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LETTER OF TRANSMITTAL 
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John A. Buggs. staff Director 

Sirs and Madam: 

The Michigan Advisory committee submits this report. the 
second in a continuing study of the civil 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 
1966 (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. The 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 funding 
going to physical development (hardware) projects under 
community development from what it had been during 1968-? 2 • 
the years of heavy model cities activity. At the same time 
communities have sharply decreased the amount of funding 
going to public 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 ~ith 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 CIVU. RJ:GBTS - -·----= -- =-====~ - .....,........,_= ~=== 
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. 

~ STATE ADVJ:SORY 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 wh? serve 
without compensation. Their functions under_th~ir 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 Deve1opment Act of 1974 is 
the most recent in a history of congressional actions begun 
in 1937 that affect the housing and 1iving conditions of the 
nation's poor. According to the u.s. 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. 11 1 

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 Committee•s findings 
and recommendations. Civil Rights~~ Housing and 
£2ffiill!!!.!!ll Development~ of 1974 1 Volume il 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; rules. 
regulations. and court decisions affecting the 
implementation of both laws; the processes. programs. and 
benefits resulting from both laws; and 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. 
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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 
oevelopment 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 lo,,- 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 comparison 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. n2 The Michigan Advisory 
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Committee 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 

1u.s., Department of Housing and Urban Development, summary 
of the Housing and community Development Act of 1974 (1974), 
P• 1. 

2 sec. 104(a) (3) Civil Rights Act of 1957 as amended. 
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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 services vital to health 
and welfare. 2 

In passing the act congress declared that "improving 
the quality of urban life is the most critical domestic 
problem facing the United states. 113 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 low 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.4 

According the the u.s. Department of Housing and urban 
oevelopment. 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 
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reform the Federal grant-in-aid system (categorical grants) 
and remove part of the responsibility £or 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 £or funding. A 
community'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. 11 e In passing the act Congress 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."9 

Congress also found that previous programs, both public 
and private, had been inadequate, resulting in 11the growth 
and persistence of urban slums and blight and the marked 
deterioration of the quality 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 a nd 
other urban areas, and the concentration of persons of lower 
income in central cities. 11 10 

Local communities were given increased respons~bility 
and control over funding expenditures as described in a 
report of the committee on Banking and currency of the U.S. 
House of Representatives: 
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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. loca.l elected 
officials should clearly be in charge 
of managing block grant funds flowing 
to their communities.11 

6 
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NOTES TO SECTION II 

142 u.s.c. §§3301 et seq. (1970). 

2u.s .• 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 u.s.c. §3301(1970). 

~Ibid. 

5HCD Legislation--1973, p. 1967. 

0 42 u.s.c.A. §§5301 et seq. (1975). 

7 31 u.s.c. §§1221 et seq. (Supp. IV 1974) and 29,u.s.c. 
§§8801 et seq. (Supp. IV 1974). 

a42 u. s.c.A. §5301 (c) (1975). 

9Ibid. , (b). 

tOibid., (a)(1). 

11u.s., congress, House of Representatives, Committee on 
Banking and Currency, Compilation of the Housing .fil!.9 
Community Development Act of 1974, 93rd Cong., 2d sess., 
1974, pp. 355, 356. 
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III. CITIZENS' PARTICIPATION 

Legis1ative 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." 1 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, 
(B) held public hearings to 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 Programo2 

The act also provides that funds may be us~d 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 a IV 3 

The two legislative requirements are different in that 
model cities law requires participation in the program. The 
community d~velopment act requires participation only in the 
application process. 
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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" be 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 qua1ity 
of life of the residents of the model 
neighborhood can be accomplished only 
by the affirmative action of the people 
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themselves. This requires a means of 
bui~ding self-esteem, comFetence and a 
desi~e 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, 
however, outline performance standards 
for citizen participation which mus-c 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 th€ means for the 
model neighborhood•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 neighborhood 
residents accept as representing their 
interests. 
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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 
so that it can initiate proposals and 
react knowledgeably 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 problems are a barrier 
to effective participation. financial 
assistance (e.g•• 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 promotion. 

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 
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.the mechanisms by which the city shares 
power with the citizen structure sucho 

mechanisms for sharing of power and 
responsibility are essential to citizen 
participation and to 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 argued 
nor rationalized away. Public 
agencies• procedures. scyles. 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 be reduced 
to rhetoric. thus defeating the 5 
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. 11 In the same handbook 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, need to 
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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 complex programs 
having direct impact on peoples• 
lives.6 

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 and 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 
undertakenr along with otr.er important 
program requirements; (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 provider will be made 
available to assist citizen 
participants to understand program 
requirements such as Davis-Bacon, 
environmental policies. equal 
opportunity requirements. relocation 
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 
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amendments. includitg reallocation of 
funds and designation of new activities 
or locations. 

(2~ A loca~ process has been developed 
which permits citizens lik~ly to be 
affe:ted by_c?mmunity development and 
housing a~t1.v.1. ties. including low and 
moderate income persons. to articulate 
needs, express preferences about 
propos~d activities. assist in the 
selection of priorities and otherwise 
part~cip~te in the deveiopment of the 
application. and have individual and 
other complaints answered in a timely 
a1;1d responsiye manner. (Applicant:3 ~ay 
wish ~o. provide bilingual opportunities 
for c.1. t1.zen participation ii: 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 Hoo. 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 loca1 
government related to its citizens. This role was not 
considered appropriate for HUD." a 

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

(1) Model cities required an organizational structure 
of neighborhood residents. community 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. 
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(3) Model cities required that the neighborhood 
J residents who made up the organizational structure must be 

11 persons whom neighborhood residents accepted as representing 
I: their interest. The community development regulations

include no such requirement. 

(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 quality of 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 regulations 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 
1 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 requirement 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•••• 119 

L 

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.10 

The extent of authority granted to citizens has been 
defined by one u.s. district court as something less than 
"absolute control" or an "equality of power" with the local 
governmental agency. 11 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.1112 In another district court case the court 
determined that citizens are to be involved "in all pha~es
of the program" and "no plan will be formu1a1;ed ~nd no 
action thereunder commenced except as there is widespread 

• • t" 1113citizen participa ion. 

The u.s. appeals court, the highe~t.cou7t body to rule 
on the authority of the citizens'_participati~n component Of 

d • ties concluded that "a direct operational function1 
m~o: c~~izen~ ] ... is required b:¥ CDA Letter ~o. 3." The 
(ourt•s decision goes on to P?int out that i~ ~as contrary 
c h law and to HUD regulations to allow citizens• 
to tt·e·pation "to be reduced to an advisory capacity.1114
par 1c1 

Legal interpretations of citizen participation unner 
the Housing and community Development Act have not yet been 
maae. Although cases have been filed regarding the new act 
the courts have not yet entered rulings on the issues • 

involved. 

Differences in Implementation 

The Michig~_A?v~sory Commit~ee reviewed the citizen 
participation activities of all_e~g~t mo~el cities in 
Michigan and compared those activities with the citizen 
participation process used by tt.e cities under the Housi 
and community Development Acta Although citizens' ng 
participation varied from city to city under both 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 out their responsibilities. 
Board members were paid stipends for loss of wages and other 
costs incurred 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 a·s 
well, and the city government remained the final authority 
in the decisionmaking process. city 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 communityG In 
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 development act. In 
nearly every case, members of these bodies were appointed_ 
either by the mayor or the city councilo Few of these units 
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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 81 status with either the city 
council or the community development agencyo 

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 neighborhoodo Candidates for 
election were not required to live in the model 
neighborhood. 15 

The authority of the policy board was reflected in the 
organizational chart of the city demonstration agency (see 
figure 1). Like other traditional 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 boa rd, in turn, 
was responsible to the city council. 16 

The policy board also had substructures. including 
program task forces, "responsicle 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. 11 1a Figure 2 
indicated that the policy board held a decisionmaking role 
in the development of fiscal plans and programs. In 
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 to the mayor and 
city council. 19 
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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 city council on all 
projects. proposals, contracts, and such which affect the 
social and physical development of the model neighborhood 
area. 112 0 

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 regular meetings and paid its 
members stipends to defray any expenses incurred for their 
attendance. 2 2 Approximately 65 percent of the board members 
were minority and an estimated 40 percent represented low­
income families. (p. 61) The citizens• participation unit of 
the city demonstration agency included an organizer-trainer, 
two community organization aides, two 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. 11 2• 
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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 individua1s expressed their opinions regard·
the funds. The resu1ts of the mayor•s 1etter-writing ing
invitation are not ine1uded in the report. 

In addition. the report describes the two committe 
formed to procure citizen participation. Committee I es 
consisted of 16 member~• a~1 chair~ersons of various boar 
and commissions ~perating_in the city. an~ all a~pointed Q~ 
the mayor with ci~y council app~oval. This co~nu.ttee metbl" 
seven times and disbanded. passing along a series of 
recommendations to comm~ttee II. _committee II consisted 
31 members, including 6 from committee I and 25 .selecte oe 

.from attendees of the city-sponsored public meetings. d 
members were appointed by the mayor. 25 ~ll 

The committee has no ongoing budget or full-time 
Partici~nts are not granted stipends for loss of wa e 8 ta1:1: .. 
other expenses incurre? because of at~endance at meef·s o~ 
The purpose and authority of the committee. accordin ings. 
city's report, was to make recommendations to the c·f to tn 
council regarding the development of the applicatioi Y ~ 
funds.26 The committee has no authority over the d.n for 
community development activities. Approximately 7~rector 0 ~ 
of the committee members are white, and an estimat dPercent 
20 percent represent low-income families. (pp 61 e 15 to 

• • 62) 

In testimony before the Michigan Advisory co . 
witnesses expressed their opinions concerning the~ttee, 
citizen participation between model cities and co~ a~ges ~n 
development. Mayor Albert H. Wheeler, elected to lln~ty 
after.the first year's citizen participation and aoff~ce 
process had been completed. expressed opposition tPPlication 
reduction of citizens• participation under communi~ the 
development. Y 

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 

22 

https://funds.26


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 double 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 
community 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 "citizens 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. 11 (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 
11a 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 citizens• 
participation we had under model cities." (p. 158) 

The effectiveness of citizens• participation. as 
measured by th! ac:ep~ance of cit~zens• recommendations by 
the city council, indicates that in Ann Arbor citizen 
participation under the early model cities program was more 
effective than under t~e 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, pa7sed nearly every resolution 
submitted to it by the policy board.27 (p. 52) 

under community development. however. the city council 
altered the recommendations of the citizens 8 committee II as 
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they saw fit. The city council reduce<l the citizens• 
recommended budqet 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 c1ini :: 
by more than 15 percent, and completely eliminated a .. 
$1_28,.~00 program for routh employment and job ~raining. ~~ 
council at the same time added programs of their own < 1 
choosing,. including a quarter of a million dollar project i:.'&~ 

w 

resurface and improve streets and curbs. 2 e •• •
-~i~iJ 

Measures of the effectiveness of citizens• i5;,-tI: 
participation in other areas such as program implementaticin•· 
and proqram operations could not be made because citizens 
have been entirely excluded from participation in these 
areas under community development. 

or. Theodore Beals,. a member of the model cities pol~ 
board and,. according to city reports, a regular citizen 
observer at committee meetings on hous inq and community 
development, told the Michigan Advisory Committee, "The 
of minorities and the poor has been diminished to 
essentially meaningless tokenism under the Housing and 
community Development Act. The community development bl 
qrant procedures are a giant step backward." 2 9 

BENTON HARBOR-BENTON TOWNSHIP 

The city of Benton Harbor and the Township of Benton·· 
operated a model cities demonstration project under a joi_ 
governing arrangement whereby both governmental units we _ 
equally represented on a model cities council, and both 
governmental units retained final voting approval 
cities programs and projects. (pp. 165, 179) 

The citizens• participation component of the Benton 
Harbor-Benton Township proqram was the Citizens Steering ·• 
council,. Inc.,. which was comprised of 19 members, 12 elect 
from the model n~ighborhood and 7 appointed by the 12 
elected members. 30 The council had an annual budget ranging 
from $88,.0C'O to $116,.00C. (p. 210) It maintained a full.- -~ 
time staff of seven, including a director, community 
cons':1lta1;ts,. and support staff. 3 t The ?ouncil was also abl,4:rr~ 
to hire independent consultants to advise members on -,1 
technical issues and was able to use funds to train -"I 
employees and council members regarding legal and technical ...<: 

aspects of the model cities program. The council hel.d ~~ 
regular meetings and paid participants for loss of wages a.n4, 
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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 formulate program objectives 
and priorities for the model cities program; 

(2) determine the overall planning objectives and 
priorities; 

(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 responsibility 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 recommendations to their respective city and-township 
qoverning bodies for final approval. The citizens council 
did not have a veto power over programs and projects 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 yet acted upono In these instances the action was 
taken contingent on the future approval of the citizens 
council. ' (Po 235) The city and the township governing urii ts 
could also initiate programs at their own discretion without 
the consent of the citizens council or model cities staff. 
such actions occurred only on "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 governing unit now has its own 

.... 

25 

https://impact.33
https://meetings.32


FIGURE ., 3 

Benton Harbor/Bentoon Township 

~-..--- - .. -· •• 
~ 

csc - - - - ..... - f Mode l Cities Council_! 

N 
O'\ 

CSC Coor6.n~- - - - - - • CDA Dir. 

Lese staff - --, CDA Jtaff J~--- j. 

'I 

T2.sk forces 
for Planning 

Evaluation and Monitoring 

f f 



separate citizens• participation component. The city of 
Benton Harbor created the community Development Citizens 
Advisory 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 city 
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 irr~lementation, evaluation, 
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 
Harbor•s community development goals and objectives.35 

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. 207) 

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. Arnold 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 more 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 

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 appointed by the township 
supervisor and the board of trustees.a6 This council held a 
series of meetings at which long-range and short-range needs 
of the 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. Legg told the Advisory 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. 245) 

DETROIT 

The citizens• participation component for the Detroit 
model cities program was the Citizens Governing Board. The 
board was composed of 140 members. of which 108 were elected 
from 12 subdivisions of the model neighborhood ar.d 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 own consultants for legal. 
auditing, and planning assistance. Technical assistance to 
the board was also available from the Detroit model 
neighborhood jepartment.39 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 proposed governmental actions 
submitted to it by the city for consideration and 
recomme~dation. Subcommittees of the governing board were 
responsible for program plannir,g, monitoring, and 
evaluation. They participated in developing the scope of 
services and budgets for contracts, selection of 
contractors. and evaluation of the ongoing contract 
operations.•o 

The governing board had signoff authority over 
virtually every facet of the rrodel cities operation, and 
according to a model cities spokesperson, "nothing happened 
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without the signoff of the citizens governing board." (p. 
526) 

The governing board and the community development. 
agency had dual veto power, and the city counci 1 (Common 
Council of Oetroi t) would not pass on any contract or 
program of model cities unless both the CDA and the 
governing board had previously agreed to it ( p. 5 27)o 

Each year the governing board set the priori ties 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 o:f :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 with the model neighborhood residents. 
subarea and subdivision meetings for all residents of the 
community were regularly conducted during which community 
needs, desires, and problems were discussea.•1 

The citizens• participation component of the Detroit 
community development program consisted of five public 
information meetings that were held 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 appointment 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 
~itizens• participation component or orgar.ization and 
~rovided no funds for staff. stipends. consultants. or 
)rganizational functions. The city has indicated that such 
an ongoing citizens• participation unit has been considered 
but at the present time it remains "under development." (p. 
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 in these areas under 

.community development. 

In testimony at the Advisory committee's hearing. 
witnesses expressed their opinions regarding the quality of 

1 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 were 
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 demonstration 

.L 
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ctqency and the citizens O participation 
orqani zation. (pp. 526, 527) 

Uuder t- he Housing and community Development Act, 
rJ.ccoriir.g to Mr. Nelson. the participation of citizens 
r<=-mainer1 "just as t,igh and as meaningfulo" However, he 
.1.r.dicat~-i that "the process of their involvement may have 
ct.ar.CJ'=d somewhat." (p. 517) Regarding the effectiveness of 
citi~,=,.ns• participation" Mr. Nelson told the Advisory 
cornm1..ttee. "As you know, the guidelines on this program are 
minimal at hest; the legislation called for adequate 
c.1. ti z er,s • _£->art icipat~on <:-nd that is something that has been 
,Jptined d1.ffer<=.:ntly in different places .••. " (p. 542) 

Sar 1 Adam a sz e k" who serv~d as chai :man of the ~i ti zens 
<JGVF-rnir.a board,, told the Advisory Comm7ttee that citizen 
r,.,articipation procedures under the_Housing and Community 
r),-vi:-lopmont. Ac+:.. were not as effective as those used under 
rno'}~l cities: 

.r would say that merely holding pu?lic 
meetings is just a sho\oiplac€. It is 
totally ineffective. (p. 595) . 
citizens participation is tokenism:Iii 

( p. 5 80) I 1:.hink you need a regulation 
to push the city into some sort of 
indef?endent,, geographically represented 
ci ti zt:::nS • participation structure. 
Without that. you are just fooling 
around with it.. (p. 594) 

FLINT-GENESEE COUNTY 

_1:he. mo?el _cities prog~am oper~tE:d by Genes:e County Vi 
mult1J11r1.sdict.1onal" covering portions of the city of Fl· as 
3.rid other +-ownships a:3 ~ella The city of Flint itself d~~t 
r.ot op~rate a model c1. ties program. However, when the 
Hous iLg and community Development Act became effective th 
ci--:-:y ot Flint was designated to receive the model citi~s ~ 
r1olr1-harmless funds because 80 percer,t of the model citie 
t:\JLc_is had nP.en spent in that ci.ty. T~e~efore, the Michig:• 
::~visory committeP has analyzed the citizens• participati n 
.CJ:- r:-1cture undPr the county 8 s model cities program and theon 
cit.1..z"-:•~,s• r,art..icipation structure under the city of Flint• 
community ~evelopment program. s 
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The citizens• participatior. component of the Genesee 
County model cities program was the Model cities Citizens 
Participation Organization. The organization was governed 
by a joint council consisting of 75 members elected from the 
three model neighborhood districts in the program. 

