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TAH.E 4.1 - BASIC DATA ON SHLECTED NEW COMMUNITY PROPOSALS WH1CH WERE NEVER APPHOVED (ALPHABETLZED), KEY DATES AND FINAL DISPOSITION

Abbreviations:

P--Propesal ; PA--Pre-application; Al--Application invited;

E--Estimated

Company ; Wilson County
Tennessdce

Date flate of Date of Guarantee
of Initial Application Final Poprilation Request, 1. Reascn for final action 5
Project Name(s) Submission Invitation Action _(000) _ Meres $(million) Developer & lLocati 2. Distinctive feature '
Alvin York (P) 10/ 68 100 11,300 Nova City Corporation; . Lack of develover
"Nova City" FenLress Uo., Tennessee fallow-through.
. Original propozal,
various free-standing- E
communit ies, f
Basin City (P) 1971 12 2,640 Nostaw Development Co.; Unknown
Washington State
Anne Arundel (F) f0re8 Unikeiwn 2,000 R.G. Green Development 1. Lack of developer
Co; Anne Arundel Co, Md. follow-through.
Atrisco (P) 2/70 Unknown 35,000 Westland Pevelopment . Lack of developer cap-
Co.: Bermallilo Co., ability & liquidity;
New Mexico inability to gain
agreement by deacen-
dents of land grant
owner. (Original
Spanish land grant.)
Battery Fark City 4/ 55 91 Battery Park City . Inabllity to gurantee
(FA) Authority; Manhattan, public bonds @ market
New York rate; lack of grants,
. . Feature: On landfill
from World Trade Ctr,
under development.
Beautiful City (P) 12/68 16 « 500 Beaubiful City holding . Primarily a rental
Co. (Conrad Reed); 9 project for senior
. miles west of L.A. citizens; no balance
of land uses; envi-
ronmental problems.
Belinda City (FA) 6/71 10 1,400 Nat.'l Land Development . No water system; lack

of developer capabil-
Ity; ather flnancing
found.

FS--Freestanding; S--Satellite; NT1IT--New-Town-In-Town; GC--Growth Center;
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Project Hame(s)

Bell Creek (P)

i, Belle Terre (PR)

1. geardman (PA)

1. Brier Hill
(P, PA, AI)

2. Churchill Town
(P)

ek

Citaes (FA)

i, Charleston East
{FA)

*Conditional

Date

Date of

Date of

of Initial Application Final

Sutmission lLwitation Action

12768

/g2

72

5470
&1

5/69

1968

272 %

1969

/74

1970 E

8/73

197

Aot ion

Re ject ed

Re jected

Re ject ed

Re jected.

Dropped |

Be ject o

Dropped

Population
 Sone) -

i)

B0

20

nn

Acres

1,000

12,500

2,500

i

2.8

L

0o

0o

Guarantee
Request,
$(million)

20

15

10.8

TARLE B.1 - BASIC DATA ON SELECTED NEW COMMINITY PROPOSALS WHICH WERFE NEVER APPROVED (ALPHABRETIZED), KFY DATES AND FINAL

Sam Gary 0il1 Company;
Powder River Co,, Wyo.

Landmark [and Company;
25 W. of New Orleans, La.

Boeing Company; Oregon

Redstone Central R.R.
Company; Fayette Co.,
Pennsy Ivania

Churchill investments &
GermanLown [nvestment ;
Germantown, Pennsylvania

Commrmealth of Puerto
Rico; 14 milez from
San Juan, P.R.

Fraser Vroperties
Ferkeley County,
South Caralina

DISPOSITION

GC

FS

S

S5

1.
Type 2.

1

Reason for final action
Distinctive features

Plan lacked features
of new Lown.

. Concern abaut economic

feasibllity and
environmental problems.

. Feature: Existing

commnity started by
Zechendorf .

. Boeing withdrew from

project.

Deprezsed area new
town 45 miles from
pittsburgh; problems
with site conditions
economic feasibility.

