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Foreword

America’s cities are in their best shape in years. In most cases, fiscal conditions have
improved, crime is down, and the center city is becoming more vital. Yet, urban revitalization
remains a work in progress, and the restoration of urban brownfields to productive use will be
critical in completing the job.

The Clinton Administration has made it a priority to help communities clean up and
redevelop brownfields, and the Department of Housing and Urban Development has taken a
number of important steps in response to this need. Our new Brownfields Economic
Development Initiative (BEDI) specifically addresses this priority as part of a locality’s
economic redevelopment strategy. We are a full partner in the Administration’s “Showcase
Communities” initiative, provide technical assistance to State and local governments, and have
streamlined our community development regulations to make them more friendly to brownfields
redevelopment.

In addition, the Department has launched an active research program to better understand
how brownfields impede revitalization of our Nation’s distressed communities. This will help us
develop ways to overcome and eliminate these impediments. Our research examines a range of
concerns: how the intertwined issues of environmental risk and neighborhood economic distress
affect redevelopment; how the Community Development Block Grant (CDBG) program supports
local brownfields revitalization efforts; the feasibility of using environmental insurance; and
innovative financing approaches for brownfields cleanup and redevelopment.

This report, Redeveloping Brownfields: How States and Localities Use CDBG Funds
provides important insights into how State and local governments use the CDBG program to
tackle brownfields redevelopment challenges in their communities. The report illustrates the
extent to which CDBG is a sound and adaptable resource for addressing the complexity of local
brownfields redevelopment. It also offers suggestions, based primarily on comments from
program users, on how the Department can be more responsive to local needs.

I am pleased to make Redeveloping Brownfields: How States and Localities Use CDBG
Funds available to you as part of the Department’s continuing effort to empower communities
and help them solve their pressing urban problems.

Andrew Cuomo
Secretary of Housing and
Urban Development
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Executive Summary

Study background and methods

The Clinton Administration’s Brownfields Action Agenda assigned HUD the lead
responsibility for several activities, one of which was to facilitate the use of its Community
Development Block Grant (CDBG) program funds for brownfields redevelopment. This research
study is intended to help HUD meet that responsibility.

Although not designed specifically for brownfields redevelopment, CDBG funds can be
used for a full range of community development activities that may be relevant to brownfields,
as long as the project satisfies one of the three national objectives:

1. benefit low- and moderate-income (LMI) persons
2. prevent or eliminate slums or blight
3. meet an urgent need.

Without creating an explicit category of funding for brownfields, HUD announced in
1994 that CDBG funds can be used for brownfields projects. Specific eligible activities affecting
brownfields include:

. plans for redevelopment or revitalization of brownfields sites, including listing
. site acquisition

. environmental site assessment

. clearance

. demolition and removal of buildings

. rehabilitation of buildings

. removal or remediation of contamination from sites and/or buildings

. construction of real estate improvements.

HUD monitors expenditures of CDBG funds but is not required to and has not yet
collected information on brownfields-related outlays. HUD has anecdotal information indicating
that some communities are spending very little of CDBG funds on brownfields while others are
spending large amounts. To facilitate the use of CDBG resources for brownfields, HUD needs a
better understanding of:

. How CDBG resources are used for brownfields.

° The barriers to the use of CDBG funds for brownfields.

. Local government capability to use HUD grants to deal with local brownfields
problems.
. The interest of local communities in using their resources for brownfields cleanup

and redevelopment.




HUD’s Office of Policy Development and Research contracted with Research Triangle
Institute (RTI) to conduct a short-turnaround task to inform these policy interests. RTI
professional staff contacted directors of 80 community development agencies nationwide who
are the administrators of HUD grant and loan funds for their jurisdictions. These included a
geographic and size mix of each of the following:

° 43 entitlement cities
. 19 urban entitlement counties
° 18 States, which administer funds to small nonentitlement cities in their States.

After initial contacts, RTI selected 5 of the 80 grantees who were determined to be active
in brownfields work for more indepth study as case studies:

. City of Boston

. City of Dallas

. City of Philadelphia

. Allegheny County, Pennsylvania
J State of Michigan

The nature of the contacts with the grantees was not as a structured survey but as a
discussion covering the key topics of interest to HUD. Similarly, most of the results are reported
according to key themes that emerged, not in tabular or quantitative form. The numbers of
grantees contacted are generally too small for percentages to be statistically valid, though some
counts are given to provide the reader with a sense of the frequency of mention of various ideas
or opinions.

Highlights of the key findings from each of the main topics discussed with grantees are
reported here, followed by RTI’s recommendations to HUD.

Levels of awareness and involvement in brownfields redevelopment

) The awareness of the term brownfields was generally very high among the HUD grantees
we contacted; only 5 of the 80 had no idea what it was.

) According to HUD grantees, brownfields used to mean large, highly contaminated, urban
sites that might or might not be redevelopable. They are still perceived this way by many




of those who are relatively new to dealing with them. The working definition seems to be
broadening over time to include rural properties, small sites, suspected contamination,
low levels of contamination, and any prior adverse use.

Another common perception among the grantees contacted is that brownfields projects
involve only the cleanup or the assessment and cleanup components of a redevelopment
project. The more experienced grantees tend to see the brownfields project as the entire
process from planning to readiness for reuse.

Brownfields redevelopment is a priority incidental to the economic development,
infrastructure, and housing priorities that HUD grantees have. Only 1 of the 80 grantees
we contacted had brownfields per se as a community development priority.

Economic development is the top priority in many cities active in brownfields
redevelopment. Infrastructure is a high priority among most counties active in
brownfields redevelopment.

Brownfields always compete with other community development priorities for public
funding. Many jurisdictions have numerous existing claims on their CDBG allocations
and do not find it feasible to earmark funds for brownfields, especially expensive
remediation activities.

Nearly 40 percent of the grantees we contacted said they or the local environmental
agency kept an inventory of brownfields sites. These range in sophistication from a GIS
tracking system to a simple list. The grantees who are keeping inventories use them for
planning purposes and to prioritize investment opportunities. Those not keeping
inventories saw them as too costly or just a way to stigmatize certain properties.

More than half of grantees (43 of 80) we contacted have worked on projects that can be
considered brownfields. The majority of entitlement cities and about half of the counties
have done or are doing brownfields redevelopment. Only 3 of the 18 States contacted had
yet done any brownfields work in their nonentitlement areas.

By far, the most frequently mentioned deterrent to brownfields redevelopment was
cost. More than half of our respondents (47) mentioned cost issues. A related
concern was the lack of available funding to address these expensive components.
The second most commonly cited deterrent was concern on the part of lenders
and/or future property owners about potential liability (21 mentions). A related
barrier, concern about the marketability of the property after redevelopment, was
mentioned by 14 grantees. Only four respondents mentioned regulatory or red tape
issues as a significant barrier to brownfields redevelopment.

The understanding of brownfields among community development agencies tends to be
stronger in areas where they are working closely with their environmental agencies and




the private sector, such as on an EPA pilot grant project, State initiative, or local
brownfields forum.

