



1AILE ii .1 - BA-IC DAtA ON SFLEC1Frc NEW COI4IJN1TY PIUOSALS M1(1- WM(E NEVER APPFUVIl) (ALpuMT1tI1i) , EV( AT ANL) FINAL rltoIilttl

Project ftise(s)

Late hate cf
of Initial Ap;l i ration
Submission Invitation

Date of
Hiil

Action Action
PopiLt. i on

(000) r s

Guarantee
Reqoist$(million) leInvr & ,wation Type

1 Rearon for final action
2Ditinitfivefeatures -

I. Alvin York (F)
"Nova City"

io/o8 1971 Dropped IOU 11,300 17.5 Nova City Con loration;
Fenitttso In , Tennessee

FS 1. Lack of d°v'lnner
f-lIow-t?rougtc.

2. Original prr4)osal,
Various free-standing
c(nTIJn it. flS.

2. Basin City (1) 1971 Unknown, Unknown 12 2,bUO 244 Noataw ifvc1ojrnt Co.;
Washirwt on' State

FS Unknown

3. Anne Arundel (F) 10/b8 1910 E' Unknown Unknown 2,000 HG. Green t)eveiniien,t
Co; Anne Anindel Co Md.

3 1. Lack of developer
follow-through.

U. Atrisco (F) anD 1970 F Drtped itrd<ncwn 35,000 Westlaril !'ve1op'ent
Co. 01 'ci] 11 10 Co. ,
New Flexiyv

S 1. Laflk or developer cap-
at1 lily & Ii3uldity;
inability to gain
agreerient by dcscen-
dents of land grant
owner. (Original
Spanish land grant.)

5. Battery Fart City
(PA)

4/71 4/72 Withdrawn 55 91 50 Battery Park City
Authority; Manhattan,
New lurk

NTIT 1. Inability to girantee
public tends # market
rate; lack of rants.

2. Feature: (i landfill
from World Trade Ctr.
under development.

6. Beautiful City (F) 12/tB 1969 Rejected 16 " 5 Peaut Ltd City holding
Co. (Conrad Reed); 9
miles west of L.A.

1. Primarily a rental

project for senior
citizens; no balance
of land uses; envi-
ronmental problems .

7. Pelinda City (PA) 6/71 8/73 Withdrawn 10 1,400 9 Nat 'I La-vi I)ejeIorn1nt
Company; Wilson County
Tenniessne

S 1. No water system; lack
of developer capabil-
Ity; other financing
found.

Abbreviations: E--Proposal;
6--Estimated

PA-Pre-application; Al--Application invited; ES--Freestanding; S--Satellite; NUT--New-Town-In-Town; CC--Growth Center;






TE 0.1 - BASIC DATA ON SEECrTEP MEN COMFI'NITY PRO[ OSALS WIT! 1cH WERE NEVER APPROVFD (Al,FUAPm7.Fi), KEY PATf AND FINN. DlOS1THJ

Pate tote of Pate of Guarantee
of Initial Aptlirat ion Final Population Request 1. Reason for final action

Project Name(s) Submission Invitation Action Action (000) Acres $(million) tl?veIOper & IJvatlon Type 2. Distinctive features

Bell Creek (F) 12/68 1969 Rejected 5 1,0()0 Sam Gary Oil Cr*'çany; Of 1. Plan lacked features
PMder River Co. , Wyo. of new t own'.

Belle Terre (PA) 0/72 3/70 Rejected 80 12,500 20 Lanidn'vlri. Land Conany; S 1. Concern about economic

25 W. of Nn Orleans, La. feasibility and
environmental problems.

2. Feature: Existing
community started by
Zechendorf.

Pi,ardnan (PA) 9/72 8/73 Rejected Hoeing ()many; Oregon ES 1. Boeing withdrew from

project.

" Prier Hill 572 2/72 " 8/73 Rejected 71 2,500 Redstone Cntral H.R. Of 1. Depressed area new

(F, PA, 41) 8/71 Company F .yntte Co., town 45 miles from
Fermsy ivania Pittsburg; problems

with site conditions
econmic feasibility.

