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CIVIL RIGHTS AND THE HOUSING AND COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT ACT
OF 1974
VOLUME II: A COMPARISON WITH MODEL CITIES

--A report prepared by the Michigan
Advisory Committee to the U.S.
Commission on Civil Rights

ATTRIBUTION:

The findings and recommendations
contained in this repor+t are those of
the Michigan Advisory Committee to
the United States Commission on Civil
Rights and, as such, are not
attributable to the Commission. This
report has been prepared by the State
Advisory Committee for submission to
the Commission, and will be
considered by the Commission in
formulating its recommandations to
the President and Congress.

RIGHT OF RESPONSE:

Prior to the publication of a report,
the State Advisory Committee affords
to all individuals or organizations
that may be defamed, degraded, or
incriminated by any matarial
contained in the report an
opportunity to respond in writing %o
such material., All responses have
been incorporated, appesnded, or
otherwise reflected in the
publication.
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LETTER OF TRANSMITTAL

MICHIGAN ADVISCRY COMMITTEE
TO THE U.S. COMMISSION ON
CIVIL RIGHTS

June 1976

MEMBERS OF THE COMMISSION

Arthur S. Flemming, Chairperson
Stephen Horn, Vice Chairperson
Frankie M. Freeman

Robert S. Rankin

Manuel Ruiz, Jr.

Murray Saltzman

John A. Buggs, Staff Director
Sirs and Madam:

The Michigan Advisory Committee submits this report, the
second in a continuing study of the c¢ivil rights aspects of
the Housing and Community Development Act of 1974, as part
of its responsibility to advise the Commission about civil
rights problems within this State.

This report is interim in nature. It compares the effect of
equal protection and civil rights provisions of the new
community development law with those same provisions of the
Demonstration Cities and Metropolitan Development Act of
1266 (model cities).

The Advisory Committee has found that in the area of
citizens' participation, low-income and minority individuals
have fewer opportunities to participate in decisionmaking
under the new act than they had under model cities
legislation. Th=2 decline in citizen participation by low-
income and minority individuals is seen by the Advisory
Committee as a condition that should and can be corrected by
both administrative and legislative action.

Secondly, communities have increased the amount of tunding
going to physical development (hardware) projects under
community development from what it had been during 1968-72,
the years of heavy model cities activity. At the same time
comnunities have sharply decreased the amount of funding
going to ovublic service (software) types of projects. The
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Advisory Committee has determined that this shift in program
funding has not been due to a change in community needs but
primarily to the dismantling of the citizen participation
procedures prevalent during 1968-72 under model cities,
Differences in the wording of the new law and model cities,
along with statements of congressional intent, have also
contributed to this shift in program funding.

Based on these findings, this Advisory Committee has
directed recommendations to appropriate local, State, and
Federal officials, It is the Advisory Committee's hope that
the Commission will support these recommendations with
specific actions, The Advisory Committee is continuing its
examination of the 1974 act and further reports and
recommendations will be forthcoming.

Respectfully,
s/

Jo-Ann Terry
Chairperson
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THE UNITED STATES COMMISSION ON CIVIL RIGHTS

The United States Commission on Civil Rights, created by the
Civil Rights Act of 1957, is an independent, bipartisan
agency of the executive branch of the Federal Government.

By the terms of the act, as amended, the Commission is
charged with the following duties pertaining to denials of
the equal protection of the laws based on race, color, sex,
religion, or national origin: investigation of individual
discriminatory denials of the right to vote; study of legal
developments with respect to denials of the equal protection
of the law; appraisal of the laws and policies of the United
States with respect to denials of equal protection of the
law; maintenance of a national clearinghouse for information
respecting denials of equal protection of the law; and
investigation of patterns or practices of fraud or
discrimination in the conduct of Federal elections. The
Commission is also required to submit reports to the
President and the Congress at such times as the Commission,
the Congress, or the President shall deem desirable.

THE STATE ADVISORY COMMITTEES

An Advisory Committee to the United States Commission on
Civil Rights has been established in each of the 50 States
and the District of Columbia pursuant to section 105 (c) of
the Civil Right Act of 1957 as amended. The Advisory
Committees are made up of responsible persons who serve
without compensation. Their functions under their mandate
from the Commission are to; advise the Commission of all
relevant information concerning their respective States on
matters within the jurisdiction of the Commission; advise
the Commission on matters of mutual concern in the
preparation of reports of the Commission to the President
and the Congress; receive reports, suggestions, and
recommendations from individuals, public and private
organizations, and public officials upon matters pertinent
to inquiries conducted by the State Advisory Committee;
initiate and forward advice and recommendations to the
Commission upon matters in which the Commission shall
request the assistance of the State Advisory Committee; and
attend, as observers, any open hearing or conference which
the Commission may hold within the State.,
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I. INTRODUCTION

The Housing and Community Development Act of 1974 is
the most recent in a history of congressional actions begun
in 1937 that affect the housing and living conditions of the
nation's poor. According to the U.5. Department of Housing
and Urban Development, the new law is quite different from
the more than 60 Federal programs that have gone before it
and "significantly alters Federal involvement in a wide
range of housing and community development activities."t

Due to this change in Federal involvement in programs
dealing with the country's poor and minority communities,
the Michigan Advisory Committee to the U.S. Commission on
Civil Rights has undertaken a study of the racial and
economic effects of the Housing and Community Development
act and its implementation in the State of Michigan. The
study focuses on the effectiveness of those provisions of
the law requiring civil rights compliance, citizen
participation, and priority expenditures for low- and
moderate-income families.

Phase one of the Advisory Committee's study consisted
of an analysis of the application and funding process and
the impact of the new legislation in one suburban Detroit
community. A report of the Advisory Committes's findings
and recommendations, €ivil Rights and the Housing and
Community Development Act of 1974, Volume I: Livonia, was
published in June 1975.

Phase two of the study compares -he civil rights
implications of the new law with the civil rights
implications of one of its predecessor programs, model
cities, The Advisory Committee analyzed the intent of both
laws:; the legislation creating both programs; ruless,
regulations, and court decisions affecting the
implementation of both laws; the processes, programs, and
benefits resulting from both laws; anéd the opinions of
primary participants in both programs regarding their
effectiveness,

On June 26 and 27, 1975, the Advisory Committee held
informal hearings in Lansing, Michigan, as a part of its
study. Witnesses appearing at the informal hearings
included representatives of the model cities programs in
each of the eight communities in Michigan that had received
model cities funds, representatives of city governments,



directors of city agencies with authority over community
development funds, and individuals active in citizen
participation units of model cities programs.

In this comparison the Advisory Committee looked at two
elements of both model cities and community development:
citizen participation and program decisions, in order to
determine the extent of involvement by the poor and minority
community, and to determine the benefits received by the
poor and minority community.

The model cities program was chosen for this
comparative analysis because it was one of the several
categorical programs folded into the Housing and Community
Development Act, because of its similarities to the Housing
and Community Development Act, and because it was one of the
most recent programs established by Congress prior to the
passage of the 1974 act, Like the Housing and Community
Development Act, model cities was intended to benefit
principally low- and moderate-income families, provide a
wide range of alternative uses for available funds, and
allow city governments a great deal of discretion in
determing how money would be spent., These characteristics
set model cities apart from other Federal community
improvement programs, which limited the use of funds to a
specific purpose such as water and sewers, housing
rehabilitation, or historic preservation.

The two programs are also different in other respects.
Each has its own history of congressional intent and
purpose. Each has its own set of regulations and guidelines
for implementation. And each has operated under the
authority of different administrative personnel at various
levels of the Department of Housing and Urban Development.

This is a report of the Advisory Committee's findings,
conclusions, and recommendations regarding its compariscon of
the model cities and community development programs. The
report is interim in nature, as the Advisory Committee is
continuing its study of the new law and will publish
additional findings and recommendations as other portions of
the study are completed.

The entire project has been established under the
Commission's legislative mandate to appraise the "laws and
policies of the United States with respect to denials of
equal protection of the law."2 The Michigan Advisory



Cocmmittee sought to determine whether the Housing and
Community Development Act of 1974 has maintained or
increased the guarantees of equal protection promised by the
constitution or whether those guarantees have been in any
way eroded or decreased by the passage and implementation of
this new legislation.

NOTES TO SECTION I

tj.S., Department of Housing and Urban Development, Summary
of the Housing and Community Development Act of 1974 (1974),

p. 1.

2g5ec. 104 (a) (3) Civil Rights Act of 1957 as amended.



II. HISTORY AND PURPOSE OF THE ACTS

The Demonstration Cities and Metropolitan Development
act of 1966,1! known as model cities, was designed to provide
Federal grants and technical assistance to city
demonstration agencies to plan, develop, and conduct
programs to improve the physical environment, increase the
supply of housing for low- and moderate-income people, and
to provide educational and social sexrvices vital to health
and welfare,2

In passing the act Congress declared that "improving
the guality of urban life is the most critical domestic
problem facing the United States."3 Congress also found that
the Federal Government's previous grant-in-aid programs for
housing had not met the urban needs of the country and that
additional financial assistance with new and broader
approaches to the shortage of housing and other urban
problems was necessary:

The persistence of widespread urban
slums and blight, the concentration of
persons of iow income in older urban
areas, and the unmet needs for
additional housing and community
facilities and services arising from
rapid expansion of our urban population
have resulted in a marked deterioration
in the quality of the environment and
the lives of large numbers of our
people while the Nation as a whole
prospers.,*

According the the U.S., Department of Housing and Urban
Development, model cities gave local communities "the
broadest discretion in developing proposed programs" ever
experienced prior to the passage of the Housing and
Community Development Act of 1974.S

The Housing and Community Development Act of 19746 is
one part of an overall effort made during the early 1970s to



reform the Federal grant-in-aid system (categorical grants)
and remove part of the responsibility for domestic
decisionmaking from Federal authority and place it in the
hands of State and local governments. This "new
federalism," as it was termed, was manifest in such laws as
the State and Local Fiscal Assistance Act of 1972 (general
revenue sharing) and the Comprehensive Employment Training
Act of 1973 (CETA).7?

The Housing and Community Development Act eliminated
categorical grant-in-aid programs for open space land
grants, urban beautification and historic preservation,
public facility loans, water and sewer and neighborhood
facilities grants, urban renewal and neighborhood
development program grants, and model cities supplemental
grants. The act replaced these programs with a single
"block grant" to applicants who qualify for funding. A
commuanity's "entitlement," the total amount of its grant, is
based on a mathematical formula that is uniformly applied to
all applicants.

The primary objective of the act is "the development of
viable urban communities, by providing decent housing and a
suitable living environment and expanding economic
opportunities, principally for persons of low and moderate
income,."® In passing the act Corngress declared that "the
future welfare of the Nation and the well-being of its
citizens depend on the establishment and maintenance of
viable urban communities as social, economic, and political
entities,"®

congress also found that previous programs, both public
and private, had been inadequate, resulting in "the growth
and persistence of urban slums and blight and the marked
deterioration of the guality of the urban environment." The
nation*'s cities, towns, and smaller urban communities "face
critical social, economic, and environmental problems
arising from the growth of population in metropolitan and
other urban areas, and the concentration of persons of lower
income in central cities,"10

Local communities were given increased responsibility
and control over funding expenditures as described in a
report of the Committee on Banking and Currency of the U.S.
House of Representatives:



The committee wishes to emphasize that
a principal objective of the community
development program proposed in the
bill is to strengthen the ability of
local elected officials to determine
their community®s development needs,
set priorities, and allocate resources
to various activities, local elected
officials should clearly be in charge
of managing block grant funds flowing
to their communities,tt



NOTES TO SECTION II
142 U.S.C. 663301 et seq. (1970).

2y,.3., Congress, House of Representatives, Committee on
Banking and Currency, Subcommittee on Housing, Housing and
Community Development Legislation--1973, 93rd Cong., 1st
sess., 1973, part 3, p. 1967 (hereafter cited as HCD
Legislation--1973).

342 yU.S.C. §3301(1970C).
4Ibid.

SHCD Legislation--1973, p. 1967.

642 U,S.C.A. $6§5301 et seq. (1975).

731 U.S.C. 661221 et seq. (Supp. IV 1974) and 29 U.S.C.
§68801 et seq. (Supp. IV 1974).

842 U.S.C.A. §5301(c) (1975).

21Ibid., (b).

10Tbhid., (a) (1).

11y7,58,, Congress, House of Representatives, Committee on
Banking and Currency, Compilation of the Housing and

Community Development Act of 1974, 93rd Cong., 2d sess.,
1974, pp. 355, 356,




ITITI. CITIZENSY PARTICIPATION
Legislative Differences

Requirements for citizen participation are spelled out
in both the model cities act and the community development
act. The model cities act required "widespread citizen
participation in the program."! The housing and community
development act requires:

...Satisfactory assurance that, prior
to submission of its application, it
has (A) provided citizens with adequate
information concerning the amount of
funds available for proposed community
development and housing activities, and
other important program requirements,
(BY held public hearings toc obtain the
views of citizens on community
development and housing needs and (C)
provided citizens an adequate
opportunity to participate in the
development of the application...but no
part of this paragraph shall be
construed to restrict the
responsibility and authority of the
applicant for the development of the
application and the execution of its
Community Development Program,?

The act also provides that funds may be used to support
certain citizen participation activities including: "“the
provision of information and resources to residents of areas
in which community development and housing activities are to
be concentrated with respect to the planning and execution
of such activities."3

The two legislative requirements are different in that
model cities law requires participation in the program. The
community development act requires participation only in the
application process,



Model cities does not specify in any way the type or
extent of citizen participation. The community development
act specifies that "adequate information" must be provided
to citizens, that "public hearings® ke held to get the views
of citizens, and that there be "adequate opportunity to
participate® in developing the application.

The model cities law does not include any language
regarding citizen participation and its effect on the
responsibility and authority of the applicant. The
community development act specifies that the citizen's
participation requirements of the law cannot be construed to
restrict the applicant's responsibility or authority over
the application for or execution of a community development
program., ¢

Differences in HUD Interpretation and Regulations

Under both the model cities act and the community
development act, the U,S. Department of Housing and Urban
Development (HUD) is charged with responsibility for the
issuance of regulations necessary for full implementation of
the congressional intent of the law.

Regulations passed by HUD regarding citizen
participation under model cities include the issuance of
City Demonstration Agency (CDA) Letter No. 3 on October 30,
1967. The HUD letter stated:

The implementation of this statutory
provision requires: (1) the
constructive involvement of citizens in
the model neighborhood area and the
city as a whole in planning and
carrying out the program, and (2) the
means of introducing the views of area
residents in policy making should be
developed and opportunities should be
afforded area residents to participate
actively in planning and carrying out
the demonstration.

This requirement grows out of the
conviction that improving the quality
of 1ife of the residents of the model
neighborhood can be accomplished only
by the affirmative action of the people



themselves., This requires a means of
building self-esteem, competence and a
desire to participate effectively in
solving the social and physical
problems of their community.

HUD will not determine the ideal
organizational pattern designed to
accomplish this objective. It will,
howevar, outline performance standards
for citizen participation which must be
achieved by each City Demonstration
Agency. It is expected that patterns
will vary from city to city, reflecting
local circumstances. The city
government, as the principal instrument
for carrying out the Model Cities
program, will be responsible for
insuring that whatever organization is
adopted provides the means for the
model neighborhoodt's citizens to
participate and be fully involved in
policy-making, planning and the
execution of all program elements., For
a plan to be approved, it must provide
for such an organization and spell out
precisely how the participation and
involvement of the residents is to be
carried out throughout the life of the
Model Cities program.

HUD went on in the same letter to outline performance
standards for citizen participation in model neighborhood
programs:

In order to provide the citizen
participation called for in the Act,
there must be some form of
organizational structure, existing or
newly established, which embodies
neighborhood residents in the process
of policy and program planning and
program implementation and operation.
The leadership of that structure must
consist of persons whom neighborhocod
residents accept as representing their
interests,

10



The neighborhood citizen participation
structure must have clear and direct
access to the decision making process
of the City Demonstration Agency so
that neighborhood views can influence
policy, planning and program decisions.
That structure must have sufficient
information about any matter to be
decided for a sufficient period of time
s0 that it can initiate proposals and
react knowiedgeably to proposals from
others, In order to initiate and react
intelligently in program matters, the
structure must have the technical
capacity for making knowledgeable
decisions. This will mean that some
form of professional technical
assistance, in a manner agreed to by
neighborhood residents shall be
provided.

Where financial probklems are a barrier
to effective participation, financial
assistance (e.q., baby sitting fees,
reimbursement for transportation,
compensation for serving on Boards or
Committees) should be extended to
neighborhood residents to assure their
opportunity to participate.

Neighborhood residents will be employed
in planning activities and in the
execution of the program, with a view
toward development of new career lines,
including appropriate training and
modification of local civil service
regulations for entry and promoction.

HUD's Technical Assistance Bulletin No. 3, titled
"Citizen Participation in Model Cities," stressed the
importance of a partnership between citizens and the city
council:

Although these citizen participation
arrangements cannot abrogate the

contractual responsibility of the city
to HUD, they represent a vital part of

11



the mechanisms by which the city shares
power with the citizen structure. Such
mechanisms for sharing of power and
responsibility are essential to citizen
participation and tco the ultimate
success of the Model Cities program.

The most fundamental lesson illustrated
by the experiences of the first
generation of model cities is that the
concept of partnership cannot be
implemented without considerable effort
and expense, Citizens' distrust of
public officials can neither be arqgued
nor rationalized away. Public
agencies' procedures, styles, and
skills cannot be changed solely by
admonition or the carrot of new Federal
programs. Years of partnership may be
necessary to compensate for generations
of distrust.

In many ventures, some partners are
more equal than others. City
government is clearly the dominant
partner in the Model Cities Program.
Yet it is precisely because city
government has the ultimate power of
final decision in the Model Cities
Program that the concept of partnership
carries the risk that it can ke reduced
to rhetoric, thus defeating the -
objectives of citizen participation.

In its 1970 handbook, "Workable Program for Community
Improvement," HUD stated that it is a “guiding principle of
departmental policy to insure that citizens have the
opportunity to participate in policies and programs which
affect their welfare." In the same handbhook HUD recognized
the need for citizens to be involved as full participants in
decisionmaking rather than the more traditional, but
ineffective, advisory role:

New forms of collaborative
relationships between citizens and
government, new means for participation
in the decisionmaking process, nzed to

12



be developed...traditional acts of
participation--voting, attendance at
meetings, letters to Congressmen--are
frequently ineffective in dealing with
the immediate problems raised by
increasingly large and compiex programs
having direct impact on peoples?
lives,.®

Regulations passed by HUD regarding citizen
participation in the housing and community development
program repeat the same language as Congress used in the act
(as noted above). In addition, HUD included a section on
citizen participation in the performance standards subpart
of the regulations that requires the Secretary of HUD to
determine if:

{1} A local citizen participation plan
has been developed ard made public.

The recipient shall specify in the plan
how it intends to meet the citizen
participation requirements of this
Part, inclusive of a timetable
specifying: (i) When and how
information will be disseminated
concerning the amount of funds
available for projects that may be
undertaken, along with other important
program requirementsg; (ii) when in the
initial stage of the planning process
public hearings will be held; (iii)
when and how citizens will have an
opportunity to participate in the
development of the application prior to
submission; (iv) when and how any
technical assistance the recipient may
choose to provide, will be made
available to assist citizen
participants to understand program
requirements such as Davis-Bacon,
environmental policies, equal
opportunity requirements, relccation
provisions and like requirements, in
the preapplication process; and (v) the
nature and timing of citizen
participation in the development of any
future community development program

13



amendments, includirg reallocation of
funds and designation of new activities
or locations.

(2) A local process has been developed
which permits citizens likely to be
affected by community development and
housing activities, including low and
moderate income persons, to articulate
needs, express preferences about
proposed activities, assist in the
selection of priorities, and otherwise
participate in the development of the
application, and have individual and
other complaints answered in a timely
and responsive manner. (Applicants may
wish to provide bilingual opportunities
for citizen participation, it feasible,
where significant numbers of non-
English speaking persons are likely to
be affected by community development
program activities,)?

No additional guidelines on citizens' participation
have been provided by HUD, even though the department
received a number of requests for additional guidelines
during the period of public comment on the regulations.
According to HUD, these requests were rejected "since the
proposed requirements would have imposed upon HUD the
responsibility for specifying the manner in which local
government related to its citizens. This role was not
considered appropriate for HUD."#8

The regulatory requirements of the two laws are
different in that:

(1) Model cities required an organizational structure
of neighborhood residents. Commurity development has no
such requirement.

(2) Model cities required that neighborhood residents
be involved in (a) program planning, (b) policymaking, (c)
implementation of programs, and (d) ongoing operation of
programs. Community development requires an opportunity for
citizens to participate only in the development of an
application for funds prior to its submission and in any
amendments which might be made to that application.

14



(3) Model cities required that the neighborhood
residents who made up the organizational structure must be
persons whom neighborhood residents accepted as representing
their interest. The community development regulations
include no such reguirement.

{(4) Model cities required that where financial problems
were a barrier to effective participation of neighborhood
residents, financial assistance should be made available,
Community development regulations include no such
requirement.

(5} Model cities regulations include a statement of
philosophy that improving the guality cf life for low-income
residents can only be accomplished by the affirmative action
of those residents themselves., Community development
regulations include no such statement of philosophy.

(6} Model cities regqulations included a statement that
cities must share power with citizens and that this sharing
of power and responsibility was essential to citizens®
participation and the ultimate success of the program.
Community development includes no such statement.

{(7) Workable program guidelines that covered model
cities programs noted that attendance at meetings, voting,
and letters to Congress were quite often ineffective means
of citizens! participation and required new alternatives for
participation in the decisionmaking process, Community
development regulations require such meetings as a principal
source of citizens'! participation.

Legal Interpretations and Judicial Findings

Court decisions also contributed to implementation of
citizens! participation under model cities legislation. The
primary area of legal debate centered around the degree of
authority and control vested in citizens by the Congress.

The United States Court of Appeals for the Third
Circuit found that the reguirement of "widespread citizen
participation in the program® and the emphasis on "local
initiative in the planning..." formed a "central and novel
feature of the Demonstration Cities Act...."?

Describing the congressional intent of the law, the
court's opinion stated:
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Perhaps the best expression of
Congress' intent in passing the act was
employed by plaintiffs' counsel in oral
argument in the court: viz., "Power to
the powerless," that is to say, it was
the intention of Congress to cause the
poverty-stricken citizens of our larger
cities to improve their lot by their
own efforts,190

The extent of authority granted to citizens has been
defined by one 11,5, district court as something less than
"absolute control" or an "equality of power" with the local
governmental agency.!l! However, another district court
determined that citizens do have a definite authority under
the law and "must participate in the implementation of this
chapter {of the model cities act] and in the determination
of new policies or changes in existing basic strategy of the
program.™t2 Tn another district court case the court
determined that citizens are to be involved "in all phases
of the program" and *"no plan will be formulated and no
action thereunder commenced except as there is widespread
citizen participation."13

The U.S., appeals court, the highest court body to rule
on the authority of the citizens' participation component of
model cities, concluded that "a direct operational function
{for citizens]...is required by CDA Letter No, 3.'" The
court's decision goes on to point out that it was contrary
to the law and to HUD regulations to allow citizens?
participation "to be reduced to an advisory capacity."1lse

Legal interpretations of citizen participation under
the Housing and Community Development Act have not yet been
made. Although cases have been filed regarding the new act,
the courts have not vet entered rulings on the issues
involved,

Differences in Implementation

The Michigan Advisory Committee reviewed the citizen
participation activiti=s of all eight model cities in
Michigan and compared those activities with the citizsn
participation process used by th2 cities under the Housing
and Community Development Act. Although citizens?®
participation varied from city to city under hoth pieces of
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legislation, some basic similarities and comparisons can be
made.

Under model cities most communities established an
ongoing citizens' participation component, often called a
policy board, that was officially recognized as the agent
for citizens' input and participation. This board was
usually incorporated, and its membership was elected by
model cities neighborhood residents.

The boards received regular budget allotments for their
ongoing operations, and in most cases they hired full-time
staff to assist in carrying cut their responsibilities.
Board members were paid stipends for loss of wages and other
costs incarred due to attendance at meetings.

Model cities policy boards normally had authority to
participate in planning, monitoring, and implementing
neighborhood programs and, in many cases, operated in some
form of partnership with the city and the model cities
agency, often having a veto power over the choice of
programs and the letting of contracts. Usually this veto
power could also be asserted by the model cities agency as
well, and the city government remained the final authority
in the decisionmaking process. CCity councils often chose to
let the model cities agency and the citizens® policy board
carry out needs assessments, set program goals, and choose
programs and sponsors. The city would then authorize those
programs and contracts on which the citizens' policy board
and city agency had reached agreement.

Exceptions to these normal operations are explained in
detail in the analysis of each city that follows.