Funding used for brownfields redevelopment

The primary reason many jurisdictions are not yet spending public funds on brownfields
redevelopment is that it is a lower priority than other local needs.

The reported levels of total public investment to date in brownfields redevelopment
ranged from $100,000 for a single project to more than $150 million for many years of
such work. Sources of public funding other than HUD included city bonds, local funds,
and State funds. Some have used EPA brownfields pilot grants of up to $200,000, which
can used for planning and assessment activities.

About three-quarters of the entitlement cities and half the entitlement counties we
contacted are spending or have spent public money on some aspect of brownfields
redevelopment.

The majority of these have spent CDBG or Section 108 funds for brownfields
redevelopment at some point. Several entitlement cities have tapped other sources of
funding—State program funds and private investment—for brownfields redevelopment
and have not used CDBG funds.

The most common use of HUD money for brownfields is for remediation, followed by
site assessment and redevelopment. The types of remediation for which CDBG funds are
commonly used are soil treatment, asbestos removal, groundwater treatment, and lead
abatement.

A few grantees have used CDBG funds for planning, site acquisition, or demolition, or
for technical assistance to communities.

CDBG expenditures on brownfields-related activities have ranged from $150,000 for a
project component to more than $5 million for an entire redevelopment project. Estimates
for the remediation components ranged from $100,000 to $350,000, with several in the
$200,000 to $250,000 range.

The majority of HUD grantees using CDBG for brownfields find that the national
objectives work well. Nearly all of the grantees we contacted that are using CDBG funds
for brownfields projects are using either the benefit to LMI persons or removal of slums
or blight as the qualifying national objective; these are equally common. Only a few
cities have used urgent needs to qualify a project for CDBG.

There are several prevalent misunderstandings of CDBG regulations and national
objectives criteria among grantees. For example, many grantees mistakenly believe
that 1) there is a 2- or 3-year time limit on meeting the job creation requirements of




the LMI benefit, and 2) the LMI benefit criteria, particularly for job creation, apply
primarily to residential areas, although HUD regulations do not state this.

Among those who use them for brownfields redevelopment, CDBG funds are valued as a
resource for brownfields projects because they are flexible, readily available once
allocated, a grant, and a way to fill in financing gaps and leverage other investment in
distressed areas.

Among grantees who are not using CDBG funds or are less satisfied with them for
brownfields uses, it is often due to conflicting local priorities for use of CDBG funds.
The other key barrier is the perceived hassle in both demonstrating project eligibility and
in meeting ongoing reporting requirements, such as for job creation.

The Section 108 loan guarantee program, though much less well known outside large
cities, seems to be gaining popularity among grantees, many of whom said they are just
learning about it.

Those who see the value of Section 108 say it is the only source of funding that is large
and flexible enough for expensive brownfields projects and allows capital to be applied
quickly when it is needed, but does not tie up current money in the meantime. These
loans allow a community to undertake large-scale, often multimillion dollar, economic
development projects that its CDBG allocation is too small to cover.

Section 108 detractors see it as too large a risk because it uses the CDBG funds as
collateral. Experienced grantees thus note that only projects believed to show a strong
return on investment when the property is redeveloped should be proposed for Section
108 funding.

Environmental and economic development issues in brownfields redevelopment

Grantees state that the prime motivating factor behind any brownfields project is the
intended reuse of the site. The more experienced grantees do not initiate brownfields
redevelopment projects until a new usage of the land is determined and financing is in
place.

More than half of the contacted grantees that are active in brownfields redevelopment
reported no direct experience with environmental permitting. Responsibility for obtaining
environmental permits is often done by other State or local government agencies or taken
on by the developer.

Local and State grantees with experience in environmental permitting generally did not
consider it to be a major challenge in the brownfields redevelopment process, although
several noted permitting was time-consuming and tedious.




Several respondents with experience in permitting but without permitting problems
mentioned involvement in cooperative arrangements with permitting agencies either
through a third-party entity that facilitated permitting or with simply good
cooperation and assistance directly from the environmental agencies. Those who felt
permitting was tedious and time-consuming did not mention good working
relationships with environmental agencies.

Many CDBG grantees contacted simply were not directly involved with environmental
matters at the brownfields sites within their jurisdiction. As a result, their direct
experience with environmental regulations is limited.

The grantees who had experience with regulations indicated that soil remediation,
asbestos removal, cleanup standards, and the Federal Superfund, or Comprehensive
Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act (CERCLA), requirements
were the most challenging regulations to understand and with which to comply.

Liability concerns were a commonly mentioned deterrent by grantees who are not
active in brownfields redevelopment; however, the majority of grantee agencies with
brownfields redevelopment experience did not face significant liability issues.

Grantees’ comments, in the context of their State’s policies, suggest that flexible cleanup
standards and formal liability release for parties not responsible for existing
contamination facilitate successful brownfields redevelopment efforts.

Several agencies expressing concerns about liability were in States that now offer
significant liability release to developers of brownfield properties, suggesting a lack of
information among grantees about State initiatives.

A few grantees indicated that strict liability provisions for sites on the Federal Superfund
list of severely contaminated sites (the National Priorities List) have inhibited
brownfields redevelopment at those sites.

Many grantees indicated that brownfields are not competitive with greenfields, citing
cleanup costs/time and low property values as reasons. They stated that brownfields sites
can compete with greenfields where urban property is valuable, existing infrastructure
provides a benefit, or no greenfield sites are available. Further, they asserted that
financial incentives, such as public financing of cleanups, can improve brownfields’
economic viability relative to greenfields.

Other economic development issues that grantees consider in deciding whether or not to
initiate a brownfields redevelopment project include: whether the costs of site preparation
and remediation will be outweighed by the benefits expected from the property’s reuse
once clean; whether the time it will take to assess and remediate the site will be feasible
given the timetable of the industry or other party driving the property’s reuse; and the
marketability of the property due to either a polluted stigma or concern about the crime
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and other social problems common in the low-income areas where brownfields are often
located.

Needs for technical assistance on brownfields issues

. HUD grantees’ capabilities on brownfields issues range from absolutely zero to an
understanding so sophisticated they have developed guidance materials for other places
to follow. Grantees in the large entitlement cities generally have a very good
understanding of and capacity to deal with brownfields.

. Many HUD grantees have misunderstandings about CDBG regulations, especially
related to economic development, even apart from their application to brownfields
projects.

. According to HUD grantees, private developers and lenders are often uninformed about

brownfields and skeptical about getting involved with them.

. The jurisdictions with the greatest apparent capacity are those where the community
development agency is working closely with Federal, State and local environmental
agencies, other agencies, lenders, developers, community organizations, and nonprofit
agencies. Experienced grantees say that the potentially cumbersome issues involved in a
brownfields redevelopment project—including environmental regulations, liability, HUD
regulations, lender requirements, and other legal concerns—make them too complex for
any single person or agency to understand fully.

o The majority of the grantees in cities, counties, and States active in brownfields
redevelopment have successfully sought technical assistance on brownfields. Typically,
they have gotten this assistance from the State environmental protection agencies or the
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency. Other sources of technical assistance include
consultants, local task forces, and, in several cases, HUD.