. Strong political

support .

. Lack of developer

follow-through.

. Feature: Part of

innovative "Germantown"
approach by coumty to
build a now town w/o
land ownership by
aingle developer.

. Agency could not issue

taxable bonds.

. Lack of documentation;

R T T T,

concern about splitting
black & white existing
comminities by freeway.
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TABLE 8.1 = BROLU DALA UN SELECIED NEw CUMMUNLLY FHOPUSALS WHICH WeHE NEVER APEROVED CALEHASELLZED) , KEY LATES AND FLNAL DISFUGLEION

Date Pate of  Date of Guarant.ee :
of Initial Application Final Population Request 1. RPeaszon for final action S
Broject Name(s) sibmission lnvitatios Astion  fctlom . L006) - Aeyes §lsdillon) = Peveloper & location Type 2. Distinctive features b
; 1
15. City View (FA) T/11 B/73 Re jected 31 500 First NaLional City NTIT 1. Lack of support from iy
Hank, FEauitable; NYC on job location;
OQueens, New York City sponsors withdrew.
16. Collier West 8/71 9/73 Re jected 10 1,400 12 Broyhill Industries; S 1. Too small; lack of L
(FA) North Carolina follow through by
developers. tf
17. Columtia (F) 1971 1972 Dropped 120 14,000 Lo Columbia Association; 8 1. Existing new communi- ‘i
/71 Rouse; Howard Co., Md. ities not given
guarantees,
18. Criudad Bravo 8771 9/73 Re jected 25 2,500 25 United Housing Corp. S 1. Lack of follow-through
(P, PA) % Shareholders Cap. by developer; too
Corp.; San Piego Co., amall. Weak market,
California (Geothermal energy).
2. Feature: Faired town
with Mexice; use of
geothermal energy,
19. Peesksill - on /72 7/72 Re jected GC 1. Deficient pre- i
Hudson (FA) application. ;
20. Deer Hills us71 1972 5/72 Withdrew 5 = 1,672 22 ] Levik Development Co.; SMC 1. More profitable to
(PA, AI) {! Deer Field Beach, Fla, sell off in parcels.
np/ . |
21. Deer Ru 5/71 2/73 8/73 Re jected 4o 5,608 6 James W. Fair; Tyler, s 1. Options expired; falled
(PA, AT) ; Texas to submit application
> : in 6 months.
22. Fort Lincoln 1971 1971 1974 Withdrew 16 335 Westinghouse BSI/Hagans  NTIT 2. Feature: Grants fram 3
(PA) (Declared Washington, D.C. urban renewal; use of -
inactive) surplus Fed. property.
23. Fountain Hills 1968 1972 Dropped 78 11,420 n McCulloch 0il; Near S 1. Use of lot sale techni-

(P)

Phoenix, Arizona

que; lawsuit on use of
irrigation district.
Questionable commit-

ment Lo low & moderate
housing.



TABLE 4.1 - BASIC DATA ON SELFCTED NEW COMMUNITY PROPOSALS WHICH WERE NEVER APPROVED (ALPHABETIZFD), KFEY DATES AND FINAL DISPOSITION

Date Date of = Date of
of Initial Application Final
Froject. Name(s) Submission Invitation Action Aetion
?3.a Franklin Town /71 Re jected
(P)
20, Granada (AIL) 1971 1973 1974 Re jected
75, Greerwood (P) 1970 1971 Re jected
‘. Grandview (PA) Wiz 11473 Re jected
?7. Grant Park (F) 1968 1971 Dropped
“A. Hackensack 1971 1973 e jected
Meadowlands (PA)
3. Hamilton (P, AT) 1968 1969 1970 Re jact ad
30. Highlands (FA) 1971 1973 Withdrew:
Re jected

Population

L A0

15

103

4o

100

Guarant.ee
Request

fAcres  $(million)

50

18,000

4,000

7 ‘000

5,608

20,000

11,500

2,000

24

30

45

50

30

Developer & Location

Fratklin Town Corp.;
Philadelphia, Pa.

