WASHTENAW URBAN COUNTY EXECUTIVE COMMITTEE MEETING
Wednesday, April 3, 2019 - 2:00pm - 3:30pm
Washtenaw County Learning Resource Center (LRC), Michigan Room

I.

Public Comment

II.

Announcements
A. Introductions

III.

Minutes
A. 3-6-19 Meeting Minutes – Review & Approval (ACTION)

IV.

General Administration
A. Updates: FY2019-20 Draft Annual Action Plan

1) Citizen Participation
a. Public Hearings – no comments received at HHSAB or BOC
b. 30-Day Public Comment Period – no comments received to date
2) Summary of Planned Activities
3) Timeline
4) Voucher-to-Homeownership Assistance Pilot (Mirada Jenkins)
B. Changes to Low-Mod Income Maps (HUD-CPD Notice 19-02)
C. Northfield Township Priority Project Proposal (ACTION)
D. General Updates

1) Local Project updates – None
2) Community Announcements/updates
V.

Adjournment

Next Meeting: Wed., May 1, 2019, 2:00 – 3:30pm, Washtenaw County LRC, Michigan Room

WASHTENAW URBAN COUNTY EXECUTIVE COMMITTEE MEETING
Wednesday, March 6, 2019 - 2:00pm - 3:30pm
Washtenaw County Learning Resource Center (LRC), Michigan Room

DRAFT
I. Members in Attendance: Cath Howard (Augusta Township); Christine Green (Scio Township); Craig
Lyon (Pittsfield Township); Councilperson Elizabeth Nelson (City of Ann Arbor); Joe Meyers (City of
Ypsilanti); Clerk Karen Lovejoy-Roe (Ypsilanti Township); Supervisor Ken Schwartz (Superior Township)
Communities Absent: City of Dexter; City of Saline; Ann Arbor Township; Bridgewater Township; Dexter
Township; Lima Township; Manchester Township; Northfield Township; Salem Township; Saline
Township; Sylvan Township; Webster Township; York Township
Facilitator/Chairperson: Commissioner Jason Morgan (Washtenaw County Board of Commissioners)
OCED Staff Present: Mirada Jenkins, Tara Cohen
Guests: Chris Brown (Habitat for Humanity Huron Valley); Marta Larson (Whitmore Lake resident);
Wendy Carty-Saxon (Avalon Housing).
Meeting called to order: 2:10pm

I.

Public Comment
 Chris Brown of Habitat for Humanity of Huron Valley thanked their County partners for
recommending funding for their proposal (RFP #7665), and noted that these grant funds will
also be critical for leveraging additional funds to support their programs.
 Wendy Carty-Saxon of Avalon Housing offered her appreciation for staff’s recommendation of
their two proposed projects (RFP #7665), Glendale in Ann Arbor and Dan Hoey in Dexter.
 Marta Larson (Whitmore Lake resident/advocate) said that she was thrilled to see Northfield
Township’s priority project listed as a potential project in the draft Action Plan. She explained
that the Committee working on the proposal met recently, and given the need for health care
services in the Township, she is hoping to see the data from the Community Needs Assessment.

II.

Announcements
 Introductions were made around the table.
 Tara Cohen requested that a member make a motion to amend agenda item IV-D to remove the
word “Action” from the public hearing.
MOTION made by Supervisor Schwartz. Support: Trustee Green.

III.

Minutes - Approval of 2-6-19 Meeting Minutes (ACTION)
Moved by Supervisor Schwartz. Supported by Trustee Howard.
Minutes approved unanimously.

IV.

General Administration
A. Summary of FY 2019-20 Draft: Annual Action Plan

Ms. Cohen presented on the draft summary of planned activities included in the draft Action Plan,
reminding everyone that allocation estimates are based on 2017 funding levels given the uncharacteristic
increase in 2018. She reviewed each item listed in the summary table that was provided as a large 11” x
17” handout at the meeting, as well as being projected on the large overhead screen. Ms. Cohen noted
that the handout repeated all the information in the table they saw in their packet except the handout
also includes the placeholders for HOME and ESG projects, all of which are yet to be determined.
Clerk Lovejoy Roe asked how the CDBG program income will be programmed in the Racially and Ethnically
Concentrated Areas of Poverty (R/ECAPs), which are located in the City of Ypsilanti (Southside
neighborhood) and Ypsilanti Township (LeForge area). Ms. Cohen reminded the group that this activity
comes directly from the 2017 Washtenaw County Assessment of Fair Housing, which stated that all CDBG
Program Income will be utilized specifically in the R/ECAPs for each of the five years covered by the 20182022 Consolidated Plan. Mirada Jenkins noted that OCED management is currently discussing a plan for a
community engagement process that will inform the use of these funds.
B. Affordable Housing RFP #7665: Overview of proposals & funding recommendations
Per the agenda summary provided prior to the meeting, Ms. Jenkins provided an overview of the
proposals received in response to RFP#7665 -- from Avalon Housing (a Community Housing Development
Organization, or “CHDO”), Habitat for Humanity of Huron Valley, and Forest Hills Cooperative. With regard
to Forest Hills, Ms. Jenkins mentioned that they had applied for and received funding in a previous funding
cycle to develop a fund to subsidize membership fees for new members, and one component of their
current proposal was seeking additional funding to continue that program. This component was not
eligible for HOME funds, given that they did not provide income details for potential new members who
would be utilizing those funds. The second component of their proposal – which sought funding for
programs to replace kitchen cabinets, range/stove, window seals, entry doors, storm doors, and entry
locks – could not be approved under HOME regulations’ requirement for a Capital Needs Assessment to
demonstrate justification for the use of funds toward that specific menu of improvements to the units.
Ms. Jenkins explained that once the RFP process is complete, OCED would like to offer to work with Forest
Hills to provide technical assistance for future applications for HOME funds. She continued by presenting
the scoring matrix on the overhead (also included in the packet).
Several members asked questions about the scoring – specifically wanting to understand the maximum
scores for each category listed in the scoring summary page. Ms. Jenkins explained that because there are
different scoring forms for rental programs vs. homeownership vs. coop vs. down payment assistance,
each scoring tool specifies its own point maximums for each scoring criterion. That said, she noted that
she will plan to format these summaries differently next year to provide improved transparency, and this
will necessitate several separate scoring matrices on multiple pages in order to show the detail being
requested. Chris Brown of Habitat for Humanity (one of the grant applicants) shared with the group that,
as developers, the RFP does include a rubric that shows how all the areas are weighted.
Ms. Jenkins stated that while there was not enough funding to meet Avalon’s full request for the Glendale
duplex project, staff is recommending the use of Ann Arbor’s CDBG program income to supplement the
HOME funding in order to get closer to the requested amount. She noted that staff is recommending a
grant of $25,000 to Forest Hills to fund a Capital Needs Assessment (CNA), which would support any future
grant applications. Chairperson Morgan asked how the funds would be handled in the case Forest Hills
does not want a grant for a CNA; Ms. Jenkins clarified that the money could carry over to the next year, or
it could be used to increase Avalon’s grant award for their Glendale project.

For Avalon’s Dan Hoey proposal, a member asked where this is located; Wendy Carty-Saxon (Avalon)
stated that it is right across from the elementary schools. Clerk Lovejoy Roe expressed her excitement to
see these units being built on the west side of the County and congratulated Avalon for these efforts.
In regard to the Habitat for Humanity proposal, Ms. Jenkins noted that the 10 homes are located in
Ypsilanti Township, and several of them were already acquired by Habitat. Clerk Lovejoy Roe mentioned to
the group that the County’s Treasurer puts out a list in June for all homes that will go for auction in
August, and she explained that municipalities have the first opportunity to purchase these properties. She
noted that Ypsilanti Township will purchase some of these homes each year and then sell them to Habitat
periodically for the homes to be rehabbed and sold affordably.

C. Schedule of Public Hearings on the FY2019-20 Draft Annual Action Plan
Ms. Cohen put the following list of dates on the projector showing next steps for the Action Plan
process, and explained that the Plan cannot be submitted to HUD until HUD provides the grant awards
and allocations can be adjusted appropriately.
Key dates for the 2019 Action Planning process include:



Dec 3, 2018 - Jan 3, 2019: Public Comment Period on Needs Assessment








Dec 5, 2018: Public Hearing on Needs Assessment (at UCEC meeting)
March 4, 2019: Draft 2019 Action Plan available for review
March 4 – April 4, 2019: Public Comment Period on Draft Action Plan
March 6, 2019: 1st Public Hearing (at UCEC meeting)
March 14, 2019: 2nd Public Hearing (at HHSAB meeting)
March 20, 2019: 3rd Public Hearing (at Board of Commissioners meeting)

TENTATIVE DATES
(contingent on timely receipt of allocations from U.S. Department of Housing & Urban
Development)
 May 1, 2019: UCEC approval of Final Action Plan (2PM meeting)
 May 1, 2019: Board of Commissioners approval of Final Action Plan (6:45PM meeting)
 May 15, 2019: Final Action Plan due to HUD

Ms. Cohen also noted that today will be the first of 3 public hearings for the Draft Action Plan, and
as updated versions are posted online, she will send out email notification to UCEC members and
interested parties, as well as posting on social media and the County/OCED websites.
D. Public Hearing on the FY2019-20 Draft Annual Action Plan



No comments from the general public.
Clerk Lovejoy Roe commented that she knows this is a tedious process but thinks it is a great
Plan. Joe Meyers (City of Ypsilanti’s representative) noted that Urban County staff is doing a
great job.

E. General Updates

1) Local Project updates – Ms. Cohen noted several projects that are in the queue or underway in
Ypsilanti Township and the City of Ann Arbor. More details can be found in the agenda summary.
2) Community Announcements/Updates
 Ms. Cohen noted that OCED is currently recruiting for the Human Services Policy
Specialist position, as Laura Urteaga-Fuentes has moved on to another job
opportunity. She offered to email out the link to the job listing.
 Trustee Green mentioned that in Scio Township they do not qualify for much federal
funding, nor do they have much in the way of affordable housing other than Scio
Farms, but a proposal for senior housing was recently approved by the Township
board. She noted that Teresa Gillotti had recently provided a memo for the Board to
give to the Planning Commission regarding incentives for affordable development.
 Ms. Jenkins shared that Avalon was gearing up to close on Hickory Way, a project
that will build 34 new units off S. Maple Road in Ann Arbor.
 Craig Lyon directed a question to Ms. Carty-Saxon of Avalon as to whether they
would be open to partnering with private developers who do not specialize in
affordable housing. Ms. Carty-Saxon explained that while they are open to different
partnership models, private developers and agencies such as Avalon tend to have
objectives that are at odds with each other, which makes it challenging to
successfully partner.

V.