During the first year of the Housing and Community
Development Act, citizens'! participation consisted primarily
of two or more public meetings called by the city with
voluntary attendance by residents of the community. 1In
addition, several cities distributed questionnaires
requesting opinions on the city's housing and community
development needs,

Many cities also designated a citizens'! participation
unit to assist the city government in its future
decisionmaking regarding the community developmernt act. 1In
nearly every case, mambers of these bodies were appointed
either by the mayor or the city council. Few of these units

17



were given budgetary funds, staff, or authority to
participate in monitoring or implementation of community
development programs. Most were advisory in nature and had
no veto power or "partnership® status with either the city
council or the community development agency.

ANN ARBOR

The citizens' participation component of the Ann Arbor
model cities program was the Model Cities Policy Board. The
board consisted of 23 voting members who were elected by
residents of the model cities neighborhood. Candidates for
election were not reguired to live in the model
neighborhood,.ts

The authority of the policy board was reflected in the
organizational chart of the city demonstration agency (see
figure 1). Like other traditicnal administrative formats in
ann Arbor, such as the planning department and the housing
commission, the director of the city demonstration agency
answered to the policy board and the policy board, in turn,
was responsible to the city council.té

The policy board also had substructures, including
program task forces, "responsikle for continuous planning
and evaluation of the various projects in the model city
area," model neighborhood area groups organized to feed
information to the task forces, and citizen participation
staff members responsible for coordinating citizen input
into the task force and policy board decisionmaking.17

According to the "Second Year Action Plan" tor the Ann
Arbor model cities program, the purpose of the entire
citizen participation structure was to "insure that
sufficient information and control was provided so that they
[citizens] may be in a position to make decisions affecting
their life within the city of Ann Arbor."t8® Figure 2
indicated that the policy board held a decisionmaking role
in the development of fiscal plans and programs. 1In
addition, a similar system was used in the letting of
individual contracts for projects. A citizen task force
reviewed each contract and made a recommendation to the
policy board. The policy board then reviewed the
recommendation and referred its decision on *o the mayor and
city council.1?
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"The Model Neighborhood Policy Board is the major
decisionmaking body," for model cities, according to the
city's 1972-73 application. "The board makes the final
recommendations to the mayor and the c¢ity council on all
projects, proposals, contracts, and such which affect the
social and physical development of the model neighborhood
area."eo

According to the mayor of Ann Arbor and members of the
policy board, the decisionmaking authority of the board went
through two distinct phases. The first, lasting until
approximately 1973, consisted of a double veto system under
which the city government could not use model cities money
without the approval of the policy board and the policy
board, in turn, could not use funds without the city
government's approval.

Phase two, which followed, removed the double veto and
clarified the position of the city council as the final
authority in all matters regarding the expenditures of city
funds. According to one policy board member, this change
reduced the effectiveness of the board, and during the
following 2 years the city council increased its
participation in model cities decisionmaking, oftentimes
overruling policy board recommendations. (pp. 53, 134)21

The policy board held reqular meetings and paid its
members stipends to defray any expenses incurred for their
attendance.22 Approximately 65 percent of the board members
were minority and an estimated 80 percent represented low-
income families. (p. 61) The citizens' participation unit of
the city demonstration agency included an organizer-trainer,
two community organization aides, twoe communication aides,
and selected citizen and technical consultants.
Approximately $45,000 was budgeted for the activities of
these staff persons during 1972-73.23

The citizen participation component of the Ann Arbor
housing and community development program consisted of
public meetings held on three separate evenings, a letter
from the mayor of Ann Arbor "calling upon each citizen to
send a letter or other written communication setting
forth...suggestions of community needs," and the formation
of two committees to "recommend to the mayor and council a
planning and decisionmaking process and the steps to be
followed,.n2e
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In its report "Citizen Participation for Community
Development Revenue Sharing Funds," the city reported that
300 citizens attended the city's meetings regarding the
grant and 56 individuals expressed their opinions regarding
the funds. The results of the mayor's letter-writing
invitation are not included in the report,

In addition, the report describes the two committees
formed toO procure citizen participation. Committee I
consisted of 16 members, all chairpersons of various boards
and commissions operating in the city, and all appointed by
the mayor with city council approval. This committee met
seven times and disbanded, passing along a series of
recommendations to committee II. Committee II consisted of
31 members, including 6 from committee I and 25 selected
from attendees of the city-sponsored public meetings. All
members were appointed by the mayor.25

The committee has no ongoing budget or full-time staff.
Participants are not granted stipends for loss of wages or
other expenses incurred because of attendance at meetings.
The purpose and authority of the committee, according to the
city's report, was to make recommendations to the city
council regarding the development of the application for
funds.26 The committee has no authority over the director of
community development activities., Approximately 70 percent
of the committee members are white, and an estimated 15 to
20 percent represent low-income families. (pp. 61, 62)

In testimony before the Michigan Advisory Committee,
witnesses expressed their opinions concerning the changes in
citizen participation between model cities and community
development. Mayor Albert H. Wheeler, elected to office
after the first year's citizen participation and application
process had been completed, expressed opposition to the
reduction of citizens' participation under community
development.

I have a very strong feeling that
citizens ought to control the use of
their monies, whether it comes from
local government or whether it comes
from the Federal Government. I think
there has to be something more than
advice that one expects from
citizens...and you also have to make it
easier for some of the lower income
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people to participate. (pp. 102, 103)
It just seems to me that maybe there
ought to be a sharing of power, as we
originally started [under model
cities], a kind of doukle veto power
that did give us more than just writing
some recommendations and having them
voted up or down. (p. 117) I guess I
can sum it up by saying let's get the
farce out of citizen participation, and
let's make it real and meaningful. (p.
104)

Ezra Rowry, who served as chairperson of the model
cities policy board and later served on committee I for the
commuenity development program, indicated that two basic
philosophies regarding citizen participation had been used
in the city. The first, which operated in the early years
of model cities, was that Wcitizens must be involved and
must have an influential say so." The second philosophy,
which existed during the termination of model cities and the
first year of community development, was that "a citizen
could or should be consulted, but his participation is not
paramount in having or running a program." (p. 131)

Mr. Rowry went on to say that during the first years of
model cities the program was "truly controlled by the model
neighborhood residents.™ (p. 133) During this time there was
"a constructive relationship, a positive relationship
between the model cities board and the political officials
of the city." This situation has now changed, however,
according to Mr, Rowry. (p. 142) Under the Housing and
Community Development Act, "we don't have the citizenst
participation we had under model cities." {(p. 158)

The effectiveness of citizenst participation, as
measured by the acceptance of citizens' recommendations by
the city council, indicates that in Ann Arbor citizen
participation under the early model cities program was more
effective than under the first-year application process for
the Housing and Community Development Act. According to
city officials and members of the policy board, the city
council, prior to 1972, passed nearly every resolution
submitted to it by the policy bkoard.27 (p. 52)

Under community development, however, the city council
altered the recommendations of the citizens' committee II as
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they saw fit. The city council reduced the citizens'
recommended budget for an ecology center by more than 60
percent, reduced the contingency fund by more than 50
percent, reduced the budget for an animal neutering clinic
by more than 15 percent, and completely eliminated a
$128,000 program for youth employment and job training. The
council at the same time added programs of their own
choosing, including a gquarter of a million dollar project to
resurface and improve streets and curbs, 28

Measures of the effectiveness of citizens'!
participation in other areas such as program implementation
and proaram operations could not be made because citizens
have been entirely excluded from participation in these
areas under community development.

Dr. Theodore Beals, a member of the model cities policy
board and, according to city reports, a regular citizen
observer at committee meetings on housing and community
development, told the Michigan Advisory Committee, "The role
of minorities and the poor has been diminished to
essentially meaningless tokenism under the Housing and
Community Development Act. The community developmz=nt block
grant procedures are a giant step backward.®"29

BENTON HAREBOR-BENTON TOWNSHIP

The city of Benton Harbor and the Township of Benton
operatad a model cities demonstration project under a joint
governing arrangement whereby both governmental units were
equally represented on a model cities council, and both
governmental units reatained final voting approval over model
cities programs and projects. (pp. 165, 179)

The citizens!'! participation component of the Benton
Harbor-Benton Township program was the Citizens Steering
Council, Inc., which was comprised of 19 members, 12 =lected
from the model neighborhood and 7 appointed by the 12
elected members. 3¢ The council had an annual buiget ranaging
from $88,000 to $116,0CC. (p. 21¢) It maintained a full-
time staff of seven, including a director, community
consultants, and support staff.31 The council was also able
to hire independent consultants to advise members on
technical issues and was able to use funds to train
employees and council members regarding legal and technical
aspects of the model cities program. The council held
recgular meetings and paid participants for loss of wages and
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certain other costs incurred for attendance at the
meetings. 32

The authority and responsibility of the citizens
steering council was to:

(1) define problems and fcrmulate program objectives
and priorities for the model cities program;

(2) determine the overall planning objectives and
prioritises;

(3) coordinate its efforts with the city and township
to define strategies used to determine and solve the problem
areas defined by the council;

(4) have overall responsikility to determine strategies
within the specific program areas; and

(5) carry out project monitoring and evaluation
activities and develop the standards for evaluating
performance and program impact.33

Determinations reached by the citizens steering council
were submitted to the model cities council, the joint
governing board of the entire program, which in turn took
the ra2commendations to their respective city and township
governing bodies for final approval. The citizens council
did not have a veto power over programs and proijects but,
according to the director of the model cities program, "any
proposal or project to be augmented was first referred to
the citizens for a recommendation® before it was taken to
the joint governing board. (p. 179) Occasionally, the joint
governing board would approve a proposal that the citizens
had not yvet acted uvon. In these instances the action was
taken contingent on the future approval of the citizens
council. (p. 235) The city and the township governing units
could also initiate programs at their own discretion without
the consent of the citizens council cor model cities staff.
Such actions occurred only on Y“rare occasion," according to
the model cities director.3¢ The administrative structure of
the model cities program is shown in figure 3.

Under the Housing and Community Development Act, Benton
Harbor and Benton Township have received separate funding
and the joint governing arrangement used under model cities
has been terminated. Each goverrning unit now has its own

25



9c

FIGURE., 3

& 4 -

Senteon llarbor/Bentcon Township

[

-5

- . e e m o - [ Model Cities Council '

CsC

CS3C Coordinator - = e = e . I CDA Dir.

CDA Statff

L CSC staff -

- S, -

Tzask forces
for Planning
Evaluation and Monitoring

lfodel Cities Administrative Structure



separate citizens' participation component. The city of
Benton Harbor created the Community Development Citizens
Advisoxry Board as the citizens' participation component
under the Housing and Community Development Act. The board
consists of 19 members, each appointed by the mayor and cit
commission. This board held a series of meetings and
submitted a community development plan to the city
commission. The board's plan was altered to conform with
the desires of the city commission, and the plan was then
discussed at a city commission meeting that was open to the
public. (p. 236)

The board*'s authority includes:

(1) the use of experience, knowledge, and skills of its
members, who represent a broad cross~section of the
community, to help identify and confirm needs, receive
proposed plans, set priorities for areas of activities, set
goals, and participate in the implementation, evaluacion,
modification, and dissemination of these plans;

(2) *to advise the city commission on its Housing and
Community Development Act plan and to make recommendations
for the implementation of such plans;

(3} to participate in the selections of staff for human
services projects and the monitoring of such projects;

(4) to keep the general public informed about such
plans and the progress thereunder; and

(5) to serve as a medium for cooperation between public
and private sectors in the support of the city of Benton
Harbort*s community development goals and objectives.3S

The city has set aside $20,000 to support the
operations of the board, principally to pay participants for
loss of wages and other costs incurred for attending
meetings. No funds are available for independent staff or
consultants. {p. 20T

In testimony before the Michigan Advisory Committee,
witnesses expressed their opinions regarding the differences
in citizen participation under model cities and the
community development act., Arncld Smith, chairperson of
both the model cities citizens steering council and the
citizens board for the community development act, said, "I
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think that the citizens under model cities had mcre power to
make decisions and have those decisions really heard and
stuck to than we seem to have now under community
development." (p. 235)

"I think we [citizens and the city] had a pretty good
relationship under Model Cities," Mr. Smith went on. "We
did have some confrontations and we knocked some heads, but
I think we came out of it with better cooperation." (pp.
239, 240) Under the Housing and Community Development Act,
however, Mr. Smith reported that citizens "want some process
or some way to make sure that the city commission listens to
us. We have not found that way yet." {(pp. 257, 258)

The effectiveness of citizens' participation, as
measured by the acceptance of citizens' recommendations by
the city commission, indicates that citizens' participation
was about as effective under the first-year application
procedures for the Housing and Community Development Act as
it had been under model cities.

Measures of the effectiveness of citizens!
participation in other areas such as program implementation
and program operations could not be made because citizens
were excluded from participation in these areas under
community development.

Like the city of Benton Harbor, the Township of Benton
also set up a 19-member citizens' participation component
called the Citizens District Advisory Council for its
housing and community development program. {p. 191) All
members of the council are appecinted by the township
supervisor and the board of trustees.36 This council held a
series of meetings at which long-range and short-range needs
of ths township were discussed and recommendations made to
the township for inclusion in the community development
application. In addition, the council assisted in the
construction of an ongoing monitoring system for the
community development program and assisted the township in
hiring staff for the activities to be carried out under the
act.

The council has no independent staff or consultants, no

budget, and does not provide stipends to defray the costs of
participating in meetings,37
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Silas Legg, a member of both the model cities citizens
steering council and the community development district
advisory council, observed a shift in the quality of
citizens?'! participation with the inception of the community
development program.

"Now, in my estimation, I don't see real citizens'
participation," Mr, Legq told the Adviscory Committee, "I
see tokenism. And the reason I say tokenism is because when
we receive or have to make any changes in the plan, by the
time they get to us they are already made. All we have to
do is agree to them." (p. 2u5)

DETROILT

The citizens' participation component for the Detroit
model cities program was the Citizens Governing Eoard. The
board was composed of 140 members, of which 108 were elected
from 12 subdivisions cf the model neighborhood arnd 32 were
appointed by the mayor from various organizations within the
model neighborhood, 38

The governing board had an annual budget of
approximately $640,000. The board maintained a full-time
staff of 23 professionals along with additional clerical
staff, The board hired its owr consultants for legal,
auditing, and planning assistance. Technical assistance to
the board was also available from the Detroit model
neighborhood department.3? The board held regular meetings
and defrayed the cost of attending meetings through payment
of stipends to members.

The citizens governing board had the authority and
responsibility to review the comprehensive development plan
and final citizen review for cproposed governmental actions
submitted to it by the citvy for consideration and
recommendation. Subcommittees of the governing board were
responsible for program plannirg, monitoring, and
evaluation. They participated in developing the scope of
services and budgets for contracts, selection of
contractors, ard evaluation 0f the ongoing contract
operations, 490

The governing board had signoff authority over

virtually every facet of the model cities operation, and
according to a model cities spokesperson, "nothing happened

29



without the signoff of the citizens governing board."™ {p.
£26)

The governing board and the comiunity development
agency had dual veto power, and the city council (Commcn
Council of Detroit) would not pass on any c¢ontract or
program of model cities unless both the CDA and the
governing board had previously agreed to it. (p. 527)

Each year the governing board set the priorities for
the model cities program, set allocations for general
component areas of the program, determined the specific
projects it wished to undertake, set the level of funding
for each project, and determined the project operator. The
citizens' decisions were established and adhered to. (pp.
526-29)

The city council had ultimate responsibility for the
model cities program but entrusted the decisionmaking to the
citizens' participation component. In addition, the
governing board was responsible for maintaining
communication witi the model neighborhood residents.

Subarea and subdivision meetings for all residents of the
community were regqularly conducted during which community
needs, desires, and problems were discussed,st

The citizens' participation component of the Detroit
community development program consisted of five public
information meetings that were Leld throughout the city by
the city planning department and one public meeting held by
the city council.*2 In addition, employees of the planning
department, the model cities department, and the community
and economic development department were available to anyone
seeking an appeointment to discuss their opinions concerning
the new housing and community development program,

From these formal and informal sessions the city
planning department prepared the housing and community
development application, and the city council reviewed it
"line by line" and made whatever input and changes it
desired, (p. 541)

All priorities included in the application, the
component areas of the program, the budget allocations, and
the projects and levels of funding were determined, in their
final form, by the planning department and the city council.
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Detroit city officials did not authorize an ongoing
citizens' participation component or orgarization and
provided no funds for staff, stipends, consultants, or
organizational functions. The city has indicated that such
an ongoing citizens' participation unit has been considered
but at the present time it remains "under development." (.
560)

The effectiveness of citizens' participation, as
measured by the acceptance of citizens' recommendations by
the city council, indicates that in Detroit citizens?!
participation under model cities was more effective than
under the first-year application procedures for the Housing
and Community Development Act.

Under model cities the priorities set by the citizens!
participation process were adhered to without exception.
Under the Housing and Community Development Act, citizens
did not present recommendations or priorities to the city
council but instead voiced their individual opinions at
meetings.

Measures of the effectiveness of citizens'
participation in other areas such as program implementation
and program operations could not be made because citizens
have been excluded from participation ir these areas under
community development.

In testimony at the Adviscry Committee's hearing,
witnesses expressed their opinions regarding the quality of
citizens' participation under the two programs. David
Nelson, assistant administrator for social planning and
development with the Detroit model cities program and
currently on the city*'s staff for the housing and community
development program, told the Advisory Committee:

I think it is fair to say that
citizens' participation developed under
model cities and that nothing happened
without the signoff of the citizens!
participation organization. Citizens!
priorities were established and wers=
adhered to., City council took the
position that they would not approve a
contract for any expenditure of model
cities funds unless there was
concurrence from the city demons+tration
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agency and the citizens' participation
organization. (pp. 526, 527)

Under the Housing and Community Development Act,
according to Mr. Nelson, the participation of citizens
remained "just as high and as meaningful." However, he
indicated that "the process of their involvement may have
cranged somewhat." (p. 517) Regarding the effectiveness of
citizens' participation, Mr. Nelson told the Advisory
Committee, "“As you know, the guidelines on this program are
minimal at best; the legislation called for adequate
citizenst' participation and that is something that has been
defined differently in different places...." (p. 542)

Farl Adamaszek, who served as chairman of the citizens
governing board, told the Advisory Committee that citizen
participation procedures under the Housing and Community
Developmant Act were not as effective as those us2d under
model cities:

I would say that merely holding public
meetings s just a showplace. It is
totally ineffective. (p. 595)
Citizens' participation is tokenism.
(p- 580) I think you need a regulation
to push the city into some sort of
independent, geographically represented
citizenst® participation structure.
Without that, you are just fooling
around with it. (p. 594)

FLINT-GENESEE COUNTY

The model cities program operated by Genesee County was
multijurisdictional, covering portions of the city of Flint
and other townships as well. The city of Flint itself did
not operate a model cities program. However, when the
Housing and Community Development Act became effective, the
city of Flint was designated to receive the model cities
hold-harmless funds because 80 percent of the model cities!
funds had been spent in that city. Therefore, the Michigan
Advisory Committee has analyzed the citizens' participation
structure under the county's model cities program and the
citizens' participation structure under the city of Flint's
community development program.
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The citizenst'! participaticn component of the Geneses
county model citi=s program was the Model Cities Citizens
Participation Organiza+ion. The organization was governed
by a joint council consisting cf 75 members =lected ftrom the
three model neighborhood districts in the program.

The organiza+ion had an annual budgetr of approximately
$271,000, which included funds for the operation of a
citizen participation training program.*3 The organization
had its own statf of 13 who assisted in the day-to-day
implementation of the unit's responsibilities. The
organiza*ion held regular meetings and members receivad
compensation for attendance to defray certain costs such as
loss of wages.**

The authority and responsibiliries of the citizens
organization included:

(1) determination of priority needs and proklems;

(2) determination of program priorities and selection
of specific programs;

(3) selection of *the operating agencies to recesive
funding; and

(4) approval power over all contracts and contract
amendments. If approval was not granted by <th=
organization, the contract would not be passed along for
final approval.*S

In addition, the citizens organizaticn conducted
evaluation of ongoing programs and maintained an
organizational effort to involve additional citizens from
+he model neighborhood in the decisionmaking orocess. (p.
320)

According to the fourth-year application from Genesee
County, "The role of the citizens participation organization
is that of the decisionmak=r."+e

The citizens' participation component of Flint's
application for community development funds consisted of
public meetings held by the city council ({p. 268) and the
establishment of a city-wide advisory council. The advisory
council has 25 members, 9 appointed by members of the city
council and 16 appointed by the four active citizen district

33



councils in neighborhood development program areas of the
city.s?

The advisory council has no budget, no full-time staff,
no funds for the employment of independent consultants, and
pays no compensation for attendance at meetings to defray
costs or loss of wages.

The authority and responsibility of the advisory
council is to “participate with the administration in
determining the priorities which were to be met through the
Community Development Block Grant fund expenditure."48 The
council held a series of meetings and made a set of
recommendations to the city council regarding the use of
funds. The participation of citizens in program
implementation, monitoring, evaluation, and policymaking was
not called for by the city council. (p. 274)

The effectiveness of citizens' participation, as
measured by the acceptance of citizens' recommendations,
indicates that in Flint-Genesee County, citizens!
participation under model cities was more effective than
under the firs+t-year application procedures for the Housing
and Community Development Act.

Undexr mod2]l cities all program priorities had to be
passed by the citizens before they could be implementad.
Under the Housing and Community Developméent Act, the Flint
City Council altered the written recommendations of the
citizens adivsory council.*?

Measures of the effectiveness of citizens'
participation in other areas such as program implementation
and program operations could not be made because citizens
wers excluded from participation in these areas under
community development.

Commenting on the effectiveness of citizens!
participation, Flint City Manager Daniel Boggan, Jr., said,
"When compared to the usual focus of model cities programs,
the community development block grant procedure does not
provide the same degree of guarantees for minority
participation in the utilization of those funds.®"So

Gloria Grant, representing the Genesee County Model

Cities Agency, told the Advisory Committee, "I don't think
you could beat the citizen participation mechanism that was

34



used in Genesee County" for the model cities program. {(p.
283) This participation included *"planning, monitoring, and
evaluation of projects" as well as "policymaking." (p. 274)

Under th2 community development program, however, Ms.
Grant told the Advisory Committee:

It would appear that locally the "co-
optation®" theory of citizens?!
participation is being utilized.
Responsible citizens'! participation has
not been greeted with enthusiasm in the
city. The citizens! participation
regulation under community development
appears to be meaningful only at the
option of local government. (p. 274)

James Wheeler, a member of the model cities citizens
participation organization and chairman of its manpower and
economic development planning group, told the Advisory
Committee, "I think what model cities has proved, 1if
anything, is that it can be done. Citizens can work with
local units of government getting things done, if local
units of government are put in a position whera they must
listen." (p. 352)

Mr. Wheeler went on to tell the Advisory Committee:

Model cities put cities in a position
where they had to listen *o the
citizens, and when they listened,
things didn't work out too bad, It
worked out pretty good. It gave
citizens an opportunity to learn
responsibility and accountability. It
also created a lot of pride. 1 know,
bhecause I have been involved in the
program for 5 ysars now. {(p. 353)

Manuel Jones, who served as chairman of the model
cities citizens participation organization, told the
Advisory Committee that under community development
citizens' participation "has been somewhat different and
very disturbing." Mr, Jones went con, "We felt that this was
a poor example of what citizens' participation should be in
our community having the experience that we have had with
model cities." (pp. 321, 323)
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GRAND RAPIDS

The citizens' participation component of the Grand
Rapids model cities program was the Model Neighborhood
Citizens Committee., The committee was composed of 45
members, all elected from the model neighborhood areas. The
majority of the members were minorities and more than 50
percent of the members represented low-income families.
(pp. 814, 815) The committee had an annual budget of
approximately $406,000 and a full-time staff of up to 27
professional and clerical positions.S! The committee hired
its own independent consultants on certain matters, held
regularly scheduled meetings, and paid its members for loss
of wages and other expenses due to attendance at the
meetings. 52

The responsibilities of the committee included
"neighborhood citizen involvement, community organization,
assistance in project evaluation, determination of program
needs, and project planning,"“S3

The authority of the committee reached nearly every
phase of the model cities program and was characterized by
the citizens and the city alike as "an equal partnership”
between the committee and the Grand Rapids City
Commission.%* (p. 788) The committee and the city commission
were to "interpret its [model cities act] meaning to the
larger community and approve all policy decisions."35 All
components of the application of the model cities program
had to have the mutual approval of both the committee and
the city commission.Sé6

In describing the planning process for its model cities
program, the city Ademonstration agency stated, "the last
phase of the planning process is final proiject approval.
Final approval at the local level is the responsibility of
the Model Neighborhood Citizens Committee and of the Grand
Rapids City Commission."s7

The citizens committee was also responsible for program
evaluation and "from evaluation of projects, MNCC...decides
which programs will continue to the next action year and
what changes will be made in them, %"5®

Each year the city and the committee entered into a

contract which stated that the two bodies would "participate
as equal partners in the making of planning and
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implem=antation policy decisions.... During the term of this
Agreement, the enactment, modification or elimination of
any...implementation policies shall require the concurrence
of both parties...."S9 The citizens also had the right of
approval over the selection of the demonstration agency
director, 89

During the final action year for model cities, 1974,
the committee and the city entered an agreement to terminate
the "equal partnership arrangement" during the transition
period from model cities to community development. This
agreement gave the city full authority over the program
following July 1, 1974, until final termination of model
cities, 61

The citizens' participation component of the Grand
Rapids community development program consisted of a
Community Development Task Force, made up of 21 members
appointed by the mayor and city commissioners. The task
force was to Y“act in an advisory capacity to the city
commission in determining community needs and priorities."6?
The task force held a series of meetings and developed a set
of recommendations that were submitted to the city
commissioners. The city planning department provided the
task force with part-time staff support and consultation.
Members of the task force were not paid for costs incurred
for attendance at meetings. (pp. 789-91)

The majority of the task force members are white (72
percent), and minorities make up approximately 28 percent of
the total. Three of the members represent families with
incomes under $10,700 a year, and the remaining 85 percent
of the task force represents families with incomes over
$1C,000,63

The community development budget included $1C0,000 for
citizen participation activities during the first vyear of
the program. According to the application, these funds will
be used primarily for "neighborhood facilitators," who will
form task forces of existing citizens' organizations to deal
with local and city-wide problems.64

In addition to the formaticn of the 21-member task
force, the city held five public meetings to obtain the
views of citizens on community development. The information
from these meetings and the recommendations from the task
force were passed along to *he city commission. The
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commission then made changes in the recommendations and gave
final approval to its housing and community development
application. (pp. 791, 792)

The effectiveness of citizens' participation, as
measured by the city council's acceptance of citizenst
recommendations, indicates that in Grand Rapids citizens?
participation under model cities was more effective than
under the first-year application procedures for the Housing
and Community Development Act. Urnder model cities the
priorities and programs selected for funding were mutually
agreed upon by the city and the citizens. Undex the Housing
and Ccommunity Development Act, the clity commissioners
altered the recommendations of the citizens task force wien,
according to Mavyor Lyman Parks, "we did not feel they had
the kind of priority that those we replaced them with had.,"
(r. 801)

The citizens recommended funding a recreation centerxr
for $250,000. The city cut the budget by $150,000. The
citizens recommended funding a higher sducation program and
preschool program for a total of 344,000, The city did not
fund =2ither program. The citizens recommended funding a
career advancement program for $113,000., The city cut the
budget by 25 percent., The citizens recommended $22,000 to
be spent on an arts program. The city budgeted nothing.

