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 Barriers to the rehabilitation of single family, owner-occupied affordable housing can 

vary widely between locales and among projects.  The literature concerning barriers to 

rehabilitation is incomplete, not only because there have been few recent studies but also because 

the literature does not fully address barriers that are significant to particular local contexts.  An 

exploratory case study was conducted in Alachua County, Florida, to determine what differences 

exist between barriers found in a local context and those discussed in the literature.   

 Analysis of the case study results revealed that certain barriers at the local level are not 

addressed in the literature; conversely, barriers that receive considerable attention in the 

literature were found to be relatively minor in Alachua County.  The latter barriers include the 

small number of rehabilitation programs available locally; the large amount of paperwork 

required for State Housing Initiatives Partnership (SHIP) program-funded rehabilitation; time 

consuming, cumbersome program guidelines; and insufficient individual award amounts. 

 The primary implications of the discrepancy between barriers found within the local 

context and those discussed in the literature are that more study must be completed on the nature 

and extent of local barriers in order to better understand how to resolve them.  Further, local 

rehabilitation administrators and providers must resolve barriers with little guidance from the 
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widely recognized national studies on the topic.  Before these implications can be adequately 

addressed, however, financial hurdles to affordable housing rehabilitation must be overcome. 

 The case study resulted in one clear pattern.  All of the barriers present locally but not 

discussed in the literature are the result of guidelines and restrictions at the state and local levels.  

Although the federal Community Development Block Grant program has guidelines that must be 

met, Florida’s SHIP program guidelines and the two local governments’ Local Housing 

Assistance Plans create the local barriers to affordable housing rehabilitation.  The local 

affordable housing rehabilitation administrators and providers agreed these barriers can be 

resolved, to a large extent, by coordinating income verification requirements and by streamlining 

guidelines and procedures.  In all likelihood, affordable housing rehabilitation efforts across the 

county are impeded to some extent, given the drastic decrease in federal funding over the last 

two decades.  However, local governments in Florida are particularly frustrated by the 

inaccessibility of funds specifically devoted to affordable housing and affordable housing 

rehabilitation. 

 A second discovery was that there is no clear division between barriers encountered in 

the urban and unincorporated areas of Alachua County; local barriers are pervasive in their 

occurrence across political jurisdictions.  Thus, a standardized and centralized application, cost 

estimation, and bidding process may work well for all affordable housing rehabilitation 

undertaken in the City and the County; one local office would suffice to process paperwork for 

rehabilitation projects in both the City and the County.  More study must be completed on the 

nature and extent of local barriers in order to better understand how to resolve them and to 

discover temporal and spatial patterns. 

 



 

CHAPTER 1 
INTRODUCTION 

Barriers to the rehabilitation of single family, owner-occupied affordable housing are 

extensive.  The literature that addresses barriers to rehabilitation is fragmented, incomplete, and 

general.  Few recent, comprehensive studies have been undertaken to document barriers to 

affordable housing rehabilitation.1  Rehabilitation is a relatively large component of affordable 

housing programs; however, the impact of barriers to affordable housing rehabilitation is not 

well understood, especially within local contexts.  This thesis claims that significant 

discrepancies exist in the nature and incidence of barriers to affordable housing rehabilitation 

discussed in the literature and those barriers found in a local context. 

This thesis focuses on a case study of Alachua County, Florida; specifically differences 

between barriers encountered by local rehabilitation administrators and providers and barriers 

discussed in the literature are explored.  There are several reasons why a study of local barriers to 

affordable housing rehabilitation is relevant: 

• The impacts of actions at the federal, state, and local government levels on affordable 
housing rehabilitation in a local context are not well understood. 

• The effectiveness and efficiency of responses to local barriers to affordable housing 
rehabilitation has not been investigated. 

• An exploration of local barriers to affordable housing rehabilitation is the first step in 
documenting the need for further study. 

• The results of the local case study are particularly relevant to planning.  Planning offers the 
long-term, broad framework to develop guiding principles for affordable housing 
rehabilitation.  

 Affordable housing is part of the necessary physical fabric of a community, just as roads, 

utilities, schools and businesses are vital to the functioning of neighborhoods.  Affordable 
                                                 
1 The commonly-accepted definition of affordable housing as housing that requires no more than 30% of a 
household’s income is used here; the focus is on income groups that benefit from government-sponsored 
rehabilitation programs, namely very-low, low, and moderate income households. 
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housing must be maintained; often the only option for lower-income owner-occupied households 

is rehabilitation assistance provided through federal, state, and local governments.  This thesis 

explores the need for more study of local barriers to rehabilitation so that planning for affordable 

housing rehabilitation may ultimately be more effective and efficient. 

Qualitative methodologies, which are often used in the social sciences, are utilized to 

explore the claim that significant discrepancies exist in the nature and incidence of barriers to 

affordable housing rehabilitation discussed in the literature and those barriers found in a local 

context.  Instead of attempting to quantify some aspect of barriers to rehabilitation, such as how 

often a particular barrier is encountered or how many barriers are present, the objective is to 

explore the nature of rehabilitation barriers at the national and local levels.  The relevant and 

most recent literature has been sponsored, produced or distributed by federal agencies and 

national foundations; the focus of this literature is on extensive barriers to rehabilitation.  With 

few exceptions (Listokin, 2005; Listokin & Crossney, 2005; Listokin & Listokin, 2001a, 2001b), 

the literature does not address the differences in rehabilitation barriers that exist among local 

jurisdictions.  Such differences would not necessarily be the focus of literature by federal 

agencies and large organizations.  However, after the retrenchment in federal housing policy 

during the 1980s and the welfare reform of the 1990s, the efforts of local governments to 

overcome rehabilitation barriers may be instructive.  These local barriers to rehabilitation, if 

different from those discussed in the literature, must be explored and documented before any real 

lessons can be learned. 

 The literature review provides the background and context for barriers to rehabilitation.  

It examines historical and contemporary affordable housing policy contexts, significant 

affordable housing policies and programs, and policies and programs with rehabilitation 
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components.  Barriers to affordable housing rehabilitation are then discussed, with an emphasis 

on current barriers.  Because they represent significant funding sources for owner-occupied 

affordable housing rehabilitation at the local level, the federal Community Development Block 

Grant (CDBG) and Florida’s State Housing Initiatives Partnership (SHIP) programs garner 

special attention.   

 The recent literature (Listokin, 2005; Listokin & Crossney, 2005; Listokin & Listokin, 

2001a, 2001b) does not always make clear distinctions between types of housing discussed; 

barriers applicable to owner-occupied single family housing, multifamily rental units, and 

historic preservation are generally addressed together.  Authors of recent studies expect readers 

to utilize information applicable to specific contexts.  However, the discussion of barriers in the 

literature review is directly applicable to the local barriers to owner-occupied single family 

affordable housing rehabilitation that were the subject of the case study.  The literature review is 

not exhaustive; for example, it does not include discussion of affordable housing rehabilitation 

funded through the Farmer’s Home Administration, undertaken on Native American tribal lands, 

or performed in accordance with the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards.   

The methodology for data collection follows the literature review.  Reasons for choosing 

Alachua County to be the local context and for utilizing a single-case study design are presented.  

Individuals were interviewed to gather information for the case study; the selection of 

interviewees and the development of questions for interviewees are then discussed.  Interview 

protocol and criteria for determining information to be valid, specifically consensus among 

interviewees’ responses, are presented at the end of the methodology chapter.  Barriers discussed 

in the literature and those found in a local context may vary in both character and occurrence.  

Establishing that significant differences exist in the nature and incidence of barriers to affordable 
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housing rehabilitation requires an exploration of the type of barriers discussed in the literature 

and their presence and prevalence locally.   

Using this methodology, an analysis and comparison of case study results with those 

barriers identified in the literature is conducted.  This evaluation includes a discussion of local 

barriers to affordable housing rehabilitation as well as scrutiny of any discrepancies between 

barriers at the local level and those discussed in the literature.  Implications of any discrepancies 

between local barriers and those presented in the literature are discussed in the final chapter. 

The discussion of barriers in this thesis is particularly timely.  The national economy and 

the housing market in particular, are in turmoil.  Real wages have fallen over the last several 

years as housing prices have risen dramatically.  Recently, housing prices began to fall; 

currently, the housing market in many areas of the county is in a slump.  Given the federal 

government’s historic philosophy of encouraging homeownership and the affordable housing 

rehabilitation barriers that are specific to lower income groups, certain segments of the 

population may be induced to buy a home they cannot afford to maintain.  When rehabilitation is 

necessary, rehabilitation assistance may be unavailable.  The nature of rehabilitation barriers in 

the local context presented here is a necessary first step for practical resolution of barriers to 

affordable housing rehabilitation.   

 



 

CHAPTER 2 
LITERATURE REVIEW 

 This literature review presents barriers to affordable housing rehabilitation within both 

historical and contemporary affordable housing policy contexts.  The current federal and state 

rehabilitation programs cannot be appreciated outside of their historical context, which has 

changed dramatically since the first major affordable housing policies were enacted during the 

Great Depression.  While many texts review the entire history of federal affordable housing 

policy, the recent literature concerning barriers to affordable housing rehabilitation is fragmented 

and inconclusive.  With the exception of several studies and recent compilations, few works are 

both comprehensive and relatively complete (Listokin & Listokin, 2001a). 

The review begins with the major affordable housing policies and associated programs, 

with a focus on the ways in which rehabilitation initiatives evolved.  Because the local case study 

focuses on single family owner-occupied rehabilitation, affordable housing policy and 

rehabilitation programs that are intended solely for multifamily rental units are not reviewed.  

Historical and current barriers to rehabilitation and the current funding context are discussed, 

after which current affordable housing policies and programs that are applicable to Florida and 

the case study area are reviewed. 

History of Affordable Housing Policy and Programs 

1930s through the 1970s 

 The history of affordable housing policy reflects the struggle between social welfare 

advocates who saw the need for decent shelter, policymakers who understood the need for 

compromise, and businessmen who viewed housing policy as an economic tool.  Most who have 

written about the history of housing policy trace the beginnings of relatively continuous, national 

efforts to the early 1930s (Duda, 2001; Heinberg, 1983; Wright, 2007).  Two efforts at the 
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national level that occurred prior to the Great Depression were brief and confined to specific 

aspects of housing.  Concerns over public health and safety in crowded inner cities prompted 

early housing advocates to work for change in building codes.  As a result, the first federal 

government involvement in housing came in 1892 in the form of a task force commissioned by 

Congress to investigate substandard housing conditions in America’s largest cities (Ford 

Foundation, 1989).  However, no policies or programs were enacted to correct the problems 

discovered during the task force investigation.  A second federal intervention came during World 

War I when the government constructed housing for factory workers producing war supplies 

(Wright, 2007).  With the exception of these two efforts, the federal government was content to 

leave housing reforms, intervention, and policies to the states until the 1930s. 

The country’s drastic economic downturn in the 1930s prompted the federal government to 

intervene in many sectors of the economy, including housing.  Government assistance during the 

Great Depression and following World War II was designed both to provide some level of 

housing and to create jobs for unemployed laborers and construction workers.  Significant 

housing legislation and any rehabilitation components of policy are discussed below with a focus 

on the emerging theme of rehabilitation. 

The Federal Home Loan Bank Act of 1932 and the Home Owner’s Loan Act of 1933 were 

both created to shore up the crumbling housing construction industry.  Historically, the two acts 

began to establish the federal government in the arena of housing policy and intervention, an area 

in which federal policy would play a dominant role until the 1980s.   

The primary function of the National Housing Act of 1934 was the creation of the Federal 

Housing Administration.  This agency, which exists today as a division of the federal 

Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD), was “authorized to insure short-term 
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installment loans made by private lending institutions to finance alterations, repairs and 

improvements” (Heinberg, 1983, p. 63). 

The United States Housing Act of 1937, also known as the Wagner-Steagall Bill, set the 

stage both in tone and program delivery for later affordable housing policy.  The Act authorized 

the creation of the United States Housing Authority (USHA) to administer the program.  In 

addition to setting standards for design and construction, the USHA lent money to local housing 

authorities for the development of public housing projects. 

The Housing Act of 1949, called the Taft-Ellender-Wagner Bill, authorized 135,000 units 

annually of public housing, but only 84,000 units were under construction by 1951 when the 

United States became heavily involved in the Korean War.  The Act is notable because of the 

call in its preamble to provide decent housing for every American family (Schwartz, 2006, p. 1) 

and for the fact that the goal was not achieved.  Both the 1937 and the 1949 Acts relied on 

demolition of substandard housing and the planned subsequent construction of new housing units 

to further their goals of stabilizing the housing industry with federal funds; neither had a strong 

rehabilitation component.   

The Housing Act of 1954 was the first post WWII legislation to significantly incorporate 

housing rehabilitation.  The Act “included rehab[ilitation] and conservation as allowable 

components of federal intervention in the housing market to prevent neighborhood decline” 

(Listokin & Listokin, 2001a, p. 26).  So that rehabilitation and conservation would be 

considered, the Act required local governments to submit a plan for improving slum areas; the 

plan had to be comprehensive and accommodate citizen participation.  Policymakers anticipated 

that a comprehensive approach that included citizen input would reduce the amount of slum 

clearance occurring and encourage local governments to rehabilitate dilapidated housing.  Two 
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mortgage insurance programs, Sections 220 and 221, were created by the Act, as was the Special 

Assistance Function of the Federal National Mortgage Association.  Section 220 was utilized for 

rehabilitated housing within targeted areas; Section 221 assisted households displaced by federal 

urban renewal efforts (Heinberg, 1983).  The Special Assistance Function established Fannie 

Mae as a purchaser of secondary mortgages, which allowed the organization to significantly 

affect housing policy.   

The 1960s witnessed a shift in housing policy as policymakers and local housing officials 

realized the potential for rehabilitation as a tool within housing policy.  Dommel et al. (1983) list 

three reasons for the change in attitude concerning rehabilitation:  

• Older central cities experienced population decline as households moved to the suburbs; 
the decreased need for new construction allowed for a focus on rehabilitation of the 
existing housing stock. 

• Rehabilitation can enable neighborhood revitalization without the localized social upheaval 
resulting from urban renewal neighborhood demolition practices. 

• Relatively sharp increases in new construction costs coupled with evolving and then-
stringent new environmental regulations allowed rehabilitation to be cost-effective 
(pp. 68-69). 

The publication of two significant books can be added to the above list of reasons for a 

change in federal housing policy direction.  In The Death and Life of Great American Cities, 

Jane Jacobs (1961) severely criticized the policy framework that used neighborhood demolition 

as a tool for community revitalization.  Martin Anderson’s (1964) The Federal Bulldozer: A 

Critical Analysis of Urban Renewal made widely known the fact that urban renewal programs 

had probably destroyed more low income housing than they had created.  Both books were 

fundamental in effecting affordable housing policy changes. 

During the 1960s, federal policy supported various programs for homeowners to 

rehabilitate individual properties.  In 1961, Sections 203(k)-220(h) insured rehabilitation loans 
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from private lenders to homeowners.  In 1965, Section 115 rehabilitation grants authorized low 

income households to obtain grants to rehabilitate their homes.  The Housing Act of 1968 

established Section 235, which subsidized below market interest rate loans for lower-income 

households to purchase new or rehabilitated homes.1  Most of the lower-income households that 

purchased homes under Section 235 bought new housing; some, however, did purchase homes 

that had been rehabilitated (Dommel et al., 1983).  These supply-side programs functioned to 

enable homeowners to rehabilitate their property and spur neighborhood revitalization.  By the 

early 1970s, more than 40,000 housing units a year were being rehabilitated with federal 

subsidies available through these owner rehabilitation programs (Listokin & Listokin, 2001a). 

Similar to the Sections 203(k)-220(h), 115 and 235 programs, Section 312 provided low-

interest rehabilitation loans and was also a precursor to current rehabilitation policy and 

programs.  Authorized in 1964 and phased out in 1981, Section 312 required that local 

government agencies, primarily housing authorities, could be the only eligible sponsors of 

rehabilitation loans; sponsors inspected potential properties to determine the level of 

rehabilitation needed; sponsors selected contractors, processed client applications and disbursed 

funds (Housing Assistance Council, 1991).  Although Section 312 is no longer active, the 

functions practiced under this program endure in other rehabilitation programs.  Local 

government agencies continue to be the primary administrators of affordable housing 

rehabilitation assistance; sponsors are often responsible for inspecting potential property, 

                                                 
1 Below market interest rate loans are subsidized by federal, state, or local government to assist lower-income 
households. 
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selecting contractors, processing client applications, and paying for rehabilitation of individual 

properties.2   

Created in 1965, the Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD) develops 

policies and designs programs for housing and urban areas (Wright, 2007).  The Department’s 

responsibilities have shifted over the years as policy emphasis has shifted from primarily funding 

public housing construction to subsidizing existing housing. This transition from supply-side to 

demand-side programs has not been reversed; HUD’s programs continue to emphasize demand 

side subsidies. 

 The Housing Act of 1974 established Community Development Block Grants (CDBG) in 

response to program oversight problems that drove the Nixon administration to end the supply-

side programs begun in the 1960s (Dommel et al., 1983; Listokin & Listokin, 2001a).  The 

CDBG program consolidated many earlier programs, including those that targeted rehabilitation 

through specific grant programs.  Although CDBG funding for rehabilitation was relatively 

restricted during its first three years, rehabilitation became an acceptable eligible activity in 1977 

(Dommel et al., 1983).  The 1974 Act also created the Section 8 multifamily rental program, 

which included a Substantial Rehabilitation element.  On a smaller scale, the Home Mortgage 

Disclosure Act of 1975 and the Community Reinvestment Act of 1977 were policies that 

included rehabilitation as a distinctive housing strategy.  The Housing Act of 1977 created Urban 

Development Action Grants to encourage redevelopment in aging neighborhoods through both 

new construction and rehabilitation of owner-occupied and multifamily rental housing.   

                                                 
2 Sponsors, also known as subrecipients, are the local government agencies, for-profit, and nonprofit organizations 
that receive a majority of their rehabilitation funding from some level of government and directly manage 
rehabilitation projects. 
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 The CDBG program evolved into a primary funding source for rehabilitation.  Compared 

with most previous federal programs that had essentially dictated how funding was to be spent, 

local governments had wide latitude in spending decisions, including the use of CDBG funds to 

leverage private investment in housing rehabilitation.  Local governments could achieve several 

objectives, such as neighborhood revitalization, housing rehabilitation, and infrastructure 

improvements from one funding source.  The CDBG program is still used for these purposes, as 

well as for other community development activities, and is discussed further in the current 

affordable housing context section. 

1980s to the Present 

As the 1970s came to an end, fundamental changes in federal housing policy and programs 

had occurred.  “Production subsidies were largely replaced by family subsidies and new 

construction supplanted by rehabilitation.  The appetite for expensive ventures had passed.  The 

first eight years of the 1980s were to pass before another housing authorization law was enacted” 

(Ford Foundation, 1989, p. 5).  

 The level of federal spending, not just on housing assistance but on social issues as a 

whole, began to decrease dramatically when President Reagan took office in 1981.  “Although 

the 1970s represented a decade of expansion in federal housing assistance, the 1980s mark a 

period of severe contraction of the federal role” (Stegman & Holden, 1987, p. 9).  For the first 

time since the mid-1950s, a drastic decrease in the amount of federal grants to state and local 

governments occurred, the result of the Omnibus Reconciliation Act of 1981.  The Act did not 

simply cut federal spending for affordable housing.  In fact, “the entire thrust of federal housing 

policy in the 1980s . . . was toward the reduction of the federal government’s role in the 

production, management, and ownership of affordable housing. . . .” (Goetz, 1993, p. 34). 
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The Housing Act of 1983 continued the fundamental changes in federal housing policy by 

sharply reducing the amount of funding provided for new construction and rehabilitation.  In 

1981, $30 billion was spent on subsidized housing; by 1989, the amount had decreased to less 

than $8 billion (Ford Foundation, 1989).  The decrease in funding was the result of a repeal of 

Section 8 funds for new construction and substantial rehabilitation and a new provision for 

vouchers.  These vouchers, introduced in the Housing Act of 1974, included new construction, 

substantial rehabilitation, and existing housing.  The Housing Act of 1983 eliminated the new 

construction and substantial rehabilitation allowable uses, so that Section 8 vouchers subsidized 

only existing housing.  With a voucher, an eligible lower-income household obtains rental 

housing; the rent is paid by the federal government.  The repeal of the new construction and 

substantial rehabilitation components of Section 8 reflected a significant shift from supply-side 

to demand side funding in federal housing policy, which is a policy framework still in place 

today.  Although the Section 8 program primarily applied to multifamily rental housing, it aptly 

illustrates the decrease in funding that furthered the “devolution” of housing policy from the 

federal government to the states, a shift reinforced by continuing funding shortfalls. 

