of the CDBG program that is applicable to façade
improvement activities concerns the elimination and prevention of slum and blight. To
utilize CDBG funds, a building or buildings must fulfill HUD’s criteria regarding the
definition of slum and blight. Research regarding the utilization of CDBG funding for the
elimination and prevention of slum and blight is absent from the literature. Related
research has been reviewed regarding the issues of slum and blight and the debate
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surrounding its use, in order to contribute to the understanding of slum and blight within
the CDBG program.
Aiding in the prevention of slum and blight has been a goal of the federal
government’s since the Great Depression (Esperdy, 2008). However, the subject is
controversial due to the subjective definition of blight and the use of declaring an area or
a building as being blighted. Communities must first document the conditions of a
building or buildings for review by HUD in order to know whether they meet this
National Objective. Documenting the work of qualifying a building or buildings as slum
and blight takes time and experience. An individual property may also qualify as being
blighted under a spot blight designation. This work is the responsibility of the local
municipality.
The fight against blight and the federal government’s involvement with this issue
is the topic of research in John Cook’s (1959) The battle against blight. His work
provides an explanation of how and why the federal government became involved in
“fighting blight” (Cook, 1959). Cook describes how decreasing values of commercial
properties in cities decreased the commercial tax base and affected cities’ revenue. He
explains that defining a property as being blighted encouraged and allowed the building
industry to become involved in the “fight against blight” during the years of urban
renewal. Urban renewal laws were first adopted by states rather than by federal
governments. The laws pertaining to encouraging private financial institutions to
participate in slum clearance and redevelopment assisted two industries, banking and
construction. These laws also led to the establishment of redevelopment corporations
controlled wholly by local governments, which could then sell or lease the area to be
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redeveloped to private redevelopment corporations. Many of the original redevelopment
corporations or development authorities remain today.
In Blighting the way: Urban renewal, economic development, Colin Gordon
(2004) reviews the definition of blight and its application during the 1970s for urban
renewal projects. He fast forwards to today and describes how blight continues to be
utilized by developers and communities for projects utilizing tax increment financing and
the CDBG slum and blight designation. Gordon explains that, due to the elusive
definition of blight, many developers and business people have benefitted from declaring
a property as being blighted over the years. Developers often use blight as a reason to
demolish a building or change its footprint. This issue of blight is also controversial in its
use for CDBG projects because it is being evaluated utilizing HUD’s definition of blight.
Davis Bacon
In addition to following a comprehensive planning process with the creation of a
Consolidated Plan document and meeting at least one of the National Objectives,
commercial rehabilitation activities that have costs over $2,000 dollars using federal
funds must adhere to Davis Bacon requirements. The Davis Bacon Act, passed in 1931,
requires work to be completed by unionized workers and that these workers be paid the
prevailing wage. The Davis Bacon requirement is an issue for economic development
activities utilizing CDBG funding. Research completed by The Institute for Justice states
that the original goal of the requirement was to prevent immigrant laborers from
competing with unionized white workers during the Great Depression (Institute for
Justice, 1993). That sentiment remains today for many non-unionized workers, as they
remain shut out of competing for work, and because the requirement increases the cost of
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projects for cities and towns utilizing federal and state funds. In Dunn, Quigley, and
Rosenthal’s study on The effect of prevailing wage requirements on the cost of low
income housing, the issue of the increase in costs for a project due to Davis Bacon is the
topic of their research and is studied through a review of affordable housing projects. The
researchers conclude that costs were increased due to Davis Bacon, but also state that it is
difficult to analyze such information due to each project being different and the variety of
laborers being hired. Their work also attempted to generalize the idea that Davis Bacon
affects overall development of housing projects due to the increased costs. Again, this
idea is difficult to prove, as the researchers point out, due to the number of factors that
are involved with developing affordable housing projects. Each property is different. In
opposition to this view of increased costs due to Davis Bacon is the building and
construction industry. In 1988, during the subcommittee meeting on the impact of the
Davis Bacon Act on CDBG and UDAG Programs, AFL-CIO Construction Trades
Council President Robert Georgine testified that the many studies that have reported
increased costs due to the Davis Bacon Act are erroneous. His belief is that there is a
failure to consider the full range of costs and benefits that may be associated with Davis
Bacon prevailing wage requirements. He described the benefits, including the
maintenance of the integrity of local wage standards, assuring high quality construction,
reducing future maintenance, stimulating the use of more productive labor, and aiding the
recruitment and training and of skilled labor, as rarely, if ever, quantified. He states that
the benefits side of the ledger is ignored. He concludes by saying that Davis Bacon
requirements may actually produce a cost savings over the useful life of a construction
project, which is not matched by construction projects not subject to Davis Bacon
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requirements (Subcommittee, 2013). His argument is based on the belief that union
workers are more skilled workers. In 1993, the Institute for Justice filed a lawsuit
challenging the constitutionality of the Davis Bacon Act on behalf of a minority-owned,
non-union contracting firm. In their suit, they stated that the act prevents a variety of nonunionized laborers from participating in federal projects and serves no purpose to date. In
2002, the U.S. District Court for the District of Columbia ruled against the contractors.
Components of Programming for Façade Improvement Activities
Local Capacity
Due to the powers of administration being granted to the local level, capacity to
comply with the regulations of the CDBG program and design appropriate programming
for activities is a critical component of successfully utilizing the funding. In addition to
capacity, it is also a great responsibility on the part of the municipality. Capacity is one of
the integral themes of the problem statement that this study explores. Shortly after the
CDBG program was established in 1974, several studies investigated the ability of the
program to function in practice, and special attention was given to researching the local
municipalities’ ability to administer the program and make important decisions regarding
the utilization of federal funds for eligible activities. William Frej and Harry Specht of
the University of California researched these implications a year after the CDBG program
was established. As one of a few federal programs that devolved powers to the local level,
Frej and Specht sought to understand how the program was working in practice. Findings
from their analysis noted that municipalities reported challenges in administering the
program and specifically with the variety of professional skills needed to successfully
carry out the tasks (Frej & Specht, 1976). Their work was shortly followed by the work
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of Richard Nathan and Paul Dommel, who posed the question, what kind of
intergovernmental relations were anticipated under the CDBG program? They sought to
understand whether there was any discussion or debate of anticipated challenges and the
work expected (Nathan & Dommel, 1977). Nathan and Dommel’s research reviews the
political climate during the time the CDBG was established and seeks evidence or
information regarding whether any thought was put into what a devolved program would
look like in practice, how such a program would function in practice, and the
responsibilities that the local municipality would assume. The authors indicate that by
devolving the program, the federal government had unleashed its administrative