. Relatively few grantees are aware of the HUD brownfields hotline and those who had
called it were generally not impressed with the service received.

) The majority of the grantees active in brownfields work are aware of the Clinton
Administration’s brownfields cleanup tax incentive, yet they generally do not believe the
incentives go far enough in reducing costs to make redevelopment economically feasible.

o Grantees generally viewed HUD field staff as a resource for interpreting CDBG
guidelines but less capable on policy and problemsolving for brownfields projects.
Several expressed concerns about the caliber of staff remaining after recent staff
reductions.
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. HUD seminars on brownfields have been very well received by grantees, who typically
felt more informed and more optimistic about using HUD funds for brownfields after
attending seminars.

Overall implications

The numbers of community development agencies RTI contacted in each entitlement and
size category for this study were small. Many findings by subgroup are therefore not
generalizable to HUD grantees nationally. The following findings from the entire sample of 80
grantees are robust in the minds of the RTI staff who conducted this research and are likely to be
somewhat more generalizable.

Community development agencies nationwide are often short on the money and capacity
to do the broad variety of housing, economic development, and infrastructure activities needed in
their areas. Brownfields redevelopment is seen as incidental to, or a component of, these other
activities but can be more challenging in terms of both its additional cost and complexity. Based
on our contacts with HUD grantees during this study, if they are to make brownfields
redevelopment a more integral part of what they do, their hierarchy of needs from HUD is:

1. more money
2. clearer guidelines on how HUD funds can be applied
3. more reliable and targeted technical assistance.

1) More money. CDBG funds are shrinking, in real terms, and the local demands for them
are growing all the time. The assessment, remediation, and interagency coordination aspects of
brownfields projects pose an additional expenditure burden that make it difficult for them to
compete with other local demands. Brownfields projects typically do not get funded unless they
happen to be part of a high priority economic development or housing project that the
community wants to take on anyway. In many areas with a supply of greenfield sites, for
instance, brownfields redevelopment is not yet a priority. When projects involving a brownfield
site become a priority, typically HUD grantees will use CDBG funds to pay for remediation and
other funding for other project components, or use CDBG funds for the entire project if it is a
small project.

Especially because of competing demands for CDBG funds, local officials interested in
brownfields redevelopment are learning about and tapping other sources of funding. Several
large cities and urban counties have used HUD’s Section 108 loans as a supplement to CDBG
funds that allows them to initiate more expensive, longer turnaround investments where private
sector investment is expected. Since their precious CDBG allocation is held as collateral for the
Section 108 loan, such projects are undertaken only if there is strong local confidence in the
return on investment from the new intended use of the property. In addition, urban areas such as
Dallas and Cleveland that have healthy real estate markets and good communications among
public and private players have shown impressive leveraging of private funds for brownfields
redevelopment. Some States, including Illinois, Michigan, and Pennsylvania, have developed
financial incentive programs to encourage brownfields redevelopment in their States. Similarly,
there is likely to be great interest in the $25 million in Economic Development Initiative (EDI)
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funds that HUD plans to grant competitively to communities for the economic redevelopment of
brownfields.

HUD grantees recognize that because HUD is downsizing, requesting more money
from HUD may not be realistic. In addition, they generally do not want HUD’s growing
brownfields focus to displace or earmark their existing funding; they want to retain local
discretion about how block grants should be spent.

2) Clearer guidelines on how HUD funds can be applied. The majority of the HUD
grantees doing work in brownfields redevelopment have used CDBG funds for at least part of a
project, often the remediation component. They find that CDBG funds can work well for
brownfields because of their flexible application to various types of projects and as a good way
to leverage investment for other project components. However, there are several grantees that are
not aware of how CDBG funds can be used for brownfields projects. They stated that many
HUD field staff are equally inexperienced in these matters.

Grantees short on time and money view all Federal paperwork as an unwelcome, but
necessary, burden attached to the funding; however, the complexity of the CDBG program
regulations and reporting requirements may be a barrier to a brownfields project because staff do
not have the time to learn and apply them. Many community development agency staff are
generalists who are spread very thinly across a variety of activities, only one of which is to
administer HUD block grant funds. In fact, many of them have misunderstandings about
CDBG regulations and the Section 108 program, especially as they apply to economic
development, even apart from their potential application to brownfields redevelopment.
The majority of grantees are thus not a good source of suggestions for specific changes in
the CDBG regulations but would appreciate clearer statements of current policy.

However, there are a minority of community development staff experienced and
knowledgeable in applying CDBG and Section 108 funds to brownfields redevelopment. They
would be good resource people to involve in a HUD working group to propose specific changes.
Moreover, HUD grantees are an active network of people who interact regularly with each other
and learn from each other’s experiences; those among them who have successfully applied
CDBG and other HUD funds to brownfields redevelopment projects are a good source of
insights and sometimes even written guidance materials that others can adapt to their
jurisdictions. A simple role for HUD could be to facilitate this interaction.

3) Reliable and more targeted technical assistance. As with any complex issue, the
understanding levels among HUD grantees about brownfields range from zero to very
sophisticated. Generally those who have brownfield sites are more active in learning about
development options for them, exploring available financing for redevelopment, and requesting
technical assistance or partnering with other agencies and private actors to understand the
relevant environmental and liability issues. A few of the most active cities and States have
developed guidance materials on brownfields redevelopment, including information on financing
and environmental and liability issues. These materials have been helpful to the grantees, as well
as to the lenders and developers in their areas.




Grantees’” understanding of HUD policy as it applies to brownfields is also widely
variable. They would like well-informed sources of help on how to plan and implement
economically viable brownfields projects and how to apply HUD and other funding to them.
They generally have not found HUD field staff, especially since recent staff cuts, to be available
or knowledgeable enough to be very helpful in brownfields problemsolving, and the HUD
brownfields hotline was not well known or helpful to many of them. However, those who have
attended HUD seminars on brownfields have found them very worthwhile and felt more
optimistic about brownfields opportunities afterwards. These are clear models for repetition
nationwide. In addition, detailing HUD staff experts on brownfields problemsolving to help
communities with specific projects would provide more focused and indepth assistance than
grantees can get from calling a field staff representative or a hotline.

Recommendations

HUD’s sources of funding are generally very well received among grantees. Many of the
barriers to brownfields redevelopment and to the expenditure of HUD funds on such projects are
local issues, including competing local priorities, market factors, and State or local policies. Our
recommendations are therefore focused on improved communications and other actions that
HUD may want to take to address the three general areas of grantee need described above.

Convey to grantees that brownfields redevelopment is not just an environmental
issue but integral to community development. Many less experienced grantees still regard
brownfields as an environmental problem, not a community development opportunity.

Maintain and highlight the availability and flexibility of CDBG funds for
brownfields. Make it clear that the CDBG program as it exists now can be used for brownfields
and how it can be used. Modify entitlement regulations to make brownfields remediation more
explicitly eligible as a use of CDBG. Make sure HUD staff in area offices are aware of this
information and disseminate this information clearly and concisely to all CDBG grantees.