The organiza~ion had an annual budget of approximately 
$371.000, which included funds for tr.e operation of a 
citizen participation training program.• 3 The organization 
~ad its own staff of 13 who assisted in the day-to-day 
implementation of the unit's responsibilities. The 
organization held regular meetings and members received 
compensation for attendance to defray certain costs such as 
loss of wages.•• 

·rhe authority and responsibilities of the citizens 
organization included: 

(1) determination of priority needs and problems; 

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

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

(4) approval power over all contracts and contract 
amendments. If approval was not granted by the 
organization, the contract would not be passed along for 
final approva1.•s 

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

According to the fourth-year application from Genesee 
County, "The role of the citizens participation organization 
is that of the decisionmaker." 46 

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 
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councils in neighborhood development program areas of the 
city.•7 

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. 11 •e 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 first-year application procedures for the Housing 
and community Development Act. 

Under mo1el cities all program priorities had to be 
passed by the citizens before they could be implemented. 
Under the Housing and community Development Act, the Flint 
City council altered the written recommendations of the 
citizens adivsory council.•9 

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. 

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." 5 0 

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 the 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 citizensa 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 
i Commi-t.tee • "I think what model cities has proved, if 
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 where 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 to 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. I know, 
because I have been involved in the 
program for 5 years now. (p. 353) 

Manuel Jones, who served as chairrran 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 on, "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.st 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.s2 

The responsibilities of the committee include~ . 
"neighborhood citizen involvement, commui:iity_organ.1.zat1.on, 
assistance in project evaluation, determination of program 
needs, and project planning." 53 

• ·ttee reached near1y every
The authority of the commi a was characterized by 

phase of the model cit~es pr?~ramsa~an equal partnership" 
the citizens and_the city~~~ ~r:nd Rapids city 
between the committee and ittee and the city commissi 

0Commission. 54 (p. 7 ~8 ) T~~d~~m~ities act] meaning to the ~ 

were to "inte7pret it! (rove all policy decisions." 55 All 
larger community aoa 1 ~~ation of the model cities program 
components of the appl.1.approval of both the committee ana 
had to have the mutua . n 56
the city commissio • 

cribing the plann~ng process for its model cities 
Ind:~ city demonstration agency stated, "the last 

program£ th: planning process is final project approval. 
P?ase O roval at the local level is the responsibility of 
Final dapepl Neighborhood Citizens Committee and of the Grand 
the Mo • · 1157
Rapids city commission. 

The citizens committee was also responsible for program 
luation and "from evaluation of projects, MNCC ••• decides 

e~!ch programs will continue to the next action year and 
:hat changes will be made in them.use 

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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implementation 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 aqency 
director.6O 

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 progr~m 
followinq July 1, 1974, until final termination of model 
cities.6t 

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 "act in an advisory capacity to the city 
commission in determining community needs and priorities." 62 
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 wer~ 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 $10,000 a year, and the remaining 85 percent 
of the task force represents families with incomes over 
$10,000.63 

The community development budget included $100,000 for 
citizen participation activities during the first year 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 formation 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 the 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 citizens• 
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 ~ct. Under model cities the 
priorities and programs selected for funding were mutually 
agreed upon by the city and the citizens. U~de7 the Housing 
and Community Development Act, the city commissioners 
altered the recommendations of the citizens task force when. 
according to Mayor Lyman Parks, 11we did not feel t?ey had 
the kind of priority that those we replaced them w1. th had. 11 

(p. 801) 

· · d a f ding a recreation centorThe citizens recommen e un $ 150 ooo ~h~ 
· t the budget by , • - ~ef or $250 , 000. Teh city c~ . h education program a 

citizens recommended funding a ~ 1 j 4::ooo. The city did n~~ 
preschool program for a tot~!- 0 ens recommended funding a 
fund either program. The c~ ~z$ 11 3 ooo. The city cut the 
career advancement progr~m crtizens'recommended $22,000 to 
budget by 25 percent. Tr!m. The city budgeted nothing. 
be spent on an arts p~oi spending $300,000 for curbs, 
The citizens recommenp!irs. The city budgeted more than 
gutters, and a~leyr~~ommendations thE citizens task force 
$400,000. In i~sen the housing, employment and human neQas 

t d that "G1.V • • ld t '-sta e •db many of our citizens, we cou no 
problems fa~e di~g for the west River Bank Development. Th~ 
recommend"a ~hi·s caoital improvement project for $200,0oo 6s
city :funde ._ • • 

te stimony before the Michigan Advisory Committee
In h . • • a· h h ,. es expressed t eir opinions regar ing t e c anges in 

w7t~ess 5 , participation between model cities and community 
cJ..tir~nment. "The Housing and Community Development Act of 
d;;: p~ovides for a higher degree of local discretion in 
1d •nistering the funds than was allowed under the model 
a_~l;-es programs," said Mayor Parks. "Because of this, it is 
cis~ible that the poor and minority groups could, to a large 
~~tent, be excluded from the planning and operation of local 
community development programs. Whether or not any city 
would wilfully choose to take advantage of this potential is 
another question indeed," Mayor Parks continued. "The 
potential is certainly there." (p. 794) 

J 
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Wilbur Warren, a member of the model neighborhood 
citizens committee. noted that the model cities program 
established a "healthy trenrl in American democracy; namely, 
accelerated and widespread active citizen involvement in the 
governmental decisionmaking process." This trend, according 
to Mr. Warren, has been reversed by the Housing and 
Community 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 the 
authority and power of local governments but has left poor 
and disenfranchised citizens, particularly minority 
constituencies, without institutions and programs for 
redr~ss and the protection of their rights and interests." 
(p. 826) The citizens. accordir.g_ to Warren, "find it hard to 
understand the community development revenue sharing concept 
whicn gives unrestricted powers to the local government, 
which has historically been the least responsive to the 
needs of the disadvantaged." (p. 827) 

HIGHLAND PARK 

The citizens• participation component of the Highland 
Park model cities program was made up of eight Neighborhood 
Advisory councils (NACs), one in each of the eight areas of 
the city covered by model cities or model cities and the 
Neighborhood Development Program (NDP). Each area elect~d 
15 individuals to the neighborhood advisory council, which 
in turn selected one. two. or three individuals (depending 
on the population of the area) to represent the NAC on an 
overall governing body called the Citizens Advisory 
Committee for Future Development, Inc. (CAC). In addition 
to the 17 members 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 an1 had a full-time staff ranging from three during 
the first year 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. 66 

According to the model cities program application, the 
CAC was "the central policy making body for the model cities 
program, 11 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.... 1168 

The CAC, together with the city demonstration agency, 
was "responsible for the planning, implementation~ 
monitoring and evaluation of CDA supplemental funded 
projects. 11 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. 70 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 

. . . • a·ghland ParkCitizen participation in 1 .. ( 1 ) 
was established on the ~rem~~;-affected 
that citiz~n~ ~ho are ~ir:~ael cities 
by the activities oft e adequate 
Program should be given andecisions set 

·t to influence .opportuni Y ( 2 ) that citizens 
forth by the progra~~ technical skills 
should have accessrate greater
that would gen~ articipation in 
effectivenes~ 7~i~ting, monitoring, and 
additio~ tot~~iModel cities Program; 
evaluating•tizens should have adequate 
(3) tbat c~nd supporting services to 
resource:na manage viable alternatives 
aevelopt the needs of their community;
to mee · h. • fla (4) that with t 1s in uence, 
an hnical skill, and utilization of 
tee th ·t·ailable resources, e ci izens 
avarticipation structure will move 
p d . .effectively towar sits primary 
~bjective 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 to arrest the 
maladies of this community.72 

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 is 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.73 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 t~e community development act 
to collect additional citizens• input. 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 of 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.75 

The policy board had an annual budget of approximately 
$88,000, of which 90 percent paid for full-time professional 
and clerical staff.76 
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The board held regular meetings and reimbursed 
participants for loss of pay, babysitting fees, and certain 
other costs.77 

According to th~ 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. 

(3) 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 appoint one 
"youth ad hoc representative" to the 
policy board. 7& 

The policy board•s "task forces" were in turn empowered 
to: 

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

(1) such proposals may be conceived, 
developed, and prepared by the proper 
task force; or 

(2) such oroposa1s may be conceived 
and/or developed_by eith~r ;~~ ~~:n 
staff or the policy boart,sk force for 
submitted to the proper a 
preparation; or 
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(3) Such proposals may be conceived 
and/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 amended 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 be 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 
re~ommendations of any citizen or organization concerning 
priority objectives,11eo a questionnaire survey (see survey 
results in table 1), and a public meeting by the city 
council to make a final review of the application. In 
addition, the city considered its solicitation of bids to 
run various programs a form of citizens• participation and 
considered the technical planning committee (the city­
employed department heads who formally prepared the 
application) to represent citizens• participation.at 

The citizens• 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 each target area of the city. 
Each of the councils will have 15 members, 10 elected and 5 
appointed by the mayor.az 

The powers and responsibilities of the two eight-member 
boards will be to advise their respective city departments, 
human resources and housing and redevelopment. "These 
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 Value1 

1 1fo3 - health, life, property 1343 

2 1fol - structural conditions 1327 

3 :/fo2 - community services and facilities 1300 

4 :/fo5 - housing 1031 

5 :/fo6 - land and natural resources 986 

6 1fo4 - community economy 881 

7 :/F7 - 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.na3 

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 
implementing 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.a• 

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. 85 The intent of 
the citizens• participation process, according to the city 
resolution, is to accomplish three basic objectiv~s: 

(1) That citizens have input into the 
annual co 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 information; 

(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. 86 

The effectiveness of citizens• participation. 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, and 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 general 
"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.a7 

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 Adv~sory_c~mmit~ee, 
witnesses expressed their opinions regarding citiz~ns 
participation under both model cities and the Housing and 
community Development Act. Mayor c;e~ald W. Graves concluded 
that under model cities 11we•re talking about so-called 
citizens• participation: which in fact was not citizens• 
participation." (p. 424) Accordin'! to th~ 1!1ayor, 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 th;t 
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 citizen 
participation boards. (pp. 487, 488) 

Eugene Loyd, who served as president of the Lansing 
Model cities Policy Board, told the Advisory committee, 
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"From the outset. the citizens were formulating all the 
programs that were to be funded under model cities." {p. 
411) Under community development. however. citizens• 
participation changed. according to Mr. Loyd: "I would say 
that in reading the Housing and Community Development 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 applicatior. 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 budget of $130.000 a 
year during its first 3 years of operation and had six full­
time staff members to assist the board in carrying out its 
authority and responsibilities. 88 

The policy board had regular monthly meetings and paid 
stipends to its members who attended meetings in order to 
defray such costs as babysitting 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 A.greement Between Model Ci ties Policy 
Board and City council of Saginaw" 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 "an advisory body in an ongoing 
process of citizen interaction with local government in the 
development policies. plans and programs and in the carrying 
out of these programs.1190 
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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 a11 phases of the Model 
cities program. 

(2) Provide an opportunity for those 
who live and work in the Model Cities 
area to identify problems, issues, 
goa1s, and priorities as they perceive 
them. 

(3) Enable 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 between 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 recommendations on program 
priorities that best speak to 
a1leviating model neighborhood priority 
problems. 

(6) Through the policy board chairman 
or his designated representatives, 
partici~a~e in t~e presentation of the 
Model cities Action Year Plan to City 
council. 

(7) complete al~ ~c~ion Yea~ Pian _ 
development activities consistent wi:=n 
a timetable to be developed by the city 
Demonstration Agency. 

(S) oesignate thr:e. (3) representatives 
to Model cities Liaison committee. 
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(9) Develop and evaluate project 
proposals and projects designed to 
speak to the viewpoints of model 
neighborhood residents. 

(10) Make project recommendations for 
re-programmed funds. 

(11) Review monthly financial reporLs 
for all Model Cities projects. 91 

The memorandum of agreement stated that the ultimate 
responsibility and authority for the model cities program 
remained with the officials of local government but that 
11 model neighborhood citizens [must] participate and be fully 
involved in policymaking, planning, and the carrying out of 
all program elements. u92 

The citizens' participation component of Saginaw's 
community development application consisted of a series of 
public meetings convened by the city and the distribution of 
a quesLionnaire asking for opir.ions on the city's housing 
and urban development needs. A total of seven meetings were 
held 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 questions.9• 

The information provided by citizens was then 
"channeled to the community development staff" who 
summarized the results in a memorandum that was provided to 
the city manager and the city council. 95 

The city limited citizens• participation to the 
development of the "needs" portions of the city• s 
application. Citiz~ns were not involved in carrying out any 
programs under the new act or in monitoring, letting 

. contracts, or decisions concer.ning the actual programs that 
were fund9d. 96 citizen input into the application was cut 
off as of a certain date, at which point the city began its 
full process of writing an application for funds. According 
to the director of community development, "Questionnaires, 
letters, phone calls and visits from citizens were accepted 
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until January 1, 1975, at which time staff effort in 
preparing the actual application was intensified. 1197 

The effectiveness of citizens• participation, as 
measured 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-year application for housing and community 
development funds. ~ccording 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 
reflected the priorities singled out by the citizens 
regarding the community's needs. 11 (p. 664) 

The program priorities included in the Housing and 
Community 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 
expressed by citizens.9 8 In its application, however, the 
city council reduced the amount of money allotted to such 
programs from its previous funding under model cities by 
approximately 6 percent (see section IV). (pp. 606) 

Housing and housing-related programs, the second 
priority expressed through the citizens• participation 
component, were also reduced from previous funding levels 
during the years 1968-72. (pp. 605, 606) The citizens• 
third priority for spending, renewal of the downtown 
business district. was also reduced from its funding level 
prior to enactment of the community development act {pp. 
605. 606). The lowest priority item expressed through the 
citizens• participation process was for parks, recreation, 
and open space. 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 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, 
Terry Pruittw model cities director, commented on the 
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differences in citizen participation under the two laws. 
"There is a definite shift in the citizen participation 
requirements from model cities to community development. 
don•t think they (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 
to minimize citizens• influence and citizens• input into the 
decisionmaking process. (p. 640) 

"The cities and the mayors and the 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 of citizens in the 
deci sionmaking 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 the Advisory committee, "I 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) 

~fter 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 
"effective citizen participation, in an advisory capacity 
only, to aid the city council in solving the social and 
physical problems of the city. 119 9 

The commission was given duties and powers to 
"establish program priorities by direct' communication with 
citizens in the respective neighborhood districts. The 
commission shall have authority to plan and research social 
programs and review and recommend programs and action 
proposed by others in the area of social programming 
proposed for the city. 11 1°0 The ordinance specifically 
prevented the commission from establishing "an executive 
committee, steering committee or any regional committee.11101 

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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provided to th~ commission at the discretion of the hea~ of 
the city's community developmettt department.102 

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

HUD COMMENTS ON CITIZENS• PARTICIPATION 

Representatives of the U.S. Department of Housing and 
urban Development testified before the Michigan Advisory 
committee to the u.s. Commission on Civil Rights regarding 
the 1ifferences in citizens' participation between model 
cities and. community development and the possible impact of 
those differences. 

Thomas Hiqginbothan. director of compliance and 
enforcement in the Chicago Regional Office of Equal 
opportunity. told the Advisory committee that, although
cer~ain equal opportunity provisions of the community 
development law were improved. other provisions. such as 
tt:ose governing citizens' participation. had become "more 
restrictive." (p. 732) Mr. Higginbothar:1 we:1;t on t<? te.l]. tb 
Advisory commi tte~. "There is no q':1e~t1.on ~n my mind that ~ 
far as residents of an old model citie~ ~eig~borh<?od are ~~ 
concerned. their role [in citizen participation] is less 
sharply defined ( under community development]." (p. 7 33) 

Ruth Featherstone, direct~r_of the equal opportuni 
~- . 1.·on of the D troit Area Office of HUD, told the ty0 

:..I. 1 V1. s . - - t I,.. d •·=orv committee that the new ac i,as one little tdA vi - ~ . . t. 11 1 d I t th. O . ove citizens• part1.c1.pa ion. on ink the 
~mprQither increased the opportunity for citizens• ne~ act 
.asticipation or decreased it. I think that it•s up 

par - " ( 742) tocommunity groups. P• 

Ms. Featherstone went on to tell the Advisory 
committee. however, that the opportunity for cities t 
seriously cut back citizei:is' participation was now pr~ 0 

"I -think that the (community_d~velopmen~] regulations 8 ~nt. 
wri~tcn in such a way that citizen participation can bare

• • • d h 4 emaximized or minimize. or w.atever•... Citizen 
participation could be diluted., but not necessarily" 
743) According to Ms. Fea~h~rstone,. the act and reg~.l <~-
placed the burden of providing adequate citiz~n ations 
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participation not upon HUD, nor upon the cities receiving 
funds, but upon the citizens themselves. (p. 745) 

CITIZENS• PARTICIPATION SUMMARY 

t'1odel cities and community development legislation both 
require citizens• participation in some form. Model cities 
called for participation in every aspect of the program 
while community development requires citizens• input only 
during the application process. Model cities called for 
11 widespread 11 activities while community development 
specities certain minimal activities that will suffice as 
adequate par~icipation. community development legislation 
includes specific language stipulating that citizens• 
participation cannot interfere with the authority and 
responsibility of local government in operating the program. 
Model cities included no such specific language. 

The regulations passed by the u.s. Department of 
Housing and Urban Development regarding these 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 s~lection, 
evaluation, and implem~ntation. 