2. Strong political
s'ippert.

Chuntill Town 5/69 1970 F Prcvpe1 O 2,500 15 UiurrtiiIl investments & S 1. Lack of developer
(p) Ger,w,rnt " Mn] Investment; foilrM_t hrc*igti

Connan' cri, (ennnyIvania 2. Feature: Part of
innovative "GenrIantan"
approach ty county to
build a r,w town w/o
land ownership by
single doveloper.

3. Cit'Jrs (IA) Sri 8/73 Rejected 1(10 0,800 7, Ccnannweollti of Puerto S 1. Agency co,ild not issue
Rico; 114 miles frif] taxable Ends.
San limo, F.9.

II. Charleston East 1QE 1971 Dropped 10.9 Fraser Pt icrt le' S 1. Lack of documentation;

(PA) I'rl<°loy (.JIIt v, conceal about splitting
South Caroli na biark & white existing

cqym,,nltios by freeway.

fond; n.j nnial






- hint. LAIR UN .,,rLottA! NI-n ILJI-ticINlIY EofljEtO,Ml 4N1UH Moth 141'v%Ol /klOIlOVtJt ttlLFI-t/,ttlttI-J}), Yrt I Alt., 1W', I-mill, i)J

(ate (ate of Date of Gi,;u,r,Ioe
of lrtiti;'l Apç I irat ion Final Population BeqUest 1. Reason for final action

?roiert (tune(s) utoiission invitation fiction kilo,, (000) Acres $(rnillion) Develop.r A jxw'ation Type 2. P1st inr'tive features

15. City View (PA) 7,71 8/73 Rejected 31 500 Fir.-,t tt.iI neal City NTIT 1. lark of support fort,
Iinilc "/pi at Ic; NYC en job location;
Queens, New York City sponscrs withdrew.

16. Collier West, 8/71 9/73 Rejected 10 1,400 11.2 fit oyhill industries; S 1. Too small; lack of
(PA) North Carolina follow through by

developers.
17. Culiuribia (F) 1971 1972 Dropç*'d 1) 10,000 40 Calimitia Asocciatior,; S 1. Existing new oor'njni-

8/71 Rouse; H,x4ard Co., (il. ities not given
guarartees.

18. ril,ja,j Bravo 8/71 9/73 Rejected 25 2,500 25 unit( 1 I!rusing cOrp. S 1. Lack of follnw-thrcugh
(F, FA) & Char. 0 I4rr ('0), by developer; too

Cc'rF. ; i'oii lig, C'. , mail . Weak market.
Call icr', Ia C Geotherse 1 one, gy

2. Feature: (aired town
with Mexico; use of

geothermal energy.

19. Ft4.siil - on 0j72 7/72 Rejected GC 1. rericterit pre-
tkciscs (PA) application.

20. Deer Hills 4/71 1972 5/72 Withdrew 45 1,572 22 Levik I ovel I:Ient. Co.; SThC 1. More profitable to
(PA, All Deer Fit-Id Beach, Fla. Sell off in parcels.

21. Deer PAY, 5/71 2/73 8/73 Rejected 40 5,008 6 Jao W. Fair; lyler, S 1. Options expired; failed
(PA, All Texas to si,bnüt application

in 6 months.

22. Fort Lincoln 1971 1971 1974 Withdrew 16 335 WestinghAJse BSL/Uagans NTIT 2. Feature: Grants fruit
(PA) (Deo1ared Washington, D.C. urban renewal; use of

inactive) surplus Fed. property.

23. Fountain Hills 1968 1972 Dropped 78 11,420 11 ItCulloch Oil; Near S 1. Use of lot sale te&nI-
(F) Phoenix, Arizona que; lawsuit on use of

irrigation district.
0,0:111 ociat le ciorril t-

rrrnt to by & rr'derate
ltlyI Si






TARE '4.1 - BASIC DATA ON Sa.FflFI NEW TMJNITY PROPOSALS WHICh WERE NEVER APPROVED (ALPHARFrrIZFD), KEY PATES AND FINAL DISPOSITI(11

Pate Pate ci Pate or Guarantee
or Initial AT';hlent [on F I nd Population Bequest 1 . Reason for final action

Project Ui,e(s) Submission Invitation Action Action (000) Acres $(million) Frvelrpo" . locationfeatures-'3.aType 2. DistInctive

Franklin Tcx.m 7/71 Rejected 15 50 214 Franklin T'vri Corp.; NTIT I. Project too small.
(F) Philadelphia, Pa.