Do not encourage brownfields at the expense of other community development.
Brownfields are incidental to community development priorities. Do not displace existing CDBG
funds to give brownfields a higher priority. Do not create incentives for grantees to remediate
brownfield sites unless a reuse is feasible, planned in advance, and will meet a national
objective.

Tap into local community developers to design any regulatory changes. Convene a
working group of local CDBG administrators who are experienced and actively involved in
brownfields redevelopment for a detailed discussion of regulatory changes that would facilitate
applying CDBG funds for brownfields redevelopment.

Communicate clearly national objective criteria and how they apply to economic
development of brownfields. Debunk misconceptions and misunderstandings such as the
common belief that there is a 2- or 3-year time limit to demonstrate LMI benefit, and that there is
no presumption, under any circumstances, that jobs created or retained are for the benefit of LMI
individuals. [See Section 105(c)(4) of the 1992 Housing and Community Development Act, and




24 CFR 570.208 (a)(4)(iv) and (v) of Entitlement regulations] These misconceptions, as well as
others, apply not just to brownfields but to economic development more generally. Without
even changing policy, by communicating more clearly what the CDBG program allows,
HUD can be very helpful to many grantees. One county grantee mentioned he thought that the
objectives were more restrictive until he attended a HUD workshop on brownfields in Fall 1997,
and now sees the objectives as reasonably open.

Communicate clearly project eligibility in the economic development category of
CDBG. HUD last revised the LMI presumptions for job creation in 1995. If a census tract meets
the required income and population standards, then any jobs created and/or retained by a CDBG-
assisted activity in that tract are presumed to be held by LMI persons. These changes to the
regulations are not well-known or understood by HUD grantees.

Consider revising the LMI area test to include industrial areas in distressed
neighborhoods. This would eliminate the job tracking burden that deters some grantees from
HUD-funded brownfields redevelopment.

Publicize successful uses of Section 108 loan funds. Experienced grantees could
participate in forums about how they were able to accept the risks of using their CDBG funds as
collateral on the loans, a major concern of those skeptical about the Section 108 program.
Experienced grantees only finance brownfields projects with Section 108 loans where they see a
minimal risk of a failure to obtain a good return on the investment. Typically they already have
developer interest in the property and a profitable reuse planned.

Educate local community development agencies on liability issues, including
insurance, to reduce risk. There appear to be quite a few misinformed grantees whose fear of
the unknown (i.e., liability) is a deterrent to brownfields redevelopment. The actual experience
of grantees that have completed brownfields redevelopment with liability issues is not as
problematic as perceived by those who do not yet understand how to make it workable. Local
partnerships among public and private sectors have been very effective in providing joint
education about liability.

Publicize successful examples of brownfields incentives. Financial incentives in the
form of tax credits or grants can be used to neutralize some of the disincentives to revitalizing
brownfield sites. Financial incentives have been successful tools used by States including
Michigan, Illinois, and Pennsylvania.

Assist Small Cities grantees in understanding brownfields issues. There is very
little awareness of brownfields issues in nonmetropolitan areas because of the prevalence of
greenfields. A notable exception and potential model is Michigan, which uses CDBG technical
assistance funds to perform outreach to nonentitlement areas.

Educate grantees and help them educate other community stakeholders involved
in brownfields redevelopment projects. Hold seminars and/or develop guidance materials on
financing, liability, remediation, and marketing.
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Continue to hold regional seminars and workshops on brownfields. These have
been universally well-received and are effective in giving people a more optimistic and educated
perspective about redevelopment opportunities. Target seminars to where the interest is greatest
and tailor the focus to relevant issues for each region.

Focus on targeted, tailored technical assistance to grantees. Local community
development agencies need targeted assistance with brownfields problemsolving in their areas.
Grantees would appreciate a one-stop point of contact that can be trusted to be thorough and
reliable. An Internet bulletin board refereed by HUD brownfields specialists may be an effective
vehicle for this.

Detail experienced HUD staff to community development offices that want more
help with brownfields. Having a small cadre of well-trained HUD staff to help with focused
problemsolving on the community development aspects of brownfields might be more cost-
effective than trying to train a large number of HUD field staff to be more hands-on in these
complex issues.

Improve and then publicize HUD’s brownfields hotline. The hotline is not well known
among grantees and received mixed reviews about how helpful it was among those who had
called it. It should be staffed by people who are more knowledgeable about brownfields
problemsolving or who can refer questions to appropriate specialists.

Work more closely and visibly with EPA inside and outside Washington, D.C. If the
Federal agencies work together in forums that State and local community developers attend, they
can set a good example for the local level community development and environmental
collaboration that experienced grantees say is necessary to facilitate brownfields redevelopment.

Publicize success stories as models for a team approach to brownfields. Concerns
and uncertainties about high costs, liability, and environmental contamination are the key
barriers to brownfields redevelopment. The places where these barriers have been overcome,
including Cuyahoga County and the City of Dallas, have created effective vehicles for
information sharing among all the public and private stakeholders who need to work together on
brownfields. There is much less fear of the unknown in such places.

Partner more visibly with States. HUD’s communications and outreach should work in
tandem with State initiatives to help its grantees, especially at the State level, understand and
work within their own policy context. Communities where the State and Federal officials are
working together with the local developers on brownfields projects are convinced this is a key to
their success.

Encourage the use of CDBG funds for technical assistance on brownfields.
Publicize the example of nonprofit organizations like the Consumers Renaissance Development
Corporation, which has received two grants from the State of Michigan’s technical assistance
set-aside from its CDBG allocation to assist municipalities with brownfields work.
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Finally, several grantees noted that they learned something from RTI’s discussions with
them, such as that HUD has an active interest in brownfields, is an available resource, and cares
what grantees think about how to make its funding sources work better for this purpose.
Followup efforts such as those outlined above will be a good demonstration of HUD’s
commitment to brownfields policy that is responsive to local community development needs.
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1. Study Background, Objectives, and Methodology

This section provides background information about brownfields and the interest that the
U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD) has in how brownfields relate to
community development. The purpose of this research study was to explore the degree and
nature of the use of HUD’s Community Development Block Grant (CDBG) program funds
among HUD grantees for projects that can be considered brownfields. The method used by the
Research Triangle Institute (RTI) was a qualitative approach involving 80 community
development agencies nationwide.

1.1 Background on Brownfields

According to the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA), brownfields are
“abandoned, idled, or under-used industrial and commercial facilities where expansion or
redevelopment is complicated by actual or perceived environmental contamination.” Site
contamination can result from a large variety of industrial chemicals and wastes and can include
contaminated soil, groundwater, surface water, buildings, or other media. Generally speaking,
brownfields sites are considered to be less contaminated or pose lower risk to public health,
welfare, or the environment than those sites listed on the EPA’s Superfund National Priorities
List (NPL).

Although many descriptions of brownfields focus on vacant or unused sites, brownfields
may also be currently in use (e.g., older manufacturing facilities) or underutilized. They range in
size from very small sites to very large sites of hundreds of acres but more typically are less than
10 acres. The vast majority of brownfields are thought to be urban, and their total number is
estimated to be 500,000. The cost of cleanup can range from as little as $10,000 for small, simple
sites to millions of dollars for large, complex sites. However, the typical cost of cleaning up a
brownfield, based on a study of State cleanup programs in the early 1990s, is thought to be
$400,000.