Adjournment
Clerk Lovejoy Roe moved to adjourn, Trustee Green supported.
Motion to adjourn approved unanimously.
Adjourned: 3:20pm

WASHTENAW URBAN COUNTY EXECUTIVE COMMITTEE (UCEC) MEETING
Wednesday, April 3, 2019 2:00pm- 3:30pm
AGENDA SUMMARY
Updates: FY 2019-20 Draft Annual Action Plan
Citizen Participation
Since the March UCEC meeting, two additional public hearings were held to solicit feedback on the Draft
2019 Action Plan, as follows:



Thursday, March 14th – Housing & Human Services Advisory Board meeting
Wednesday, March 20th – Board of Commissioners meeting

No comments were received at either of the above hearings. In addition, the 30-day comment period on
the Draft Plan closes April 4th. To date, no comments have been received. Thank you to those of you
who assisted in publicizing the availability of the draft plan and summary of activities to your
communities.
Summary of Planned Activities
Minimal revisions have been made to the Draft 2019 Summary of Planned Activities since the March
UCEC meeting. The version presented at the Board of Commissioners meeting preceding the public
hearing on March 20th incorporated the following additions:
 HOME: Affordable housing project names, recommended funding amounts, and outcomes were
added;
 CDBG: Placeholder added for Voucher-to-Homeownership Down Payment Assistance Pilot (see
item below)
Action Plan Timeline
Based on informal updates from the HUD Detroit Field Office, staff currently anticipates receiving
Washtenaw Urban County’s 2019-20 allocation no earlier than April 26th. With this timing as a reference
point, staff has adjusted the Action Plan approval process to the following:




May 1, 2019: UCEC to approve Final Action Plan (with caveat that staff is permitted to adjust the
allocations – including for specific projects - once received from HUD)
June 5, 2019: Board of Commissioners to approve Final Action Plan (reflecting actual allocations)
June 25, 2019: Final Action Plan due to HUD

We may also hold an additional public hearing and 15-day comment period if deemed appropriate; this
decision will be based on how significant a difference there is between the estimated allocations and
actuals we receive from HUD. The timing on those will be communicated as soon as possible once the
allocations are received.

Voucher-to-Homeownership Assistance Pilot (Mirada Jenkins)
In accordance with the 2017 Washtenaw County Assessment of Fair Housing (AFH) Plan’s goals and
priorities, OCED plans to expand outreach and financial assistance to voucher households. OCED aims to
offer Community Development Block Grant (CDBG) assistance towards the Voucher-to- Homeownership
Assistance Pilot. This pilot program aims to provide affordable housing opportunities to low income
buyers, and to help in stabilizing housing costs and neighborhoods. Assistance would be utilized for
down payments, closing costs, mortgage buy-down, and eligible pre-paid expenses. Under the Pilot,
each eligible voucher household would receive up to $15,000 in CDBG assistance to be used towards the
purchase of a home within an Urban County jurisdiction. The Pilot will partner with Michigan State
Housing Development Authority’s Key to Own Homeownership Program and Ann Arbor Housing
Commission’s Section 8 Housing Choice Voucher (HCV) Homeownership programs to ensure participants
are in good standing with the rental HCV and local housing authority programs.
This program will target housing choice voucher households who are at or below 50% of area median
income and maintain earned income of at least $15,000 and are working at least 30 hours per week
(exceptions for elderly or disabled persons). The program intends to leverage an estimated additional
$1,000,000 from a variety of sources including HUD’s MSHDA HOME down payment assistance, Federal
Home Loan Bank of Indianapolis (FHLBI) funds, homebuyer contributions and individual account
matching funds (IDA programs).
The Voucher-to-Homeownership Assistance Pilot will partner with the Washtenaw Housing Education
Partners (WHEP) to provide homebuyer education; credit and financial counseling; home maintenance
courses, and; post purchase counseling. The Pilot also includes plans for community outreach to existing
landlords and neighborhoods with a high concentration of voucher use, and will utilize a preferred
lender and realtors list. Lenders and realtors would be required to attend program training and, in
addition, lenders would need to complete a Request for Qualifications (RFQ) process. The timeline for
the overall pilot project is 12-24 months.
To allocate funds for the above described Pilot program, staff aims to adjust the Draft 2019 Action Plan
and Draft Summary of Planned Activities in the next iteration of the Plan, as follows.

Activity
Single Family Rehabilitation
Single Family Rehabilitation
Service Delivery
Voucher Homeownership
Assistance Pilot

Community Development Block Grant (CDBG)
Agency
Jurisdiction
OCED
All

Allocation
$185,000

OCED

All

$114,000

OCED

All

$105,000

Changes to Low-Mod Income Maps
In February 2019, the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD) issued a Notice (Notice
CPD-19-02) titled Low- and Moderate-Income Summary Data Updates which provides guidance on the
new data from the Census Bureau that became effective April 1, 2019 for qualifying projects for CDBG
funding under the Low-Mod Income Area Benefit (LMA). LMA is a commonly used category for qualifying
the local infrastructure and public facilities projects carried out in Washtenaw Urban County. The full
Notice is included in your packet.

The new data underlying the revised LMI maps is based on American Community Survey (ACS) data at the
block group level, from 2011-2015 ACS. The key high-level changes affecting our Urban County
jurisdictions are as follows:







Both expansion and contraction of LMI areas in Ypsilanti Township, and; City of Ann Arbor;
Expansion of LMI areas in the City of Ypsilanti and Pittsfield Township;
Contraction of LMI area in Northfield Township (with 1 block group remaining as LMI, west of
US-23);
Contraction of the 1 previously LMI block group in the City of Dexter;
Expansion of 1 block group in York Township (based on housing units surrounding the federal
prison in that block group);
The City of Saline, Scio Township and Superior Township’s LMI areas were unchanged.

A side-by-side of the old versus the new map effective April 1st is included in the agenda packet to
demonstrate the higher level changes. Staff will provide the updated LMI maps for individual Urban
County jurisdictions for project planning purposes as they become available.
It should be mentioned that CDBG funding is the most flexible of the grant types received by the Urban
County, and many local projects are eligible for CDBG funding under National Objectives other than LowMod Area, for example under presumed benefit clientele (e.g. elderly, homeless, domestic violence
survivors) or Slum/Blight (e.g. demolition projects)
Northfield Township Priority Project Proposal (ACTION)
At the UCEC meeting on February 6, 2019, members passed a motion to extend the Priority Project
Proposal submission deadline to March 22nd for any additional proposals to then be presented at and
considered for funding at the April 5th meeting. One proposal was received – from Northfield Township
– by the extended March 22nd deadline with a request totaling $104,714 in CDBG priority project funds
for a series of improvements on the Northfield Community Center. The proposal included roofing,
flooring, parking lot expansion and lighting, installation of a hand sink, and storage systems.
The proposal, along with the 3 completed score cards and score summary, can be found in your packet.
The proposal received an average score of 45 out of 70 possible points.
As described in the proposal, the Northfield Community Center is located at 9101 Main Street in
Whitmore Lake, Michigan, and serves residents from more than 23 zip codes through a wide variety of
programs and services. While not mentioned in the proposal, it is worth noting that this facility changed
its name a few years ago from the Northfield Senior Center to its current name – the Northfield
Community Center – which aims to serve residents of all ages. At this time, it should be noted that a
significant amount of programming either specifically targets seniors or is primarily utilized by seniors
merely due to the nature of when the programs and services are scheduled (i.e. weekdays/ weeknights).
Staff are recommending funding for the aspects of the proposal that qualify under the CDBG National
Objective of “Limited Clientele,” more specifically for the removal of architectural barriers to benefit
Limited Clientele, which in the case of this project is Seniors. The two items staff is not recommending for
funding are: (1) roofing ($16,000) and (2) storage cabinets ($2,000). Based on the $35,000 cash match that
the Township proposed, which represented just over 25.1% of the total project cost or 28.8% of the
eligible costs under CDBG, staff is recommending CDBG priority project funds in the amount of $91,285.
This recommended amount represents 75% of total project costs for the eligible project components, as
shown below:

CDBG-Eligible Costs for Northfield Community Center
Tile floor replacement

$

20,000

Parking area expansion

$

81,000

Parking lighting

$

19,814

Sink installation

$

900

TOTAL COST

$

121,714

75% of TOTAL COST

$

91,286

MOTION: The Urban County Executive Committee approves the staff recommendation to provide
2019-20 CDBG priority project funding to Northfield Township for the project components that fall
under the CDBG National Objective for the removal of architectural barriers to benefit Limited
Clientele, in the amount of $91,285.
Additional Information
If you have any questions on any of the information included in this summary, or would like additional
information, please contact Tara Cohen at (734) 544-3056 or cohent@washtenaw.org.

Washtenaw Urban County 2019-20 Summary of Planned Activities DRAFT (rev 3-20-19)
Estimated 2019-20 Allocations*
Community Development Block Grant (CDBG)

$1,900,000

HOME Investment Partnership Program (HOME)

$902,880

Emergency Solutions Grant (ESG)

$167,288
$2,970,168

TOTAL

*All allocations and project funding amounts are estimates only and will be subject to the Urban County's actual allocations from U.S. Department of Housing & Urban Development (HUD)

Activity

Project

CDBG Admin
Public Facilities & Infrastructure
Public Facilities & Infrastructure

CDBG Administration
Priority Project - Ypsilanti Townshp Community Center Floor
Tiles
Priority Project - Northfield Township Community Center
Improvements

Agency

CDBG

HOME

HOME 2018-19
Carry over

ESG

Goal Outcome Indicator

OCED - Urban County wide

$380,000

Other

Ypsilanti Township/Superior Township

$61,898

Public Facilities & Infrastructure Improvements

TBD

Public Facilities & Infrastructure Improvements

Northfield Township

Public Facilities & Infrastructure

LED Street Lighting*

Augusta Township

$4,432

Public Facilities & Infrastructure Improvements

Public Facilities & Infrastructure

ADA Curb Cuts

City of Ypsilanti

$50,000

Public Facilities & Infrastructure Improvements

Public Facilities & Infrastructure

Senior Center Roof replacement

Pittsfield Township

$75,000

Public Facilities & Infrastructure Improvements

Public Facilities & Infrastructure

Stamford Street Trees

Superior Township

$9,000

Public Facilities & Infrastructure Improvements

Public Facilities & Infrastructure

Fireman's Park Playground Improvements

Superior Township

$30,835

Public Facilities & Infrastructure Improvements

Public Facilities & Infrastructure

Road Improvements - Cary Drive

Ypsilanti Township

$113,114

Public Facilities & Infrastructure Improvements

TBD

CDBG Program income spent in R/ECAPs

City of Ypsilanti and Ypsilanti Township

$99,364

TBD

Public Facilities & Infrastructure

Affordable Housing improvement/Code Compliance (Wired
smoke alarms/sprinkler systems)