14. Granada (Al) 1971 1Q73 1974 Rejected lO 18,000 Arizona Newcom S 1. Problems w/developer
Uevelopnrni Corp. Tmirnagorvnt, security

for loan, rnr1/4et1ng
land leases.

2. Feature: In part, al
Gila Indian
Reservation,

3. Greenwood (F) 1970 1971 Rejected 25 '4,000 30 Arkansas Post Corp.; S 1. Problem w/eeonnr.ic
Fort Smith, Arkansas reasihiity.

6. Grardview (PA) 11/72 11/73 Rejected 36
7b000

45 Ckray Co. taM Co. FS I. Economic feasibility.
16 miles 'rn-,n
Mootrcn, Go]rirado.

)7 Grant Park (F) 196R 1971 Dropped '40 5 ,6nR 6 Clarenont Industrial S 1. Options expired; failed
Park, Inc.; Clarennnt to smelt application
County, rpj0 In 6 months.

R. Hackensack 1971 1q73 Rejected 200 tl,0P0 50 llackrnc, 4< Mond,lanic S 1. Ll in%edlrnts to
Meadowlands (PA)

" CorrmissVn; North N.J. devehorrrwnt. An innova-
tive, expensive & hiø,
risk project; environ-
mental problems; many
local gnr'ritnts to
deal with.

'9. lIanditon (P, All 1968 1060 1970 RejectS 100 11,500 Castle & rook; Santa S 1. Attractive site, but,

Clara r. talifornila expensive to tijild

upon, hard to get to;

astride San Anireus

Earthq.t*e Fault.

30. Hirhiands (PA) 1971 1973 Withdrew; 13 2,000 30 Rensse]enr loly. S 1. Lank of solid developer

Rejected Institit' III': noar cclllrLitment; lack of

Rrnssele;r, New York follow-I brnigh.






TAft.E 11.1 - BASIC DATA OF] SFLE1Fr !JEW COFMIt1lfl PROPRAI,S MUM WORE NEVER AF rro)vn (AImuAprTl7fu).v 7 I ,1IF /010 FIN/I. pl[TrrrTrct4

Oat p Pate of Pate or Guarantee

of Initial Application Final Population Request I. Reason for final action

PrnjPt Ware(s) Sutission Invitation Action Action Cnon) Acres t(million) N'velclrr A lnration Type 2. Pisttnc'ive fatares

31. Honolulu (PA) 11471 1973 Re jprtei 12 35,001) 20 5 1. Lack of lnfor'ntim on
pre-applicat Ion.

2. Feature: To be tajilt
on Pishrv Estate

using land leases.

32. Joaquin (PA) 1971 1974 Rejecti 75 20,000 25 1Wa/0Isr; iR miles ES I. Prcblew with watr
frau St'wktcn, Calif. supply, financial

backing control of
land.

33. Kaiparn.Itz 1Q72 1074 Rejected 20 2,1(X) Yam Co. Oevrtloper; PS 1. Lack of certairity that

(PA)
- Kane County Utah per plant will be

tajllt forming job base.
2. Note: PcMer plant was

not tajilt. Was to have
used western coal.

3)4 Kansas City West Z'72 8'72 8/73 Rejected 50 12,755 25 Vata City West, Inc.; S 1. 2nd exterrion denied.

(Al) Ii nUns from Karvas Peveinper failed to

City. Kansas submit application
sad ertals alter 12
,urnth delay. Delays
in achieving state
legislation.

35. Klngwocd (F) 6/69 ftuknown Dropped . Fitintilo Oil, Friendawood S 1. Lark of follosa-thronØi

Dovelol 'rot. Corporation: by developer; no record

ficiust,), Texas of rcjnot Ion.
2. Feature: currently

nuceesoful cor'minlty.

36. Kingston (PA) 11/71 3/724 Reject Cd 87 24,900 18 (,(4v.Ave Corirririlty S 1. Ovornptlml.,ui on riarket;

lvolo1rrK nt, Inc.; War lark of local support.
Fascap'ila, Mississippi. Fvirwmntal issues.