Not only is ~he scope of citizens• participation quite 
different between the two programs but the type of 
participation is also different. Model citi~s required the 
establishment of an organized unit to represent formally 
citizens• participation, with the further requirement that 
those citizens making up that unit be accepted by 
neighborhood residents as representing their interests. 
Further, model cities required that financial assistance be 
made available if financial problems stood in the way of 
active citizens• participation. 

The community development regulations do not require an 
organized citizens• unit, nor do they require that the 
citizen participants be accepted by neighborhood residents 
as representing their interests. Further, the community 
development regulations make no provision for financial 
assistance to overcome financial barriers to active 
citi~ens• participation. Nothing in the community 
dev~lopment act prohibits HUD from establishing such 
requirements. 
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In addition to changes in the scope of citiz~ns• 
participation dnd the type of participation, th~r~ are 
differences between the two acts regarding the philosophy of 
citizens• participation. Model cities regulations detail 
certain HUO philosophies, including a cornn~tment to the 
"sharing of power" between citizens and ci-t.y councils, a 
belief that improving the quality of life for low-incom~ 
residents can be accomplished only through the affirmative 
action of thosP residents themse.lves, and a recognition that 
traditional acts of citizens• participation, such as 
attendance at a public meeting, are often ineffective. 
Regulations governing the community development act include 
no such commitments, philosophies, or bEli~fs. 

The differences in legislation and regula~ion have 
shown a corresponding difference in actual implementation. 
Most citi~s cut citizens out of the decisionmakir.g process 
in all areas except t:h"= application process. Mar~y citi<?s 
did away with organize~ units r"=presenting citizens• 
participation. Nearly all those who retained o~ganized
units did away with the representative nature o.f th~ 
membership. making them appointed positions rather than 
elec~ed as they had been under model cities: -~~~rly every 
city did away with financial assistance to 7ndiv~duals Who 
could not actively participate because of financial 
barriers. 

under communitr de~elo~mei:it. the number. a~1d percentage 
of low-income and minority individuals o~ cit~zer.s advisor 
boards have been re?uced. ~n only one city did the numbery 
and percentage remain relatively equal. 

citizens and city officials who testified before the 
Michigan Advisory committee overwhelmingly agreed that 
citizens• participation under model cities had made great 
strides toward effective citizens• input into the 
decision'making process. In only one city did the mayor 
speak negatively regarding model cities citizens• 
participation. 

on the other hand, however, citizens who testified were 
nearly unanimous in their opinion that the community 
development act had reduced citizens• participation from its 
previous level under model cities. City officials gave 
mixed opinions, but nearly all conceded that the new 
legislation had provided cities with an opportunity to cu~ 
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citizens out of the 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 Housing 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 
D€monstratio~ Cities and Metropolitan Development Act of 
1966 (model ci ti'=s) . 

.Tbe 1974 act has r9duced the scope of 
citizen involvement from "all elements of the 
program," as it had been under model cities, 
to the very narrow area of "the application 
process.n 

The minimum requirements for citizens• 
participation spelled out in the community 
development act are. in many instances, far 
below 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 development act has provided 
cities with further justification for 
reducing citizens• participation with the 
inclusion of language specifying that 
citizens• participation shall not interfere 
with or restrict the applicants• 
responsibility or authority over the 
community development program. 

2. Th~ Michigan Advisory committee finds that the 
regulations and guidelines promulga~ed by the u.s. 
Department of Housing and Urban Development to implement the 
two acts have significantly reduced both the quality and 
quan~ity of citizens• participation to be provided by each 
applicant. 

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 "new forms of collaborative 
relationship ... new means for participation in 
the decisionmaking process, need to be 
developed." HUD regulatior,s regarding the 
1974 act not only officially recognize the 
traditional public meeting as an acceptable 
means of citizen participation but, in fact, 
require such meetings in order to qualify for 
funding. • 

In 1967 HUD officially recognized that 
"improving the quality of life of the low­
income residents ... can be accomplished only 
by the affirmative action of the people 
themselves." This includes, according to HUD, 
"the means for the model neighborhood's 
citizens to participate ar.d be fully involved 
in policymaking, planning and the execution 
of all program elements." The HUD regulations 
reoardinq the 1974 act speak only to the 
participation of citizens in the application 
process. The recognized necessity of full 
involvement in the implementation of all 
program elements has been discarded by HUD, 
ev~n though the act did not require the 
department to do so. 

In 1967 HUD officially recognized the 
n~cess~ty of "some form of organizational 
structure...which embodies neighborhood 
residents in the process of policy and 
program planning and program implementation 
and operation." The HUD regulations for the 
1974 act recognize no sucb need and do not 
include a requirement for such an 
organizational structure. 

In 1967 HUD recognized that the leadership 
of the above-mentioned organizational 
s-tructure "must consist of persons whom 
neighborhooa residents accept as representing 
their interests." The regulations for the 
1974 act do not recognize the need for 
"citizen participants" to be persons whom 
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neighborhood residents accept as representing 
their interests. 

•In 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. 

•The Housing and community Development Act of 
1974 does 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 
reduced 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 discontinued funding 
for citizens• participation activities under the new 
community development legislation. 

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

•Of the nine communities. only one continues 
to allow citizens to vote for their citizens• 
representatives on advisory boards. The 
remaining 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. 

•Of 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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•Of 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: 

(a) 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, an~ a ~rocedure that ensures that the leadership
of that organiza~ional structure consists of persons whom 
neighborhood residents accept as representing their 
interests. The Advis~ry 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 0 The Michigan Advisory committee to the u.s. 
commission on civil Rights recommends that the secretary of 
the u.s. Department of H?using and U~ban Develo~ent reView 
and reaffirm its conclusions concerning the quality and 
quantity o£ citizens• parti7ipation 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 
570.900 (d). be amended to include the basic citizens• 
participation requirements included in these three HUD 
documents. In addition. the Advisory committee recommends 
that HUD publish? technica; ~ssistance ~u~let~n that fully 
reviews and reaffirms the citizens• participation philosophy 
and minimal requirements as described in the three 
documents. 
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3. The Michigan Advisory committee to the U.S. 
commission on Civil Riqhts 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: "provide low-income citizens an adequate opportunity 
to participate in the development of the application and the 
!..!!!Elementation of the program including~ planning, 
poli£Y!'!!2~!.llil ~nd execution of all program elements" 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 statement, "no part of this paragraph shall 
be construed to restrict the responsibility and authority of 
the applica~t 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 !12:£ limited :!:Q a process which has .••• 11 
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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 are.s; 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. 1 

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

(1) physical and social problems in the 
area of the city covered by the program 

66 



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, adequate public 
facilities (including 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; adequate 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, regulations, and other 
requirements 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 
c~operation; the program is consistent 
wit? comprehensive planning for the 
entire urban or metropolitan area; and 
the locality will maintain, during the 
period an approved comprehensive ci~y 
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 of 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 requirements 
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 viable 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 this primary objective, the 
Federal assistance provided in this 
title is for the support of community 
development activities which are 
directed toward the following specific 
objectives-
(1) the elimination of slums and blight 
and the prevention of blighting 
influences and the deterioration of 
poverty and neighborhood and community 
facilities of importance to th€ 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 Nation's 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 quality of services, 
principally for persons of low and 
moderate income, which are essential 
for sound community 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 neighborhoods 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 eligible for funding only if they 
include a program designed to: 

(A) 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 described in hlle 
application.s 

Programs eligible for funding are specifically spelled 
out and include: 

(1) the acquisition of real property 
(includii:>,g 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 guidance of urban 
development; (D) to be 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 ~ites, 
pedestrian malls and walkways. and 
parks, playgrounds, and ·recreation 
facilities, flood and drainage 
facilities in cases where assistance 
for such facilities under other Federal 
laws or programs is determined to be 
unavailable. and parking facilities, 
solid 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 the 
decline of the area; 
(4) clearance, demolition. 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 public 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 ar~as, and 
(B) coordinating public and private 
devel~pment 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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( 1O) payment of the cost of completing 
a project funded under title I of the 
Housing Act of 1949; 
(11) relocation payments and assistance 
for individuals. families. businesses. 
organizations, and farm operations 
displaced by activities assisted under 
this title; 
(12) activities necessary (A) to 
develop a comprehensive community 
dPvelopment plan. and (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 
objectives. (iii) devise programs and 
activities to meet these goals and 
object.ives. (iv) evaluate the progress 
of such programs in accomplishing these 
goals and objectives. and (v) carry out 
management. coordination, and 
monitoring of activities necessary for 
effective planning implementation; and 
(13) payment of reasonable 
administrative costs and carrying 
charges related to the planning and 
execution of community development and 
housing 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.6 

Under both model cities and community development, 
applicants were provided with a variety of programs eligible 
for funding and were given wide latitude in making program 
choicE;-s. Both acts recognized the necessity of two primary 
elements of community improvement: a plan to eliminate and 
prevent physical deterioration, and a plan to provide those 
community services necessary to improve health, employment, 
child care, educa~ion, recreation, economic opportunity, and 
other social needso7 
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The model cities legislation did not stipulate which of 
these two areas of need was to receive prime consideration 
by applicants. The community development legislation, as 
well. did not make such a stipulation. How~ver, the 
legislative history of the 1974 act indicat€:S that both . 
Houses of Congress intended that the principal +-..hrust of the 
legislation be physical improvement. In its final form, 
therefore, the legislation stated that public services were 
to be provided only "to support such other ( physical 
development] activities and if assistance in providing or 
securing such services under other applicabl-=? Federal laws 
or programs has been applied for and denied or not made 
available ..•• 11 a 

In an early version of the act, senate Bill 3066, the 
amount of money available to social programs had been 
limited to 20 percent of a community• s total funds. This 
percentage limitation was rejected, however, by the ~ouse 
and Senate conferees, and the final version of the b111 
includes no dollar or percentage limitation on expenditures
for social programs.9 

Although both acts gave communities wide latitude in 
selecting programs, both stipulated the limited purposes for 
which funds could be used in the eligibility requirements 
for families and individuals receiving benefits from the 
programs•. Model cities was to provide for needs ~n areas of 
extreme blight and deterioration and was to ben ef 1 t the poor 
and disadvantaged families who lived within those geographic 
boundaries. Community development was not limited to any 
geographical boundaries of concentrated blight and 
deterioration, but ·the act required that funds be: used 
principally for persons of low- and moderate-income and to 
give maximum feas~ble priority to activities that benefi~ed 
low- or moderate-income families or aided in the prevention 
or elimination of slums and blight. 

The community development act does not require 
compliance with this stated purpose and eligibility 
requirement, however. Section 104 (a) (2) of the act 
provides that local_communities may design, and HUD may. 
approve. programs aimed at any other community needs having 
a particula~ urgency. This section of the act was 
translated in the HUD rules and regulations as: 

Where all or part of the community 
development program activities are 
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design2d to meet otter community 
development needs having a particular 
urgency. the applicant may request a 
determination by the Secretary that the 
program activities are so designed to 
me~t such needs as specifically 
described in the application.10 

In addition. during the first year of implementation 
the HUD application form for community development funds 
provided that communities cer~ify that the community 
developmen~ program: 

(a) Gives maximum feasible priority to 
activities which will benefit low- or 
mod~rate-income families or aid in the 
prevention or elimination of slums or 
blight; 

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

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

This section of the community development act evolved 
from senate Bill 3066. which contained a provision 
prohibiting more than 20 percent of an applicant's community 
development funds to be used for activities that 11 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 ~he senate provision 
with the provision that is currently in the law. 12 

Differences in Implementation 

The Michigan Advisory Committee to the U.S. commission 
on Civil Rights reviewed the programs established by the 
eight model cities communities in Michigan and compared them 
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TABLE 2 
) .)<'.

F ORM A opqovC'Q 
0 M B NU M BER 63 - R l lll 

C IT Y 
u. s. DEPARTMENT OF HOU~N G AND URBAN DE V ELOPMEN T Ann Arbor, Michigan 

CITY DEMON STR ATION AGENC Y BUDG ET CO N TR ACT NUM BEf'l 
l DATE3/l5/72 

BUDGET SUMMARY 
R E QU E S T ED A C TI ON 'r' E AR S 
F'ROM: 

OC]Orig inal Submission O Revis ion No : 1972 r o, 1973 
(AL L FIGU RES TO THEIN THOUS AN D S RO U N DE D NEAREST THOUS A ND) 

CATEGORY CUR REN T C U M UL &•PRIOR REQ UES T ED FUNDS 
APPRO V ED TOTA L fl V E T O T A L PROG RA MCATEGORY YEARSCODE 
□ UOGET, NON ( (.',, / _ MC G R A N TNUMBER MC GRANT MC HUD MC FUNDS 

MC GRANT FUN OS 
GRANT .'"i .. 6 ) .fU N OS FUNDS FEDERAL S T ATE LOCA L ( Col .J • J d ) 

I 1) 121 13) (41 15 1 (60) l 6bl (6c) 171 18 ) 

10 Educat ion -- ~ 11,000 156,650 45,000 201 ,6 50 267,650 

1 1 Health -- n39 ,ooo 212,700 212,700 351 ,700 

15 Social Services -- n20 ,ooo 131,500 131,500 251,500 

16 Recreation - Culture -- 59,000 l 01 ,800 l 01 ,800 160,800 
17 

20 

21 

Crime - Deli nquency 

Manpowe r and J ob 
Deve lopment 

Economic and Business 

Deve lopment 

--

--

--

90,000 115,500 

47,000 25,000 

-- --

115,500 205,500 

25,000 72,000 

- - --
30 Housing -- -- -- -- --
31 

32 

33 

40 

50 

Re location 

Tran sporta t ion -

Communication 

Environmental Prote ction 

and Development 

Ci tizen Participat ion 

Evaluation and 

Information 

--

--

--
--

--

- -

82,000 

--

--

22,000 

20,000 

32,500 

20,000 

45,000 

22,000 

20,000 

32,500 

20,000 

45,000 

22, 000 

20,000 

114 ,500 

20,000 

45 ,000 

44,000 

SUBTOTAL 

90 IProg ram Ad mini st ration -- 186,300 186,337 46,584 232,921 372,637 

GRAND TOTAL - -

CITY 

856 ,300 1068~87 
CL EA RANCE SECTION 

91 ,584 1,16(),571 1~25,287 

HUD APPROVAL 

Approved T ola I 
Grant Amount : $ 

It i s he reby certif ied thot C it y budge t ing practic es hove been fo llowed and th a t a ll 
ju stificati ons and bock•up material required by City practice and by HUD are on file 
with the City and i s availab l e for in spection purs uant ta th e Grant Agreement. 

DAT E SIGNATURE A N D TITL..E OF C IT Y ' S CHIEF F I SCA L OFFICER ($ ig nal lire)I 
SUBMIS SIO N AU THO RIZA TION, 

-DA TE S IG NATU RE ANO TITLE OF CIT Y"S CHIEF E X. EC \J T I VE OFFIC ER -I 
( u ate) 

HUD -7044 ( 10 70) Pre v i ous e d i t ion mt'tY ho u ,ecl 
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with. those programs established by the cities under the 
Housing and Community Development Act. 

The ~dvisory Committee made no attempt to evaluate the 
e~fectiveness of any one particular program or project in a 
c~ty or to monitor the relative success or failure of a 
1city•s programs. Instead, the Advisory committee sought to 
ook at how cities 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 
~rget_p<?pulations affected by the city•s sel~ctions, and 

e opinions of officials and citizens regarding the 
programming choices made by the communitv and their effect 
on low-income and minority individuals. -