MAP & Avalon Housing (City of Ann Arbor)

TBD

Rental units rehabilitated

Voucher-to-Homeownership Assistance Pilot

OCED - Urban County wide

TBD

Voucher Holders Assisted

Single Family Rehabilitation (SFR)

OCED - Urban County wide

$285,000

Homeowner Housing Rehabilitated

SFR Accessibility Ramp Program

OCED - Urban County wide
(Resources captured in SFR amount above)

N/A

Restart Accessibility Ramp Program

Single Family Rehabilitation Service Delivery

OCED - Urban County wide

$114,000

Homeowner Housing Rehabilitated

Community Based Development Organization

Peace Neighborhood Center (City of Ann Arbor)

TBD

Community Based Development Organization

Community Action Network (City of Ann Arbor)

TBD

CDBG Public Services

Coordinated Funding - Interfaith Hospitality Network of
Washtenaw County

Interfaith Hosptality Network of Washtenaw
County

$110,336

Tenant-based rental assistance / Rapid Rehousing

CDBG Public Services

Coordinated Funding - SafeHouse Center

SafeHouse Center

$81,244

Emergency housing/Transitional Housing/Homeless
Outreach

CDBG Public Services

Coordinated Funding - Shelter Association of Washtenaw
County Residential and Non-Residential Programs

Shelter Association of Washtenaw County
Residential and Non-Residential Programs

$46,003

Homeless Prevention

CDBG Public Services

Coordinated Funding - SOS Family Shelter

SOS Family Shelter

$25,719

CDBG Public Services

Coordinated Funding - Unified-HIV Health and Beyond: Mobile
Unified-HIV Health and Beyond
Health Program

Emergency housing/Transitional Housing/Homeless
Outreach

$21,698

Homeless Prevention

Home Administration

HOME Administration

Down Payment Assistance
CDBG Single Family Rehab

CDBG Single Family Rehabilitation Service Delivery
CDBG Community Based Development
Organizations (CBDO)
CDBG Community Based Development
Organizations (CBDO)

OCED

$90,288

Other

Habitat for Humanity of Huron Valley

$450,000

10 Homeowner Housing Rehabilitated

Avalon Housing

$157,328

Avalon Housing

$160,120

2 Rental units rehabilitated

$45,144

Other

HOME CHDO Reserve (15%)

Habitat for Humanity of Huron Valley
Acquisition Development Resale (ADR) Program
HOME CHDO Reserve (15%) Dan Hoey Acquisition & New Construction

HOME Rental Rehabilitation

108/110 Glendale Rehabilitation

HOME CHDO Operating Costs (Avalon Housing)

HOME CHDO Operating (5%)

Avalon Housing

HESG19 Washtenaw County

Homeless Prevention, Shelter & Rapid Re-Housing

TBD

HOME Homeownership program

Public Service activities for low/mod income housing
benefit
Public Service activities for low/mod income housing
benefit

ESG Administration
*Subject to demonstrating 51% Low-Mod Income households in target area(s) by way of a HUD-approved household income survey.

$132,672

22 New Units Constructed

$156,544

Tenant-based rental assistance / Rapid Rehousing

$10,744

Homelessness Prevention

PREVIOUS URBAN COUNTY LOW-MOD INCOME MAP

CURRENT URBAN COUNTY LOW-MOD INCOME MAP
(effective April 1, 2019)

U.S. DEPARTMENT OF HOUSING AND URBAN DEVELOPMENT
Community Planning and Development

Special Attention of:

NOTICE: CPD-19-02
All CPD Division Directors
Grantees and Program Managers of the following CPD programs:
Entitlement CDBG, State CDBG, Nonentitlement CDBG Grants in Hawaii,
Insular Area CDBG, Disaster Recovery (CDBG-DR) and the
Neighborhood Stabilization Programs (NSP1, NSP2, NSP3)
Issued: February 14, 2019
Expires: Until Superseded
Updates: CPD Notices 14-10, 14-11,
and 15-05.
Cross References: 24 CFR 570.208(a), 24 CFR 570.483(b)(1) and CPD Notice 14-013.

SUBJECT: Low- and Moderate-Income Summary Data Updates
APPLICABILITY: The Community Development Block Grant Program (CDBG) program,
including Entitlement CDBG Grantees, State CDBG Grantees, Nonentitlement CDBG Grantees in
Hawaii, and the U.S. Insular Area CDBG Grantees; as well as CDBG-Disaster Recovery (CDBGDR) Grantees, and Neighborhood Stabilization Program Grantees (NSP1, NSP2, and NSP3).1
SUMMARY: This Notice provides guidance on geographic datasets used for compliance purposes
with CDBG, CDBG-DR and NSP grant requirements. The following sections are included in this
Notice:
I.

Publication. Announces the publication of the low- and moderate-income summary data
(LMISD) based on the American Community Survey 2011-2015 5-year estimates (2015
ACS). These data will replace the prior LMISD based on the American Community Survey
2006-2010 5-year estimates (2010 ACS) for the purposes of demonstrating compliance with
the CDBG National Objective of providing benefit to low- and moderate-income persons on
an area basis (“Area Benefit” or LMA) and other purposes discussed this Notice;2

1

This Notice refers to Low- and Moderate-Income (LMI) persons pursuant to 24 CFR 570.3; however, the NSP
Program (NSP1, NSP2 and NSP3) allowed for National Objective compliance based on Low-, Moderate- and
Middle-Income (LMMI) persons. For the purposes of this Notice, reference to LMI persons also includes middleincome persons where NSP grantees are concerned.
2
The LMA National Objective is described at 24 CFR 570.208(a)(1) and 570.483(b)(1). Grantees have the option of
utilizing HUD’s LMISD data, or survey data that are methodologically sound, for determination of an activity’s
LMA compliance. CPD Notice 14-013 provides guidance on methodologically sound surveys.
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II.

Effective Date and Transition Policy. Announces an effective date of April 1, 2019, for use
of the 2015 ACS LMISD to qualify LMA activities; and, provides a transition policy for
circumstances when prior 2010 ACS LMISD may continue to be used;

III.

How to Use the LMISD. Explains the geographic format of these data and how to use the
LMISD to demonstrate compliance for LMA activities;

IV.

Margin of Error. Announces the publication of margin of error (MOE) data for all
geographies in the LMISD, including all census places and block groups, and provides
instructions for use. Additionally, this Notice describes guidance regarding the confidence
interval and acceptable MOE for local income surveys, based on the LMISD MOE; and,

V.

Additional Geographic Data. Announces that HUD will set a 5-year publication schedule
for other geographic data used for reporting race/ethnicity, disability, and age of
beneficiaries, as well as poverty data used to qualify certain activities for assistance.

VI.

Reporting LMA Benefit. Provides instruction for reporting LMA activities in the grantee
reporting systems for the various programs.

I. PUBLICATION:
This Notice announces the publication of new LMISD based on the 2015 ACS. These data replace
the prior 2010 ACS LMISD3 and must be used to demonstrate compliance with the LMA National
Objective starting on April 1, 2019, except under limited circumstances described in this Notice.
These 2015 ACS LMISD data may be found online at
https://www.hudexchange.info/programs/acs-low-mod-summary-data/
Prior HUD-provided data may continue to be utilized in limited circumstances:
• Activities qualified in accordance with the Four-Part Test described in Section II.
• The most recent data available for the U.S. Insular Areas [American Samoa, Guam,
Commonwealth of the Northern Marianna Islands, and the U.S. Virgin Islands] are from
the 2010 Decennial Census Summary Files for Outlying Areas. Therefore, no changes
are being made to the LMI data for the Insular Areas in this new data release.
Additionally, these 2010 data do not include the margin of error MOE. Therefore, only
Section V and Section VI of this Notice are applicable to the Insular Area Grantees.
• Rural Promise Zones and Appalachian Regional Commission Distressed Counties.
According to Public Law 114-113, State CDBG grantees may demonstrate LMA compliance
using the LMISD based on the 2000 Decennial Census, if the activity’s service area is in a
Rural Promise Zone or a county designated as “distressed” by the Appalachian Regional
Commission. This variance is only applicable to federal CDBG funds appropriated in fiscal
year 2017 through 2020, and prior years’ uncommitted funds.
The LMISD has two types of publications:
3

CPD Notice 15-05 referred to the LMISD based on the 2006-2010 ACS 5-year Estimates or the 2010 ACS, as the
“2014 ACS” in reference to the 2014 fiscal year of publication. Mention of “2014 ACS” in CPD Notice 15-05 shall
be considered to be synonymous with mention of “2010 ACS” in this Notice.
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1) Base-data changes to the LMISD are currently scheduled to occur every 5 years. These data
summarize low- and moderate-income by family for various geographies, including block
group and place [see the “How to Use The LMISD” section for more information regarding
these geographies]. Historically, the LMISD have been based on the 1990 Decennial Census,
the 2000 Decennial Census, the 2010 ACS, and, with this Notice, the 2015 ACS. The next
LMISD base-data change is scheduled to reference the 2016-2020 ACS 5-year estimates
(2020 ACS), and will likely be published around 2023.4
2) Fiscal year updates. Every year, there are changes to the list of Entitlement CDBG grantees
as communities’ eligibility status change. Additionally, the geographic boundaries of existing
grantees can change, especially within Urban County grantees of Entitlement CDBG.
Therefore, on a fiscal year-basis, HUD publishes the list of block groups with the name of the
associated grantee.
 These data are generally only used for compiling a list of block groups associated with
the grantee for determining the upper-quartile LMI percentage pursuant to 24 CFR
570.208(a)(1)(ii).
 In these fiscal year updates, the LMI percentage by block group is NOT changing,
however the block groups associated with the grantee may change.
II. EFFECTIVE DATE AND TRANSITION POLICY
Effective Date for the 2015 ACS LMISD:
• On and after April 1, 2019, grantees shall use the 2015 ACS LMISD. Use of the prior
2010 ACS LMISD will only be allowed in limited circumstances described in this Notice.
• Available Now: Subsequent to the publication of the updated 2015 ACS LMISD data and
prior to April 1, 2019, grantees may use the 2015 ACS LMISD or continue to use the 2010
ACS LMISD to qualify new LMA activities.5
Transition Policy: On and after April 1, 2019, in circumstances where the 2010 ACS LMISD
demonstrate LMA compliance, but the 2015 ACS LMISD for that same geographic area do not
demonstrate LMA compliance, a recipient may use the prior 2010 ACS LMISD to demonstrate areabenefit compliance by meeting the following four-part test. This policy is intended to prevent the
disqualification of activities that are already underway.
The Four-Part Test
To qualify an LMA activity using the prior 2010 ACS LMISD, on and after April 1, 2019, the
activity must meet all four of the following criteria.
(1) A documented action must have been made by the grantee before the effective date, April 1,
2019. Use Table 1 on the next page to determine the date thresholds used for various types of
actions.
(2) the documented action must describe a specific activity,
(3) the documented action must describe a specific funding amount for the specific activity, and
(4) the specific activity must have a clearly defined LMI service area.
Table 1: Date Thresholds for Various Types of Actions (the first of the four-part test).
4

The U.S. Census Bureau’s and HUD’s processing time for tabulation, processing, verification and publishing the
LMISD can be about 2 year or 3 years following the data collection period.5 Prior CPD Notices 14-10, 14-11 and
15-05 addressed the transition from the LMISD based on the 2000 Census to the 2010 ACS.
5
Prior CPD Notices 14-10, 14-11 and 15-05 addressed the transition from the LMISD based on the 2000 Census to
the 2010 ACS.
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State CDBG
grantees and State
CDBG-DR grantees
Applies to: when making
awards to UGLGs
through a Method of
Distribution.