responsibility yet maintained strict control through the imposed regulations. The
relationship was defined as being a hybrid: a decentralized instrument with many
centralized features. The same year Nathan and Dommel’s work was published, Donald
Kettl also contributed to the discussion on the ramifications of devolutionary policy and
the newly created CDBG program. Kettl chose to go in a different direction from
previous work that sympathized with the municipalities’ burden of administration and,
instead, questioned whether municipalities had the capability to make the best decisions
and use federal funds appropriately. He noted the power and responsibilities that the
administrator and political powers would assume and questioned whether they would be
the best decision-makers for the municipality. In 2004, 30 years after the CDBG program
was established, Kenneth Feingold revisited the issue of local capacity to make the best
decisions for the community when utilizing federal funding when he published his study
on the history of block grants. Through his review, Feingold concluded that the shift in
policy did require administrative capacity, as well as skills in planning and analytics, and
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that the issue of local capacity remains a concern today, especially with the increase in
regulations each year (Feingold, 2004). The central premise is that the effectiveness of
the execution of federal programs depends crucially upon the competence of community
institutions to plan, initiate, and coordinate (Rosenfield, 1979). It is at the community
level that projects and activities are planned. It is there that goals and priorities are set.
The successful implementation of federal domestic programs at the local level is probably
the greatest challenge today to both federal and local officials.
Funding Strategies
In receiving the powers of administration, municipalities are granted the authority
to select activities and design programming for the CDBG program. Programming of
façade improvement activities includes determining the funding strategy to offer business
and property owners. The strategy may include providing a loan, grant, or combination of
both to a property or business owner (Commercial Rehabilitation Guide, 2003). Research
regarding these funding strategies using CDBG funds is lacking from the literature. A
particular objective of this study is to obtain information about communities’ choices and
designs of funding strategy and to understand the strengths and weaknesses of each one.
Selecting the funding strategy for economic development activities requires
capacity among the administration and an understanding of the strengths and weaknesses
of different strategies; each strategy is a trade-off for the community and business owner
(Economic Development Toolkit, 2010). A grant is a simple transaction providing access
to capital without a cost to the applicant and has very low risk for the business owner, but
high risk for the community regarding the return on the investment and the completion
and fulfillment of the project. Communities can reduce their risk by offering
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reimbursement grants where the applicant initially assumes the costs and funding is
provided when the project is completed. The community must determine the financing
tool that works best for them, the amount it will provide, and the process through which it
will be given. A loan is more complicated than a grant. It does still involve some risk for
the community if the business or property owner defaults on the loan, but risk is reduced
compared to a grant, in that the business and property owners are paying back the funds.
Administratively, communities must determine the amount of the loan, the rate of interest,
the process of collection, and a reporting system for payments. Because many banks do
not want to offer small loan amounts, many CDBG communities become the lenders for
façade improvement activities. Revolving loan funds are often created to provide funding
for façade improvement activities and are permitted under the CDBG program. Literature
regarding the CDBG program and revolving loans is limited to date. In 2002, a final
report was written, titled Public-sector loans to private-sector businesses: An assessment
of HUD-supported local economic development lending activities (Walker et al., 2002).
Although the report focuses on third party lending, its findings report that loans are more
risky and communities do experience problems with repayment (Walker et al., 2002).
Each community must take both the benefits and risks of each financial strategy and also
local capacity to administer the strategy into consideration.
Design Review
To make any improvements to a façade or storefront, property and/or business
owners must often follow the local design guidelines of the community. Many
communities have bylaws or ordinances that outline the details required when making
façade improvements. The Massachusetts Community Development Block Grant
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Program commercial rehabilitation guide (2007) recommends including local design
guidelines when engaging in commercial rehabilitation programs as part of an overall
long-term community and economic development strategy for commercial rehabilitation
activities. This recommendation is based on the idea that design review ordinances,
bylaws, or recommendations for façade improvement are based on what the community
values aesthetically in a building. The idea of design review ordinances and bylaws being
mandated is challenged and explored by Reiko Habe in her work Public design control in
American cities (Habe, 2010). Habe questions the idea and purpose of community design
guidelines in terms of asking why they are really in place. Habe conducts a study in
which she reviews design review practice in 66 American cities and examines the
effectiveness of the public design control method utilizing design guidelines and design
review procedures. Effectiveness was evaluated by the method’s ability to communicate
the concept of the community character compatibility and mechanisms for control (Reiko,
2010). Habe explores the idea of public design control through her research findings and
notes that sometimes the design review components which the community has created in
the bylaws and ordinances are not really what the community desires all the time. She
suggests that the community should be more open to review buildings on a case-by-case
basis, allowing for design to be created outside of the design guidelines and more suited
to the individual project and the area. Habe’s work is relevant to this study in that
revitalization plans for commercial districts are often created with the goal of developing
a new identity for the area, but with design guidelines in place, any significant changes
are restricted aesthetically. Reiko encourages residents to become involved with design
review, attend meetings, and think on a case-by-case basis regarding changes to
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properties and the desires of business owners to make unique changes to their buildings.
These ideas are relevant to this thesis in that façade improvement activities usually must
go through a design review process and the applicant must participate in the review
process as part of receiving their permit to make improvements. Prior to making any
changes in the façade of a building or storefront, applicants are often required to
participate in design review as part of the permitting process. The design review process
for façade improvement activities includes a presentation of the plan. Communities that
require design review provide guidelines for applicants to follow, and most of these are
even online. Communities are strongly encouraged to use design standards in order to
avoid the aesthetic consequences of an uncoordinated program. Habe’s work is very
relevant to façade improvement programs in that it challenges the status quo of design
review.
Public-Private Partnerships
The CDBG program is designed to foster public-private partnerships through its
intention of not being the sole funding source for projects and programs, but instead is
intended to supplement other funding sources (Basically CDBG, 2007). Policy Brief #8,
entitled Downtown development: Key trends and practices, by the Public Policy Research
Center reported that of the seven key trends for economic development and successful
downtown development, the use of public-private partnerships is listed as trend #4
(Robertson, 2001). The brief concludes that public-private partnerships are an integral
part of successful downtown development and that city governments can contribute to
successful downtown development by making downtown improvement a high priority,
including it in comprehensive plans and budgeting processes, and investing in and