The term brownfields first emerged in the Federal policy arena in the early 1990s to
describe abandoned or underutilized properties where development is complicated by
environmental contamination. The redevelopment and reuse of such properties has been
occurring for several decades, as long as there has been sufficient private-sector interest.
However, acquiring, cleaning, and redeveloping older, often abandoned industrial sites can be
very expensive and time-consuming. During the last few years, the belief has grown that private
developers and financiers generally are not able or willing to invest sufficient resources to
realize the full economic potential of reusing sites. Uncertainties about liability and cleanup
costs increase the perceived risks of brownfields projects over and above the risks that lenders
and developers face in any urban real estate redevelopment effort.




In May 1997, Vice President Al Gore
announced that he was bringing together the
resources of more than 15 Federal agencies as
part of the Clinton Administration’s new

In recent years, observers have claimed
that the current regulatory system, particularly
the Comprehensive Environmental Response,
Compensation, and Liability Act (CERCLA),

has placed urban brownfields at a competitive “Brownfields National Partnership.” The
disadvantage with uncontaminated, generally Brownfields Partnership, which includes a
vacant land located on the urban fringe $300 million Federal investment in brown-
popularly known as greenfields. According to fields cleanup and redevelopment, is hoped to
this view, Federal and State environmental leverage from $5 billion to $28 billion in
regulation has created significant disincentives private investment, support up to 196,000

to the cleanup and redevelopment of jobs, and protect up to 34,000 acres of

undeveloped greenfield areas outside of cities.

brownfields. This disincentive results from (1) a
prolonged and costly regulatory system (i.e.,
high transaction costs); (2) costly cleanup; and
(3) the uncertain and seemingly open-ended liability for anyone, such as lending institutions,
associated with a brownfield site.

Brownfields became a Federal policy issue in part because of the concern that Federal
regulations were severely restricting the reuse, redevelopment, and transfer of properties that
suffered from some level of soil or groundwater contamination. In his 1997 State of the Union
Address, President Bill Clinton announced a Brownfields National Partnership Action Agenda.
From this agenda the administration established action items for various Federal agencies,
especially the EPA. EPA, in close coordination with White House staff, has taken the leadership
role in addressing the regulatory system governing urban brownfields in order to improve the
predictability, cost-effectiveness, timeliness, fairness, and financial feasibility of the brownfields
cleanup process while ensuring that public health and safety are protected.

The primary interest of HUD related to brownfields is to eliminate barriers to the
revitalization of distressed communities. As part of its role in promoting urban economic
development, HUD’s stated policy is to build partnerships with local officials, businesses, and
neighborhood sectors to remove the impediments to urban redevelopment posed by
environmental contamination and regulatory requirements. HUD wants to ensure that its
programs and resources support State and local governments’ economic development efforts and
help leverage private-sector investment in America’s urban communities.

In a March 1995 message, “Achieving Environmental Justice: A Departmental Strategy,”
former HUD Secretary Henry Cisneros characterized the community development context for
brownfields as follows:

Brownfields pose serious problems for cities and their residents because they can further
degrade the environment and represent precious lost opportunities to bring back jobs and
a tax base to the inner city. Their adaptation to new uses could restore not only the
buildings and their physical environment but also the jobs and vitality of the communities
surrounding them. Since many of these sites are in central cities, revitalization would
particularly benefit low-income and minority residents who may have suffered the
economic and health consequences of living near blighted buildings and contaminated




lands. Reuse would also take advantage of existing infrastructure and reduce urban
sprawl.

HUD has already taken some steps to understand and encourage brownfields
redevelopment. In December 1994, HUD, with the active support and cooperation of EPA, held
a symposium on the barriers to the redevelopment and reuse of urban brownfields. The
symposium brought together practitioners and policymakers representing a variety of
perspectives: developers, environmentalists, community activists, mayors, and State and local
officials. In addition, HUD and EPA recently cosponsored research by the Urban Institute to
examine how the intertwined issues of environmental risk and neighborhood economic distress
affect the redevelopment process. HUD cohosted a brownfields financing roundtable in April
1998.

HUD has made $25 million available in 1998 for brownfields redevelopment under the
title of the Brownfields Economic Development Initiative (BEDI). HUD has proposed doubling
the amount to $50 million in its fiscal year 1999 budget request. According to HUD Secretary
Andrew Cuomo, “Each brownfields dollar is highly leveraged. The $50 million being proposed
for 1999 will leverage $200 million in loans and loan guarantees and the cleanup effort will
generate 28,000 construction and related jobs precisely where employment opportunities are
most needed.™

The Clinton Administration’s Brownfields Action Agenda assigned HUD the lead
responsibility for several activities, one of which was to facilitate the use of its CDBG program
funds for brownfields redevelopment. This research study is intended to help HUD meet that
responsibility.

1.2 The Use of HUD’s CDBG Program for Brownfields

HUD’s CDBG program was created in 1974 and, along with its precursors, the Urban
Renewal and Model Cities programs, has provided funds to State and local governments
nationwide for a wide variety of community development projects. CDBG allocations are made
on the basis of a formula that takes into account population, poverty, housing overcrowding, age
of housing, and growth lag.

Seventy percent of CDBG program funding is allocated to metropolitan cities and urban
counties under the entitlement program. Entitlement cities and counties carry out their own
programs. The remaining 30 percent of CDBG funds is allocated for use by smaller,
nonentitlement communities through the Small Cities CDBG program, administered by State
CDBG agencies. All but two States? design a distribution system and are responsible for
ensuring compliance with the program’s requirements but pass all funds through to smaller,
nonentitlement localities that carry out eligible activities.

! From Testimony of Secretary Andrew Cuomo before the Senate Appropriations Subcommittee on

VA, HUD, and Independent Agencies, March 12, 1998.

HUD administers the Small Cities program in the States of New York and Hawaii.




The CDBG program offers tremendous local flexibility and discretion, as long as the
grant funds are used for projects that meet the specific criteria for one of the following three
national objectives:

1. benefit low- and moderate-income (LMI) persons
2. prevent or eliminate slums or blight
3. meet an urgent need.

Although not designed specifically for brownfields redevelopment, CDBG funds can be
used for a full range of community development activities that may be relevant to brownfields,
as long as the project satisfies one of the three national objectives. CDBG funds can be used for
various aspects of brownfields projects. Specific eligible activities affecting brownfields include:

. plans for redevelopment or revitalization of brownfields sites, including listing
J site acquisition

) environmental site assessment

. clearance

) demolition and removal of buildings

. rehabilitation of buildings

. removal or remediation of contamination from sites and/or buildings

. construction of real estate improvements.

A community may also use up to 20 percent of its annual CDBG allocation for planning
and general administrative costs. Brownfields-related activities such as planning and assessment,
regardless of whether a subsequent redevelopment project may meet one of the three national
objectives, may be supported under this provision.