ANN ARBOR 

Budget allocations for the Ann Arbor model cities 
~~~gra~ are shown in table 2 and the first-year budget for 

. ~unity development is shown in table 3. Under model 
c1.t1.es the city soent funds principally for publ'ic service
Programs. 1 3 -

1 The cumulative totals for all funds budgeted thr 0 ugh 
i~~3 s~ow that $1,443,650 was spent on p~blic service~, 

_luding education health social services, recreation,
crime ' • • der.v· prevention, job development, transportation, an 

; J.ror.mental protection. These programs accounted for 75
hrc~r.t of the total budget. The city spent no fun<:"fs on 
r~rsing programs but did provide $20,000 for a housing 
a oca~ion program. This expenditure accounted for 
r~pr~x:mately 1 percent of the model citi~s bud?e:· T~e 

main~ng funds were spent on administration, ~i~i~ens 
participation, and planning and evaluation activities. 

. 0nder the Housing and community oevelop1!1ent Act, the 
city budgeted its funds principally for physica~ ~eve~opment 
Programs, including public works, housing :e~a~!litation, 
clearance. improvement, and relocation a~tiviti-s. A ~otal 
of $~,543,000 was budgeted for these proJects! accounting 
for 02 percent of the available funds. The citr budgeted 
$660,7501~ for public service projects, accounting for 27 
Percent of t-he budget. 

The target population served by the model ci~ies 
~rogram encompassed census tract number se~en, which 
lncluded the largest percentage of minorities and low-income 
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TABLE 3 
U.S. DEPAAn.·l:NT OF Ho: 1.-,·,c. ANC unar NI'! vr.L OPMtNl 1; OnlGINAL ! 8. APPLICATimt ~.-0.. 

__J_Ac;c:,li..'iUNITY OE'!;..!. "JPMl:.NT P..JL-GET AMENDMENT- ·--- --
C. NAME OF APPLICANT Io. PROGHAM YEAR.-· 

("-ff.,, nf Ann Arbor fAQ!,L __ TO: 
UNE E. PROGHA'-1 ACTIVITY AMOUNT
NO. 

1. ACQUISITION OF REAL PROPERTY 97,000
·--

2. PUBLIC WORt<S. FACILITIES. SITE IMPROVEMENTS 792,250 

3. CODE ENFOF:CEMENT 92,000 

4. CLEARANCE, DEll.~OLITION, RF.llABILITATION 106,000 

6. REHABILITATION LOANS ANO GRANTS 279,250-
6. SPECIAL PROJECTS FOR ELDERLY AND HANDICAPPED 57,000-
7. PAYMENTS FOR LOSS OF Rl:NTI\I. INCOME 0 

s. DISPOSITION OF REAL PROPERTY 0 

9. PROVISION OF PUBLIC SERVICES 730 ,250 

10. PAYMENT OF NON-FEDERAL SHARES 0 

11. COMPLETION OF URBAN RENEWAL PROJECTS 0 

12. RELOCATION PAYMENTS ANO ASSISTANCE SO.ODO 

13. PLANNING ANO MANAGEMENT DEVELOPMENT 60.625 

14. ADMINISTRATIVE 12s.onn 

15. CONTINUATION OF MODEL CITIES ACTIVITIES n 

18. SUBTOTAL ~ ,389,375 

17. CONTINGENCIES ANO/OR UNSPF.CIFIED LOCAL OPTION ACTIVITIES (Not to excud 107. of line /6) 86,625 

2,476,00018. TOTAL PROGRAM ACTIVITY COSTS 

F. RESOURCES FOR PROGRAM ACTIVITY COSTS 0;;
~ Z;,-1. ENTITLEMENT AMOUNT 

~-

2. LESS DEDUCTIONS ~ .,-; 
'• 

3. ENTITLEMENT AVAILABLE FOR BUDGET ACTIVITIES 

4. PROGRAM INCOME 

•. 1 

6. SURPLUS FROM URBAN RENEWAL PROJECT SETTLEME NT 

8. LOAN PROCEEDS 

7. UNOBLIGATED FUNDS· PRIOR PROGRAM YEAR _I'\ 

s. TOTAL RESOurlCES FOR PROGPt-.M ACTIVITY COSTS ' 
1 0 Cll,•,-1,. box lfcoJts lndu·II! indirect rosr.~ which require- apµ,.on1I nfa ct>st 01luca1ion plan a,1 reqr11rccl hy J•"ed,.ral A-fat1t1J,(cnu•nt Clrn,ldr 74 • ..._ 

HUD,7015.5 
(10-741 78 
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families in Ann Arhor.t 5 The target population for community 
development programs encompasses the entire city for some 
projects and a concent:rated area of activity for other 
projects. The concentrated area of activity includes 16 
census tracts in addition to the 1 census tract that was 
being served by model cities.1 6 

commen-ti ng on the shif"':. ir. the type of programs funded 
by the city under each of the two acts, Mayor Albert H. 
Wbeeler told the A.dvisory committee: 

This to me is a very clear indication 
that -:-_he intent of tl:e city government 
(was] to eliminate 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) 

·rhe mayor went on to say, "I see model cities as having 
been basically a people-ori-=nted program, and delivery of 
services to the people." This use of program funds changed 
under community d·2velopment, according to the mayor, and he 
told the Advisory committee that he was making efforts to 
11 get a redistribution of the money and to attempt to see 
that it is more community oriented. 11 (p. 62) 

Mayor Wheeler al.so told the Advisory committee that 
program services to the. poor were being 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 neiqhborhood. At the same time, according 
to the mayor, the city has reduced the amount of money being 
spent on public services. "If we are going to provide 
additional. servic-=S to additional people ( as envisioned by 
the act], you can• t do it with the same amount or less 
mor.ey." he said. (p. 59) 

In describing the effects of these program changes on 
~he minority community, Mayor Wheeler told the Advisory 
committee. "I would not want to say that there was anything 
overcly or blatan~ly racist (about the shift in programs], 
but the net effect of what happened does have some serious 
racial impact." (p. 81) 
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BENTON BARBOR-BENTON TOWNSHIP 

Budget allocations for the R~ntcm HarLor-B-=nton 
Township model cities program are shown ir. table 4. First­
year budget allocations for the BE-neon Harbor (city) 
community development program are shown ir. table 5, and 
budget allocations for Benton Tcwr,ship are shown in table 6. 

Under their combined model cities proq ram,, .Ber.ton 
Harbor and Benton Township sper:t runds principally for 
public service proqrams. The curnulativE.- rudget (last column 
on table 4) for the entire program st:ows that $ 3 o 25 million 
(69 p~rcent of all funds) was spe~~ for services,, including 
education,. health,. social servic':':?s,. rEcreat:.1on,, crime, job 
development, transportation, ar:d envi ronmer.tal protection. 
The model cities program spent $3 20, O O O on housing and 
housing-related physical develo.EJmen ~ f,rog rams and $115,000 
on relocai:ion programs, accounting for 9 pErcent of the 
total. R8maining funds were Sf-Er.t on acl mi n1 stra tion, 
citizens• participation, and evaluat·.ior. ac+-ivi~iE-s. 

Under the Housing and community Developm<=!nt Act, Benton 
Harbor and Benton Township budge:t-t-d funds principally for 
physical development programs. be-ntor. Township Ludgeted 57 • 
percent of its available commur:i ty dF vel opmen t funds, 
$443,. 700 out of $778,.000, for public works projects and 
housing rehabilitation. A to-c.al of $70,000 was budgeted for 
public services,. accounting for 9 perc•;~n t of the total 
funds. Benton Harbor (ci t.y) budgeted 7 2 rercen t of its 
community development funds for physical development 
projects,. including acquisition of property., pur,lic works, 
code enforcement,· clearance, rc-habilitatior,, and relocation 
attributable to physical development. The ci t-_y budgeted 
$222,301 for public service projects and the cont- inuation of 
model cities proj~cts. This arnour.t accounts for 18 percent 
of the total available funds. 

For comparative purposes t.he combined total spent by 
Benton Harbor and Benton Township on public services under 
th€ Housing and community Developmi::::nt Act was $292,301, 15 
percent of the total funds available to the two communities. 

The target population served by the community 
development funds encompasses tr-e entire city of Benton 
Harbor ar.d the entire Township of Ben-+:.on O ll 7 Under the model 
cities program,. a target population encompassing the area•s 
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TABLE 4 

F'.:>n-.. .a.PPJ:H)Yr.o 
n.;~,.-r f hi,·• ••.J •.--. f\'1-Rt111 

, Cl7Y 

U. 5. DEP.lRT ..ENT OF HOUSING .lN:> UREl.lN DEVELOPMENT \lkncon ii?..rbo!'h'.)r.-:o:-, 'l'mmsh.:...JLJ 
CITY DEMONSTR.lTION .lCENO:Y OUOCE T COrn'HA~T NUMOE.-' ! ~A7C 

l;rov·-·::,, ..

l1-::: 21-005 .'i \,.._ 1974..;.:.. 'IBUDGET SUIAMARY 
i-1"-V•S;..O ACTION YEARS 

,Ao?,-1-7h ITo,C Original Submission r5:_~ Rev1 s ion No: ) 6-10-?c'. 
I._LL FIGUHES IN THOUS ANOS MiOU:-.ZCEO TO THC ..,_EAREST THO'-'SAh:)i 

C,lT(CO•T PRIOR .: vn•~ f·i-...,. RCQUE~":"CO FUNDS 
.a. f,>J'IUC\VE.0 TOTAL \Tl~~~~~:•\.COC[ PROGRAM CATEGORY 'I' E,..RIS 

IIUUIClt """C C.RA,.,.T t,u:.;GL T. ' ~c NON HUO MC FUNDS re,,:. l "1C C.na,._.T 

tJCC-.RANTI 
,,.~ .... 01. 

CHANT S+f.J~u,-.os IJ"EOC::RA;.., I STATE LOCAL ·Cul.1•-1•5J"°U"'O_i_. 

II) 12) 131 ,., I .., I 16a) : 16bl 16c) 17) ; 181 

10 Education I i255 122 20 I 20 397 
II Health 

h89 267 L.1 ! 
I 

43 i 7q9 
I~ Social Services 

120 1C) 212 2•2 '191 
' I16 Recreot,on - Culture ' 101 178 18L soo 68u I )-61 

17 Crime - Delinquency i11 -0- -0- I n 
20 

M~npower and Job i 
IOevelopmt:nt 231 185 u16' 

Economic and Business
21 

Development 16 1c; '3'> 71 
io· Housing 

160 160 320 
31 Relocation 

i;q56 115 
Transportation -:sz 
Communication L.67 u67 
Environmentol Protectionu 
and Development 1c; -0- -0- 1c; 

40 Citizen Porticipotion 1qL no 70 70 1Qlr 
, Evoluo tion ond ao 
Information 92 72 C:L 54 218 

SUBTOTAL 2.L.n 1 2h8 618 soo 1.1 '38 l1.2gq 
lk) Program AdministrationI 267 133 27 c; '32 421 

GRAND TOTAL 2,680 1,381 665 t;oo 5 1,170 ll.l,726 
CLEARANCE SECTION 

CITY tlUD APPROVAL 

City of: Benton Harbor/ Approved Total 
Township of: Benton Grant Amount : $ 

It is hereby c•rtif1ed that City budgellng procticet. haYe been follawed and that oll 
justilicationa and bocll•up material required by City practice ond by HUD it. en f,lo 
with the Ciry and is ava,loble for in~pect1on pursuant lo the Grant Agreement. 

DAT& Rt: ANO TITL.lt~C1Tv•s CHIEF FISCAL 0,.F,CEA {Signatur,) 
~ ,~ -•c.•·'HJ fl"\("'C\(l,,. • '"'" ... 

SUBlollSSIOM AUTHORIZATIOH, '-
OAT& J,,. l(.NATUAE. ,t,7. J;ITLC O.f' CITV"S CHIEF' EXECUTIVS:. OFFICER (Doie)

• I } l. ~ ••p.-1,- 7 11 ,//l<./,---,t:, . / ✓ f.,. A, - \ If. I i': ) 
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15.000.0 

F o,m ApprovedTABLE 5 0MB No 63-RIOI 

U.S. DEPARTMENT OF HOUSING AND URBAN DEVELOPMENT D ORIGINAL I B. APPLICATION NO.I A. 
COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT BUDGET 0 AMENDMENT,-

C. NAME.OF APPLfANT ID. PROGRA1YE'Y:City o Benton Harbor FRnM: Ju y , 1975 TO: June 30. 197f 
LINE E. PROGRAM ACTIVITY AMOUNT
NO. 

1. ACQUISITION OF REAL PROPERTY s 40J_000.QI 

2. PUBLIC WORKS, FACILITIES.SITE IMPROVEMENTS 317 .000.01 

3. CODE ENFORCEMENT 88.296.01 

4. CLEARANCE, DEMOLITION. REHABILITATION 

15. REHABILITATION LOANS AND GRANTS 394. 068.01 

6. SPECIAL PROJECTS FOR ELDERLY AND HANDICAPPED .. 

7. PAYMENTS FOR LOSS OF RENTAL INCOME 

B. DISPOSITION OF REAL PROPERTY 

11. PROVISION OF PUBLIC SERVICES 92,301.00 

10. PAYMENT OF NON-FEDERAL SHARES 

11. COMPLETION OF URBAN RENEWAL PROJECTS 

12. RELOCATION PAYMENTS AND ASSISTANCE 15,000.0 I 

"t,a PLANNING AND MANAGEMENT DEVELOP.MENT 

14. ADMINISTRATIVE 124.335.0 ~ 

115. CONTINUATION OF MODEL CITIES ACTIVITIES 130.000.0 > 

16. • SUBTOTAL 1.216 .ooo.o) 

17. CONTINGENCIES AND/DR UNSPECIFIED LOCAL OPTION ACTIVITIES (Not to uceed 10'16 of line 16} 0 

18. TOTAL PROGRAM ACTIVITY COSTS 

F. RESOURCES FOR PROGRAM ACTIVITY COSTS ,. ENTITLEMENT AMOUNT 

2. LESS DEDUCTIONS 

3. ENTITLEMENT AVAILABLE FOR BUDGET ACTIVITIES 

4. PROGRAM INCOME 

5. SURPLUS FROM URBAN RENEWAL PROJECT SETTLEMENT 

.. LOAN PROCEEDS 

7. UNOBLIGATED FUNDS· PRIOR PROGRAM YEAR 

B. TOTAL RESOURCES FOR PROGRAM ACTIVITY COSTS 

1 0 Check bo:r Ifcons Include Indirect costs which req11irr approval ofII cost allocation plan u 

HUD- 7015.5 

lt0-74) 82 

1,216~600!0 > 

$1i,435,000.00 ~ 
219.000.00 ~ 

1.216.000.0~ 

0 

0 

0 

0 

~1 . ;n6.ooo. o > 

req11lrrd by Federal Managem·ent Circular 74-4. 

1 
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heaviest concentration of minorities and poor families had 
been served . (pp. 1 6 9 • 1 7 o) 

w't O In testimony before the Michigan Advisory Committee, 
/ nvsses e~pressed their opinions regarding the differences 
d~v~~ogramming between model cities and community _ 
for ~pment. -!udd Spray. director of community c.e~-:lopm~nt 
the the Township of Benton, told tt.e Advisory Committee t:hat 
dif~: were di ft er1::nces between the t\o.lO programs and that the 
d~veirences WE=re due to the "nature of the community . 

opment act and the instructions for the application. 11 

, CltieMr. Spray went on to say that tt~e new act has put
• sand citiz~ns in a dilemma: 

They would lik~ to make the environmc.nt 
a better olac 0 in whict to live 
(physical .. development J, but at the same 
time they would also like to upgrade 
the lifestyle and add some of these 
amenities (public service programs] but 
the program just doesn't seem to 
stretch far enough for both of them. 
(p. 191) 

As a r""s 1 . h a been cut back.1'!-: - u t th"" public service programs a h . 
1e Housi - t A t places emp asis on

hous. ng and community Developmen c , told 
the ing~ rehabilitation, and public works, Mr. spray ed 
o A.':1visory Cammittee and social programs are approv1 
a~ty ~n_a "supporting ~unction of rehabilitation 

iv1. ties." (p. 189) 

Mr. Spray • a·cated to the Advisory committee that. the
Cha 1.n 1 h city werP noi::
du nge:s in the type of programs funded by t e ci tiPS 

HPE: to the quality of programs operated unde~ ;~:!ams" ~nd 
••~ commented that· many of them had been "goo ms ar€ 
Pht::: :egret that some of these model cities progra

as1.ng out.n 

Melv1.· . . h del cities program
and n Farmer• who direc-cE:d t .e mo . d c.lopment
P~ogt ben_became the director of the community Aevd;isory

• ram in ~he ·t f B H b ~old theCammi ... t .._ c1. Y o enton ar or• ... 1 tions between 
the t~oee that the.differences in target p~pu ~~·P.s; 

programs will reduce benefits to m1nori...1 

The ability of officials to respon~ to 
th~ needs of poor and minorities will 
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TABLE 6 

U.S. OtPJ\RTMlNT (If t1ou:.1Nt~ r.,,r, 111,1,;.N 111 v, t c•1•a_,, r~T l A. (') 01uc;1t,1/\t_ 

--~9M~U~_l,TY DEVELOl•M[NT UUUGET n /\P.<!PJIJ'.1[NT- ------- -·---- ·-· -
C'..NAMC OF APPi ICANT iD. l'IIOGlll\,.1 'l Ml 

,..-P-c: □ 
LINE 
NO. 

1. 

2-

3. 

II. 

r;. 

6. 

7. 

8. 

---9. 

10. 

11. 

12. 

13. 

14. 

15. 

16. 

17. 

10. 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 
1-

6. 

6. 

7. 

8. 

on I2Y,mhip , Mid1igQn f_!..!.,Q_~~'-'-'' 

E- PROGRAM ACTIVITY 

ACQUISITION OF REAL PROPERTY 

PUDLIC WORl<S. FACILITIES. SITE IMPROVEME-..TS 

COOE ClllfURCEMC 1111 

CLEARANCE, DEMOLITION. REHA(llLITJ',TION 

REHADILITATION LOI\N'.; ANO GHANT:; 

SPECIAL PROJECTS FOR ELDERLY ANO HAN::llCArPFO 

PAYMENTS FOR L0S5 OF RENTAL INCOME 

OISPOSITION OF REAL PROPE<1TY 

PROVl~IOr,J or Pl!III.IC ~.[ HVIC(:; 
--· 

PAYMENT OF NON,FE OERI\L SHAr.F.S 

COMPLETIOII. 01' URf!J\N fiENfWAL rnoJ,CTS 
---------. --- ·- ---- ----

RELOCATION PAYMENTS AND l\$SISTJ\"IC€ 

PLANNING ANO MANAGEI.IEIJT DEV( LOPr.l[NT 
-------- --- -·----- ·-----

ADMINISTRATIVE 

CONTINUATION OF MODEL CITll"S ~'\CTIV1Tlf$ 

-

-

1915 

-

! 

: 

l 

i 
; 

; 

, 
- -- --------· 

' 

... -- -- -·-··--- ·- --- ---------

• TOTAL PRUGHAM ACTIVITY co::;r:; 

F. RESOURCES FOR PROGR/11.1 ACTIVITY ccs·;s 
ENTITLEMENT AMOUNT 

ltSS OCDUCTIONS 

ENTITLEMENT AVAILABLE FOR BUDGET ACTIVITIES 

rnoGRAMINCOME 

)SURPLUS FROM URDI\N RENEWAL PROJECT SETTLCMENT 

LOAN PROCEtOS 

UNOBLIGATEO FUNDS. PnlOR PROGP.AM YEAR 