 By the late 1980s, the federal government had made a substantial departure from the 

housing policies of the 1950s and 1960s.  Policy during the first several decades after 

World War II primarily focused on demolition and/or new construction of housing units; 

rehabilitation represented only 5% of federal housing subsidies (Listokin & Listokin, 

2001a, p. 29).  By the end of the Reagan Administration in 1989, 81% of HUD housing subsidies 

were being expended on existing housing or rehabilitation (Listokin, 1991, p. 172). 

 Federal housing policies enacted during the 1990s continued the trend of increased 

funding for programs that included rehabilitation components.  The National Affordable Housing 
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Act of 1990 created the HOME program, which includes rehabilitation as one of the activities 

eligible to receive federal matching funds.  The HOPE III and HOPE VI programs fund housing 

rehabilitation, although the two programs are different in intent.  HOPE III is limited to existing 

subsidized housing; HOPE VI has been used primarily for the demolition and new construction 

of housing units on public housing sites.  The 1990 Act was, in part, a response to the shifting 

philosophies of welfare reform.  The Act was designed to coordinate affordable housing and 

social services programs, with the goal of enabling households to become self-sufficient.  In 

support of this goal, public housing authorities were encouraged to develop programs that 

enabled economic self-sufficiency such as job training, education, and child care.  Such concerns 

had not been widely considered as related to affordable housing policy; however, policymakers 

began to consider social policy holistically during the 1980s.  The partial convergence of 

affordable housing and social welfare policies requires a brief review of the developing overlap 

of the two policy arenas. 

Social and Affordable Housing Policy  

Few connections and minimal coordination between housing and other social policy 

occurred until the late 1980s and early 1990s.  What connections had existed were scattered and 

not well integrated through effective programs.3  The failure to firmly establish a link between 

the two policy areas was primarily due to policymakers’ firm belief that housing and social 

welfare were two different issues and therefore best dealt with independently: 

Housing has always had an uneasy relationship with the rest of the social welfare safety 
net.  Part of the explanation is that housing has never been strictly a poverty issue, with the 
largest government housing subsidies flowing not to the poor but to the middle class and 
affluent through the mortgage interest deduction (Newman, 1999, p. ix). 

                                                 
3 HUD has had several programs, some ongoing, that utilized a coordinated approach to encourage and enable 
lower-income households to become economically self-sufficient; these programs include: Project Self-Sufficiency; 
Operation Bootstrap; and the Family Self-Sufficiency Program, which is still in operation (Bogdon, 1999, 
pp. 149-158). 
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Advocates in both policy arenas saw the need for a coordinated approach.  In the 1920s, 

welfare advocates understood that substandard housing was detrimental to mothers and their 

children and that housing was a basic human need.  Development of the legislation that became 

the Housing Act of 1937 was guided by a belief that “subsidized housing should be a vehicle for 

human development” (Newman & Schnare, 1992, p. 8). 

The continued separation of housing and social welfare policy between the 1930s and the 

1980s was a reflection of the fact that programs began by serving two distinctly different groups.  

During the decades after the Depression, at most only 25% of the households receiving housing 

assistance also received income assistance (Aid to Families with Dependent Children, Social 

Security Income, and/or General Assistance).4  After World War II the situation began to 

change, so that by the early 1990s approximately half of households receiving housing assistanc

were also receiving income assistance (Newman, 1999).  However, the agencies that 

administered housing and social programs maintained different objectives and eligib

e 

ility criteria. 

                                                

The difference between program objectives of housing and social welfare policy can be 

illustrated with an example of housing assistance funding in 1987.  The Department of Health 

and Human Services, which oversees welfare shelter grants, administered approximately $10 

billion in assistance to five million households in 1987.  That same year, HUD administered 

roughly the same amount but to only half as many households (Newman & Schnare, 1992).  

While one-third of welfare recipients lived in substandard conditions because no requirement 

existed that housing meet minimum conditions, recipients of HUD housing assistance resided in 

housing that met minimum standards. 

 
4 Aid to Families with Dependent Children, Social Security Income, and General Assistance were the three main 
types of income, or welfare, assistance after the Depression. 
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As the populations served by housing and social welfare programs gradually became less 

distinct, one particular reason for keeping housing as an essentially stand-alone policy instrument 

became increasingly important to policymakers: the use of certain housing policy components as 

economic tools with measurable results.  As noted previously, almost from the beginning of the 

federal government’s involvement in housing during the Depression, housing policy in general 

has been a tool to assist not just the poor but also the middle class.  The mortgage interest 

deduction, which provides tax savings to homeowners, is an example of a policy decision that 

allows most owner-occupied households to reap a government benefit. 

A policy shift in the 1990s was the result of a change in congressional leadership and a 

backlash against the stereotypical welfare recipient.  The view of social policy as a means to 

reduce poverty was replaced by a belief that welfare was a means for achieving economic self-

sufficiency, not a permanent entitlement.  The same attitude affected affordable housing policy 

as well.  Affordable housing programs were recast as temporary tools to help households reach 

financial independence.  The unmet needs for essentials such as housing, health care, and food, 

were seen as symptoms of economic dependence; that dependence could be overcome with 

programs providing assistance such as job training, child care, and life-skills preparation. 

Previously, housing programs were meant to provide housing as an end in itself.  This 

mindset, which Newman and Schnare (1992) termed the “housing as housing” approach, did not 

encourage or enable housing providers to deal with the economic reasons for poverty.  The 

majority of direct federal housing assistance flows to lower income households, yet the amount 

of assistance is much less than the tax policies that encourage homeownership.  Few efforts are 

made to establish a link between housing assistance and economic dependence and to allocate 

the funding necessary to effectively resolve the underlying causes of poverty.  These tax policies 
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that encourage homeownership and the direct subsidies that fund affordable housing are 

discussed below.  

Current Affordable Housing Context 

Federal 

Due to the federal government’s policy decision to provide affordable housing assistance 

to state and local governments in the form of block grants, funding for affordable housing 

rehabilitation is often one of a variety of eligible strategies in a given program.  The dramatic 

changes in affordable housing policies and programs have similarly affected funding for 

rehabilitation.  A review of the federal government’s role in promoting homeownership is 

followed by a description of the funding vehicle that most states use to partially fill the 

affordable housing gap that developed as federal dollars began to diminish in the 1980s. 

The federal government plays a large role in general housing policy and encourages 

homeownership through the tax code, mortgage insurance, and federal agencies such as the 

Veteran’s Administration and HUD.  The Treasury Department, through the Internal Revenue 

Service, has responsibility for tax expenditures.  The Veteran’s Administration guarantees a 

portion of private loans taken out by veterans so that little or no down payment is required by a 

lender.  The Department of Housing and Urban Development, however, is responsible for the 

majority of affordable housing and general housing policy programs.  The Department 

administers the following affordable housing programs: 

• project-based subsidy programs, including those for remaining public housing units 
• the Section 8 voucher program 
• FHA insurance programs 
• Community Development Block Grants 
• programs for special-needs populations such as the elderly and homeless 
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The Department of Housing and Urban Development has oversight responsibility for the 

three largest providers of mortgage loans and insurance.  The Federal National Mortgage 

Association (FNMA), known as Fannie Mae, and the Federal Home Loan Mortgage Corporation 

(FHLMC), known as Freddie Mac, make loans and provide loan guarantees.  Through its Office 

of Federal Housing Enterprise Oversight, HUD has oversight of Fannie Mae and Freddie Mac.  

The Government National Mortgage Association (GNMA), known as Ginnie Mae, is a 

corporation within HUD and provides guarantees on mortgages provided through other HUD 

offices or federal government agencies.  These government-sponsored providers of home loans 

and mortgage insurance have enabled the high homeownership rates the nation has seen since 

World War II. 

Tax policy and direct subsidies are the two general vehicles the federal government utilizes 

to effectively subsidize housing.  Tax policy as used here includes the cost to the federal 

government, in the form of foregone tax collections, due to mortgage interest deductions, local 

property tax exemptions and tax credits associated with housing.  Tax policy promotes 

homeownership; direct subsidies primarily enable lower-income households to live in housing 

they do not own.  Direct subsidies target low income and special-needs populations through 

programs administered primarily through HUD.  Of the two housing policy vehicles, foregone 

tax collections are far more costly than direct subsidies.  “In 2004, the federal government spent 

$30 billion on public housing, rental vouchers, and other direct housing subsidies.  However, it 

provided about four times more money, nearly $120 billion, in tax breaks to homeowners and 

investors. . . .” (Schwartz, 2006, p. 69).  For lower income home owners, who do not benefit 

much from these tax policies, federal programs, especially rehabilitation programs, are 

particularly significant.  Because they cannot afford to move into a new home, maintaining their 
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existing home is critical.  Without sufficient funding to do so, rehabilitation programs become 

essential. 

Community Development Block Grants (CDBG) 

 Community Development Block Grants have become the primary source of funding for 

single family owner-occupied affordable housing rehabilitation.  In fiscal year 2007, $582 

million in CDBG funding was devoted solely to single family owner-occupied rehabilitation 

(United States Department of Housing and Urban Development, 2007).  Funding is provided to 

municipalities and counties and, as mentioned above, may be utilized for a variety of community 

development activities.  Such activities include property purchases, residential and nonresidential 

property rehabilitation, homeownership assistance, public facilities construction, and economic 

development (United States Department of Housing and Urban Development, 2006).  

  Funding is provided in two forms: entitlement and non-entitlement grants.  Entitlement 

grants, which represent approximately 70% of CDBG allocations, are provided to cities and 

urban counties with populations over 50,000 and 200,000, respectively.5  Cities and urban 

counties do not have to apply each year for entitlement grants.  In order to automatically receive 

yearly CDBG funding, entitlement cities and counties must create and regularly revise a 

Consolidated Plan.  This plan details how CDBG funding will be utilized by specifying an 

entitlement city’s or county’s affordable housing goals, strategies, and evaluations of past 

performance (United States Department of Housing and Urban Development, 2007).  Non-

entitlement grants, which represent about 30% of CDBG allocations, are competitively 

administered by the states and often are distributed by the states to those local governments that 

do not meet entitlement criteria.  At least 70% of both entitlement and non-entitlement CDBG 

                                                 
5 The urban county population must exclude cities with a population over 50,000. 
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funding must be utilized for “activities that benefit low- and moderate-income persons” (United 

States Department of Housing and Urban Development, 2006, p. 6). 

 Households in single family owner-occupied housing may apply for CDBG affordable 

housing rehabilitation funding through a local government housing agency or nonprofit 

organization.  Entitlement and non-entitlement cities and counties have some discretion in their 

allocation of CDBG funding.  Most often, CDBG funding is divided among local housing 

agencies and organizations, which then provide funding assistance in the form of rehabilitation 

loans or grants to lower-income households. 

Funding Gap  

 The dramatic decline in federal spending for affordable housing that occurred during the 

1980s was most severe for HUD.  The Department’s share of budget authority fell from 7% in 

1978 to less than 1% in 1988, a total decrease in housing assistance of $24 billion dollars (Goetz, 

1993, p. 34).  Although the federal government continued to fund affordable housing through 

vehicles such as the Section 8 Voucher program, the amount of affordable housing subsidy has 

stagnated or, at times, declined. 

As subsidies and incentives decreased, state and local governments found themselves 

without adequate funding for affordable housing.  They also realized that the federal government 

was not going to channel funds to them at anywhere near the affordable housing subsidy levels 

of the 1960s and early 1970s.  The provision of low income housing and the development of 

funding vehicles for affordable housing rehabilitation that states and local governments became 

responsible for in the 1980s were relatively unfamiliar responsibilities.  As Stegman and Holden 

(1987) note, neither the provision of nor the funding for low income housing or rehabilitation 

were problems for state governments when the “federal government paid the bills and dictated 

program structures and regulations” (p. 27).  As local governments struggled to fill the void left 
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by the federal government’s essential withdrawal from funding affordable housing policy, state 

and local governments created new funding mechanisms.   

Housing Finance Agencies 

 As the federal government decreased subsidies for affordable housing in the 1980s, state 

and local governments increasingly established housing finance agencies to fund affordable 

housing.  Schwartz (2006) notes that “before 1980, only 44 state-funded housing programs were 

in existence. . . . From 1980 through the early 1990s, state governments established 177 

additional programs” (p. 178).  These agencies develop and administer a wide variety of 

financing including: tax-exempt revenue bonds, interest-free or below-market interest loans, 

direct single family loans, loans to lenders, housing trust funds, and grants to nonprofit 

organizations and homeowners (Housing Assistance Council, 1991).  Local governments may 

also have finance agencies which, although operating on a smaller scale than do state finance 

agencies, still function to develop financing for affordable housing. 

 The Florida Housing Finance Corporation (FHFC) is Florida’s state housing finance 

agency. The FHFC acts in a capacity similar to most other state housing finance agencies; it 

exists to “increase affordable housing opportunities for Floridians, ensure that Florida Housing’s 

programs are well matched to the housing needs of Floridians, and communicate the importance 

of affordable housing to Florida’s communities” (Florida Housing Finance Corporation, 2007).  

The FHFC has a variety of programs, ranging from homeownership and multifamily 

development to catalyst, hurricane recovery, and workforce housing programs (Florida Housing 

Finance Corporation, n.d.).  The FHFC also administers the SHIP program, funded through 

Florida’s Local Government Housing Trust Fund; the SHIP program is described later in the 

literature review.  Because they are a primary funding source for affordable housing 
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rehabilitation throughout Florida, a discussion of housing trust funds’ general characteristics 

follows.   

Housing Trust Funds 

 Housing trust funds have become widely used as a means for state and local governments 

and nonprofit agencies to begin to fill the gap in funding for affordable housing created by the 

federal devolution in housing policy, programs, and funding.  They typically provide the 

financing for the purchase of property, construction of new housing, and/or the renovation of 

existing housing.  The part of a particular project typically assisted with housing trust funds 

varies; a trust fund may completely finance a project or may only pay for a small share.   

The evolution of housing trust funds roughly parallels the devolution of the federal 

government’s role in affordable housing.  Until the federal government reduced its role in 

affordable housing policy, there was no widely perceived need for housing trust funds.  Before 

the 1980s, there were only a few in existence; during the early 1980s only a handful were created 

(Brooks, 1997).  However, as state and local governments began to realize that the federal 

government was not going to reverse the cuts in affordable housing programs, they began to 

implement housing trust funds at an increasing rate.  In 1995 there were approximately 200 

housing trust funds; in 2006, there were almost 600 (Brooks, 2007, p. 2).   

 Housing trust funds receive and distribute financial support for housing in accordance 

with set criterion.  They are established to be financial vehicles for supporting affordable housing 

and are usually restricted, by law, to funding only affordable housing.  Because they are 

dedicated to housing and cannot be used for other purposes, they are usually protected from the 

budget demands of state and local governments (Goetz, 1993). 

 A state or local government agency will most often manage the daily activities of a 

housing trust fund.  Existing agencies, such as housing and community development departments 
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that have administered other housing programs, are often chosen to oversee the housing trust 

fund (Stegman, 1999).  A few housing trust funds were created and are managed by nonprofit 

organizations with no ties to any governmental body.  However, the administration of the 

majority of housing trust funds “is tied to local government either through the staff administering 

the fund, the board that oversees the operation of the fund, or both” (Brooks, 1997, p. 234).   

 Housing trust funds benefit from the characteristics of flexibility, locality, and secure 

funding.  Flexibility in the design of housing trust fund guidelines allows administrators to tailor 

strategies to particular state and local affordable housing needs (Brooks, 1997).  They may utilize 

federal programs such as CDBG as a funding source or may be used in addition to other funding 

sources to fulfill the financial requirements for a particular project.  In addition to funds from 

federal programs, funding sources for housing trust funds include revenue from real estate 

transactions such as document stamp taxes, the sale of abandoned government property, sales tax 

increases, and bond allocations.  The intent is that the dedicated funding sources that support 

housing trust funds will enable state and local government affordable housing agencies to be 

relatively protected from local and national economic and political cycles.  Goetz (1993) notes 

that housing trust funds “insulate housing resources from the vagaries and periodic crises of local 

and state budgets” (p. 102).  However well intended, housing trust funds are still subject to 

changes in political leadership.  Distributions from Florida’s housing trust fund have been 

capped, which severely reduces the amount of SHIP funding that local governments receive and 

allocate for affordable housing rehabilitation.   

State Housing Initiatives Partnership (SHIP) Program 

Local governments in Florida supplement their federal funding for affordable housing and 

affordable housing rehabilitation with allotments from the state’s housing trust fund through the 

SHIP program.  The Florida Legislature passed the William E. Sadowski Affordable Housing 
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Act in 1992, creating a dedicated source of revenue for the state’s housing trust fund.  As the 

name implies, the program was designed to encourage public-private partnerships to “produce 

and preserve affordable homeownership and multifamily housing” (Florida Housing Finance 

Corporation [FHFC], 2006, n.p.).  The SHIP program serves very low (up to 50% of median 

family income), low (up to 80% of median), and moderate (up to 120% of median) income 

households. 

 Funds from the state housing trust fund are distributed, via the SHIP program, to all 67 

counties and to 51 CDBG entitlement cities to assist local governments in furthering the Housing 

Element of local governments’ Comprehensive Plans. Each county gets a minimum of $350,000 

per year; $9 million is the maximum that a particular county may receive (FHFC, 2006).  The 

amount that each county or eligible municipality can receive is decided primarily on the basis of 

population.   

 Local governments must allocate their SHIP funding based on the following requirements 

(FHFC, 2006): 

• At least 65% of funds must be spent on eligible homeownership activities.6 
• At least 75% of funds must be spent on eligible construction activities. 
• At least 30% of the funds must be allotted for very-low income households. 
• Another 30% of funds may be allotted for low income households. 
• Remaining funds may be allotted for moderate income households. 
 

Several aspects of the SHIP program are particularly relevant to this thesis.  The program 

requires local government jurisdictions to establish a maximum amount of funding per housing 

unit assisted.  This maximum amount may prevent full rehabilitation from being completed on 

homes that need it the most.  There is also a new requirement that recently reestablished local 

Affordable Housing Advisory Committees address regulatory barriers to affordable housing and 
                                                 
6 Eligible homeownership and eligible construction activities provide housing for very-low, low, and moderate 
income households. 
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can address other related issues such as affordable housing rehabilitation.  Specifically, the 

Committees “shall evaluate established policies, procedures, ordinances, land development 

regulations, and the local government comprehensive plan. . . .” (State of Florida, 2008).  The 

Committees were originally established to develop local jurisdictions’ affordable housing 

incentive plans but were allowed to disband once that task was completed; now, however, they 

will be permanent (Rusciolelli, 2008). 

One particular aspect of the SHIP program has become especially troublesome.  The 

program has strict and lengthy income verification requirements.  According to the SHIP 

Program Manual, “the three acceptable methods of verifying income are: (1) written third-party 

verification; (2) oral third-party verification; and (3) documentation for self-employed 

applicants” (Florida Housing Coalition [FHC], 2005, p. 31).  Of these methods, the first one is 

preferred and is considered the most reliable.  Written third-party verification includes a request 

from an applicant’s employer for estimated earnings for the next 12 months (FHC, 2005).  Many 

employers, however, are not willing to put an employee’s estimated earnings into writing.   