The citizens recommended spending $300,000 for curbs,
gqutters, and alley repairs, The city budgeted more than
$300,000. In its recommendations the citizens task force
stated that, "Given the housing, employment and human needs
proktlems faced by many of our citizens, we could not
recommend®” funding for the West River Bank Development. The
city funded this capital improvement project for £200,000.65

In testimony before the Michigan Advisory Committee,
witnesses expressed their opinions regarding the changes in
citizens' participation between model cities and community
development, "The Housing and Community Pevelopment Act of
1574 provides for a higher deqree of local discretion in
administering the funds than was allowed under the model
cities programs," said Mayor Parks. "gBecause of this, it is
possible that the poor and minority groups could, to a large
extent, be excluded from the planring and operation of local
community development programs. Whether or rnot any city
would wilfully choose to take advantage of this potential is
another gquestion indeed," Mavyor Parks continued. "The
potential is certainly there." (p. 754)
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Wilbur Warren, a member of the model neighberhood
citizens committee, noted that the model cities program
established a "healthy trend in American democracy; namely,
accelerated and widespread active citizen involvement ain the
governmental decisionmaking procees.," This trend, according
to Mr. Warren, has bheen reversed by the Housing and
Ccommunity Development Act. "This landmark legislation does
not require citizen participation in local community
development planning, administration, or implementation, SO
as to guarantee poor and minority persons in Grand Rapids
any substantial influence or control over decisionmaking in
their community." (p. 831) The new act has "strengthened thes
authority and power of local governments but has left poor
and disenfranchised citizens, particularly minorivy
constituencies, without institutions and programs for
redr2ss and the protection of their righte and interests.®
(p. 826) The citizens, accordirg *to warren, "find it nard to
understand the community development revenue sharing concept
which gives unrestricted powers o the local government,
which has historically been the least responsive to the
needs of the disadvantaged." (p. 827)

HIGELAND PARK

The citizenst! participaticn component of the Hignland
Park model cities program was made up of eight Heighbornoosi
Advisory Councils (NACs), onrne in eachk of the eight arsas of
the city covered by model cities or model cities and the
Neighborhoocd Development Program (NDP). Each area electad
15 individuvals to the neighborhood advisory council, which
in turn selected one, two, Or three irndividuals (depending
on the population of the area) to represent +he NAC on an
overall governing body called the Citizens Advisory
Committ2e for Future Development, Inc. {(CAC). In addition
to the 17 memhers of the CAC chosen by NACs, the mayor of
the city appointed 8 members. {pp. 370, 371)

The CAC received an annual budget of approximately
$166,000 and had a full-time staff ranging from thres during
t+he first yvear to nine during the final year of operation.
Both the NACs and the CAC held regular monthly meetings and
participants were reimbursed for attendance at meetings and
for such costs as loss of wages.®®

According to the model cities program application, the

CAC was "the central policy making body for the model cities
program,"67 and was to "administer, implement and/or
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coordinate such programs and projects as shall =nable and
encourage residents of the CDA Target Area to participate in
all phases of the planning, implementation, monitoring and
evaluation of the Highland Park CDA Programs...."6®@

The CAC, together with the city demonstration agency,
was "responsible for the planning, implementation,
monitoring and evaluation of CDAR supplemental funded
projects, 69

The CAC's authority was neither equal to nor more than
that of the city council, which maintained final
responsibility over the model cities program.?9 However, the
CAC did have a form of veto power in that a letter, signed
by the chairman of the CAC, verifying that the committee had
reviewed and approved of the action, was required before any

contract or proposal could be submitted to the mayor and
city council, 71

Citizen participation in Highland Park
was established on the premise: (1)
that citizens who are directly affected
by the activities of the Model Cities
Program should be given an adequate
opportunity to influence decisions set
forth by the program, (2} that citizens
should have access to technical skills
that would generate greater
effectiveness in participation in
addition to initiating, monitoring, and
evaluating the Model Cities Program;

{3) that citizens should have adequate
resources and supporting services to
develop and manage viable alternatives
to meet the needs of their community,
and (4) that with this influence,
technical skill, and utilization of
available resources, the citizens
participation structure will move
effectively towards its primary
objective which will create and
maintain channels for the expression of
significant inputs in the area of
administration decisionmaking; and to
make residents aware of and
subsequently involved in administrative
policies and decisions thereby insuring
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that the community as a whole will
function harmoniously tc arrest +he
maladies of this community.?2

The citizens' participation component of the Highland
Park community development program is nearly identical to
that of its model cities program. Two additional
neighborhood advisory councils were created in order to gain
representation from all areas of the city. The name
Citizens Advisory Committee was also changed, to Citizens
District Council, and the name of Neighborhood Advisory
Councils was changed to Neighborhood Planning Advisory
Councils. The CDC 1is composed of 25 official members, 23
selected by MPACs and 2 representatives from the business
community appointed by the mayor. (pp. 371, 372)

Under the Housing and Community Development Act the CDC
will be budgeted at $144,190 for the first year's operation
and will continue to maintain its full-time staff.?3 Members
of the CAC continue to receive stipends for attendance at
meetings to defray their expenses. (p. 37)

In addition to maintaining the citizens' participation
component of the model cities program, Highland Park also
conducted public meetings on the community development act
to collect additional citizens' input.7?7¢

According to members of the citizens advisory
committee, the mayor, and the director of model cities, the
amount of citizens' input, responsibility, and authority has
remained virtually the same under community development as
it was under model cities in Highland Park.

LANSING

The citizens?' participation component ¢f the Lansing
model cities program was the Model Cities Policy Board., The
board was comprised of 21 members--10 appointed by the
mayor, 10 elected from model neighborhoods, and 1 appointed
by the city council.?s

The policy board had an annual budget of approximately

$88,000, of which 90 percent paid for full-time professional
and clerical staff,?6

41



The board held regqular meetings and reimbursed
participants for loss of pay, babysitting fees, and certain
other costs.?77

According to the Lansing city code the powers and
duties of the policy board included:

(1) The policy board shall be an
advisory council which shall advise the
city council concerning all model
cities plans, proposals, and projects.

(2) The policy board shall review,
consider, and act upon all model cities
plans, proposals, and projects.

{3y The policy board shall create and
establish those committees which the
policy board deems necessary.

(4) The policy board shall create and
establish all task forces.

(5) The policy board shall appeint one
Yvouth ad hoc representative" to the
policy bocard.?®

The policy boardts "task forces" were in turn empowered
to:

«...prepare specific and detailed
proposals for the expenditure of model
cities funds and shall submit such
proposals to the policy board for
review, consideration, and action.

{1} Suck proposals may be conceived,
developed, and prepared by the proper
task force; or

(2) Such proposals may be conceived
and/or developed by either the CDA
staff or the policy toard, arnd then
submitted to the proper task force for
preparation; or
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(3) Such proposals may be conceived
ands/or developed by or through the city
council, and then submitted to both the
policy board and the proper task
force, 79

Although the city ordinance was amerded in 1973 to
allow the city council itself to design and implement model
cities programs, with or without the approval of the policy
board, this option was seldom used, and model cities
programs continued to bte formulated and approved through the
policy board's authority, with the city council giving final
approval to the board's programs. (pp. 411, 412)

The citizens' participation component of the Lansing
application for community development funds consisted of
four public meetings held "to solicit the viewpoints and
recommendations of any citizen or organization concerning
priority okbjectives,"80 a questionnaire survey (ssee survey
results in table 1), and a public meeting by the city
council to make a final review of the application. 1In
addition, the city considered its solicitation of bids to
run various programs a form of citizens' par+icipation and
considered the technical planning committee (the city-
employed department heads who formally prepared the
application) to represent citizens' participation,®t

The citizenst' participation component had no organized
structure, no budget, no staff or independent consultants,
no regular meetings, and no reimbursement to defray costs
for meeting attendance.

The city of Lansing has approved of an ongoing
citizens' participation plan for future applications. A
total of three groups have been established under this plan,
including an eight-member Housing and Redevelopment Board,
all appointed by the mayor; an eight-member Human Resources
Board, all appointed by the mayor; and four Citizens
District Councils, one in =ach target area of the city.

Each of the councils will have 15 members, 10 elected and 5
appointed by the mayor. 32

The powers and responsibilities of the two eight-member
boards will be to advise their respective city departments,
human resources and housing and redevelopment. YThese
boards will make program recommendations to the planning
board prior to the preparation of the annual [community
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TABLE 1

Citizen's Preferences
{(from public hearings and mail-ins)

Rank Objective Point Valuel
1 #3 - health, life, property 1343
2 #1 - structural conditions 1327
3 #2 - community services and facilities 1300
& #5 - housing 1031
5 #6 - land and natural resources 986
6 #4 - community economy 881
7 #7 - isolation of income groups 757
8 #8 - historic preservation 492

lpoint values were derived by multiplying the number of responses
under each rating for each objective by the reverse order value; e.g.

Objective #1 = 54 responses for first priority
x 8 = 432

Objective #1 = 47 responses for second priority
x 7 = 329

The points for each objective are totaled to obtain point value,

Source: Lansing, Mich., Technical Planning Committee, Interoffice
Communication, Nov. 21, 1974,
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development ] plan, in accordance with Chapter 2A, Code of
ordinance, City of Lansing.%“e3

The powers and authority of the citizens district
councils and their coordinating council are spelled out in a
city resolution passed on March 17, 1975:

The District and Coordinating Councils
shall be advisory to each department
responsible for planning and
implemanting Community Development
programs. They shall be given the
opportunity to review and comment on
all plans and proposals. They shall
make recommendations to the board of
each department directly responsible
for Community Development activities,.s*

In addition, the city will hold public hearing(s) "to
review the ongoing program, to solicit comments from
citizens as to the effectivness of projects, and the need to
design projects to meet other community needs" each year
prior to the preparation of the annual plan.®5 The intent of
the citizens' participation process, according to the city
resolution, is to accomplish three basic cbjectives:

(1) That citizens heave input into the
annual CD plan and its amendments or
revisions;

(2) That citizens are provided
information regarding the amount of
funds available, the range of eligible
activities, the progress of
implementing activities, and other
important program irnformation;

(3) That citizens directly affected by
CD activities have the opportunity to
articulate needs, express preferences
about project activities, assist in the
selection of priorities and assist in
the development of a detailed plan in
the neighborhood development areas,8é

The effectiveness of citizens' participatior, as
measured by the acceptance of citizens' recommendations by
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the city council, indicates that in Lansing citizens®
participation under model cities was more effective than
under the first-year application procedure for the Housing
and Community Development Act. Under model cities the
priorities were set by the policy board, ard the programs
were designed by the board itself to fulfill the priorities
it had set., The city council then gave final approval to
the work of the board.

Under the Housing and Community Development Act the
city tabulated citizens' opinions regarding generail
“objectives®" such as *community economy," "isolation of
income groups," and "health, life, property," as their means
of establishing citizens priorities (see table 1). The city
council then adopted its own ranking, which, according to
Ralph Cascarilla, acting community development director,
came "close" to the citizens'! ranking.87?

Citizens were not included in the determination of
actual projects or program areas, and the final funding
levels (see section IV) have no correlation with the
citizens' priority ranking of objectives.

Measures of the effectiveness of citizens*
participation in other areas such as program implementation
and program operations could not be made because citizens
have been entirely excluded from participation in these
areas under community development.

In testimony before the Michigan Advisory Committee,
witnesses expressed their opinions regarding citizens®
participation under both model cities and the Housing and
Community Development Act. Mayor Gerald W. Graves concluded
that under model cities, "We're talking about so-called
citizens! participation, which in fact was not citizens®
participation." (p. 424) According to the mayor, the members
of the policy board did not constitute citizens!?
participation because in some instances very few people
participated in the elections held to select board members.,
(p. 424} The mayor told the Michigan Advisory Committee that
the selection method used under the community development
program, appointment by the mayor, would result in better
representation for the citizens of the city on the citizens
participation boards. (pp. 487, 488)

Eugene Loyd, who served as president of the Lansing
Model Citizs Policy BRoard, told the Advisory Committee,
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"From the outset, the citizens were formulating all the
programs that were to be funded under mcdel cities."™ (p.
411) Under community development, however, citizens!
participation changed, according to Mr., Loyd: "I would say
that in reading the Housing and Community Cevelopment Act I
feel that citizens' participation is very ambiguous.
congress should clarify whether they really meant for
citizens' participation to be a part of community
development or not." (p. 402)

Harry Smith, a member of the model cities policy board,
told the advisory Committee that under community
development, "“there was virtually no citizens' participation
in the development of the application itself." (p. #414)

SAGINAW

The citizens'! participation component of the Saginaw
model cities program was the Model Cities Policy Board,
Approximately one-half of the board members were elected,
and the remaining members were appointed by either the mayor
or elected as representatives of various organizations and
agencies in the city., Most of the board members were
minorities, and about 25 percent were economically poor.

{p. 676)

The policy board functioned with a budge+t of $130,000 a
yeaxr during its first 3 years of operation and had six full-
time staff members to assist thke board in carryirg out its
authority and responsibilities.88

The policy board had regqular monthly meetings and paid
stipends to its members who attended meetings in order to
defray such costs as babysittirng and travel expenses,89

During the third year of the program the role and
responsibility of the model cities policy board was defined
in a "Memorandum of Agreement Between Model Cities Policy
Board and City Council of Sagiraw" as "the organizational
structure which has been identified to provide for citizen
input into the local program." The memorandum went on to
state that the board was fan advisory body in an ongoing
process of citizen interaction with local government in the
development policies, plans and programs ard in the carrying
out of ths2se programs,"90 :
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The policy board was given authority and responsibility
over 11 major areas:

(1) Be responsible for presenting the
viewpoints of model neighborhood
residents to the fullest extent
possible in all phases of the Model
Cities program.

(2) Provide an opportunity for those
who live and work in the Model Cities
area to identify probklems, issues,
goals, and priorities as they perceive
them.

(3} Fnable citizens to examine and
comment on the inter-relationships of
programs affecting the neighborhood, to
identify where a lack of
coordination/communication creates gaps
in delivery, inconsistent approaches,
or counter effects ketween different
program activities.

(4) Identify appropriate planning
committees to consider all project
proposals who in turn will make
recommendations to the policy board.

(5) Make r=commendations on program
priorities that best speak to
alleviating model neighborhooé priority
problems.

(6} Through the policy board chairman
or his designated representatives,
participate in the presentation of the
Model Cities Action Year Plan to City
Council.

(7} Complete all Action Year Plan
development activities consistent with
a timetable to be developed by the City
Demonstration Agency.

(8) Designate three (3) representatives
to Model Cities Liaison Committee,
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(9) Develop and evaluate project
proposals and projects designed to
speak to rhe viewpoints of model
neighborhood residents,

(10) Make proiject recommendations for
ra-programmed funds,

(11} Raview monthly financial reporcs
for all Model Citiesg projects,.9®t

The memorandum of agresement stated that the ultimate
responsibility and authority for the model cities pregram
remained with the officials of local government but that
*model neighborhood citizens [must] participate and be fully
involved in policymaking, planning, and the carrying out of
all program elemants,"92

The citizens' participation comporent of Saginaw's
community development application consisted of a series of
pukblic meetings convened by the city and the distribution of
a questionnaire asking for opiriong on the city's housing
and urban development neseds. 2 total ¢f seven meetings were
leld at which 226 people were in attendance. The purpose of
the meetings was twofold: +to provide information on the
block grant proposal and to gain citizen input.93

A total of 666 questionnaires were returned, and many
included written comments and responses in addition to the
printed gquestions, 94

The information provided by citizens was then
“channeled to the community development statf" who
summarized the results in a mamorandum that was provided to
the c¢ity manager and the city ccuncil.®*®

The city limited citizens'! participaticon to the
development of the "ne=2ds" portions of the city's
applicaticn. Citizans were not involved in carrying out any
programs under the new act or in monitoring, letting
contracts, or decisions concerning the actual programs thart
were fund=d.®6 Citizen input into the applicarion was cut
off as of a certain date, at which point the city bagan its
full process of writing an applicaticn tor funds. According
to the director of community development, "Questionnaires,
letters, phone calls and visits from citizens wers accepted
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until January 1, 1975, at which time staff effort in
preparing the actual application was intensified."?7?

The effactiveness of citizens?! participation, as
m=asurad by the city council's acceptance of citizens!?
recommendations, indicates that in Saginaw the citizen
participation under model cities was more effective than
under the first-ysar application for housing and community
devalopment funds. According to Donald Scott, who served as
chairman of the Saginaw Model Cities Policy Board, the board
had achieved a "kind of a partnership with the city" through
which the model cities program submitted by the city
reflacted the priorities singled out by the citizens
regarding the community's needs." (p. 664)

The program priorities included in the Housing and
Commurniity Development Act application, however, do not
reflect the priorities determined by the citizen
participation component. Social, economic, welfare, and
planning projects previously provided through the model
cities program were determined to be the top priority
expressasd by citizens.?®8 In its application, however, the
city council reduced the amount of money allo*ted to such
programs from its previocus funding under model cities by
approximately 6 parcent (see section IV). (pp. 606)

Housing and housing-related programs, the second
priority expressed through the citizens' participation
componant, were also reduced from previous funding levels
during thz years 1968-72. (pp. 605, 606) The citizens!
third pricrity for spending, renewal of the downtown
business district, was also reduced from its funding level
prior *o enactment of the community development act {pp.
605, 606). The lowest priority item expressed through the
citizenst' participation process was for parks, recreation,
and open spac2. The city council increased the amount of
money spent on these programs more than 700 percent from
their prior funding levels. (pp. 605-09)

Measures of *he effectiveness of citizenst
participation in other areas such as program implementation
and program operations could not be made because citizens
have been entirely excluded from participation in these
areas under community development.

In testimony kbefore the Michigan Advisory Committee,
Terry Pruitt, model cities director, commented on the
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ditferences in citizen participaticn under the two laws.
WThere is a definite shift in the citizen participation
requirements from model cities to community development. I
don't think thev [the new requirements] are as stringent,
and I don't think they allow for the kinds of activities and
functions that were part of the model cities program. (p.
642) Not only are they vague, but it appears that they serve
+o minimize citizens' influence and citizens' input into the
decisionmaking procsass. (p. 6U40)

"The cities and the mayors and thes managers and the
local public officials all across the country lobbied very
hard for this piece of legislation [ the HCD act] and lobbied
very hard to minimize the role 0of citizens in the
decisionmaking process," Mr. Pruitt added. "I think--at
least it's my opinion--that there was a deliberate attempt
to get out from under the gun of citizens' participation.”
(pp. 647, 648)

Donald Scott, chairman of the model cities citizens
participation unit, told +he advisory Committee, ®*1 don't
know if it's unusual, but participation [in Saginaw] went
from a situation in which there was citizen control, to one
in which there was manipulation [of citizens]." (p. 664)

After completion of its first-year application for
community development funds, the City Council of Saginaw
passed an ordinance creating the Saginaw Human Planning
Commission, which was given the purpose of providing
neffective citizen participation, in an advisory capacity
only, to aid the city council in solving the social and
physical problems of the city."99

The commission was given duties and powers to
vestablish program priorities by direct communication with
citizens in the respective neighborhood districts. The
commission shall have authority to plan and research social
programs and revisw and recommend programs and action
proposed by others in the area of social programming
proposed for the city."19090 The ordinance specifically
prevented the commission from establishing "an executive
committes, steering committee or any regional committee.®101

The members of the commission are all appointed by the
city council, one from each elementary school district
throughout the city. The commission has no regular budget
and no regular staff. However, staff assistance may be
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provid=2d to the commission at the discretion of the head of
the city's community development department.10?

The ordinance was to take effect Fekruary 27, 1975, but
as of June 17, 1975, no appointments had been made to the
commission, and thus its racial and economical makeup had
not been determinad. (p. 659)

HUD COMMENTS ON CITIZENS®* PARTICIPATION

Representatives of the U.S. Department of Housing and
Urbkan Development testifijied before the Michigan Advisory
Committee to the U.S., Commissicn on Civil Rights regarding
the differences in citizens' participation between model
cities and community development and the possible impact of
thos=2 differences,

Thomas Higginkothan, director of compliance and
enforcement in the Chicago Regional Office of Equal
opportunity, *told the advisory Committee that, although
certain egual opportunity provisions ot the community
development law were improved, other provisions, such as
those governing citizens' participation, had become "more
regtrictive. (p. 732) Mr. Higginkothan went on to tell the
Advisory Committe=, "There is no guestion in my mind that as
tar as residents of an old model cities neighborhood are
concarned, their role [in citizen participation] is lass
sharply defined [under community development].®™ (p. 733)

Ruth Featherstone, director of the equal opportunity
division of the Datroit Arza Office of HUD, told the
Advicsory Committes tha*t the new act has done little to
improve citizens' participation. "I dont't think the new act
has =2ither increzased the opportunity for citizens?
participation or decreased it. I thirk that it's up *o
community groups.Y (p. 742)

M3, Featherstone went on to tell the advisory
Committee, however, that the opportunity for cities to
sericusly cut pack citizens'! participstion was now present,
"1 +hink that the [communitv development ] regulations are
written in such a way that citizen participa*ion can be
maximized or minimized or whatever.... Citizen
participation could be diluted, but not necessarilyv." (p.
743) According to Ms., Featherstone, the act and rsgulations
placed the burden of providing adeguate citizen
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participation not upon HUD, nor upon the cities receiving
tunds, but upon the citizens themselves. (p. 745)

CITIZENS' PARTICIPATION SUMMARY

Model cities and community development legislation both
reguire citizenst! participation in some form. Model cities
called for participation in every aspect of the program
whil2 community development reqguires citizens' input only
during the application process, Model cities called for
“widespread" activities while community development
specities certain minimal activities that will suffice as
adeguate participation, Community development legislation
ircludes specific language stipulating that citizens!
participation cannot interfere with the authority and
responsibility of local government in operating the program.
Model citiesg included no such specific language.

The regulations passa2d by the U.S. Department of
Housing and Urban Development regarding th2se acts are quite
different. Community development regulations are limited to
the narrow activity of participation in the application
procass, Those promulated for model cities call for
activity in areas ©of policymaking, program selection,
evaluation, and implementation.