ror11L REsouncts Fon PR0GnAP.1_~~,:1y,.!.~.<:~~.!.~ 

• 

TO· 

--···· ·----- ----- --·--- ---------- ·-- ------·-
SUDTOT/IL 

CONTINGENCIES AND/On UNSPECIFIED LOCAL OPTION ,\CTIVITl[S (l\'M l<J e.,crrd JO':', of/ifOe 16} 

' ! $981 000 
' 

$20J 000 

! 
! 
I 

I 

; 

i 

I 
! 

i 

..,,
l'••'} Nn· f11- I'! u. J\Pl'LlfA Tlt,!N ~-

I 
I 

June 1976 ! II 

-

~MOU~T I 
-' II 

$198 700 
I 

.:.. I 

I - I 
I Ii 

$24.5--f.Q00 I 

' iI I 

'!" I ' 
I 
I 
I :l 
I ' 

l i 
I 

' 

i : 

·-- --hi I [-
! I ' - I -

I i- I 
I~I 

-~-82,000 I ' 
i

SJ l2 .3QO I 

$ 70,000 I, 
I 
l$708,QQQ 

I 
$70,000 ~ 

I 
' 

! 

$778 ('00 
,,.,,,., .,· /•· ~ .• ~ ..... J 
;~0......:,;.,,. .,, ,·,,, / -~· ·s.·· 
.,,_,,_. .,,.._,,_<,,; 1: ~ .·: .. t.~ 

::~·<:tit>{fr-J ; 
$778 ~nn I ·I I 

I I 

-1 I:.' 
: ! :'i 

I 
'' ..,, 

I '-
I I I I: I-1 

I I :I-
slZRJ)~o_~L 

I O Chrcl box ,t t'PttJ ,nrtudt' 1'tclirl'c't r,,u.r w/111..·h rt'1f111rc- ar,,n,l JI 11{ LI ,·,1u all,,. otl,in ,.,,,,, 11r requ,rt"(/ bi· F,:drral MJrw,.,r,,,<'nt C11c utur 1.J -I.: I 
HUD• 7015.S 
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b<:::: s-c:.r.ained by i:-.he elimination of 
tarqet areas a~1 the defiLition of the 
geographic bounds for a total program. 
In a citywide program. community 
developmE:nt block grant funding would 
inherently be available to more 
resid~nts, [than through the use of 
model neighborhood target areas] 
therebv decreasing the amount of funds 
available to concentrate strictly on 
problems of poverty and blight." (p. 
169) 

In a~di tionq Mr. Farmer pointed out the citywide approach 
had. incro.as€•d the competition among program sponsors for 
avail~ble funds and that this competition "again has the 
e~f~ct of leaving out the poor. elderly, and less organized
citizern:v of the community." (pp. 169, 170) 

. Asked to sum up his opinion of the attitudes of the 
city's low- and moderate-income families toward the program 
c~a~gesq Silas Leqq, who served as director of the Model 
~ities Citizens steering council and is now_on the Benton 
Har?or Community Development Advisory cou1:c1l! 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 
spe~t on public services, including education, ~ealth, 
social services, 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 
P:0 grams and $3,283.000 on relocation ~rograms associated 
with housing development. These expenditures accounted for 
app~oximately 11 percent of the total budget. The remaining 
tunas were spent on office space, administration, citizen 
participation, and evaluation activities. 
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TABLE 7 

CITY 
U.S. OE PAF::T M!. :o:T OF fl0l!51NG ,\rH"J LIP.E:!AN D::'VF.:LOf"f.'.f· NT Dr· t r Qi l ~ f ! .... r; ;_ :· . ) : ~ 

CITY DEM0t~S1R,'\TICN J..t;~NCY St.JOG[ T co';~;•M2c/_;~;'-"'-" J,,,;-;"~ 
BUDGET SUMMARY f<rVT; L"D Ac; Y I C."IN Y c AH s. ---------------1 

ESO•iginal S..:L-nis:.ion [7 Rcvi~io~ t::i: 
l---'-'-'--~-----------r-'---

' ALL F='JGUP:-s It.I THOl!SANDS 

CATEGOR'I 
CODE PROGFlAM CATECOR:Y 

t-UM&ER 

10 Education 

15 Social Services 
117 5,060+-----+-----------+--4...2.1~6~3,_+__7'--'-8~0-l--__1_1_7I-----+---------+--

16 Recrectio:i -- Culture 
--0-- 4,578

1----f------------__4_-'-,_l_O_l'l_J-+---·-'•_7_0__+-__-_0_--+_----+-----~-------1 ------+---
17 Crime - Delinqu<.'ncy 

1,506 462 -0-- -0--

20 /bnpower ond Job 
233t------<e-D_e_v__c_lop_r:1_.c_n_t______,__3~,...8_5_3---<,__7_0_6_,.___2_8_3--+----->-------<-------<------

Economic end Busincs!>21 
--0-1------1-D_c_v_c_l_,c.;,_,..._.c_nt_______-+-___6_fi_1?._. __2~~- ____._-0_--+-----1-------1-----.f--·--

30 

31 

32 

33 

1----
40 

50 

Housing 

Relocation 
-----·-·---~---•·- l, 539 __ l , 02}______

-T rar.spc:lalic.,1 -
Comr:1ur,ico11c1fl 3,(,~4 
Enviro:imenJ:.Ji Pr.Jte~tio:1 
and Ocve lo;,rr,Nrt 2,000

-·-------t--~----t--
Citizcn Participation 

1,983 
Evaluation and 
lnformolion 795 

507 
·--· -·•------t------·t----- -----· 

109 --0-- -0--

759 t,t,8 
---·---· ------<<-----+-------

717717 

2()5 20:, 

,_____,.._l·t-,-,-Of~i---i-c_e_ll_l__cl~'l-~-.--- ---Y-3T----o-:_----=u:.-~+--..----+ 

Savin!?.S (1,202;-
1----'------------t------+--------1---------- ----·---+-----------1----

SUBTOTAL 50,738 9,786 4,79G l,940 300 48
•----~-----------+-----~-----·------------+--------4------

261 25 

9.> Progrcm Adm in isl r.:ition 5,090 2,427 1,700 

GRAND TOTAL 55,82S 12,213 1,940 

Ap;,rc~ed Total 
G,ont Amount : 

It is hereby cen;ficd tl:~t Cit) r,:,~?~f1n-; proc.1iccs 1--ovt~ ~,~'::n fo!:owi!d c-,..:: l!~.Jt ell 
justificot,c-;is ~nd b.Jck•u? r·~,erhl ~c..-1:-~rre,J l 'r C1ry crcct1,:-c• :1r,d t:·1 H~_;D i:. on f:it: 
v:ith the Cit·, o,,,: is C\.'Vil:i, 1t- :.:, 1"1'.;~t:i!:;:: , .. rsuo:,• 1C ,;,e c-~:i.--:f ;\g~,:-~- ,1:•.,.

I--------~------------------·------·----- .. 
OA1'E ,!.'.,GNA.TUJ"it:. At-i;J TITLE'. Ot" CITY":) CHIC•· ,.-1S1.:AL. o;:.:=·1..:I:.=-< 

.1_·_______________________________ 

425 

25 

l, 9(,8 
·-

t,, 8',2 

832 

3,2~3 

!, , 3:r'i 
··----- -

2,109 

3,190 

-----u--·· ---:111 
(J,202) (l,.~0~) 

7,Cl8!~ G5,3~0 
·--·-

2,125 9,217 

HUD APPfWV,e.,L 

$ ______________ 

(."'Ji1;1:clL.rr~l J 
(LJatcJ 

--------· 



Under the Housinq 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, $3,525,00o,ia accounted for 11 percent of the 
total budget. 

Model cities funds were used in a target area of the 
c~ty 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 b~fore the Michigan Advisory Committee, 
w7tnesses expr€ssed their opinions regarding program 
differences between model cities and community development. 
David Nelson, assistant administrator for social planning
and development of the Detroit model cities program, told 
the Advisory committee: 

I think in general we will see, at 
least in Detroit, a shift away from 
social programs to physical programs in 
the transition process to the block 
grant community development program. 
This change I think. primarily, was 
mandated by the way the legislation was 
written. (p. 516) 

Commenting on the shift in t~rget populations, Mr. Nelson 
told the Advisory committee: 

When you don•t have very much money to 
begin with... and then you are advised 
that you can go citywide with that 
money, instead of concentrating it in 
the model neighborhood 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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F 0--, .:..ppt!h•:-.1TABLE 8 
c,.,;1 N:> ll-~?11' 

U.S. o;?,.'\RTMEl'.T or HOUSING ,t.,.NO UA3A~, O~VELOPMEt-,T A. ~.g o;.'."!1:;1:··,~L e. A??LICA"rl•:JN ,.o. ,· 
COMMUNITY Di:VELO?;'.lcNT 8UDGET 0 ,.-'\~·~' ~-~~":1-~,~-EN TL._---------~I0. PRO.GRA",I YEA.Fl 

Fh,QM· TO. 
_IN!: I 

E. PROGRAM ACTIVITY M,IOUNT
NO. i 

1. IACOU•SITIO!': OF REAL Pi'IO?ERTY II 2,471,000 
I 

1,223,300I 
i 

1 COOEEN?ORCEMENT -0-

4. CLEAi'IANCE. O:MOLITION. REt-rABILITATION 1,724,000 

S. REHASILITATION LOANS ANO GRANTS 952,000 

6. S?ECIAL P?.OJ:CTS FOR ELDERLY ANO HANOICAPPEO -0-

7. PAYMENTS !=OR LOSS OF P.,:NTA!. INCOME -0-

8. DISPOSITION OF REAL PROPERTY 20,000 

9. PROVISION OF PUBLIC S:RVICES 2,883,100 
I 

10. PAYMENT OF NON-FEDERAL ~HARES I 641,.900 

11. C0:1.!PLETION OF UR3AN RENEWAL PROJECTS 

12. R:LCCATION PAYMENTS ANO ASSIS,ANCE 1 550,000 

13. PLAN~ING AND MANAG:MENT DEVicLO?MENT 613,800 

3,224,300 

15. CONilNUATION OF MODEL ::!TICS ACTIVITIES -0-

16. SUBTOTAL 28,483,400 

17. CONTINGENCIES ANO/OR UNS?cCIFIED LOCAL OPTION ACTIVITl:S (Not to e.n·eed 10% of lin~ 16/ 2,848,000 

18. TOTA!. PROGRAM ACTIVITY COS.S ;31,331,40d 
F. R::SOURCES FOR PROGRAM ACTIVITY COSTS 

1. ENTITLE>.H:NT AMOUNT 

2. LESS DEDUCTIONS 2,855,600 

3 61,331,400I 
-0-"· I 

I I 
s. I -0-

'----'------

??~--==~-- -0-l -o. II tr••.-~-. ..., ____ ;..,.") 

I -------------------

7 I ,_,:·J:J3•_ ,~:;. i::::::. rt.:.,~i)-:;. PRIO?. PROC.RA.:-,, YEAF1 -0-
~I . -

1.., 1 ..,~1 ,,a,·
-i~T~ 1.;~:·s~URC::3:=o~?::l0GPAM,".,.CTIVITYCGSTS _J -1->-' , =- ._, 

------~-----· ' ------- -
i / ~c;.. t.Jn:: 1j •, ,.;•r ir: ·/ ..:.!-~.··!,re-;·; c,, :T •,,~i-~ :p11 -•1.·aI o/ .l 1.·,,-:t ,:l!•Tutic•,, :,,:r..:n -: ; ,,._ .. ,,:,-:- ,. \' ; :.! !r.-J .• •• C: --:-u.'.;r ; .; !_:"Jr:;, ~-.. r:_ hr ·.•,1::-r~,I .• ""11 

} U..:>. ·1-:,;:; '"-> -~~~f};_: ~l__:OJC~r~t. c:-;r.:.1.. r-1cJtC::_; rc,--c c..1.,~l~ r.lCt. !_V l.,.~., 

{l'J-/,;I t.c~.b l'!, ''D:;tailecJ Estirt1.:1t.0c; (.)y Bud9l1t: L"i.P.) tl 8 

https://Estirt1.:1t.0c


Earl Adamaszek. who served as chairmaP. of the citizens 
governing board of the Detroit model cities program. told 
the Advisory Committee: 

I hav~ seen the change. I have seen 
the cutbacks in the various social 
servic2 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 0f having a decent human life. 
(p. 568) 

FLINT 

The model cities proqram in Flint was operated by 
Genesee County anj the model neighborhood included areas of 
the county outside the city limits of Flint. Flint. 
how~ver. received the entire model cities hold-harmless 
allocation because 80 percent of all model cities programs 
had operatEd within the 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 made with final authority of the city council. 

. Under model cities Genesee county spent funds 
prin~ipally for public service programs. The fourth-year 
application from the county. table 9r shows that 
cumu;atively the model cities program spen! $7.8 ~llion on 
services. including education. health. social services, 
~ecreation. crime prevention, job trai~ing, business 
evelopment, and environmental protection. These 

~xpenditures accounted for 58 percent of the to~al budget. 
The county spent $1,238.000 on housing and housing 
development programs and $565. 000 on relocation programs 
related to housing development. These expenditures 
accounted for 13 oercent of the model cities budget. The 
rema~n~ng funds w~re spent on administration. citizens• 
par+icipation. and evaluation activities. 

Under the Housing :tnd community Development Act (table
1O) ~hE, city of Flint budgeted its funds principally for 
physical development programs, including public works, 
purch~se of property. clearance. rehabilitation. completion 
of urban renewal projects. and relocation. These programs 
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TABLE 9 
FORM APPROVED 
BUDGET BUREAU NO ea-Rll.11 

CITY 
u. s. DEPARTMENT OF HOUSING AND URBAN DEVELOPMENT Flint 

CITY DEMONSTRATION AGENCY BUDGET CONTRACT NUMBER IDATE 
Me - 21003

BUDGET SUMMARY REVISED ACTION YEARS 
FROMI ITO: 

I,, , , =J • ' !'l-, 4fJ Original Submission O Revision No: ~ ·.: "· I/ - .. 1 _?' 

(ALL FIGURES IN THOUSANDS ROUNDED TO THE NEAREST THOUSANOI 
CATE50RY 

COD£ 
NUMBER 

PROGRAM CATEGORY 
PRIOR 
YEARS 

MC GRANT 

FUNDS 

CURRENT 
APPROVED 
BUDGET. 

MC GRANT 
FUNDS 

MC 
GRANT 

REQUESTED FUNDS 

NON HUD MC FUNDS 

FEDERAL STATE LOCAL 

TOTAL 
(Col. 
5+6) 

CUMULA• 
irlVE TOTAi 

MC GRANT 
FUNDS 

(Col.J ♦ f+JJ 

( 11 (21 (31 (41 (51 (&al (Sbl (&cl 171 ·1a1 

10 Education 896 
~L ,'+LOJ 

520 
\L, ,~-J 

346 80 426 1,762 

11 Health 337 
(866) 
529 

,1,162) 
296 700 600 1,596 1,162 

15 Social Services 
92 

(402) 
310 

(521) 
119 80 199 521 

16 Recreation - Culture 
1.442 

1,583) 
141 

1,672) 
89 310 57 456 1,672 

17 Crime - Delinquency 
630 

(704) 
74 

(704) 
-0- 466 466 704 

2a Manpower and Job 
Development 593 

1,022) 
429 

(1,327) 
305 90 395 1,327 

21 Economic and Business 
Development 57 

(257) 
200 

(494) 
237 207 444 494 

30 Housing 
852 

1,040) 
188 

1,238) 
198 198 1,238 

31 Relocation 
328 

(328) 
-0-

(328) 
-0- -0- 328 

32 T ransportatian -
Communication 

33 Environmental Protection 
and Development 135 

(160) 
25 

(160) 
-0- -0- 160 

40 Citizen Participation 
620 

1,185) 
565 

1,485) 
300 300 1,485 

110 
Evaluation and (172) (274) 
Information 59 113 102 102 274 
Additional (;.!;j /} 
Relocation 237 -0- -0- 237 

SUBTOTAL 6,041 
'J,-'tL} 

3,331 
11,;jb4} 

1,992 ~,582 11,364 

90 Program Administration 1,107 
1,50/J 

480 
~.i:,u;:,.<.J 

465 116 581 2,052 

GRAND TOTAL 7,148 
1U, 'J.:,'J} 

3,811 
l;j ,41b} 
2,457 1,773 680 253 ~,163 13,416 

CLEARANCE SECTION 
CITY HUD APPROVAL 

Approved Total 
Grant Amount : $ 

It is hereby certified that City budgeting praclices have been fallowed and that all 
justifications and back•ur, material required by City praclice and by HUD is on file 
with the City and is avai able for inspkfion pursuant to the Grant Agreement, 

CATE SIGNATURE AND TITLE OF CITY'S CHIEF FISCAL OFFICER (Signature)I 
SUBMISSION AUTHORIZATION: 

DATE ISIGNATURE AND TITLE OF CITY'! CH'.EF EXECUTIVE OFFICER {1JateJ 

4/ 7-jiUD-7044 (2-70) Previous edition is obsoloto 
PB-5 
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U.S. OEl'/\IITMI NT or- 110 G /\NO llllt:I\N 01:V~ Ltll'Ml NT "21 OnlGINAL ! o. l\l'l'Llt;I\TICJN rm. 
-~9~r.'\!J!~J:!Y r,~ ~ !:LOl'MCf·!._T l!UDGCT a AMrnm.1rnT 11- 75- I·! C..=2.8..::..DJl 8---c. NAME OF l\l';•uc,,r,,,T o. rnoGnAM \'l'AlllCITY QF EL HJT .rnntA: TO: 

LIUE E. PllOGRM.11 ACTIVITY AMOUNTNO. 

ACOUISITIOI~ OF REAL PnorEnTV1. t 2"J.ilGJ......9.0.!L. 
2. rur.LIC WORY.S, FACILITIES, SITE IMPROVEMENTS inn nnn 

3. COOE ENFORCClr.•'NT -0-

4. CLEARI\NCE, DEMOLITION, REli/\OILITATION . 193,000 

6. REIIABILITATION LOJ\NS AND GRANTS 100.000 

6. SPt:CIAL PROJECTS FOR ELDERLY AND HANDICAPPED -0-

7. PAVt-.•r.NTS FOR Lo.:.:; OF RENTAL INCOME -0-

8. OISPOSl1"10N OF REAL PP.OP ERTY -0-

9. PROVISIOrJ OF PUBLIC SfoRVICES -0-. 
10. PAVl.'ENT Of' NON-r-t DEIV,I. SH/\P.ES -0-

11. COMPLETIOI~ or- llROAN RENEWAL PROJECT$ 1, 1Gs,goo-

12. RELOCATION PAYMENTS r-.uo ASSISTANCE 1. 572 900 
.. 

13. PLf.NNll~G AND MANAGEMENT DEVELOFMF.NT -0,-

1,;. ADMINISTRATIVE 1.040.000 

15. CONTINUATION OF MODEL CITIES ACTIVITIES -n-
16. SUBTOTAL 7·_ 0~3, ZQQ 

17. CONTINGENCIES ANO/OR UNSPECIFIED LOCAL OPTION ACTIVITIES (Nol lo r.~cu;J 10-:. ofli'I~ 16} Ul.3..•.-:i n'l 

10. TOTr\L rnocnAM /\C:TIVITV COSTS 1.737 .0001 

F •• RESOURCES FOR PROGRAM ACTIVITY COSTS 

1. ENTITLCMENT AMOUNT $8,759,000 
~.1//,/,%'.~1/,/%~ 

2. LESS DEOUCTIONS 1,022.000 1/////"✓:.-✓- .',fj/,-· 
3. CNTITLEMCNT /\VAIL/\OI.E Fon DUDGCT ACTIVITIES 7. 73]_, 'ln!"l 

4. PROGnAMINCOM[; -o-
5,-. SUBPLUS r-noM unnl\N FH.Nl::WAL PROJCCT sr.TTLCMENT -0-

6. LOAN Pnocc:c:Ds -0-.. 

,. UNOIII.IC:ATEI"> FUN05, rn•- ,· '-,OGII/\M VC'AR -o-.. .. -~ 
II. TOTAi. nrsouncrs ron r1::· .,r.TIVIT\' C:05TS 7,737,000 

IO Clu·C'l ,,.'ll,1· ifr,,.i11,'11('/,,.,. lh<lirtrt, ...-. rr11uirr aprn,,,,,J c,fa C'tlJt all,"'°at,"cm 11li!11 a1 ,~q11ll"N ltJ• F~tlr,11I i\l\ftU•tc'ou•,,t C'\,,,..,lu, 7.J,4. 
··-·- .. ·-

llln>•701&,!, 
U0,741 91 

i 
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accounted for 77 percent of the total available budget 
($5,993,700). Flint allocated $703,300 for public service 
programs. This amount represents 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. 20 

In testimony before the Michigan Advisory Committee, 
witnesses expressed their opinions regarding the changes in 
programming between model cities and commuLity development. 
Daniel Boggan, Jr.• city manager of Flint, told the Advisory 
Committee in his written comments: 

I believe that on a categorical basis 
people knew they had to deal with 
specific problems under model cities • 
However, the CDA Housing and commu~ity 
Development Act of 1974 is a shotgun 
approach to solving urban ~roblems. It 
allows the local decisionmakers to make 
the decision. I believe it can hamper 