Income verification is also problematic in that local government agencies and private 

lenders utilize different income verification methods.  Local government agencies still generally 

rely on paper forms for verifying income, whereas private lenders rely almost exclusively on 

electronic means for verifying income.  Applicants for certain programs that utilize SHIP 

funding, such as Alachua County’s Down Payment with Construction/Rehabilitation Assistance 

(Appendix B), often find themselves waiting for SHIP funding approval long after their private 

mortgage loans have been approved.  The Affordable Housing Study Commission (2007) has 

attempted to remedy the problem by recommending, in their 2007 examination of the SHIP 
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program, that the “Florida Housing Finance Corporation should amend the SHIP Compliance 

Rule . . . to clarify the acceptable methods of income verification” (p. 25).   

Even given the problems just presented, SHIP funding is a vital component of local 

jurisdiction affordable housing assistance.  Funds from the SHIP program may be used for a 

variety of purposes, all of which promote housing affordability.  Emergency repairs, new 

construction, rehabilitation, down payment assistance, gap financing, acquisition of property, and 

leveraging other forms of housing assistance are the primary uses for the funds.  Of these uses, 

affordable housing rehabilitation is one of the least researched and documented.   

The current environment for federal and state affordable housing rehabilitation policies and 

programs cannot be appreciated or understood outside of its historical context.  Local 

rehabilitation efforts over the last decade or two are largely a result of the drastic changes in 

federal affordable housing policy during the 1980s, changes that were themselves a result of 

federal policies and programs from earlier decades.  The development of federal affordable 

housing policy has been a political process; support for programs has been unreliable, and the 

federal government has largely removed itself from the provision of affordable housing.  The 

remainder of the literature review is concerned with affordable housing rehabilitation and 

barriers to rehabilitation.  Historical barriers to affordable housing rehabilitation are only briefly 

discussed; most of the earlier literature was researched and written when the context for 

affordable housing rehabilitation was determined almost exclusively by federal affordable 

housing policy.  However, there are barriers to rehabilitation found in the earlier literature that 

more current literature has determined to be significant.  Current barriers to rehabilitation are 

discussed, as are the primary funding sources for affordable housing rehabilitation in Alachua 

County.  First, the concept of rehabilitation is defined. 
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Barriers to Affordable Housing Rehabilitation 

Rehabilitation Defined 

The terms rehabilitation, renovation, revitalization, redevelopment, repair, replacement, 

restoration and alteration are often used interchangeably when discussing improvements made to 

an existing building.  For purposes of this thesis, only the term rehabilitation will be used, unless 

noted otherwise or the context requires a different term.  For example, the term “repair” is a 

more exact word for discussing the restoration of a building’s dilapidated structural components 

in order to meet minimum building codes. 

 The definition of rehabilitation varies somewhat, depending on the context in which it is 

used.  Moskowitz and Lindbloom (1993) defined rehabilitation as “the upgrading of a building 

previously in a dilapidated or substandard condition for human habitation or use” (p. 222).  For 

application to historic structures, Weeks and Grimmer (1995) define rehabilitation as “the act or 

process of making possible a compatible use for a property through repair, alterations, and 

additions while preserving those portions or features which convey its historical, cultural, or 

architectural values” (p. 61).  The Nationally Applicable Recommended Rehabilitation 

Provisions (NARRP), written by Hattis, Koffel, and Green (1997) in association with the 

National Association of Home Builders, define rehabilitation as “any work, described by the 

categories of work defined herein, undertaken in an existing building” (Section 202.0).  The 

NARRP categories of work are repair, renovation, alteration, reconstruction, change of 

occupancy, and addition (Hattis, Koffel, & Green, 1997).   

 A brief review of the three general levels of rehabilitation is necessary before deciding on 

a working definition of rehabilitation for this thesis.  The three levels are categorized by HUD; 

since HUD is the largest single government source for rehabilitation funding, the levels are 

widely accepted.  Further, since this study examines the use of HUD programs and other 
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government programs designed to work with HUD, these definitions are particularly relevant.  

They are minor, moderate, and substantial: 

• Minor rehabilitation involves repairs and improvements of a minor nature that are 
undertaken to maintain a building, improve the appearance, and that do not alter structural 
components. 

• Moderate rehabilitation is more extensive and often includes electrical, HVAC, and/or 
roofing repair or upgrades. 

• Substantial rehabilitation involves the removal of interior walls and structural components 
in order to accommodate a different floor plan (Listokin & Listokin, 2001a). 

For this study, rehabilitation is broadly defined as any minor, moderate or substantial 

rehabilitation activity undertaken to improve housing or the components of housing.  The bulk of 

the literature discussed herein covers moderate or substantial rehabilitation, although minor 

rehabilitation is referred to when appropriate.   

Historical Barriers to Affordable Housing Rehabilitation 

The literature on government subsidized rehabilitation was fairly extensive before the early 

1990s.  The earliest information on rehabilitation consisted of studies done in the 1930s and 

1940s that explored the financial return from money invested in rehabilitation of dilapidated 

inner-city housing units.  Studies and analyses of barriers to affordable housing rehabilitation 

focused on particular issues and were responses to then-current barriers.  Historically, these 

barriers have included the problems encountered in securing financing for rehabilitation (Nash, 

1959), difficulties of acquiring property (Sternlieb & Burchell, 1972), and restrictive building 

codes (United States Department of Housing and Urban Development, 1991).  These three types 

of barriers are recurring in the literature and are also implicitly identified as the three most 

common types of barriers currently occurring (Listokin & Listokin, 2001a, 2001b). 

Inner-city decay prompted William Nash (1959) to explore options other than the complete 

demolition of entire neighborhoods espoused by many policy makers.  He was certain that “the 
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first insurance against blight is good municipal housekeeping” (p. xxiii), meaning that without 

rehabilitation of older structures, neighborhood decay would take its toll.  Nash understood the 

intricacies of financing and the impact of uncontrollable variables such as location and condition 

of properties and funding capacity of the rehabilitation organization.  His book was one of the 

first to investigate many of the issues related to rehabilitation. 

The number and scope of studies increased through the next several decades as federal 

outlays for affordable housing policy increased.  As noted in Listokin and Listokin (2001a), by 

the late 1960s the rehabilitation literature was concerned with matters such as 

• the need for and costs associated with federally-subsidized rehabilitation; 
• the effects of both federal and local tax policies; 
• cost-benefit analysis of rehabilitation v. new construction; 
• economic and fiscal impacts of federally-subsidized rehabilitation on local jurisdictions; 
• social impacts of demolition and displacement. 

 
The blight that prompted Nash to write his book was examined closely by two later 

writers.  Sternlieb and Burchell’s (1973) treatment of inner-city building abandonment in 

Newark, New Jersey, revealed problems with reversing the decline in older areas.  They isolated 

property tax delinquency as a reliable indicator of owners’ abandonment of multifamily 

dwellings.  Although not the primary aim of their research, they discovered that lack of clear title 

due to foreclosure on properties can significantly hinder repurchase and subsequent 

rehabilitation. 

Within two decades of the passage of the National Historic Preservation Act of 1966, 

published reports detailing the difficulties of accomplishing rehabilitation on historic properties 

began to appear.  However, barriers to rehabilitation of historic properties are worthy of separate 

treatment and will not be reviewed or examined in this thesis. 
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The effect of regulatory barriers on affordable housing was the focus of HUD’s 1991 

report, Not in My Backyard: Removing Barriers to Affordable Housing.  The Advisory 

Commission included rehabilitation in their study and found that “chief among the urban 

regulatory barriers are building codes geared to new construction rather than to the rehabilitation 

of existing buildings” (p. 6).  The Commission also discovered that federal, state, and local 

building codes often increase costs for both new construction and rehabilitation.  Although the 

Commission did not focus on rehabilitation, many of the recommendations addressed it as a 

secondary component. 

Current Barriers to Rehabilitation 

Compared to the extensiveness of the material published before the mid-1990s, there have 

been few recent comprehensive examinations of rehabilitation as it applies to affordable housing.  

With the exception of several HUD publications and material compiled by Listokin and Listokin 

(2001a, 2001b) and Duda (2001), there have been no extensive analyses of rehabilitation issues 

since the late 1990s.  As noted in Listokin and Listokin (2001a), “the existing body of work . . . 

has not comprehensively examined, organized, and detailed barriers to rehab[ilitation]” (p. 36).  

Listokin and Listokin’s (2001a) organization of rehabilitation barriers will be loosely followed 

here; their barriers are outlined in Appendix A.  Their recent and relatively extensive catalogue 

of rehabilitation barriers will be examined below. 

Financing Barriers 

 Economic factors are the single biggest barrier to affordable housing rehabilitation.  They 

may be encountered at any point in the rehabilitation process and often prevent rehabilitation 

from occurring at all.  Issues such as land use restrictions and property taxes or insurance often 
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increase the costs associated with improving particular properties.7  The extent of rehabilitation 

needed for a specific property may make rehabilitation unaffordable; if an owner is already 

housing cost-burdened, moderate or substantial rehabilitation of the property may be 

economically unfeasible.8   

 The problems inherent in developing and securing financing are at the heart of barriers to 

rehabilitation.  These problems include complexity, scarcity, and uncertainty (Listokin & 

Listokin, 2001a).  Local government agencies and nonprofit organizations alike must usually 

layer financing to accommodate large-scale rehabilitation.  The complexity of layering public 

and private subsidies, grants and loans requires administrative capacity and expertise not 

normally found within smaller local governments and nonprofits.  Listokin and Listokin (2001a) 

found that securing financing with private sector lenders has become easier over the last several 

decades primarily because of the Community Reinvestment Act and an increasing institutional 

acceptance of rehabilitation as a legitimate lending activity (p. 65).  However, the number of 

lenders participating in rehabilitation financing still lags that of new construction financing since 

such financing is still widely seen as risky.  These risks are reflected in higher fees and interest 

rates for rehabilitation loans. 

 Public sector subsidies are used in many rehabilitation projects, but strong competition 

for subsidies and the long time periods required for approval may hamper efforts to secure public 

sector financing.  Nonprofit organizations that wish to rehabilitate housing must submit 

applications up to a year before local government housing offices allocate federal block grant 

funding.  During the waiting period, there is little or no indication of the funding level an 
                                                 
7 Land use restrictions such as zoning and local government ordinances primarily impact multifamily rental housing 
rehabilitation; because they may occasionally apply to single family owner-occupied affordable housing 
rehabilitation, they are included here. 

8 Households are housing cost-burdened if more than 30% of household income is spent on housing. 
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organization may receive.  Many nonprofits rely on previous years’ funding to estimate an 

allocation for an upcoming fiscal year; however, the organizations must remain financially 

flexible, which can limit contracts for property and labor acquisition.   

Barriers Encountered when Preparing Property for Rehabilitation 

Once financing has been obtained, several aspects of preparing property for rehabilitation 

may present hurdles.  Acquiring and insuring property, land use restrictions, and estimating the 

costs of rehabilitation are each potential barriers to rehabilitation.  Of these, acquiring property 

has been the most problematic.  Property may be acquired from various sources; potential 

problems include: 

• Property owners may demand high prices, especially in a seller’s market; liens, lack of 
clear title, deed restrictions, and small parcel sizes can complicate property assemblage. 

• Banks may only be willing to sell foreclosed properties in bulk or may prefer to sell to 
investors or speculators. 

• Donated property may have an environmental liability such as hazardous material residue. 

• Owners often unload parcels with unpaid property taxes or overdue utility bills onto 
nonprofit organizations. 

• Foreclosed properties may carry a hefty property tax bill. 

• Foreclosure is often a lengthy process during which buildings further deteriorate. 

• Condemned property is acquired at market value, making it economically infeasible. 

• Local governments are hesitant to condemn and seize private property (Listokin & 
Listokin, 2001a). 

Ideally, property needing rehabilitation can be acquired inexpensively and with no 

environmental or legal liabilities.  However, location is an important factor when considering the 

acquisition of property.  Parcels that are too scattered for efficient rehabilitation management, are 

located too far from essential services and infrastructure, or would be inappropriate for certain 

demographic groups may not be practical for rehabilitation. 
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For contractors who rehabilitate properties, obtaining insurance is typically less of a barrier 

to rehabilitation than financing or property acquisition issues.  Although insurance coverage, 

such as general liability and workers’ compensation, can cost up to twice as much for 

rehabilitation as it does for new construction, the expense does not, in itself, appear to prevent 

many rehabilitation projects from proceeding (Listokin & Listokin, 2001a).  Insurance costs can 

be a factor when small organizations or subcontractors attempt larger jobs and do not have the 

capital to purchase additional insurance. 

Land use restrictions, like insurance, are a relatively minor hurdle to affordable housing 

rehabilitation.  As long as the rehabilitation will continue an allowable use of a property, zoning 

restrictions will not be a barrier to rehabilitation.  Rehabilitation can be a challenge when 

variations in intensity or a change of use is desired; in these instances, land use restrictions can 

become a hurdle if the zoning board is not willing to be flexible (Listokin & Listokin, 2001a).  

Due to the uncertainty of each project, estimating costs can be a barrier to rehabilitation.  

Every project is different, and the extent of rehabilitation necessary for individual projects is 

usually not realized until work is underway.  Unanticipated labor and material expenses are part 

of most rehabilitation projects.  Also, work estimates are often given early in the process of 

preparing property for acquisition and/or rehabilitation.  If a lengthy amount of time passes while 

an organization waits on funding, permitting, title, or insurance, the cost of rehabilitation goes 

up.  Listokin and Listokin (2001a) found that because of these issues, budgets for rehabilitation 

projects are almost always marked up by 10% to 15% over cost estimates.   

Barriers Encountered during the Rehabilitation Process 

 Once a property is prepared for rehabilitation, the rehabilitation process itself can begin.  

Barriers that may be encountered during the rehabilitation process consist of: building codes, 

minimum housing standards (MHS), lead and asbestos regulations, radon testing, energy 
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conservation requirements, access for disabled persons, and federal and union wage 

requirements.  These barriers are discussed below, starting with building codes. 

 Of the rehabilitation process barriers, building codes have been significant and complex 

hurdles.  These codes are detailed standards mandating the structural, heating and air 

conditioning, plumbing, and safety performance of a building.  Building codes vary somewhat 

among cities and regions across the nation, but with few exceptions and until recently have been 

oriented to new construction (Hattis, Koffel, & Green, 1997).  Two aspects of most local 

building codes that are barriers to rehabilitation are the “25-50%” or 25/50 rule and the Change-

of-Occupancy rule. 

 The 25/50 rule requires the entirety of a building undergoing rehabilitation to meet 

current building codes if the dollar value of the rehabilitation exceeds 50% of the building’s 

replacement cost.  In other words, if it costs $100,000 to demolish and rebuild a structure and the 

value of the rehabilitation is more than $50,000, the entire structure has to be brought to code.  

Under this scenario, if only a portion of a building is undergoing relatively expensive 

rehabilitation, a retrofit of components in the rest of the building must occur if they do not meet 

code requirements.  Some building code requirements are waived if the estimated rehabilitation 

cost is between 25% and 50% of a building’s replacement cost; the requirements are further 

diminished if the rehabilitation cost is less than 25% of replacement cost.    

 The Change-of-Occupancy rule requires that buildings undergoing rehabilitation that 

changes use categories be brought to applicable codes governing the new use.  An old office 

building or a warehouse may be relatively inexpensive to acquire but may be costly to convert 

into housing units that have stricter building codes.  The 25/50 and Change-of-Occupancy rules 

add cost and complexity to the rehabilitation process and are considerable barriers. 
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 Within the last several decades, however, three key changes have occurred in building 

codes as they relate to rehabilitation.  In 1980, HUD published a compilation of revised building 

codes oriented to rehabilitation, called Rehabilitation Guidelines, which recommended changing 

or eliminating the 25/50 and certain Change-of-Occupancy rules if they hinder rehabilitation 

efforts.  Soon thereafter, applicable sections of the three national building codes9  were modified 

to include changes recommended in Rehabilitation Guidelines.  In 1997, HUD published the 

Nationally Applicable Recommended Rehabilitation Provisions (NARRP) which were produced 

in collaboration with the National Association of Home Builders.   

 The NARRP, which was the update to Rehabilitation Guidelines, was purposefully crafted 

to reduce the costs associated with complying with rehabilitation barriers such as the 25/50 rule 

and thereby encourage affordable housing rehabilitation.  The NARRP had as a primary purpose 

to “clarify, for the first time, the extent to which existing conditions that fall short of current code 

requirements for new construction must be addressed in connection with other building 

improvements” (Hattis, Koffel, & Green, 1997, n.p.).  The document was not intended to 

supersede other building codes in addressing safety matters; it was designed to educate and guide 

building officials in code interpretation and enforcement in matters relating to rehabilitation.  As 

such, it has become an accepted standard not just for building officials but for all parties 

involved in the rehabilitation process. 

Minimum housing standards are performance benchmarks for particular building 

components.  These components include heating and air conditioning equipment, roofing, and 

electrical systems.  As with building codes, MHS vary somewhat among local government 

jurisdictions; it is the interpretation of MHS that presents a barrier to rehabilitation.  Listokin and 

                                                 
9 The National Building Code, the Standard Building Code, and the Uniform Building Code. 
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Listokin (2001a) note that this occurs often when federal subsidies assist rehabilitation efforts, 

because “there is a belief that if government is involved, there is a practical and moral imperative 

to satisfy the MHS” (p. 93).  Thus, a greater chance exists that building officials, government 

agencies, and organizations regulating and carrying out rehabilitation will require the most 

stringent interpretation of MHS.  For example, even if an older electrical system is inspected by a 

licensed electrical contractor and found to be safe, those involved in administration or 

enforcement of MHS will deem that new wiring and electrical panels are necessary.  As with 

several other rehabilitation barriers, MHS can add to the cost of rehabilitation. 

Lead and asbestos regulations are necessarily stringent and cannot be waived or modified.  

Most homes built before 1978 must automatically undergo a lead paint inspection.10  This 

inspection costs a minimum of $300; much higher costs are incurred if lead paint must be 

stabilized or removed.  These costs can be determined and built into the estimate for 

rehabilitation of a particular structure.  However, the presence of lead paint can make it difficult 

to obtain property insurance, thus preventing or postponing rehabilitation.  As with lead paint, 

the presence of asbestos in a building requires assessment and possibly removal.  Buildings 

containing less than certain threshold amounts of asbestos are not required to undergo asbestos 

removal; the material may instead be adequately contained.  The presence of asbestos becomes a 

rehabilitation barrier because it requires another level of regulation: appropriate state and local 

environmental protection agencies must be notified in accordance with their specific notification 

guidelines. 

Radon testing is not required but is recommended by the federal Environmental Protection 

Agency.  Listokin and Listokin (2001a) make note of the estimation that approximately one in 

                                                 
10 Lead-based paint was prohibited for residential use in 1978. 
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fifteen homes have above average radon levels.  Radon may be tested for and moderated 

relatively easily.  The presence of radon becomes a rehabilitation barrier due to the cost of 

testing and moderating when excessive radon levels are found; this cost can exceed several 

thousand dollars. 

Energy conservation measures are not especially complex but do vary according to the 

climate zone a building is in.  Many state and local guidelines, as well as HUD standards, require 

buildings undergoing rehabilitation to be brought up to new construction standards for energy 

efficiency (Listokin & Listokin, 2001a).  Besides the added cost for energy-conserving materials 

and building systems, there is the difficulty of working in older buildings.  For buildings in 

colder climates, energy conservation costs can be substantial; this cost cannot be passed on to 

clients because of income constraints. 

Access for disabled persons is mandated for both new construction and building 

rehabilitation.  The nature and extent of individual rehabilitation projects determines the cost and 

level of difficulty in making a building accessible.  The expense of accessibility can significantly 

increase the cost of a particular rehabilitation project, occasionally by as much as 50% (Listokin 

& Listokin, 2001a).11  However, even given the probability of increased costs, access for 

disabled persons becomes a barrier primarily because it involves another level of regulation. 

 The final barriers that may develop during the rehabilitation process are federal and union 

wage requirements.  These requirements stipulate that prevailing local wages must be paid for 

most jobs involving federal subsidies.12  The prevailing wage requirement, which becomes a 

factor on larger rehabilitation projects, increases labor costs by as much as 50%.  Although the 
                                                 
11 The requirement to provide access for disabled persons most often affects multifamily rental unit rehabilitation, 
and this percentage is more reflective of multifamily than single family detached rehabilitation costs. 