Not only is the scop:2 of citlizens' participation guite
Jifferent between the two programs but the typs of
participation is also different. Model cities required the
ogstabliishment of an organized unit to represent formally
citizenst' participation, with the further requirement that
*hose citizens making up that unit be accepted by
neighborhood residents as representing their interests,
Further, model cities regquired that financial assistance be
made available 1f financial problems stood in nhe way of
active citizens' participation.

The community development regulations do not ragquire an
organiz=d citizens' unit, nor do they require that <he
citizen participants be accepted by neighborhocd residents
as representing thelr inpterests., Further, the community
development regulations make no provision for financial
assistance to overcome financial barriers to active
citizans' participation. MNothing in the community
development act prohibits A4UD from establishing such
reguirement s,
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In addition %o changes 1in the scope of citizens!
participation and the type of participation, tners are
differznces betwsen the two acts regarding the philosophy of
civizans' participation. #Model cities regulations detail
certain HUD philesophiss, incliuding a compdtment to the
Yosharing of powsr"® hetwesn citizens and city counciis, a
b:li=f that improving the guality of life for low-income
residents can be accomplished only through the atfirmative
action of thoss rasidects themselves, and a recognition that
rraditional acts of citizens' participaticen, such as
attendance at a public me=2ting, are often ineft=ctive,
Regulations governing +he commuriity development act include
ne suach comd tments, philosophies, or kelisfs.

The differences in legislation and regulaticn have
shown & corresponding difference in actusal implemsntation.
Most cifties cut citizeons out of the decisionmakiing process
i 31l areas except the application process. Many cities
i1d away with organized units representing citizens'
participation. Nearly all those who retained organized
units did away witn the representative nature of th=a
memb=rshlp, making +th2m appointed positions rather than
elzcced as they had been under model cities. Nearly every
citv did away with financial assistance to individuals who
cculd not actively particinate Lecauge of financial

barxrl=rs,

Under comimunity development the number and percentage
of low-income and minoritv individuals on citizens advisory
boards have besen reduced., In only cone city did the number
ard psrcantage remain relatively equal.

Cirizens and city otfficials who testified betore the
Michigan Advisory Committes overwhelmingly agreed that
itizans'! participation under model cities had made great
strides toward effective citizens' input into the
decisionmaking process. In only one city did the mayor
speak negatively regarding model cities citizanst
participation,

G the other hand, howaver, citizens who testifizsd were
nearly unanimous in their cpinion that the community
development act had reduced citizens'! participartion from its
previcus level under model cities. (City officials gave
mixed opinions, but n2arly all conceded that the new
l#gislarion had provided cities with an opportunity to cut
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citizens out of +“he decisionmaking process if they desired
to do so.

CITIZENS' PARTICIPATION FINDINGS

1. The Michigan Advisory Committee to the U.S.
Commission on Civil Rights finds that the Eousing and
Community Development Act of 1974 has reduced requirements
for the participation of low-income and minority individuals
in the communities'! decisionmaking process as compared to
the citizens' participation requirements provided under the
Demonstration Cities and Metropolitan Development Act of
1566 (model cities).,

The 1974 act has reduced the scope of
citizen involvement from "all elements of the
program,"” as it had heen under model cities,
to the very narrow area of “the application
procass.h )

The minimuam requirements for citizens®
participation spelled out in the community
development act are, in many instances, far
telow the actual achievements reached in some
model cities programs and can be used by
cities as justification for a reduction in
the role of citizens in the decisionmaking
process,

The community davelopment act has provided
cities with further ijustification for
redacing citizens' participation with the
inclusion of languag~ specifying that
citizens' participation shall not interfere
with or restrict the applicants?
responsibility or authority over the
community deve2lopment program.

2. The Michigan Aadvisory Committee finds that the
regulatiors and guidelines promulgated by the U.S,
Department of Housing and Urban Develcopment to implement the
two acis have significantly reduced both the quali+ty and
guan*tity of citizens' participation to be provided by each
appglicant.

In 1970 HUD officially recognized that
"traditional acts of participation--voting,
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at<endance at meetings, letters to
Congressmen--are frequently ineffective,..®
and that Ynew forms of collaborative
relationship...new means for participation in
*he decisionmaking process, need to be
developed."™ HUD regulations regarding the
1974 act not only officially recognize the
traditional oublic meeting as an acceptable
mzans of citizen participation but, in fact,
require such meetings in order to qualify for
funding.

In 1267 HUD ofticially recognized that
"improving +the quality of life of the low-
income residents,..can be accomplished only
by the affirmative action of the peorle
cthemselves." This includes, according to HUD,
“rhe means for the model reighborhood's
citizens to participate ard be fully involved
in policymaking, planning and the execution
of all program elements." The HUD regulations
regarding the 1974 act speak only to the
participation of citizens in the application
process. Th2 recognized recessity of full
involvement in the implemerntation of all
program 2lements has been discarded by HUD,
even though the act did not require the
department to do so.

In 1967 HUD officially recognized the
necessity of "some form of orgarizational
structure...which embodies neighborhood
residents in the process of policy and
program planning and program implementation
and operation.® The HUD requlations for the
1974 act recognize no such need and do not
includes a requirement for such an
organizational structure.

In 1967 HUD recognized cthat the leadership
of the above-mentionsed organizational
structure "must consist of persons whom
neighborhood residents accept as representing
+heir interasts." The regulations for the
1974 act do not r=cognize the need for
"citizen participants" to ke persons whom
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neighborhood residents accept as representing
their interests.

eIn 1967 HUD recognized that "where financial
problems are a barrier to effective
participation [ by the poor], financial
assistance should be extended to neighborhood
residents to assure their opportunity to
participate." The 1974 regulations neither
recognize this need nor require its solution.

eThe Housing and Community Development Act of
1974 doss not prohibit HUD from continuing
these regulations under the new act,

3. The Michigan Advisory Committee finds that, in
actual practice, most of Michigan's model cities have
reducad the quality and quantity of citizen participation
under the Housing and Community Development Act from prior
levels under model cities. Of the nine communities with
model cities programs (Benton Harbor and Benton Township
have here been counted separately), six discontirued funding
for citizens' participation activities under the new
community development legislation.

«0Of the nine communities, only two continue
to provide financial assistance for the poor
t0o participate in citizens' participation
procedures.

oCf the nine communities, only one continues
to allow citizens to vote for their citizenst
representatives on advisory boards. The
ramaining seven communities that have such
advisory boards determine membership through
appointment by mayors and city councils. One
city, Detroit, has provided for no formal
citizens? participation body.

+0f the nine communities, only two continue
citizens' involvement in the implementation
of the community development program. The

remaining seven communities limit citizens®
participation to the application process.
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«0f the nine communities, only two have
allocated funds to pay for staffing of
citizens' participation operations.

RECOMMENDATIONS

1. The Michigan Advisory Committee to the U.S.
Commission on Civil Rights recommends that each of
Michigan*s nine model cities communities amend their
community development citizens' participation procedures to:

(2) provide the mechanism for citizens to be fully
involved in the policymaking, planning, execution, and
implementation of all program elements;

(b} provide a form of organizational structure that
includes low-income neighborhood residents in the process of
policy and program planning and program implementation and
operation, and a procedure that ensures that the leadership
of that organiza+tional structure consists of persons whom
neighborhood residents accept as representing their
interests, The Advisory Committee suggests the neighborhood
electoral process as means of accomplishing this end; and

{c) provide financial assistance to low=-income
neighborhood residents where financial problems are a
barrier to effective citizens' participation.

2. The Michigan Advisory Committee to the U.S.
Commission on Civil Rights recommends that the Secretary of
the U.S. Department of Housing and Urkan Development review
and reaffirm its conclusions concerning the quality and
quantity of citizenst' participation as described in HUD
Technical Assistance Bulletin No. 3, CDA Letter Number 3,
and the HUD handbook, "Workable Program for Community
Improvement." The Advisory Committee recommends that the
rules and regulations published by HUD regarding community
development block grants, Title 24, Parts 570.30 (e) (2) and
£70.900 (4d), be amended to include the basic citizens®
participation reguirements included in these three HUD
documents. In addition, the Advisory Committee recommends
that HUD publish a technical assistance bulletin that fully
reviews and reaffirms the citizens' participation philosophy
and minimal requirements as described in the three
documants.
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3. The Michigan Advisory Committee to the U.S.
Commission on Civil Rights recommends that the U.S. Congress
amend the citizens' participation section of the Housing and
Community Development Act of 1974, section 104 (a) (6} (C) to
read: Yprovide low-income citizens an adequate opportunity
to participate in the development of the application and the
implementation of the program including the planning,
policymaking and execution cf all program e€lements" or
equivalent language to restore the HUD-recognized necessity
for full participation of low-income citizens in the entire
scope of the program,

The Michigan Advisory Committee recommends that, in
addition to the statzsment, "no part of this paragraph shall
be construed to restrict the responsibility and authority of
the applicarnt for the development of the application and the
execution of its community development program," the
Congress add language to section 104 {a) (6) (C) to the
effect that, "no part of this paragraph shall be construed
to limit +the use of citizens' participation procedures
employed under previous Federal programs providing such
procedures are not in violation of applicable sections of
this Act,."

Further, the Advisory Committee recommends that the
U.S. Congress amend the introductory language of section 104
(a) (6) to read: "provides widespread citizens participation
including but not limited to a process which has...."
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IV. PROGRAMMING DECISIONS

Legislative Differences

Program and project selection under both model cities
and community development has been governed by specific
stipulations written in the acts. Each act defines the
purpose to which the program must be aimed and each defines
the eligibility requirements necessary for a program to
receive funding.

The purposes of the model cities act were to:

provide additional financial and
technical assistance to enable cities
of all sizes (with equal regard to the
problems of small as well as large
cities) to plan, develop, and carry out
locally prepared and scheduled
comprehensive city demonstration
programs containing new and imaginative
proposals to rebuild or revitalize
large slum and blighted arecas; to
expand housing, job, and income
opportunities; to reduce dependence on
welfare payments; to improve .
educational facilities and programs; to
combat disease and ill health; to
reduce the incidence of crime and
delinquency; to enhance recreational
and cultural opportunities; to
establish better access between homes
and jobs; and generally to improve
living conditions for the people who
live in such areas, and to accomplish
these objectives through the most
effective and economical concentration
and coordination of Federal, State, and
local public and private efforts to
improve the quality of urban life.?

Programs and projects were eligible for model cities
funding only if:

(1) physical and social problems in the
area of the city covered Ly the program
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are such that a comprehensive city
demonstration program is necessary to
carry out the policy of the Congress as
expressed in section 3301 of this
title;

(2) the program is of sufficient
magnitude to make a substantial impact
on the physical and social problems and
to remove or arrest blight and decay in
entire sections or neighborhoods; to
contribute to the sound development of
the entire city; to make marked
progress in reducing social and
educational disadvantages, ill health,
underemployment, and enforced idleness;
and to provide educational, health, and
social services necessary to serve the
poor and disadvantaged in the area,
widespread citizen participation in the
program, maximum opportunities for
employing residents of the area in all
phases of the program, and enlarged
opportunities for work and training;

(3) the program, including rebuilding
or restoration, will contribute to a
well-balanced city with a substantial
increase in the supply of standard
housing of low and moderate cost,
maximum opportunities in the choice of
housing accommodations for all citizens
of all income levels, adeguate public
facilities (includirng those needed for
education, health and social services,
transportation, and recreation),
commercial facilities adequate to serve
the residential areas, and ease of
access between the residential areas
and centers of employment;

(4) the various projects and activities
to be undertaken in connection with
such programs are scheduled to be
initiated within a reasonably short
period of time; adeguate local
resources are, or will be, available
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for the completion of the program as
scheduled, and, in the carrying out of
the program, the fullest utilization
possible will be made of private
initiative and enterprise;
administrative machinery is available
at the local level for carrying out of
the program on a consolidated and
coordinated basis; substantive local
laws, regqulations, and other
reguirements are, or can be expected to
be, consistent with the objectives of
the program; there exists a relocation
plan meeting the requirements of the
regulations referred to in section 3307
of this title; the local governing body
has approved the program and, where
appropriate, applications for
assistance under the program; agencies
whose cooperation is necessary to the
success of the program have indicated
their intent to furnish such
cooperation; the program is consistent
with comprehensive planning for the
entire urban or metropolitan area; and
the locality will maintain, during the
period an approved comprehensive city
demonstration program is being carried
out, a level of aggregate expenditures
for activities similar to those being
assisted under this subchapter which is
not less than the level ©0f aggregate
expenditures for such activities prior
to initiation of the comprehensive city
demonstration program; and

(5) the program meets such additional
requirements as the Secretary may
establish to carry out the purposes of
this subchapter: Provided, that the
authority of the Secretary under this
paragraph shall not be used to impose
criteria or establish requiréments
except those which are related and
essential to the specific provisions of
this subchapter.?2
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The purpose of the Housing and Community Development
Act is:

the development of viabkle urban
communities, by providing decent
housing and a suitable living
environment and expanding economic
opportunities, principally for persons
of low and moderate income. Consistent
with +his primary objective, the
FPederal assistance provided in this
title is for the support of community
development activities which ars
directed toward the following specific
objectives-

(1) the elimination ¢f slums and blight
and the prevention of blighting
influences and the deterioration of
poverty and neighborhood and community
facilities of importance to the welfare
of the community, principally persons
of low and moderate income;

(2) the elimination of conditions which
are detrimental to health, safety, and
public welfare, through code
enforcament, demolition, interim
rehabilitation assistance, and related
activities;

(3} the conservation and expansion of
the Nationts housing stock in order to
provide a decent home and a suitable
living environment for all persons, but
principally those of low and moderate
income;

(4) the expansion and improvement of
the quantity and gquality of services,
principally for persons of low and
moderate income, which are essential
for sound commuanity development and for
the development of viable urban
communities;

{5) a more rational utilization of land
and other natural resources and the
better arrangement of residential,
commercial, industrial, recreational,
and other needed activity centers;
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(6) the reduction of the isolation of
income groups within communities and
geographical areas and the promotion of
an increase in the diversity and
vitality of neighbcrhoods through the
spatial deconcentration of housing
opportunities for persons of lower
income and the revitalization of
deteriorating or deteriorated
neighborhoods to attract persons of
higher income; and

(7) the restoration and preservation of
properties of special value for
historic, architectural, or esthetic
reasons. 3

Applications are eligibkle for funding only if they
include a program designed to:

() eliminate or prevent slums, blight, and
deterioration where such conditions or needs
exist; and

{(B) provide improved community facilities and
public improvements, including the provision of
supporting health, social, and similar services
where necessary and appropriate€;....*

In addition the program must:

give maximum feasible priority to
activities which will benefit low- or
moderate-income families or aid in the
prevention or elimination of slums or
blight. The Secretary may also approve
an application describing activities
which the applicant certifies and the
Secretary determines are designed to
meet other community development needs
having a particular urgency as
specifically describted in the
application.s

Programs eligible for funding are specifically spelled
ocut and includsa:

(1) the acquisition of real property
(including air rights, water rights,
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and other interests therein) which is
(A) blighted, deteriorated,
deteriorating, undeveloped, or
inappropriately developed from the
standpoint of sound community
development and growth; (B) appropriate
for rehabilitation or conservation
activities; (C) appropriate for the
preservation or restoration of historic
sites, the beautification of urban
land, the conservation of open spaces,
natural resources, and scenic areas,
the provision of recreational
opportunities, or the quidance of urban
development; (D) to ke used for the
provision of public works, facilities,
and improvements eligible for
assistance under this title; or (E} to
be used for other public purpose;

(2) the acquisition, construction,
reconstruction, or installation of
public works, facilities, and site or
other improvements--including
neighborhood facilities, senior
centers, historic properties,
utilities, streets, street lights,
water and sewer facilities, foundations
and platforms for air rights sites,
pedestrian malls and walkways, and
parks, playgrounds, and recreation
facilities, flood and drainage
facilities in cases where assistance
for such facilities under other PFederal
laws or programs is determined to be
unavailable, and parking facilities,
s501id waste disposal facilities, and
fire protection services and facilities
which are located in or which serve
designated community development areas;
(3) code enforcement in deteriorated or
deteriorating areas in which such
enforcement, together with public
improvements and services to be
provided, may be expected to arrest ths
decline of the area;

(4) clearance, demclition, removal, and
rehabilitation of buildings and
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improvements (including interim
assistance and financing rehabilitation
of privately owned properties when
incidental to other activities);

{(5) special projects directed to the
removal of material and architectural
barriers which restrict the mobility
and accessibility of elderly and
handicapped persons;

(6} payments to housing owners for
losses of rental income incurred in
holding for temporary periods housing
units to be utilized for the relocation
of individuals and families displaced
by program activities under this title;
(7} disposition (through sale, lease,
donation, or otherwise)} of any real
property acquired pursuant to this
title or its retention for public
purposes;

(8) provision of putlic services not
otherwise available in areas where
other activities assisted under this
title are being carried out in a
concentrated manner, if such services
are determined to be necessary or
appropriate to support such other
activities and if assistance in
providing or securing such services
under other applicable Federal laws or
programs has been applied for and
denied or not made available within a
reasonable period of time, and if such
services are directed toward (A)
improving the community®'s public
services and facilities, including
those concerned with the employment,
economic development, crime prevention,
child care, health, drug abuse,
education, welfare, or recreation needs
of persons residing in such areas, and
(B) coordinating public and private
development programs; '

(9) payment of the non-Federal share
required in connection with a Federal
grant-in-aid program undertaken as part
of the Community Development Program;
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(10) payment of the cost of completing
a project funded under title I of the
Housing Act of 1944;

(11) relocation pavyments and assistance
for individuals, families, businesses,
organizations, and ftarm opsarations
displaced by activities assisted under
this title:

{12) activities necessary (A4) to
davelop a comprehensive community
development plan, ané (B) to develop a
policy-planning-management capacity so
that the recipient of assistance under
this title may more rationally and
effectively (i) determine its needs,
(ii) set long=-term goals and short-term
cbjectives, (iii) devise programs and
activities to meet these geals and
objectives, (iv) evaluate the progress
of such programs in accomplishing these
goals and objectives, and (v) carry out
management, coordination, and
monitoring of activities rnecessary for
effective planning implementation; and
(13) payment of reasonable
administrative costs and carrying
charges related to the planning and
execution of community development and
nousing activities, including the
provision of information and resourcss
to residents of areas in which
community development and housing
activities are to be concentrated with
respect to the planning and execution
of such activities.®

Urder both model cities and community develcpment,
applicants were provided with a variety of programs eligible
for funding and were given wide latitude in making program
choices, Both acts recognized the necessity of two primary
elements of communitv improvemerit: a pilan to eliminate and
prevent physical detarioration, and a plan to provide thossa
community services necessary te impreve health, employment,
child care, educa+ion, recreation, economic opportunity, and
cther social needs,?
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The model cities legislation 4id not stipulate which of
thease two areas of need was to receive prime consideration
by applicants. The community development legislation, as
wall, did not make such a stipulation. However, the
legislative history of the 1974 act indicates that both
Houses of Congress intended that +the principal *thrust of the
legislatior be physical improvement. In its final torm,
therefore, the legislarion stared that public services were
to ke provided only "to support such other [ physical
development ) activities and if assistance in providing or
securing such services under other applicable Federal laws
or programs has been applied for and denied or not made
available...."®

In an earlv version of the act, Senate Bill 30686, the
amount of money available to social programs had been
limited to 20 percent of a communityts total funds. This
percentage limitation was rejected, however, by the House
and Senate conferszes, and the final version of the bill
includes no dollar or percentage limitatior on expenditures
for social programs.®?

Although both acts gave communities wide latitude in
selec*ting programs, poth stipulated the limited purposes for
which funds could be used in the eligikility requirements
for families and individuals receiving benefits from the
programs. Model cities was to provide ror neaeds in areas of
extreme blignt and deterioration and was to benefit the poor
and disadvantaged families who lived withirn those geographic
boundaries. Community development was not limited o any
gecgrarhical boundaries of concentrated blight and
deterioration, but the act required that funds be used
principally for p=arsons of low- and moderate-income and to
give maximum feasible priority to acrivities that benefited
low- or moderate-income families or aided in the prevention
or 21limination of silums and blight.

The community development act does not require
compliance with this stated purpose and eligibility
reguirement, however, Section 104 (a) (2) of the act
provides that local communities may design, and EUD may
approve, programs aimed at any cther community needs having
& particular urgency. This section of the act was
translated in the HUD rules and regulationc as:

Wher= all or part of the community
development program activities are
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designad to meet other community
development needs having a particular
urgency, the applicant may request a
determination by the Secretary that the
program activities are so designed to
mea2t such needs as specifically
described in thes application,19

In addition, during the first year of implementation
the HUD application form for community development funds
provided that communities certify that the community
developmen®t program:

(2) Gives maximum feasible priority to
activities which will benefit low- or
moderate-income families or aid in the
prevention or elimination ©f slums or
blignt;

(b) Contains activities designed to
mest other community development needs
having a particular urgency which are
specifically identified and described
in the applicantt's community
development plan summary and community
deveslopment program.

The instructions for this section state that the
applicant may certify that it will comply with (a) or (b) or
koth. 11

This s=2ction of the community development act evolved
from Senate Bill 3066, which contained a provision
prohibiting mores than 20 percent of an applicant's community
development funds %0 be used for activities that "do not
directly and significantly benefit low- and moderate income
families or blighted areas." The House version of the bill
did not include any provision for funds to be used for
purposes other than those stated in the law. The House and
Senate conference committee replaced the Senate provision
with the provision that is currently in the law.12

Differences in Implementation
The Michigan Advisory Committee to the U.S. Commission

orn Civil ERights reviewed the programs established by the
eight model citi=s communities in Michigan and compared them
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TABLE 2

FORM APP

1ag
ROVFD

GOMB NUMBER 63-R1213

U. 5. DEPARTMENT OF HOUSING AND URBAN DEVELOPMENT
CiTY DEMONSTRATION AGENRCY BUDGET

BUDGET SUMMARY

CITY

Ann Arbor, Michigan

CONTRACT NUMBER

DATE
3/15/72

FROWM:

REQUFRSTED ACTION YEARS

¥y Original Submission [_]Revision No: 1972 1973
(ALL FSGURES tN THOUSANDS ROUNDED TO THE NEAREST THOUSANDI
CATEGORY PRIGR | CURRENT REQUESTED FUNDS TOTAL |nSeaaia
CoDE PROGRAM CATEGORY vears |APPROVED - (Col. ME GRAMI
NUMBE ME GRaNT | BUDGET. < NOK HUD MC FUNDS (Gl o
FUNDS MBS GRANT [FEDERAL | STATE LOCAL ? (Col.3-4+5)
n 12) (3 w (s) (60l (6b) (6c} (7 )
o Education -- 111,000 (156,650 45,000 (201,650 {267 ,650
11 Health -~ 139,000 |212,700 212,700 351,700
15 | Secicl Services - 120,000 {131,500 131,500 (251,500
1© | Recreation - Cultore -~ |59,000 (101,800 101,800 160,800
17 1 Crime — Delinguency . 90,000 115,500 115,500 [205,500
20 | Monpower and Job
Davelopment - 47 ,000 25,000 25,000 72,000
2 Ecenomic and Business
Development - - -- - o
30 Housing e _— - - -
»  |Relocotion -- -- 120,000 20,000 | 20,000
a2 Transportation —
Communication -- 82,0001 32,500 32,500(|114,500
52 Environmental Protection
and Deve]opmem - - 20 ,000 20 ,000 20 ,000
49 | Citizen Participation - -- 45,000 45,000 45,000
50 Evaluation and
Laanen -~ [ 22,000] 22,000 22,000| 44,000
SUBTOTAL
90 Program Administration - 186,300 |186,337 46,584 1232,9211372,637
GRAND TOTAL -- 856,300 |1068987 91,584 {1)60571 {1925287
CLEARANCE SECTION
CITY

Approved Total
Grant Amount @ §

HUD APPROVAL

It is hereby certified thet City budgeting practices have been folfowed and thot all
justifications ond back-up material required by City practice ond by HUD are on file
with the City and is aveilable for inspection pursuant 1o the Grant Agreement.

DATE SIGNATURE AND TITLE OF CtTY'$ CHIEF FISCAL OFFICER (Signature)
SUBMISSION AUTHORIZATION:
CATE SIGNATURE AND TITLE OF C1TY's CHIEF EXECUTIVE GFFICER Thate)

HUD- 7044 {10..70} Previous edition may be used
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with those programs established by the cities under the
Housing and Community Development Act.

The Advisory Committee made no attempt to evaluate the
effectiveness of any one particular program or project in a
city or to monitor the relative success cr failure of a
city's programs. Instead, the Advisory Committee sought to
look at how citiss used each of the two acts to attack the
problem of urban blight, differences in the types of
programs selected by cities under each act, differences in
+rarget populations affected by the city's selections, and
the opinions of officials and citizens regarding the
programming choices made by the community and their effect
on low-income and minority individuals.