the city's ability to deal witr. the 
needs of the poor and minority 
community if not properly focused. 

To the extent that the municipal 
officials are committed to deal 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 minority.21 

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 headed for 
oblivion. All services will be terminated and a void will 
exist in the model cities community. The termination will 
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affect approximately 21.000 residents of which 79.1 percent 
are minorities." (pp. 270. 271) 

According to Mso Gran~. the difference in target 
populations betw~En the two programs means that community 
development funds will have "no significant impact" on 
certain "blightc>d, poverty, and minority concentrated 
areas. 11 (p. 27 5) Funds that previously went into these model 
neighborhood areas ar~ now being used to "beef up the urban 
renewal areas and the ci-+:.y• s administrative budget." Ms. 
Grant said. "This has been accomplished at the expense of 
the model cities areas which contained a high minority 
concentration. 11 (p. 275) 

GRAND RAPIDS 

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

Under model cities Grand Rapids spent funds principally 
tor 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 developmentp transportation, and environmental 
protection. These expenditures accounted for 56 percent of 
the total budget. The city spent. $220,000 on housing 
development 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 activitiP.s. 

Under t.he Housing and community Development Act, Grand 
Rapids budgeted funds principally for physical development 
programs. including public works. acquisition of property, 
codP. enforcement. clearance. rehabilitation. and relocation. 
A total of $3.9 million was budgeted for these projects. 
accounting for 81 percent of tr.E: total available budget. 
The city budgeted $285.000 for continuation of model cities 
public service programs, and an additional $141,000 from the 
11local 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 

Exhibit A 

...OIIIIM 11,p,- .. .:,YCt') 
flUO0C T llu"f" AU ... o IJ '11111 

CIT'l'GrandU. 5, OEPARTMENT OF HOU$1NG ANO UllbAN OCVELOPIIENT Rapids, Michigan 
CITT DENON51RATION AGUCY IIUDGfT 

COH1fit:.2ioo~" 0 iio/19/74BUDGET SUMMARY 
"1tv11LL0/,c •ON YEARS 
.... o .., 1 1/73 ITO, 6/30/75

O0rig111al Sulimiuion t) R1vi1iolt No: 
IALL .. ,au ..~~ IN THOt.llSANO'I AC,UNOro TO THI!' ,,u:ARl!ST TH01.1$ANOI 

CATl&o•T .-11:0" IP'UNO• ,;uYvl ••C '-""''Hr A~OUC.!i,Tf"'O
coot PAOOIIAM CATICOOAY TIAIU AC,11 .... 0VCt, TOTA:,. f IYI. fr,1 ••1. 

.,.C. 

tr,1C C:.fl .... T 
■ U11Na ..c Q..... , •uooL "• we "'OU HUD MC ,-UNOS ,c..,. GP•._." 

tr"\..INU'I
G"ANT -~. 6}•uNot P'Et'lle.RAL STATe'. L.OCAL ,r..,.,. ,.,,

ru"'.P.11.. 
ICbl111 IJI Ill ,., ,., ,o., IOcl 171 10• 

10 Education 16] 0 49633~ 
II Heollh 38; 40; 10~ 888 
,a SocioI Services 23( lf 0 248 .. Recreotion - Culture 0 393~ ~ 

17 Crime - Delinquency 25; 2; 0 276 
Manpower ond Joi,10 46€ 61( 0 1078
DtvtloPm•nl 
Economic ond Bu1in111

" Davelopmonl i=;i::;1 t:;AJ 0 1243 
,o· Hou1ln9 20~ 11 0 220 

II Relocation 2Qf ( 0 298 
,a Tronaporlotion - 011~ C 117 

Co1Rmu11icoli"n .. tnvi ronmtntol Protocli on 
oncl Dnelopmelll :5" 1C 0 43-

4~ CiliHn Potllclpalion a5· 60'i 7~ 1543 
Evoluolton Ofld

10 
Information 3~ C 0 35 

Audits 2· 6; O' 90 

SUBTOTAL 393( 250, 18~ 6614 

IO Program Ad111inislrolion c;,' h~~ 6, 1212 
GRAMDTOTAL 444,1 313i 24{ 7826 

CLl:ARANC:E SECTION 

CITY HUD APPROVAL 

Approved Toto I 
Gron! Amount : $ 

It ii h,rab., cerlilied tf,at City bud9cl1ng p,actio:es h:s"e hen follo••cf oncf that all 
iV1t1ficoti'lft1 oncf bad1-~p rnoterial r•q1,,1red 1:r City p,achc• and bt HUD i1 on file 
with 1t-, City on-fit a•o1lable for if'sctectio" pvr1unn1 to the Grcnt Avreement. 

~f"RC Afrr4,°1TITI.C 0" CIT¥'~ CMIIII' P'tlCAL OP'll'IC&" (Sil(""rwdii1/,,/Jvl~ 
• .,&., • 

SUBMISSION .WT~ jR1~nN• 

t ,n,u,• J 
".11 - .A __,., "-

-.J:1•~~7!-1 ~,,..,.• ctr~" .. ,J,ctif',v•c~,.:&"i"if, &h ~ i 

HUD•Wo ■ h,. O,C. 
TTan&1Dittel Nntlce CDA-36.. page 1 5/70 
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TAR.I.~ 1~ ·01,11' Na 6l-lU~i1 

; ·: :, U.S. \JEPAR!Mf.N't OF tiOUS1Na ANO unuAN ur.VtLorMEkT IA. Ea OHIGINAL ID: A!'PLICATIONNO. 
;.;:;:·_'_:,.. ~ ~MUNITY DEVELOPMENT BUDGET O AMCNDMENT • • 
C. tWlEOf ~LICAHT Io. PROGRAM YEAR -~ 
. ·_· r.ttv of_ G-'-r.;..t1_n'-d_R.-:;;.;.;...1p"-'-id.;.._s_._,_M_i_c.;.;h.;.;i.:.;r.:...n.;.;n___.....1,_<=c:'.u.w;""ou!!l,..• ..;J;.;u::.:l;;,1.Y~l:.!1-=l.:;,9~75;;.___~.,,.,,.__:;.Ju;::;n:.:.:e:.. ..:3::.:0:.!•-·.:1.:;,97,;,;6~
·'JI,: ,: · ·E. PROGRAM ACTIVITY AMOUIG'. 

"~"';:..i""'>'f.",-c..9_u_1...s-111_0N_.,.OF_R_E_A_L_P_A_o_P_E_R,_T_v_______....,.______________-t-__3_7_9-~4~ ( 

t~, Jl,!J~IC WORKS. FACILITIES, SITt IMPROVEMENTS 
,.~J~,,.- ... 

}"& !:PPI C~FORCEMENT 215,000 

.:· ,:-_:!1, 'ct,~~t\HCI, ~~OLITION, REIIADILITATION 403,700 
...... ~~- '.'~"I.·]. .. • 

I 

-,_ ~Jf, '.'jilfAtlJ.IT#,ttON LOANS ANO GRANTS 1,000;000 
.;.:~ ~ :;. '.." ,.-~ ,... 

f i •~t6;&.;A0Jt:CT$ FOR ELDERLY AND HANOICAP~D 0 

f~f~f(:. '/f•;~~. ~:• L•~ 

0•. :· '• .PA~l!N'\'8 FOR LOSS OF Rl!NTAL INCOMI 

0 

114,000 

364,500, 
~ 'o/:.F. ~/~ ~J.¥"t.-.? :a-:··..•· : ·~ •.• ,.. : - • 

_· •..;- -;~....O.~N~ t.1ANAGf!MENT l)EV&LOPMENT 140,000 
!.:::;; ;;.t?f- ' • 

•, ...~~lklSTRATIY& 448,.0~ 

. 2ss,ooo l,... 'l»NTINUATION OF MODEL Cl'\'IES ACTIVITIES 
1 
.. --1t 4,877,6~0 ! 

., 
-t··. . '.-.·· 
17, _cofiiTINGENCIES AND/OR UNSPECIFIED LOCAL OPTION ACTIVITII.S (Not tuXCNd l0$ o/lhle Iii us,ooo 

t ,.. TOTM. PROGRAM ACTIVITY COST$ 5,095,600' ti 
I 

F. RESOURCES FOR PROGRAM ACTIVITY COSTS 
I. ENT.ITLEMENT AMOUNT 1 • • . 4,s1tooo 
2. LESS DEDUCTIONS . 

4.,.sis,oaoI. ENTITLEMENT AVAILABLE FOR BUDGET ACTIVITIES 

' 280,600PROGRAM INCOME...1-----t---"".'"'."'-----------------------......-------1-------. .. 

,. SURPLUS FROM URBAN RENEWA,L PROJECT SETTLEMENT 

.. LOAN PROCHC>S 
._, ~' 

7. llNOBLIGATED FUN OS. PRIOR PROGRAM VEAR .. 

s.o9s,6oo
·tOTl\l RESOOhCF.S FOR rnoonAM ACTIVITY COSTS 

HUD,7018.$ 
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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 tar9ete~ 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 
programming between the two acts. Ora Spady, Grand Rapids 
model cities dir~ctor, told the Advisory committee that even 
prior to the implementation of the Housing and Community 
Development Act, the community became aware that the types 
of programs funded through mo::lel cities would no longer be 
supported by the city: • 

For the last two years ...we have 
attempted to try 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 it the planning 
process, that very few funds would be 
spent out of community development for 
the continuation of social programs. 
(p. 808) 

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

When we begin 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 community development than 
through the geographical-target area of 
the model cities program. It means 
that the impact no longer ex1sts 
because you have 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 toqether the citizens• participation 
organizations of 14 5 model cities programs throughout the 
country. He told the Advisory Committee that the community 
development programs. "will not serve the needs of low- and 
moderate-income and lower-income persons of the identifiable 
segments 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. 84 3) 

Armond Robinson. who served as executive director of 
the model neighborhood citizens committee, noted that 
changes brought abou+: 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. Robinson went on to 
say, "This will further result in the near extinction of 
those software type services which model cities provided 
to the community .... " (p. 855) 

HIGHLAND PARK 

Budget allocations for the Highland Park model cities 
program are shown in table 13, and the first-year budget for 
community development is shown in table 14. 

Under model. cities the city spent funds principally for 
public service programs. The cumulative budget for all 
funds spent under model cities shows that $5.3 million was 
spe~t on public service programs, including education. 
health. social s~rvices, recreation,. crime prevention, job 
development. and economic aevelopment. These programs 
accounted for 61 percent of the budget. The city spent 
$512,000 on housing-r~lated programs. This total accounted 
for. 6 percent of the budget. Remaining funds were SJ?ent on 
administrationr citizens' participation, and evaluation 
activities. 

Under the Housing and community Development Act the 
city budgeted its funds principally for physical development 
programs, including acquisitior. of property, public works, 
code enforcement. clearance., rehabilitation, completion of 
urban renewal projects• and relocation assistance. These 
programs accounted for 66 percent of the budget. The amount 
of funding going to the provision of public services, 
$284,.615• account~d for 7 percent of the total available 
budget. 
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1 0 Educo;ion 

589 84 13 35 4 8 
, - -- - -- - --. -·- · 

\"I He·olth 
894 224 69 124 193 

-
l "' 
--

1S Soc ial Services 
1,253 203 °164 88 302 H l 
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·. 

15 Recreation - Cultu, ; -158 4 2 2-l'l-493 12i -f9 
--- -·- --- - · -- ~.--·--.-

17 Cr ime - De linque ncy 444 57 15 
--~ - --'-~ --- '-· .- l~onpower end Job20 

Developm ent 195 203 113 
-- - __!l~-- - -;Eco r.omic and Bu sine ss

21 
o ~v, lop me nt .. 

22 . 6 6 . .. ·-- - - - - -··--
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-- - - - 1 - · - · - · . 

31 Re loco t;on 
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1-~:--:-1 ~ro:,rom Adrain_islration 1,048 254 115 .:29 t.4+ \,.·- -- - . ___,_._ ~ - - -- · . - '· GP.MID TOTAL ••6,209 1,637 898 88 503 89 l :S7,8 
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~ ---- - . . .-CIT'(. HUD APPROVA[; _· 

*The t otal MC Gra,nt Funds of $8%, c;olumn 5, inciudea 
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"$397 ; FY-:- 75" HCD Act Funds, which will be spent after Approved T otol 
Grant Aniount : $ _ _ __ __ _: < - ~-'::the MC Grant of $49':), is exhausted. 

·• 
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........,......TABLE 14 
0119 Ho 61-RIO'I 

U.S. DE'ARTMENT OF HOUSING ANO URBAN DIVILOl'l,llENT I A. l9 ORIGINAL l B. APPLICATION NO. 
,_ COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT BUDGET .L._ 0 AMENDMENT • 

C. NAME Of APPLICANT [O Pf'OGRAM YEAR 
Citv ·of His;hland Park E!IQN! T"· 

UffE 1E PROGRAM ACTIVITY AMOUNTfCO. 

I. ACQUISITION OF REAL PROPER TV ! 885 900 
I 

2. PUBLIC WOR~. F.O.CII.ITIES. SITE IMPlllOVEMENTS 325,000 
1 

l COOEENFORCEMENT . I 134,000 

I. CLEARANCE. DEMOLITION. REHABILITATION i 248,900-- ;I 
!'. REHABILITATl.;JN 1.0ANS ANO GRANTS I 720,000 

~1-·----- ---------------------- -·-·------------4----
011 SPECIAi.PROJECTS FOR C.LOERI.Y ANO HANOICA~EO II 

J PAYMENTS FOR LOSS OF RENTAL INCO... I l s.ooo 
I 

8. DISPOSITION OF REAL PRQPERTY I 10,000 
1 

I 
11. PROVISION OF PUBLIC SE RV ICES I 284,615 

7 

10 PAYMENT OF NON FEDERAL SHAAl!S l 
I 

83,000----------------------------------------------------= 
I11. COMPLETIOII; Of URBAN RENEWAL PROJECTS 90,815 

t2. RELOCATION PAYMENTS ANO ASSISTANCE 440,600 

13.. PLANNING ANO MANAGEMENT DEVELOPMENT 75,391 

14. ADMINISTRATIVE a..i,n ,i::, 

11. CONTINUATION Of MODEL CITIES A,CTIVITIES 0 

18. SUBTOTAL I 4, 243,47!_
7' ;;,vc.d I 

11. CONTI ..GtNCIES ANO/OR UNSPECIFIED LOCAi. OPTION ACTIVITIE_S (NoJt to, ...,,., ,o~ of/i11r ,,, i 106,255 

11. TOTAL PR9GRAM ACTIVITY COSTS l 
I 4,349,728' 

F. RESOURCES FOR PROGRAM ACTIVITY COSTS I ... 
,·

I. l"I_TITI.EMENT AMOUNT i i:; 017 ono . , 

2. LESS DEDUCTIONS Iv 661,212 ,· :,. 

A <IA_Q 77.ll.,. liNTITI.EMEN T AVAi 1.A ■ I.E FO_A_;cB:...U:...0:...G_E_T_A_C:_T_l_v_I_T_IE_s_________________-4-_:a:.....t.1;z. 

I PJIOGRAM INCOME 0 

I. SUR~LUS FROM URBAN RENEWAL PROJECT SETTLEMENT 0 

6. LOAN PROCEEDS 0 
I 

0J lIN08LIGATE0 FUNDS· PRIOR PROGRAM YEAR i 

I. TOTAL RESOURCES FOR PROGRAM ACTIVITY COSTS ·4.34Q.728 

HUO • 7~'5.5 • 
''" ,•. 



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, 
social services. recreation, crime prevention, job 
development, economic development, transportation, and 
environmental protection. A total of $708 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 24 percent of the total budget. The remaining funds 
were spent for administration, citizen participation, 
planning. and evaluation activities. 

Under community development Lansing budgeted its funds 
principally for physical development activities, including
acquisition of property, public works, code enforcement, 
clearance, 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 
t~e Advisory Committee: 

community development is not a model 
cities program written in different 
terms. It is a pronounced change from 
an emphasis on social service programs 
to the concept that these programs are 
only valuable if they are instituted to 
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P'O"U Al•Pft.0¥(1) . .. TABLE 15 n1u11 ,., ........ ,.,, ""' • • n,,,, 

Cit V 
u. s. DEPART Mt NT OF lfOU~INC /,NO UROAII D(V(LOrMCUT Lnnsinr.. MiC'hir,nn 

QTY O(MOtHTRI\TION AC ENCY OUOCET 

BUDGET SU/.11.\ARY 

Bori~incl Submission 

UTUOPY 
COIi[ PROG~~M c ...TEconv 

•"'4UtA 

Ill (21 

10 Education 

Health" 
II Social Sc:rvicu 

,, Rccrcc.lion - Cullurc 

17 Cri111e - Oelinc;uency 

11.onpower cr,d Job
20 

Devc:l.>;>rncnl 

Econ;,.,;i, u.:d :lu:. i~
2~. 

Oc:v< lop·~--- ___ 

,a Housing 

:II Rcloc olion 

Tron~,:.crlalic,n -
12 

../ Comr.,unicolio11 
Environm<:nlal Pro:cLlio,,u 
ond Dl',·e lo;,mc: nl 

40 Citizen Pcrticipclion 

Evaluation and
110 

lnforrnolion 

60 Planning 
70 Finance 

SUBTOTAL 

90 Program Adm in isl rolion 

CRAHD TOTAL 

0 Revision No: 

(ALL f IGU ra:~ 
C UH Ill~ TPU10f• 
APrno ... ,.u .__ lOTAl l•'-·t 1uta,

Y l: A IIS tC,,I. ..., ,...... ,.,
MC CMANT CH.,oc C 1. uc: NOH •u•n f.AC ruun~ 

MC (.RAUT ~-----·---- -----PUNtJS cn .. .,.T l"L P(.ltAL !,1 I\ ri. LOCAL S4 6) ,; .:,~•;:~~t1
F~_'!!~!- ,_____ ----- ----- --· -·-· -,,,Ill (41 151 (6al IC.bl 16<1 (01 

CONTUALl-HuM~Lnl•Al a.:. 
ME 21-006 I>-----·-··-----HLV !!.LU AC. I ION Yt:1\11~ 

rnn.,., I 
IN THOll~Auo:. R(lllt,10~0 TO TUC Nl:A111"!'~1 THUU~#\Ul•· 

llClJUl -=-Tt O l·\INt1•., c,...-"'··--"'. ---

rOI 

---[··•· 

813,54] 241,365 143,012 
-

806,49] 154,375 134,456 

,337,77' 81,865 

236,89' 62, 78~ 

892, 91( 310,06') 
·-

106, 83, 91, 26, 
.. 

573 ,47f 60,67~_,_________ 

95,063. 

51,334 

96,013 
'-

156,970 

72, 2481 

2,722,861 155,261 80,803 

341,43 142,31, 350,554 

339,53 127,61] 70,346 

622 ,02~ 49, 11' 50,383 

964,031 30 ,96] 88,399 

925,83 34, 73~ 95,903 

533,121 14, 52S 70,910 
280,331 66,561 31,820 

11,497,111 l,623,4f 3 1,588, ~14 
-

721,88 321,51, 284,786 

112,219,001 1,945,0( 0 1,873,boo 
CL E/d~ANC i,: 5CCT10tl 

CITY ----- • 
·-

hi, l1t1cl,y c,·1t.f1rd 1hu1 City bud1;\;llfHJ p1ocl1cc, l1uv4.• hern.fc,llo~cd cm,f 1h01 o,II 
iu1-11f1<0Jic,n\ ond Luck-'•,p 111oh-1iol requited by (11y 1,r0cl1cc and l,y liUD 1\ on file 
with the C11y nnd i, ovoilrLI(' lo, ins.r~clic,n 1•v•~uot"il 10 thr G1n111 A!JU'<"nu•nl.-------·- -- -