12 The Davis-Bacon Act requires that workers on most projects utilizing federal funding be paid the prevailing wage 
for specific trades in an area. 
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prevailing wage requirement applies to new construction also, rehabilitation projects are more 

labor intensive and therefore more expensive.  Contractors with the experience and 

administrative and labor capacity to finish large rehabilitation projects often hire union workers, 

who are paid a premium wage.  Wage requirements are a rehabilitation barrier because they 

directly add to the cost of rehabilitating particular projects. 

Miscellaneous Barriers 

 There are two remaining barriers that cannot be conveniently categorized as financing, 

property preparation, or rehabilitation process barriers.  Property tax increases and skilled labor 

shortages can be hurdles to undertaking rehabilitation (Listokin & Listokin, 2001a).  

Rehabilitation increases the value of property; the increase in value can lead to higher property 

taxes.  A shortage of skilled labor can slow or postpone a difficult rehabilitation project.  

However, neither of these barriers is described as a major hurdle.  Increases in property values 

are frequently offset by tax incentives as officials have realized the value of rehabilitation as a 

tool for neighborhood revitalization; and, skilled labor is in short supply relatively infrequently, 

as rehabilitation has become more specialized and has developed a labor pool distinct from new 

construction. 

 All of the above barriers to affordable housing rehabilitation may vary greatly among 

projects and locales.  Listokin and Listokin (2001a, 2001b) identify financing, property 

acquisition, and building codes as the most extensive and significant barriers to rehabilitation.  

The two primary sources of financing for affordable housing rehabilitation in Alachua County, 

CDBG, and SHIP, are discussed below; the local government policy document guiding SHIP 

funding, the Local Housing Assistance Plan (LHAP), is introduced.  The age of the housing 

stock is presented as a general indicator of the need for affordable housing rehabilitation. 
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Current Context 

Primary Funding Sources for Rehabilitation 

The CDBG and HOME programs are the two largest single sources of federal government 

rehabilitation funding.  These federal block grants, along with the SHIP program, provide a 

majority of funding for affordable housing rehabilitation projects in Alachua County and in local 

government jurisdictions across Florida.  Since the mid-1990s, total funding for the CDBG 

program has been approximately $4.5 billion per year; since the late 1990s, total funding for the 

HOME program has been close to $1.5 billion per year (Listokin & Listokin, 2001a, p. 30).  

Approximately one-fourth of CDBG funding and one-half of HOME funding have been devoted 

to affordable housing rehabilitation, an amount of about $1.85 billion per year (Listokin & 

Listokin, 2001a, p. 30).  Annually, CDBG and HOME combined fund the rehabilitation of 

between 200,000 to 230,000 affordable housing units (Listokin & Listokin, 2001a, p. 30).  

Since 2007, distributions to local governments from the SHIP program have been capped 

at $243 million, which is the same as the 2003 distribution level.  Before local government 

jurisdictions are eligible to receive SHIP funding, they must meet certain criteria.  To initially 

qualify for funding, local government entities must 

• establish a local housing assistance program, by ordinance; 

• develop an LHAP and housing incentive strategy, which outlines strategies to remove 
regulatory barriers; 

• amend land development regulations or establish local policies to implement the incentive 
strategies; 

• form partnerships and combine resources in order to reduce housing costs; 

• ensure that rent or mortgage payments for applicants do not exceed 30% of the area 
median income limits (Florida Housing Finance Corporation, 2006). 
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Tracking SHIP funding spent on rehabilitation is difficult because of the types of eligible 

activities that the program funds; often, rehabilitation activities are combined with other 

strategies such as down payment assistance for new homeowners.  When combined with other 

public funding sources and with private assistance, the amount spent on housing rehabilitation 

per approved projects in Alachua County can grow quite large, occasionally exceeding $50,000.   

Local Housing Assistance Plans 

 The Local Housing Assistance Plan, as noted above, is a required document for local 

governments utilizing SHIP funding.  By state statute, counties and municipalities using the 

SHIP program to subsidize affordable housing programs must “develop and implement a local 

housing assistance plan created to make affordable residential units available to persons of very-

low income, low income, or moderate income. . . .” (State of Florida, 2007: 420.9075, ¶ (1)(a)).  

Local Housing Assistance Plans are intended to guide the integration of the public and private 

resources available and to outline strategies for achieving local governments’ housing goals, as 

outlined in their Comprehensive Plans.  Through the Housing Delivery Goals contained in their 

LHAPs, local governments assign relatively specific numbers for the housing units to be served 

by each strategy and for the maximum amount that may be spent per housing unit for each 

particular strategy. 

Age of the Housing Stock 

The age of the housing stock is a reliable indicator of the significant need for rehabilitation 

in the coming years.  In 2005, the number of occupied housing units nationwide was estimated to 

be 108,871,000; 1973 was the median year built for these units (United States Census Bureau, 

2007).  A large number of housing units are 32 years old or older, a point at which moderate 

rehabilitation becomes necessary to maintain the livability of the unit and substantial 

rehabilitation becomes a distinct possibility as units are converted to accommodate changes in 
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household needs.  The number of substandard units in 2005 was approximately 2,992,000 

(United States Census Bureau, 2007).13  Estimates of the age at which housing components, such 

as heating and air conditioning equipment and asphalt roofing shingles, need to be replaced vary, 

but it is generally accepted that enough activity to constitute minor rehabilitation must be 

undertaken by the time the structure is two to three decades old.  Moderate rehabilitation will 

need to be accomplished around the third decade.  By the time a house is five decades old, a 

level of replacement that approaches substantial rehabilitation must be undertaken to adapt 

structures to contemporary building materials and systems. 

Federal government policy since World War II has been to promote homeownership.  

Reviewing the history of, and current environment for, affordable housing policy and 

rehabilitation barriers reveals that apparently no overarching or long-term philosophy guides 

affordable housing and rehabilitation efforts.  Though affordable housing programs have been 

implemented to address both economic and social concerns, program goals have varied 

dramatically over the years.  In recent decades, state and local governments have established 

financing agencies and funding streams to support affordable housing and rehabilitation in the 

face of federal devolution.  Still, the primary source of federal funding for local governments’ 

affordable housing and rehabilitation programs continues to be the CDBG program.  At the 

federal level, affordable housing and rehabilitation policies and programs are unorganized and 

often unreliable.  Mary Nenno (1997) writes that “affordable housing and urban development 

assistance by the federal government is currently diffused and unfocused” (p. 2).  Although 

written a decade ago, her remark is equally valid today. 

                                                 
13 This is a conservative estimate based on a loose definition of substandard as lacking complete kitchen or 
plumbing facilities. 
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 Barriers to affordable housing rehabilitation vary across time, among locales, and from 

project to project.  Rehabilitation barriers are a function of the political, economic, and 

regulatory climate existing at the federal, state, and local levels.  The literature concerning 

barriers to rehabilitation was relatively extensive through the early 1990s.  Since then, with few 

exceptions, barriers to rehabilitation have not been comprehensively or extensively examined.  

The barriers to rehabilitation revealed in the few studies that have been completed may or may 

not exist in Alachua County; conversely, there may be barriers to rehabilitation existing in 

Alachua County that are not discussed in the literature.  A methodology for exploring the barriers 

to affordable housing rehabilitation in the local context is discussed next; findings and analysis 

of rehabilitation barriers in Alachua County and a comparison of those barriers with barriers 

discussed in the literature are then presented.

 

 



 

CHAPTER 3 
METHODOLOGY 

 To compare local barriers to affordable housing rehabilitation with those discussed in the 

literature, a suitable local context must first be chosen.  Alachua County, Florida, is typical of 

locales across Florida and has local government strategies in place to provide affordable housing 

rehabilitation.  Rehabilitation administrators and providers in the County are experienced and are 

willing to discuss barriers to rehabilitation.  Alachua County also has a documented need for 

affordable housing rehabilitation.  For these reasons and because no case study exploring local 

barriers to affordable housing rehabilitation has been undertaken in the area, Alachua County, 

Florida, was chosen to be the local study area.  After describing the local context, the case study 

methodology used here to gather data is discussed.  Selection of individuals to interview, 

development of questions and the questionnaire, and interview protocol are outlined.  Criteria for 

judging responses to be valid are addressed in the conclusion to this chapter.  

Alachua County: The Local Context 

 Alachua County has both urban and rural areas, relatively little industry, and a lower 

median income than Florida as a whole.  Alachua County has nine municipalities, the largest of 

which is Gainesville.  The 2006 estimated population for Alachua County was 227,120; 

Gainesville’s 2003 estimated population was 109,146 (United States Census Bureau, 2008).  The 

majority of jobs are in the government, services, or trade sectors; only 7% of the workforce is 

employed in manufacturing and construction (Alachua County, 2003, p. 18).  The County’s 2004 

median household income was $34,696; statewide, the 2004 median household income was 

$40,900 (United States Census Bureau, 2008). 

The age of the housing stock in Alachua County resembles the general age of the housing 

stock across the United States (Shimberg Center for Affordable Housing, n.d.).  There were 

51 



 

94,208 Alachua County households in 2005; single family homes in Alachua County had an 

average age of 26 years in 2005.  Alachua County had approximately 1,173 substandard housing 

units in 2000, the most recent year for complete local data (Alachua County, 2003, p. 22).   

Alachua County is a local government jurisdiction and is the recipient of most of the types 

of aid received by affordable housing rehabilitation providers profiled in Listokin and Listokin 

(2001b).  Alachua County administers and delivers affordable housing rehabilitation through its 

Housing Programs office; the County also funds local agencies and organizations that 

rehabilitate affordable housing.  The City of Gainesville, the largest municipality in Alachua 

County, has a relatively parallel administrative structure for the delivery of affordable housing 

rehabilitation and also funds organizations that rehabilitate affordable housing.  In order to 

identify these barriers using the insight of those who administer and implement these programs, 

the group of individuals who are employed by the County or City, or whose employers receive 

funding through the County or City, are the unit of analysis.  For brevity, the case study and the 

local context are referred to as Alachua County; however, both Alachua County and the City of 

Gainesville are included.   

The Alachua County Affordable Housing Study (Study) implicitly indicated a need for 

affordable housing rehabilitation (Alachua County, 2003).1  Among other reasons, the Study was 

undertaken to explore “the demand for and supply of housing, including its condition” (Alachua 

County, 2003, p. 4).  As it relates to the need for rehabilitation, the Study documented that the 

age of the housing stock is approaching the point at which rehabilitation is necessary; the Study 

also established that affordable housing that is for sale may be unfit to live in, therefore requiring 

rehabilitation (Alachua County, 2003).  

                                                 
1 The word “implicitly” is used here because the Study, while it addresses rehabilitation throughout its narrative, 
does not explicitly address rehabilitation anywhere in the recommendations. 
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 The following key factors led to the choice of Alachua County as the case study 

community: 

• Alachua County is relatively typical of locales across the state, in that it has an urbanized 
population center, rural and undeveloped areas, pockets of poverty and substandard 
housing, and policies and programs in place to provide affordable housing rehabilitation. 

• The agencies and organizations in place to administer and provide rehabilitation have been 
in place for some time and are experienced in addressing barriers to rehabilitation, as 
indicated by reviews of housing elements of the comprehensive plans, LHAPs, and 
conversations with local affordable housing providers in the two jurisdictions. 

• Information, obtained from personnel directly involved with rehabilitation and 
knowledgeable of barriers to rehabilitation, was readily available. 

• A thorough affordable housing study by the County was recently completed that explicitly 
establishes a need for more affordable housing in the area while implicitly indicating an 
ongoing need for affordable housing rehabilitation (Alachua County, 2003). 

• A poverty level of 14.5% and the existence of substandard housing indicates that barriers 
to rehabilitation are likely present for a particularly vulnerable group (Alachua County, 
2003; United States Census Bureau, 2008). 

• A case study of barriers to affordable housing rehabilitation has not been undertaken in 
Alachua County. 

• The locale is home to a large state land-grant university with an urban and regional 
planning department, enabling future studies of barriers to affordable housing 
rehabilitation in Alachua County to be completed efficiently. 

 The case study is limited to the exploration of barriers to rehabilitation of single family, 

owner-occupied affordable housing.  Local rehabilitation administrators and providers have 

experience with this type of housing.  Participation in an internship with several local affordable 

housing rehabilitation agencies and organizations through HUD’s Community Development 

Work Study Program exposed the author to the range of barriers to rehabilitation.  Research 

began with an informed assumption that a study of barriers to affordable single family, owner-

occupied housing would be relevant, given the federal government’s emphasis on owner-
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occupancy, the number of lower-income households that cannot afford to purchase a new home, 

and the SHIP program’s focus on very-low and low income households and owner-occupancy. 

The Case Study as the Appropriate Data Collection Tool for Alachua County 

 The methodology governing data collection in the Alachua County context is similar to 

the methodology followed by Listokin and Listokin (2001a, 2001b) in their survey of 

rehabilitation initiatives across the United States.  The authors utilized eleven case studies to 

develop a list of barriers to affordable housing rehabilitation; they selected the case study method 

“to add qualitatively to our understanding of the barriers to affordable housing rehabilitation” 

(Listokin & Listokin, 2001b, p. 1).  Information for their study was gathered through in-person 

and telephone interviews.  The information was then discussed with a large group of individuals 

familiar with affordable housing rehabilitation so that barriers encountered in practice could be 

determined.2  

Following Listokin and Listokin (2001a, 2001b), a case study was conducted to gather 

information for this thesis.  The case study method of data collection is widely used for 

qualitative research.  It has been utilized by the social sciences and has been adapted for use by 

“practice-oriented fields such as urban planning. . . .” (Yin, 2003, p. xiii).  Case studies are 

utilized when the how or why of an event is occurring; they are especially useful when variables 

cannot realistically be controlled or manipulated (Yin, 2003).  Therefore, they are ideal for 

current, real-world conditions.  Case studies can be structured to be fairly comprehensive but are 

not useful for determining causal relationships.  This thesis does not attempt to infer any causal 

associations or correlations.  Within particular methodological constraints, however, case studies 

are valid methods for gathering data. 

                                                 
2 The group included government officials, for-profit and nonprofit developers, realtors, and professionals associated 
with affordable housing rehabilitation. 
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The validity of data gathered through case studies is increased by establishing a trail of 

evidence.  This practice, which Yin (2003) calls a “chain of evidence,” allows for case studies to 

be replicated and conclusions to be tested.  The chain of evidence allows “an external 

observer . . . to follow the derivation of any evidence, ranging from initial research questions to 

ultimate case study conclusions” (Yin, 2003, p. 105).  For example, following a specific protocol 

for information gathering is one step in building a chain of evidence. 

The case study approach, out of the alternatives available, held the greatest potential to 

yield meaningful insights from an exploration into affordable housing rehabilitation barriers in 

Alachua County.  The nature of the thesis would not lend itself to an experimental method of 

inquiry.  The critical feedback given and the efficiency of face-to-face interviews would be lost 

were a survey to be conducted.  Historical analysis would be possible but would not necessarily 

be current.  For these reasons and for the precedent set by Listokin and Listokin (2001b), a case 

study approach was chosen. 

The data collection method here is straightforward: a single-case study of local affordable 

housing rehabilitation administrators and providers was conducted using semi-structured 

interviews.  Administrators and providers were both chosen not only because Listokin and 

Listokin included them but also because their inclusion would present a more complete case 

study in the local context.  Listokin and Listokin (2001b) note a limitation of their data collection 

in that telephone interviews, although sometimes necessary, do not enable the higher quality of 

information that is exchanged during face-to-face interviews (p. 1).  For that reason and to the 

extent possible, face-to-face interviews are conducted for this thesis.  Although the information 

obtained from these interviews was not reviewed by a large group of housing industry 

professionals, the structure of interviews allowed for considerable feedback from the 
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interviewees, who were local administrators, providers, and individuals intimately familiar with 

affordable housing rehabilitation in Alachua County. 

 A single-case study design, as opposed to a multiple-case design, was selected.  The 

decision was based on the following factors: 

• This single case can test the proposition that there are discrepancies in rehabilitation 
barriers discussed in the literature and found at a local level. 

• This single case is representative of similar local government jurisdictions across Florida if 
not the entire country. 

• This case is revelatory in that it is the first of its kind in this locale. 

• This single case has the potential to establish a longitudinal study by initiating explorations 
of rehabilitation barriers at this time (Yin, 2003). 

The single-case study design was selected also because of the nature of the thesis.  Were 

this thesis to compare, say, barriers encountered during rehabilitation of local historic properties 

as opposed to local non-historic properties and then compare those barriers to the published 

material, a multiple-case design would be appropriate.  The simplicity of the single-case design 

also lends itself to initial, generalized explorations of a subject. 

The assumptions implicit in Listokin and Listokin’s (2001a, 2001b) methodology are also 

applied for the data collection process here.  Although not stated, it can be inferred from Listokin 

and Listokin’s (2001a, 2001b) case study that they: considered information given to be both 

voluntary and valid; realized that there were certain biases, such as interviewees’ beliefs that 

affordable housing rehabilitation is a worthwhile activity; and that complete objectivity was not 

possible or perhaps even desirable.  This last assumption is a hazard of conducting research in 

the “real world.”  Barriers to rehabilitation are encountered in an imperfect but real world, not in 

a perfected and detached laboratory setting, and real world conditions are necessary to 

understand these barriers.   
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Selection of Interviewees 

The unit of analysis for the case study is the group of individuals who, through their 

agencies and organizations, have encountered barriers to affordable housing rehabilitation in 

Alachua County.  Individuals were chosen based on the following: 

• an examination of published material and websites that outlined the organizational 
structure of those local agencies and organizations administering and providing 
rehabilitation assistance and that identified personnel with potential knowledge of barriers 
to rehabilitation3 

• employment with agencies or organizations that administer or provide affordable housing 
rehabilitation and that finance that rehabilitation primarily with federal block grants, SHIP 
funds, or some combination of both 

• discussions, throughout the course of a HUD Community Development Work Study 
Program, with personnel involved in providing affordable housing rehabilitation 

• conversations and recommendations from individuals knowledgeable of and experienced 
with barriers to affordable housing rehabilitation 

 As noted above, only those individuals employed by agencies or organizations that utilize 

federal block grants or SHIP funding were asked to provide interviews.  Volunteer organizations, 

such as Rebuild Gainesville, also provide affordable housing rehabilitation and would be 

knowledgeable of barriers to rehabilitation.  Private organizations, such as local churches, also 

participate in affordable housing rehabilitation.  Support for rehabilitation is competitive but is 

available from nonprofit charitable organizations such as the Ford Foundation and the Woods 

Charitable Fund; quasi-governmental agencies like the Alachua County Housing Authority 

(ACHA) may potentially apply for this support (Foundation Center, 2008).  Rehabilitation 

provided through volunteer or private organizations, or funded with private support, is worthy of 

study but is beyond the scope of this thesis.  The agencies and organizations contacted are listed 

                                                 
3 Searches of local newspaper articles and reviews of applicable Local Housing Assistance Plans, agency 
organizational charts, and individual agency and organization websites provided preliminary information. 
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in Appendix C; only the positions of individuals within their agencies or organizations are 

mentioned.    

Unfortunately, interviews were not held with the City of Gainesville’s Housing Division, 

which oversees the City’s SHIP program.  Although the agency was contacted via e-mail and 

telephone, they did not respond to requests for an interview.  To obtain information about 

affordable housing rehabilitation within the City, interviews were held with the City’s Block 

Grant Division Manager, who administers the federal block grant funding for the City’s 

rehabilitation programs.  The City’s Block Grant Division Manager is an experienced 

rehabilitation administrator; his comments are valuable. 

Interview Questions and Questionnaire 

 Questions for the interviews were developed after reviewing the literature concerning 

barriers to affordable housing rehabilitation.  The interview questions are designed to determine 

specific information about the rehabilitation process, including challenges associated with 

implementing programs without leading the interviewees; to spark discussion on related issues; 

and to allow them to freely introduce barriers not discussed in the literature.  These goals are 

accomplished by wording the questions in such a way that key concepts are introduced without 

alluding to the barriers discussed in the literature.  The exceptions are three questions (9, 11 and 

15) that directly mention the literature; the purpose is to make direct comparisons with the 

barriers highlighted in the literature for later analysis.  However, the three questions are neither 

asked together nor given emphasis during the interview.  Several of the questions are redundant 

but worded differently to spark interviewees’ thoughts.  Interview questions are listed in 

Appendix D. 

