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Questionnaire

Project Results Summary

In Round 6, the City of Madison Heights was able to Pay off the rest of a project that spanned
Rounds 5 and 6. As well as install a Children's play feature at a pocket park in the City,
resulting in increased recreation opportunities for families who live in the neighborhood.

What indicators were used to measure results?

Home values increased in the neighborhood that received work (Rounds 5 &6). Positive
Community engagement happened with the new play feature showing the city's commitment to
offering high-quality recreation opportunities to residents of all abilities.

How were the indicators measured?
Two indications were used to be measured:

Home Values/Curb appeal - Work done to the home increased home values/ curb apperal to
the home and surrounding area.

Public Opinion of the City. How would residents react to the projects being done in the city.




Sample Questionnaire

Project Results Summary

Sample Response #1: As a result of the NEP in the Smithvale neighborhood, property values will
increase.

Sample Response #2: As a result of the pavilion upgrades being added to the neighborhood park more
public gatherings have taken place.

Sample Response #3: As a result of the Housing Enhancement in the North neighborhood,
homeownership pride has increased.

Sample Response #4: As a result of the Housing Enhancement in the North neighborhood,
visual/tangible enhancements can be seen in the neighborhood.

What indicators were used to measure results?

Sample Response #1: Home sale prices in the neighborhood
Sample Response #2: The number of reservations for the pavilion.

Sample Response #3: Community surveys, social media pages, and emails were used to get
neighborhood feedback.

Sample Response #4: Code violations, and inspections were used to measure the results along with
before and after photos.

How were the indicators measured?

Sample Response #1: Compared the average sale price at the start of the NEP to the average price at
the end of 2- 1/2 years.

Sample Response #2: Compared the number of reservations at the start of the NEP grant to the end of
the NEP for the following year.

Sample Response #3: Gathered the resident responses from public forms and compiled them for an
overall average response.

Sample Response #4: Compared number of code violations at the start of the NEP grant and at the
end of the NEP grant. Compared before and after photos.

What were the findings of the measurements including baseline data?

Sample Response: Average sales price in the beginning was $61,000; at the end was $67,000.
Sample Response #2: The pavilion had 3 rentals last year and 6 rentals for the upcoming year.

Sample Response #3: The average response of residents in the area was a positive outcome and
more interest has developed in the program.

Sample Response #4: There were 10 code violations in the beginning of the NEP grant and 7 at the
end of the NEP grant.

What Lessons Were Learned?

Sample Response #1: Not only have the sales prices increased, but the time on the market has also
decreased. The homes we built had waiting lists as we built them; and other properties in the
neighborhood are selling more quickly.

Sample Response #2: The community needed outdoor gathering spaces for community events.

Sample Response #3: The community supported the program and there is much more interest from
other neighborhoods.

Sample Response #4: Dangerous safety conditions were corrected to help residents’ quality of life.




What were the findings of the measurementsincluding baseline data?
Home Values/Curb appeal: Work done to the home increased home values/ curb apparel to
the house and surrounding area.

Public Opinion of the City. How would residents react to the projects being done in the city?

What Lessons Were Learned?
The community supported the program, and there is much more interest from other
neighborhoods to have home repairs done to their homes.

Leverage Funds Summary

2,000 City General Fund

$ Amount: Funding Source:

Brief Description:
Funds were used to pay for Admin cost of the Grant.
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Approval and Request for Contractor Payment

SUBMISSION #: DATE:

Name of Owner: _Sulgmt‘f\t)l&(' .
Property Address:  address, city, statezip  U%,C HU()SOf‘ ; MADISn Hegnig AT 4gon)

Name of Contractor: LeM-‘G-UU'd
Total Contract Amount: $ 5,1
Amount Being Approved for Payment. $ 5 ,]]2_

Description of Work Performed:

Notes, Corrections: \?_BP}QC(’A G-()He(s ‘\Ej e&\f G,S O(\ home,

Workmanshlp: WiAcoeptable 0 Unacceptable

Grantee Approval: | hereby certify that | have reviewed the work completed and find it
acceptable as described in the Contract Work Specifications. At this tlme. the Contractor has

completed _\0D % of the project and O may O may not be paid $_5 ’ nuz

e 4172 Gl B

Grantee Signature

Request for Contractor Payment

| hereby express approvat of the work performed and hereby agree the specified work has been
performed to satisfaction by above Contractor. Further, | authorize the above payment in an
amountof $__S\\? as the __Fvl\ _ draw on this project.

Date:_ 4 -7 -2 |

Sig atﬂ; of Owner
Date: _9- ). 21
Signature of Owner

35
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Household Participation Engagement Survey
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1. Overall, how would you rate the experience out of 5 stars (5 is the best rating
and O is theworst) f

2. Suggestions on how the process could it be improved.

’]’,A, froau u-c»jv? w

3. Howwould you describe the overall benefit/impact of this grant on your
d and neighborhood?

T T Finadee Ma/«m/&"/cw\a’w&
fsft‘w% ual«&»(raxum

4. Did you receive any energy efficiency assistance? If so, was this benefidal?
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NEP Grantee Participation Engagement Survey
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wWe. e Chugged 0 g Lot 1o
o YW wWitwn we §750 UM (nfatln
e mode w5 hd o ComPleie b5 Recens

oce  hesthor t0 9k HC Jes 60 e botte

2. How would you describe the overall benefit/impact of this grant on the
neighborhood and community?
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MICHHEAN STATE HOMISING DEVELOPAMENT ALITHORITY

Household Participation Engagement Survey

1. Overall, how would you rate the experience out of 5 stars (5 is the best rating

and O is theworst)
5/5

2. Suggestions on how the process could it be improved.

N /A‘ beod Progeam.

3. How would you describe the overall benefit/impact of this grant on your

household and neighborhood?
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4. Did you receive any energy efficiency assistance? If so, was this beneficial?

No.
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Approval and Request for Contractor Payment
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acceptable as described in the Contract Work Specifications. At this tlme. the Contractor has

completed _\0D % of the project and O may O may not be paid $_5 ’ nuz
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Request for Contractor Payment

| hereby express approvat of the work performed and hereby agree the specified work has been
performed to satisfaction by above Contractor. Further, | authorize the above payment in an
amountof $__S\\? as the __Fvl\ _ draw on this project.
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Sig atﬂ; of Owner
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