The CDBG Section 108 Loan Guarantee Program is also available to support brownfields
reuse activities, including land acquisition and cleanup following the land acquisition. The
purpose of the Section 108 program is to enable localities to initiate economic development
projects that are too large for a single-year CDBG grant to cover and for which project-generated
revenues are expected. The loan guarantee-assisted activities must be eligible for CDBG
assistance and comply with one or more of the CDBG program national objectives. A grantee’s
annual CDBG allocation may serve as formal collateral for the Section 108 loan, though grantees
are expected to repay loans in part using income generated from the development project.

HUD monitors expenditures of CDBG funds but does not collect systematic information
on brownfields-related outlays. To date, HUD has only anecdotal information about grantee
usage of CDBG funds on brownfields. To facilitate the use of CDBG resources for brownfields,
HUD needs a better understanding of:

° How CDBG resources are used for brownfields.

° The barriers to the use of CDBG funds for brownfields.




1.3

Local government capability to use HUD grants to deal with local brownfields
problems.

The interest of local communities in using their resources for brownfields cleanup
and redevelopment.

Study Objectives and Methods

HUD’s Office of Policy Development and Research (PD&R) contracted with RTI to

conduct a short-turnaround task to inform these policy interests. The primary objectives of the
task order were:

To obtain detailed information on CDBG recipients’” use or nonuse of these funds
for brownfields work.

To determine if there are barriers to the use of CDBG monies for brownfields.

To suggest revisions in HUD policy, regulations, or administration to encourage
the use of CDBG funds for brownfields remediation and reuse.

A variety of grantee agencies nationwide that administer CDBG programs were contacted
to determine the following types of information of interest to HUD:

Agency plans and budget allocations for brownfields activities.
Economic development plans for brownfields development.

Local opinions about the suitability of HUD programs for brownfields.
Local capacity to address brownfields issues.

Views about the capability of HUD staff in dealing with brownfields.

The regulatory context (including environmental regulation) and its effects on
brownfields redevelopment.

Suggestions for steps that HUD can take to eliminate or reduce barriers that
CDBG recipients face in addressing brownfields problems.

RTI professional staff contacted directors of 80 community development agencies

nationwide who are the administrators of HUD grant and loan funds for their jurisdictions. These
included a geographic and size mix of each of the following:

° 43 entitlement cities
° 19 urban entitlement counties
. 18 States, which administer funds to small nonentitlement cities in their States.




Additional information about the selection of grantees, the development of protocols for
the contacts with grantees, the data collection itself, the confidentiality assurances made, and the
data analysis is provided below.

Selection of Grantees to Contact. The intention for this study was to select a group
of grantees that were diverse along several dimensions:

o the type of grantee (entitlement city, entitlement county, or State)
. the size of the jurisdiction
o presumed level of activity in brownfields redevelopment.

HUD staff suggested dividing the 80 sites to contact across 9 categories of type and size, as
follows:

Metropolitan cities Urban counties States

1,000,000 or more 500,000 or more larger 25 States
500,000 to 999,999 499,999 or less smaller 25 States
250,000 to 499,999

50,000 to 249,999

49,999 or less

RTI thus selected 9 grantees in each of the above categories, except only 8 in the cities
over 1 million because there are only 8 cities that large in the U.S.2 A list of the grantees
included in the study is included in Appendix A.

Within each cell, we decided to try to include a roughly equal mix of grantees believed to
be active in brownfields redevelopment and grantees who might or might not be active; more
specifically, to select five of the nine in each cell from a list of grantees where there was a clear
indicator that they were active. The list we used to make this preliminary designation was a list
of places that had applied for EPA pilot project funding. It was assumed that areas interested
enough to apply for EPA funding had at least identified a local need for brownfields
redevelopment and thus for our preliminary site selection purposes were “presumed active.”
Since we did not have any basis to assume that those who did not apply for EPA pilot funding
were not interested in brownfields redevelopment, we initially classified the remainder of CDBG
grantees as “may or may not be active.”

This division proved to be only a very rough proxy for their levels of brownfields
activity. Several grantees were actually either more or less active than this initial guess would
suggest, but the end result was similar. Whereas 47 of the 80 sites contacted were presumed to be
active in brownfields work, 43 turned out to be active, with or without the use of HUD funds.
The table in Appendix A shows which community development agencies were initially

3 In addition, a parish in Louisiana listed as an entitlement city was later (after the contact

was completed) reclassified more accurately as a county, so in the affected categories we
ended up with 10 counties and 8 cities instead of 9 of each.




presumed active and (by shading) which we ultimately determined to be active to some degree in
brownfields redevelopment. For States, this classification refers to how active they are in their
nonentitlement areas, not to State policies more generally.

To achieve a geographic mix of sites, within each cell we sorted our frame of grantees by
their regional location. Then we determined the appropriate random sampling interval to end up
with the desired number (four or five) and selected grantees at random. The presorting by region
was a way to implicitly stratify the sample by geographic location. After randomly generating a
list of grantees in each cell, a few replacements were made in cases where:

. multiple sites within a cell were in the same State, or
. grantees were not responsive to our initial contacts.

Later, after nearly all of the initial contacts with the 80 grantees were made, in
consultation with HUD staff RTI selected five grantees determined to be active in brownfields
work for more indepth study as case studies:

o City of Boston

) City of Dallas

o City of Philadelphia

) Allegheny County, Pennsylvania
o State of Michigan

Case study profiles for each of these are included in Appendix C.

Protocol Development. Experienced qualitative research staff at RTI prepared a draft
protocol for the discussions with grantees, based on the issues outlined by HUD in the statement
of work. It was prepared as a topic guide for discussions, not as a structured survey. The protocol
was revised after several pretest calls were made, at least one to each type of grantee, and to
reflect comments from HUD staff. The protocols used for the contacts with the 80 city, county,
and State grantees, as well as the issues guide for the case studies, are included in Appendix B.

Data Collection. Six RTI professional staff divided up responsibility for calling the 80
grantees. They were jointly trained and oriented by the RTI project director, with input from
HUD staff, and each of them read background materials on the CDBG program and brownfields
provided by HUD. HUD Community Planning and Development (CPD) staff provided contact
information for the directors of the selected agencies. HUD prepared a cover letter to the selected
community development agency directors to encourage them to participate in the study, and RTI
mailed each selected grantee a list of the general questions to be covered in the discussion. Then
RTI staff called each grantee to set up a telephone appointment for discussing the issues. In
many cases it was a week or more between the first contact and when appointments could be set;
sometimes the director delegated the responsibility to another staff person. Several grantees who
were nonresponsive to several messages left by RTI staff were replaced with others in the same
type and size category.




issues with each respondent. but in man The nature of the contacts with the grantees was
P ’ y not as a structured survey but as a discussion

cases the order pf.qu_estlons \_/arled_ by covering several key topics of interest to HUD.
discussion to minimize the disruption of the Similarly, most of the results are reported

natural ﬂOW Of the Conversation. The average according to key themes that emerged, not in
discussion took 45 to 60 minutes to complete.  tabular or quantitative form. The numbers of

The callers covered all of the major

In a few places where there was no grantees contacted are generally too small for
brownfields activity the discussions were percentages to be statistically valid, though some
only 20 to 30 minutes. In some cases more counts are given to provide the reader with a

than one grantee staff person participated in sense of the frequency of mention of various ideas

or opinions.
. ___________________________________________________________________________]

the call or an additional person was contacted
to answer a subset of the questions.