ANN ARBOR

Budget allocations for the Ann Arbor model cities
program are shown in table 2 and the first-year budget for
community development is shown in tabkle 3. Under model
cities the city spent funds principally for public service
programs. i3

The cumulative totals for all funds budgeted through
1973 show that $1,443,650 was spent on public services,
including education, health, sccial services, recreation,
crime prevention, job developmert, transportation, and
environmental protection. These programs accounted for 75
percent of the total budget. The city spent no funds on
housing programs but did provide $20,000 for a housing
relocation program. This 2xpenditure accounted for
approximately 1 percent of the model cities budge*. The
remaining funds were spent on administration, citizens!
participation, and planning and evaluatior. activities.

Under the Housing and Community Development Act, the
city budgeted its funds principally for phvsical development
programs, including public works, housing rehabilitation,
clearance, improvemesnt, and relocation activitiess. A total
of $1,543,000 was budgeted for these projects, accounting
for 62 percent cf the available funds. The city budgeted
$6606,75014 for public service projects, accounting for 27
percent of the budget,

The target population served by the model cities

proagram encompassed census tract number seven, which
included the largest percentage of minorities and low-income
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TABLE 3

C. NAME OF APPLICANT

US. DEPARTMNENT OF HOU
CORUNITY DL

L AND URES M D VELOPMENT A ] ORIGINAL {
SLOPMENT BULGET [} AMENDMENT |

8. APPLICATION NO.

D. FROGHAM YEAR
City of Ann Arhor FROM; TO:

N E. PROGHAM ACTIVITY AMOUNT
1. | ACOUISITION OF REAL PROFERTY 97{0_00
2. | PUBLIG WORKS, FACILITIES. 51TC IMPROVEMENTS 792 250
3. | CODE ENFORCEMENT 92,000
4. | CLEARANCE. ['ENOLITION, RFHABILITATION 106,000
|6 | REHABILITATION LOANS AND GRANTS 279,250
6. | SPECIAL PROJECTS FOR ELDERLY AND HANDICAPPED 57,000
7. | PAYMENTS FOR LOSS OF RENTAL INCOME 0
8. | CISPOSITION OF REAL PROPERTY . 0
8. | PROVISION OF PUBLIC SERVICES 730,250
10. | PAYMENT OF NON-FEDERAL SHARES 0
11. | COMPLETION OF URBAN RENEWAL PROJECTS 0
12. | RELOCATION PAYMENTS AND ASSISTANCE 50,000
13. [ PLANNING AND MANAGEMENT DEVELOPMENT 60,625
14, | ADMINISTRATIVE 125,000
15. | CONTINUATION OF MODEL CITIES ACTIVITIES 0
16. | SUBTOTAL 4,389,375
17. | CONTINGENCILS AND/OR UNSPECIFIED LOCAL OPTION ACTIVITIES {Not 10 exceed 16% of line 16) 86,625
18. | TOTAL PROGRAM ACTIVITY COSTS 2 r 47 6 ' 009
F. RESOURCES FOR PROGRAM ACTIVITY COSTS v // o
t. | ENTITLEMENT AMOUNT /////)/
2. | LESS DEDUCTIONS 7 /// 7
3. | ENTITLEMENT AVAILABLE FOR CUDGET ACTIVITIES
4. | PROGRAM INCOME
6. | SURPLUS FROM URBAN RENEWAL PROJECT SETTLEMENT
6. | LOAN PROCEEDS
7. | UNOBLIGATED rUNDS - PRIOR PROGRAM YEAR o
8. | TOTAL RESOURCES FOA PROGPAM ACTIVITY COSTS
! D Chee bobox if cosrs tnciuds indirect coses vohich require approval of d cost altocation plan as reguired by Fedeval Manugement Clrcujar 74.4.
HUD - 70155
t10-74)
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families in Ann Arbor.l3 The *target population for community
developinsnt programs encompasses the entire city for some
nrojects and a concentrated area ot activity for other
projects, The concentrated area of activity includas 1€
censu3s tracts in addition to %he 1 census tract that was
being served by model cities,16

Ccommen+ting on the shif+ ir the type of programs funded
by the city under each of the two acts, Mayor Albert H.
wWheeler *01ld the Advisorv Committees:

This to me is a very clear indication
that +he intent of the citv government
{was] o =2liminate model cities as an
influential part of this total
community development revenue sharing
program, and in effect, terminate those
programs that existed under model
cities. {p. 58)

The mayor went on tc say, "I see model cities as having
bz2en basically a people-oriented program, and delivery of
services to th= people.," This use of program funds changed
ur,der community dzvelopment, acccrding to the mavor, and he
told the Advisory Committee that he was making efforts to
Hget a redistribution of the money and to attempt to se=
that it is mor=s community oriented." (p. €2)

Mayor Wheelar also told the Advisory Committee +hat
program services to the. poor were bheing reduced under the
Housing and Community Develooment Act because the city had
chosen a target population nearly five times the size of
that in the model neighborhood. At the same time, according
t0 the mayor, thes city has reduced the amount of money being
spent on public services, "If we are going to provide
additional servicsas to additional people {as envisioned by
the act ], you can't do it with the same amount or less
money,* he said. {p. 59)

In describing the effects c¢f these program changes on
the minority community, Mayor Wheeler told the Advisory
Committee, "I would not want to say that there was anything
ovarcly oxr pblatantly racist {akout tke shift in programs],
but the net effect of what happened does have some serious
racial impact." (p. 81)
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BENTON HARBOR-BENTON TOWNSHIP

Buduet allocations for the PBenton Harbor-Benton
Township model cities program are shown ir tabkle 4, First-
vear budget allocations for the Benton Harbor (city)
community Jdevelopment program are shown ir. table S, and
buda=t allocations for Benton Township are shown in takle 6.

Under their combined model]l cities program, EB2rton
rHarbor and Benton Township spent tunds principally for
puirlic servics programs, The cumulative budget (last column
or. tahle 4) for the entire program shows that $3.2% million
(69 p=rcent of all funds) was spent for services, including
education, health, social services, recreation, crime, job
develovment, transportation, and environmental protection.
The model cities program spent $320,600 on housing and
housing-related physical development programs and $115,000
or. r<location programs, accounting for % percent of the
+otal, Remaining funds were spent on administration,
citizens' participation, and evaluation acrivities,

Under +he Housing and Community Developm=nt Act, Benton
Harrory and benton Township budgeted tunds principally tor
ol velcal developmant programs. bBentor. Township budgeted 57
pzreont Of i1ts available community development funds,
F4043,700 out of $773,000, for public works projects and
housing rehabilitation. A toral of 370,000 was budgeted for
public services, aceounting for 9 percent of the toral
furds.  bentorn Harbor (cicy) budgeted 72 percent of its
community development funds for physical development
projects, including acquisition of property, public works,
code enforcement, cl=arance, rehabilitatior, and relocation
attributankie to physical development. The city budgeted
$222,3017 for public service prcejects and the continuation of
model cities projacts., This amount accounts for 18 percent
Gf tha total available funds.

"or comparative purposes the combined total spent by
Fenton harbor and Benton Township on public sesrvices under

¢ wmousing and Community Development Act was $292,381, 15
wreent of the total funds available to the two communitiszs,

The target population served by the community
dev=lopment funds encompasses the entires city of Bantor
darbor and +ne santire Township of Benton.t? Under the model
citias proaram, a target population encompassing the area's
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TABLE 4,

FORM LEBROVED
Pt e T R sy o AR

CITY

U. 5. DEPARTMENT OF HOUSING AND URBAN DEVELOPMEHT Renton H?r'borfﬁnntO'l TO'Irm.:hJ.TJ
CITY DEMONSTRATION AGENCY BUDGET CONTHACT NUMBER DAY C
¥E 21-00 mber, )
BUDGET SUMMARY ALVISET Pc-raaou VEARS Hoveroe 197h
L 1-1'T T
T Original Submission EE Revision Ne: 3 T-1=-Th | &-30-7C
{ALL FIGURES IN THOUSANDS AOUNGED TGO THE HEAREST THOUSAND)
CATEAONY wRIOK CUARENT REQUESTED FUNDS [ ‘\-6-';1'
W50, | FmoomamcatrGORY | veams (RSSO > om WOD nC Funoe T "“::‘::;:r
wunas [MGBRANTY Gnant ITEGERAL ] STATE | LOCAL SYD Necaraeges
(A1) idr &1 (LI £ 1} (ha) 15w [1.753] i H L]}
ro | Educotion 2651 1221 20 _ 20 | 397
Health
ot uBo{ 2671 L3 L3 | 799
15 | Social Services 320 39 232 232 99
18 | Recraotion — Cultwra 101 178 18L 500 68l 163
7 | Crime = Delinquency 13 —-0- —0- 13
20 [ Monpewer and Job .
Development 2 185 416
21 | Economic ond Business o
Development 36 35 35 il
20 |Howsios 160 | 160 , - 320
Relecati .
] elecation 6 &g | . ] 142
sz | Hrensportation ~ |
Commuwication L6T : Lé&T
s | Envitonmenial Frorection
and Development 35 =0 ()= 30
a0 1Citizen Porticipatio :
e Ty 19h 1 130 ] 10 70} 394
. Evolwation end
Information 92 72 AN Sk | 218
SUSTOTAL 2,413 1,248 | 638 500 1,138 1,299
GRAND TOTAL 2,680 [1,381 | 665 soo | 5 1,170 1,726
CLEARANCE SECTION
: CITY HUD APPROVAL
City of Benton Harbor/ Approved Total
Pownghip of Benton Gront Amount : 3
Iv in haraby cortifind that Clhr budgﬂm' proctices have been followed and thot ali
wititicationy end buch-up d by City gractics and by HUD is oo lil
with thy City ond is oveitebly for inspaction purssmnt to the Grans Agresment.
DATER g ANG TITLE FLaTY'Ss CHIEF FPAL AL OFFICEN El‘w&"j
- =te-T1y &n
SUBNISHION AUTHORIZATION: SN
i3 ruu FTLE o enmr :xscuﬂv_, T I TDate ]
2k 1y ///204’11-‘7 ‘r/f; ‘ L‘_L‘L\\ _f Ir-’_" 1,

HUD.J044 [2-70) Praviews sditinn In/sbislete
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TABLE 5

Foim Approved
OMB Neo. 61-R1471

U.S. DEPARTMENT OF HOUSING AND URBAN DEVELCPMENT
COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT BUDGET

A. O ORIGINAL
| D AMENDMENT

B. APPLICATION NQ,

C. NAME OF APPLICANT

Benton Harbor

o PRty YT, 1975

June 30, 197§

City o From- Y To:
o E. PROGRAM ACTIVITY AMOUNT
1. | ACOUISITION OF REAL PROPERTY s _40,000.9
2. | PUBLIC WORKS, FACILITIES, SITE IMPROVEMENTS 317,000,0
3 | CODE ENFORCEMENT 88,296.04
4. | CLEARANCE, DEMOLITION, REHABILITATION 15,000.0
6. | REMABILITATION LOANS AND GRANTS 394,068.00
6. | SPECIAL PROJECTS FOR ELDERLY AND HANDICAPPED
7. | PAYMENTS FOR LOSS OF RENTAL INCOME
8. | DISPOSITION OF REAL PAOPERTY
9. | PROVISION OF PUBLIC SERVICES 92,301.09
10. | PAYMENT OF NON-FEDERAL SHARES
11, | COMPLETION OF URBAN RENEWAL PROJECTS
12, | RELOCATION PAYMENTS AND ASSISTANCE 15,000.09
‘\'13, FLANNING AND MANAGEMENT DEVELOPMENT
14, | ADMINISTRATIVE 1-24.335.05
5. | CONTINUATION OF MODEL CITIES ACTIVITIES 130,000.0
16. | susTOTAL 1,216,000.0
17. | CONTINGENCIES AND/OR UNSPECIFIED LOCAL OPTION ACTIVITIES (Not 1o exceed 10% of line 16] 0 !
18. | TOTAL PROGRAM ACTIVITY COSTS 1,216,000.)0p
F. RESQURCES FOR PROGRAM ACTIVITY COSTS /
1. | ENTITLEMENT AMOUNT §1,435,000.00 ///%
L
2. | LESS DEDUCTIONS 219,000.00 W
3 | ENTITLEMENT AVAILABLE FOR BUDGET AGTIVITIES 1,216,000,00
4. | PROGRAM INCOME 0
5. | SURPLUS FAOM URBAN RENEWAL PROJECT SETTLEMENT 0
8 [ LOANPROCEEDS 0
7. | UNOBLIGATED FUNDS - PRIOR PROGRAM YEAR 0
8. | TOTAL RESOURCES FOR PROGRAM ACTIVITY COSTS v$| 1,216,000.00

Y D Check box if cogts include indirect cotts whick require approval of & cost allocation plan as required by Federal Management Oircular 74-4.

HUD - 70155

11074}
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heaviest concentration of minoritiss and poor families had
been served. (op. 169, 170)

In testimony before the Michigan Advisory Committesz,
witnesses expressed their opinions regarding the differences
in programming opeiween model cities and community
development. Judd Spray, director of community development
for +he Township of Benton, told the ARdvisory Committee that
there were difterences hetween the two programs &nd that the
differences wer2 due to the Ynature of the community
developwment act and the instructions for the applicatiocn.”

Mr, Spray went on to say that tlhe new act has put
cities and citizens in a dilsmmas

Thev would like +0 make the environmsant
a better place in which to live

[ physical daevelopment i, but at the sams
~ime *hey would alsc like To upgrade
the lifestyle and add some of these
amenities [ public service programs]) but
ths program just doesn't seem to
stretceh far enouqgh for both of them,

(e. 191)

AS a rasult the public service programs had keen cut back.
The Housing and Commanity Develcopmsent Act places emphasis on
rousing, rehabilitation, and public works, Mr. Spray told
the Advisory Committee, and scocial programs arse approved
onliy 1in a "supporting function of rehabilitation
activities.® (p. 189)

Mr. Spray indicate2d to the Advisory Committee that the
changes in the =ype of programs funded by the city wers notn
due to thes guality of programs operated under model cities.
He commented that many of them bad been Wgcod programs" and
“we: regret that some of these model cities programs are
prasing out,?”

Melvin Farmer, who direczed the model clties program
arnd then became the director of the community development
program in the city of Benton Harbor, +old the Advisory
Committee *that the diffzsr=snces in target populations betwesan
the two programs will reduce pen=fits +c minori+i~s:

I+

ability of officials tc respend o
neads of poor and minorities will

+ 3

hs
h

Dot

i

i

83



~ TABLE 6
B - . QMG Ner. 1= 341
© UG, DEPARTMLNT OF HOULING AR R HILAN TNV LD RT A, B OHIGINAL 8. APPL :A'l;qu iT
. COMMUNITY DEVELOFMINT BUDGET ] AMENDMENT Lo
———i e SOMMILIG P :
€ .NAME OF APPLICANT D. FROGIANMVEAR 1 - ;
. Benjon Township, Michigan grom: June 1975 vo:_June 1976
LINE : uMs
vITY .
NO. €. PROGRAN ACTIV ‘ 4M0 ]
. o aa b 1|
1. | acautsimion oF aeaL PaDPERTY 1 oty
H | o
2. [ PUBLIC WORKS, FACILITIES, SITE IMPROVEMENTS ! £198 700; -
: 'i
a | cope enroncement | Lol
: H
4. | CLEARANCE, DEMOLITION, REHADILITATION ! I
. _ \ o
8. | REHABILITATION LOANS AND GRANTS i $£245.000
' .'..b 13 4
6. | SPECIAL PROJECTS FOR ELDERLY AND HANDICAPPED I T
. : | . Rt
7. | PAYMENTS FOR LOSS OF RENTAL INCOME Ny
». | cisposimion oF ReaL PROPERTY { R N
! : o
o, PROVISICH OF PLDILIC ST HVICTS ¥ - i I’
: T
10. | PAYMENT OF NON.FEDERAL SHARES i IR II
_' H ' i c ’ t
11. | COMPLETION OF UNDAN RENEWAL PROJECTS t - .
i . . . H
12. | RELOCATION PAYMENTS AND ASSISTANCE : 4 0 l i
. . oL
! non |
13, | PLANNING AND MANAGEMENT DEVELOPMENT e : $82,000 |
14 | abMimisTRaTIVE i $112.300
15. | CONTINUATION OF MODEL CITICS ACTIVITIES $ 70,000 |
16. | SUBTOTAL
17, | CONTINGENCIES AND/OR UNSFECIFIED LOCAL OFTION ACTIVITIES (Nof 1o excead 10% of line 167
o
13
10. | TOTAL PROGRAM ACTIVITY €OGTS :
F. RESOURCES FOR PROGRAM ACTIVITY COSTS R =
1. | ENTITLEMENT aMOUNT : $%81,000 K-
2. | Ltss oroueTions $203,000
2. | ENTITLEMENT AVAILABLE FOR BUDGET ACTIVITIES - '
[]
4, | PROGRAM INCOME !
. ‘suanus FAOM URBAN RENEWAL PROJECT SETTLEMENT
& | LoanrROCEEDSE

7. | UNOBLIGATED FUNDS . PRIOR PROGRAM YEAR

8. ] TOTAL RESOURCES FOR PROGRAM ACTIVITY COSTS

] . ) :
D Check box if cotis inclinfe rdirect eottn wich reyore gpprval of a cott allo ation plun ot required

e
by Fedrrat Manseement Cireior 204!

HUD - 7158
110-24)

Revised 4-21-75, 5675 g4
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be strained by the elimination of
targat areas and the detinition of the
geographic bounds for a total program.
In a citywide program, community
development block grant funding would
inherently be availakle t0 more
rasidents, [than through the use of
mod2l neighborhood target areas]
thereby decreasing the amount of funds
available to concentrate strictly on
problems of poverty and bklignt." (p.
169)

In addition, Mr. Farmer pointed out *he citywide approach
had increased the competition among program sponsors for
available funds and that this competition "again has the
eftfect of leaving out the poor, elderly, and less organized
citizenry of the community." (pp. 1€9, 170)

Asked to sum up his opinior. of the attitudes of che
city's low- and moderate-income families toward the program
changes, Silas Leqg, who served as director of the Model
Ci*ies Citizens Steering Council and is now on the Benton
Harbor Community Development Advisory Council, told the
Advisory Committee, "They are not happy with it." (p. 257)

DETROIT

Budget allocations for the Detroit model cities program
are shown in table 7, and the first-year budget for
community development is shown in table 8.

Under model cities the city spent funds principally for
public service programs. The cumulative totals for all
funds budgeted under model cities show that $52,910,000 was
spéent on public services, including education, health,
social sexvices, recreation, crime prevention, job
development, transportation, and environmental protection.
These programs accounted for 71 percent of the total budget.
The city spent $5,121,000 on physical development housing
programs and $3,283,000 on relocation programs associated
with housing development. These expenditures accounted for
approximately 11 percent of the total budget, The remaining
funds were spent on coffice space, administration, citizen
participation, and 2valuation activities.
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TABLE 7

FURW ARRXAED

DUDTET [ofmr p D, EheT2
15,5, DEPARTMINT OF II0USING AHD URBAM DEVELOFMENT chT}etroit, Wi ehtpan
CITY CEMOKRSTRATICGN AGENCY BUDGET CONTHACY KUMLCK LATE
\ HE 21-001
BUDGET 5UM‘MARY [REVISED ACTIDN YEARS
iai iesi "oy 1, 1974 | June 30, 1975
F10riginol Scbmission "] Revizion No: REERS ?
fALL FIGURES IN THOUSANDS HOUNDED TO THE NEARLST THSUCANE)
A eoe PROGAAM CATEGORY YEana PI s mEGULIE5 Fulis TOTAL ‘”Ez!:'?’:-.'-
KUMEER e GRANT | CUUGLET, ME HON HUD MI FUNDS (e, ety
vunos [MEEEANT L saanT PRI SYATE LGCAL EALTEN PN ey
1 _ @ 3 T 15t i6e) et tect 7 19)
10 | Education 11,565 | 1,494 . a0 B3O 13,949
't | Heolth 10,560 | 2,235 | 2,361] 1,940 | 300 48 | 4,649 115,136
15 ]Seciol Services 4,163 780 117 117 | 5,060
16 | Recreation ~ Culture 4,108 470 0= . 0~ | 4,578
17 {Crime — Delinquency 1,506 462 —0- -0- {1,968
20 |Blonpower and Job N '
Developmant 3,853 706. . 283 283 &, 842
21 | Economic and Business
Development 6h2 220 0= -0~ 882
20 |Housing 3,603 1 756 | 952 932 | 5,121
locati
31 |Relocation 1,539 | 1,027 7] 717 | 3,283
32 | Tronspestatica -
Communication 3,674 507 {31 ) 205 4,279
33 | Enviconmental Fratection )
ond Deve lopment 2,000 109 . -- 0= ] 2,109
.0 ;. o . .
Chizen Porticipation 1,983 259 448 48 | 3,190
50 Evalvotion and
Infermetion 795 261 25 25 1,081
MY OQfbice Bldg. 937 . -D- R L -G- EEY;
Savings {1,202} {1,202y |(1,202)
SUBTOTAL 50,738 1 9,786 { 4,795 1,940 | 300 48 | 7,084 [55,320
0 Progrom Administration 5, aeo | 2 '_;'2 7 - 1,75C 425 2 . 125 g, 217
GRAND TOTAL 55,828 112,213 | 6,496] 1,940 | 300 473 | 9,209 |74,537

Ct.EARANCE SECTION

CITY HUD APPRGYAL

Approved Totol
Geant Amount : §

It is herehy cert:fied that City Tugsehing practices have beosn inliowed end that 20
fwakifications and Lack-up eotenial reaurred by Doy erechice and by HUD i3 on e
with the City pad s eveilcbte for inspe 0iion surfuant 1o the Granr Agreenon,
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- e U : -
SUGMISSION AUTHORIZATION: Y z
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Under the Housing and Community Development Act the
city budgeted its funds principally for physical development
programs, including urban renewal projects, public works,
clearance, rehabilitation, and relocation payments. These
programs accounted for 64 percent of the total community
development budget. The amount of funding going to public
services, $3,525,000,18 accounted for 11 percent of the
total budget.

Model cities funds were used in a target area of the
city that included a high concentration of low-income and
minority families. (p. 518) Under the Housing and Community
Development Act the city has enlarged the target population;
some programs serve concentrated poverty areas while others
are citywide, thus encompassing a wide range of income
groups.19

In testimony before the Michigar Advisory Committee,
witnesses expressad their opinions regarding program
diff2rences betwea2n model cities and community development.
Pavid Nelson, assistant administrator for social planning
and development of the Detroit model cities program, told
the Advisory Committee:

I think in geéneral we will see, at
least in Derroit, a shift away from
social programs to physical programs in
the transition process to the klock
grant community development program.
This change I think, primarily, was
mandated by the way the legislation was
writ+ten. (p. 516)

Commaenting con the shift in target populations, Mr. Nelson
told the Advisory Committea:

When you don't have very imach money to
ibegin with...and then you are advised
that vou can go citywide with that
money, instead of concentrating it in
the model neighborhcod target area, the
answer is obvious. The more you
disperse your money the less impact you
are going to have. (p. 518)
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_TAhLE 3

Form &ppraved
Cu3 Na. 43-2141

s DEFARTMENT OF HOUSING AND UABAN BEVECOPMENT Ao T OAIGENAL B, APPLICATION 8O,
L COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT BUDGET T AMENOMENT
C. MAME QF APPLICANT D. PROGRAM YEAR
: A TO:
oy £. PROGRAM ACTIVITY AMOUNT
1| ACQUISITION OF AEAL PAOREATY 2,471, 000
2. | PUBLIC WORKS, FACILITIES, $1TE IMPAOVEMENTS 1,223,300
2 | coos exsoacimant -0~ __
4. | cieanance, ogmoLiTion, REmABILITATION | 1,724,000
‘5. | AERASILITATION LOANS AND chnﬁm—s - 952,000
& | SPECIAL PROJZCYS FOR ELDEALY AND HANDICAPPED ' . . -0~
7. r’avme.nrs EOR LOSS OF RENTAL INCOME -*O—
8. | DISPOSITION OF REAL PROPERTY 20, 000
‘. | PROVISION OF PuUBLIC SERVICES 2, 383..’ 100
10. | PAYMENT OF NON-FEDERAL SHARES 641, 900
11. | COMPLETION OF URBAN RENEWAL PROJECTS 13,170,000
12. | RELOCATION PAYMENTS AND A'SSIS?,AN‘CE 1,550, 000
13, | PLANNING AND MANAGEMENT DEVELOPMENT . 613,800
14, | ABMINISTRATIVE 3,224,300
15, | CONTINUATION OF MODSL CITIES ACTIVITIES -0-
15 | suatotaL 25,483, 400
17. | COMTINGENCIES ANO/OR UNSPECIFIED LOCAL OPTION ACTIVITIES [Not 1o axcesd [0% of tine 16) 2,848,000
18, | TOTAL PROGRAM ACTIVITY COSTS l 3 1 33 1, 40d
. ENT”LEMENT A:.oz:is:maces FOR PROGRAM ACTIVITY COSTS 34,187, 000 /,///, : ::
2. | LESS DEOUCTIONS Z’I, 855,600 ///,//, ‘f,',
3 ] ENTITLEMENT AVAILASLE FOR BUCSET ACTIVITIES 31,331,400
& | PAOTRAM INCOME L B -0~
5. | SLAILUS FROM UASAY AENZNAL PAOJECT SETTLEMENT ~0—
6 | LCAY PROCEEDS -()=
7. LINIELIGATRESG FPUNDT - PRIOR PROGHAMN YEAR -'0'-
8. | TOTAL RUSNURCES FOA PADGRAM ACTIVITY COSTS 3]:,331.,400
i :—_] £ h Ber X B vaatt fnota e desRees D Coe il wekicly Foepules spneaval 0 3 core ulfecation pham af eesntee i Federn) Mansoscont Cimalor £7 4
_-,.U;, cparss WOTLr Project escimaves or each aCLIvVIy  ars Bouwil 14 ALkc BPupetel
) teo-ra table, "Datailed Eotrm_c-f by Budget Lina,"

R R L R T |

8



Earl aAdamasz2k, who served as chairman of the citizens
govaerning board of the Detroit model cities program, told
the Advisory Committee:

I hav2 seen the change. I have seen
+he cutbacks in the wvarious social
service programs. And I have seen the
effects of cutting back those
programs that have as their objective
alleviating the burdens of the poor and
the disabilities imposed upon them in
terms of having a decent human life.