 The questions are arranged thematically, to provide order without making interviews 

tedious or too scripted, and are organized to allow answers to be compared as closely as possible 
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with Listokin and Listokin’s (2001a) findings.  Questions that introduce the idea of categorizing 

barriers based on type are asked to determine if local rehabilitation administrators and providers 

distinguish barriers similar to Listokin and Listokin’s (2001a) categories.4  In anticipation that 

financing might be a significant barrier, two questions explore the possibility and extent of 

financing as a distinct barrier.  Three questions concerning solutions to barriers are asked in 

order to prod interviewees into thinking about barriers from a different perspective and in so 

doing uncover barriers not yet discussed.  Thus, the questions are grouped into the following 

categories: 

• interviewee’s credentials and agency or organization funding (questions 1-3) 

• barriers and differentiation of barriers (4-6) 

• financing as a distinct barrier (6, 7) 

• regulatory barriers and building codes (8-10) 

• relevancy of the barriers identified in the literature to interviewees experience in 
administering rehabilitation programs (11) 

• questions to indirectly explore barriers presented by the interviewee (12-14) 

• a chance for the interviewee to suggest areas not addressed in the literature (15) 

• conclusion with questions that allow the interviewees to include any additional material 
they have not already addressed (16-17) 

Interview Protocol 

Before beginning an interview, the title and subject matter of the thesis were briefly 

discussed.  Although this information was introduced in the Informed Consent, most of the 

interviewees read and signed the Consent several days before being interviewed; reviewing the 

thesis topic provided context for the interview questions.  Questions were asked in order, 

although not every question was answered by each interviewee.  When a question was not 
                                                 
4 Listokin and Listokin (2001a) differentiate between development, construction, and occupancy stage barriers. 
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answered directly, the interviewee was not pressed for an explicit answer.  Instead, time was 

allotted at the end of each interview to clear up any vague answers.  Analysis of the questions 

and answers reveals that interviewees were qualified to discuss barriers and knowledgeable 

concerning barriers in Alachua County.   

The procedure for conducting case study interviews was the same for each interviewee.  

After voluntary consent was obtained, interviews were conducted at the agreed-upon time and 

place.  Comments and feedback were recorded in writing; follow-up interviews remained an 

option for individuals to clarify comments or obtain more feedback.  No information from 

individuals concerning barriers to rehabilitation in Alachua County was solicited outside the 

interview process. 

Criteria for Determining Validity of Data 

The criteria for judging data to be valid at the local level was the consensus on information 

provided during the interview process.  There was no prodding of interviewees to produce 

certain responses; instead, interviewees were encouraged to discuss their own experiences and 

the nature of rehabilitation barriers they had encountered.  To the extent possible, the responses 

were categorized and assessed for continuity.  These responses were then compared to the 

barriers discussed in Listokin and Listokin (2001a, 2001b).  Although they did not rank any of 

their findings, Listokin and Listokin (2001a, 2001b) did discover that three particular types of 

barriers were encountered the most often.  Discussion of the case study interview results, as well 

as a comparison of the results with rehabilitation barriers detailed in the literature, is presented in 

the next chapter.

 



 

CHAPTER 4 
ANALYSIS 

 The case study reveals commonly recognized barriers in the literature are, for the most 

part, present in Alachua County.  The nature and incidence of the barriers discussed in the 

literature and those found locally are similar.  However, the case study also identifies barriers in 

Alachua County that are not identified and explored in the literature.  The analysis includes 

• a discussion of Alachua County’s rehabilitation programs and processes as outlined in the 
Housing Elements, LHAPs, and the City’s Consolidated Plan; 

• a brief description of the interview process and interviewees’ credentials; 

•  a discussion of rehabilitation barriers in Alachua County, based on analysis of the 
interviews; 

•  a comparison of local rehabilitation barriers with those presented in the literature; 

• an examination of the discrepancy between commonly recognized barriers in the literature 
and those identified in Alachua County; 

• an assessment of what this discrepancy suggests regarding government supported 
rehabilitation initiatives. 

Alachua County Rehabilitation Programs and Processes 

 Strategies for the delivery of affordable housing rehabilitation are outlined in both 

jurisdictions’ Housing Elements, LHAPs, and in the City’s Consolidated Plan.  Strategies that 

either include or are specific to affordable housing rehabilitation within the City of Gainesville 

are the Emergency Roof Repair Program, the Minor Rehabilitation Program, and the Major 

Rehabilitation Program.  Strategies that either include or are specific to rehabilitation in Alachua 

County are the Down Payment with Construction/Rehabilitation Assistance Program and the 

Single Family Housing Development Program.   

 The maximum amounts that may be spent per housing unit for rehabilitation vary 

somewhat between the City of Gainesville and Alachua County.  For instance, for the 2007 fiscal 
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year, the City received approximately $875,000 in SHIP funding; of that amount, slightly over 

$624,000 (71%) was designated for rehabilitation.  The City’s most generous maximum 

individual award amount of $50,000 may be received through the Major Rehabilitation Program.  

For the 2007 fiscal year, Alachua County was the recipient of approximately $1,158,060 in SHIP 

funding; of that amount, just over $625,000 (54%) was designated for rehabilitation.  The 

County’s maximum individual award amount was $40,000, allotted through the Single Family 

Housing Development Program.  Affordable housing rehabilitation programs in Alachua County 

that are applicable to this thesis are listed in Appendix B. 

Interview Process and Interviewee Credentials 

 The information gathering process took place over a two-week period in January 2008.  

This time period accommodated the schedules of interviewees.  Eight interviews were held; three 

of these ran over the hour time limit allotted but were finished during one session.  Six 

interviews were conducted in person at the interviewee’s office, and two phone interviews were 

held.   

The first three questions established the credentials of the interviewee and the agency or 

organization they represented.  The range of experience with affordable housing rehabilitation 

varied widely.  One individual had three months of employment with an affordable housing 

rehabilitation administrative agency; the most experienced interviewee had worked 35 years in 

the profession.1  The average amount of time interviewees have been involved with the provision 

of affordable housing rehabilitation is 18 years; 16 years is the average amount of that time spent 

in Florida, and 14 years is the average amount of that time spent in Alachua County.  The various 

                                                 
1 The least experienced interviewee was familiar with affordable housing rehabilitation through her four years 
working in Alachua County for a private lender, during which time she wrote loans that included SHIP Down 
Payment Assistance for rehabilitation.  Based on her cumulative experience, her comments were deemed to be valid. 
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capacities in which interviewees have administered or enabled the provision of affordable 

housing rehabilitation varied also; this variation resulted in a more comprehensive case study.  

Federal block grants and SHIP are the primary funding sources for the agencies and/or 

organizations for which the interviewees worked; six of the interviewees finance rehabilitation 

almost exclusively with block grants and SHIP funding.2 

Rehabilitation Barriers in Alachua County 

Barriers to affordable housing rehabilitation explored in Alachua County are presented 

according to the categories utilized in Chapter 2.  These four categories–financing, barriers 

encountered when preparing property for rehabilitation, barriers encountered during the 

rehabilitation process, and miscellaneous–are general and do not reflect strict boundaries among 

the barriers. 

Financing 

 As interviewees discussed funding as a barrier, it became apparent that there are several 

aspects to the issue.  These aspects can be generally categorized as overall funding available, low 

individual award amounts, and applicant qualification for funding.  All of the interviewees 

considered at least one of these aspects a barrier to affordable housing rehabilitation. 

 First, there simply is not enough money available to undertake the rehabilitation that 

needs to be done. The Director of Development for ACHA stated the problem succinctly when 

she remarked that she “had applicants but not enough funding.”  The Senior Technical Advisor 

for the Florida Housing Coalition (FHC), although appreciative of Florida’s housing trust fund, 

noted that there is more need than there is funding available.  The Alachua County Housing 

Programs Manager surmised, based on informal feedback from local contractors doing 

                                                 
2 Funding sources utilized by the other two interviewees are: Low Income Housing Tax Credits; Neighborworks 
funding; and grants from the Florida Housing Finance Corporation. 
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rehabilitation work, that most of the basic rehabilitation projects that can be completed given 

current funding available are in fact completed.  Further rehabilitation, particularly for those 

structures requiring more than minimum repairs, will require an increase both in overall funding 

amounts and in individual awards. 

 Second, individual awards, which are the maximum amount of funding allowed for 

particular rehabilitations, were considered by seven interviewees to be too low.  Currently, two 

separate documents governing rehabilitation within the local context determine the maximum 

amount that may be spent on a particular project: the 25/50 rule and the applicable jurisdiction’s 

LHAP.  In accordance with the 2004 Florida Building Code, the 25/50 rule requires the entirety 

of a structure undergoing rehabilitation to meet current building codes if the dollar value of the 

rehabilitation exceeds 50% of the structure’s replacement cost.3  The 25/50 rule is, as are 

building codes in general, meant to protect health and safety.  An LHAP “details the program 

activities and management plan . . .” for the use of SHIP funds; LHAPs detail strategies to 

accomplish local jurisdictions’ housing goals (Alachua County, 2005, p. 3).  So that more 

applicants may be assisted, LHAPs typically restrict the amount of SHIP funding for 

rehabilitation provided to individual households.   

Although distinct and guided by different philosophies, both the 25/50 rule and LHAP 

restrictions are barriers to rehabilitation in that they limit the amount of work that can be done.  

The Neighborhood Housing and Development Corporation’s (NHDC) Director of Housing 

Development noted that the 25/50 rule does not have the same impact on the rehabilitation of 

affordable housing as it does on the rehabilitation of higher-priced housing.  As she notes, in 

general, “it will cost $50,000 to $60,000 to replace all the systems in a home.”  She gave an 

                                                 
3 All Florida counties and municipalities are required to follow the 2004 Florida Building Code. 
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example of a home appraised at $80,000, which would be limited to $40,000 in rehabilitation 

before the entire structure would have to be brought up to code.  All the systems could be 

replaced in a $200,000 home, however, without having to bring the entire structure up to code.  

The LHAP, through restrictions on the maximum amount of funding per rehabilitation project, 

limits the amount of rehabilitation that may be completed.  Though different from the 25/50 rule, 

the effect is often still the same: not enough funding can be spent to completely rehabilitate 

affordable housing.   

Interviewees expressed discouragement with the fact that individual award amounts have 

not kept up with rising material and labor costs; four of them noted that as repair costs increase, 

the amount of rehabilitation that can be completed per home decreases.  The ongoing downturn 

in the housing market has offset some of the steep rise in construction costs that Florida 

experienced after the devastating 2004 hurricane season, but interviewees remarked that it 

remains to be seen how much the decrease in construction costs will positively impact the costs 

of rehabilitation.   

Third, funding may be denied altogether for households applying for rehabilitation 

assistance through the Down Payment Assistance program.  The program packages a private 

lender’s mortgage with SHIP funding for rehabilitation of a property for sale.  If a household 

does not have a high enough income or credit rating, it will not be able to qualify for private 

funding.  Further, in order to qualify for a private loan, a low income household must be able to 

afford an expensive-enough house and that house must need no more than $25,000 in 

rehabilitation.4   

                                                 
4 This is the maximum that may be spent on rehabilitation in Alachua County when the SHIP Down Payment 
Assistance program is utilized; amounts of $25,000, $20,000, or $5,000 may be allotted for existing homes needing 
rehabilitation, depending on whether a household’s income is very-low, low, or moderate, respectively. 
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 Two questions explored whether or not interviewees thought of financing as a barrier 

separate from other barriers mentioned during the interviews; the object of the two questions was 

to further establish whether financing is a significant barrier to rehabilitation.  The questions 

generated mixed results.  On the subject of a distinction between financing and other barriers, 

four interviewees did not directly address the question, two stated they did not think the barriers 

could be differentiated that way, and two thought a distinction could be made but did not 

elaborate.  However, when asked about the extent of financing as a barrier, six interviewees 

clearly indicated that financing was a significant barrier.  The City’s Block Grant Division 

Manager noted that financing limits the amount of work and types of improvements; this 

practical limit forces rehabilitation efforts to focus on health and safety issues.  The ACHA’s 

Director of Development succinctly remarked that “financing is the key barrier.”   

Barriers Encountered when Preparing Property for Rehabilitation 

 As discussed in the literature, property acquisition and insurance, land use restrictions, 

and cost estimation are barriers encountered when preparing property for rehabilitation.  

Interviewees gave a wide range of responses to questions concerning such barriers in Alachua 

County.  Lack of clear title, location, and non-permitted uses of a home, homes in advanced 

stages of deterioration, and uncertainties concerning the extent and nature of individual 

rehabilitation projects were all presented as barriers.   

 The lack of clear title presents a barrier locally because of program requirements.  

Applicants for assistance must produce clear title for the home needing rehabilitation.  Two 

interviewees noted that title problems occur regularly; the Alachua County Housing Programs 

Manager remarked that title issues were a big problem because while these are being resolved 

the property deteriorates further.  The lack of clear title has occasionally prevented rehabilitation 

altogether, as some applicants are unable or unwilling to solve title problems. 
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 Location and non-permitted uses of a home can be a barrier.  The NHDC’s Director of 

Housing Development remarked that even if her organization can find an affordable home to 

purchase and rehabilitate, the character of the surrounding neighborhood may delay the home’s 

sale.  She wondered how worthwhile it is to try to rehabilitate homes in less-desirable 

neighborhoods; a home’s location can prevent its being rehabilitated.  Non-permitted uses can 

delay or prevent rehabilitation; the agency or organization performing rehabilitation must get a 

special exception, which complicates the rehabilitation process. 

 Advanced stages of deterioration present both financial and physical barriers to 

affordable housing rehabilitation because structures are usually deemed to be beyond 

rehabilitation.  Two interviewees indicated that this problem primarily occurs in rural areas but is 

not uncommon in urban areas.  One of the two interviewees that mentioned this barrier said that 

although the home may qualify for assistance, it was neither financially feasible nor an efficient 

use of labor and materials to rehabilitate homes in advanced stages of deterioration.  Alachua 

County’s SHIP Coordinator saw the barrier from a different perspective, noting that once a 

structure is in great disrepair, it is no longer eligible for the private loans with which SHIP Down 

Payment Assistance is often packaged. 

 The uncertain nature of rehabilitation is a general barrier that varies greatly from project 

to project and can increase the difficulty of estimating rehabilitation expenses for individual 

projects.  The Alachua County Housing Programs Manager, who is an experienced rehabilitation 

provider and has supervised rehabilitation in the field, told of a home that required new roofing 

shingles and plywood; once the shingles and rotted plywood were removed, the rehabilitation 

team discovered that the roofing trusses were not constructed out of 2 X 4 lumber, but were built 

with 2 X 2 lumber.  The ACHA’s Executive Director told of an older home she was inspecting to 
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determine the scope of rehabilitation work; the home had only seven-foot ceilings.  Both of these 

situations introduced uncertainties into the rehabilitation process and increased the complexity of 

those particular projects.  Interviewees attributed uncertainties encountered in the physical 

structures to the lack of building codes; many counties in Florida either did not have or did not 

uniformly enforce building codes until the mid-1970s.  Related to the barrier presented by 

uncertainties that are encountered during rehabilitation work is the problem of estimating costs.  

Uncertainties like those mentioned above are barriers that can prevent rehabilitation work from 

proceeding; such uncertainties add to the difficulty of estimating individual rehabilitation project 

costs.  Experienced rehabilitation specialists have trouble estimating costs; inexperienced 

rehabilitation inspectors find cost estimation even more challenging.   

Barriers Encountered during the Rehabilitation Process 

 Building codes, MHS, lead and asbestos regulations, radon testing, energy conservation 

requirements, access for disabled persons, and wage requirements are discussed in the literature 

as hurdles that may arise when a structure is being rehabilitated.  Of these, building codes are 

presented in the literature as the most significant barrier.  A consensus of interviewees’ 

comments indicates that building codes are not a primary barrier in Alachua County.  One 

interviewee, however, mentioned that building codes are indeed a significant barrier; her 

discussion of building codes is given attention because of the large amount of time devoted to it 

during her interview. 

 Responses to the two questions concerning building codes were particularly revealing.  

Six interviewees indicated that building codes were not a recurring problem; ACHA’s Director 

of Development commented that “building codes are the least of my worries.”  Two of the six 

noted that building codes are intended to protect health and safety and that rehabilitation is meant 

to bring structures to a safe condition.  Answers to the second question related to building codes, 
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in which interviewees were asked to compare regulatory barriers to other barriers, mirrored the 

answers given to the previous question.  Interviewees either did not directly answer the question, 

which indicates they may give little weight to building codes as a barrier, or they remarked that 

building codes or other regulatory issues were not much of a barrier compared with funding.  

Alachua County’s SHIP Coordinator said that “financing is the biggest issue.”  However, the 

Alachua County Housing Programs Manager noted that regulatory issues other than building 

codes can be a barrier, pointing out excessive program restrictions.  He remarked that these 

restrictions, often required by pilot programs, demand “much staff time for compliance but 

provide relatively little actual funding for rehabilitation.”   

 One interviewee’s discussion of building codes deviates from the above comments 

regarding building codes as a barrier to rehabilitation in Alachua County.  The NHDC’s Director 

of Housing Development regards building codes, and the 25/50 rule in particular, as a major 

barrier to rehabilitation, remarking that “building codes don’t encourage rehabilitation; they 

encourage demo[lition].”  She noted that adapting building codes, primarily to allow less strict 

application of the 25/50 rule, would enable more rehabilitation work to be done. 

 Shoddy construction and inferior building materials, which are barriers experienced 

during the rehabilitation process, are present locally but are not discussed in the literature.  

Shoddy construction becomes a barrier not only because the extent of rehabilitation necessary is 

more difficult to determine but also because of the complexity of coping with poorly-done work.  

Inferior building materials that were previously installed make a rehabilitation project both more 

difficult and more expensive.  The Alachua County Housing Programs Manager gave an 

example of a type of plumbing that was introduced in the late 1970s; the material is prone to 

leaks and separation at connections, requiring not only rehabilitation due to water damage but 
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also necessitating replacement of the plumbing system, which adds unanticipated material and 

labor costs to particular rehabilitation projects.5 

Miscellaneous Barriers 

 Property tax increases and skilled labor shortages are hurdles discussed in the literature 

that cannot be easily classified as financing, property preparation, or rehabilitation process 

barriers.  Property tax increases were not discussed as barriers to rehabilitation in Alachua 

County; however, the unavailability of capable contractors was addressed.  One interviewee 

commented that the cyclical nature of new housing construction largely determines how many 

skilled, reliable contractors will bid on local rehabilitation projects.  The large number of homes 

that needed repair after the 2004 hurricane season also affected the number of contractors 

available to bid on local rehabilitation jobs. 

 Interviewees discussed barriers present locally that are not present in the literature; 

several of the barriers are interrelated.  Although these barriers were mentioned at various points 

during the interviews, they were generally discussed at the end when interviewees were asked 

about issues not already raised.  The barriers mentioned at the end of interviews were not 

considered to be minor compared to barriers discussed earlier in the interviews.  Miscellaneous 

barriers present locally that are not discussed in the literature are the small number of 

rehabilitation programs available locally, the amount of paperwork necessary for SHIP-funded 

rehabilitation, and cumbersome program guidelines.   

 The small number of rehabilitation programs available locally presents a barrier by 

limiting funding available and allowable strategies for rehabilitation.  The City of Gainesville’s 

Block Grant Division Manager and ACHA’s Director of Development both noted that the 

                                                 
5 Polybutylene pipe and connections are still allowed by many local building codes nationwide. 
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limited number and lack of variety of programs hindered rehabilitation.  Although they are 

targeted to lower-income households, different rehabilitation programs have similar strict 

guidelines.  Households that earn too little or too much income may be excluded from receiving 

rehabilitation assistance; if denied assistance, these households have few other options for help 

with rehabilitating their home.   