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providing financial incentives to businesses, such as low-interest loans. This conclusion
is in alignment with the goals of the CDBG program. The brief also reports that, by
offering loans, the local community is demonstrating to local businesses that they want to
assist them with improvement and are interested in their value, echoing the sentiments of
Esperdy (2008) and Maust (2013). Although façade improvement activities are usually
not large, expensive, or complicated activities, it is still important to plan for these
activities and engage the community in a community participatory process.
In Public private partnerships in U.S. cities, a historical perspective for the
establishment of public-private partnerships, especially as it relates to economic
development activities during the 1980s, is reviewed and explained by researchers
Walzer and York (1998). Through their study, Walzer and York document how the
economic and political changes during the 1980s created the emergence of local private
investment. Their research describes that during this time, the country was experiencing a
recession, and conservative national public polices brought many changes in the
approaches to financing services and rebuilding local economies. Many cities
experienced high rates of unemployment and vacant storefronts and commercial
buildings. These trends caused local officials and community leaders to recognize that
economic revitalization of cities rested more with local initiatives than with actions from
higher governments (Walzer & York, 1998). Walzer and York’s work expands on the
work of Gabrielle Esperdy (2008), who highlighted the federal government’s role in
improving the economy and working with local businesses in researching the role of local
governments in improving the local economy.
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In addition to understanding the public role within a public-private partnership, it
is important to understand the private sector’s role. In Rethinking commercial
revitalization: A neighborhood small business perspective (Sutton, 2009), the value of
small business owners as stakeholders in the planning process is investigated and
acknowledged within the partnership. Utilizing a case methodology, small business
owners in Fort Green, Brooklyn were studied for their role in the comprehensive planning
process and commercial revitalization through the establishment of a merchant
association, the Bogolean Merchant Association. The case study revealed that the
association was found to be an institutional voice for the retailers, who had been
exclusively left out of the planning process in prior years. The association paid special
attention to spending time not only with other business owners, but also with
governmental agencies and stakeholders. As a result, the group formed political strength
from which they could voice their opinions and participate in the comprehensive planning
process of their business district. The analysis of the Bogolean Merchant Association
demonstrates the importance of including the private sector’s voice within the planning
process (Sutton, 2009). This study compliments Stacey Sutton’s study in which business
owners described their needs.
Surveying the needs of business owners as well as residents reveals important
data and information that should be taken into consideration in revitalization plans. In
studying the Inner-City Strips of California, a survey was conducted among merchants in
regards to what their needs were and what types of assistance they believed would assist
them. Among the recommendations they made were economic assistance, physical
improvements, and safety enhancement. Few of the establishments had received any
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government assistance to date. The merchants were also questioned about their desire to
form a merchant association similar to the Bogolean. The merchants believed that they
would not be a force for change when acting alone, but when working as a group, that
they would be able to exert more power and play a role in the planning process. A
merchant association was formed among the merchants and eventually the association
became involved in the planning process, similar to the Bogolean Merchant Association
(Loukaitou-Sideris, 2000). During the planning process, merchants were asked to map
out their areas using asset mapping exercises and to identify groups of people they came
into contact with. They also participated in SWOT exercises, in which they identified
their own strengths and weakness and those of the surrounding businesses and the
community. This study not only emphasized that business owners should participate in
the planning process, but that they too are assets within the community. In utilizing
CDBG funding for façade improvement activities, the program is encouraging the
development of public-private partnerships for more successful outcomes.
Similar Studies
Absent from the literature was specific research regarding the utilization of
CDBG funding for façade improvement activities. However, two studies with similar
intentions were discovered and reviewed for their research design and methodology and
presenting validity for this study having a place in the body of literature regarding the
CDBG program. These two studies are Redeveloping brownfields: How states and
localities use CDBG funds and Study of HUD’s section 108 loan guarantee program
(Econometrica, Inc., 2012; Research Triangle Institute, 1998). Both studies were
conducted to gain information regarding the utilization of CDBG funds for a particular
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eligible activity or program. Redeveloping brownfields: How states and localities use
CDBG funds was conducted to gain information regarding the amount of knowledge and
awareness communities had about the CDBG program and its use for brownfield
development, and Study of HUD’s section 108 loan guarantee program was conducted to
evaluate whether this program overlapped with the CDBG program.
Both studies created a summary description by conducting a qualitative study,
utilizing a survey research method to collect data and information from the sample using
a questionnaire. Both studies analyzed the data for the frequency of responses and
emerging themes and presented the findings in a discussion (Econometrica, Inc., 2012;
Research Triangle Institute, 1998). Due to the nature of inquiry of this study, the type of
research and the research method selected were duplicated from these two studies.
Summary
Findings from the literature yielded a better understanding of the topics and
subtopics related to the utilization of CDBG funding for façade improvement activities,
informed the development of the research questions, provided examples for the design
and methodology of the study, and provided grounded information for the research
instrument and gaps in the literature.
Findings reveal the importance of comprehensive planning, especially for
economic development activities. Missing from the literature are specific studies
regarding the CDBG and the Consolidated Plan process, how communities meet the
National Objectives, and data regarding outcomes. The emotional and consumer aspect of
façades, the history of the federal government’s role in maintaining this asset, and the
importance of establishing relationships between public and private entities were also
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noted in the literature.
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CHAPTER THREE:
METHODS
Introduction
Due to the nature of inquiry, this study employed a descriptive research design.
Descriptive research includes the process of gathering data and information regarding a
phenomenon and then organizing, tabulating, and describing it (Creswell, 2009). It
answers such questions as what? and why? and allows for the incorporation of both
qualitative and quantitative data obtained through the data collection process (Glass &
Hopkins, 1984). Descriptive research does not involve making predictions or
determinations of cause and effect, but instead provides descriptions of context and
behaviors (Creswell, 2009).
Literature Review
Secondary data were gathered through a review of literature related to the
utilization of CDBG funding for façade improvement activities. A systematic search was
undertaken, progressing from the initial search words “Community Development Block
Grant,” “façade improvement,” and “storefront improvement” to related topics that
emerged from the literature. The literature review provided the background information
needed for understanding of the topic of research, examples of similar studies from which
to replicate the methodology, and information to incorporate into the questionnaire. The
review also identified the gap within the literature regarding this study’s topic.