UA1L, l,IC..NATUIH.: A.1-,L) 11Tl..C 01· CtlY'I Ct1u·, 1:.c.AL. o,·..-1cc,-11 
/..----· 

~[11,\l!~~Tl101-I'. • ~IOI!: - ~:..:.:=. 
r ,TV•~ 1111.t-· LKI.CV1 ,v1· ,.,_. r IC t U1UA IL . I ,L''" ., ..... """ , If' ' 

143,01. 1,197,91 8 

134,451 1,095,122 

95,06~1,5L4,70J 

···-··-

51,331 351,017 

96,01. 1,298,990 

156 ,97( 355,064 

72,241·-;06,4~0 

80,80 ~~8,930 

350,55 834,J03 
______,_ 

70,341 

50,38' 

88,39< 
'---

95,90 

70,911 
31,821 

,588,211 

284,78 

,873,001 

HUD 1.1;·,,,fov.i.·L 

Approved T0101 
Cran! Amounl : S 

(:ir&nuturc) 

(IJutc) 

537,489 
·-··--
721,531 

-·-
1,083,394 

1,056,473 

618.-565 
378,717 

14,708,816 

1,328,184 

16,037,000 
··-- --

.. 
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: TABLE 16 OMR N~: 6J. 
... 

1flf ,. 
8 . APl' ll c ..:n9NNO: 

_____ ,, _COMMUNITY OEVELOl'ME NT OUDO[T 0 AM [ N l> M[N T . -u.1. o ~r AIHME N!, O r- u ouo1 No AN D u11 11 AN o r. vrlOl"MEN T • .L A. O O IU GI N r-l 1 
0 ..· • 

lo. PROGRr-M Yl:AHC. NA ME OF APP!-ICf- NT 
CITY OF LANSING ~n n • .JULY l 1975 · T n : JUNE 30. 1976- •.. 

llNE E. PROGR AM ·ACTIVITY
NO. 

,. ACOU l!I ITION OF RE A l " RO l' ER TY -
2. " UBllC WOR I<.!. , FAClllTIES , SITIE IMl'R OVE MENTII 

3. CODE ENr-ORCE MEN T I 

... CLEARANCE, DEMOLITION, AE HAII ILITATtO N 

. ti . R EHAII ILITATION LO ANS ANO GRANTS 

IS. SPECI A L P ROJECTS FOR ELD ERLY AN O HAN OICA,-l'E D 

7. PA YMENTS FOR LOSS O F RENTAL INCO ME 

8 . OIS,-OSITIO N OF R EAL ,- ROPEATY 

.. ,ROVISIO N O F , ueLIC SERVIC ES 

10. ' AY M£NT OF NO N-F EOE RAL S HAlll!S-
11. COMPLETION OF URB AN REN.EWA L ,ROJECTS 

12. RELOC ATION ' AYMENTS AN O ASSISTANCI 

13. P' LANNI NG AN O MANAGEM ENT DEVElOP'MUf T 

14. A CM INISTR ATIVE 

1&. CON TIN U.ATION O F MODEL CITI ES ACTIVl'M£ S 

16. S UBTOTAL 

11. CONTI NGE NCIES ANO/OR UNSP ECIF IED LOC AL OPTION ACTIVITI ES (N o t to u 

,e. TOTAL PROGRA M ACTIVI TY COSTS 

_F. RESOURCES FOR PROGRAM ACTIVITY COSTS 

I. ENTITL EME NT AMOUNT 

2. LESS DEDUCTIO NS 

3. ENTI TlE MENT AVAIL AII LE FOR BUDG ET ACTIVITIE S 

4 . PROGR AM INCOME 

r, , s unPLUS F RO M URBAN RENE WA L l' ROJ ECT S ETTL EM E NT 

6. LO AN PnOC EE DS 

7. l1 NOOI.I OA.TEO F UN DS . Pnion P110GR AM YEA R -
TOTA i. ll[ SOlJH Cf 6 Fon P110011/\ M ACTIVITY COSTII 

, D Cl1r,·A bo.. I/ f tll lr l t1r/\J d t lr1eJlr,r t COIII w l,lflt ,,41ulr, 4r p ro 'lltJ I ,~f • t'OJI · " ""· '"'" p lo" "' 

IIUO • 701 6 .5 
110-741 l. 0 2 

AMOUNT. 

- ~ ' • ' 
$ 425,464 -- • 

;r 
2,034,302 ·. ;~ 

74 ·@ ·.' .. . 
21,QQO-·~ ~ 

, 

~ ·. . . '-

576 __.ooq,!_ 
-

~..a,.. .ll .. .. . 

<. ~ - •. '.::: : :..~ . .,. -- ·" 
- o ·.;._-. 

•. ~ 
. I,. ~ 

. . 
475 ,3_28 - , 

. . .. ....... ,. .... 

-o- : 
-o-:· - · -: . 

425, SQO 

309,~38 , 

244,668 

1 ,095 ,000 

.· 5,680 ,600 -
. 508,400 

crft/ I ~ 0//1111! /6/ 

$6,189,000, 
_,,-, .. ., . . . . ·.• . 

/:~,~ :-·_::/. =-< ---~ ,;. .$6,967 ,000 ·. : ·~---.-:~:,,.,_")' : ~ .·.. .. ' 
. . 

778 ,000 /f}ir{ :-:;=.:.;. : 
$6,189,000 · 

-0-

-0-

-0-

-0-

$6 ,189 ,000 

ff Qlllrnl b,· F',d,rol >- t d,. l l(tll1rn l n""'"' ,,., . 

(REVISED 5/22/75) 
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support a primary thrust of physical 
development, particularly in the area 
of housing. (p. 429) 

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 readi 1 y be subverted by bureaucratic meddling by 
HUD and other Federal departments and activities of local 
government." (pp. 430" 431) 

Ralph cascarillar 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 
public improvements. (p. ll37) 

Harry Smith., a member of the executive committee of the 
Model Cities Policy Board in Lansing. told the Advisory 
committee that the Housing and community Development Act has 
been interpreted as nessentially a piece of • bricks and 
mortar• legislation., with a heavy emphasis upon physical 
rather than social service projects. 11 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 
policy. (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,. crim~ prevention,. job development, 
transportation, and environmental protection. Expenditures 
on these programs totaled $3. 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 ~xpenditures accounted for 8 percent of 
the total budget. The remaining tunds were spent on 
administration,. citizens• participation,. and evaluation 
activities. 

Under the Housing and community Development Act the 
city budgeted its funds principally for physical development 
programs,. including public works,. property acquisition, code 
enforcement,. clearance,. rehabilitation, relocation, and a 
loan guarantee for public works project. These programs 
totaled $1,908,.800, accounting for 60 percent of the budget. 
Expenditures for public service programs and th~ 
continuation of model cities public 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 the city, census 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
level incomes. Under community development most of the 
programs have been expanded and the programs have the entire 
city as their target populatior.. seven out of eight model 
cities public services programs continued by the city 
expanded to cover the entire city.26 

In testimony before the Michigan Advisory committee, 
witnesses expressed their opinions regarding program 
differences between model cities and community development. 
Terry Pruitt, director of sagir...aw• s model cities program,. 
told the Advisory committee: 
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TABLE 17 

•oin.t all>PROVll'.O 
flunGf' T .. u .. ,- .. .,, ••O- •1- .. ,,11 

HOU~IHC ANO UA:0,t,H OEVELOPll.EHT 

CITY D[MOHHR AT IOH AGE NC y BUOc.E T CONTRACT NUM8LA 

U.S. DEPARTMENT or 
CITY 

Saginaw, Michigan 

BUDGET SUMMARY Mk'-2}-004 1°';;,;174 
RLVISE.D ACTION YEARS 
PIIO.,q 

QOriginal Submiuion r.<! Rcvi110n No: 3 7/1/74 ITOt 12/31/74 
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IVNHI 
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Form Approwed • • 

. . . TABLE 18 0MB No 63-RIJ71 

U.S. DEPARTMENT OF HOUSING ANO URBAN DEVELOPMENT I A. Cl',! ORIGINAL I B. APPLICATION NO. 

COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT BUDGET D AMENDMENT,__ 
C. NAME OF APPLICANT IO. PROGRAM YEAR 

City of Saginaw, Michigan FRnM : Tn: 

LINE . E. PROGRAM ACTIVITY AMOUNTNO. 

1. ACQUISITION OF REAL PROPERTY $325,000 

2. PUBLIC WORKS . FACILITIES. SITE IMPROVEMENTS 175.000 

3. CODE ENFORCEM:;NT 150,000 

"- CLEARANCE. DEMOLITION. REHABIL)TATION 45,000 I 
I 

6. REHABILITATION LOANS ANO GRANTS 150,000 

6. SPECIAL PROJECTS FOR ELDERLY ANO HANOICAPPEO 0 

7. PAYMENTS FOR LOSS OF RENT.,_L INCOME 9,oou 

8. OISPOSITICN OF REAL PROPERTY 4,500~ 

II. . PROVISION or PVBLIC SERVl::ES 238,0QP.. I 

I 

010. PAYMENT OF NON -FEOERAL SHARES 

011 . corl.F'LETION OF URBAN RENEWAL PRC,JECTS 

200,00012. RELOCATION PAYMENTS ANO ASSISTANCE 

! I 
-46,VUV13. PLANNING ANO MANAGEMENT OEVELCPMENT 

.260,00014. AO-.,IN ISTRATIVE 

16. CONTINUATION OF MODEL CITIES ACTIVITIES 716,JOO . 

us. · SUBTOTAL 2,320,700 
' 

17. CONTINGENCIES ANO/OR UNSPECIFIEO LOCAL OPTION ACTIVITIES (Nor ro u:cud IO"To oflln, 16} 0 

18. TOTAL PROGRAM ACTIVITY COSTS 2,321,7001 
F. RESOURCES FOR PROGRAM ACTIVITY COSTS 

$3,608,000 -~~~-i -1. ENTITLEMENT AMOUNT . /// / 

Model Cities Transitional Funds $~36.000 
2. LESS DEDUCTIONS Loan Guarantee sso:300 1,286,300 Wda'}~~ 
•..~· 2,321. 700 --3: ENTITLEMENT AVAILABLE FOR BUDGET ACTIVITIES 

. . 0.. PROGRAM INCOME 

0
6. SURPLUS FROM URBAN RENEWAL PROJECT SETTLEMENT -

6. LOAN PROCEEDS 1,768,000 ' 

,. 0 . UNOBLIGATED FUNDS -PRIOR PROGRAM YEAR 

e. TOTAL RESOURC!:S FOR PROGRAM ACTIVITY COSTS 4,090,000 

I O Check box If costs indudt imJirt ct co, : • ..,..h/ch rt</uirt approval ofa coif oll~arion plan a, rrqulr~d l>y Ftd_ual Marsagrment Clrc-ular 14-4. -
HUD• 7015.5 
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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 
funded. 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 of 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. 6 1 3 , 6 1 q) 

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 thos~ 
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 5 O percent minority composition. They 
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are (all] af,fected by the neighborhood dete r i o r a t ion that is 
going on." (p. 655) 

USE OF HUD FUNDS 

The Housing and c
consolidation of eight 

ommu
U.S. Departme nt o f 

nity De v e lopment Act o f 
Housing 

1974 
and 

is a 
Urban 

Development programs that were in e xistenc e during the years 
196 8-7 2. These eight categorica 1 p rograms p rovided Federal 
funds to cities on an applicat ion basis for use in attacking 
pressing urban problems . One of those p rogra ms . model 
ci t ies, provided funds for either physical improvement 
projects or public service programs . The other seven 
programs--urban r e newal, historic p r e servation . open space 
and urban beau t ification, ne ighborhood f acili t ies grants. 
rehabilitation loans, and public facility loans--provided 
funds for physical improvement proj e cts. 

During the first year of the Housing and community 
Deve lopment Act. cities were entitled to receive a block of 
funds equal to the average yearly funds they had received 
from the e ight HUD programs during the years 1968-72. 

In orde r to determine what• if any • differ eI:.ce s there 
were in the way cities used their community development 
funds as compared to funds availa b le under the eight 
categorical programs, the Michigan Advisory committee 
analyzed the .funding choices made b y ci t ies both before and 
afte r pa ssage of the 1974 act. 

Since model cities offered communi t ies the "widest 
discretion" in funding choices of any of the eight 
categorical programs and because citizens • participation was 
a r e quired element of the model cities decisionmaking 
process. the Advisory committee has paid i::a rtic ular 
a t tention to the relative proportiofl of HUD funds going to 
t hose programs chosen under model cities. The Advisory 
Commi t tee has then sought to determine if those same types 
of programs were funded in relatively the same proportion 
und e r community development as they had been funded during 
t he years 1968-72. 

The Advisory Committee has assumed , for the purpose of 
thi s 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 
deve lopment. In its analysis the Advisory Committee has 
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Total 

Public Service 
Proe:rams-Total 

Public Service 
Programs by 
Category 

Education 

Health 

Social Service 

Recreation/ 
Culture 

Crhne/ 
Delinauencv 

Manpower/Job 
Development 

Economic/Business 
Develooment 

Transportation/ 
Cmmnunicat ion 

Environmental 
Protection and 
Develooment 

City 

Average Annual 
DHUD Funding 
1968-1972 

2,475,000 

721,825 

133,825 

175,850 

125,750 

80,400 

102,750 

36,000 

0 

57,250 

10,000 

TABLE 19 

Ann Arbor 

First Year 
Percent HCD Act 
of Total Fund in<> 

100% 2,476,000 

297. 660,750 

0 

183,650 

163,350 

148,500 

65,250 

0 

100,000 

0 

0 
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Percent Change 
Percent (Increase=+ 
of Total Decrease = - ) 

lOOX. 

27'1. - 8.5% 

- lOOX. 

+ 4% 

+ 30X. 

+ 85% 

- 37% 

- lOOX. 

+ 

- 100% 

- 100% 



TABLE 20 

Ci t y Ben ton Harbor / Bent on Township 

~verage Annual F irst Year Perc en t Chang e 
DRUD Fund ing Percent HCD Ac t . Percent (Increase=+ 
,1968-1972 o f Total Funding of Total Decrease = -) 

Total 2,416,000 100'/. ~94,000* 100"/o - 17'/. 

Public Service 
Programs -Total 813,000 34% 292 , 000 15% - 64% 

Public Service 
Programs by 
Category 

99,250 0 - 100"/oEducation 

199 , 750 9 7 ,000 - 51%Health 

Social Service 147,750 4 0 , 000 - 73% 

Recreation/ 
Culture 115,750 103 ,000 - 11% 

Crime/ 
Delinquen cy 3,250 0 - 100'/. 

Manpower/Job 
Development 104,000 0 - 100'/. 

Economi c/Business 
Develooment 17,750 10,000 - 44% 

Transportation/ 
Communication 116,750 42,000 - 64% 

Environmental 
Protection and 

8,750 0 - 100%Development 

*Reduction from 1968-1972 average is due to funds granted to the city b y 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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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 "average­a 

year" 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 196 8- 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 model cities program 
allocated an average of $ 121. 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 
oevelopment Act ( see table 20) • The Benton 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 cate~ories are shown in table 20. 
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TABLE 21 

City ___D_e_t_r_o_i_t______ 

Average Annual First Year Percent Change 
DHUD Funding Percent HCD Act Percent (Increase=+ 
1968-1972 of Total Fundin2 of Total Decrease= -) 

Total 34,101,000 -k31,331,400 - 87. 

Public Service 
Pro=a:ms-Total 10,582,000 31% 3,525,000 11% - 67% 

Public Service 
Programs by 
Category 

Education 2,789,800 .0 - lOO'X. 

Health 3,027,200 3,050,000 + 1% 

Social Service 1,012,000 0 - 100'!. 

Recreation/ 
Culture 915,600 100,000 - 89% 

Crime/ 
Delinauencv 393,600 88,000 - 7f!'/. 

Manpower/Job 
Develonment 968,400 0 - 100'!. 

Economic/Business 
Development 176,400 0 - 100'!. 

Transportation/ 
Communication 877,200 287,000 - 67% 

Environmental 
Protection and 
Develonment 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 t<> the city for the first year of 
Community Development activity. 
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TABLE 22 

City Flint 

. 
Average Annual 
DHUD Funding 
1968-1972 

Percent 
of Total 

First Year 
HCD Act 
Fundin~ 

Percent 
of Total 

Percent Cha
(Increase = 
Decrease= 

nge 
+ 
-) 

total 8,715,200 7,737,000* - 11.% 

Public Service 
i'raitrams-Total 1,560,400 18% 703,300 9% - 55% 

Public Service 
Programs by 
Category 

Not 
352,400 AvailableEducation 

232,400Health 

104,200Social Service 

Recreation/ 
Culture 334,400 

Crfme/ 
140,800Delinauencv 

Manpower/Job 
265,400Develomnent 

Economic/Business 
98,800Devel~nt 

Transportation/ 
0Communication 

Environmental. 
Protection and 

32,000Develonment 

q,ecfuction from 1968-1972 average is due to funds granted to the city by the 
Department of Housing and Urban Developnent during the transition period. This 
figure represents the total funds available to the city for the first year of 
.~t:y_ Development activity. 
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Detroit received an average of $34o101u000 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 Detroit 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 Detroit 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 categories are shown ir. table 21. 

Flint received an average of $8,715,200 in HUD funding 
during the years 1968-72 (see -+:able 22) o This figure 
includes 80 percent of the average model cities funds 
(Genesee county, which operated the model cities program. 
spent approximately 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 196 8-72 for those programs 
consolidated in the Housing and Community Development Act of 
1974 (see table 23). The Grand Rapids model cities program 
allocated 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 budget 