TAE 0.1 - BASIC DATA ON SELF(-[Fr NF> COW, 'NiTY PROPaCALS IIGi WRE NEVER APPROVED (AIPHAPnIZED) , KEY DATES Pill FilIAL DCPCSITTCI

rate Date of Pate of Guarantee
of Initial Application Final Population Requost I. Reason for final artina

Project Maine(s) Submission---------- Invitation---- - -- Action Action ((100) Acres $(million) tiveInper & location Type 2. Distinctive features

37. Latigo, (PA) 9/72 0/70 Rejected Ill 14,800 50 roIwin FOyers Company; S 1. Enivircrrnpntal concerns;
11 miles northwest water surely problems;Colorado Orrings. capture rate too hiØa.

38. Librty Harbor 1/73 Y73 3/70 Rejected 60 2,009 50 Jersey City & National NTIT 1. Lack or response to
(P PA, Al) Kinney curp; Jersey questions on cost and

City. N"w Jersey nature of development
entity; delays in

" filing application.

39. Los Alamitre 3/71 1072 Unknown 2? 1,100 25 City inrit ia'ed prnject; HIlT 1. Land was Naval Air
(PA) Ray Watt Possible Station; not declared

developer; Ins Alariton, surplus.
Call fornia 2. Note: Considered as a

PRGJFI7T PPEN<mWMIII
site.

40. Major Center (P1 1969 Unknown Unknown 112 2,800 50 Major Pa1ty Corp.; HilT 1. Project cut into mr
Orlando City, Ha. parts by intersecting

froways.
2. Four miles from Disney

World.

IIj Mancrville 12/70 In 71 73 Unknown fill ,195 25 Mmcvii P rveln[s"It S I. Lack of follow-throi
(PA, Al) " Corp.; I/re iclimn,d, by developer; resin-

New 1' r4 tance by investors to

spendtrp sunny an

app llca'lrtn; zoning

probl°"tn.

'42. Marincello 19b3 1Qt r17o Rejected 7? 2,100 214 Froup" (nun' y, Mar in S I. Major enrvronrEnt al
(P. All County, ai I torn a problems; access to

site difficult;Com-munityc1positlc.i;
cost of develoxr,rnt
hi P11.






TABLE U .1 - BASIC DATA ON SELErrPI) NEW OMItINITY PROPOSALS VA IICH ItRE NEVER Pill ROVED (ALPIIARETIZFD) KFI DAlES AND FINAL PI5IFUD1IION

Date Date of Date of Guarantee
of Initial Arpi I cat tori Final Po1o1laticri Pequost 1 Reason for final acti1

Itoject Name(s) Submission invitation Action Action (0201 Acres $(million) Developer & location Type 2. Distinctive features

0. New Duval (PA) 11/72 8/73 Withdrew; 71, 5,168 Nw Anrrloa flovelflfocnI, 5 1. Impact of wise polio-

Rejected Corporation; 20 miles tin; irrqact of nearby
from Jacknonville, Fla. military operations.

Now Franconla 6/71 4/72 2/74 Withdrew 0 1,400 45 Ni then Gruip (Corald S 1. Inability to obtain
"Hc,canna" Finn): F:, irfax County, local approval;
(PA, AJ) Virginia political & citizen

opposlt1t.
2. Feature: High density,

innovative people mvr;
'

tied to regional
transit.

New Hartford 8i72 0nkn.m Uril<ncMn 1?. 100 50 City of Hartford with NTIT 2. Part of "Hartford

Private dove 101cr as Process"
partner; Irt ford, Conn.

53. N. Manchester 8/71 8/73 Withdrew 63 4,600 25 Corat,'tt a Brothers; CC I. Problem with economic

Village (FA) North Manohoster, feasibility and site
Phs'"'Jiur0 is location.

511. Nouville (PA, All 10/71 5/73 7/74 Rejected 10 Gulf t'nii Corporation; 5 1. Lack of economic

East Baton Rouge, La. feasibility; flood

plain prohleri.

55. Olynpia Heights 9/71 Unknown 66 9,000 " 50 lone and Crwçany; CC 1. Lack of ntronF market

(FA Coohiso Co., Arizona area; lark of developer
follow-through.

56. rid River (FA) 12/68 1070 Piscouraped 121) 24,216 115 Old River Realty, Inc. S 1. Problen', Swampy area.

chntpro & Lib County, 2. Feature: Oil & gas na

Texas site; interstate
access.