(p. 568)

FLINT

The model cities program in Flint was operated by
Genesee County and the model neighborhood included areas of
the county outside the city limits of Flint. Flint,
however, received the entire model cities held-harmless
allocation because 80 percent of all model cities programs
Fad operated within <he city limits, Decisions regarding
the use of model cities funds were made with the final
authority of the Genesee County commissioners and decisions
regarding the use of Flint's community development funds
were mads with tinal authority of the city council.

Under modesl cities Genesee County spent funds
principally for public service programs. The fourth-year
applicazion from the county, takle §, shows that
cumulatively the model cities program spent $7.8 million on
services, including education, Lealth, social services,
recr=3ation, crime prevention, job training, businesss
development, and envircnmental protection. These
expenditures accounted for 58 percent of the total budget.
Tre county spent $1,238,000 on housing and housing
development programs and $565,000 on relocation programs
related ¢ housing development. These expenditures
accounted for 13 percent of the mcdel cities budget. The
remaining funds were spent on adminis+tration, citizens?
participation, and evaluation activities.

inder the Housing and Community Development Act (table
10} the city of Flint budgeted its funds principally for
vhysical development programs, including public works,
purchase Orf oroperty, clearance, rehakbilitavion, completion
of urban re2newal projects, and relocation. These programs

89



TABLE

9

FORM APPROVED

BUDGET BUREAU NO, 83-R1211

BUDGET SUMMARY

¥ Original Submission

[J Revision No;

U, $. DEFPARTMENT OF HOUSING AND URBAN DEVELOPMENT
CITY DEMONSTRATION AGENCY BUDGET

CITY

~

Flint
CONTRACT NUMBER CATE
Me - 21003
REVISED ATTION YE ARS
FROM: TO:
v

‘\‘/

{ALL FIGURES IN THOUSANDS ROUNDED TO THE NEAREST THOUSAND!

CATEGORY PRIOR CURRENT REQUESTED FUNDS CUMUL A~
«ﬁ&".‘m PROGRAM CATEGORY Mcvg;:;T ‘B’U"D“GOE"YE'D e NON HUD Mo FunOS T;E;EL *h“{ﬁ;*f%
Funps  MCSEMNT ) SRaANT  FeneRmaL | STATE LOCAL 5+6) (Col.3+4+5)
‘) (2) (3) (8} is} (63 (6 (6c) 7 1o}
) ST ]IS T62)
10 | Education 896 520 346 80 426 1,762
(866) |(1,162)
11 | Health 337 | s29 | 296" | 700 | 600 1,596 | 1,162
. . (402) (521)
15 [ Social Services 92 110 119 80 199 521
L 1,583) K1,672)
16 | Recreation — Culture 1,442 ’141 ' 89 310 57 456 1,672
ol (704) {704)
17 { Crime — Delingquency 630 74 Z0- 466 466 704
20 |Manpower and Job 1,022) |(1,327)
Development 593 429 305 90 395 1,327
21 Economic ond Business (257) (494)
Development 57 200 237 207 444 494
) 1,040) ¥(1,238)
3s | Housing 852 188 198 198 1,238
Relocti (328) | (328)
3 elocation 328 -0- -0- -0- 328
52 | Yransportation -
Communicotion
a3 | Environmental Protection (160) (160}
and Deve lopment 135 25 -0- -0- 160
" L 1,185) (1,485)
40 s »
Citizen Participation 620 565 300 100 1,485
so | Evoluation and (172) (274)
{nformation 59 113 102 102 274
ladditional (237
Relocation 237 =0= -0- 237
9,372) [11,364)
SUBTOTAL 6,041 [3,331 1,992 4,582 11,364
. ) 1,587) KZ,052)
so  {Program Administration 1.107 480 465 116 581 2 052
GRAND TOTA {10,959)[13,416)
t 7,148 3,811 2,457 1,773 680 253 p,163 13,416
CLEARANCE SECTION
cITY HUD APPROVAL
Approved Total
Grant Amount : §
It is hereby certified that City budgeting praciices hove been followed and that ali
tustitications ond back-up material required by City practice and by HUD is on file
with the City and is availeble for inspection pursuant 1o the Grant Agreement.
DATE SIGMATURE AND EITLE OF CITY*S CHIEF FISCAL OFFICER (Signuture )
SUBMISSION ALUTHORIZATION: o
OATE SIGHA TURE AND TITLE OF CITY'S CHIEF EXECUTIVE OFFICER Date )
4/73‘1‘UD-7014 (2:70) Previous edition is sbsolete PB-E
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CTABLE 10

QU Ha 631y

-~

WS DEFATTMENT OF HO G ANDLHIGAN DLV LOPMUNT B OMIGINAL

COMMUNITY [y ELOPMOHT CUDGET

[ 6. APFLCATION 16, |

Q AMENDMENTR-F 5 -MC-28-0(}

—C-:- NAME OF AFPLICANT ‘ 0. PROGRA VI AR
CITY OF _FiiuTt Frota: I0:
iy E. PROGRAM ACTIVITY ANOUNT
1. ACQUSITION OF REAL PNOPERTY _ $2_|_8_6_]_|_9_DD_
2. | rurLie r.-onns:, FACILITIES, StTE IMPROVEMENTS 100,000
3 | CODE ENFORCEN-'NT ~-0-
4. { CLEARAMNCE, DEMOLITION, REHARILITATION R 193 ,000
6. | REHABILITATION LOANS AND GRANTS 100,000
6. | SPLCIAL PROJECTS FOR ELDEALY AND HANDICAPPLD -0~
7. PAYRENTS FOR LOLS OF RENTAL If\;COME - 0-
8. MSPOSTION OF ﬂEAL- PRCOPERTY - 0-
8. PROVISION OF PUBLIC SERVICES -0-
10. | PAYIENT OF MON-FEDENAL SHARES -0-
1. { COMPLETION OF URGAN NENEWAL PROJECTS 1,165,900
12. | RELOCATION PAVRIENTS AHD ASSISTANCE 1.572.000
T 13, | PLANNING AND MANAGEMENT DEVELOFMENT -0-
14, ADMINISTRATIVE T ,040 R 000
15. | CONTINUATION OF MODEL CITIES ACTIVITITES -0-
16. | SUBTOTAL 7.033.700 .
12. | CONTINGUNCIES AND/OR uuss’ccm.‘lco LGGAL OPTION ACTIVITIES {Not 1o exceed 10% of line 16) 703,309 |
18. | TOTAL PROGRAM ACTIVITY COSTS ‘ 7,737, QOD’
3 =S - AR
N P A:;:‘i[-irOURCLS FOR PRO?HAM ACTIVITY CGS1S 58 ) 769 ’ 090 //////’2«?}/////«/%
y o
2. | LeEss pEoUCTIONS 1,022,000 /{/‘///Z/;/;Zf’//
3 | ENTITLEMENT AVAILABLE FOR CUDGLT ACTIVITICS 7,737,000
A, | PROGRAM INCOME (-
5, ] SUnrLUs |"~noM URRBAN RLNEWAL PROJICTSETTLEMENT ‘-0—
6. | LOANPROCEEDS -0-
7. | UNOULIGATED FUNDS - Pl “OGIAM YEAR -0-
B, | TOTAL BESOURCTS FOR P15 -‘u“ZTI\’IT\" COSTS 7,737,000
! [T) Check bor o cous inelir- divecs - - wrequire approval of a cost allocarion plan ay requieed by Fedreeal Mynagenrent Cirvnlar 74-4,

Huy - 70154

110.74} 91
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accounted for 77 percent of the total available hudget
(£5,993,700). ®lint ailocated $7(¢3,300 for public service
rograms. This amount repreésents 9 percent of the total
community development budget.

Target populations of the various projects in the Flint
community development budget vary. Some, such as the
continuation of urban renewal projects, are limited to a
target area with heavy minority and low-income
concentrations. Other projects, such as rehabilitation
loans and land acquisition, are citywide in scope.29

In testimony before the Michigan Advisory Committee,
witriesses expressed their opinions regarding the changes in
programming between model cities and commur.ity development,
Daniel Boggan, Jr., city manager of Flint, +o0ld the Advisory
Committee in his written comments:

I believe that on a categorical basis
people knew they had to deal with
specific probklems under model cities .
However, the CDA Housing and Community
Development Act of 1974 is a shotgun
approach to¢ sclving urban gproblems. 1t
allows the local decisionmakers +o make
the decision. I believe it can hamper
the city's abiiity to deal with the
needs of the pocr and minority
community if not properly focused.

To the extent that the municipal
officials are committed to d=al with
urban problems the Housing and
Community Development Act of 1974
provides a mechanism to do so,.
However, to the extent that those
officials are not committed, the act
also provides them enough leeway to do
other things that would be beneficial
to the community but not necessarily to
the poor and mincrity,2t

Gloria Grant, representing the Genesee County model
cities agency, told the Advisory Committee that programs of
the type funded under model cities, "seem to be headad for
oblivion. All services will be terminated and a void will
2xist in the mod2l cities community. The termination will
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affect approximately 27,000 residents of which 79.1 percent
are minorities." (pp. 270, 271)

According to Ms. Grant, the difference in target
populations between the two programs means that community
development funds will have "no significant impact" on
certain "blighted, poverty, and minority concentrated
areas." (p. 275) Punds that previously went into these model
neighborhood areas are now being used to "beef up the urban
renewal areas and the city's administrative bhudget,™ Ms.
Grant said. "This has been accomplished at the expense of
rhe model cities areas which contained a high minority
concantration. (p. 275)

GRAND RAPIDS

Budge+ allocations for the Grand Rapids model cities
program are shown in table 11, and the first-year budget for
commuriity development is shown in table 12.

inder model cities Grand kapids spent funds principally
for public service programs. Of the total funds budgeted
through June 30, 1975, $4.4 million was spent on public
service programs, including education, health, social
services, recreation, crime prevention, job development,
economic development, transportation, andéd environmental
protection., These expenditura2s accounted for 56 percent of
the total budget. The city spent $220,000 on housing
devezlopment and $298,000 on relocation projects associated
with housing development. These expenditures accounted for
7 percent of the total budget. The remaining funds were
spent for administration, citizen participation, audits, and
evaluation activities,

Undexr the Housing and Community Development Act, Grand
Rapids budgeted funds principally for physical development
programs, incliuding public works, acquisition of property,
code enforcement, clearance, rehabilitation, and relocation.
A total of $3.9 million was budgeted for these projects,
accounting for 81 percent of the total available budgeat.

The city budgeted $285,000 for continuation of model cities
public service programs, and an additioconal $141,000 from the
"iocal option" category was later placed in the public
service category for a total of $426,000. This amount
accounted for 9 percent of the total available community
development budget.
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TABLE 11

[ MC 31460.7

FORM ARRASY

Exhibit A

£

AUDGET BUMF AL NGO 81 AT

U.5, DEPARTMENT OF HOUSING AND URBAN DEVELOPMENT

CITY DEMONSTRATION AGENCY RUDGET
BUDGET SUMMARY

“'Grand Rapids, Michigar

" ME-21685"

CATE

11/19/74

‘!U"LO/IC'I 10N YE AR

L™ Tou /
{"}Original Submivsion FJ Revision No: 1 1/73 L 6/30/ e
IALL FEGUNTS IN THOUSANDS ROUNDRO TO THE NEAREST YTHOUSAND!
e coma careoons | T [, PP N
[T s wC gaast [ RUDEL Y, s NOH HUD MC FUNDS tCnl. S Suan
runps (MG ORANT| Gwant TranEWaC [ 3TATE | LOCAL S84 Yt
n ) T | m 8el ) et 3 I3
16 [Educstion 335 161 0 496
vt | Health 384 407 103 888
1 jSocial Services 234 1 o© 248
| Recrestion ~ Culture 35 4 0 39
57 | Crime = Dalinquency 257 23 Q 276
Monpowar and Job
1o Development 468 614 0 1078
20 | Economic ond Butiness
Development 655 584 8] 124%
F 1] Houting 205 15 (8] 220
1 [Relocotion 298 q 0 298
. Tronapotiation - 11"} 0 11 }:—
Communicatisn
" Envicanmentol Prglection ~
and Devalopment 3 1Q o 43
49 |Citizen Porticipetion Bsrﬁ 607 79 15473
Evoluation ond
** Lintormation 35 q o 35
| udits 21 6] o 90
SUBTOTAL 3930 2509 183 6614
»” lProgrom Administrobion 51 63 & 1012
GRAND TOTAL 4444 3134 244 7826
CLEARANCE SECTION
CiTY HUD APPROVAL
Approved Total
Gront Amount : §
i is haraby cortifiad that City budgeling proctizes have been lollowed ond thor all
winlicorsma ond bock sp materiol required by Loty prochice and by HUD is on File
with thg Cuty gnd iy ovorlabie lor 1nspaction pursuant 1o the Grent Agreement,
BATE 4 TUNL AMO TITLE OF C17Y'4 CHIEF FikCaL OFFICER {Signurure}
t / §7 /)}/ W
susMIsSIGN aD TrIRITTUON.
(Y13 -1 T P ciTvs gpir tafcgfviorFcen Naty]
e TR eSS
HUG.-7044 [1.70) Pradtpus gériionge .57.. o
oo
WiD-Wosh., D.C.
Transoittal Notice CDA-36 page 1
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o ___TABLE 12

[T prar——
OMb No. $3-k1an

US, DEPARTMENT OF HOUSING AND URUAN OCVELOPMENT A E] ORIGINAL 0. AIPLICATION NO,
COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT BUDGI:T 0 AMCNDMENT
C. NAME OF APPLICANT D. PROGRAM YEAR - A
city of Grand Rapids, Michipan enom: July 1, 1975 vo: June 30, 1976
Lime E. PROGRAM ACTIVITY AMOUNT
1. ] acousimon oF Reat PROPERTY 379,400
2. 1 ruouic wonxs, l-'.o;cn.mes. SITE IMPROVEMENTS 1,522,060
2 ] CODE ENFORCEMENT 215,000
4, ] CLEARANCE, DEMOLLTION, REHADILITATION 403,700
v. [ serasiiTanion Loans anp GraNTS . 1,000,000
s, | srec1aL pnosecTs FOR ELDEALY AND HANDICAPPED "o
-7, | PAYHENTE FOR LOSS OF RENTAL n;com; 0
9. oaérosmon_u SF REAL PROPERTY 6,000
». | PrOVISION OF PUBLIC SERVICES 0
“10. ] pAYMENT OF ﬁqu.rebzmu’smns’ 114,000
11, | COMPLETION OF URBAN RENEWAL PROJECTS o
1. asu,ocn:oﬂ'nlwsufs AND gssnéu&cz 364,500 |;
1. gg.llﬁhmﬁ AND MANAGEMENT CEVELOPMENT 140,000 ‘
14 | AbmmnisTRATIVE 448,000 !
18. | CONTINUATION lDF HMODEL CITIES Ac‘l‘tﬁ’nmtl - 285,000 ]
|
. | susTorat 4,877 600_:!‘[
1, con_'m-uceucuss AMD/OR UNSPECIFIED LOCAL OPTION ACTIVITIES (Not 10 exceed 10% oﬂa‘u; 16 218,000 }!
18. | TOTAL PROGRAM ACTIVITY COSTS . 5, 095 600' “
I F. RESOURCES FOR PROGRAM ACTIVITY COSTS. ] ‘ \
1. | eNTiTEMENT AMOUNT 4,815,000
2. { Less peoucTions
3. | ENTITLEMENT AVAILABLE FOR BUDGET ACTIVITIES ' i
4. | rrocRAM income 280,600
5. ] SUAPLUS FROM URBAN RENEWAL PROJECT SETTLEMENT
8. | LOAN PROCEEDS
7. | UNOBLIGATED FUNDS - PRIOR PRIOGRAM YCAR 1
*_ 8. | YOTAL RESOURCES FOR PROGRAM ACTIVITY COSTS 5,095,600 1‘

! E] Cheek by if ottt inchale indirec( cosit which require approvel of @ cott oltocation plon as required by Federal Auragvmaent Circtstue 1444,

HUD - 70155

o221
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Under model cities, all program funds were spent in a
target area of the city that had a heavy concen?ration of
low-income and minority families. Under community
development, some projects continue to be targeteq to.
specific areas of the city while others are citywide in
scope, 22

in testimony before the Michigan Advisory Committee,
witnesses expressed their opinions regarding the changes in
pregramming between the two acts. Ora Spady, Grand Rapids
model cities diractor, told the Advisory Ccmmittee that even
prior to the implementation of the Housing and Community
Development Act, the community became aware that the types
of programs fundad through model cities would no longer be
supported by the city:

For the last two years...we have
attempted to +ry to get State and other
Federal funding to continue some of our
social programs because basically I
think we faced the reality at the local
level, especially ir the planning
process, that very few funds would be
spent out of community development for
th# continuvation of social programs.

(. 808)

Regarding the change in target populations, Mr. Spady
told the Advisory Committee:

When we bagin to compare the
geographical area that the model cities
funds were allocated for versus the
community development funds, which is
citywide, then we will see that the
percentage of impact would be much less
through communicy development than
through the geographical target area of
th2 model cities program. It mearns
that the impact no longer exists
because you hawve to begin to give
priority on a citywide basis. (pp.
805, 810)

Wilbur Warren was a member of the Grand Rapids Model
Neighborhood Citizens Committee and president of the
National Citizens Participation Council, an organization
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that linked together the citizens' participation
organizations of 145 model cities preograms throughout the
country. He told the Advisory Committee that the community
development programs, "will not serve the needs of low- and
moderate=incomae and lower-income persons of the identifiabie
csegmants of the community. Nor does the local
plan...reflect the best interest of racial minorities or
those of the low- and moderate~income population of Grand
Rapids.? (p. 843)

armond Robinson, who served as executive director of
the model neighborhood citizens committee, noted that
changyes brought about by the implementation of the Housing
and Community Development Act will "revert the methods of
doing business back to the pre-1966 era; which said that
local city government knows best.," Mr, Rokinson went on to
say, "This will further result in *he near extinction of
these seftware type s2rvices whichk model cities provided
to the community...." {(p. 855)

HIGHLAND PARK

3udget allocations for the Highland Park mcdel cities
program are shown in table 13, and the first-year budget for
community Jdevelopment is shown in table 14,

Under molel cities the city spent funds principally for
pahiic service vrograms. The cumulative budget for all
fends spent under model cities shows that $5.3 million was
spernt on public service programs, including education,
health, social s=2rvices, recreation, crime prevention, job
development, and economic Jdevelopment. These programs
accounted for &1 percent of the budget, The city spent
$512,000 on housing-related programs. This total accounted
for 6 percent of the budget. KRemaining funds were spent on
administration, citizens' participaticn, and evaluation
activities.

Under the Housing and Community Development Act the
city budgeted its funds principally for physical development
programs, including acquisition of preperty, public works,
code =2nforcement, clzarance, rehabilitation, completion of
urban rznewal projects, and relocation assistance. These
prearams accounted for 66 percent of the budget. The amount
of funding going to the provision of public services,
5294,615, account=d for 7 percent of the total available
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TABLE 13

FOMMA APSAOYi D
UG T L st qo, 83—RETTT

T R [AY 27
. o, caM{REFHAT OF HOUMING AND URBAH DEVeLOPHENT ar _\
LY TEMONSTRATION AGEHCY BULCTT CONTRACT NUMBEIT ‘[n‘iﬂ‘:"“ B —— |
ME21-002 9-23-74 .
BUDGET SUMMARY REVISED ACTION YECARS 1
\ FROM
Li?riginu'l Submission [ Revisior No: i 7-1-.4 i 3- 13- 15
’ {ALL FIGURES 1N THOUSANOS HOUNDED TO THE NEARESY 71O :.mm
carcenfr’ "
L cman careoone | Trn [ REsuestes Foics rora. [
wusazl MC GRANT | BUDGET, me NOM HUD MC FUNOS (Col. M GRALY
' runos MG S las | GRANT IFEDERAL| STATE [ Local | 5+6) (c.u.?,_c_,)
w7 12) {2 ta) {s) (el {sht (521 1 fe
ot ' _ ST SUR G S ST
10 . Education g9 84 13 15 ] ‘4__3,__” . _‘!_‘
', Heolth 864 | 224 69 124 193 {1,187 |
I ) ——
s Social Services 1,253 203 164 88 302 1 565 Jm
T - e
15 Receeation — Colture 493 158 ‘ 121 42 49 212 Tn
17 Crime = Dalinguency 444 57 15
L.oas | 51 |
20 |Menpower end Job :
| Development 195 203 113 . L 5".
51 [Economic ond Business R S
. 1De avelopment 22 6 : 6 . “
2o {Housing 298 140 74 74 S
EY) Relocotion '
_3'2 r"l‘r-:mqurmli:m - T
Communicofion
23 Environmentol Pretection B
ond Development
49 1 {Citizen Participotion e
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vo Evalvation end B *'{#
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- b
poB A-87 177 48 37 37 | MRk {
| SUBTOTAL 5,161 |1,383 783 88 503 60 |L434 | 7,307
020 Pregrom Administration 1,048 254 11% , 29 144 l)‘i, 7 .
GRAND TOTAL 6,209 1,637 898 88 503 8 1,578 |8, W |
- - : e
''''' _ . . CLEARANCE SECTION ) : 3
Cle HUD APPROVAL
*The total MC Grant Funds of $896, column 5, includea J
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ity c‘\d iz available for msp!cl-ow pur'-u"nl to the Grant Agrerent,
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TABLE 14

Form Appraved
OMB No. 63=RI4N

A I ORTGINAL
O AMENDMENT

U3 DEPARTMENT OF HOUSING AND URSAN DEVELOPMENT
COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT BUDGET

8. APPLICATION NO.

— - -
C. NAME OF APPLICANT D PROGRAM YEAR
City of Highland Park EROM. 10 -
CINE E. PROGRAM ACTIVITY : AMQUNY
- e
1. | ACQUISITION OF REAL PROPERTY ! 885, 900
[
]
2. | PUBLIC WORKS. FACILITIES, SITE IMPROVEMENTS : 325,000
.
[]
1 | CODE ENFORCEMENT : 134,000
4 | CLEARANCE. DEMOLITION, REHABILITATION ! 248,900
. i
I
S | AEHABILITATION LOANS AND GRANTS ] 7%_(1, 000
i . - - }
1 T SPECLAL PROJECTS FOR CLDERALY AND HANDICAPPED 0
—— ;
7 | PAYMENTS FOR LOSS OF RENTAL INCOME | 5,000
—_ T
i
8. | DISPOSITION OF REAL PROFERTY ‘ 16, 000
— T
9. | PROVISION OF PUBLIC SERVICES ! 284,615
T
10 | PAYMENT OF NON FEDEMAL SHARES ; 83,000
1. | COMPLETION OF URBAN RENEWAL PROJECTS | 90, 815
12 | AELOCATION PAYMENTS AND ASSISTANCE 440,600
12 | PLANNING AND MANAGEMENT DEVELOPMENT 15, 391
14 | ADMINISTRATIVE 340, 252
T
16, | CONTINUATION OF MODEL CITIES ACTIVITIES | 0
[
. {
16 | SUBTOTAL | 4,243,473
: Pl 4 pu—
17 | CONTINGLNCIES AND/OR UNSPECIFIED LOCAL OPTION ACTIVITIES (Nor o exceas 10% of line 161 106,255
. | TOTAL PROGRAM ACTIVITY COSTS 4,349,728
F. RESOURCES FOR PROGRAM ACTIVITY COSTS —lr ’ ’
1. ENTITLEMENT AMOUNT | 5. 017_'_000
2. | LESS DEQUCTIONS v 667,272 )
3 ENTITLEMENT AVAILABLE FOR BDUDGET ACTIVITIES 4. 349. 728
& PROGRAM INCOME 0
L 3 SU“?LUS FROM URBAN RENEWAL PAOJECT SETTLEMENT 0
6 | LOANPROCEEDS 0
¢
7 | UNOBLIGATED FUNDS PRIOR PROGRAM YEAR 0
's. | TOTAL RESOURCES FOR PROGRAM ACTIVITY COSTS 4349, 728
' D Cheeh box if conss inciude cdirect cotts which require approvel of ¢ cost allovetion plan us required by Federa! Atunaycivent Crrculur 74-4,
HUD . 7015.8 . e
AL XY
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Under model cities Highland Park concentrated the
expenditure of funds to a target area population
encompassing a large portion of low-income and minority
families. Under community development the city continued to
use the target population approach for some projects while
others were funded on a citywide basis,23

LANSING

Budget allocations for the Lansing model cities program
are shown in table 15, and the first-year budget for
community development is shown in table 16.