Arizona Newcom
Development Corp.

Arkansas Best Corp.;
Fort Smith, Arkansas

Ouray Co. Land Co,
16 miles from
Montrose, Colorado.

Claremont Industrial
Park, Inc.; Claremont
County, Thio

Hackensack Meadowlands
Commission; North N.J.

Castle & Cook; Santa
Clara Co., California

Rensselear Foly.
Institute & IDC; near
Rensselear, New York

1.

Reason for final action

Type 2. Mstinctive features

NTIT

FS

y

na
+

Project too small.

. Problema w/develcper

management | security
for lean, marketing
land leazes,
Feature: In part, on
Gila Indian
Reservation,

. Problems w/economic

feasibility.

Economic feasibility.

Options expired; failed
to aubmit application
in 6 months.

. Legal impediments to

development. An innova-
tive, expensive & high
risk project; environ-
mental problems; many
local gowermments to
deal with.

. Attractive site, but

expensive to tuild
upon, hard to get to;
astride San Andreus
Earthquake Fault.

. Lack of sclid developer
commitment; lack of
fol low-through.




31.

32.

33.

36,

TARLE U.1 - BASIC DATA ON SELECTED NEW COMMUNITY PROPOSALS WHICH WERE NEVER AFPROVED (ALFHABETIZED) , KFY DATES AHD FINAL DISPOSITION

Project Name(s)

Honolulu (EA)

Joaquin (PA)

Kaiparowitz

(PR)

Kansas City West
(A1)

Kingwood (F)

Kingston (PA)

Date

Date of

Date of

of Initial Application Final
Submission Invitation Action

18971

1971

1972

2/72

f/ B9

W

/72

1973

1974

1974

8/73

Inknown

V74

Cuarantee
Fequest

Population

Act ion (000)  Jeres  $(million)
Re ject ed 125 35,000 20
Re ject ed 75 20,000 o
Re jeot ed 20 2,100
-
Re jected 50 12,755 25
Dropped .
Re ject ed BT 24,900 18

Developer & Location

¥
Dna}} Olsen: 18 miles
from Stockton, Calif,

Kare Co. Developer;
Kane County, litah

Kansas City West, Inc.;
11 miles from Kansas
City, Kansas

Humble 0i1, Friendswood

Development Corporation:

Houston, Texas

Comprehenaive Community
Development, Inc.: Near
Pascagrula, Mississippi.

o

FS

ta

(]

;
Type 2. Distinctive features

1

25

. Feature:

Reason for Final action

. Lack of information on

pre-applicat ion.
Feature: -To be built
on Bishop Estate
uaing land leases,

. Problema with water

supply, financial
backing control of
land.

. Lack of certainity that

power plant will be
built forming job base,

. Note: Power plant was

not built. Waa to have
uzed weatermn coal.

. 2nd extension denied.

Developer failed to
submit application
miterialas after 12
month delay. Delays
in achieving state
legislation.

. Lack of follow-through

by developer; no record
of rejection,
Currently
successful community.

; qurfmti.mim on market;

lack of local support.
fnvironmental issues.
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TAELE U .1 - BASIC DATA ON SELECTED NEW COMMUNITY PROPOSALS WHICH WERE NEVER APPROVED (ALPHABETIZFD), KFY DATES AND FINAL DISPOSITION

o e TR TS g S L

Guarantee
Request 1.