Entitlement CDBG grantees, NSP
grantees, and CDBG-DR grantees when
carrying out activities directly, making
subgrants, or executing contracts.

Action: The grantee makes an
award or obligation and fulfills all
other requirements of the four-part
test.

The date the grantee
publicly announces its
awards to UGLGs is
before April 1, 2019.

The grantee obligates funds for the activity
before April 1, 2019. Funds are considered
obligated by a grantee on the date a
subrecipient agreement is signed, or on the date
the contract or other binding agreement is
executed. (See the definition of “obligation”
under 2 CFR 200.71.)

Action: Certain noncompetitive
awards, formula allocations, and
other awards or obligations made
without prescribing a specific
activity or service areas. If the
award or obligation does not fulfill
the four-part test, then the grantee
must reference the date of another
agreement that does fulfill the fourpart test.

The obligation date of
the UGLG’s obligation
of funds to a specific
approved activity by
contract, subaward, or
other binding
agreement must be
before the April 1,
2019.

The obligation date of a subaward or a contract
must be before April 1, 2019, consistent with
the definition of “obligation” pursuant to 2
CFR 200.71.

Action: When a grantee operates a
competition and the applications are
required to include the other three
parts of the four-part test.

The competition’s due
date for UGLG
applications, as
described in the Method
of Distribution, must be
before April 1, 2019.

The obligation date of a subaward or a contract
must be before April 1, 2019, consistent with
the definition of “obligation” pursuant to 2
CFR 200.71.

Action: When a grantee acts
directly and does not execute
agreements with other parties, but
the other three parts of the four-part
test have been met, i.e. a city
incurring staff salary costs for
activity delivery.

For Entitlement CDBG grantees and NSP
grantees the date of the first activity delivery
expenditure of CDBG funds must be before
April 1, 2019.

Not applicable

CDBG-DR grantees carrying out activities
directly and not executing agreements with
other parties, may only qualify new areabenefit activities using the prior LMISD data if
the date of the first activity delivery
expenditure of CDBG funds for the specific
activity was before April 1, 2019, and
ADDITIONALLY no earlier than April 1,
2018.

Further Clarifications to the Four-Part Test:
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o Pre-award Costs. CDBG funds may be used to pay approved pre-award costs IF the activity’s
service area qualified based on the LMISD in effect at the time the costs were incurred, not the
LMISD in effect at the time of the award.
o Phased Activities and Multiple Contracts. If more than one contract or phase is needed to
complete the scope of a single CDBG activity, the date of execution of the first contract or first
award must be before April 1, 2019; AND, other dependent contracts may be executed on and
after the effective date PROVIDED that those contracts are funded from CDBG funding
available to the grantee prior to April 1, 2019 (and not later awards or later receipts of program
income).
o Cost Overruns. If there is an unexpected increase in the cost of an area-benefit activity qualified
on prior LMISD data, and there is no change in the scope, purpose, or service area of the activity,
grantees may provide additional funding to cover the cost overrun even though it exceeds the
amount awarded or obligated. This exception is limited to unexpected increases in the cost. If
the scope, purpose, or service area of the activity changes, the activity must re-qualify based on
the 2015 ACS LMISD on and after April 1, 2019.
o Acquisition of Real Property. An activity qualified on the prior LMISD and involving CDBGassisted property may be completed only if the requirements of the four-part test are met, and the
planned-use of the property at the time of acquisition does not change. If the planned-use
changes on and after April 1, 2019, the new activity must qualify based upon the 2015 ACS
LMISD.

o Certain Loan or Grant Programs. Grantees may award or obligate funding to loan or grant
programs rather than to discrete activities. The loan or grant program would then fund discrete
activities, potentially including some designed to benefit area residents. Small main street
revitalization programs or revolving loan programs are examples. In such cases, national
objective compliance would be determined for each provision of assistance to a business or
recipient as a grant or loan. Therefore, the obligation date of that loan or grant to the business or
recipient would be used for the first of the four-part test.
o Fungibility: If an existing activity’s funding source is changed after April 1, 2019 and the
activity was qualified as area benefit under the 2010 ACS LMISD, the activity will not have to
re-qualify under the 2015 ACS LMISD. “CDBG funds”, pursuant to 24 CFR 570.3 and 24 CFR
570.481, include both grant funds and program income; therefore, annual grant funds and
program income may be interchanged when funding an activity qualified on the prior LMISD,
provided that the scope, purpose, or service area of the activity has not changed and the total
amount awarded or obligated to an activity, prior to April 1, 2019, is not exceeded.
o LMISD-based Scoring Criteria: Some State CDBG grantees may use the LMISD to influence
award amounts, either as a numerical part of calculating a formula allocation or as part of
competitive application scoring. A problem can arise if an UGLG’s award amount is determined
based on the 2010 ACS LMISD, but that UGLG is unable to qualify a new LMA activity based
on the 2015 ACS LMISD. Grantees using the LMISD in this manner should update their
procedures to reflect the updated 2015 ACS LMISD. Some State CDBG grantees may need to
amend the Method of Distribution in the Annual Action Plan to ensure that awards for areabenefit activities are being made to UGLGs that will be able to qualify an area benefit activity in
accordance with the provisions of this Notice.
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III. HOW TO USE THE LMISD:
Geographic Format. HUD publishes LMISD using the geographies provided by the U.S. Census
Bureau for the American Community Survey. HUD publishes LMISD at both the Summary Level
150 (block groups), and at the Summary Level 160 (Places, which includes incorporated cities and
unincorporated, Census-designated places).
Figure 1 below demonstrates how block groups and places differ in urban versus rural settings.
Block groups are established to have between 600 to 3,000 people, which means that, as population
density goes down, the geographic size of the block group increases and, as the density goes up, the
size of the block group decreases. In towns with enough population density to have several block
groups, the block groups are typically the most specific geography available; often resembling
neighborhoods. However, in the less dense areas, block groups increase in size, potentially including
more than one small town.
Figure 1. Block Groups and Places in Rural and Urban Settings

Urban Setting

Grantee Area
(Entitlement or
State)

Rural Setting

160 - Geography
Incorporated
Cities & Census
designated
Places

150 - Geography
Census Block
Groups

The place geography reflects the jurisdiction of a city, town, or other place. In rural settings, the
place geography typically reflects UGLG jurisdictions and lends well to qualifying for area benefit
for activities benefiting the whole town.
Figure 2, below, demonstrates how block groups and places can differ among Entitlement CDBG
grantees, specifically, Urban Counties and Entitlement Cities. In Urban County settings, a grantee
could use either block groups or places to represent service areas. However, in Entitlement Cities,
the place geography typically reflects the entirety of a grantee’s jurisdiction; therefore, block groups
are likely to be the most specific geography available to coincide with neighborhood-level service
areas.
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Figure 2. Examples of Block Groups and Places in Various Types of Entitlement Jurisdictions

Compiling a Service Area from the LMISD. Based on the type of activity, the grantee will choose a
reasonable service area, and then refer to the LMISD for an equivalent geography. Grantees may
choose to take additional steps to delineate service areas, such as requiring market studies. Activity
service areas should be reasonably delineated based on the intended beneficiaries of the LMA
activity. Once the service area has been reasonably delineated, the LMISD geographies that most
closely correspond are chosen. The service area shall not be drawn to intentionally include LMI
persons that would not benefit, nor shall it be drawn to intentionally exclude non-LMI persons that
would benefit.
Grantees may combine geographies to best represent service areas, typically by combining two or
more block groups. When using multiple geographies in the determination of LMA compliance of a
service area, grantees are reminded that percentages shall not be averaged across multiple
geographies. The proper calculation is as follows:
LMI % = (LMI Persons Geography A + LMI Persons Geography B + LMI Persons Geography C…) ÷
(LMI Universe Geography A + LMI Universe Geography B + LMI Universe Geography C…)

Example. A service area corresponds with two block groups. Block group 1 is 54.17% LMI with a
population of 325 LMI persons of 600 total persons. Block group 2 is 50% LMI and has 1,500 LMI
persons of 3,000 total persons. If 54.17% and 50.00% are averaged, which would be incorrect, the
result is 52.09% LMI. However, the correct calculation per the formula above is 1,825 persons
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divided by 3,600 persons, resulting in 50.69% LMI [which HUD does not allow to be rounded up to
51%].
50.69% LMI = ( 325 + 1,500 ) ÷
( 600 + 3,000 )

Grantees should not define a single service area by compiling a mix of place and block group data.
These geographic layers have overlapping areas. If a service area was constructed by mixing block
group and place data, residents would likely be double-counted.
When the Service Area Doesn’t Match the LMISD Geographies. If the available LMISD geographies
provided do not reasonably correspond to the service area, it may not be appropriate to use the
LMISD to qualify an LMA activity. Grantees may consider conducting a methodologically-sound
local income survey to determine LMA compliance for the specific service area.
No Prorating. Grantees may not prorate the LMISD data when a given service area includes a
portion of a geography from HUD’s published datasets. The LMA determination shall be made
based on the entirety of the data of the census geography which the service area both completely
encloses and significantly overlaps. Using the standard LMISD geographies will usually result in a
change to a custom service area,
Figure 3. Partial Overlay of a Service Area and
which is acceptable, provided that
LMISD Geographies.
the two areas reasonably
correspond to one another.
Example. In Figure 3, the LMA
service area completely encloses
geographies 5, 6, 7 and 8;
additionally, geographies 1, 2, 3
and 4 are partially overlain by the
service area. The entirety of the
data for all geographies 1 through
8 must be included in the
determination
of
LMA
compliance to use the LMISD.
The grantee shall not prorate
geographies 1, 2, 3, or 4.
Advanced Users. Grantees that utilize geographic information systems (GIS) to join LMISD data to
map layers should download the 2010 versions of the Summary level 150 and 160 geographies from
U.S. Census Bureau, which will continue to update decennially.6 In addition, due to the possibility of
annual changes in grantee jurisdictions and grantee participations in the entitlement program, it is
recommended that GIS users annually download the updated grantee boundary map layers7 and
corresponding LMISD grantee summaries from HUD.
Advanced users that choose to reconstruct areas from the Summary level 150 geographies,
specifically when those block groups overlay multiple grantee jurisdictions, should note the
following: HUD creates the LMISD grantee summary block group file with duplicate block group
records for each block group that overlays one or more grantee jurisdictions, thus associating that
6
7

Census map layers: www.census.gov/geo
CDBG Grantee jurisdictions: https://egis.hud.gov
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block group with each of the grantees who share it. Therefore, when performing analyses on the
block group data, it is important to address this by either removing duplicate records for the same
block group or establishing one-to-many data relationships, as appropriate.