The amount of paperwork necessary for SHIP-funded rehabilitation is a barrier primarily 

because of the extensive documentation required by the state to compute, verify, and certify a 

household’s annual income.  Alachua County’s SHIP Coordinator stated that it was not 

uncommon for realtors and lenders to steer buyers away from the Down Payment Assistance 

Program if SHIP-funded rehabilitation was involved because of the excessive paperwork 

required and the additional time necessary to obtain approval.   

 Until very recently, the repayment terms of SHIP rehabilitation loans were barriers for 

some households seeking rehabilitation assistance.  The SHIP rehabilitation loans were deferred, 

zero interest loans that had to be paid back when the applicants moved or passed away.  In 

January, the loans were changed to be 10-year, prorated, forgivable loans.  Previously, elderly 

applicants often opted not to have rehabilitation done, simply because they did not want to 

burden their children with the loan repayment.  As ACHA’s Director of Development stated, 

“the 30-year deferred mortgage scares people away.”  It remains to be seen if the new loan terms 

will encourage more rehabilitation. 

 The lack of standardized procedures, cumbersome program guidelines, and the need for 

more organizational capacity were presented as interrelated barriers.  The ACHA’s Executive 

Director noted that the absence of standardized local rehabilitation guidelines, in particular, is a 

barrier to efficient and effective rehabilitation.  Program guidelines themselves are a barrier; 
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ACHA’s Director of Development remarked that “just the income verification process prevents 

some people from going further with the application process.”  Program guidelines require 

detailed and documented information concerning household income, assets, and property 

ownership; this information must be acted on within a specified timeframe, or else the 

information must be re-verified.  The need for more organization capacity and training was 

mentioned by four interviewees; FHC’s Senior Technical Advisor noted that local agencies and 

organizations needed talented and experienced staff that could tell, for example, when a change 

order is legitimate.6  For the sake of simplicity, further mention of cumbersome program 

guidelines includes an agency’s or organization’s lack of standardized procedures or 

organizational capacity, since these two problems are related to and compound the effects of 

awkward program guidelines. 

Comparison with the Literature 

 Several of the barriers to affordable housing rehabilitation found in Alachua County and 

analyzed above, such as financing, cost estimation, and skilled labor shortages, are similar in 

incidence and nature as reported in the broader literature.  Other barriers present locally, such as 

the small number of rehabilitation programs present, are not found in the literature; conversely, 

barriers deemed significant in the literature, such as property acquisition, have not been major 

hurdles to rehabilitation in Alachua County.  Local barriers are compared below with barriers 

discussed in Listokin and Listokin (2001a, 2001b).  Local barriers not found in the literature are 

then highlighted.  The comparison, outlined in Table 4-1, is organized by the subheadings used 

in discussion of barriers in the literature review and previously in this analysis section.  

                                                 
6 Change orders are requests by contractors performing the rehabilitation work for alterations in the contract; most 
often, the requested change involves a project’s funding. 
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Financing  

 As with Listokin and Listokin’s (2001a) findings, financing barriers are the single largest 

barrier to affordable housing rehabilitation in Alachua County.  As ACHA’s Director of 

Development remarked, “the real barriers are the [lack of] money and how it’s divided up.”  The 

literature indicates that financing barriers may be encountered at any point in the rehabilitation 

process and often prevent rehabilitation from occurring at all; the same conditions exist in 

Alachua County.  Analysis of the local case study results indicates that financing barriers can be 

generally categorized into overall funding available, individual award amounts, and applicant 

qualification for funding.   

Overall funding amounts prevent rehabilitation from occurring at all.  It is not unusual to 

have three or four times as many applicants as there is funding to assist.  Maximum individual 

award amounts limit how much rehabilitation may be done; this barrier may be encountered at 

any point in the rehabilitation process.  Cost constraints due to individual award amounts can 

prevent a particular home from being completely rehabilitated when unanticipated but required 

repairs must be made to major systems; funding must first be spent on achieving MHS and 

meeting building codes.  The inability of applicants to qualify for funding presents a barrier 

before rehabilitation even begins.  The inability to qualify for rehabilitation assistance often 

prevents rehabilitation from occurring at all.   

 Financing barriers discovered at the local level, with one exception, generally reflect the 

nature of financing barriers identified in the literature.  Analysis of the local case study 

determined that there are difficulties embodied in the income verification process, that not 

enough funding is available and that rehabilitation providers face uncertain housing conditions in 

many rehabilitation projects.  The barriers presented by complexity, scarcity, and uncertainty are 

inherent in developing and securing financing.  These barriers are identified in the literature and 
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are also present locally.  The exception is limitations on individual award amounts, which were 

singled out by seven out of the eight interviewees as a significant local barrier; this aspect of 

financing is not represented in the literature as having the extensive impact that it has in Alachua 

County. 

Barriers Encountered when Preparing Property for Rehabilitation 

 Acquiring and insuring property, land use restrictions, and cost estimations are potential 

barriers to rehabilitation discussed in Listokin and Listokin (2001a, 2001b).  Property acquisition 

in Alachua County is a barrier because of the condition and value of much of the existing 

housing stock.  The NHDC’s Director of Housing Development commented that every house she 

works on requires extensive rehabilitation.  This housing is affordable, but often not enough 

money can be invested into rehabilitation to bring homes up to appraisal value.  Securing 

property insurance was not presented as a barrier by any interviewee. 

 Rehabilitation cost estimation as a barrier in Alachua County is consistent with the 

findings in the literature, which presents two aspects of cost estimation: uncertainties 

encountered during the rehabilitation process and the length of time that elapses between cost 

estimates and the commencement of rehabilitation.  Of these, difficult cost estimates due to 

uncertainties regarding the extent of rehabilitation needed is the barrier present locally.  Such 

uncertainties are typically manifested in unanticipated repairs required to ensure a home meets 

code requirements.  It is challenging to accurately determine the costs of unsound conditions 

necessitating repairs.  Land use restrictions, parking requirements in particular, are problematic 

but are considered minor barriers in the literature.  Land use restrictions and permitting hurdles 

were discussed only once during the course of the interviews, and are therefore considered only 

minor barriers in Alachua County. 
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Barriers Encountered during the Rehabilitation Process 

 Building codes, MHS, lead and asbestos regulations, radon testing, energy conservation 

requirements, access for disabled persons, and wage requirements are detailed in Listokin and 

Listokin (2001a) as barriers to rehabilitation.  Building codes, MHS, and lead and asbestos 

regulations were discussed in interviews; of these, only the subject of building codes was 

specifically introduced in the questions.  Radon testing, access for disabled persons, and wage 

requirements were not included in the questions, nor were the barriers brought up during the 

interview process.  Energy conservation requirements were discussed in one interview but not 

noted as being a significant barrier. 

 The 25/50 and Change of Occupancy rules are aspects of building codes presented in 

Listokin and Listokin (2001a) as significant barriers.  In Alachua County, one interviewee 

described building codes as a significant barrier; the 25/50 rule was discussed thoroughly during 

her interview and understood to be a significant impediment to rehabilitation.  As the NHDC’s 

Director of Housing Development, the interviewee has potentially encountered the restrictions 

forced on rehabilitation by the 25/50 rule much more than other interviewees.  Change of 

Occupancy rules were not discussed by any interviewees.  Minimum housing standards are 

viewed by interviewees as acceptable standards, not as barriers.  Lead and asbestos regulations 

were discussed in one interview and were considered to be procedural issues and somewhat of a 

problem for, but not a barrier to, rehabilitation.  The guidelines for dealing with lead paint and 

asbestos are relatively straightforward; interviewees did not indicate that they encountered any 

hurdles with lead paint or asbestos. 

 Skilled labor shortages are presented in the literature as being a minor, intermittent 

barrier.  Four interviewees discussed the issue of finding capable contractors as a barrier; the 

FHC’s Senior Technical Advisor remarked that it is “hard to find skilled contractors.”  On a 
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related note, skilled labor may be available but not reputable.  The ACHA’s Executive Director 

noted that contractors will cut costs by nickel-and-diming affordable housing rehabilitation 

projects.  Based on these findings, the lack of qualified, ethical contractors appears to also be a 

barrier in Alachua County. 

Miscellaneous Barriers 

 There are four barriers present in Alachua County that either are absent from the 

literature or are different in incidence and nature from barriers discussed in the literature: the 

small number of rehabilitation programs available; the amount of paperwork required for SHIP-

funded rehabilitation; cumbersome program guidelines; and the maximum amount allowable for 

individual awards.  The analysis revealed that the limited number and lack of variety of programs 

hindered rehabilitation.  The large amount of paperwork required for SHIP-funded rehabilitation 

was also determined to be a local barrier; in particular, interviewees remarked that household 

income qualification, certification, and verification required relatively extensive documentation.  

Time consuming and cumbersome program guidelines, such as the requirement to determine an 

applicant’s income and then process the application for rehabilitation by a given deadline, also 

prevent rehabilitation from occurring.7  These guidelines, as noted by ACHA’s Director of 

Development, do not seemingly take into account the capacities of the clientele they are meant to 

serve; the information and documentation required of applicants is a stumbling block to many of 

them.  These barriers are regulatory and procedural and have the potential to be resolved through 

revisions to SHIP program guidelines and local government LHAPs.   

 The maximum amount of individual awards, however, is the most significant local barrier 

that receives no mention in the literature.  As noted previously, the analysis revealed that a 

                                                 
7 The SHIP stipulation of a 120-day window within which income verifications are valid originated with HUD. 
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majority of interviewees thought the amount of individual awards was too low and was a 

significant barrier to rehabilitation.  Given that the individual awards are a function of state and 

local program guidelines and are relatively specific to Florida and Alachua County, it is 

understandable that award amounts are not widely discussed in the literature.  However, the 

amount of individual awards is limiting the rehabilitation activity in Alachua County. 

Discrepancies between Local Barriers and Barriers Discussed in the Literature 

 The three major barriers presented in the literature are financing, property acquisition, 

and building codes.  Of these three, financing is considered the most extensive and pervasive; 

Listokin and Listokin (2001a) declare that “economic constraints are key barriers affecting all 

stages of the rehabilitation process” (p. 9).  Property acquisition is discussed as being the most 

troublesome.  Building codes, by far, receive the most attention; the relatively lengthy Nationally 

Applicable Recommended Rehabilitation Provisions (NARRP) deals exclusively with 

rehabilitation building codes.  Financing, property acquisition, and building codes are hurdles 

present in Alachua County.  Financing is by far the major local barrier.  Other barriers mentioned 

in the published material, such as estimating costs and finding capable contractors, are also found 

locally.  The barriers that receive little discussion, such as lead and asbestos regulations, are not 

necessarily minor; however, interviewees gave no indication that such issues were significant 

barriers.  Many of the barriers discussed in the literature are found in Alachua County and are 

similar in both incidence and nature. 

 There are barriers present locally that vary in incidence and nature from common barriers 

identified at the national level as discussed in the broader literature.  As discussed above, the 

small number of rehabilitation programs available locally, the large amount of paperwork 

required for SHIP-funded rehabilitation, cumbersome program guidelines, and the insufficient 

amount of individual awards are barriers encountered in Alachua County.   
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What the Discrepancies Suggest 

 Taken together, the barriers to government-sponsored rehabilitation in Alachua County 

are obstacles to assisting lower-income households with their rehabilitation needs.  

Rehabilitation administrators, providers, and applicants may become frustrated in their efforts to 

dispense or receive assistance.  A separate problem is the fact that rehabilitation administrators 

and providers in Alachua County are largely unaware of barriers discussed and solutions 

presented in the literature; interviewees indicated that the literature is relatively irrelevant to their 

daily activities.   

 The major barriers discussed in Listokin and Listokin (2001a) were first mentioned 

midway through each interview.  Each interviewee was told that financing, property acquisition, 

and building codes are the most significant barriers discussed in the literature; as noted 

previously, building codes were included as an item for discussion.  Most of the interviewees, six 

of the eight, were not aware of any literature that addressed barriers to affordable housing 

rehabilitation.  To assist interviewees in better understanding questions 9, 11 and 15, they were 

each told that published literature addressing barriers to affordable housing rehabilitation is 

available.  Specifically, they were each told that although the literature concerning barriers to 

affordable housing rehabilitation is limited, a recent, national study to categorize and assess 

barriers to rehabilitation and subsequent studies have been conducted (Listokin, 2005; Listokin 

& Crossney, 2005; Listokin & Listokin, 2001a, 2001b).  Each interviewee was also told that case 

studies, analysis, and best practices were available from HUD. 

When asked how relevant such literature was or might be in their daily activities, six 

interviewees replied “not at all;” two interviewees replied “somewhat.”8  The “not at all” 

                                                 
8 Interviewees were asked to choose between very, somewhat, or not at all relevant. 
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response was not confined to those six interviewees that were not aware of the literature.  Those 

interviewees who replied “not at all” did not hesitate over or elaborate on their response, 

indicating they had no indecision about the lack of importance of the published material in their 

daily jobs.  One of the two interviewees who responded “somewhat” did not elaborate on the 

answer; the other interviewee restricted the relevance of the published material by saying he 

reviewed it when it dealt with model programs and/or best practices. 

Barriers present in Alachua County that are not discussed in the literature–the small 

number of rehabilitation programs available locally, the large amount of paperwork required for 

SHIP-funded rehabilitation, cumbersome program guidelines, and the insufficient amount of 

individual awards–are significant local barriers.  Implications of the discrepancies between 

commonly recognized barriers in the literature and those identified in Alachua County are 

presented next, as are general implications of the case study and recommendations for resolving 

issues that arise from the implications. 
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Table 4-1. Current Barriers to Affordable Housing Rehabilitation 
Barriers Discussed in 

Literature 
Present in 

Alachua County 
Discrepancies*

Financing    
 Overall funding available   None 
 Low individual award amounts   Significant 
 Applicant qualification for funding   None 
     
When Preparing Property for Rehabilitation    
 Acquiring property   None 
 Insuring property   Minor 

 Land use restrictions   None 
 Estimating costs   None 
     
During the Rehabilitation Process    
 Building codes   None 
 Minimum Housing Standards   None 
 Lead and asbestos regulations   None 
 Radon testing   Minor 
 Energy conservation requirements   Minor 
 Disabled access   Minor 
 Wage requirements   Moderate 

     
Miscellaneous    
 Property tax increases   Minor 
 Skilled labor shortages   None 
 Few programs available locally   Significant 

 Amount of paperwork necessary   Significant 

 Cumbersome program guidelines   Significant 

 
 * Discrepancies are defined as follows: 
 
• Minor discrepancies are minor issues identified as such in the broader literature and are not 

indicated to be a barrier in Alachua County. 
 
• Moderate discrepancies are moderate issues identified as such in the broader literature and 

are not indicated to be a barrier in Alachua County. 
 
• Significant discrepancies are absent or are not widely discussed in the broader literature 

and are significant in Alachua County; these discrepancies form the basis of the analysis 
and recommendations that follow. 

 
 

Listokin, D., & Listokin, B.  (2001a).  Barriers to the rehabilitation of affordable housing, 
Volume I: Findings and analysis.  Washington, D.C.: Department of Housing and Urban 
Development; and author. 



 

CHAPTER 5 
IMPLICATIONS, RECOMMENDATIONS, AND CONCLUSION  

 Most of the barriers outlined in the literature are found in Alachua County and are similar 

in both incidence and nature; still, a number of the local barriers identified in this case study are 

not explicitly identified in the literature.  The implications of these discrepancies are detailed 

below; recommendations for resolution of each issue are presented.  General implications of the 

case study are then discussed.  A brief review of general themes found in the literature will 

provide context for implications of the discrepancies that exist.  Barriers to affordable housing 

rehabilitation can, in part, be attributed to the following historic trends: 

• Affordable housing policy is political. 

• Support for affordable housing policy is cyclical. 

• The devolution of affordable housing policy that occurred in the 1980s continues. 

• Financing, the most pervasive barrier to affordable housing rehabilitation, is complex, 
scarce and uncertain. 

Implications of Discrepancies and Recommendations for Resolution 

 There are two primary implications of the discrepancies between barriers at the local 

level and those discussed in the literature.  One primary implication is that further study must be 

completed on the nature and extent of local barriers in order to better understand how to resolve 

them.  Barriers at the local level, which are not reflected in the literature, are significant hurdles 

to affordable housing rehabilitation in Alachua County.  The other primary implication is that 

local rehabilitation administrators and providers are largely on their own in overcoming barriers.  

Secondary implications, derived from the primary implications, are also discussed. 

Primary Implications 

 Issue: Barriers to affordable housing rehabilitation in Alachua County–the small number 

of rehabilitation programs available locally, the large amount of paperwork required for SHIP-
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funded rehabilitation, cumbersome program guidelines, and limited individual award amounts–

are different in scope and impact from those presented in the literature.  Listokin and Listokin 

(2001a) acknowledge the variation in barriers among rehabilitation projects and note that, “their 

specific incidence and degree of difficulty vary by jurisdiction. . . .” (p. 6).  Although the causes 

of barriers specific to Alachua County are known, the extent to which the barriers impede 

rehabilitation are not fully understood.  The extent of local barriers needs to be examined so that 

effective solutions may be devised.  The need to undertake further study is easier said than done, 

especially given the difficulty of determining how much is spent on rehabilitation within a 

particular locale.   

 Recommendation: In order to enhance the existing material on barriers to rehabilitation, 

particularly barriers that may be specific to certain locales or regions, state universities could 

compile and update studies within their respective regions.  Before these studies can begin, a 

methodology for identifying, evaluating, and categorizing local affordable housing rehabilitation 

activity must be developed.  To identify local affordable housing rehabilitation activity, a case 

study similar to the one completed for this thesis but expanded to include homeowners should be 

completed.  To evaluate rehabilitation activity, it is necessary to establish how much of the 

rehabilitation need is being met.  To categorize what type of rehabilitation activity is underway, 

it is necessary to determine where rehabilitation activity is occurring and which income groups 

are being served. 

Once a standardized methodology for the study of local barriers to affordable housing 

rehabilitation is in use, results from studies may be compared so that patterns and trends may be 

recognized.  A longitudinal study can explore if the same barriers are present over time in 

Alachua County; cross-sectional studies can determine the local contexts within which similar 
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barriers emerge.  From such comparisons, patterns across space and time can be discerned and 

practical and widely-applicable solutions might be proposed and tested. 

 Issue: Local administrators and providers are largely on their own when it comes to 

figuring out how to overcome local barriers to rehabilitation.  It is probable, though not explicitly 

addressed through the case study, that given the devolution of federal housing programs, among 

them those focused on rehabilitation, and the significant number of new programs developed at 

the state and local levels, that barriers specific to these new state and local programs now exist.  

Information concerning barriers specific to new programs, especially within local contexts, is not 

widely published.  Interviewees verified this in their comments by stating that the literature is 

largely irrelevant to their day-to-day activities.  One interviewee remarked that his organization 

has developed procedures over the years to deal with the barriers that have emerged.  None of the 

interviewees indicated that they looked to the literature for help in overcoming hurdles to 

rehabilitation.   

 Recommendation: Incorporate topics relevant to local contexts into publications that 

local rehabilitation administrators and providers are likely to read, and make this material readily 

available.  Interviewees suggested: education on local barriers to affordable housing 

rehabilitation; training in areas such as rehabilitation inspections and cost estimating; and best 

practices and models for successfully overcoming rehabilitation hurdles.  With the exception of 

Listokin and Crossney (2005) and Listokin (2005), there are no such resources.  There is a need 

for easily-accessible forums solely devoted to barriers to affordable housing rehabilitation; these 

forums could take the form of newsletters, internet blogs, or specific websites that alternately 

highlight various local areas and issues.  Interviewee suggestions for the focus of future topics in 

the literature, which are summarized in Table 5-1, also include: 
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• relevant information and resources for rehabilitation administrators and providers 

• ongoing training in the basics of program guidelines 

• training for homeowners, so that they know what to expect and do not confuse 
rehabilitation with refurbishment 

• case studies that go into more depth on rehabilitation issues 

• a review of rehabilitation standards 

• a study of households that come back for assistance because the rehabilitation was an 
incomplete fix 

Secondary Implications 

 Two secondary issues arise, given the implications that more study needs to be 

accomplished and that local affordable housing rehabilitation administrators and providers have 

few resources to turn to for assistance in overcoming hurdles to rehabilitation.  With relatively 

little known regarding barriers in local contexts, only a modest amount of information is 

available to guide local and state policy makers in their efforts to develop sound strategies for 

affordable housing rehabilitation.  A related issue concerns the grasp that researchers have on 

rehabilitation barriers within local contexts.  These two issues are discussed individually below. 