45

Telephone Survey
Primary data were collected through a telephone survey, which was conducted to
systematically obtain information. The survey method is commonly applied to descriptive
research to collect data from a particular population and typically includes questions
regarding how often, how much, or a description of a phenomenon (Robson, 1993). This
study followed a survey method in which semi-structured interviews guided by a
questionnaire were conducted with identified professionals to obtain data and information
regarding the utilization of CDBG funding for façade improvement activities in
Massachusetts.
Case Profiles
In addition to conducting a survey, three case profiles were completed to provide
more in-depth information regarding the utilization of CDBG funding (Stake, 1995). The
three case profiles were purposefully selected for their association with the purpose of
this thesis. Interviews with personnel and business owners were conducted and relevant
information was collected. Interviews were conducted over the phone and transcribed
into notes. The research questions for the profiles included the research questions of the
survey and several additional questions for the business owner about the amount received,
the process, and the work completed. The purpose of creating case profiles was to obtain
in-depth information regarding utilization of CDBG funding for façade improvement
from both the community and business owner.
Population Study
The population for this study was the communities identified by HUD as being
“entitlement communities.” Entitlement communities are defined by HUD as being
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“communities which receive annual CDBG funding to develop viable communities by
providing decent housing, a suitable living environment, and opportunities, principally
for low to moderate income persons” (U.S. Department of Housing and Urban
Development, 2015).
There were 37 entitlement communities in the state of Massachusetts in 2013.
HUD designates a community as an “eligible grantee” based on a formula including
extent of poverty, population, age of housing, overcrowding, and population growth lag
in relationship to their metropolitan areas, using data provided by the U.S. Census Bureau
and metropolitan area delineations published by the Office of Management and Budget.
A list of the Massachusetts entitlement communities in 2013 is presented in Appendix D.
Participants
The participants qualified for inclusion in this study were defined by being
employed within a community and tasked with the responsibility of administering the
CDBG program. This qualification ensured that participants understand the nature of the
CDBG program. In receiving CDBG funding from the federal government, a community
is granted the powers of administration. Specific duties and responsibilities of
administration are completed by a designated person or persons employed by the
community. Administration of the program includes fiscal oversight and management of
funds, maintenance of records, provision of technical assistance to sub-recipients,
monitoring of programs, and report writing. Contact information for the participants was
obtained through municipal websites or by calling the municipality directly. Utilizing
such criteria ensured reliability among the responses to the questions in that each
participant would have the capability of understanding the question and responding
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appropriately. Based on these criteria, participants were selected in order to obtain the
intended information (Maxwell, 2005; Patten, 1990).
Although participants in the study were not asked to identify their professional
titles, when researching whom to contact to participate in the study, the professional titles
were identified and found to vary in description among the participants. The professional
titles included CDBG administrators, Community Development Directors, community
development planners, economic development planners, and either commercial
rehabilitation specialists and/or storefront improvement coordinators. The participants for
the case profiles identified themselves professionally as an economic development
planner, a CDBG administrator, a storefront improvement coordinator, and two business
owners.
The variety of professional titles illustrates the decision-making authority granted
to the local communities in practice. Each community is granted the power to decide
where the CDBG program is located within the municipality’s departments and the
professional title given to the administrator (Thompson, 2006).
Instrument
The aim of the survey was to collect information regarding compliance with the
regulations of the CDBG program and the components of programming for façade
improvement activities. To collect data, semi-structured interviews guided by a
questionnaire were conducted with participants. Due to the absence of an existing
questionnaire for such purposes, an original questionnaire was designed. The questions
were based on information from the literature, were simple and clear so that all
terminology would be familiar to all the participants, ensuring consistency of answering
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the questions, were related to the study’s topic and research questions, and were asked in
a logical order (Robson, 1993).
The questionnaire had a total of nineteen questions. Incorporating information
from the literature review, the questions focused on the issues of compliance with federal
regulations and design of programming for the activity. Closed and open-ended questions
were included in the questionnaire to allow for the collection of both quantitative and
qualitative data (Jackson, 2009). Multiple-choice questions provided answers that could
be tabulated for frequencies and percentages and open-ended questions provided for more
rich and detailed information that yielded themes for review (Jackson, 2009). Reliability
was ensured by designing the questions to elicit similar responses from administrators
regarding the utilization of CDBG funding for facade improvement activities, especially
with respect to compliance with federal regulations and design of programming of funds.
The list of questions in the questionnaire is available in Appendix C. Prior to
interviewing the participants, the questionnaire and explanation of the study were
reviewed by Tufts University Institutional Review Board and received an “Exempt”
status.
After the third interview, several changes were made to the original questionnaire.
For example, the original questionnaire had the word “façade” in it. For better
understanding, “façade” was replaced with the word “storefront” because most
communities use that word instead of façade.
Data Collection
For expediency of data collection, direct nature in interacting with participants,
and ability to obtain richer data than a mailed questionnaire, semi-structured interviews
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were conducted with identified participants over the telephone. Initially, participants were
contacted by telephone or email to coordinate a time for the interview. Once initial
contact was made, an introduction and explanation of the study was provided, followed
by a request for participation. The interviews took an average of 20 minutes to complete.
For communities that did not utilize CDBG funds for façade improvement, the interviews
lasted only a few minutes, while for those communities that did utilize CDBG funding for
façade improvement activities, the interviews lasted longer. Although many of the
questions required only a “Yes” or “No” response, most participants elaborated with
additional information. Even “No” responses were followed by comments. All
participants were asked the same questions, providing for a consistency of responses. All
37 entitlement communities were contacted, giving the study a 100% response rate.
Data collection for the case profiles was also obtained through telephone
interviews.
Data Analysis
To analyze the information and data collected from the semi-structured interviews
guided by questionnaire, the study utilized the online survey company SurveyMonkey.
This service allows for original questionnaires to be created, data to be entered, and
responses to be analyzed.
Quantitative findings were analyzed through descriptive statistics for frequency of
responses. Qualitative findings were analyzed for relevant themes. Based on resources
and literature that was reviewed, themes that were relevant to the problem statement were
identified. These themes related to compliance with the regulations and requirements;
comprehensive planning, the National Objectives, the Davis Bacon Act, design in
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programming for façade improvement activities; financial assistance, design review,
administrative capacity, and stakeholders. Space within the questionnaire also allowed for
written responses to be reported for later review.
Summary
This chapter included an overview of the research design and research methods
utilized, including specific activities of the survey method, design of the research
instrument, selection of participants, interviews, data collection, and data analysis
procedures used for this study. It also describes the case profile method that was included.
Results and a discussion of the primary research are presented in the next chapter.
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CHAPTER FOUR:
RESULTS AND DISCUSSION
This chapter includes an overview of the results and a discussion of the data and
information collected from the survey and the three case profiles. A summary concludes
the chapter.
Results from Survey
The response rate for the survey was 100%. All 37 CDBG entitlement
communities in Massachusetts, as listed in 2013, were contacted and an identified
professional from each community participated in the study. Contact was made directly
by telephone, allowing for immediate correspondence. Information for the case profiles
was also obtained through direct phone calls to identified professional individuals, as
well as through review of documents.
The first research question asks each community to identify itself and to confirm
being a CDBG entitlement community. All communities properly identified the name of
their town or city and confirmed being a CDBG entitlement community. Designation as
an entitlement community is documented by HUD based on a formula, and communities’
designations can change if criteria within the community change (U.S. Department of
Housing and Urban Development, 2015).
The intention of this study was to collect a variety of broad and detailed
information from each community to create a summary description of the utilization of
CDBG funding for façade improvement activities, to be of use to communities and policy
makers (Creswell, 2009). The 37 CDBG communities that were selected to be included in
the study were included based on the selection criteria of being qualified by HUD as an
52