Under model cities the city spent its funds principally
for public service programs, including education, health,
sccial services, recreation, crime prevention, job
davelopment, economic development, transportation, and
environmental protection. A total of $7.8 million was spent
on these services during the 5 years of the program,
accounting for 49 percent of the budget. The city spent $3
million on housing development and $800,000 on relocation
related to housing development. These programs accounted
for 28 percent of the total budget. The remaining funds
woere spent for administration, citizern participation,
rlanning, and evaluation activities.

Under community development Lansing budgeted its funds
principally for physical development activities, including
acquisition of property, public works, code enforcement,
c¢learance, rehabilitation, and relocation. A total of
$3,556,565 was budgeted for these programs, accounting for
58 percent of the budget. The city budgeted $1,009,490 for
the provision of public services, including the continuation
of model cities public service programs.24 These budget
figures represent 16 percent of the total funds available.

In testimony before the Michigan Advisory Committee,
witnesses expressed their opinions regarding the program
differences between the two acts. Mayor Gerald Graves told
tre Advisory Committee:s

community developmert is not a model
cities program written in different
terms. It is a pronounced change from
an 2mphasis on social service programs
to the concept that these programs are
only valuable if they are instituted to
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TABLE 15

1

FORA APPPRKOYECD

Pl b ) i Ao i e B

U. 5. DEPARTMLNT OF HOUSING AND URBAH DLYLLOPMCNT
CITY DLMONSTRATION AGENCY BUDGET

BUDGET SUMMARY

HOrigincl Submission [ Revision Ne:

-

civy
Lansing, Michigan

CONTILALT HuMULH

ME 21-006

EFAT L

HLVISL D ACTION YE Aty
RO I Tn

N
|
|

’ r TALL FIGURNPS N THOUSAND, ROURDTND TO THUE HUAIRY T 1«1—(‘):;::)_-—_-
carecony PRIOH TNt PR T Rt A St I VPR
conc PROGRARAM CATEGORY YUAHS ABDNOY I, [ pem— PR IL)‘TAI Tan g 1ire A
HABLA MC Charer | OUDCLT, e NOM 0 4G unDs fCol. ["" N
I v re Sl MmN AT AR A BT T AN R NI
) (2t ) | s 16 0} ©h wa | | e T
T Educetion 813,541 241,365 143,012 143,083,197 ,918
T Healih 806,491 156,375 134,456 134, 4541,095,122
vs | Social Services ,337,779 81,865 95,063 - 95,06 31,514,703
16 Recrection « Culture 236.89% 62,788 51,334 5k ,334 351,017
"7 Crime — Delinguency 892,91d 310,067 96,013 96,01'\11,298,990
{anpawer crd Job T
% IDevelozment 106,83 91,26% 156,970 156,97 355,064
Econcriic vid Dusiness - ~ T
44
Develonmert 5)73,47—8 60,674 ) 72,248 —.—72 ,Zﬁ_E “7-_(16-,100
o JHousing 2,722.85& 155,261 80,803 80,8032,958,930
» Relecation 341,437 142,312 350,554 350,554 834,303
sz | Tromepertotion — 339,533 127,611 70,346 70,344 537,489
— Comewnication .
3 Environmentol Protection 622,024 49,114 50,383 50,381 721,531
and Dovelopmient
40 Citizen Perticipetion 964,034 30,961 88,399 88,3991,083,394
so | Evaluation ond _ ‘ 1__'
Informotion 925,83 34,731 95,903 95,9031,056,473
- 60 | Planning 533,124 14,529 70,910 70,913 618,565
70 Finance 280,334 66,561 31,820 31,82 378,717
SUBTOTAL ]Jl,497,1151,623,4§3 1,588#14 ) ,588,21414,708,816
50 Program Administration 721,881 321,517i 284,786 284,7841,328,184
GRAND TOTAL 2,219,00?1,945,0d0 1,873,p00 ,873,00¢416,037,000
- CLEARANCE SLCTION T
Ty _____t T T __._' HUD APPIROVAL
Approved Totol
Gront Amount ; §
Wis hoegly coattied thet oty budyueting prochices heve heen talloved wnl that oll
jwstlications ond Lock-wp moteriol requined by City preciice ond by HUD 15 on Ll
with the Cuty and vy avasletde dor inspdetion pursuant 10 the Grann Agicemens,
DAty BIGNATUME AND T1TLE OF CITT'S Cotttt 15CAL GFFICLEHM fs—‘l;"‘"wt:-)
V?UE‘I‘I‘I‘J!)IE{. AUTHOR!™ * T10NH: = PP
G WA DRED ARIT T T uTYS JOLE Lak Ly T {Huic)

HuD. 2044 {2-70) Pievie 1 edition iy vbivlote
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- TABLE 16 OMD Na. $donian

US. DIFARTMENT, OF HOUGING AND UNBAN DIVELUGI'MENT A, O OGINAL 8. APPLICATION NO.
o COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT BUDGCT O AMINDMENT]
C. NAME OF APPLICANT D, PROGAAM YEAR
i CITY OF LANSING enom:JULY T, 1975- yo: JUNE 30, 1976 -
i €. PROGRAMACTIVITY AMOUNT
t. | aAcowsiTion OF REAL PROPERTY . . $ 425,464
2. | rusuic wonks, FACILITIES, SITE IMPROVEMENTS 2,034,302
2 | CODE ENFURCEMENT , 74,000
4 | CLEARANCE, DEMOLITION, REHABILITATION , _ 21,000 -
.o ] . - 3
8. | REMABILITATION LOANS AND GAANTS 576,000
8. | SPECIAL PAOJECTS FOR ELOERLY AND HANDICAPPED : - 4 - -0 _
1. | PAYMENTS FOR LOSS OF RENTAL INGOME - -0-
0- F
8. | DI3POSITION OF REAL PROPERTY :
9. | PAOVISION OF PUBLIC SERVICES . 475,328
10. | PAYMENT OF NON.FEDERAL SHARES ‘ 0=
11, | COMPLETION OF URBAN RENEWAL PAOIECTS -0-
12. | AELOCATION PAYMENTS ANO ASSISTANCE . S 425,800
12, | PLANNING AND MANAGEMENT DEVELOPMENT 309,038
14, | ApMINISTRATIVE i 244‘,658 .
18, | CONTINUATION OF MODEL CITIES ACTIVIT(ES 1,095,000
16. | suBTOTAL A . -] 6,680,600
17. | CONTINGENCIES AND/GA UNSPECIFIED LOCAL OPTION ACTIVITIES (Norf 10 exceed 10% of Hue 146) 508,400

18. | TOTAL PROGRAM ACTIVITY COSTS $6 '189 '000 !

F. RESQURCES FOR PROGRAM ACTIVITY COSTS .
1. | ENTITLEMENT AMOUNT . i $6,967,000 .
ORCrK race
. e .-'.-;'r.o.;_-:/ v .
2. | Less oeoucTions 718,000 s e ]
3. | ENTITLEMENT AVAILABLE FOR BUCGET ACTIVITIES $6 »189,000
4. | PROGRAM INCOME : -0- )
5. | SURPLUS FROM URBAN RENEWAL PROIECT SETTLEMENT -0-
6. | LOANPROCEEDS -0-
7. | UNODLICATED FUNDE . PRION PROGRAM YEAR ' -0-
B8 | YOTAL NESOURCEE FON PROGRAM ACTIVITY COSTS $6,189,000

! D Check box if casts dnchude indizec! cotie which requine approvel of & coti allocation plan as wequired by Federal Mantgement Oinular 24.4,

HUD . 70166
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support a primary thrust of physical
development, particularly in the area
of housing. (p. U429)

Mayor Graves told the Advisory Committee he was
optimistic about the ability of the new legislation to
provide programs for the needs of the poor and for
minorities., However, he warned, "The intention of Congress
can all too readily be subverted by bureaucratic meddling by
HUD and other Federal departments and activities of local
government." (pp. 430, 431)

Ralph Cascarilla, acting community development director
of Lansing, told the Advisory Committee that:

Social services were basically an add-
on provision in this legislation to
assist in the rehabilitation of housing
and the effective utilization of
physical improvements, I don't think
anyone would maintain that physical
improvement must not be supported by a
certain degree of social service
programs. However, that is not the
primary emphasis of the new community
development program. (p. 435)

As a result of the legislation, Mr. Cascarilla noted, a
clear change in programming in Lansing has occurred; a
deemphasis on social services and an increased emphasis on
puklic improvements. (p. 437)

Harry Smith, a member of the executive committee of the
Model Cities Policy Board in lLansing, told the Advisory
Committee that the Housing and Community Development Act has
been interpreted as "essentially a piece of 'bricks and
mortar' legislation, with a heavy emphasis upon physical
rather than social service projects." Mr. Smith noted,
however, that this shift in program emphasis had been done
at the expense of the social service projects developed
under model cities, and at the expense of providing citizens
with a meaningful role in the development of local public
pelicy. (p. 399)
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SAGINAW

Budget allocations for the Saginaw model cities program
are shown in table 17, and the first-year budget for
community development is shown in table 18,

Under model cities the city spent funds principally for
public service programs, including education, health, social
services, recreation, crime prevention, job development,
transportation, and environmental protection. Expenditures
on these programs totaled $2.7 million throughout the life
of the program, accounting for 73 percent of the total funds
spent. The city spent $380,000 for housing development
programs and $38,000 on relocation associated with housing
development. These =sxpenditures accounted for 8 percent of
the total budget, The remainirg tunds were spent on
admiristration, citizens' participation, and evaluation
activities,

Under the Housing and Community Development Act *he
city budgeted its funds principally for physical development
programs, including public works, croperty acquisition, code
enforcement, clearance, rehabilitation, relocation, and a
loan guarantee for public works project. These programs
totaled $1,908,800, accounting for €0 percent of the budget.
Expenditures for public service programs and the
continuation of model cities pubklic service programs totaled
$810,500,25 accounting for 26 percent of the available
budget,

Under model cities funds were spent in a concentrated
target area of th2 city, c¢ensus tracts 1, 2, 3, 4, and 5,
which included 42,3 percent of the minority families living
in Saginaw and 39.2 percent of the families with poverty-
lavel incomes. Under community deéevelopment most of the
programs have been sxpanded and the programs have the entire
city ag their target populatior. Seven out of eight model
cities public services programe continued by the city
expanded to cover the 2ntire city.26

In testimony before the Michigan Advisory Committee,
witn2sses expressed their opinions reqarding program
differences betwe=n model cities and community development.
Terry Pruitt, diractor of Sagiraw's model cities program,
told the Advisory Committe=s:
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TABLE ™ 17

FORU APBRGVFED
PUBGF T BUkE ATy D, A AN

- G
. 3. DEPARTMENT OF HOUSING AND URDAN DEVELOPMEHT Saginaw, Michigan
CITY DEMOMSTRATION AGENCY BUOGET CONYRACT NUMBEN DATE
-21-004 B/6/74
BUDGET SUMMARY R
oo To
{1 Original Submission (X Revision No: 3 7/1/7[4 J 12/31/74
(ALL FIGUMES ¥ THOUSANDS ROQUNDED T3 THE MEAREST THOUSANDE
“one | ProcRAK cATEGORY Sl Nty e o 'L;c‘:';":“:':f'%
v Me GRaNT | BUDSET, g HON HUD UC FUNDS AN Funot
wunos [ R NT| Gaanr ETERAUT STATE [ cocaL 2L Nicarsarn
[T 12 [ET} 2 15 1801 (&b (6ch N 18}
to | Educotion 1066 | 51 | 33 3311150
11 Health
o 148 | 105 32 32| 285
8 [Sctel Services 864 | 325 | 73 731262
16 | Recrestion = Culture 11 11
17 |Crime - Delinquency 183 21 3 3 207
20 |Manpewer and Jeb
Develogment 82 27 28 28 . 137
n Econemic ond Business
Deveh:pmenr 25 275 99 99 399
30" | Housi
ousted 254 126 126 380
b Relocati
I e 16 22 22 38
32 T:an&porlohun - '
Conmgnizatinn 78 , 78
N Enwronmen!ci Protechien H
ond Development 104 104
49 1Citizen Participation 261 84 15 15 260
5o Evelvation and
[afermation 56 56
SUBTOTAL 2914 142 431 431 4487
. #o | Program Adminisiretion 406 1170 5 5 581
GRAMD TOTAL 3320 312 436 436 5068
CLEARANCE SECTIONM
Ty HUD APPROVAL
Appeoved Total
Granl Amgunt ; §
1t is hereby certified thar Cory budgeting practices bove Teen followed a~d thot all
fwttilicaticny and Latkouo material rezuires by City srochce 8ad by HUID o3 0a diie
with the City ond 15 32012372 731 nstedtion pursuant 18 the Grant Ajrgement,
OATE nm TITLLADFaCTr'S CrffF FISCAL OFF ‘{dignatue)
S-/3-74 Ec ¥sm2 LU
SUBMISIION AUTRORIZA T:01-
Dut: SCHA TURE SND, c unvr. CFFELR tDate f
/7/?‘
i3 »dﬂ'j 2q { ///)77

HUD-T044 (2-70) Fravious sdition is cbaaiate

HUD-¥ash., D,
fttal Notice CDA-36 page 1 470
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Farm Approved

X TABLE 18 OME No. 63-R1471

.S, DEPARTMENT OF HOUSING AND URBAN DEVELOPMENT . A.ﬁ ORIGINAL B. APPLICATION NO.
COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT BUDGET [ AMENDMENT

C. NAME OF APPLICANT D. PROGRAM YEAR
: City of Saginaw, Michigan FROM: T9:

Line E. PROGRAM ACTIVITY AMOUNT
1. | ACQUISITION OF REAL PROPERTY $325,000
2. | PUBLIC WORKS, FACILITIES, $ITE IMPROVEMENTS ) 175,000
3 | CODE ENFORCEMENT ‘ 150,000
4. | CLEARANCE, DEMOLITION, REHABIL)TATION 45,000
8. | REHABILITATION LOANS AND GRANTS 150,000
6. | SPECIAL PROJECTS FOR ELDEALY AND HANDICAPPED 0
7. | PAYMENTS FOR LOSS OF RENTAL INCOME 9,000 .
£. | DISPOSITICN OF REAL PROPERTY : _ : 4,500
9. | PROVISION OF PUBLIC SERVIZES ‘ . + 238,000

10. | PAYMENT OF NON FEDERAL SHARES 0
11. | COMPLETION OF URBAN RENEWAL PROJECTS ] 0
12. [ RELOCATION PAYMENTS AND ASSISTANCE ‘ 200,000
13, [ PLANNING AND MANAGEMENT DEVELCPMENT 48,000
14 | ADMINISTRATIVE . . 260,000
15. | CONTINUATION OF MODEL CITIES ACTIVITIES ) 716,700 :
6. | sustoTaL ’ 2,320,700
;7. CONTINGENCIES AND/OR UNSPECIFIED LOCAL OPTION ACTIVITIES (Nof ro ¢xceed l&s of tine 16} | 0
18. | TOTAL PROGRAM ACTIVITY COSTS . 2,321,700!

F. RESOURCES FOR PROGRAM AGTIVITY COSTS Y~ S
1. | ENTITLEMENT AMOUNT $3,608,000 ////7///////

Model Cities Tranmsitional Funds 436,000 7z A
LESS DEDUCTIONS Loan Guarantee 850,300 1’286l300 ////%/C/éd X

2.
4 21,700
3-‘ ENTITLEMENT AVAILABLE FOR BUDGET ACTIVITIES 2.’ 3 1 4

" 4. | PROGRAM INCOME . o
5. | SURFLUS FROM URBAN ACNEWAL PROJECT SETTLEMENT 0
¢. | LoANPROCEEDS _ 1,768,000
T. UNGBLIGATED FUNDS -PRIOR PROGRAM YEAR 0 .
8. | TOTAL RESOURCES FOR PROGRAM ACTIVITY COSTS 4,090,000

! D Check box if costs include indirect cost which require approval of @ cost ellocarion plan as required by Federal Management Clrcular 74-4,

HUD . 7015.5 )
(10-74) 1Gé



I think it is important to understand
that the model cities program started
out as being a demonstration program,
and a program--at least in our
community--specifically directed at the
minority community and at human service
programs. The new legislation

[ community development ] shifts to more
physical development programming rather
than human services programming. I
think there is going to be a very
definite impact on some of the kinds of
programs, and the things that we have
been doing as part of our model cities
program, just by the very nature of the
(new] legislation. (p. 612)

In addition to the shift in the type of programs
fundad, Mr, Pruitt noted a shift in the target populations
receiving benefits from the funds:

In terms of numbers, the model
neighborhood area in Saginaw was
comprised cof some 15,000 people, I
would expect that probably 95-96
percent of those people were black. So
you can see that the model cities
program in Saginaw was most definitely
directed at the minority community as
opposed to the total community [as
under community development] which is
about 95,000 or so and somewhere around
25 to 30 percent minority. So, in
terms of programming citywide, there is
a basic watering down of our programs.
{pp. 613, 614)

Howard Sheltraw, director of community development for
Saginaw, told the Advisory Committee that many of the
community development programs continued to serve target
populations of poor and minority families, and that those
programs which were expanded continued to serve people with
needs. "I don't see any particular problem with it
(shifting the target population]. We're [going] from a
population with 90 percent minority composition down to a
population with about 50 percent minority composition. They
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are {all] affected by the neighborhood detericration that is
going on." {p. 655)

USE OF HUD FUNDS

The Housing and Community Development Act of 1974 is a
consolidation of eight U.S. Department of Housing and Urban
Development programs that were in existence during the years
1968~72. These =2ight categorical programs provided Federal
funds to cities on an application basis for use in attacking
pressing urban problems. One of those programs, model
cities, provided funds for either physical improvement
projects or public service programs. The other seven
programs--urkan rznewal, historic preservation, open space
and urban beautification, neighborhood facilities grants,
rehabilitation loans, and public facility loans--provided
funds for physical improvement proijects,

During the first year of the Housing and Community
Development Act, cities were entitled to receive a block of
funds egual to the average yearly funds they had received
from the eight HUD programs during the years 1968-72.

In order to determine what, if any, differences there
were in the way cities used their community development
funds as compared to funds available under the eight
categorical programs, the Michigan Advisory Committee
analyzed the funding choices made by cities both before and
after passage of the 1974 act,.

Since model cities offered communities the "widest
discretion" in funding choices of any of the eight
categorical programs and because citizens' participation was
a required element of the model cities decisionmaking
process, the Advisory Committee has paid particular
attention to the relative proportion of HUD funds going to
those programs chosen under model cities. The Advisory
Committee has then sought to determine if those same types
of programs were funded in relatively the same proportion
under compunity development as they had been funded during
the years 1968-72,

The Advisory Committee has assumed, for the purpose of
this analysis, that model cities was the principal program,
of the eight categorical programs, that provided funding for
public service programs such as health, education, and job
development. In its analysis the Advisory Commitzee has
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TABLE 19
City Ann Arbor
Average Annual First Year Percent Change
DHUD Funding Percent HCD Act Percent (Increase = +
1968-1972 of Total | Funding of Total | Decrease = -)
Total 2,475,000 1007, 2,476,000 100%
Public Service
Programs-Total 721,825 29 660,750 27%h - 8.5%
Public Service
Programs by
Categoxry
Education 133,825 0 - 100%
Health 175,850 133,650 + &%,
Social Service 125,750 163,350 + 30%
Recreation/
Culture 80,400 148,500 + 85%
Crime/
Delinquency 102,750 65,250 - 37%
Manpower/Job
Development 36,000 0 - 100%
Economic/Business
Development 0 100,000 +
Transportation/
Communication 57,250 0 - 100%
Environmental
Protection and
Development 10,000 0 - 100%
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TABLE 20

City Benton Harbor/Benton Township

Average Annual

First Year

Percent Change

DHUD Funding Percent | HCD Act . Percent {Increase = +
+1968-1972 of Total | Funding of Total | Decrease = ~)
Total 2,416,000 100% 1,994,000% | 100% - 17%
Public Service
Programs-Total 813,000 34% 292,000 15% - 647
Public Service
Programs by
Category
Education 99,250 0 - 100%
Health 199,750 97,000 - 51%
Social Service 147,750 40,000 - 7%
Recreation/
Culture 115,750 103,000 - 1Y%
Crime/
Delinquency 3,250 0 - 1007,
Manpower/Job
Development 104,000 0 - 100%
Econoaic/Business
Development 17,750 10,000 - 447,
Transportation/
Communication 116,750 42,000 - 64%
Envirommental
Protection and
Development 8,750 0 - 1007

*Reduction from 1968-1972 average is due to funds granted to the city by the

Department of Housing and Urban Development during the trangition period,

This

figure represents the total funds available to the city for the first year of
Community Development activity.
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tabulated all non-model cities funds as "physical
development" money and has added to that total all model
cities funds used for housing and programs related to
housing development. The tables following use "average-
yvear"™ dollar figures for model cities spending. These
figures were reached by dividing the total cumulative
budgets (see tables in previous portion of this section) by
the number of years the program was in existence.

This portion of the study also breaks down each city's
total public service budget into program categories such as
education, crime prevention, and health care. These funding
levels are then compared with funding levels under the
community development act to determine if cities have
altered the amount or proportion of funding from what it had
been during the years 1968-72,

Ann Arbor received an average of $2,475,000 in HUD
funding during the years 1968-72 for those programs
consolidated in the Housing and Community Development Act
(see table 19}, The Ann Arbor mocdel cities program
allocated an average of $721,825 a year to public service
programs, accounting for 29 percent of all the consolidated
HUD funds spent in the city. The budget for community
development shows that $660,750 has been allocated to public
services., This figure represents 27 percent of the total
available budget and is an 8.5 percent decrease in the
amount of HUD funding being spent on public service programs
in the city. Changes in specific program categories are
shown in table 19.

Benton Harbor and Benton Township received an average
of $2,416,000 in HUD funding during the years 1968-72 for
those programs consolidated in the Housing and Community
Pevelopment Act (see table 20). The Renton Harbor-Benton
Township model cities programs allocated an average of
$813,000 a year to public service programs, accounting for
34 percent of the consolidated HUD funds spent in the two
communities, The budget for community development shows
that the two communities allocated $292,000 for public
service programs, This figure represents 15 percent of the
total available community development funds and is a 64
percent decrease in the amount of HUD funding being spent on
public service programs in the community. Changes in
specific program catejories are shown in table 20.
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TABLE

21

City Detroit
Average Annual First Year Percent Change
DHUD Funding Percent HCD Act Percent {Increase = +
1968-1972 of Total | Funding of Total | Decrease = =)
Total 34,101,000 *31,331,400 - 8%
Public Service
Programs-Total 10,582,000 31% 3,525,000 11% - 67%
Public Service
Programs by
Category
Education 2,789,800 0 - 1007
Health 3,027,200 3,050,000 + 1%
Social Service 1,012,000 0 - 100%
Recreation/
Culture 915,600 100,000 - 8%
Crime/
Delinquency 393,600 88,000 - 78%
Manpower/Job
Development 968,400 0 - 100%
Economic/Business
Development 176,400 0 - 1007
Traasportation/
Communication 877,200 287,000 - 67%
Enviromental
Protection and
Development 421,800 0 -~ 100%

*Reduction from 1968-1972 average is due to funds granted to the city by the

Department of Housing and Urban Development during the transition period.