IV. MARGIN OF ERROR.
If the service area does not qualify as LMA pursuant to this Notice, the grantee may conduct a
methodologically sound local income survey to demonstrate otherwise. To assist grantees in making
the decision whether to conduct a local income survey, HUD is publishing the margin of error
(MOE) data for all block groups and all places in the 2015 ACS LMISD. HUD previously
published the MOE only for Places with MOEs of 20 percent or more.
The MOE does not provide an expanded range for compliance. For example, a service area of 50
percent LMI with a 2 percent MOE would still be just 50 percent LMI for compliance purposes.
However, the 2 percent MOE would inform the grantee about the accuracy of the ACS data before
undergoing the effort and cost of conducting a local income survey.
MOE in Local Income Surveys. HUD will consider the following criteria regarding margin of error
and confidence intervals to be methodologically sound. In addition to informing the decision to do a
local income survey, this Notice also transmits new policy regarding the standards for confidence
intervals and MOEs of local income surveys. This Notice expands on CPD Notice 14-013,
Guidelines for Conducting Income Surveys to Determine the Percentage of LMI Persons in the
Service Area of a CDBG-Funded Activity, which recommended a 95 percent confidence interval.
This Notice provides new interim guidelines related to margin of error and confidence interval, as
HUD intends to publish an update to CPD Notice 14-013 in the near future.
This Notice provides the following guidelines:
1. A local income survey’s sample size shall be determined using not less than a 90 percent
confidence interval, and
2. The maximum allowable MOE of the local survey shall be the lesser of 10 percent or the
MOE of the HUD-provided data for the equivalent geography. For example, if HUD’s data
indicate an 8 percent MOE, the local survey will be required to have an MOE of 8 percent or
less. If HUD’s data indicate a 12 percent MOE, the local income survey would be required
to have an MOE of 10 percent or less. If there is not an equivalent geography in the LMISD,
the maximum MOE of the local survey shall be no more than 10 percent.
By replacing the recommended 95 percent, with a required minimum 90 percent confidence interval,
the sample size of local surveys will be significantly reduced, thereby reducing the cost and level of
effort associated with conducting local surveys. A 90 percent confidence interval is also equivalent
to the ACS data.
The maximum MOE (10 percent or the equivalent LMISD MOE, whichever is smaller) establishes a
standard that a local income survey must be “at least as good as” the 2015 ACS LMISD.
When service areas are compiled from multiple geographies, each geography will have a distinct
MOE. In such cases, when determining the “equivalent geography’s MOE” in item 2 of the policy
above, use the single geography containing the largest number of residents of the activity’s service
area. For example, in Figure 4 below, the grantee has determined a service area for an activity that
overlaps with three block groups. Block group 2 has 400 residents living in the service area, while
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block groups 1 and 3 each only have 200 residents living in the service area. Therefore, the MOE of
the LMISD for block group 2 would be used to represent the service area. In this example, the
maximum MOE allowable in a local income survey would be the lesser of: 10 percent or the MOE of
block group 2.
Figure 4: Choosing an MOE from Multiple Block Groups
BG 2
BG 1

BG 3

Block Group Boundary
Service Area Boundary
100 Persons

V. ADDITIONAL GEOGRAPHIC DATA:
Geographic data are relevant to the CDBG program in more ways than area benefit.
The LMI job presumptions reference geographic data as well. This Notice clarifies that the 2015
LMISD ACS shall be referenced when determining compliance with 24 CFR 570.208(a)(4)(iv)(A)(2)
and 24 CFR 570.483(b)(4)(iv)(A)(2), specifically that at least 70 percent of the residents of the
census tract are low- and moderate-income persons.
Grantees may also use poverty rate data by census tract and block group when determining
compliance with the LMI job presumptions pursuant to 24 CFR 570.208(a)(4)(v) and 570.483(b)(v).
Additionally, grantees use poverty rate data to demonstrate compliance with the exemption from the
aggregate standards for evaluating public benefit, pursuant to 24 CFR 570.209(b)(2)(v) and
570.482(f)(3). For these purposes, grantees may use the poverty rate data from the 2015 ACS data to
be published by HUD, which will now be published by HUD on a 5-year schedule to align with
LMISD publications. Alternatively, grantees may use more recent poverty rate data from a more
recent ACS version as published by the Census Bureau.
HUD is also publishing data on race, ethnicity and disability based on the 2015 ACS for the purposes
of reporting beneficiaries. Although ACS data are published annually, HUD will publish these data
on the same schedule as the LMISD to provide consistency and reduce the administrative burden that
would be associated with annual updates.

VI. REPORTING LMA BENEFIT:
CDBG Grantee Reporting. HUD’s Integrated Disbursement and Information System (IDIS) allows
grantees to provide data to demonstrate an activity’s compliance with the LMA national objective.
Grantees have the option of indicating whether data are derived from “Census” or “Survey”.
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 Choose “Census” when using the HUD-provided LMISD. In a future release of IDIS, HUD
intends to update this toggle switch to read “HUD-Provided Data”.
 Choose “Survey” when using a local income survey.
Choosing “Census.” At the time of publication of this Notice, IDIS functions for entitlements and
states are distinct. Entitlement grantees choosing “Census” will be led to a screen that automatically
populates the count of LMI persons and the LMI percentage based on the tract/block group entries.
State grantees also enter the tract/block group codes, however, the entry of LMI persons and LMI
percentage is manual.
Choosing “Survey.” Both entitlement and state grantees choosing “Survey” will be led to the screen
for entry of block groups, and manual entry of LMI persons and LMI percentage.
Indicating the Dataset Used. At the time of publication of this Notice, IDIS functions for
Entitlements and States are distinct.
 State grantees are asked to use the activity description field to indicate the dataset referenced
by typing either “2010 ACS” or “2015 ACS”.
 Entitlement grantees choosing “Census” are given the option of selecting different versions
of the LMISD. The following table provides the list of LMISD versions available in IDIS and
the corresponding base data and fiscal year versions (see the “I. Publication” section for more
information on these terms):
Table 2. Versions of the LMISD Available in IDIS for Entitlement CDBG
“LMISD Date”
As Listed in IDIS
Pending 04/01/2019
06/11/2018
08/04/2017
06/03/2016
07/27/2015
07/01/2014
06/03/2014
09/01/2013
03/01/2012
06/01/2011
05/01/2010
07/01/2009
04/01/2008
05/01/2007
04/01/2007
09/30/2003

Base Data

Fiscal Years
of Grantees

2011-2015 ACS
2006-2010 ACS
2006-2010 ACS
2006-2010 ACS
2006-2010 ACS
2006-2010 ACS
2000 Census
2000 Census
2000 Census
2000 Census
2000 Census
2000 Census
2000 Census
2000 Census
2000 Census
2000 Census

FY 2018
FY 2018
FY 2017
FY 2016
FY 2015
FY 2014
FY 2014
FY 2013
FY 2012
FY 2011
FY 2010
FY 2009
FY 2008
FY 2007
FY 2007
FY 2003

Implemented by
CPD Notice
This Notice
14-10, 14-11 and 15-05
14-10, 14-11 and 15-05
14-10, 14-11 and 15-05
14-10, 14-11 and 15-05
14-10, 14-11 and 15-05
07-01 and 07-02
07-01 and 07-02
07-01 and 07-02
07-01 and 07-02
07-01 and 07-02
07-01 and 07-02
07-01 and 07-02
07-01 and 07-02
07-01 and 07-02
03-02, 03-03 and 04-09

Most grantees will be selecting the most current version for new activities; therefore, IDIS treats this
as the default selection. On April 1, 2019, the 2015 ACS version will be added as the most current.
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The LMI percentage by block group remains unchanged in each version with the same base data.
However, Entitlement CDBG grantees should note that the upper quartile LMI percentage may
change in a new fiscal year version of the same base data IF the jurisdiction has changed, either
through changes to incorporated areas or changes to local governments’ participation in an Urban
County’s CDBG program.
Using Place Data. Both options, “Census” and “Survey”, prompt the user to enter the Census tract
and block groups corresponding to the LMA service area. At the time of publication of this Notice,
those fields only accept the tract/block group code format to be entered. It is HUD’s intent to
improve IDIS to allow the entry of place codes as well. In the meantime, grantees should indicate
when place data has been used by:
1. Typing “Place Data Used” in the activity description field,
2. Check the box indicating the use of “Survey” data,
3. Enter the single most overlapping or centrally located tract/block group’s code, followed by
manually entering the population and LMI percentage of the Place geography.
For example, Spring Town is a small town in the middle of a very large block group, BG3, that
extends into less populated, unincorporated areas. Spring Town’s CDBG activity will benefit the
town residents but not those outlying areas. Therefore, Spring Town would use the Place data
instead. But, IDIS will only accept the entry of a tract/block group code. The grantee would check
the “Survey” toggle in IDIS, note the use of Place data in lieu of block group data in the description,
and enter the tract/block group code, but manually enter the population and LMI percentage for the
Place instead. HUD’s intent is to improve IDIS in the future to allow the entry of either place codes
or tract/block group codes.
Rural Promise Zones and Appalachian Regional Commission Distressed Counties. State CDBG
grantees reporting activities that take advantage of the exception to use the 2000 Census, pursuant to
Public Law 114-113, shall indicate “survey” and use the activity description field to indicate the
dataset referenced by typing “Public Law 114-113, Census 2000 data used.”