entitlement community in Massachusetts. By collecting broad and specific data and
information, a review of the CDBG program and individual characteristics of compliance
with federal regulations and components of programming could be completed.
Of the 37 entitlement communities in Massachusetts, 29 communities (78%)
reported that their city or town had ever utilized CDBG funding for façade improvement
activities. From a programmatic evaluation perspective, this result indicates that the
CDBG program offers activities that match identified community needs and that the
ultimate goal of the CDBG program is being achieved. Façade improvement is a strategy
to address an economic development need (Basically CDBG, 2008). This question and
the resulting answers also illustrate the autonomy granted to the local community for the
CDBG program in reporting that not all communities utilized CDBG funding for façade
improvement activities.
Several participants added to their responses that utilizing CDBG funds for façade
improvement depended not only on the need for it, but also on the interest from the
community, especially business owners, and the internal capacity of the department to
carry out the tasks of a storefront improvement program each year. These sentiments
align with the work of Mullin and Kotval (2003) and Sutton (2009), who reported that
interest from business owners is a critical component for success, and with the early work
of Feingold (2004) regarding local capacity to carry out activities.
Two communities reported that that they were unable to utilize CDBG funds for
façade improvement activities due to not having commercial areas within any of the low
to moderate-income qualified Census tracts in their municipality. One participant
reported that their community had several census tracts that were qualified years ago with
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commercial areas within them, but due to demographic changes over the years, these
tracts are no longer qualified due to the decreased ratio of low to moderate-income people
living within them. However, these tracts still have commercial areas that would benefit
from façade improvement and would still benefit low to moderate-income people.
Ninety-six percent of the communities in the survey reported meeting the
National Objective of benefitting low to moderate-income people. Two communities
reported meeting the elimination of slum and blight designation. No communities
reported meeting the National Objective of meeting an urgent need.
Of the communities that reported utilizing CDBG funding for façade
improvement activities and that they met the National Objective through benefiting low
to moderate-income people, they most often reported meeting this National Objective
through benefitting low to moderate-income people on an area basis. This response was
noted by participants automatically. No communities reported benefitting low to
moderate-income people through job creation or retention. Two communities reported
that they were unable to utilize CDBG funding for façade improvement activities on an
area basis due to not having any commercial areas in the qualified HUD census tracts.
The results indicate that, for communities that have commercial areas within low
to moderate-income census tracts, CDBG funds can effectively be utilized for façade
improvement activities. The reverse was also reported, as one participant stated that her
community no longer has qualified census tracts with commercial areas to utilize CDBG
funding for façade improvement activities. Both participants stated that they have
commercial areas that are not located in qualified low to moderate-income census tracts,
but still benefit low to moderate-income people. Utilizing funds on an area basis fulfills
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the place-based intention of the CDBG program in benefitting areas where low to
moderate-income people live and provides an example of strategic targeting of
investment.
In regard to the option of benefitting low to moderate-income people through job
creation or retention, participants reported that meeting this National Objective is difficult,
as most façade improvement activities are with small businesses that are not expanding
and therefore not creating new jobs. As for retaining jobs, participants reported that many
jobs for small business are not full-time or the employee’s salary does not fall within the
low to moderate-income guidelines.
Of the two communities that reported meeting the National Objective of
eliminating slum and blight, one municipality reported applying funds to several
storefronts in a shopping center that was deemed “blighted” and the other municipality
met the slum and blight National Objective through a spot blight designation for a single
building deemed obsolete. Utilizing the funds for several storefronts provides an example
of strategically targeting investment to improve an area, instead of investing piecemeal
throughout a municipality, and provides for better outcomes (Tatian, Accordino, &
Galster, 2006). Both municipalities reported that the slum and blight designation is timeconsuming for staff and adds additional costs for an activity. One community reported
that they hired a consultant to conduct the inventory for the HUD blight designation for
an area. The spot blight designation involved less work, as it concerned only one building,
but the municipality reported that it required specific documentation for HUD. Capacity
within administration, or funds set aside for a consultant, is needed to obtain slum and
blight designation. Several participants echoed the sentiments of Cook (1959) regarding
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how defining blight is frustrating and subjective and must match HUD’s definition of
blight. One participant believed that her central business district “looks” blighted, but
would not meet HUD’s definition and therefore cannot meet that National Objective. The
results illustrate how the federal government remains involved in defining what blight is
and how it can be remedied through making improvements (Cook, 1959; Esperdy, 2008;
Gordon, 2004).
One hundred percent of the communities reported meeting the National Objective
of benefitting low to moderate-income people through the option of benefitting people on
an area basis. All respondents who met this National Objective reported that they had
qualified census tracts in which there were commercial areas located. Several
communities reported that practically their entire municipality was considered low to
moderate-income, so they are able to utilize CDBG funding throughout their municipality.
Being able to utilize CDBG funds throughout the community led to questions about
strategically investing the CDBG resources. Several communities did report that their
community had specific areas targeted for investment that are documented in the
Consolidated Plan, revitalization plan, or economic development plans. Galster et al.’s
(2008) work supports targeting investment to make larger impacts. Documenting
strategic investment in the Consolidated Plan or Annual Action plan provides evidence
that the decision was made with the support of the community and municipality in the
comprehensive planning process.
Only two communities reported receiving technical assistance from HUD. This
question was included in the semi-structured interviews guided by a questionnaire to
explore the themes from the problem statement concerning the complexity of the tasks
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required of communities to comply with the regulations of the CDBG program and
design components of programming. The question additionally inquires about the
capacity of the local community (Frej & Specht, 1976). One community reported
receiving assistance with its slum and blight designation. Several communities reported
that they contacted other communities directly for guidance or reviewed websites of other
communities that had funded façade improvement activities for information. This
response reveals that most communities make their own decision and demonstrates
further evidence of the need for available information and data to support better decisionmaking (Frej & Specht, 1976; Shear, 2012).
Ninety-six percent of the communities that utilized CDBG funds for façade
improvement activities indicated that the façade improvement was part of a plan. This
response provides evidence that most communities engage in a comprehensive planning
process. Many respondents reported that façade improvement was specifically identified
in their community’s Consolidated Plan and/or Annual Action Plan. Evidence of
comprehensive planning strengthens and validates the conclusions that the CDBG
program regulations and requirements are being adhered to, specifically as they relate to
the community identifying valid community needs, and that the goals of the program are
being met by addressing needs within the community.
All communities that utilized CDBG funding for facade improvement activities
identified the greatest needs in commercial areas. All communities mentioned that this
was part of their required Consolidated Plan and yearly Action Plan, thus confirming that
the CDBG program does incorporate comprehensive planning within the program.
Increasing business activity and improving the appearance of the area were the goals
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most mentioned by participants, and façade improvement was one of the strategies
employed.
Eight (34.8%) of the communities that utilized funds indicated that they had
designated Target Areas, which allowed them to fund activities. Target Areas are specific
areas in which to target investment. Due to this topic not being a focus of this study, it
was not explored further.
Four (17.4%) of the communities indicated that they had Neighborhood
Revitalization Strategy Areas (NRSA) in their cities or towns. NRSA are provided with
additional flexibility, but must apply to HUD for this designation, which requires
demographic data and a community participation process. Due to this topic not being a
focus of this study, it was not explored further.
All the communities who reported utilizing CDBG funds for façade improvement
activities reported promoting the program through various measures and with a variety of
organizations. Communities reported that promotion was conducted through workshops,
outreach, the community’s website, posted flyers, door to door visits to target businesses,
and calls to property owners. Communities reported working with the Chamber of
Commerce, downtown business groups, ethnic groups, and retail groups. These efforts
demonstrate local, rather than federal, economic development initiatives that
communities make to improve business activity in the area. They also demonstrate the
coordination between businesses and local government in improving economic
conditions within the community and fostering public-private partnerships (Economic
Development Toolkit, 2010; Walzer & York, 1998).
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Communities reported involving a variety of stakeholders with façade
improvement activities, and many reported that the type was largely due to what
organizations were located in their communities. Respondents reported that stakeholders
were often contacted at various stages during façade improvement programs depending
on their interest, concerns, and helpfulness. Many respondents mentioned that they spoke
with business and property owners before they designed the programming of funds, in
order to understand what would appeal to them. Communities that reported having
economic development agencies or economic development departments reported that
these agencies had capacity and systems in place that greatly assisted the programs.

Banks
Redevelopment Authorities
Main Street Programs
Business Associations
Chamber of Commerce
Landlords
Business Owners
0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

Figure 1. Stakeholders included.
Of the communities that reported utilizing CDBG funding for facade
improvement activities, 100% reported complying with local design review requirements.
Design review was reported as being a bylaw, ordinance, or recommendation. This
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response highlights the work of Reiko Habe (1989) in describing how communities
require conformity through the local design review guidelines.
Offering financial assistance is part of the strategy to achieve the goal of
approving the appearance of façades of buildings and storefronts. Financial assistance
was reported to be offered in various forms. Most communities report this component is
the most difficult component to decide upon when utilizing CDBG funds for façade
improvement activities. Communities reported offering CDBG funding most often in the
form of a grant (46%). Many communities mentioned that their programs have
implemented and adapted a variety of methods of funding over the years to make their

0% Interest Loan
Loan
Matching Grant
Grant
0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