This

figure represents the total funds available to the city for the first vear of
Community Development activity.
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City

TABLE 22

Flint

Average Annual

First Year

Percent Change

DHUD Funding Percent | HCD Act Percent (Increase = +
1968-1972 of Total | Funding of Total | Decrease = -)
Tetal 8,715,200 7,737,000% - 112
Public Service
Programs-Total 1,560,400 187 703,300 9% - 55%
Public Service
Programs by
Catego
i Not

Education 352,400 Available

Health 232,400

Social Service 104,200

Recreation/

Culture 334,400

Crime/

Delinquency 140, 800

Manpower/Job

Development 265,400

Economic/Business

Development 98,800

Transportation/

Communication 0

Environmental

Protection and

Devalopment 32,000

#*Reduction from 1968-1972 average is due to funds granted to the city by the

Department of Housing and Urban Development during the transition period.

This

figure represents the total funds available to the city for the first year of
Comuunity Development activity.
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Detroit received an average of $34,101,000 in HUD
funding during the years 1968-72 for those programs
consolidated in the Housing and Community Development Act of
1974 (see table 21). The Detrcoit model cities program
allocated an average of $10,582,000 a year to public service
programs, accounting for 31 percent of the consolidated HUD
funds spent in the city. The community development budget
for betroit shows the city allocated $3,525,000 for public
service programs., This figure represents 11 percent of the
total available community development budget and is a 67
percent reduction in the amount of HUD funds being spent on
public service programs in the city. Changes in specific
program categoriss are shown i table 21.

Flint received an average of $£,715,200 in HUD funding
during the years 1968-72 (see +able 22). This figure
includes 80 percent of the average model cities funds
(Genesee County, which operated the model cities program,
spent approeximately 80 percent of the program's funds in the
city of Flint), plus the average of the other seven
consolidated programs. The model cities program spent an
average of $1,560,400 a year in Flint on public service
programs, accounting for 18 percent of the consolidated HUD
funds expended in the city.

The budget for community development shows that no
money has specifically been allocated to public service
programs. However, the city has indicated that up to
$703,300 of its "contingency" fund might be spent for public
services. This figure represents 9 percent of the available
community development budget and a 55 percent reduction in
the amount of HUD funds being spent on public service
programs in the city of Flint. Since allocations of the
contingency funds have not yet been made, no comparison of
individual program categories is possible,

Grand Rapids received an average of $4,762,000 in HUD
funding during the years 1968-72 for those programs
consolidated in the Housing and Community Development Act of
1974 (see table 23). The Grand Rapids model cities program
2llocated an average of $1,107,000 for public service
programs, accounting for 23 percent of the consolidated HUD
funds spent in the city. The community development btudget
tor the city shows an allocation of $285,000 for
continuation of model cities public service programs, and an
additional $141,000 from the "contingency" fund was
allocated to public service programming after submission of
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City

TABLE 23

Grand Rapids

Average Annual

First Year

Percent Change

DHUD Funding Percent HCD Act Percent (Increase = +
1968-1972 of Total { Funding of Total | Decrease = -)
Total 4,762,000 4,762,000
Public Service
Programs-Total 1,107,000 237% 426,000 9% - 627
Public Service
Programs by
Category
Education 124,000 80,000 ~ 36%
Health 222,000 341,000 + 54%
Social Service 62,000 0 - 100%
Recreation/
Culture 9,750 5,000 - 497
Crime/
Delinguency 69,000 0 - 1007
Manpower/Job
Development 269,500 0 - 100%
Economic/Business
Development 310,750 0 - 100%
Transportation/
Communication 29,250 0 - 1007
Envirommental
Protection and
Development 10,750 0 - 100%
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TABLE 24

City Highland Park

Average Annual First Year Percent Change
DHUD Funding Percent HCD Act Percent (Increase = +
1968-1972 of Total | Funding of Total | Decrease = =)
Total 5,017,000 4,349,728% - 13%
Public Service
Programs-Total 1,058,000 21%, 284,615 T% - 73%
Public Service
Programs by
Category
Education 137,200 0 - 100%
Health 231,400 68,615 - 70%
Social Service 324,000 196,000 - 40%
Recreation/
Culture 154,400 0 - 100%
Crime/
Delinquency 103,200 20,000 - 81%
Manpower/Job
Development 102,200 0 - 100%
Economic/Business
Development 5,600 0 - 100%
Transportation/
Commmnication 0 0
Environmental
Protection and
Development 0 0

*“Reduction from 1968-1972 average is due to funds granted to the city by the
Department of Housing and Urban Development during the transition period. This
figure represents the total funds available to the city for the first year of
Community Development activity.
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the original budget to HUD., These funds represent 9 percent
of the total community development budget and a €2 percent
reduction in the amount of HUD funding going to public
service programs in the city. Changes in specific program
categories are shown in table 23.

Highland Park received an average of $5,017,000 a year
irn HUD funding during the years 1968-72 for those programs
consolidated in the Housing and Community Development Act
(see table 24). The Highland Park model cities program
allocated an average of $1,058,000 for public service
programs, accounting for 21 percent of the consolidated HUD
funds spent in the city. The community development budget
for Highland Park shows the city allocated $284,€15 for
public service programs. This figure represents 7 percent
of the total available community development budget and a 73
percent reduction in the amount of HUD funding going to
public service programs. Changes in specific program
categories are shown in table 24,

Lansing received an average of $6,967,000 in HUD
funding during the years 1968-72 for those programs
consolidated in the Housing and Community Development Act of
1974 (see table 2%). The Lansing model cities program spent
an average of $1,555,958 on public service programs,
accounting for 22 percent of the consolidated HUD funds
spent in +the city. The budget for community development
shows that $1,009,490 was allocated for public service
programs. This figure represents 16 percent of the total
available community development funds and a 35 percent
reduction in the amount of HUD funding going to public
service programs in the c¢ity. Changes in specific program
areas are shown in table 25.

Saginaw received an average of $3,608,000 in HUD
funding during the years 1968-72 for those programs
consolidated in the Housing and Community Development Act of
1974 (see table 26}). The Saginaw model cities program spent
an average of $560,331 a y=2ar on public service programs,
accounting for 24 percent of the total consolidated HUD
funds spent in the city. The community development budget
for Saginaw shows the city allocated $810,500 for public
service programs, including the continuation of model cities
public service programs. This figure represents 26 percent
of the community development budget and a 6 percent
reduction in the amount of HUD funding going to public
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City

TABLE 25

Lansing

Average Annual

Fixrst Year

Percent Change

DHUD Funding Percent | HCD Act Percent (Increase = +
1968-1972 of Total | Funding of Total | Decrease = -)
Total 6,967,000 6,189,000% - 11%
Public Service
Programs-Total 1,555,954 2%, 1,009,490 16% - 35%
Public Service
Programs by
Category
Education 239,584 74,500 - 69%
Health 219,064 345,000 + 58%
Social Service 302,941 160,000 - 477
Recreation/
Culture 70,203 84,826 + 21%
Crime/
Delinquency 259,798 295,164 + 147,
Manpower/Job
Development 71,280 0 - 100%
Econonmic/Business
Development 141,280 50,000 - 65%
Transportation/
Communication 107,498 0 - 100%
Envirommental
Protection and
Development 144,306 0 - 100%

*Reduction from 1968-1972 average is due to funds granted to the city by the

Department of Housing and Urban Development during the transition period.

This

figure represents the total funds available to the city for the first year of
Community Development activity.
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City _

TABLE 26

Saginaw

Average Annual First Year Percent Change

DHUD Funding Percent | HCD Act Percent (Increase = +

1968-1972 of Total | Funding of Total | Decrease = -)
Total 3,608,000 3,172,000%* - 12%

i rvice . o
Eosrom Potal 860,331 240, 810,500 26%, - 6%
Public Service
Prograns by
Category

Education 355,333 162,000 - 547,
Health 49,333 50,000 + 1%
Social Service 288,000 360,000 4+ 25%
Recreation/ ok

Culture 10,333 0 - 1o0%
Crime/

Delinguency 61,000 o - 100%
Manpower/Job ‘
Develoooent 27,333 0 - 1007%
Econoaic/Business

Develoonent 8,333 225,000 + 2607
Transportation/

Communication 26,000 0 - 100%
Environmental

Protection and

Developaent 34,6606 13,500 - 61%

*Reduction from 1968-1972 average is due to funds granted to the city by the Departmeut
of Housing and Urban Development during the transition period. This figure represepts
the total funds available to the city for the first year of Community Development activity.

#*%Howard Sheltraw, director of the Saginaw Department of Community Development suggested
that the Advisory Committee include $230,000 in this category which the c¢ity intends to
use for land acquisition and public works projects having to do with parks. The U.S.
Department_of Housing and Urban Development in its “Grantee Performance Report" /[HUD-
4087(1-76)/ defines such projects as "physical" development, not public service.
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City

TABLE 27

Totals All Cities

Average Annual First Year Percent Change
DHUD Funding Percent | HCD Act Percent (Increase = +
1968-1972 of Total | Funding of Total Decrease = =)
Total 68,061,200 62,011,128+ - %
Public Service
P?ograms-?otal 18,258,510 27% 7,711,655 127, - 58
Public Service
Programs by
Category
Educat ion 4,231,392 316,500 - 937
Health 4,356,997 4,135,265 - 5%
Social Service 2,366,641 919,350 - 61%
Recreation/
Culture 1,690,836 441,326 - 74%
Crime/
Delinguency 1,133,398 468,414 - 59%
Manpower/Job
Development 1,844,113 0 - 1007
Economic/Business
Developoent 758,913 385,000 - 497
Transportation/
Communication 1,213,948 329,000 - 73%
Euvirormental
Protection and
Developoent 662,272 13,500 - 98%

*Reduction due to advance funds granted to cities.

The $62,011,128 represents the

total funds available to cities for the first year of Commmity Development activity.

**Includes $703,300 which the city of Flint may use for Public Service Programs,

Since

these funds have not yet been allocated to specifie programs, they have not been

included in the "Public Service Programs by Category" computations.
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service programs in the city. Changes in specific program
categories ar= shown in table 26.

As a whole, Michigan's eight model cities communities
received an annual average of $68 million in HUD funding
during the years 1968-72 for those programs consolidated in
the Housing and Community Development Act of 1974 (see table
27). The eight cities spent an average of $18 million a
year on public service programs, accounting for 27 percent
of the consolidated HUD funds spent in the cities.

As a whole, the model cities communities received $62
million in funding for the first year of community
development programming.2? Cf this amount, $7,711,655 was
allocated for public service programs. This fiqure
represents 12 percent of the total available community
development funds and a $10 million reduction in the amount
of HUD funding going to public service programs in these
eight cities, The reduction represents a 58 percent cut in
public service program budgets.

HUD COMMENTS ON PROGRAMMING DECISIONS

Representatives of the U.S, Department of Housing and
Urtan Development testified before the Michigan Advisory
Committee to the U.S. Commission on Civil Rights regarding
the differences in programming decisions resulting from
passage of the Housing and Community Development Act of
1974,

Thomas Higginbothan, director of compliance and
enforcemant in th2 Chicago Regicnal Office of Equal
Opportunity, told the Advisory Committee that he did not
agree with the interpretation of many city officials that
the Housing and Community Development Act was a bricks and
mortar, physical development type of program that would
limit the amount of funding for public service programs.

"I think you have to go back again to the basic nature
of the legislation, which was to put as many decisions into
local hands...as possible,”™ Mr. Higginbothan told the
Advisory Committesa. "Conseguertly, the determination as to
the split [betweszn funding for physical development and
public service programs], whether it is 20 percent or 40
percent, or 50 percent, is up to the local {community]."
{(pp. 721, 725)
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Ruth Featherstone, director of the equal opportunity
division of the Detroit Are=a Office of HUD, told the
Advisory Committee that communities were not required to
limit the amount or percentage of funding spent on physical
development programs or public service programs:

There is nothing [in the regulations]
to indicate what percentage a community
should use for any particular type of
program. The only thing in the
regulatrions that directly speaks to how
+he city should use money, that I am
really acguainted with, is the tenor of
the program supposedly is to insure the
provision of services for low-income
persons. (p. 722)

Ms. Featherstone went on to tell the Advisory Committee
that HUD had no requirements as to how a city should divide
up its funds between physical development and pubklic service
programs and that those decisions were in the hands of the
local community. (p. 726)

When asked if HUD imposed percentage limitations or
encouraged cities to limit community development spending
for public service programs, Richard Paul, director of the
community planning and development division of the Detroit
Area Office, told Commission staff in an April 6, 1975,
telephone interview that, "While the [ 1974 Housing and
community Development] Act is biased toward physical
development activities, HUD has not imposed percentage
limits on community development public service spending by
cities nor has it encouraged cities in Michigan to change
their levels of planned public service spending."

As a result of increased local authority, Mr.
Higginbothan predicted that cities would turn heavily
towards physical development programs:

Just the fact that the legislation
leaves certain decisions to local
officials and is not prescriptive in
terms of social [public service]
programs, ...makes me think that a
great many of the prcgrams that we will
see coming out of the legislation will
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be initially hardware { physical
development ] programs. {pp. 733, 734

This is due, Mr. Higginbothan said, to the fact that
"traditionally cities have been hardware conscious." (pp.
733, 734)

Pegarding the impact of Federal funds on concentrated
areas of blight, poverty, or minority concentration, Ms.
Featherstone told the Advisory Committee that the Housing
and Community Dev2lopment Act of 1974, "generally speaking"
did "not necessarily" increase the impact of the Federal
dollar on low income or mineority individuals. (p. 745)
although previous programs, such as model cities, required
the concentration of funds in areas of the heaviest poverty,
the community devalopment legislation allowed cities to take
money out of those areas and spend it in other, less
blighted, areas of the city.

"It really depends on the leadership of the applicant
city as to how the money is spent," Ms. Featherstone said.

I should think that if they [ low-income
and minority individuals] learned to
use the citizens' participation
machanism properly, they could have
some major impact. The city would tend
in that instance to put the maximum
amount of money into those areas where
there is a considerable amount of slums
and blight. {p. 745)

If low-income and minority individuals did not wage such a
battle, according to Ms. Featherstone, city officials could
direct the expenditure of funds to less blighted areas of
the city with lower concentrations of poor and minority
individuals. {p. 7u5)

SUMMARY OF PROGRAMMING DECISIONS

The Housing and Community Development Act of 1974
corsolidated eigh* U.S. Department of Housing and Urban
Development catzgorical programs that had together provided
communities with funds for physical development and puklic
service projects, One of those eight programs, model

ities, shares a number of similarities with the 1974 act.
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Both pieces of legislation indicated who was to be
benefited by the program: Model cities was to serve "the
poor and disadvantaged in...large slum and blighted areas.”

Community development was "principally for persons of
low and moderate income" and communities were to give
"maximum feasible priority to activities which benefit low-
or-moderate-income families" or to activities "which the
applicant certifies and the secretary determines are
designed to meet other community development needs having a
particular urgency as specifically described in the
application.®

BEoth pieces of legislation recognized the need for both
physical development and public service programs. Model
cities required that programs be "of sufficient magnitude to
maks a substantial impact on the physical and social
problems...arrest blight and decay...and provide
educational, health and social services...."

Community development required *that programs be
designed to "eliminate or prevent slums, blight and
deterioration"® and "provide community facilities and public
improvements, including the provisicon of supporting health,
social, and similar services where necessary and
appropriate,..."

In order to achieve these two goals, both acts spelled
ocut specific typss of programs which could be undertaken
with the Federal funding.

Model Cities delineated the following funding
categories:

Rebuilding and revitalizing large slum and bklighted
areas.

Expanding housing, job, and income opportunities,
keducing dependence on welfare.

Improvement of educational facilities and programs.
Prevention of disease and ill health.

Reducing crime.
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Enhancing recreational and cultural opportunities.
Improving transportation ketween home and job.
Improving living conditions.

Community development delineated the following funding
categories:

Eliminate slums, blight, and blighting influences.
Conservation and expansion of housing stock.
Elimination of conditions detrimental to health.
Improving safety and public welfare.

Fxpanding and improving community services,

More rational utilization of lard and natural
resources,

Reducing the isolation of income groups.
Preserving Properties having special historic value,

poth pieces of legislation alliow local communities to
choose from these eligible programs those projects that are
necessary to deal with the communities' needs. Model cities
legislation stated as a part of its purpose that "“cities
[are] to plan, develop and carxry out locally prepared and.
scheduled comprehensive...programs...."

Community development legislation called for the local
community to "identify community development needs" and to
nformulate a program* to meet those needs. The local
community was given authority and responsibility for the
tdevelopment of the application and the execution of
its...program."

Even with these similarities the actual program choices
made under each act have been quite different. Model cities
programs in Michigan were predominantely public service
oriented. Approximately 65.5 percent of all model cities
funds in Michigan were spent on public service programs.
During an average year between 1968-72, Michigan's model
cities spent more than $18 million on public service
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programs. This expenditure of funds accounted for 27
percent of the total HUD funds available through the eight
Federal programs later consolidated under the Housing and
Community Development Act of 1974,

Community development programs in Michigan are
predominantly physical development oriented and have cut
back funding for public service programs. The communities
included in this study allocated only 12 percent of their
funds for public service programs under the community
development act. This figure represents a cut of more than
$10 million in public service programming in those
communities studied, a reduction of more than 56 percent
from funding levels prior to enactment of the community
development act,

Model cities and community development also differ in
the racial and economic makeup of those benefiting from the
Federal funds. Model cities funds were spent in areas of
the community with the heaviest concentrations of low-income
and minority individuals. Community development funds have
been spent on an areawide and sometimes citywide basis. The
population receiving the program benefits, thus, includes a
larger percentage of nonminority and non-low-income
irdividuals than that served by model cities. In addition,
the population served by community development funds is much
larger than that served by model cities and as a result the
average per family expenditure is smaller under community
development.

FINDINGS ON PROGRAM DECISIONS

1. The Michigan Advisory Committee to the U.S.
Commission on Civil Rights finds that the enactment of the
Housing and Community development Act of 1974 has resulted
in a dramatic decline in the amount of HUD funding being
used by communities for public service programs (see note
13) of the type commonly funded under model cities. This
decline is due to a number of factors including but not
limited to:

sLocal communities reduced the scope and
authority provided to citizens in the
citizens' participation process from previous
levels under model cities. Under the equal
partnership, structured, elected, and
financially-supported citizens' participation

126



of model cities, the major emphasis in every
one of Michigan's model cities was public
service programming. Under community
development, without a joint partnership
arrangement, without an organized structure
or unit representing citizens, without
elected representation, and without financial
support, city councils reduced prior levels
of public service programming by more than
$10 million.

esEven where local citizens were allowed to
express their programming preferences in an
organized fashion, city councils overrode the
citizens' recommendations, and in many cases
decreased citizens' recommendations for
public service funding and increased funding
for physical development. While citizens
have placed a high priority on public service
programs, city officials have traditionally
favored the use of Federal funds for physical
developmant.

elocal city officials have taken advantage of
certain aspects of the community development
law in order to give the impression that
public services programs are to be only
minimally funded., Some officials have
justified large reductions in public service
program budgets by claiming that the law has
placed limits on this type of programming.

No such limits currently exist in the law and
no such limits are being imposed by the U.S.
Department of Housing and Urban Development.

2. The Michigan Advisory Committee finds that the
enactment of the Housing and Community Development Act of
1974 has resulted in less fundina for programs in areas of
concentrated slums and blight. 1In addition, Federal dollars
are being spread throughout entire communities at the
expense of those individuals living in areas of heaviest
blight. The racial and economic makeup of those receiving
program benefits indicates that minorities and low-income
individuals are receiving fewer benefits under the community
development act than they received prior to its enactment:
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sRequirements regarding the purpose of the
community development act and the individuals
it is to benefit have not been adequately
defined. Two key phrases requiring that
funds be used %principally for persons of low
and moderate income" and that communities
give "maximum feasible priority to activities
which will benefit low-or-moderate income
families or aid in the prevention or
elimination of slums and klight" could be
interpreted by local communities in such a
way as to divert large amounts of funding
from the poor and minority families having
the greatest need.

«The section of the law, section 104 (b) (2),
allowing cities to fund projects other than
those stated in the purpose section of the
act subverts the entire purpose of the
Housing and Community Development Act,

RECOMMENDATIONS

1. The Michigan Advisory Committee to the U.S.
Commission on Civil Rights recommends to the U.35. Congress
and to the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development
the immediate implementation of those recommendations
regarding citizens?! participation that appear in this
report. It is the firm conviction of the Advisory Committee
that the citizens of the community can best determine for
themselves the appropriate use of Federal funds available
unider the Housing and Community Development Act.

2. The Michigan Advisory Committee to the U,S.
Commission on Civil Rights recommends that the Secretary of
the U,S, Department of Housing and Urban Development issue a
technical assistance bulletin clarifying the distribution of
funds between public service and physical development
programming. Such a bulletin would eliminate any
misinterpretation of the law or any misuse of the language
ot the law by city officials or citizens regarding
requirements on the distribution of funds.

3. The Michigan Advisory Committee to the U.S.
Commission on Civil Rights recommends that the Secretary of
the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development issue a
definition of the terms "principally for persons of low and
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moderate income,"™ and "maximum feasible priority to
activities which will benefit low-cr-moderate-income
families...." The Advisory Committee recommends that these
definitions be submitted for public review and comment prior
to their inclusion in the rules and regulations governing
the community development act.

4, The Advisory Committee recommends that the U.S.
Congress amend the Housing and Community Development Act of
1974, section 104 (b) (2), removing the language that allows
communities to use funds for projects other than those
henefiting low~ and moderate-income families or those that
aid in the prevention or elimination of slums or blight.



NOTES TO SECTION 1V
142 U.S.C. §$3301 (1970).
242 U.S.C. §3303 (1970).
342 U.S.C.A. 65301 (c) (1975).
442 U.S.C.A. §5308 (a) (3) (1979).
sTbid., (b) (2).
642 U.S.C.A. 65305 (a) (1975).
742 U.S.C. §3303 and 42 U.S.C,A. 65304 (a) (3) (1975).
842 U.S.C.A. 65305 (a) (8) (1979).
°U.S., Congress, House of Representatives, Committee on
Banking and Currency, Compilation of the Housing and

Community Development Act of 1974, 93rd Cong., 24 sess.,
1974, pp. 303, 361, 620 (hereafter cited as Compilation}.

1039 Fed. Reg. 40145 (1974).

11U,S., Department of Housing and Urban Development,
Assurances, OMB No. 63-R1471, 1974.

t2¢compilation, p. 301.

13In its study the Michigan Advisory Committee found that
various titles have been used to indicate this type of
programming, including "software," “community services,"
"human services," and "support programs.' The Advisory
Committee has chosen to use the terminology contained in the
Housing and Community Development Act, section 105(a) (8).
According to the act, "public services" include programs
concerned with employment, economic development, crime
prevention, child care, health, drug abuse, education,
welfare, and recreation. The term "physical development
programs,"™ as usad in this chapter, is interchangeable with
the terminology "hardware programs" which is used in some
cities in the State,

14This amount reflects amount shown in table 3, line 9, less

$69,500 attributable to physical development (housing)
programs.
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1Sann Arbor, Mich., City Council, Second Year Action Plan
(1972-1973) , p. 31.

16Ann Arbor, Mich., City Council, Application for Community
pevelopment Revenue Sharing Block Grant (1975), pp. 16-26.

17Benton Harbor, Mich., City Council, Community Development
Application (1975), p. 1 of Community Development Program
Section. Also see: Benton Township, Mich., County
Commission, Community Development Application {(1975), pp.
13, 14,

18This figure is larger than the figure given in table 8
because the city later used additional funds from its
"matching grant" category for public service programs.

19Detroit, Mich., Common Council, Community Development
Application {(1975), pp. 1-3, Community Development Program
Section,

20Flint, Mich., City Council, Community Development
Application (1975), pp. 1, 2, Community Development Program
Section.

21paniel Boggan, Jr., Flint city manager, letter to U.S,
Commission on Civil Rights, Aug. 1, 1975,

22Grand Rapids, Mich., City Commission, Application for
Federal Assistance Community Development Block Grant Program
(1975), pp. 1-8, Community Development Program Section.

23Highland Park, Mich., City Council, Application Community
Development Block Grant Program (1975}, pp. 1-3, Community
Development Program Section.

24This amount reflects the figures shown in table 16 for
categories 9 and 15 less $560,838 for physical development
programs included in these categories. See: Lansing,
Mich., City Council, Community Development Application
(1975), pp. 4-6, Community Development Program Section.

25This amount reflects categories 9 and 15 less $1u44,200 for
physical development programs in category 15.

265aginaw, Mich., City Council, Community Development
Application (1975), pp. 106, Community Development Program
Section and Maps A, B, and C.

131



27This reduction of 9 percent from prior average funding was
due to advance funds taken out of first-year entitlements
and made available to cities, upon request, prior to the
beginning of the program.

7r U.S. GOVERNMENT PRINTING OFFICE: 1976— 025-696/420 l 3 2
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