 Issue: The persons familiar with barriers to affordable housing rehabilitation in Alachua 

County are local rehabilitation administrators and providers; those not involved with 

rehabilitation have little understanding of how the process is guided or works.  As Alachua 

County’s Housing Programs Manager stated, “it’s a niche field.”  Florida legislators may access 

the expertise of the Affordable Housing Study Commission; local commissioners may rely on 

their housing division staff to give them reliable information and direction.  However, that such 

consultations occur regularly is doubtful.  Local and state policy makers, as well as future 

rehabilitation administrators and providers, would be well served by further study that reliably 
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documents local barriers to rehabilitation and the solutions developed by experienced 

administrators and providers. 

 Recommendation: Include rehabilitation administrators and providers on the recently 

reestablished local Affordable Housing Advisory Committees.  A separate state-level committee, 

with representatives from various Florida counties and municipalities, should be formed solely to 

provide information for future studies and provide input to legislative subcommittees on 

rehabilitation barriers and related issues.  A separate state-level advisory committee could fulfill 

a need suggested by the NHDC’s Director of Housing Development, who remarked that future 

material “should be directed to the policymakers so that they don’t have a limited view of 

rehabilitation.” 

 Issue: Planning for affordable housing and growth management efforts within the 

Alachua County context in particular, could be made more effective with data produced from 

reliable studies.  Planning decisions need not be made with a minimum amount of information 

regarding those barriers, including their effects and the associated solutions.  If community 

development, redevelopment, and revitalization are to be successful efforts, local barriers to 

affordable housing rehabilitation and appropriate solutions must both be documented.  The 

Housing and Future Land Use Elements of local jurisdictions’ Comprehensive Plans, as well as 

their LHAP, provide a general framework for locating affordable housing.  However, the 

location of affordable housing has long-term impacts for rehabilitation.  If the character and then 

the property values of a neighborhood with affordable housing decline over time, homes needing 

rehabilitation may not be able to receive assistance.  As noted previously, the NHDC’s Director 

of Housing Development questioned how worthwhile it is to try to rehabilitate homes in less-

desirable neighborhoods; a home’s location can prevent it from being rehabilitated.   
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 A better understanding of the effects of barriers and their proposed solutions could enable 

the rehabilitation efforts of local government planning and housing agencies, local nonprofit 

organizations, and for-profit businesses to be more focused and directed.  Alachua County’s 

SHIP Coordinator commented that “a strategy for rehabilitating entire neighborhoods . . .” 

should be developed.  Although such a tactic is occasionally utilized, further research may 

establish the validity of more frequent and directed efforts on a neighborhood scale. 

 Recommendation: Future research should focus on the following questions: 

• What is the effect on neighborhoods of those households that need but do not receive 
rehabilitation assistance? 

• How much rehabilitation will need to be provided in the future for single family, owner-
occupied housing? 

• How much rehabilitation will need to be provided in the future for multifamily rental 
units? 

• What is the extent of barriers to rehabilitation locally? 

• What is the economic impact, if any, of rehabilitation activity within a certain locale? 

• What regulatory hurdles, such as the 25/50 rule, may be mitigated with coordination and 
cooperation among policymakers, administrators, and providers? 

• What are the indicators that could assist in identifying areas where focused affordable 
housing rehabilitation is needed? 

Implications of the Case Study 

 All of the barriers to affordable housing rehabilitation that are present in Alachua County 

are interrelated to a certain extent.  For example, compliance with program guidelines may be 

frustrating, but with a lack of organizational capacity, program guidelines become a barrier to 

rehabilitation.  The difficulty of accurately determining the scope of a rehabilitation project may 

dramatically increase the cost of that project and therefore limit the amount of rehabilitation 

completed.  All of the barriers are related to financing.  With unlimited funding, each of the 
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barriers could be resolved.  Given the limited funding available, further study can assist 

affordable housing rehabilitation administrators and providers in determining the most efficient 

use of their funding. 

 Issue: The case study resulted in one clear pattern concerning the barriers present locally 

but not discussed in the literature.  These barriers–the small number of rehabilitation programs 

available locally, the large amount of paperwork required for SHIP-funded rehabilitation, 

cumbersome program guidelines, and maximum individual award amounts–are the result of 

guidelines and restrictions at the state and local levels.  Although the federal CDBG program has 

guidelines that must be met, Florida’s SHIP program guidelines and the two local governments’ 

LHAPs are a primary cause of these local barriers to affordable housing rehabilitation.  Efforts to 

resolve the local barriers would be most effective if they were undertaken at the state and local 

levels. 

 Recommendation: These barriers can be resolved, to a large extent, by repealing the cap 

on Florida’s Housing Trust Fund, by revising the two local jurisdictions’ LHAPs, and by 

increasing individual award amounts.  In all likelihood, affordable housing rehabilitation efforts 

across the county are impeded to some extent, given the drastic decrease in federal funding over 

the last two decades.  However, local governments in Florida are particularly frustrated by the 

inaccessibility of funds specifically devoted to affordable housing and affordable housing 

rehabilitation.   

 Issue: The case study also revealed two interesting trends, one across job roles and the 

other across political boundaries.  Although interviewees had different perspectives on barriers to 

rehabilitation because they are employed in the administration or the provision of affordable 

housing rehabilitation, there was no apparent, overarching difference in their answers.  The local 
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affordable housing rehabilitation administrators and providers gave remarkably similar answers, 

especially regarding financing issues and the four local barriers not represented in the literature.  

A second trend concerned the lack of distinction between barriers in the City of Gainesville and 

Alachua County.  No clear division exists between barriers encountered in the City, which is 

primarily urban, and the County, which has both urban and large rural areas.  Local barriers are 

pervasive in their occurrence across political jurisdictions. 

 Recommendation: In addition to streamlining guidelines and procedures at the state and 

local government levels recommended above, a standardized and centralized application, cost 

estimation, and bidding process may work well for all affordable housing rehabilitation 

undertaken in the City and the County.  The interviewees appear to be of a similar mindset 

regarding rehabilitation barriers; several of them recommended a standardized and centralized 

process.  There is redundancy among local agencies and organizations that administer and 

provide rehabilitation, particularly among those that utilize SHIP funding.  The Alachua County 

Housing Programs Manager remarked “I don’t know that we need seven or eight mini-SHIP 

programs out there.”  Currently, each agency or organization accepts and process applications for 

assistance, determines the scope of work, advertises for and accepts bids for rehabilitation work, 

and monitors the progress of the project.  Except for monitoring a project’s progress, one local 

office could efficiently accomplish some of the redundant tasks.  Centralizing and standardizing 

processes would, in all likelihood, not result in an overall reduction of staff but would enable 

staff to focus on resolving barriers to affordable housing rehabilitation.  The fact that no clear 

distinctions in barriers exist across local political jurisdictions is encouraging; one local office 

would suffice to process paperwork for rehabilitation projects in both the City and the County.  
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Interviewees’ suggestions for addressing barriers to affordable housing rehabilitation in Alachua 

County, summarized in Table 5-2, include: 

• explore lender loan pools and other funding options 

• repeal the cap on Florida’s Housing Trust Fund 

• better coordinate project management 

• reuse building components and materials in good condition 

• enforce compliance with building codes 

• explore the Rebuild Gainesville model1 

• establish a certification program for rehabilitation inspectors 

• have rehabilitation providers team with codes inspectors to identify properties in need of 
rehabilitation 

Conclusion 

 Responsibility for affordable housing policy, and any associated rehabilitation efforts, 

began with the states and has largely returned to them.  The task of devising affordable housing 

policy and promoting rehabilitation efforts rested primarily with the states until the 1930s.  The 

federal government largely assumed direct provision for and supervision of affordable housing 

and rehabilitation efforts from the 1930s through the mid-1980s.  The retrenchment of federal 

housing policy in the 1980s placed responsibility for affordable housing and rehabilitation policy 

with state and local governments, which struggled with developing funding to fill the gap left by 

the federal devolution of affordable housing and rehabilitation policies and programs.  In the 

near future, the federal government is unlikely to provide the policy direction and the programs 

that guided and funded rehabilitation during the 1960s and early 1970s.  The responsibility for 

                                                 
1 Rebuild Gainesville is a non-profit organization that relies on volunteers to rehabilitate the homes of lower-income 
households. 
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affordable housing policy and associated rehabilitation components primarily lies with the state 

and local governments.   

 The recent literature concerning barriers to affordable housing rehabilitation has been 

fragmented and incomplete, a result, perhaps, of the political and cyclical nature of affordable 

housing and rehabilitation policy.  This thesis establishes that discrepancies exist between what 

is known concerning barriers in a specific local context and what is discussed in the literature.  

The existence and nature of these discrepancies imply that further study of local barriers to 

rehabilitation is justified and that Alachua County rehabilitation administrators and providers 

need more resources for overcoming barriers.   

 Four barriers found in the local context–the small number of rehabilitation programs 

available locally, the large amount of paperwork required for SHIP-funded rehabilitation, 

cumbersome program guidelines, and limited individual award amounts–are primary indicators 

of the discrepancies that exist between the barriers discussed in the literature and those found in 

Alachua County.  The following recommendations are provided to add to the current literature 

that addresses barriers to affordable housing rehabilitation, direct further study, and provide 

rehabilitation administrators and providers with more resources to resolve barriers.  Each of the 

four local barriers is discussed. 

 Barrier: The small number of rehabilitation programs available locally is a barrier 

because of the limited number of programs contained in the two local jurisdictions’ LHAPs.  As 

noted in Chapter 4, rehabilitation programs, although targeted to lower-income households, have 

similar strict guidelines.  Households that have too little or too much income may be denied 
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rehabilitation assistance; if denied assistance, households have few other options for 

rehabilitation.2   

 Recommendation: The recently reestablished local Affordable Housing Advisory 

Committees should evaluate the rehabilitation strategies available and either expand existing 

programs or develop new ones so that there are more options available for lower-income 

households.  Tracking the extent to which each program is utilized can indicate which programs 

may need to be expanded. 

 Barrier: The large amount of paperwork required for SHIP-funded rehabilitation is a 

barrier primarily because potential applicants may be unable or unwilling to complete the income 

verification process or may be dissuaded from utilizing County programs.  Alachua County’s 

SHIP Coordinator remarked that it was not uncommon for realtors and private lenders to steer 

potential applicants for rehabilitation assistance away from the SHIP Down Payment Assistance 

Program because of the excessive paperwork required and the additional time necessary to obtain 

approval. 

 Recommendation: The Affordable Housing Study Commission has recommended 

clarification of acceptable methods of income verification.  The two local jurisdictions’ SHIP 

Coordinators should hold workshops with realtors and private lenders to educate them on 

program requirements and to develop a better working relationship with those individuals that 

are steering people away from specific programs.  Local Affordable Housing Advisory 

Committees should lobby the Florida Housing Finance Corporation, which has authority in the 

matter, to amend the SHIP Compliance Rule to revise income verification methods so that they 

                                                 
2 It is unlikely that smaller households in the very-low income group will be able to afford a principle mortgage 
payment for a SHIP-eligible unit under Alachua County’s SHIP Down Payment Construction/Rehabilitation 
Assistance program. 
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are consistent with standard lending practices and federal program guidelines that might be 

layered with SHIP. 

 Barrier: Cumbersome program guidelines are a barrier because they prevent some 

lower-income households from completing the application process.  The Alachua County 

Housing Authority’s Director of Development remarked that the income verification process 

alone has prevented some people from completing the application process.  As noted in Chapter 

4, program guidelines require detailed information on household income, assets, and property 

ownership; this information must be acted upon within 120 days, or the information must be 

reverified. 

 Recommendation: The clarification of and amendment to the SHIP Compliance Rule 

recommended above will resolve most of the issues surrounding income verification.  In addition 

to enabling the income verification process to be quicker and more efficient, the process should 

be easier for applicants to complete.  A standardized and centralized application, cost estimation, 

and bidding process would allow lower-income households to complete the process by enabling 

them to interact with staffers that specialize in applicant intake and processing.  A centralized 

application process would reduce the burden on applicants, would expose them to the full range 

of rehabilitation programs available, and would allow income information to be utilized within 

120 days.   

 Barrier: Limited individual award amounts present a barrier to rehabilitation because not 

enough funding can be spent on properties that need more rehabilitation than the maximum 

award amount will allow.  Currently, the maximum award amount for homes within the City of 

Gainesville is $50,000; the maximum award amount for homes in Alachua County, outside the 

City, is $40,000.  Both the City of Gainesville and Alachua County are soliciting 
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recommendations on revisions to their LHAPs.  As part of the LHAP revision process, the 

County is seeking, and will likely receive, approval to raise the individual award amount to 

$50,000.  It is unknown if the City will seek an increase in individual award amounts any time in 

the near future. 

 Recommendation: A case study, similar to the one completed for this thesis, should be 

undertaken within the next several years to determine if limited individual award amounts are 

still a barrier to rehabilitation.  Specifically, the next case study should focus on standard 

rehabilitation costs for lower-income households in Alachua County.  In the meantime, if the 

City does not raise its maximum award amount, the City’s Affordable Housing Advisory 

Committee should lobby the City Commission to raise the amount.  The Affordable Housing 

Advisory Committee should solicit input from rehabilitation administrators and providers within 

the City to support their position. 

Administrators and providers of affordable housing rehabilitation have not only an 

obligation, but a desire, to provide rehabilitation efficiently and effectively.  Given the country’s 

high homeownership rate, a long-term need for rehabilitation exists.  The policies and programs 

guiding and delivering rehabilitation must be based on reliable information.  Policy makers have 

a responsibility to enable rehabilitation administrators and providers to overcome barriers and 

also to remove barriers–especially financial ones–of their own making. 

 Financials barriers, as noted in the literature review, are the most significant and are 

intertwined with most other barriers to rehabilitation.  Financial barriers often prevent 

rehabilitation from occurring at all.  Listokin and Listokin (2001a) note that financial hurdles 

exacerbate other barriers encountered during the rehabilitation process (p. 46).  Coupled with the 

funding gap that developed when the federal government began to withdraw from the provision 
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of affordable housing in the 1980s, financial barriers become the key barrier.  In Alachua 

County, six out of eight interviewees indicated that increased financing was a primary solution to 

local rehabilitation barriers.  One of the FHC’s Senior Technical Advisors suggested plainly to 

“repeal the cap.”  Florida’s Affordable Housing Study Commission (Affordable Housing Study 

Commission, 2007), as the first recommendation in their 2007 study of the SHIP program, 

advised that “in 2008, the Florida Legislature should reauthorize the State and Local Government 

Housing Trust Funds without the cap” (p. 20). 

 Perhaps the most effective solution for financial barriers is to insulate, as much as is 

possible, affordable housing rehabilitation financing from political influences.  The federal 

government, through its housing policies and programs, has historically encouraged 

homeownership; although program support that enables lower-income groups to afford housing 

and to rehabilitate their homes is inconsistent.  So that funding levels remain consistent and are 

provided in sufficient amounts to undertake needed rehabilitation, subsidies for affordable 

housing rehabilitation may need to be entitlements.  Before that argument can be made, however, 

further research must be undertaken to understand local barriers to affordable housing 

rehabilitation. 

 
 



 

Table 5-1. Suggested Focus of Future Published Material 
Case Study Participant Education/Training Other 

Alachua County 
SHIP Coordinator 

Distribution of available information and resources to 
rehabilitation administrators and providers 

 

Alachua County Housing 
Authority Executive 
Director 

Education and training for the next generation of rehabilitation 
providers, inspectors, specialists, and staff; need continuous 
training in the basics: what forms to use and how to fill them out 
correctly 

 

For-Profit Affordable 
Housing Developer and 
Rehabilitation Provider 

Training for homeowners, so that they know what to expect and 
do not confuse rehabilitation with refurbishment 

 

City of Gainesville Block 
Grant Division Manager 

 Innovative programs and best 
practices 

Florida Housing 
Coalition Senior 
Technical Advisor 

 Review of rehabilitation standards; 
study of households that are coming 
back for assistance because the 
rehabilitation was an incomplete fix 

Alachua County Housing 
Programs Manager 

Rehabilitation Specialist Certification training; education and 
training for the next generation of administrators and providers 

 

Neighborhood Housing 
& Development Corp.’s 
Director of Housing 
Development 

 Direct material to the policymakers, 
so that they don’t have a limited view 
of rehabilitation 

Alachua County Housing 
Authority Director of 
Development 

Case studies that go into more depth on rehabilitation issues, that 
get into the nitty-gritty of rehabilitation 
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Table 5-2. Solutions to Addressing Barriers to Affordable Housing Rehabilitation in Alachua County 
Case Study Participant Financing Standardization Efficiency/Organizational 

Capacity 
Other 

Alachua County 
SHIP Coordinator 

Increase SHIP award 
amount 

  Develop a strategy for 
entire neighborhoods 

Alachua County 
Housing Authority 
Executive Director 

 Standardized 
rehabilitation guidelines 

 Building inspectors 
should make contractors 
do the job correctly 

For-Profit Affordable 
Housing Developer and 
Rehabilitation Provider 

More funding Standardize the 
rehabilitation inspection 
process 

County should adopt a 
streamlined permitting 
process 

 

City of Gainesville 
Block Grant Division 
Manager 

Explore lender loan 
pools and other funding 
options 

  Explore Rebuild 
Gainesville model 

Florida Housing 
Coalition Senior 
Technical Advisor 

Repeal the cap; 
Homestead portability 

Standardized 
rehabilitation guidelines 

Trained staff that can tell 
when a change order is 
legitimate 

Perhaps a certification 
program for 
rehabilitation inspectors 

Alachua County 
Housing Programs 
Manager 

 Centralized application 
and bidding processes 
among providers 

Case management  

Neighborhood Housing 
& Development Corp.’s 
Director of Housing 
Development 

Raise the award limits  Re-use building 
components and materials 
in good condition 

Adapt the building 
codes to allow more 
rehabilitation to be done 

Alachua County 
Housing Authority 
Director of 
Development 

More financing Central agency for 
rehabilitation-too much 
redundancy 

 Rehabilitation needs to 
be a priority; team with 
codes inspectors to 
identify properties 
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APPENDIX A 
CURRENT BARRIERS TO AFFORDABLE HOUSING REHABILITATION 

DISCUSSED IN THE LITERATRUE 

 
 Financing is pervasive and inter-related with other barriers; economic factors are the 

single biggest barrier to affordable housing rehabilitation.  The problems inherent in developing 

and securing financing are at the heart of barriers to rehabilitation.  Once financing has been 

obtained, the following barriers may arise. 

 
Barriers encountered when preparing property for rehabilitation: 

• acquiring property 
• insuring property 
• land use restrictions 
• estimating costs 
 

Barriers encountered during the rehabilitation process: 

• building codes 
• Minimum Housing Standards 
• lead and asbestos regulations 
• radon testing 
• energy conservation requirements 
• disabled access 
• federal and union wage requirements 
 

Miscellaneous: 

• property tax increases 
• skilled labor shortages 
 
 
Compiled from Listokin and Listokin (2001a, 2001b).  
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APPENDIX B 
AFFORDABLE HOUSING REHABILITATION PROGRAMS IN ALACHUA COUNTY 

The programs that fund single family owner-occupied affordable housing rehabilitation in 

Alachua County are briefly described below.  The following list is a compilation of applicable 

programs from Alachua County Housing Programs Division, the City of Gainesville Housing 

Division, the Neighborhood Housing Development Corporation (NHDC), the Alachua County 

Housing Authority, and a for-profit affordable housing developer and rehabilitation provider: 

• The Down Payment with Construction/Rehabilitation Assistance program provides 
$25,000, $20,000 or $5,000 in assistance for very-low, low or moderate income 
households, respectively, that have been approved for a mortgage through a private lender.  
The assistance amount includes down payment assistance and cost of rehabilitation for 
existing homes and is available to residents outside the City of Gainesville. 