57. Dranrwc 10/70 1071 7/72 Withdrew 35 4,965 P Florida ';as Company; 5 1. Developer could not

u' An near Orlando, Florida afford full application
in II gtt of previous
C(JtD tments.






TALE 11.1 - RA.SIC DATA ON W1FCTED NE COMflNIT1 PROPOSALS WFICTI W?RE NEVER APPROVED (ALplRET17tm) " KY( I AT!: lU! E1'IA!. tiI.WCiSlTTflt

Dat [late of rate of Guararit ee

of Initial Applicat ice Final Population Request 1. Reason for final action

Project Ne(s) Submission invitation Action Action (000) Acres $(million) ve1oper & [ecatlon pe 2. Distinctive features

58. Oak Openings 7/71 6/72 1975 Moratorium 1) I ,7RQ 30 Lucas Co. Renewal arid S 1. Problems with economic

(F, An Commit V Ttevoicprvnt feasibility and reloca-

Departrirrit tice of suburban hlad

cerTiminity.
2. Feature: Unique "Over-

spill New Town' by
govertTntal agency.

59. Orion Hills (PA) 6/71 1972 withdrew 0 5,01)0 148 Chrysler 'alt y Corp.; S 1. Unable to prepare full

Oakland County, near applleatlce because

Pc*itiao, Mi°hlgan local developer did
not cooperate as

anticipated.

60. Famlico, Inc. 7/71 8/73 Rejected 20+ 7,800 10-20 Papillco, Inc.; Hyde ES 1. Econceiic feasibility

(PA) Co. North Care)! na prohiosre -

61. Fainaire (F) 14/69 19614 Discouraged 5 300 20 Fanaire lnvestrTPnts; ES
Gralmapi Co. , Arizona

62. Park Central (PA) 12/73 114711 Rejected for 720 7.5 Hayes, Inc.; Port WTIT 1. ivIroimntal prob1,

guarantee' Arthur, l°xns particularly with
fioc4i r.

63. Pa', cs (PA) 7/72 8/73 Rejected Pntterrvn, No, 'crony NUT 1. Urtian rormrval type
funding ncekd, hit
nr* avl!ahle.

611. Eattcrioburr 0/70 1/73 8/73 Rejected 25 6,1rS8 Andes and Rr'lr1 CC 1. 6 month period expired

(F, PA, Al) 6/72 ç-ictr'm.-t Ion Craripany for application; Das
"

Davies(!')ns',rrI project which wcxild
relocate old city
vetoed ty President;
ScRIp 10(31 npçosit]cii
to pro frct.

0 In 1078 given certification of eligihi tit under I'rcyksarrerrdrint (grants only).






TABLE 14.1 - BASIC DATA ON sFLEcrrLi NEW WIflINITY PROPOSALS MUCH WERE NENFR API2VFD (ALPUAPFTIZFr) , KE? DATF2 AND FiliAL DIiWCITlYd

Date rate of Date of Guarantee
of Initial kpplicat ion Final Population bequest 1. Reason for final action

Project Name(s) Submission Invitation Action Action ((100) Acres S(niillion) l'velop"r & location Type 2. Distinctive features

72. Restai (N) (P1 1971 1Q71 Dropped 25 7,500 20 Gulf Piston; Fairfax S 1. Lack of developer
County Virginia follow-throui; inabil-

ity to offer guarantees
to existing new
communities.

73. St. Gecrge (FA) 1972 8/73 Rejected Ven,,vot lflC 1. Too al1.

711 Sacramento New 14/71 10/72 Rejected 8 139 5 Sacramento New Town NTIT 1. Deficiencies in pre-.
Town in Town (PA) Developers (Campbell application; developer

Cmnstnuct ice Company); changed in mid-stream.
5q(ar;,mrnt o, Calif. 2. F ature: DREThR1'JGH

up. -

75. San Antonio New 8/72 12/72 1/714 Rejected 20 San Antonio New Town NTIT 1. failure to change state
Town in Town (AT) Ltd.; San Antonio, law to enable private

Texas developer to act an
sole developer; lack of
assurance of renewal
fund,.

76, San Louis Obispo 1069 1970 Dropped 10,0(X) 50 Karl Jaerr; San Louis S 1. Lack of developer
(Dl Ohispo Ii,, California fri low-through.