Late Date of Date of
of Initial Application Final

&

Population Feason for final action

Project Hame(s) Submission Invitation Action Action  (000)  Acres $(million) Developer & location  Type 2. Distinctive features
7. Latigo, (PA) 9/72 Lyl e ject ed R 14,800 50 Godwin Beyers Company; S 1. Environmental concerns;
11 miles northwest water sunoly problems;
Colorado Springs. capture rate too high.
38. Liberty Harbor /73 /73 74 Re jected 60 2,409 50 Jersey City & National NTIT 1. Lack of response to
(P, PA, AL) Kinney Corp; Jersey questions on cost and
. City, New Jersey nature of development
entity; delays in
- filing application.
39. Les Alamitos 371 1972 Unknown 22 1,100 25 City initiated project; NTIT 1. Land was Naval Air
(PA) Ray Watt possible Station; not declared
developer; Los Alamitos, surplus.
California 2. Note: Considered as a
PROJECT BREAKTHROUGH
site.
40. Major Center (P) 1969 Unknown Unknown 112 2,800 50 Major Realty Corp.: NTIT 1. Project cut into four
Orlando City, Fla. parts by intersecting
freewaya, ;
2. Four miles from Disney A
World. ‘
41, Manorville 12/70 10/71 3/73 Unknown L} ?,IQS 25 Manorville Development 3 1. Lack of follow-through |
(PA, AI) . Corp.; Long Island, by developer; resis- |
New York tance by investors to |
spending money on ‘
i application; zoning |
problems, |
42. Marincello 1968 1968 1970 Re jected 22 2,100 21U Frouge County, Marin s 1. Major environmental

TP ALY

County, California

problems: access to
site difficult; com-
munity opposition;
cost of development
high.
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TAHLE 4.1 -~ BASIC DATA ON SELECTED NEW COMMUNITY PROPOSALS WHICH WERE NEVER APPROVED (ALPHABETIZED), KEY DATES AND FINAL DISPOSITION Ei

Date Date of  pate of Guarant ee

of Initial Application Final Population Request 1. Beason for final action &
Project Name(s) Submission invltation jetion = ketion - S000) Acres $(million) Developer % location  Type 2. Distinctive features ¥
0. New Duval (PA) 1172 8/73 Withdrew; ™ 5,168 New America Develpopment 8 1. Impact of nolse pollu- 4
Re jected Corporation; 20 miles tion; impact of nearby \
fram Jacksonville, Fla. military operations. '
1. New Franconia 6/71 /72 2/T4 Withdrew in 1,400 s Nilsen Greap (Gerald s 1. Inability to obtain
"Hosanna" Finn}; Fairfax County, local approval; i
(FA, A1) Virginia political & citizen &
opposition. ;:
2. Feature: High density,
innovative people move: e
" tied to regional i
transit. 1
7
2. New Hartford B/72 Unknown  Unknown 12+ 100 50 City of Hartford with NTIT 2. Part of "Hartford 3
(FAY private developer as Process” &
partner; Hartford, Conn. ik
ir
53. N. Manchester 8/71 8/73 Withdrew 63 4,600 25 Carabetta Prothers; GC 1. Problem with econamic g
Village (FA) North Manchester feasibility and zite k
Massachusetls location. lv
54. Nouville (PA, AI) 10/71 573 2/Th Re jected 10 Gulf Union Corporation; S 1. Lack of economic iF
Fast Paton Houge, La. feasibility; flood
plain problems.
56. Olympia Heights 9/71 Unknown 66 9,000 .50 Perea and Company; GC 1. Lack of strong market
(FR) Cochise Co., Arizona area; lack of developer
follow-through,
56. 014 River (FA) 12768 1970 Discouraped 120 24,216 g 0Id River Realty, Inc. s t. Froblems: Swampy area,
Chambers & Lib County, 2. Feature: (il & gas on
Texas site; interstate
acress.
57. Orangewcod 10/70 1971 7772 Withdrew 35 565 R Florida Gias Company; S 1. Developer could not
(P, Al near Orlanda, Florida afford full application

in light of previous
commi tment.s.