Figure 2. Funding strategies.
communities mentioned that their programs have implemented and adapted a variety of
methods of funding over the years to make the program work best for the community and
business and property owners. This adaptability demonstrates the autonomy of the local
community to design programs based on local capacity and ideas. Several communities
reported first offering loans for façade improvement and then changing to a grant
program, and several programs reported the opposite, beginning with a grant program and
then modifying it to a loan program. Several communities reported that they offer both a
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loan and a grant program. Many respondents reported that most of the business or
property owners do not have an excess of available funds and that for some, even a small
monthly loan payment is difficult, as is covering the initial costs for a reimbursement
grant program. Communities that offered loans reported needing to have the professional
capacity to carry out the loan program because it requires a number of administrative
tasks and more paperwork to complete and monitor over the life of the loan.
Many communities reported that they allocated a designated CDBG funding
amount, $20,000-$200,000, for their façade improvement activities each year, which was
included as a line item in their CDBG budget and Annual Action Plan. The program then
operates on mostly a first-come first-serve basis. The total funding amount allocated to
the façade improvement program becomes a Project and each specific improvement
project is documented as an activity. From the Project line item, funds are drawn.
Completed projects are reported annually in the Consolidated Annual Performance
Evaluation Report.
None of the communities reported that they used banks to assist them with
securing loans. For communities that offered loans, most communities became the
administrators of the loans and set systems in place to collect and monitor loan payments.
Administrative capacity is required to oversee a loan program. Several communities did
report that they conducted outreach to banks, but none were interested due to the limited
loan amounts.
Although the goal of this study was to obtain information regarding the utilization
of CDBG funding for façade improvement activities, a tally of the number of façade
improvement activities in Massachusetts and outcomes of the facade improvement
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activities were additional pieces of information that the study aimed to obtain, in order to
understand the extent of utilization of CDBG funding for façade improvement activities.
The exact total number of façade improvement activities completed is unknown to
many communities due to turn-over in administrative staff, absence of any real tracking
system, and CDBG files being filed away after 5 years (HUD only requires programs to
keep files for five years). However, from the interviews, it can be speculated that over a
thousand storefronts have been improved with CDBG funds since 1974. The lack of data
highlights the absence of information available for cities and towns to rely on when
contemplating utilizing CDBG funds for façade improvement activities. Data regarding
the cost benefit of utilizing CDBG funds for façade improvement activities would be very
helpful.
Although no hard data on the number of facades improved in Massachusetts is
available, participants reported that self-esteem of business owners and community pride
was improved, with a multiplier effect in surrounding businesses making improvements
as well.
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Figure 3. Challenges to utilizing CDBG funding for storefront improvement activities.
In addition to understanding how communities comply with regulations and
requirements and designing programming for façade improvement, this study also sought
to identify challenges in utilizing the funding. Participants reported that the
administration of the Davis Bacon requirements is time consuming due to the amount of
paperwork and knowledge required and increases costs for small projects. Davis Bacon
requires personnel to understand prevailing wages of different laborers, monitor that
prevailing wages are being paid by randomly interviewing several workers on site, and
check in on the work. The second challenge reported by the respondents was the internal
capacity required to manage a program to utilize CDBG funds for façade improvement
activities. Knowledge of the CDBG regulations, local design review process, construction,
and finance are required to successfully carry out the program.
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Case Profiles
City of New Bedford, Destination Soups
The City of New Bedford is located within Bristol County, approximately 50
miles south of the City of Boston in the Commonwealth of Massachusetts. New Bedford
is a coastal community. The city has a population of 94,845 residents and a median
household income of $37,569, with the rate of poverty being 24% (American Community
Survey, n.d.). The city is home to an ethnically diverse population with a Hispanic
population of 16.7% (American Community Survey, n.d).
The City of New Bedford is a CDBG entitlement city and the Office of Housing
and Community Development of New Bedford is the entity responsible for the
administration of the CDBG program. Funds allocated for storefront improvement are
delegated to the New Bedford Economic Development Council Inc. (NBEDC). NBEDC
offers reimbursable grants up to $2,000 through its Storefront Reimbursement Program.
The $2,000 cap prevents triggering the Davis Bacon requirement. By not triggering the
Davis Bacon requirement, administrative responsibility and paperwork associated with
administering the program is decreased, but the scale of improvements being made to
storefronts is limited to relatively small projects. Being a grant versus a loan program,
administrative work is reduced, as well as the risk to the community for repayment of
investment. The program offers a reimbursable grant in which business owners are
required to pay the upfront costs for the project’s bills. For small businesses with limited
funds, the upfront costs make the program difficult, but they reduce the community’s risk
if a project never gets completed.
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To utilize CDBG funds for facade improvement activities, a business must be
located in one of the qualified low to moderate-income census tracts as documented by
HUD in green in Figure 7. The Office of Community Development generates maps for
the public to consult and review the census tracts.

Figure 4. Destination Soups with a fresh coat of paint and hanging sign.
Located in one of the qualified census tracts in the central business district of the
City of New Bedford is the restaurant Destination Soups. The restaurant is located at 141
Union Street and is a popular vegan/vegetarian burger restaurant owned by Devon Byrnes
(Yelp, 2016a). The 1,200 square foot restaurant serves lunch and dinner and has a total of
nine employees, including its owner and chef, Devin Byrnes. Byrnes opened the
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restaurant in 2008 and has rented the location until only recently, when he purchased the
space from his landlord.
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Figure 5. 2014 low to moderate-income map of New Bedford.
Prior to opening the restaurant, the interior and exterior of the space needed
updating to make the restaurant functional, visually appealing, and in compliance with
the city’s design guidelines. Byrnes was aware of the city’s Storefront Reimbursement
Program from other business owners and applied for a reimbursable grant for exterior
paint and a new hanging sign. Within the area that the restaurant is located, “hanging”
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signs are a city design requirement. The total cost of his project was $2,400 and he
requested $1,200 in CDBG funding, which he received in the form of a reimbursable
grant.
Lori Ann Moring from the Office of Housing and Community Development
explained that funding is only for supplies and not labor, again reducing administrative
work on behalf of the department. Ms. Moring stated that, each year, the CDBG program
designates $50,000 for the Storefront Reimbursement Program as a line item in the
CDBG Annual Action Plan budget and then each grant becomes an individual eligible
activity, which the city draws down from on a first-come first-serve basis. Ms. Moring
stated, “it’s a very successful program and small changes can make a big difference.” Her
sentiments are aligned with Maust (2013) who found that a new coat of paint provided
confidence in the community by signaling that someone is willing to invest in it.
Recipients need only to fill out an application and go through a simple design review
process to make sure the design and work is acceptable within the guidelines of the
program. Businesses that are located in the City of New Bedford’s historic district must
comply with the historic district design review process. Those businesses that are not
within the historic districts need only to conform to the city’s hanging signage
requirement. Additional requirements of the program include not beginning the project
until approval of the program by the department and if any code violations are noted, they
must be corrected before the start of the project. To obtain reimbursement, all the work
must be completed, a rehabilitation specialist needs to review the work, and the bills must
be obtained.
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The Storefront Reimbursement Program promotes itself through marketing on the
city’s website, postcards in the tax bills, and flyers posted in various places. The city of
New Bedford has an active downtown business association, which assists businesses
through a variety of methods and alerts them to programs such as the Storefront
Reimbursement Program. Marketing of the program is through the NBEDC. The city has
developed the slogan “Open for Business” and has created a publication, Open for
business: A guide to storefront design in New Bedford, that is available online for
interested business owners. Through the Open for Business slogan and efforts, the City of
New Bedford shows evidence of public-private partnerships.
Ms. Moring stated, “years ago, the city did have a larger façade improvement
program, but in recent years, the program has scaled down.” This change in the program
design illustrates the flexibility and local level decision-making of the CDBG program.
The Storefront Improvement Program in New Bedford is a vibrant program and is
a good example of how the local authority designed a program that is aligned with the
administrative capacity, the amount of risk the city is willing to assume (by offering a
reimbursable grant), and the relationships it has established for marketing purposes
working with the NBEDC.
City of Somerville, Fasika Restaurant
The City of Somerville is located in Middlesex County two miles northwest of the
City of Boston. The city has a population of 75,754 people and a median household
income of $66,860, with a poverty rate of 15.5% (American Community Survey, n.d).
The city, like New Bedford, is home to a large immigrant population from a variety of
countries. The Community Development Department is the authorizing body designated
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to administer the CDBG program. The department offers CDBG funding for façade
improvement activities through its Commercial Property Improvement Program (CPIP).
The City of Somerville’s program does not have a financial cap and offers property
owners and tenants 100% reimbursement up to $7,500 on smaller projects and a matching
grant for larger projects up to $35,000, to be paid on a 50% reimbursable basis (City of
Somerville, Massachusetts, n.d.).
For businesses to be eligible for CDBG funding, they must be located within low
to moderate-income census tracts as defined by HUD. The Office of Strategic Planning
and Community Development is the entity responsible for administration of the CDBG
program and it generates maps for businesses to review.
Located within one of the designated low to moderate-income tracts is Fasika
restaurant. Fasika is a very popular traditional Ethiopian restaurant located at 145
Broadway (City of Somerville, Massachusetts, n.d.). The restaurant boasts traditional
Ethiopian basket seating and a lively bar (Yelp, 2016b).
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Figure 6. Low to moderate-income map of the City of Somerville.
Due to the program offering reimbursement for larger projects, the Office of
Strategic Planning and Community Development has a coordinator specifically hired to
administer the program, Max McCarthy. Mr. McCarthy is responsible for approving
projects and works with the city’s rehabilitation specialist, who monitors the work and
maintains the Davis Bacon paperwork when required. Designating a person to administer
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the program illustrates the local authority for decision-making regarding how to spend
administrative funding.
The City of Somerville’s CDBG program coordinator designates funds similarly
to the City of New Bedford in designating an amount of funds each year for the program
in its Annual Action Plan budget for the CPIP. The City of Somerville allocates $50,000
for the program and draws down funds for each project, which is considered an activity.