77. Santa Cu?, 3/72 6/72 12/72 Rejected Watt Ind'iotrie; New cc 1. Developer w/drew, but
loan (F, Al) Withdrew

"
Mexico, letter lost; rejected.

78. Satellite City 12/58 1970 Dropped 16.5 3,000 Carl Ray RoN 1.1cr; 5 1. Problem: Lack of follow
(P1 Nlrrgnri Irloity, Alabama, through by developer.

near Hunt vi lIe 2. Feature: Stong
minority orientation.

79. Scioto (P, PA) 10/68 1/72 Rejected 3,500 10.11 Assoutated Planner,, CC 1. Problem: Failed to sub-
2/71 Inc.; Scioto County, mit additional material

C*ñn requected. Applied to
Title IC.

2. To be built around
state penitentiary and
technical training
school.






TALE 24.1 - BASIC DATA ON SELECTED NEW QTThtVNITY PROPOSALS WHICH WERE NEVER APPROVED (ALPELAPgIIZEI)), KEY PATES AND FINAL DISPOSITION

Date Date of Pate of Guarantee
of Initial Application Final Population Request 1. Reason for final action

Project Name(s) -Submission Invitation Action Action (000) Acres $(million) tethp°'infl 7ype 2. Distinctive features

80. Sewards Success 1/71 1/714 Rejected 58 3,200 50 Great Nurthern Corp.; S 1. Prob]r: Lath of eec-
(PA) Near Anhorage, Ala. nomic feasibility;

d°pend°rtt upon access
across river.

2. Feature: Climate con-
trolled community.

81. Shelby Farms; (F) 12/68 1/73 8/73 Rejected 60 5,000 Shelby County; ielby S 1. Problems: Concern about

"E1opewo" (PA) 3/72 County, l°nnessee racial discrimination
& environmental issues.

2. Feature: County owned

penal farm.

82. "SW. Atlanta" 10/71 8/73 Withdrew Chrysler Really; South S 2. Considered to be strong
(PA) Fultcxi County, Georgia application bit some HUD

staff rTnnhers.

83. Spartanburg (PA) 10/72 1974 Rejected Spartanhirg, South WIlT 1. Renewal type project;
Carolina needed renewal type

furidi rig.

824. Starisiry Park 9/59 1(1/71 8/73 Withdrew 20 1,300 224 Terracore; 25 miles 5 1. Problem.: unwilling to
(P. PA) 1/71 frcrn Salt Lake City met equity require-

ments; HOC concern on
costs & low & moderate
income housing.

85. Sterling Forest 14/71 1971 1973 WittKirew 80 22,000 " 20 City Investing Coqany 5 1. Problem: Lack of devel-
(EP, AT) 31, mi len iris New York op"r fcllc.i through two

City applicant extensions.
2. Feature: 50% open

space, strong
environmentally.

66. Strawberry Hill 2/71 1Q72 11/72 Rejected 15 863 124 Co-Build (nits; St. CC 1. Develoçer delay in
(PA, All 2/71 Croix, Virginia responding w/appllcant.

Island Problems w/water supply
& market for tcMnhcnses






TPJLE 4 .1 - PASIC DATA ON SELECT PD NEW 1W1TY FRreOSMS WIllul 6T PR NEVER APPROVED (ALPNAWT!ZED) " V. !-Y PATES AND SUN. DrErrnITIct

Date Pate of Pate of Guarantee
of Initial App!'csition Final Pn;t, tation Rcqurrt 1. Reasci, for final action

Project Name(s) Submission Invitation Action Action (000) Acres $(million) tlevelrpvr & location Type 2. Distinctive features

87. Sunburst (F) 7/68 1971 Dropped O 10,000 Solar ('evolor,Pnt S 1. Lack of inforenticn
Corp.; lk,ulder Co. , financial feasibility;Colorado lack of developer

follow-through.

88. sunriver, Oregon 6/72 8/73 Rejected Oregon ES 1. Primarily resort
(FA) cor~nity without

bakrre of land uses.

89. Sun Tree 9/71 11/72 Withdrew UI 3,150 6 knerirnn Corrmonitv CC 1. Obtained private
"Aquarius" (PA) Developers, Inc.;

Wevard Co. , Fla.

90. Tlsherlake 6/72 1/73 2/711 Rejected 31 ill ,600 0 Ter,nerscno Valley PS 1. Fnvirorental lawsuits
p4, All A'jth'rit y. lhnir,p on on Tell icc Dam; depen-

Tel hoc, run, Tenri, dent or Congressional

grants. fleeing
withdrew participation.