TARLE U.1 - BASIC DATA ON SELECTED NEW COMMINITY PROFOSALS WHICH WERE NFVER APPROVED (ALPHARETIZED), KEY DATES AND FINAL DISFOSITION

Project Name(s)

Date

Date of
of Initial Application Final
Submission Invitation Action

8. 0Oak Openings
(P, AL)

59. Orion Hills (PA)

60. Famlico, Inc.
{PA)
f1. Painaire (F)

62. Park Central (PA)

63. Patcom (PR)

6l. Pattonsburgh
(F, PA, AL)

T/

6/71

/11

4/69

12/73

7/72

b/70
6/72

6/72 1975

1972

8/13

1969

1974

8773

i3 8713

Date of

Guarantee
Population . Request

Action (000) Acres  $(million)
Moratorium 50 L 789 30
Withdrew 50 5,000 ua
Re jected 204 1,800 10-20
Discouraged 5 300 20
Bejected for 729 15
guarantee®
Fle'jmztéd

| -
5 6,158

ﬂejectéd

# In 1978 given certification of eligibility under Brooks amendment. (grants only).

Developer & location

Lucas Co. Penewal and
Community Development
Depart.ment,

Chrysler Realty Corp.;
Oakland County, near
Pontiac, Michigan

Pamlico, Inc.; Hyde
Co., North Carolina

Panaire Investments;
Graham Co,, Arizona

Hayes, Inc.; Fort
Arthur, Texas

Patteracn, New Jersey

Andes and Robert
Construct. fon Compary §
Davies Cn., Missouri

"R

NTIT

NTIT

GC

-

. Reaszon for final action
. DMatinctive features

. Problems with economic

feazibility and reloca-
tion of suburban black
comminity.

. Feature: Unique "Over-

apill New Town" by
governmental agency.

. Unable to prepare full

application because
local developer did
not cooperate as
anticipated.

LY
. Economic feasibillty

problems.

. Environmental problems,

particularly with
flooding.

. Urban repewal type

funding nceded, but
nct availatble.

. b month period erxpired

for application; Dam
project which would
relocate old clity
vetoed by Fresident;
some local opposition
to project.

s e A N
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TABLE .1 - BASIC DATA ON SFLECTED NFW COMMUNITY PROPOSALS WHICH WERE NEVER APPROVED (ALPHAPETIZED), KEY DATES AND FIMAL DISPOSITION

Date Pate of Date of
of Initial Application Final

(Guarant ee

Fopulat ton Request 1. Reason for final action

. To be bullt around
state penitentiary and
technical training
school.

Froject Name(s) Submission Invitation Action Action __{000) fcres $(million)  Developer & loeation Type 2. Distinctive features
72. Beston (N) (P) 1271 1971 Dropped 5 7,500 20 Gulf Reston; Fairfax S . Lack of developer
County, Virginia follow-through; inabil-
ity to offer guarantees
to existing new
communit fes. "
73. St. George (FA) 1972 8/73  Rejected Vermont. ™C 1. Too smll.
T4, Sacramento New b7 10/72 Re jected 8 139 5 Sacramento New Town NTIT , Deficiencies in pre- "
Tewn in Tawn (FA) Developers (Camphell application; developer i
Construct ion Company); changed in mid-stream. :
Sacaramento, Calif. - ‘?atum: BREAK THROUGH |
1TF. - :
75. San Antonio New 8/72 12/72 /74 Rejected 20 San Antonio New Town NTIT 1. Failure to change state ;
Town in Town (A1) Ltd.; San Antonio, law to enable private '
Texas developer to act as
sole developer; lack of
aszurance of repewal
funds.
76. San Louis Obispo 1963 1970 Dropped 10,000 50 Karl Jaeger; San Louls = . Lack of developer
(F) Obispo (n., California follow-through. :
77. Santa Cruz, 72 6/72 12/72 Fe jected Watt Industries: New GC . Developer w/drew, but '
Juan (P, AI) Withdrew 2 Mexico letter lost; rejected.
78. Satellite City 12/ 68 1970 Dropped 16.5 3,000 Carl Ray PFobiraom; 5 . Problem: Lack of follow
(P} Morgan County, Alabama through by developer.
near Huntsville . Feature: Stong ;
minority orientation.
79. OSecioto (P, PA) 10/68 u/72 Reject.éd > 3,500 10.4 Associated Planners, GC . Froblem: Failed to sub-
2/ i Ine.; Scinto County, mit additional material
Ohio requested. Applied to
Title X.