In the five case study sites, in addition to community development agency staff, RTI
contacted the HUD field staff representative, the environmental agency, and other officials who
the initial grantee contact suggested were actively involved in brownfields redevelopment in that
area.

Confidentiality. Grantees were encouraged to share their views openly and were
promised that the information they provided would be reported only in summary fashion without
identifying specific individuals or jurisdictions. The only instances in this report where place
names are noted are where their local policies are public information available from other
sources, or by permission from the five sites selected for more indepth case studies.

Data Analysis. As soon as possible after discussions with grantees were completed,
callers wrote up their notes from the call in an open-ended template format with fields
corresponding to the key issues from the protocol. When all 80 contacts were complete these
templates were concatenated into a qualitative database file using a text-based software called
AskSam. This software allows the reporting of data across grantees within field, sorting by
various characteristics, and reporting data from multiple fields simultaneously (analogous to a
crosstabulation). The data for each major issue area were read and key themes were coded and
tabulated by qualitative analysts in preparation for writing the draft report. The callers also met
periodically as a group with senior research staff to discuss key findings and impressions. Case
study profiles were also prepared and the key findings from them integrated into the analysis for
the national assessment.

RTI’s key conclusions from this qualitative study come from two main sources: our
analysis of the data captured from the discussions with 80 grantees and other contacts in the 5
case study sites, and the observations and insights of the several RTI professional staff who were
involved in the direct contacts with community development agencies nationwide. In addition,
we conducted a limited review of recent publications on brownfields issues and of States’
relevant policies.

It is important to note that these are the perspectives of the respondents, who are
community development directors and staff persons. Since our sample of grantees is diverse but
not statistically representative, these findings are not strictly generalizable to all CDBG grantees.




Especially within subgroups by size and type of grantee, the findings may not be generalizable
because the numbers of grantees contacted are small. For themes that emerged across a large
proportion of the 80 grantees contacted, however, we can exert more confidence that they are
indicative of national trends among HUD grantees. Some of these more robust findings are
reported in the Executive Summary of this report.

In the remainder of this report, the findings from the nationwide contacts with HUD
grantees are reported, along four major topic areas:

. Levels of awareness and involvement in brownfields redevelopment (Chapter 2).

. Funding used for brownfields redevelopment (Chapter 3).

. Environmental and economic development issues in brownfields redevelopment
(Chapter 4).

. Needs for technical assistance on brownfields issues (Chapter 5).

Within each topic, the authors report key findings, data from the national assessment, highlights
from the case studies (often as sidebars), and recommendations (where applicable).







2. Levels of Awareness and Involvement in Brownfields
Redevelopment

There is broad variability nationwide among HUD grantees in the understanding of and
priority placed on brownfields redevelopment, although awareness is increasing. As HUD
grantees learn about Federal funding sources (including CDBG funds), they are getting more
involved in brownfields redevelopment, provided that their community development priorities
involve project sites that have an actual or perceived contamination.

2.1 Grantees’ Community Development Priorities

Key Findings:

e Brownfields redevelopment is a priority incidental to the economic development, infrastructure,
and housing priorities that HUD grantees have. Only 1 of the 80 grantees we contacted had
brownfields per se as a community development priority.

e Economic development is the top priority in many cities active in brownfields redevelopment.
o Infrastructure is a high priority among counties active in brownfields redevelopment.

o Brownfields always compete with other community development priorities for public funding.
Many jurisdictions have numerous existing claims on their CDBG allocations and do not find it
feasible to earmark funds for brownfields, especially expensive remediation activities.

As might be expected, the top three community development priorities across all the
HUD grantees contacted were housing, infrastructure, and economic development. Each type of
grantee has a somewhat different emphasis among these, however. For the entitlement cities
contacted, the top priority (by far) was housing, with infrastructure mentioned slightly more
often than economic development. In the urban counties, the order was infrastructure first (by
far), then housing and economic development. In the States, it was economic development first,
then infrastructure and housing. A host of other priorities were mentioned after these top three,
the most common two being public services and public facilities development. Only 1 grantee of
the 80 we contacted mentioned brownfields redevelopment as an explicit community
development priority (see sidebar on next page).

The grantees that have an emphasis on economic development also seem to be more
inclined to pursue brownfields projects. For example, 15 of the 30 cities we determined to be
active in brownfields redevelopment (hereafter active) mentioned economic development as a
priority, versus only 2 of the 13 cities inactive in brownfields redevelopment (hereafter inactive).
In inactive cities, affordable housing and infrastructure development were mentioned as
priorities more often than in active cities, suggesting that these activities often compete with
brownfields for priority attention. Economic development was also a top priority in several of
the States that are paying the most attention to brownfields issues.
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Allegheny County officials say the county has
one of highest concentrations of brownfields sites
in the country. The county commissioners have

The most commonly mentioned
community development priority in the
counties we contacted where they have done

some brownfields work was infrastructure selected brownfields as a community develop-
development, which they say is an important ment priority simply because the need for their
part of making the sites viable for reuse. redevelopment is so visually evident. As a result
of steel mills’ closing, there are a number of
Some of the aspects of communities deteriorating buildings in clear view as well as
that grantees indicated were important many sites that are less prominent. The main
determinants of their local community locus for the county’s brownfields work is the

Monongahela Valley, a section of the county hit

development priorities, and thus whether or X i
P P hardest from the mill closings.

not they have an interest in brownfields,

included: The county and its 130 municipalities are
identifying sites and planning for different

° how long a city has been activities such as infrastructure development and
developed building rehabilitation. The county has developed

J urban growth patterns many of the largest, most visible sites and will

o growth rate of the economy now work on some of the smaller sites.

o the level and type of industrial
activity

. the amount of land available for development

. the concentration of brownfields

. geography within the United States

. the poverty level and other socioeconomic factors.

In Philadelphia and Allegheny County, because of the long industrial history of these
areas, urban site redevelopment nearly always involves an environmental assessment and, if
necessary, remediation. Consequently, these grantees are necessarily active in brownfields
redevelopment. Similarly, in Boston, where there is also a high concentration of brownfields
sites, the respondents indicated that they select sites for redevelopment based on their economic
potential, not based on whether they are brownfields.
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2.2

Perceptions of What Brownfields Are

Key Findings:

The awareness of the term brownfields was generally very high among the HUD grantees we
contacted; only 5 of the 80 had no idea what it was.

According to HUD grantees, brownfields used to mean large, highly contaminated, urban sites that
might or might not be redevelopable. They are still perceived this way by many of those who are
relatively new to dealing with them.

The working definition seems to be broadening over time to include rural properties, small sites,
suspected contamination, low levels of contamination, and any prior adverse use.

The understanding of brownfields among community development agencies tends to be stronger in
areas where they are working closely with their environmental agencies and the private sector,
such as on an EPA pilot grant project, State initiative, or local brownfields forum.