CDBG-DR and NSP Reporting: In the Disaster Recovery Grant Reporting (DRGR) System,
CDBG-DR and NSP grantees also have the option of indicating whether data are derived from
“Census” or “Survey”.
 Choose “Census” when using the HUD-provided LMISD.
 Choose “Survey” when using a local income survey.
Both options prompt the user to enter the Census tract and block group(s) corresponding to the LMI
service area. However, entering the corresponding Census tract and block group(s) is optional, if the
survey method is selected.
Choosing “Census.” DRGR will be updated in early 2019 to allow grantees to select the 2010 ACS
or 2015 ACS data set. Until then, selecting “Census” will default to the 2010 ACS data set. If a
grantee has qualified an area benefit activity under the 2015 ACS prior to the DRGR update, grantees
should: a) select “survey”; b) enter the LMI population data of the service area based on the 2015
ACS directly into DRGR; and c) enter “2015 ACS data” into the location description.
Choosing “Survey.” Grantees choosing “Survey” must manually enter the LMI population. In
addition, grantees must use the Add Supporting Documentation feature in DRGR to attach the survey
data or LMI tabulations for the service area.
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Activities using the 2010 ACS. If a grantee uses the 2010 ACS LMISD to qualify an area benefit
activity after the effective date, the grantees must attach documentation in DRGR demonstrating
compliance with the transition policy of this Notice.
Guidance for NSP Grantees’ use of LMMI Data. For NSP grantees using the 2010 ACS or 2015 ACS
to qualify an area benefit activity (including households earning up to 120% AMI), grantees must:
 Select the Area Benefit – Survey option in DRGR and enter the low- and moderate-income
data into the required fields;
 Select the block groups (which only includes LMI data for households earning up to 80%
AMI); and
 Use the Add Supporting Documentation feature to attach a table and demonstrate compliance
with the LMISD LMMI tabulations for the service area.
Guidance for use of Updated LMISD Summary level 160 (Place). HUD will update DRGR to provide
Summary level 160 (Incorporated Cities and Census-designated Places) in early 2019. In the
meantime, grantees should select the Area Benefit Survey option in DRGR, select the Census Tracts
and Block Groups that comprise the service area (Identify Survey Geography) and enter the low- and
moderate-income data into the required fields. Grantees should also indicate when place data have
been used by typing “Place Data Used” in the Activity Description field.

QUESTIONS.
If you have any questions about the guidance provided in this memorandum, grantees should contact
their HUD Field Offices.
HUD field staff should contact: Disaster Recovery and Special Issues Division, at 202-402-5059;
State and Small Cities Division at (202) 708-1322; or Entitlement Division at (202) 708-1577.
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Washtenaw County Equity and Opportunity Map

Washtenaw County Equity and Opportunity Map
Change Index
High Decline
Some Decline
Stable
Some Growth
High Growth
Low Number of
Households
Opportunity_Index
Very Low
Low
Moderate
High
Very High
Low Number of
Households

Web-based opportunity map of Washtenaw County, Michigan. For more information, visit www.opportunitywashtenaw.org

1mi

SEMCOG, Esri Canada, Esri, HERE, Garmin, INCREMENT P, USGS, METI/NASA, NGA, EPA, USDA

http://kirwan.maps.arcgis.com/home/webmap/print.html

1/1

Existing Floor Plan

Cabinets do not exist

Carpeted areas

FLOORING

Broken Tiles in main activity room

Broken Tiles in main activity room

Mismatched tiles main activity room

Uneven transition between entry & main activity room

FLOORING

Broken tile in kitchen area

Raised tiles in kitchen area causing door to stick

Cracked tiles throughout the building

Wear and tear on carpeting

FLOORING

Uneven Flooring leading into restrooms

Tiles lifting and separating in restrooms

Water damage on tiles in entryway

Tiles lifting at the edges causing rippled flooring
in the main activity area

ROOF

Water damage to the ceiling caused by roof leaks

Roof damage
Water damage to the ceiling caused by roof leaks

PARKING LOT LIGHTING

Current parking lot lighting

Light near entryway – pole broke off at the base

Base of parking lot light

OVERFLOW PARKING AREA

Large ruts
Unlit, grass and mud overflow parking area

Steep inclines to overflow parking area

The only light in the overflow parking area

STORAGE & ORGANIZATION NEEDS

Crafting & Community Outreach Supplies

Crafting & Community Outreach Supplies

Activity Supplies

Borrowing Library – books to lend

STORAGE & ORGANIZATION NEEDS

Activity & Program Supplies

Borrowing Library – CD collection
Supplies held in Entryway

STORAGE & ORGANIZATION NEEDS

Community Bulletin Board

PRESTO
Geoblock®

Geoblock®5150

Rolled Product

Hex Cell-1

Drainage Cell

Hex Cell-2

Base Depth (Overflow
Parking, CBR=4)

4“

0”

6”

4”

4” Growing Media over 3” Washed
Coarse River Sand with geonet
layer between

1.5” masonry sand over 2” road
base

Base Depth (Fire Truck Access,
CBR=4)

10”

4”

12”

8” minimum

Not recommended by
manufacturer for heavy
applications

1.5” masonry sand over 8” road
base

Moderate
Rigid Product
Supported by columns not walls

High
Rigid Product

SIGNIFICANCE
Flexural Strength
SIGNIFICANCE

Reduced base depth leads to reduced excavation and backfill and therefore reduced overall project cost.
Moderate
Rigid Product

High
Rigid Product

None
Rolled Product

High
Rigid Product

Stiffer paver units provide better support distributing loads across entire installation, limiting contact pressure to the base.

Free Draining Sand in Base

No

No

Yes
compacted sandy
gravel required

No

Moisture Retaining Topsoil in
Base

~35%
allows root penetration

~35%
allows root penetration

No

No

Paver Infill

Pulverized Topsoil

Pulverized Topsoil

Clean, sharp sand,
compacted

Sandy loam or loam

SIGNIFICANCE

Load Transfer Mechanism

SIGNIFICANCE
Unit Area
Joint Type/Shear Transfer
between units
SIGNIFICANCE
Cell-to-Cell Relationship
SIGNIFICANCE

Yes
required
4” layer which will compact and
limit drainage
Clean, Sharp Sand mixed with
topsoil

Yes
No
Topsoil, but over 1.5” of sand

Sand does not retain moisture, topsoil does. More sand leads to need for more watering and/or requires moisture retaining additives. Fertilizer/chemicals must be added at regular
intervals. Grass grows better in topsoil than in sand.
86.4 in2/ft2 contact at base,
18.7 in2/ft2 at surface
reduces contact pressure by
462%

80.6 in2/ft2 contact at base,
17.3 in2/ft2 at surface
reduces contact pressure by
466%

29.05 in2/ft2 contact at
base, 7.3 in2/ft2 at
surface for 398%
reduction in contact
pressure

57 in2/ft2 contact at base,
12.96 in2/ft2 at the surface
for 440% reduction in
contact pressure

50.4 in2/ft2 contact at base,
50.4 in2/ft2 at surface for little
reduction in contact pressure

90.7 in2/ft2 contact at base, 14.4
in2/ft2 contact at surface reduces
contact pressure by 630%

Paver units with significantly more surface area at the bottom of the unit than on the top (the “snowshoe” effect) reduce contact pressure to the base resulting in a shallower cross section.
5.3 ft2
5.3 ft2
2.78 ft2
4.00 ft2
1.34 ft2
2.14 ft2
Tabular
allows for complete unit-to
unit shear transfer

Tabular
allows for complete unit-to
unit shear transfer

Peg and Hole minimal
shear transfer

Tongue and groove
moderate shear transfer

Vertical tongue and groove
low shear transfer

Over/Under locking system little
shear transfer

The larger the paver unit, the less connection points. In all systems, especially those with little shear transfer from the connection mechanism, the connections will be the weakest part of
the entire system. Less connections are better.
Common cell walls

Common cell walls

No common cell walls

Common cell walls

Cubical with support structure of
unbraced columns

Common Cell walls

Common cell walls are needed in order to resist torsional loading. Lack of common cell walls increases the propensity for the pavers to buckle when vehicles turn.

Cell Size

2.25” x 2.25”

3.1” x 3.2”

2.15” ID rings

2.5” Hexagonal cells

~2” x~2”

2.5” Hexagonal cells

Cell Depth

1.18”

2”

1”

1.5”

2”

1.75”

SIGNIFICANCE
Weight/ft2
SIGNIFICANCE

The deeper the cell, the more topsoil that can be confined and remain uncompacted. This allows the infiltration rate to remain high and the roots to remain undamaged. Roots require free
moving water and air to survive.
0.89 lb/ft2

1.64 lb/ft2

0.40 lb/ft2

1.125 lb/ft2

0.94 lb/ft2

Typically, more plastic per unit weight means a stronger product. When evaluating price, consider cost per unit weight.

1.12 lbs/ft2

smart earth solutions
n SOIL STABILIZATION

n POROUS PAVEMENTS

n CONSTRUCTION MATS

our commitment:
providing the highest quality
		
products/solutions

A RICH HISTORY OF INNOVATION. Presto GEOSYSTEMS® long history of
creating innovative products started as a partnership project with the US Army
Corps of Engineers in the early 1980’s, resulting in the development of the
original patented “geocell” technology.
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Innovative Solutions
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PRESTO GEOSYSTEMS® leads the stormwater
and site development industry with eco-friendly,
custom-tailored solutions to meet the most
demanding soil and water problems.
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On-site
CONSTRUCTION
Support

10-year
Guarantee

QUALITY DRIVEN. We hold ourselves
to the highest quality standards. Presto
GEOSYSTEMS® quality management
system is certified to ISO 9001:2008
and CE-FP quality standards.
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SPECIFICATION
Tools

We are committed to the complete project
cycle. We invest with partner engineers,
contractors and owners to solve their site
challenges. Our value starts with design
assistance and we stay with you through
project completion.
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Testing
& Quality
Certifications
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WHAT WE DO
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Free
DESIGN
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Proven Design Methodologies
The
We have been manufacturing high-quality,
Industry
innovative products for over thirty years.
LEADER in
Customized Design Solutions
SOLUTIONS
Our proven solutions are designed to
World Class Research & Testing
handle unique challenges, save cost,
and reduce construction time with minimal
Reduced Cost Alternatives
Best in Class Quality & Testing
environmental impact. Our products are
backed by stringent research, internationally
Global Distribution Network
recognized testing and quality processes,
ensuring high-performing and long-lasting solutions.

SOLUTIONS PORTFOLIO
Presto GEOSYSTEMS® manufactures high quality products for meeting the most challenging soil stabilization,
stormwater and site access needs.

SOIL STABILIZATION

POROUS PAVEMENTS

CONSTRUCTION MATS

Presto is the original inventor
of the three-dimensional geocell
technology, working with the
US Army Corps of Engineers.

Presto’s quality solutions create
grass and aggregate porous
pavements for pedestrian and
vehicular traffic use. The permeable
systems deliver structural support for
traffic loads and provide stormwater
drainage benefits.

Two mat types are available to
support construction traffic.

Presto’s high-quality, Genuine
GEOWEB® system leads with
innovations:
• Textured surface, perforations

• GEOBLOCK® system protects turf

• ATRA® load transfer clips

• GEOPAVE® system stabilizes open-

• ATRA® connection keys,

• GEOWEB® system stabilizes

for occasional-use pavements.

and tendon slots.

graded aggregate pavements.

and tendons.

aggregate or aggregate/topsoil
mix for economical aggregate
and vegetated pavements.