80.

81.

82
i

Blu,

85.

BE.

TABLE 4.1 - BASIC DATA ON SELECTED NEW COMMUNITY PROPOSALS WHICH WERE NEVER APPROVED (ALPHABETIZED), KEY DATES AND FINAL DISPOSITION

Date Date of Date of Guarantee
of Initial Application Final Population Request
Project MName(s) Submission Invitation Action Action (000) Acres  $(million)
Sewards Success /71 1/74 Re jected 58 3,200 50
(FR) i
Shelby Farms (F) 12/ 68 173 8773 Re jected 60 5,000
"Hopewood" (PA) Y72
"S.W. Atlanta" 10/71 8/73 Withdrew
(pa)
Spartanburg (PA) 10/72 1974 Re ject ed
Stanstury Park 9/69 0/ 7Y 8/73  Withdrew 20 1,300 24
(P, FA) 111
Sterling Forest b7 1971 1973 Withdrew 80 22,000 .« 20
(PR, AIL)
‘
Strawberry Hill 2/71 1972 1/72 Re jected 15 863 14
(FA, AI) 2/

Developer & Location

Great Northern Corp.;
Near Anchorage, Ala.

Shelby County; Shelby
County, Tennessee

Chrysler Realty; South
Fulton County, Georgia

Spartanturg, South
Carolina

Terracore; 25 miles
from Salt Lake City

City Investing Company
35 miles frem New York
City

Co=Bui ld Homes; St.
Croix, Virginia
Island

NTIT

GC

. Reason for final action

Distinctive features

—

. Problem:

. Feature:

Lack of eco-
nomic feasibility;
dependent upon access
acroas river,

. Feature: Climate con-

trolled commnity,

. Problemsa: Concern about

racial discrimination
& environmental issues.

. Feature: County owned

penal farm.

. Considered to be strong

application by some HUD
staf f members.

. Renewal type project;

needed renewal type
funding.

FProblem: urwilling to
meet equity require-
ments; HUD eoncern on
costs & low & moderate
income housing.

Froblem: Lack of devel-
oper follow through two
applicant exLensions.
50% open
space, strong
environmentally.

. Developer delay in

responding w/applicant.
Froblems w/water supply
& market for townhouses

|




87.

88.

89.

0.

TAHLE 4.1 - BASIC DATA ON SELECTED NFW COMMINITY PROPOSALS WHICH WERE NEVER APPROVED (ALPHABETIZED), KFY DATES AND FINAL DISPOSITION

Project Name(s)

Date

of Initial Application

Date of

Date of
Final

Submission Invitation Action

Sunburst (F)

Sunriver, Oregon
(PA)

Sun Tree
"Aquarius" (PA)

Timberlake
(PA, AI)

Tree Farm
(PA, AI)

Tuskegee (F)

Venture (P)

(ra)

Visitation Rancho

Warrens Ridee (PA)

1/68

b/72

971

6/72

5/72

1969

bs72

/73

w13

1971

8/73

hy72

2/TH

1975

1972

1973

10/72

5/72

Fopulation

Action _(ooy)
Dropped 60
Re jected
Withdrew b
Re jected 3
Moratorium
Withdrew uz2
Re jected 90
Withdrew
Re ject ed &5

3,150

14,600

6,000

10,000

865

Guarantee
Request
$(miliion)

20

« 39

32

beveloper & Location

Solar Deve lopment
Corp.; boulder Co.,
Colorado

Oregon

American Community
Developers, Inc.;
Brevard Co., Fla.