for 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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TABLE 23 

City __G_r_an_d_R_ap-"-i_d_s___ 

Average Annual First Year Percent Change 
DRUD 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 23% 426,000 9% - 62% 

Public Service 
Programs by 
Category 

Education 124,000 80,000 - 36% 

Health 222,000 341,000 + 54% 

62,000 0 - 100%.Social Service 

Recreation/ 
Culture 9,750 5,000 - 49% 

Crhne/ 
Delinouencv 69,000 0 - l0OX. 

Manpower/Job 
269,500 0 - l0OX.Develooment 

Economic/Business 
310,750 0 - 100%.Develooment 

Transportation/ 
29,250 0 - l0OX.Communication 

Environmental 
Protection and 

10,750 0 - lOOX.Develooment 
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TABLE 24 

City __H_ig~h_l_an_d_P_a_r_k___ 

Average Annual 
DRUD Funding 
1968-1972 

Total 5,017,000 

Public Service 
1,058,000Proizrams-Total 

Public Service 
Programs by 
Category 

Education 137,200 

Health 231,400 

Social Service 324,000 

Recreation/ 
Culture 154,400 

Crime/ 
Delinauencv 103,200 

Manpower/Job 
Develonment 102,200 

Economic/Businees 
5,600DeveloDment 

Transportation/ 
0Communication 

Enviromnental 
Protection and 

0Develonment 

Percent 
of Total 

21% 

First Year 
HCD Act 
Funding 

4,349,728* 

284,615 

0 

68,615 

196,000 

0 

20,000 

0 

0 

0 

0 

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

Percent Change 
Percent ( Increase = + 
of Total Decrease = - ) 

- 13% 

77. - 73% 

- 100'/. 

- 7C17. 

- 40'/. 

- 100'/. 

- 81% 

- 100'/. 

- 100'/. 

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 orioinal budget to HUD. These funds represent 9 percent 
of the total community development budget and a 62 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 
in HUD funding during the years 1968-72 for those programs 
consolidated in the Housing and community Development Act 
(see table 2 4) . 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 ~1.ghland Park shows the city allocated $284,615 for 
public service programs. This figure represents 7 percent 
of the total available community development budget and a 73 
perc~nt 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 
furia1.n~ during the years 1968-72 for those programs 
consolidated in the Housing and Community Development Act of 
1974 (see table 25). The Lansing model cities program spent 
an average of $1,555,954 on public service programs, 
accoun~ing 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 
pro~rams. This figure represents 16 percent of the total 
avai.la?le community development funds and a 35 percei:t 
redu:tion in the amount of HUD funding going to public 
service programs in the city. Changes in specific program 
areas are shown in table 25. 

_Saginaw received an average of $3,608,000 in HUD 
fund1.n? 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 $860,331 a year on public service programs, 
accounting for 24 percent of the total consolidated HUD 
funds spent in the city. The community development bu~get 
for Saginaw shows the city allocated $810,500 for publi?. 
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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TABLE 25 

City_____L..an=s:::.:i=-=n=<g=-------

Average Annual First Year Percent Change 
DIIlJD Funding Percent HCD Act Percent ( Increase = + 
1968-1972 of Total Fundine: of Total Decrease = -) 

Total 6.967.000 6.189.000* - 11% 

Public Service 
Programs-Total 1.555.954 22% 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 - 47% 

Recreation/ 
Culture 70,203 84,826 + 21% 

Crime/ 
Delinauencv 259,798 295,164 + 14% 

Manpower/Job 
Develomnent 71,280 -0 - 100% 

Economic/Business 
Develooment 141,280 50,000 - 65% 

Transportation/ 
Communication 107,498 0 - 100% 

Environmental 
Protection and 
Develooment 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 
Connnunity Development activity. 
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TABLE 26 

City ___S_a~g~i_n_aw______ 

Average Annual First Year Percent Change 
DHUD Funding Percent HCD Act Percent (Increase=+ 
1968-1972 of Total Funding of Total Decrease = - ) 

3,608,000 3,172,000* - 12%Total 

Public Service 
860,331 24% 810,500 26% - 6%Programs-Total 

Public Service 
Progra:os ::>y 
Category 

Education 355,333 162.000 - 54% 

Health 49.333 50.000 + 1% 

Social Service 288,000 360,000 + 25% 

Recreation/ ** 
Culture 10,333 0 - 100'!. 

Crime/ 
Delinai.:encv 61,000 0 - 1007. 

Manpower/Job 
DeveloD:::ient 27,333 0 - 1007. 

Econo::iic/Business 
Develo::i.::1ent 8,333 225,000 + 260'!. 

Transportation/ 
Co=unication 26,000 0 - 1007. 

Enviro=e:-ital 
Protection and 

34,666 13,500 - 61%Develoo:::ient 

*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. 

**Howard Sheltraw, director of the Saginaw Department of Community Development suggested 
that the Advisory Committee include $230,000 in this.category which the city 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" [}J.UD-
4087 ( 1-76j] defines such projects as "physical" development, not public service, 
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TABLE 27 

City Totals All Cities 

Average Annual First Year Percent Change 
DHUD Funding Percent HCD Act Percent ( Incrense = + 
1968-1972 of Total Funding of Total Decrease = -) 

68,061,200 62,011, 128>'<Total - 9% 

Public Service 
Programs-Total 18,258,510 27% 7, 711, 65,5:k"k/ 12% - 58% 

Public Service 
Programs by 
Category 

Education 4,231,392 316,500 - 93% 

Health 4,356,997 4,135,265 - 5% 

Social Service 2,366,641 919,350 - 61% 

Recreation/ 
Culture 1,690,836 441,326 - 74% 

Crme/ 
Delinouencv 1,133,398 468,41[~ - 59% 

Manpower/Job 
Develop::ient 1,844,113 0 - 100% 

Economic/Business 
Develoot:!ent 758,913 385,000 - 49"/4 

Transportation/ 
1,213,948 329,000 - 73%Communication 

Enviro=e:ital 
Protection and 

662,272 13,500 98%Develomnent -

*Reduction due to advance funds granted to cities. The $62,011,128 represents the 
total funds available to cities for the first year of Community 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 specific 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 
rec~ived 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 
DU.llion in funding for the first year of community 
development programming.27 Of this amount, $7,711,655 was 
allocated for public service programs. This figure 
represents 12 percent of the total available community 
development funds and a $10 million reduction in the amount 
0 ~ HUD funding going to public service programs in these 
eight cities. The reduction represents a 58 percent cut in 
PUblic service program budgets. 

Hun COMMENTS ON PROGRAMMING DECISIONS 

Representatives of the u.s. Department of Housing and 
Urban Development testified before the Michigan Advisory 
Corr~ittee to the u.s. commission on Civil Rights regarding
the differetces in programming decisions resulting from 
P1assage of the Housing and Community Development Act of 

974. 

Thomas Higginbothan, director of compliance and 
enforcement in the Chicago Regional Office of Equal 
Opportunity. told the Advisory committee that he did not 
agree with the interpretation of many city officia~s that 
the Housing and community Development Act was a bricks and 
m?rtar. physical development type of program that would
1~mit 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 possibl.e." Mr. Higginbothan told the 
Advisory Committee. "Consequently, the determination as to 
the split (between 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]." 
(ppo 721, 725) 
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Ruth Featherstone. director of the equal opportunity 
division of the Detroit Area 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 
regulations that directly speaks to how 
the city should use money, that I am 
really acquainted 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 public 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 tLe 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 
ci~ies 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 programs 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. n (pp.
733, 734) 

Regarding the impact of Federal funds on concentrated 
areas of blight, poverty, or minority concentration, Ms. 
Featherstone told the Advisory Committee that the Housing 
a~a Community Development Act of 197Q, "generally speaking" 
did "not necessarily" increase the impact of the Federal 
dollar on low income or minority individuals. (p. 745) 
Although previous programs. such as model cities, required 
the concentration of funds in areas of the heaviest poverty. 
the community development 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 
mechanism 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 
~h~ city with lower concentrations of poor and minority 
l.ndividuals. (p. 7ll5) 

SUMMARY OF PROGRAMMING DECISIONS 

The Housing and community Development Act of 197q 
consolidated eight u.s. Department of Housing and Urban 
Development categorical programs that had together provided 
communities with funds for physical development and public 
service projects. one of those eight programs, model 
Cities. 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 11 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 II or to activiti es "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." 

Both pieces of legislation recognized the need for both 
physical development and public service programs. Model 
cities required that programs be "of sufficient magnitude to 
make a substantial impact on tt.e 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 . 
~eterioration" and II provide community facilities and public 
improvements. including the provision of supporting health. 
social, and similar services where necessary and 
appropriate••.. " 

In order to achieve th~se two goals. both acts spelled 
out specific types of programs which could be undertaken 
with the Federal funding. 

Model Cities delineated the following funding 
categories: 

Rebuilding and revitalizing large slum and blighted 
areas. 

Expanding housing. job. and income opportunities. 

Reducing 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 between 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. 

Expanding and improving community services. 

More rational utilization of land and natural 
resources. 

Reducing the isolation of income groups. 

Preserving Properties having special historic value. 

Both pieces of legislation allow 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 carry out locally prepared and 
scheduled comprehensive... programs .... " 

Community development legislation called for the local 
community to "identify community development needs" and to 
"formulate a program" to meet those needs. The local 
community was given authority and responsibility for the 
'_'development of the application and the execution of 
its••. program." 

Even with these similarities the actual pragram 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 HOD 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, thusp includes a 
larger percentage of nonminority and non-low-income 
individuals 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 UoS. 
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: 

•Local 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 
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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. 

•Even 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 
development. 

•Local 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 funding for programs in areas of 
concentrated slums and blight. In addition. Federal dollars 
are being spread throughout entire communities at the 
~X~ense of those individuals living in areas of heaviest 
light. The racial and economic makeup of those receiving 

~rogram 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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•Requirements 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 blight" 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 Acto 

RECOMMENDATIONS 

1. The Michigan Advisory committee to the u. s. 
Commission on Civil Rights recommends to the u.s. 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 
under 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 
of the law by city officials or citizens regarding 
requirements on the distribution of funds. 

3. The Michigan Advisory committee to the UoS. 
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-or-moderate-income 
familiesooo•" The Advisory Committee recommends that thes~ 
definitions be submitted for public review and comment prior 
to their inclusion in the ru1es 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 1anguage that allows 
communities to use funds for projects other than those 
b~nefiting low- and moderate-income families or those that 
aid in the prevention or elimination of slums or blight. 
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NOTES TO SECTION IV 

1 42 u.s.c. §3301 (1970). 

242 u.s.c. §3303 (1970). 

3 42 u.s.c.A. §5301 (c) (1975). 

4 42 u.s.c.A. §5304 (a) (3) (1975) . 

srbid., (b) (2) . 

642 U. S.C .A. §53 05 (a} (1975) . 

7 42 u.s.c. §3303 and 42 u.s.c.A. §5304 (a) (3) (1975). 

8 42 u.s.c.A. §5305 (a} (8) (1975). 

9U.s., Congress, House of Representatives, committee on 
Banking and currency, Compilation of the Housing fil1S! 
Community Development~ of 1974, 93rd Cong., 2d sess., 
1974, pp. 303, 361, 620 (hereafter ci~ed as compilation). 

1039 Fed. Reg. 40145 (1974). 

110.s., Department of Housing and Urban Development, 
Assurances, 0MB No. 63-R1471, 1974. 

12compilation, 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 d~velopment, crime 
prevention, child care, health, drug abuse, education, 
welfare, and recreation. The term "physical development 
programs," as used in this chapter, is interchangeable with 
the terminology "hardware programs" which is used in some 
cities in the State. 

14 This 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. 

16 Ann Arbor, Mich., City council, Application for community 
DeveloE!!!~ Revenue Sharing Block Grant (1975). pp. 16-26. 

17 Benton 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. 

l&This 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. 

l9Detroit, Mich., common council, community Development 
Application (1975). pp. 1-3. community Development Program 
Section. 

ZOFlint, Mich., City council, Community Development 
Application (1975), pp. 1, 2, community Development Program 
section. 

21Daniel Boggan, Jr., Flint city manager, letter to u.s. 
commission on Civil Rights. Aug. 1, 1975. 

22Grand Rapids, Mich .• City Commission. Application for 
Fede~ Assistance community Development Block GrantProgram 
(1975), PP• 1-a. community Development Program section. 

23Highland Park, Mich., City Council, Application community 
Development Block Grant Program (1975). PP• 1-3. community
Development Program Section. . 

2•This amount reflects the figures shown in table 16 for 
categorie~ 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. 

25 This amount reflects categories 9 and 15 less $144.200 for 
physical deve1opment programs in category 15. 

2 6Saginaw, 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. 
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