ATRA stake clips,
ATRA® anchors, and
ATRA® GAD & drivers.
®

MARKETS AND INDUSTRIES
We partner with engineers, architects, contractors
and owners around the globe. Our solutions solve soil
challenges in diverse areas of site construction:
• Infrastructure
• Mining
• Oil & Gas
• Railroad and

Intermodal

• Stormwater &

Wastewater

• Transportation
• Wind Energy
• Green Building

Presto’s quality products add value by minimizing
environmental impact and offering cost-effective means
for creating sustainable, long-term solutions that hold up
over time. With reduced life-cycle cost, sustainability,
environmental and aesthetic benefits, we offer solution
choices to best meet our customers’ needs.

A Guide to QR Codes: Use your Smartphone or Tablet
with a QR code reader to link to the website pages in each
section. We suggest the free QR reader app Redlaser.

• GEOTERRA® mats are

extremely strong, lightweight
and economical for use over
soft subgrades.

• GEORUNNER® mats protect

turf from concentrated pedestrian
traffic or lightweight construction
vehicles and equipment. They
are also ideal for scour
protection applications.

GENUINE GEOWEB®

& INTEGRAL COMPONENTS

PRODUCTS
SOIL STABILIZATION

n THE ORIGINAL MOST COMPLETE GEOCELL

n INTEGRAL COMPONENTS

The GEOWEB® system is the original geocell
developed by Presto GEOSYSTEMS® for soil
stabilization challenges. The GEOWEB® brand
is recognized as the industry’s high-quality, highperformance solution and the most complete geocell,
offering integral design components critical to the
strength of the engineered solution.

The complete GEOWEB® solution includes proper integral components
with higher performance strength and faster installation than with
alternative methods.

ATRA® KEYS

TENDONS & ATRA®
TENDON CLIPS

n FOUR GEOWEB MAIN APPLICATIONS
The GEOWEB® system is a versatile solution for
a wide range of applications:
LOAD
SUPPORT

RETAINING
WALLS

SLOPE
PROTECTION

CHANNEL
SUPPORT

n INFILL OPTIONS
Infill type varies from vegetation to aggregate
and hard-armored concrete.

GEOWEB® Connection Device.
ATRA® keys, made from weatherresistant polyethylene, are 3 times
stronger and 3 times faster than
stapling. Easy installation: ATRA®
keys are inserted through adjoining
GEOWEB® cell walls, turned and
locked for the most secure connection.

Support System
Tendons suspend the GEOWEB®
material over geomembranes, hard
surfaces, or steep slopes without
anchors. Presto uses industry-leading
tendons, as tendon type and density
are critical to the design strength.

ATRA® ANCHORS
& DRIVERS

Load Transfer Device
Presto’s ATRA®
anchors make a
secure connection
with the GEOWEB®
cell wall and are fast
and easy to drive with
ATRA® drivers.

Presto’s ATRA® tendon clips make a
secure connection with the GEOWEB®
cell wall for transferring loads from
the tendon to the cell wall.

SOIL STABILIZATION

GEOWEB® LOAD SUPPORT

The GEOWEB® Load Support System is a proven, economical
solution for challenging soil stability problems. The 3D
structural system delivers benefits where soft soils are present,
where inexpensive quality infill is unavailable or where
traditional reinforcement methods are difficult to construct.

n THE 3D GEOWEB® STRUCTURE ADVANTAGES
• Confines and stabilizes infill material and controls shear,

lateral and vertical movement.

• Increases the effective structural number, allowing fill

requirements and costs to be cut in half.

• May allow use of lesser-quality, less costly on-site

infill materials.

• With permeable infill, is a porous pavement that reduces

stormwater runoff and minimizes environmental impact.

n GEOWEB® LOAD SUPPORT BENEFICIAL VALUE

GEOWEB® RESEARCH RESULTS
The GEOWEB® load support system:
• reduces the thickness of structural support
elements by 50% or more.
• allows subgrade materials to withstand
up to 10 times the number of cyclicload applications before accumulating
permanent deflection.
• provides over 30% stress reduction when
used as a supporting layer under pavement.
• distributes load between pilings, reducing
intersoil stress by 40%.

• Load distribution system over weak soils
• Decreased rolling resistance
• Base stabilization for paved surfaces
• Rutting control for unpaved surfaces
• Maintenance reduction

GEOWEB® Key Applications
• Haul and Site Access Roads
• Laydown Yards/Drilling Pads
• Permeable, Load-Supporting Surfaces
• Intermodal/Port Facilities
• Transportation/Bulk-Handling Yards
• Roadway Shoulders
• Railroad Track Ballast/

Subballast Structures

• Stabilized Base for Asphalt
• Trails and Walkways
• Boat Ramps and

Low Water Crossings

GEOWEB® SLOPE PROTECTION
SOIL STABILIZATION

The GEOWEB® Slope Protection System offers solutions
for solving challenging slope stability problems. The 3D
structure creates a stable environment for embankment infill
materials, preventing severe erosion problems and offering
deep earth solutions not delivered by surface treatments.

n SUSTAINABLE SLOPE STABILITY
The benefits of 3D confinement are long-term vegetated
sustainability, reinforcement of the upper soil layer and
resistance to erosive conditions and sliding forces.
The GEOWEB® system offers long-term protection
of embankments of all types:
Sustainable Vegetation:
The system reinforces vegetation and increases the
resistance to erosive forces with deep in-soil protection.

Geomembrane Protection:
The system offers effective cover protection for impervious
geomembranes. A tendoned-anchoring system offers
structural support and protects the integrity of the liner.

Permeable Aggregate:
Confinement in the GEOWEB® structure allows smaller,
less-expensive materials to be used on steeper slopes than
when unconfined.

Hard-Armored Concrete:
With concrete infill, the GEOWEB® system is a less
costly, flexible alternative to articulating block systems
or bag systems.

GEOWEB® Key Applications
• Vegetated & Permeable Embankments
• Geomembrane Protection
• Stormwater Basins & Wastewater

Lagoons

• Shoreline Revetments
• Dikes & Levees
• Abutment Protection
• Landfill Linings & Covers
• Dam Faces & Spillways

SOIL STABILIZATION

GEOWEB® SHORELINE PROTECTION

The GEOWEB® Shoreline Protection System stabilizes
soils on shoreline embankments, creating a structurallystable environment for infill. The system minimizes
erosion problems caused by water contact, surface
flow and wave action.

n BENEFITS OF THE 3D STRUCTURE:
• Confines and reinforces the upper soil layer.
• Provides resistance to erosive conditions and

slip forces.

• May be integrated with a turf reinforcement

mat (TRM) for higher protection for vegetation.

• Protects geomembranes on ponds, or
stormwater/wastewater containment basins.

n SUSTAINABLE SHORELINE STABILITY
The GEOWEB® system can be designed to provide
long-term stability with sustainable vegetation,
permeable aggregate or hard-armored concrete.
Vegetated Protection:
The GEOWEB® system with established vegetation protects
embankments against mild wave and tidal forces. With a
TRM cover, offers better resistance to soil loss caused
by soil saturation.
Aggregate Protection:
Confinement in the GEOWEB® structure allows smaller, lessexpensive materials to be used, and on steeper slopes than
when unconfined.
Concrete Hard-Armor Protection:
With concrete infill, the GEOWEB® system is a less costly,
flexible alternative to articulating block systems or bag
systems, and can be an effective solution to damaging
wave action.

GEOWEB® Key Applications
• Shoreline Revetments &

Embankment Protection

• Shoreline Restoration &

Bioengineered Solutions

• Geomembrane Protection
• Stormwater or Wastewater

Containment Basins

• Seawalls

GEOWEB® EARTH RETENTION
SOIL STABILIZATION

Tiered GEOWEB® Retaining Wall Systems are designed to
deliver natural aesthetics, and are valuable for projects with
site constraints and challenging site conditions.

n ECONOMIC BENEFITS
• Use of less expensive on-site infill materials saves cost.
• Construction productivity improvements speed

n STRUCTURAL BENEFITS
The GEOWEB® system creates economical and structurally
sound retaining walls that perform well when exposed
to differential settlement in soft-soil environments. In fact,
GEOWEB® retaining walls have been exposed to severe
earthquakes without sustaining damage. Depending on the
design, GEOWEB® retaining walls may be constructed with or
without geosynthetic reinforcement layers.

n ENVIRONMENTAL BENEFITS
The GEOWEB® retaining wall system’s open-celled horizontal
terraces create a natural environment for sustainable
vegetation. The vegetated system allows rain water to
collect through the wall fascia, minimizing runoff. The highly
permeable wall surface is a natural Low Impact Development
(LID)/Best Management Practice (BMP) for reducing runoff and
managing stormwater on site.
If vegetation is not desired, the system also supports
aggregate or concrete infill.

Typical GEOWEB® Wall Structures
• Reinforced Slopes
• Gravity Walls
• Reinforced

Retaining Walls

• Multi-layered

Channel Systems

up project completion.

• Compact and lightweight sections are easier to

handle, transport and construct, even in difficult access
or remote locations.

n DESIGN SOFTWARE
Presto offers free, licensed MSE software to design GEOWEB®
reinforced slopes, and gravity and reinforced walls.

SOIL STABILIZATION

GEOWEB® CHANNEL PROTECTION

The GEOWEB® Channel Protection System stabilizes and
protects channels exposed to erosive conditions and can
be designed with appropriate infill types to withstand
even the highest velocities.

n CHANNEL OPTIONS:
Vegetated Protection:
Replaces costly, higher-maintenance rip-rap with lowermaintenance, less expensive, stabilized vegetation.
Effective in low-flow channels and when low-to-high
intermittent flows occur.
With a TRM, the vegetated GEOWEB® system can
withstand velocities as high as 30 ft/sec (9m/sec) and
16 psf shear stresses. Ideal for drainage ditches, swales
and stormwater channels.
Aggregate Protection:
Aggregate confined in the GEOWEB® system is far more
stable than when unconfined. As a result, rather than using
large, difficult to handle rip-rap, smaller and less expensive
infill can be used in low-to-challenging flow conditions.

Concrete Hard-Armor Protection:
Concrete-filled GEOWEB® structures are ideal for
channels exposed to severe hydraulic stresses. Concrete
is poured in the structure onsite, creating an easy-toinstall, flexible yet hard-armored system that is less
costly than pre-formed concrete systems.
GEOWEB® CHANNEL RESEARCH RESULTS
• Used with a TRM, able to withstand 30 ft/sec
(9 m/sec) velocity flow.
• Doubles resistance to shear stress and velocity
for TRMs and ECBs.
• Reduces rip rap sizing by up to 10 times.