Figure 7. Fasika restaurant before revitalization.
In 2011, Befekadu Defar of Ethiopia, owner of Fasika, decided the restaurant
looked outdated and needed a major facelift. The restaurant is a one-story brick building
and originally had small windows, worn out, dated awnings, and not much curb appeal.
With assistance from the Office of Strategic Planning and Community Development,
Defar received free architectural design services to create a plan for updates that he liked
and could afford. The final design for the restaurant included redesigning of the façade,
installing new folding windows, masonry reconfiguration, new lighting, new signage, and
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awnings. The total cost of the project was $48,000. Defar requested $35,000 in CDBG
funding which he received on a 50% reimbursable basis.

Figure 8. Fasika restaurant after revitalization.
Somerville has had a façade improvement program since 2009 and, similar to the
City of New Bedford’s program, it too has evolved and adapted over time to meet the
needs of business owners and the department. Somerville’s program did the opposite of
what New Bedford’s did, in that it has expanded in its scope and funding allocations and
is now is a larger, more detailed program. The program also hired a coordinator. The
program offers technical assistance and design consultation, as Defar received for his
restaurant, and is so popular that businesses not located in qualified census tracts are
interested in making improvements to their storefronts. The city is thinking about starting
a citywide program.
The City of Somerville’s CPIP is a vibrant program and is aligned with the needs
of the business owners and the capacity of the city and department.
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Town of Brookline, No Eligible Census Tracts with Commercial Districts
The Town of Brookline is located in Norfolk County and is considered part of
Greater Boston due to it abutting six of Boston’s neighborhoods. The town has a
population of 58,782 residents and an area median income of $93,640. The town’s
poverty rate is 11.8% (American Community Survey, n.d.). The town has a mix of
residents of all ages, a large student population, and a very diverse ethnic population.

Figure 9. Low to moderate-income map of Brookline- blue areas are CDBG qualified
tracts.
The Town of Brookline has received CDBG funding since the program first began
in 1974 and is an entitlement community. Due to the economic demographics within the
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town, the town is considered by HUD as an “exception” community and requires 64% of
people within a census tract to be low to moderate-income in order to allocate funds.

Figure 10. 162 Boylston Street. A commercial area in need of façade improvement.
Brookline only has two areas that qualify under this regulation and there are not
any commercial areas located within these areas. Gail Lewis, the town’s CDBG
administrator, stated that years ago there were more eligible tracts and those had
commercial areas. Due to changes in demographics, the tracts have changed and currently
the tracts are mostly residential. However, there are other areas in the town that would
benefit from a façade improvement program and benefit low to moderate-income people,
as shown in Figure 13.
The town does offer a successful Façade Loan Program, which is administered
through the Planning Department, but acknowledges that not all small business owners
want to take out more loans.
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Summary
The results reveal how communities complete the complex tasks involved in
utilizing CDBG funding for façade improvement activities. Compliance with the
regulations and requirements was shown to be achieved through a comprehensive
planning process that identified façade improvement as a need, being able to meet a
National Objective, and incorporating Davis Bacon requirements. Ninety-six percent of
communities reported meeting the National Objective of benefitting low to moderateincome people on an area basis and 4% reported meeting the National Objective of
eliminating slum and blight. Communities reported complying with Davis Bacon
requirements, but also often remarked that it was a hindrance and increased costs for
projects. For the design of programming, communities reported offering both grants and
loans, but grants were offered more often due to the lower administrative requirements
and risks. Communities did adhere to design review requirements, and all communities
reported working with outside organizations to support, promote, and market the program.
Overall, the results provide a snap shot of devolutionary policy at work. The three case
profiles together offer a picture of how the CDBG program promotes compliance yet
allows for uniqueness based on local community needs and capacity. They also
demonstrated the fluidity of the CDBG program in that each year is a new program year
and programming can change. The following chapter provides the conclusion of the study
and describes the key findings, limitations of the study, and recommendations for further
research and practice.
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CHAPTER FIVE:
SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS, AND RECOMMENDATIONS
Overview
For a program with the longevity of the CDBG program remarkably few
evaluations have been conducted, so relatively little is know about what works.
(Bostic, 2014)
To utilize CDBG funding for façade improvement activities, communities must
comply with the regulations and requirements set forth for the CDBG program, while the
design of components for programming for the activities is granted to the local
community. These dual tasks are complex and, to date, there is a lack of research and
information available for communities and policy makers to rely on for better decisionmaking and program evaluation.
The intent of this study was to obtain information and contribute to decreasing the
gap in the literature regarding the CDBG program and, specifically, to provide
information regarding the utilization of CDBG funding for façade improvement activities
in practice.
Summary of Key Findings
Evidence of a Comprehensive Planning Process
As a requirement of the CDBG program, communities must undertake a
comprehensive planning process to identify community needs as they relate to the
program. In the survey, 78% of the surveyed communities in Massachusetts responded
that they had utilized CDBG funding for façade improvement activities, indicating that
they had initially identified a need for façade improvement and were utilizing CDBG
funding as a strategy to address this need. Equally important was that 28% of the
76