Another common perception among the grantees contacted is that brownfields projects involve
only the cleanup or the assessment and cleanup components of a redevelopment project. The more
experienced grantees tend to see the brownfields project as the entire process from planning to
readiness for reuse.

The awareness of the term brownfields was generally very good among the grantees we

contacted:

More than 25 percent of our contacts’ unprompted definitions of brownfields
generally corresponded to the offered definition.”

Another 25 percent gave a similar definition but mentioned only actual and not
suspected contamination.

Only 5 of 80 had no idea what a brownfield was, and these were all inactive
places.

More than 10 percent (9 grantees) had a concept of brownfields that indicated a

more serious environmental problem than is typically considered a brownfield,

such as toxic waste, hazardous materials, landfill, or beyond cleanup. The

majority of the grantees with these perceptions were inactive as well.

Some grantees discussed other finer points of the brownfields definition. For example, a

couple of grantees mentioned that their definition is broader than EPA’s because it would
include

“Abandoned or underdeveloped industrial or commercial properties that may have contamination,
including soil and groundwater pollution as well as contaminated buildings (e.g., with asbestos or
lead paint).” This definition was agreed upon with HUD as the one RTI staff would use in
discussions with grantees; it was believed to be consistent with EPA’s definition (see Section 1.1),
but stated in specific terms that would be relevant to community development agency staff.
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pollution from petroleum products, which EPA’s does not. Other criteria that various grantees
mentioned as important characteristics of a brownfield included:

. the site is economically feasible for redevelopment
) the site contains existing structures

. the site is located in an urban area

. the site involves public money.

Boston is a compact city with a long history
of industrial activity. Even sites that have

Brownfields are very well understood by
some city, county, and State administrators,
especially those in heavily industrialized areas. only been used as residences still often have
In many areas of the “rust belt” States from underground storage tanks or other
[llinois to Massachusetts, redeveloping urban environmental contamination issues. All
properties that require some environmental contacts agree that little vacant, undeveloped,
assessment and/or remediation has been goingon  previously unused land exists in Boston.
for many years, long before the term brownfields — e——————
was in use. In areas such as Chicago, Cleveland,

Detroit, Pittsburgh, Philadelphia, and Boston, redeveloping brownfields is a priority because
most, if not all, potential sites for urban economic development projects are brownfields. In these
areas, redeveloping brownfields is often an essential step in achieving the top priorities of
economic development and housing for LMI households.

In addition to these places with a natural historical need for brownfields work, grantees in
the Gulf States such as Florida and Louisiana, where environmental problems have long been a
factor in development, tend to be aware of brownfields issues. Several younger, cleaner
metropolitan areas such as Dallas, Memphis, and Minneapolis are also becoming active in
brownfields redevelopment, in part due to EPA pilot grant opportunities that enhanced their
awareness and understanding of brownfields.

On the other hand, in some of the less densely populated States in the South and West
and the smaller States in the East, the awareness and perceived relevance of brownfields is quite
low. Much of the cynicism we encountered about brownfields as a “Washington buzzword”
came from these areas. Grantees in areas that have large tracts of available land and few highly
industrialized areas are reasonably unaffected by the need to redevelop a potentially
contaminated property, so they have not taken the time to understand the related issues. They
express concern that the high priority placed on brownfields redevelopment, especially in the
Northeast, may displace their local priorities for community development, such as building
sufficient housing to accommodate rapid growth.

Although the majority of the respondents said that their perceptions of brownfields have
not changed in the last few years, several grantees did mention such changes. A few people
simply noted that the term is now used (some say as a buzzword), whereas it never existed
before. Generally, the working definition of brownfields has gradually expanded over time in
HUD grantees’ minds, as follows:

. Once applied only to large sites; now they can also be small.
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. Once included only urban sites; now they can also be rural.
. Once included only industrial sites; now they can be any prior adverse use.

. Once applied only to large environmental problems, such as Love Canal, which is
a Superfund site; now a brownfield can include even minor contamination of soil,
buildings, or groundwater, including lead and asbestos.

. Once included actual contamination; now can mean a belief that contamination
exists.

Officials in Dallas believe that the city’s
booming economy has created a high demand
for real estate in and around the city. This

Another theme in the comments about
how perceptions have changed is that
brownfields are now seen as feasible for

redevelopment and reuse, not as “dead” places demand almost guarantees investors, and the
that nobody wants to occupy. One comment was city has become very active in brownfields

that economic development and environmental redevelopment both to retain existing
protection used to be at odds as local priorities, businesses and to attract new ones.

but now these objectives weave together and T —

their supporters have a common interest in
redeveloping brownfields.

Another common perception among the grantees contacted is that brownfields projects
involve only the cleanup or the assessment and cleanup components of a redevelopment project.
Generally, this is because these are the aspects of brownfields redevelopment projects that make
them different from other urban renewal projects. The more experienced grantees tend to see the
brownfields project as the entire process from planning through remediation and construction or
rehabilitation for the new use.

Recommendations

Convey to grantees that brownfields redevelopment is not just an environmental
issue but integral to community development. Although staff in more mature areas such as
Allegheny County recognize that economic development and environmental protection can be
compatible purposes, many less experienced grantees still regard brownfields as an
environmental problem, not a community development opportunity.
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2.3 Prevalence of Brownfields Sites

Key Findings:

o The majority of entitlement city and county grantees said they had brownfield sites in their
jurisdictions. The State grantees were less aware of brownfields sites in their nonentitlement areas.

e Inthe larger jurisdictions, there are hundreds of brownfields sites; in the smaller ones, few enough
to count and track easily. Quite a few grantees could not say how many sites they have.

o Nearly 40 percent of the grantees we contacted said they or the local environmental agency kept an
inventory of brownfield sites. These range in sophistication from a Geographic Information
System (GIS) tracking system to a simple list. Grantees who keep inventories use them for
planning purposes and/or to prioritize and market investment opportunities. Those who are not
keeping inventories saw them as too costly or just a way to stigmatize certain properties.

When asked whether they have any brownfield sites in their jurisdictions that fit the
definition given (see Section 2.2), the majority of the city grantees (37 of 43) and county
grantees (17 of 19) said yes. Many of the State grantees did not know about brownfields sites in
their nonentitlement areas but generally thought the numbers of sites would be small. The
numbers of brownfields sites among those who said they have any ranged from one or two to
hundreds or even thousands.

More than one-third (31) of the grantees we contacted said that they or some other
organization (usually the environmental agency) were keeping at least an informal inventory of
brownfields sites. An additional six (three cities, three counties) indicated that they plan to start
an inventory. Reasons why a brownfields inventory is important to some grantees include: it
helps establish priorities and timelines for public spending, it helps the city be proactive about
planning development rather than just reactive to specific requests, it is used to help determine
which sites are eligible for State money, and it is used to keep track of and market investment
opportunities for new business development.

About one-fourth (20) of grantees contacted were not maintaining and had no plans to
establish an inventory. Their reasons included the following: it is too costly, its cost is better
spent on projects, and it would be too much of a stigmatizer or “bad list.” A few grantees did not
know if there was an inventory in their
jurisdiction or not.

The Dallas Brownfields Program is working
with E