GEOWEB® Key Applications
• Swales & Drainage Ditches
• Storm Water Diversion or Containment
• Process Water Channels or Containment
• Spillways/Downchutes/Drop Structures
• Culvert Outfalls
• Intermittent or Continuous/

Low- to High-Flow Channels

GEORUNNER® SURFACE FLOW PROTECTION
SOIL STABILIZATION

GEORUNNER® Flow Protection Mats are a low-cost solution
for protecting embankments from scour and the erosive
effects caused by water flow.

n GEORUNNER® ADVANTAGES

n PROTECTS HIGH IMPACT AREAS

• Open mesh design promotes dense grass growth,

The series of lightweight, durable mats protects surfaces
from intermittent and concentrated surface flows, water
fluctuations and light wave action. They offer resistance
to shear stresses and protect more efficiently than typical
vegetation or rip-rap systems.

GEORUNNER® RESEARCH RESULTS
Shear stress resistance of TRMs increase by six
times and velocity by 2.6 times when used with
GEORUNNER®—even when unvegetated!

GEORUNNER® Key Applications
• Culvert Outfalls
• Stormwater Channels

• Containment Ponds
• Swales & Drainage Ditches
• Shoreline Embankments
• Spillways, Down Chutes

& Drop Structures

• Parking Lot Point Discharges

• Effective in areas where erosion control blankets and turf

reinforcement mats alone are not sufficient.

increases system stability, reduces visibility and blends
naturally with its environment.

• Mats are fully secured unit-to-unit, creating a fully

integrated, flush surface, versus shingling found in
other products.

• Anchored with industry-standard components to resist

pull-out caused from saturated soils. A pneumatic driver
allows quick driving of anchors, reduces worker fatigue.

• When anchored, the flexible system allows full contact

with ground over landscape contours.

• Fully anchored system can be driven on by mowing or

other lawn maintenance equipment.

POROUS PAVEMENT

GEOBLOCK®/GEOBLOCK®5150 TURF PROTECTION

n EXCEPTIONAL TURF PROTECTION

n GEOBLOCK® ADVANTAGES

The GEOBLOCK® Porous Pavement System is the
industry’s strongest and most proven high performing turf
protection system for occasional vehicular and pedestrian
traffic. It’s a green solution that offers exceptional
aesthetics, dependable load support and high
permeability. The system contributes to green building
goals and LEED® credits.

High Flexural Strength: A rigid panel design with
interconnected cell walls offers the industry’s highest
flexural strength.

Large GEOBLOCK® paving units are designed for
maximum load transfer and support, resistance to
traffic stresses and maximum turf protection.
Two GEOBLOCK® styles address all loading and
stormwater requirements:
• GEOBLOCK® - Regular duty, 1.2” wall height
• GEOBLOCK®5150 - Heavy duty, 2” wall height

Load Transfer: The large rigid surface area and strong
interlocking connections between units maximize load
transfer and distribution of vehicle loads to 80,000 lbs.
Resistance to Torsional Loads: The rigid design is resistant
to movement or breakage from vehicle turning stresses
and torsional loads, as well as concentrated rutting.
Turf Protection: Deep, interconnected cells protect grass
from damage caused by repeated loading. Topsoil infill
supports healthy grass that establishes faster, is hardier,
and performs better than flexible systems with sand infill.
Low Base Requirement: Strong unit strength lowers
installation costs by requiring less base depth than lighterweight or rolled systems to achieve H-20 loading.

GEOBLOCK® Key Applications
• Emergency & Utility Access Lanes
• Auxiliary Parking Areas
• Trails & Trail-hardening
• Pedestrian Walkways

& Barrier-Free ADA Access

• Golf Cart Pathways,

Medians, Shoulders

GEOPAVE® STABILIZED AGGREGATE
POROUS PAVEMENT

n STABILIZED AGGREGATE PAVEMENTS

n GEOPAVE® ADVANTAGES

The GEOPAVE® Porous Pavement System offers an
economical way to confine and stabilize open-graded
aggregate for highly-porous pavements. This system
reduces stormwater runoff, stores stormwater on-site
naturally and is a low-cost, durable option offering low
maintenance.

GEOPAVE® pavements are designed for maximum
load transfer and support, resistance to traffic stresses,
maximum infill stabilization and stormwater storage.

n

STRUCTURAL FRAMEWORK

GEOPAVE® units hold open-graded base course
in place through a unique herringbone cell pattern and
monolithic mesh bottom. Using beam discontinuity through
use of the herringbone pattern and unique “mouse
holes”, the GEOPAVE® system was developed specifically
for gravel infill and is proven not to lift up like many
aggregate paver systems.

GEOPAVE® Key Applications
• Emergency & Utility Access Lanes
• Porous Roadways & Parking Areas
• Trails & Pedestrian Walkways
• Road Shoulders
• Golf Cart Pathways,

Medians, Shoulders

• Barrier-Free ADA Access

• Performs to an H-20 loading with minimal base.
• Reduces overall installation costs by requiring far less

depth of base than lighter-weight or rolled systems.

• Resists movement or breakage from vehicle turning

stresses and torsional loads.

• Benefits of integral mesh-bottom:
- Stronger than glued-on fabric solutions
- Prevents “lifting” effect of granular fill downward
migration
- Creates “snowshoe effect”, spreads loads

CONSTRUCTION MATS

GEOTERRA®/GEOTERRA® GTO CONSTRUCTION MATS

n PORTABLE AND REUSABLE ACCESS MATS
GEOTERRA® Construction Mats offer contractors a better way to access
sites for less cost. The mats are durable and reusable and eliminate the
installation safety hazards and expense associated with classic timber or
heavy mat systems. They are lightweight, have high flexural strength, and
are easy to transport and deploy.
Two styles meet differing site demands:
• GEOTERRA® - PADLOC® locking system

• GEOTERRA® GTO - Bolt-tight system

n ECONOMICAL FOR HEAVY LOAD SUPPORT
GEOTERRA® mats create an economical ground surface-reinforcement
layer that supports vehicle and equipment loads. Their lighter weight
reduces transportation costs, especially when deploying to difficult-to-access
locations. They are extremely cost-effective compared to other mat systems.
GEOTERRA® RESEARCH RESULTS

n GEOTERRA® ADVANTAGES
High Structural Strength: Supports
heaviest loads over soft subgrades.
Design Flexibility: Compatible with
other filter or drain products.
Low Environmental Impact:
Convenient reusability; allows quick
removal and reclamation of the site.

Portability & Reusability:
Reduces handling,
transportation and life
cycle costs.
Light & Safe to Deploy:
Reduces on-site injury
potential.
Construction Flexibility:
Can customize mat layout
to site needs.

• Structurally equivalent to 12 inches of
aggregate over high-strength geotextile.
• The system significantly reduces rutting
and the rate of surface degradation due to
cyclical loading.

GEOTERRA® Key Applications
• Site Protection Mats
• Site Access & Tracking Pads
• Oil Drilling Platforms & Roadways
• Wind Farm Roadways & Staging Areas
• Large Construction Pads
• Heavy Vehicle & Equipment Storage
• Tower Construction using

Heavy Cranes

• Utility & Cemetery Access

• Helipads

GEORUNNER® SURFACE PROTECTION MATS
CONSTRUCTION MATS

GEORUNNER® Surface Protection Mats are portable, economical
and drivable construction mats. Their light weight (8 lbs.), easyto-handle size makes them ideally suited for transporting and
deploying on construction sites.

n BENEFICIAL GROUND PROTECTION
GEORUNNER® mats minimize turf damage and soil compaction
caused by light-to-medium loads from pedestrians, equipment
and vehicles. The mats reduce mud tracking from construction site
entrances and bridge across sandy areas for lightweight access of
vehicles, wheelchairs or foot traffic.

n GEORUNNER® ADVANTAGES
• Preferred over plywood because they can be quickly removed

from sites, cleaned, stored and reused many times. Will not wet
or dry rot.

• When left in place, supports dense, stabilizing grass growth

through the open design.

• The open mesh allows sunlight and water to permeate,

maintaining healthy turf.

GEORUNNER® Key Applications
• Lightweight Temporary or Permanent

Applications

• Construction Vehicles & Landscape

Equipment Access over Turf or Sandy Areas

• Barrier-Free Access
• Concentrated Foot Traffic
• Sports Fields, Sidelines
• Storage Pads for Boats

and Trailers

FIND US | FOLLOW US
We are a global business with accessibility
through a worldwide distribution network.

DISTRIBUTED BY:

670 N Perkins Street • Appleton, Wisconsin
800-548-3424 or 920-738-1328 • Fax: 920-738-1222
Email: info@prestogeo.com • www.prestogeo.com
© 2013 PRESTO GEOSYSTEMS®
GEOSYSTEMS®, GEOWEB®, GEOBLOCK®, GEOPAVE®,
GEOTERRA®, GEORUNNER®, PADLOC®, and ATRA® are
registered trademarks of Reynolds Presto Products, Inc.

LEED® is a registered trademark of the US Green Building Council. This information has been prepared for the benefit of customers interested in
Presto GEOSYSTEMS® products. It was reviewed carefully prior to publication. Presto assumes no liability for its accuracy or completeness. Final
determination of the suitability of any information or material for the use contemplated, or for its manner of use, is the sole responsibility of the user.
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BOARD OF COMMISSIONERS
220 NORTH MAIN STREET, P.O. BOX 8645
ANN ARBOR, MICHIGAN 48107-8645

March 22, 2019

To whom it may concern:
Please accept this letter in support of the Northfield Township Community Center’s
application for an Urban County Priority Project Grant.
The Community Center is truly the center of the community in Northfield
Township. On any given day, people of all ages use the center. Senior citizens lunch
there, exercise, draw, play games, receive medical care, and most importantly, love
and be loved by those around them. Families with children celebrate special days
and anyone who needs or wants food can find it at the food pantry at the
community center.
Community groups use the space for dinners and presentations. The Community
Center’s director, Tammi Averill, presents new and exciting programming along with
reliable favorites. She runs the center with warmth and skill and our community,
especially those most vulnerable, is so much stronger for it.
This grant is important to support the work of the community center, and I
wholeheartedly support it.
If you have any questions please contact me at (734) 249-0377 or
shinks@washtenaw.org.
Sincerely,
Sue Shink
Washtenaw County Commissioner
District 2

(734) 222-6850

www.Washtenaw.org

FAX (734) 222-6715

Priority Project Proposal Scoring
2019 Funds
(For Additional Proposals received by March 22, 2019)

Project
Northfield Township –
Community Center
improvements

Amount
requested

Score #1

Score #2

Score #3

Average Score
(70 max)

$104,714

50

45

40

45