communities reported that they were not utilizing CDBG funding for façade
improvement activities, indicating that their community had not identified façade
improvement as a need. Question 2 of the questionnaire asked communities whether
façade improvement was part of a plan. One hundred percent of the communities that
responded positively to utilizing CDBG funding for façade improvement also reported
that it was identified in a plan. Communities reported that façade improvement was
included in the Consolidated Plan, Annual Action Plan, economic development plans,
and revitalization plans. This response provides evidence of a comprehensive planning
process and provides strength and validity to the conclusion that the CDBG program is
fulfilling its goal and appropriately spending federal funds on identified needs within a
community. The identification of a planning process not only validates that communities
are complying with the Consolidated Planning requirement within the regulations set
forth for program, but also demonstrates that the need for façade improvement was
identified, is linked to a goal, and is not an arbitrary decision made by the community.
National Objectives
Research into this topic revealed that there is an absence of literature regarding
the National Objectives of the CDBG program. The communities overwhelmingly
answered that they selected the National Objective of benefitting low to moderate-income
people through the area benefit qualification. This answer reveals that most communities
have commercial areas within documented low to moderate-income census tracts.
Research regarding the area-based benefit National Objective is missing from the
literature. This study would have liked to understand whether this is the best criterion for
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assisting a community with economic development initiatives such as façade
improvement.
Two communities reported that they selected the National Objective regarding the
elimination of slum and blight. Both communities reported that obtaining the designation
is very time consuming and requires authorization from HUD.
The findings that no communities selected the National Objective of creating or
retaining jobs through funding façade improvement activities made sense due to the fact
that the project was not creating new business. Literature regarding this National
Objective is absent and an exploration of its use would be helpful in understanding
whether small businesses are able to meet its requirements.
Programming of Funds
The question was directed at understanding whether communities offered loans,
grants, or a combination of both. Research revealed that communities offer a variety of
methods of funding and that they have changed methods when necessary, indicating the
flexibility of the CDBG program and the work on the part of the community to find a
program that fits both the department’s and the business owners’ needs and capacity.
Evidence of Partnering with Other Organizations
Findings indicate that most communities communicated with a variety of
associations to inform and educate property and business owners about the CDBG
funding. The identification of the associations by the participants in this study indicated
that the governments communicate with the associations regarding economic
development issues.
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The literature presented two studies that emphasized the importance of having
associations participating in the planning process (Loukaitou-Sideris, 2000; Sutton, 2009).
Merchants and property and business owners may identify different needs than those of
the community or government officials.
Challenges
Part of the problem statement concerned the dual tasks of complying with
regulations and requirements and designing the programming of façade improvement
activities. Regarding challenges in utilizing CDBG funding for façade improvement
activities, communities responded that administrative capacity and compliance with the
Davis Bacon Act were challenging due to the variety of professional knowledge and
work required and the increased costs for small projects. The research highlighted these
challenges and also provided the opposing view of organized labor, which believes that
union work has value that is often overlooked. The primary research illustrates how
communities are dealing with the Davis Bacon legislation. One community chose to fund
only small projects that do not trigger Davis Bacon requirements (anything over $2,000)
and the other community, which provides grants and loans on a larger scale, has
administrative staff to oversee the Davis Bacon requirements.
Conclusions
In conclusion, CDBG funding is being utilized for façade improvement activities
in Massachusetts and doing so involves the local community completing complex tasks
related to complying with the regulations and requirements of the program and designing
the components of programming for façade improvement activities. The tasks involve
knowledge of the regulations and requirements, comprehensive planning, the Davis
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Bacon Act, administrative requirements, financial strategies, design review, marketing,
and cooperation with various organizations. In addition, the results reveal the importance
for municipalities to design programming that meets the needs and capacity of both the
department and the business owners, and that, due to the flexibility and powers granted to
the local authority, programming can be adapted to meet changing needs.
Programmatically, the results revealed the many gaps in the literature regarding
utilization of the CDBG program in practice, meaning there is a lack of information for
communities to rely on for better decision-making and for policy makers to refer to for
program evaluation.
Limitations
The small population used in this study is a limitation in making the findings
generalizable. Lastly, the range of respondents’ knowledge regarding the CDBG program,
their capacity to answer the questions, and the researcher’s error based on her limited
knowledge may also have been limitations.
Recommendations for Future Practice
Based on the findings from the primary and secondary research, the following are
recommendations for future practice. For the CDBG program, it is recommended to
create a database to catalogue not only activities but also additional information so that
communities can easily access shared information. For individual communities, it is
recommended that data be collected from businesses that receive funding in order to
understand the outcome of the investment. This information is the type of information
that could go in a database so that other communities could access it for better
understanding of the investment.
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The Massachusetts Community Preservation Act Coalition is an example of a
program that has created a very basic database for communities to explore and learn
about other communities’ funded activities.
Recommendations for Future Research
Recommendations for future research include research regarding financial
outcomes from façade improvement investments utilizing CDBG funding. Additionally,
research should be conducted regarding how communities are meeting the National
Objectives and complying with Davis Bacon requirements, especially focusing on its
application with small businesses. Research regarding the funding strategies used would
also be helpful to communities contemplating utilizing CDBG funds for façade
improvement.
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Appendix B. Interview Introduction Letter
ID Number:
Name of city or town:
CDBG Administrator:
Email/ telephone:
Date of contact:
Hello _(name of CDBG administrator),
My name is Ellie Muter and I am a graduate student at Tufts University in the
Urban and Environmental Policy and Planning program. I am currently working on my
thesis. It will be a report on the utilization of CDBG funding for façade improvement. I
am surveying the thirty-seven entitlement communities in Massachusetts and at this time I
would like to ask if you would be willing to participate in my survey. I have created a
questionnaire based on relevant issues regarding utilizing CDBG funding for façade
improvement and will be asking questions from it to obtain information.
The purpose of the survey is to account for communities that have successfully
utilized CDBG funds for façade improvement and report on their process as well as
report on any information from all the communities regarding the utilization of CDBG
funding for façade improvement. If you have not utilized CDBG funds for façade
improvement, I still would like to account for your community in this survey.
Would you be willing to participate in the survey? Participation is voluntary.
Confidentiality of the responses will be maintained and all information will be kept on a
password-protected computer.
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If response is “yes” to participation, I will respond:
“Great. I will start the survey now.”
If response is “no” to participation, I will respond:
“Thank you for your time.”
After completion of “yes” response
Thank you for your participation.

84

Appendix C. Questionnaire
1

Name of City or Town

2

Has your city or town utilized CDBG funding for storefront improvement activities?

3

Is your city or town utilizing CDBG funding for storefront activities this year?

4

What year(s) did your city or town utilize CDBG funding for storefront activities?

5

Which of the National Objectives of the CDBG program did your city or town
meet?

6

If meeting the National Objective of benefitting low to moderate-income people,
which criteria did you select?

7

Did your city or town receive technical assistance from the Housing and Urban
Development (HUD) in utilizing CDBG funding for storefront activities?

8

Did your city or town utilize storefront activities as part of an economic
development strategy?

9

Did your city or town have a revitalization plan that included storefront
improvement activities?

10

Did your city or town identify the greatest needs of the commercial area?

11

Did your city or town designate a Target Area(s) where you did your storefront
activities?

12

Did your city or town designate a Neighborhood Revitalization Strategy Area(s)
where you did storefront improvement activities?

13

Did your city or town advertise the CDBG program to local businesses and
landlords for storefront activities?

14

What stakeholders did your city or town involve in the storefront improvement
program?

15

Did your city or town include local design guidelines for the storefront
improvement?

16

What was the funding strategy your city or town applied to storefront activities?

17

Did your city or town need to assist building or business owners with securing
loans?

18

What was the outcome of the storefront improvement program? How many
storefronts were completed?

19

What challenges did you face when implementing the storefront improvement
program?
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Appendix D. List of 2013 CDBG Entitlement Communities in Massachusetts
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25
26
27
28
29
30
31
32
33
34
35
36
37

Cities
Attleboro
Boston
Brockton
Cambridge
Chickopee
Fall River
Fitchburg
Gloucester
Haverhill
Holyoke
Lawrence
Leominster
Lowell
Lynn
Malden
Medford
New Bedford
Newton
Northampton
Peabody
Pittsfield
Quincy
Revere
Salem
Somerville
Springfield
Taunton
Waltham
Westfield
Worchester
Towns
Arlington
Barnstable
Brookline
Framingham
Plymouth
Weymouth
Yarmouth
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Appendix E. SWOT Worksheet
When planning for downtown revitalization, it is essential that your group understand
both local and non-local factors affecting the downtown. This worksheet is designed to
help you think about your downtown’s Strengths, Weaknesses, Opportunities, and
Threats (SWOT). Your group can use this worksheet not only to assess the current state
of the downtown, but also as a place to start thinking about how the downtown can be
improved (Shields & Farrigan, 2002).
What are the downtown’s Strengths?
1.
2.
3.
4.
How do we protect and enhance our strengths?
1.
2.
3.
4.

What are its Weaknesses?
1.
2.
3.
4.
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What are the Opportunities?
1.
2.
3.
4.

How do we capitalize on opportunities?
1.
2.
3.
4.

What are the Threats?
1.
2.
3.
4.
How can we minimize threats?
1.
2.
3.
4.
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