71. Tree Ears, 5/72 1/7 iQ7O W'ratcrjcmi 20 Tree Pane Develnin'nt S I. Caught in NOD leers-
(PA, Al) Corp.; E'nnmhla rounty, tori'mi; prohlmrs w/

Florida character & criminal
rerord of local

patnnr-laedrwner.

92. Tuskegee (F) 571 1972 Withdrew 'I? 6,000 " 39 Twke Alumni hnisir,g S 1. Strip mining damaged
Funda' ion. Ptnnin,an, site.
Alabama

93. Venture (F) 1969 1073 Rejected 00 10,000 32 New Cities, Inc. S I. QuetLtis 'in rvananrTrnt
(Wii I Ian Poral,) 25 capability and equity.
miles north of Denver

911. Visitation Rancho 11/72 10/72 Withdrew California S 1. No help needed in land
(PA) asambly; pruhles w/

political jurisdictions
05. Warrens Ridge (PA) 3/71 '72 Rejected 70 865 21) Planned I y rlovnljir,d S 1. Opposed by ioral citi-

city P1 one' I rip' Cnd s- zpnr, local government
nina. Sly en Ins frye and Cnnp,ns,i,-wial
Clevelind, Ohm delegation.






TARE .1 - BASIC DATA ON SFLa'TFD NEW CP?MINITY PROPOSALS MUCH WFHE NEVER APPROVED (ALPHABETIZED) , KEY DATES AND FINAL DISPOSITIOG

project Name(s)

Date Date of Date of Guarantee
of Initial Application Final Population Request
Submission Invitation Action Action (000) Acres $(million) Developer & Location Type

1. Reason for final action
2. Distinctive features

96. Warrens New Town
(PA)

4/73 1/74 Rejected 16 Massachusetts CC

Colorado

1. Lack of local support;
economic and environ-
mental problems .

97. Watertown East
(PA)

4/71 4/72 Dropped 5 200 ID Frank Associates; NTIT
Watertown, Mass,

1. Concern about impact of
project on surroundingtraffic and businesses.

98. West Valley'Kane Co"(IA, Al)
12/71 1/73 1Q75 ltratcw'iurn 30 Mark VII Corporation; " CCKane County, Illinois 1. Caught in moratorium.2. Considered to be strongproject by staff.

99. W. Daytona
Peach (PA)

6/7i Unknown Unknown 70. 6,000 LID Consolidated Tc4,nka CC
Land Company; Volusia
County, florida

2. Feature: Site wholly
owned by developer.

100 iestern
Crarton (P)

1969 1970 Dropped 110 4 ,000 IS City of CraristiE, Rhode WIT
Island western part or
City

1. Problem: Lack of
follow through by
developer.

2. Feature: Site wholly
wood by developer.

101 Woodale (PA) 11/72 3/74 Rejected ?6 7,000 116 Woo'lalo Inc.; Terretone ES& Assumption Parishes;
90 miles west of New
Orleans

1. Hi'i cost of flood pro-
tevt ion; policy of not
approving projects in
100 year flood plains.

102 Ia-Ta-Hey CE) 6/69 1970 Dropped 10 2,600 Center of Applied FS
Technolrgy; t-tVi nley
County, Now Mexico

1. Problem: Lark of devel-
oper follow-through.

2. Feature! To serve
Navah Indian
Reservation; alcohol
rehabilitation center.

ThTAL ALL PROJECTS U,3I3 ETh,259 1,903
1111 AL FUR APPLICATIONS INVITED 1,262 2011,5114 566

5tJJRCE: The primary source for this table is a New Communities Administration document dated approximately in 197I1 entitled "NCA Retired Applications". This
contains date of pre-application submitted, date final action taken (when known) and reason for final action. Basic data on the pr-ejects was
mpplied from various project lists dot log from 196q to 19711 and from a review of original corrcsprrlcnrce on 30 projects. In some cases "reasons for
final action" was tr<en from staff reoni lectinris if not hire was found in writing. Some proposals arid inquiries which were less than pre-applications
are included in this list. Ahoit 50 or 60 inquiries art not included as being too substantial Fr inslunicin here.