• The Single Family Housing Development program provides a maximum of $40,000 in 
assistance for rehabilitation and for affordable housing strategies such as new construction 
and acquisition of land for construction.  Eligible households apply for and receive funding 
through local agencies, such as the Alachua County Housing Authority, or through local 
nonprofit organizations, such as the Neighborhood Housing Development Corporation.  
This program is available to residents outside the City. 

• The Emergency Roof Repair program provides $15,000 in rehabilitation assistance for 
repair of leaking roofs for eligible homes in the City; this program is strictly limited to roof 
repair and is available to residents of the City. 

• The Minor Rehabilitation program, with a maximum of $30,000 in assistance, addresses 
health and safety concerns within a home and is not intended for substantial rehabilitation.  
This program is available to residents of the City. 

• The Major Rehabilitation program, with a maximum of $50,000 in assistance, provides 
funding for serious health and safety issues within a home and is intended for substantial 
rehabilitation.  This program is available to residents of the City. 

• The Home Improvement Loan is an NHDC program that provides up to $15,000 in 
funding for essential rehabilitation and is available to residents of both the City and the 
County; a local for-profit affordable housing developer and rehabilitation provider also 
processes these loans. 

• The Alachua County Home Repair program is an NHDC program that provides up to 
$25,000 in assistance targeted to households with disabled family members and is 
available to residents of the County. 
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APPENDIX C 
AFFORDABLE HOUSING REHABILITATION AGENCIES AND ORGANIZATIONS IN 

ALACHUA COUNTY 

The following local government agencies and non- and for-profit organizations employ 

the individuals interviewed for the local case study: 

• The Alachua County Housing Authority is a quasi-governmental housing agency that 
administers and provides a variety of programs in the County, including public housing 
and affordable housing rehabilitation; the Executive Director and the Director of 
Development were interviewed. 

• The Alachua County Housing Programs Division administers the housing programs for the 
County and selects other agencies and organizations to receive SHIP and CDBG funding 
for programs such as Single Family Housing Development; the Housing Programs 
Manager and SHIP Coordinator were interviewed. 

• The City of Gainesville Block Grant Division administers the City’s federal block grants 
and selects other agencies and organizations to receive block grant funding for 
rehabilitation projects; the Block Grant Manager was interviewed. 

• The Florida Housing Coalition provides technical support and training on affordable 
housing and rehabilitation to local governments and organizations through Florida; one of 
the Coalition’s Senior Technical Advisors was interviewed. 

• The for-profit affordable housing developer and rehabilitation provider utilizes CDBG and 
SHIP funding to rehabilitate homes in localities across Florida; the Vice President of the 
organization was interviewed. 

• The Neighborhood Housing Development Corporation is a nonprofit organization that 
utilizes CDBG funding to provide affordable housing and rehabilitation; the Director of 
Housing Development was interviewed. 
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APPENDIX D 
INTERVIEW QUESTIONS 

Subject: Barriers to affordable housing rehabilitation that exist at the national and local levels. 
 
Name of Participant: 
Agency or Organization: 
 
1.  How long have you been involved with the provision of affordable housing or affordable 

housing rehabilitation?  How long in Florida?  In Alachua County? 
 
2.  What are the various capacities in which you’ve enabled the provision of affordable housing? 
 
3.  What funding sources does your agency or organization rely on (federal block grants, 

Florida’s State Housing Initiatives Partnership Program, other)? 
 
4.  What are the problems you have encountered, or your agency or organization has 

encountered, in the provision of affordable housing rehabilitation? 
 
5.  Do you think these problems can be differentiated based on whether they recur regularly or 

just intermittently?  In other words, are problems embedded in the processes for 
delivering affordable housing rehabilitation, or do most projects encounter different 
barriers? 

 
6.  Of the problems that occur regularly, if any, can a distinction be made between financing 

problems and other problems? 
 
7.  To what extent is financing a barrier? 
 
8.  Do barriers to the provision of affordable housing exist primarily in the administrative, 

oversight, or delivery processes?  For example, can it be said that barriers are 
encountered mainly in administration, or are most of the barriers encountered when 
actually at a site receiving affordable housing rehabilitation? 

 
9.  Much of the published material concerning barriers to affordable housing rehabilitation 

discusses regulatory barriers, particularly building codes.  Have building codes, or any 
other regulatory barrier, been a recurring problem for the provision of affordable housing 
rehabilitation? 

 
10.  Compared with regulatory barriers, how much of a barrier are other problems associated 

with the provision of affordable housing rehabilitation? 
 
11.  How relevant is the published material concerning barriers to affordable housing 

rehabilitation in your day-to-day activities? 
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12.  How have you or how has your agency or organization overcome barriers to affordable 
housing rehabilitation?  Are these local efforts different from what has been tried in other 
areas? 

 
13.  What would be the most effective and realistic solutions to the provision of affordable 

housing rehabilitation here in Alachua County? 
 
14.  Why do you think these solutions have not been put into place? 
 
15.  What should be the focus of material published in the future, as it concerns barriers to 

affordable housing rehabilitation? 
 
16.  What are the barriers to affordable housing rehabilitation that have not been covered in this 

interview? 
 
17.  Do you have any additional thoughts concerning barriers to affordable housing 

rehabilitation? 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

101 



 

LIST OF REFERENCES 

Affordable Housing Study Commission.  (2007).  Final report 2007.  Tallahassee, FL: 
Affordable Housing Study Commission. 

 
Alachua County.  (2003).  Alachua County affordable housing study.  Gainesville, FL: Alachua 

County. 
 
Anderson, M.  (1964).  The federal bulldozer: A critical analysis of urban renewal.  Cambridge, 

MA: Joint Center for Urban Studies. 
 
Bogdon, A.S.  (1999).  What can we learn from previous housing-based self-sufficiency 

programs?  In S. Newman (Ed.), The home front: Implications of welfare reform for 
housing policy (pp. 149-174).  Washington, D.C.: Urban Institute Press. 

 
Brooks, M.E.  (1997).  Housing trust funds: A new approach to funding affordable housing.  In 

W. Van Vliet (Ed.), Affordable housing and urban redevelopment in the United States 
(pp. 229-245).  Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage Publications. 

 
Brooks, M.E.  (2007).  Housing trust fund progress report 2007.  Frazier Park, CA: Center for 

Community Change. 
 
Crete, R.  (1977).  Housing, politics and the Housing Act of 1949.  Unpublished master’s thesis, 

University of Florida.   
 
Dommel, P.R., Bach, V.E., Liebschutz, S.F., & Rubinowitz, L.S.  (1983).  Housing 

rehabilitation.  In D. Listokin (Ed.), Housing rehabilitation: Economic, social and policy 
perspectives (pp. 68-72).  Rutgers, NJ: Center for Urban Policy Research. 

 
Duda, M.  (2001).  Federally sponsored rehabilitation activity.  Cambridge, MA: Harvard 

University, Joint Center for Housing Studies. 
 
Florida Housing Coalition.  (2005).  State Housing Initiatives Partnership Program: SHIP 

program manual.  Tallahassee, FL: Florida Housing Coalition. 
 
Florida Housing Finance Corporation.  (n.d.).  Florida housing’s affordable housing programs. 

Retrieved October 15, 2007, from 
http://www.floridahousing.org/NR/rdonlyres/419C3DE6-2F66-4A20-A1B9-
DD7969034D03/0/FHFCHousingPrograms.pdf 

 
Florida Housing Finance Corporation.  (n.d.).  William E. Sadowski Affordable Housing Act.  

Retrieved October 15, 2007, from http://www.floridahousing.org 
 
Florida Housing Finance Corporation.  (2006).  State Housing Initiatives Partnership (SHIP).  

Retrieved August 25, 2007, from 
www.floridahousing.org/Home/HousingPartners/LocalGovernments/ 

 

102 

http://www.floridahousing.org/NR/rdonlyres/419C3DE6-2F66-4A20-A1B9-DD7969034D03/0/FHFCHousingPrograms.pdf
http://www.floridahousing.org/NR/rdonlyres/419C3DE6-2F66-4A20-A1B9-DD7969034D03/0/FHFCHousingPrograms.pdf
http://www.floridahousing.org/
www.floridahousing.org/Home/HousingPartners/LocalGovernments/


 

Florida Housing Finance Corporation.  (2007).  About us.  Retrieved February 16, 2008, from 
www.floridahousing.org/Home/AboutUs/default.htm 

 
Ford Foundation.  (1989).  Affordable housing: The years ahead.  New York: Ford Foundation. 
 
Foundation Center.  (2008).  Grantmaker stats table index.  Retrieved November 15, 2007, from 

http://foundationcenter.org/findfunders/statistics/listing01.html 
 
Goetz, E.G.  (1993).  Shelter burden: Local politics and progressive housing policy.  

Philadelphia: Temple University Press. 
 
Hattis, D.B., Koffel, W.E., & Green, M.  (1997).  Nationally Applicable Recommended 

Rehabilitation Provisions (NARRP).  Retrieved November 2, 2007, from 
http://www.huduser.org/publications/destech/narrp/ch2_narrp.html 

 
Heinberg, J.D.  (1983).  The evolution of rehabilitation as public policy.  In D. Listokin (Ed.), 

Housing rehabilitation: Economic, social and policy perspectives (pp. 63-67).  Rutgers, 
NJ: Center for Urban Policy Research. 

 
Housing Assistance Council.  (1991).  A guide to housing and community development programs 

for small towns and rural areas.  Washington, D.C.: Housing Assistance Council. 
 
Jacobs, J.  (1961).  The death and life of great American cities.  New York: Random House. 
 
Listokin, D.  (1991).  Federal housing policy and preservation: Historical evolution, patterns, and 

implications.  Housing Policy Debate, 2(2), 157-185. 
 
Listokin, D.  (2005).  Best practices for effecting the rehabilitation of affordable housing, 

Volume II: Technical analyses and case studies.  Washington, D.C.: Department of 
Housing and Urban Development. 

 
Listokin, D., & Crossney, K.  (2005).  Best practices for effecting the rehabilitation of affordable 

housing, Volume I: Framework and findings.  Washington, D.C.: Department of Housing 
and Urban Development. 

 
Listokin, D., & Listokin, B.  (2001a).  Barriers to the rehabilitation of affordable housing, 

Volume I: Findings and analysis.  Washington, D.C.: Department of Housing and Urban 
Development. 

 
Listokin, D., & Listokin, B.  (2001b).  Barriers to the rehabilitation of affordable housing, 

Volume II: Case studies.  Washington, D.C.: Department of Housing and Urban 
Development. 

 
Moskowitz, H.S., & Lindbloom, C.G.  (1993).  The new illustrated book of development 

definitions.  Rutgers, NJ: Center for Urban Policy Research. 
 

103 

www.floridahousing.org/Home/AboutUs/default.htm
http://foundationcenter.org/findfunders/statistics/listing01.html
http://www.huduser.org/publications/destech/narrp/ch2_narrp.html


 

Nash, W.  (1959).  Residential rehabilitation: Private profits and public purposes.  New York: 
McGraw-Hill. 

 
Nenno, M.K.  (1997).  Changes and challenges in affordable housing and urban development.  In 

W. Van Vliet (Ed.), Affordable housing and urban redevelopment in the United States 
(pp. 1-21).  Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage Publications. 

 
Newman, S.J.  (1999).  Introduction and overview.  In S. Newman (Ed.), The Home Front: 

Implications of Welfare Reform for Housing Policy (pp. 1-28).  Washington, D.C.: Urban 
Institute Press. 

 
Newman, S.J.  (1999).  Preface and acknowledgements.  In S. Newman (Ed.), The Home Front: 

Implications of Welfare Reform for Housing Policy (pp. ix-x).  Washington, D.C.: Urban 
Institute Press. 

 
Newman, S.J., & Schnare, A.B.  (1992).  Beyond bricks and mortar: Reexamining the purpose 

and effects of housing assistance.  Washington, D.C.: Urban Institute Press. 
 
Rusciolelli, E.  (2008).  The affordable housing advisory committees make a comeback: SHIP 

administrators, are you ready?  Housing News Network, 24(2), 24-27. 
 
Schwartz, A.F.  (2006).  Housing policy in the United States: An introduction.  New York: 

Routledge. 
 
Shimberg Center for Affordable Housing.  (n.d.).  Alachua County, Florida.  Retrieved 

December 1, 2007, from 
http://flhousingdata.shimberg.ufl.edu/a/profiles?action=results&nid=100#afford_housing
_need 

 
State of Florida.  (2007).  The 2007 Florida Statutes: Chapter 420.  Retrieved February 14, 2008, 

from http://www.flsenate.gov/Statutes/index.cfm? 
 
State of Florida.  (2008).  Florida Administrative Code: Rule 67-37, State Housing Initiatives 

Partnership Program.  Retrieved March 22, 2008, from 
https://www.flrules.org/gateway/chapterhome.asp?chapter=67-37 

 
Stegman, M.A.  (1999).  State and local affordable housing programs: A rich tapestry.  

Washington, D.C.: Urban Land Institute. 
 
Stegman, M.A., & Holden, J.D.  (1987).  Nonfederal housing programs: How states and 

localities are responding to federal cutbacks in low-income housing.  (Rev. ed.).  
Washington, D.C.: Urban Land Institute. 

 
Sternlieb, G., & Burchell, R.  (1973).  Residential abandonment: The tenement landlord 

revisited.  New Brunswick, NJ: Center for Urban Policy Research. 
 

104 

http://flhousingdata.shimberg.ufl.edu/a/profiles?action=results&nid=100%23afford_housing_need
http://flhousingdata.shimberg.ufl.edu/a/profiles?action=results&nid=100%23afford_housing_need
http://www.flsenate.gov/Statutes/index.cfm?
https://www.flrules.org/gateway/chapterhome.asp?chapter=67-37


 

105 

United States Census Bureau.  (2007).  American housing survey 2005 (Table 2-4).  Retrieved 
November 21, 2007, from 
http://www.census.gov/hhes/www/housing/ahs/ahs05/tab1a1.html 

 
United States Census Bureau.  (2008).  State & county quickfacts: Alachua County, Florida.  

Retrieved February 18, 2008, from http://quickfacts.census.gov/qfd/states/12/12001.html 
 
United States Department of Housing and Urban Development.  (1991).  Not in my back yard: 

Removing barriers to affordable housing.  Washington, D.C.: Department of Housing 
and Urban Development. 

 
United States Department of Housing and Urban Development.  (2006).  Programs of HUD: 

Major grant, assistance, and regulatory programs.  Washington, D.C.: United States 
Department of Housing and Urban Development. 

 
United States Department of Housing and Urban Development.  (2007).  Guidelines for 

preparing consolidated plan.  Retrieved March 22, 2008, from 
http://www.hud.gov/offices/cpd/about/conplan/toolsandguidance/guidance/  

 
United States Department of Housing and Urban Development.  (2007).  Use of CDBG funds by 

all grantees.  Retrieved March 22, 2008, from 
http://www.hud.gov/offices/cpd/communitydevelopment/budget/disbursementreports/pro
files/National_Expenditure_FY07.xls 

 
Weeks, K.D., & Grimmer, A.E.  (1995).  The Secretary of the Interior’s standards for the 

treatment of historic properties with guidelines for preserving, rehabilitating, restoring & 
reconstructing historic buildings.  Washington, D.C.: United States Department of the 
Interior. 

 
Wright, R.O.  (2007).  Chronology of housing in the United States.  Jefferson, NC: McFarland & 

Company. 
 
Yin, R.K.  (2003).  Case study research: Design and methods (3rd ed.).  Thousand Oaks, CA: 

Sage Publications. 
 

http://www.census.gov/hhes/www/housing/ahs/ahs05/tab1a1.html
http://quickfacts.census.gov/qfd/states/12/12001.html
http://www.hud.gov/offices/cpd/about/conplan/toolsandguidance/guidance/
http://www.hud.gov/offices/cpd/communitydevelopment/budget/disbursementreports/profiles/National_Expenditure_FY07.xls
http://www.hud.gov/offices/cpd/communitydevelopment/budget/disbursementreports/profiles/National_Expenditure_FY07.xls


 

BIOGRAPHICAL SKETCH 

Mark Ludlow resides in Gainesville, Alachua County, Florida–the study area for this 

thesis.  He spent his early years in Mississippi and enjoyed vacations in Gainesville and Miami, 

Florida, visiting family.  After working in the construction and utility industries, Mark returned 

to college and earned his Bachelor of Arts degree in anthropology.  He continued his education 

and in May 2008 graduated with his Master of Arts degree in urban and regional planning. 

Mark is concentrating on housing and community development.  His background in 

anthropology brings a necessary perspective to planning and its impact on people by providing a 

people- and a culture-oriented framework for viewing problems.  He is interested in the 

intersection of anthropology and urban planning and what it has to offer in the areas of policy 

and policy implementation.  Ultimately, Mark would like to focus on liveable communities and 

how they can be built in different regions of Florida and the nation, with their varying cultures 

that see community in different ways.  He anticipates that his professional experiences will 

enable him to contribute to the practice of urban and regional planning. 

In addition to his academic pursuits, Mark enjoys spending time with his wife, two 

daughters, and son-in-law.  His interests include baseball, World War II airplanes, fishing, and 

traveling.  He also looks forward to participating in local archeology digs. 

106 


	BARRIERS TO AFFORDABLE HOUSING REHABILITATION: A CASE STUDY OF ALACHUA COUNTY, FLORIDA
	ACKNOWLEDGMENTS
	TABLE OF CONTENTS
	LIST OF TABLES
	ABSTRACT
	CHAPTER 1
	INTRODUCTION
	CHAPTER 2
	LITERATURE REVIEW
	History of Affordable Housing Policy and Programs
	1930s through the 1970s
	1980s to the Present

	Social and Affordable Housing Policy 
	Current Affordable Housing Context
	Federal
	Community Development Block Grants (CDBG)
	Funding Gap 
	Housing Finance Agencies
	Housing Trust Funds
	State Housing Initiatives Partnership (SHIP) Program

	Barriers to Affordable Housing Rehabilitation
	Rehabilitation Defined
	Historical Barriers to Affordable Housing Rehabilitation

	Current Barriers to Rehabilitation
	Financing Barriers
	Barriers Encountered when Preparing Property for Rehabilitation
	Barriers Encountered during the Rehabilitation Process
	Miscellaneous Barriers

	Current Context
	Primary Funding Sources for Rehabilitation
	Local Housing Assistance Plans
	Age of the Housing Stock


	CHAPTER 3
	METHODOLOGY
	Alachua County: The Local Context
	The Case Study as the Appropriate Data Collection Tool for Alachua County
	Selection of Interviewees
	Interview Questions and Questionnaire
	Interview Protocol
	Criteria for Determining Validity of Data

	CHAPTER 4
	ANALYSIS
	Alachua County Rehabilitation Programs and Processes
	Interview Process and Interviewee Credentials
	Rehabilitation Barriers in Alachua County
	Financing
	Barriers Encountered when Preparing Property for Rehabilitation
	Barriers Encountered during the Rehabilitation Process
	Miscellaneous Barriers

	Comparison with the Literature
	Financing 
	Barriers Encountered when Preparing Property for Rehabilitation
	Barriers Encountered during the Rehabilitation Process
	Miscellaneous Barriers

	Discrepancies between Local Barriers and Barriers Discussed in the Literature
	What the Discrepancies Suggest

	CHAPTER 5
	IMPLICATIONS, RECOMMENDATIONS, AND CONCLUSION 
	Implications of Discrepancies and Recommendations for Resolution
	Primary Implications
	Secondary Implications

	Implications of the Case Study
	Conclusion

	CURRENT BARRIERS TO AFFORDABLE HOUSING REHABILITATIONDISCUSSED IN THE LITERATRUE
	APPENDIX B
	AFFORDABLE HOUSING REHABILITATION PROGRAMS IN ALACHUA COUNTY
	AFFORDABLE HOUSING REHABILITATION AGENCIES AND ORGANIZATIONS IN ALACHUA COUNTY
	APPENDIX D
	INTERVIEW QUESTIONS
	LIST OF REFERENCES
	BIOGRAPHICAL SKETCH