Tennesgee Valley
Authority /Boelng on
Tellico Dam, Tenn.

Tree Farm Development
Corp.; Fscambia County,
Florida

Tuskee Alumni housing
Fundation, Birminghiam,
Klabama

New Cities, Inc.
(William Forah) 25
miles north of Denver

California

Planned hy Cleyeland
City Planning Commis-
sfon. Six miles from
Cleveland, Ohin

: i
. Distinctive features

a

GC %,

FS ;

Reason for final action

. Lack of information

financial feasibility;
lack of developer
follow-through.

. Primarily resort

community without
balance of land uses.

Obtained private
f{PLkpijJJJtJ'JB L4

Environmental lawsuits
on Tellico Dam; depen-
dent on Congressional

grants. Boeing ‘

withdrew particlipation.

. Caught in HUD mora-

torium; problems w/
character & criminal
record of local
pariner-1andrwuner,

. Strip mining damaged

site.

. Questions on management

capability and equity.

. No help needed in land

aszembly; problema w/
political jurisdictions

. Opposed by local citi-

zens, local govermment
and Congreassional
delegation,

e T DA W
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TABLE U .1 - BASIC DATA ON SELECTED NEW COMMINITY PROPOSALS WHICH WERE NEVER APPROVED (ALPHABETIZED), KEY DATES AND FINAL DISPOSITION

GC

NTIT

NTIT

FS

|
Type 2.

Reason for final action
Distinctive features

L

. Feature:

Lack of leocal support;
economic and environ-
mental problems.

. Concern about impact of

project on surrounding
traffic and businessea,

. Caught in moratorium.
. Considered to be strong

project by staff,

Site wholly
owned by developer.

. Problem: Lack of

follow through by
developer.

. Feature: Site wholly

owned by developer.

. High coat of flood pro-

tection; policy of not
approving projects in
100 year flood plains,

. Problem: Lack of devel-

oper follow-through.
Feature: To serwe
Navahoe Indian
Reservation; alcohol
rehabilitation center.

Date Date of  Date of Guarantee
of Initial Application Final Population Request
Project Name(s) Submission Invitation Action Action (000) Acres $(million) Developer & Location
96. Warrens New Town b/73 1/74 Re jected 16 Maasachusetts
(PA)
Colorado
97. HWatertown East /71 Ls72 Dropped 5 200 10 Frank Associates;
(FR) Watertown, Masa.
98. West Valley 12/71 1/73 1975 Moratorium 30 Mark VII Corporation;
"Kane Co" - Kane County, Illinois
(FA, AL)
99. W. Daytona 6/ 71 Unknown  Unknown 20+ 6,000 o Consolidated Tomoka
Beach (PA) Land Company; Volusia
County, Florida
100 Western 1969 1970 Dropped o 4,000 15 City of Granston, Rhode
Cranston (P) Island western part of
City
101 Woodale (PA) bsy2 3/T7h Re ject ed 26 7,000 u6 Woodale Inc.; Terrebone
- & Asaumption Parishes;
= 90 miles west of New
Orleans
102 Ya-Ta-iley (F) 6/69 1970 Dropped 10 2,600 Center of Applied
Technology: MeEinley
County, New Mexico
TUTAL ALL FROJECIS T,313 831,259 1,903
TOTAL FOR APPLICATIONS INVITED 1,262 204,514 566
SURCE: The primary source for this table is a New Communities Administration document dated approximately in 1974 entitled "NCA Retired Applications". This

contains date of pre-application submitted, date final action taken (when known) and reason for final action.

Pasic data on the projects was

supplied from various project lists dating from 1969 to 1974 and from a review of original correspondence on 30 projects. In some cases "reasons for
final action" was taken from staff recollections if nothing was found in writing. Some proposals and imuiries which were less than pre-applications

are included in this list.

Abaut. 50 or 60 inquiries are not included as being too substantial for inclusion here.
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