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Chapter One: Model Cities: A Brief Overview 

The Model Cities Program 

TEN MODEL CITlES: 
1. Los Angeles, California 
2. Los Angeles County, California 
3. Santa Fe, New Mexico 
4. Houston, Texas 
5. Indianapolis, Indiana 
P. Cleveland, Ohio 
7. Youngstown, Ohio 
8. Allegheny County, Pennsylvania 
9, New London, Connecticut 

10. Wilmington, Delaware 

The Demonstration Cities Act was passed b the C ' 
of 1966 with high expectations The bill' y, ongress tn the late fall 
soon to be known as Model Citi~s would s sp~nsors antl~IPa~ed that the new program, 
urban problems in selected cities' The be hIghly efl~ctlve tn treating a wide Irange of 
resources on locally.designated 'Moder~g~a~b wou concentrate Federal and other 
mitting a more visible and measurable d elg t or~()od Area,s (MNAs). thereby per­
Federal assistance. emons ration of the Impact of comprehensive 

Model Cities was to have a life sp f' , 
be devoted exclusively to plann'lng Th d an dO SIX years, the first of which Would 

, ' e en pro uct of this Plann' Y Id' 
ComprehenSive Demonstration Plan (CDP) The CDP , I d' tng ear wou be a 
the Model Neighborhood Area . - tnc u tng a problem analysis of 
projects to be implemented a~ a statement of pr~gram goals and objectives, a list of 
adm!nistration, and contin~ousd ~:'-~i~gr:~dmatlci sec~ions on citizen, pa,rticipati,l'Jn, 
precisely What the program intended t; ev~ ua:lon - was to indIcate fairly 
Eventually there would be five Action Yea~~C~::P~I~~ ~ .the foll~wing Acti~n YEldr. 
up-dated to:, meet changing cond'lt'lons and " elng continuously reVIsed and requirements. 

The role of the Departm t f H ' Mod I C't' , en 0 ousll1g and Urban Development (HUD) in 
e lIes Was a vaned one According t th bl' I' . 

the overriding administrativ~ responsibi~ty e f~na t~ng eglslatlon, ~~D was assigned 
Government, Toward h' , , r, e, program wlthtn the Federal 
Department and char~e~ l~i~~d~li~e~o~:~;~~li~iI~yd~~~I:~ration was created within t~e 
mandate HUD I e new program. As port of Its 
"supple~ental fu was "a so ex.pe?ted to supervise the distribution and spending of 
HUD would ~:s, t~e prinCipal Federal. ~upport monies for Model Cities. Finally, 
internal prog~r~v~~n:~;~:~~e ~~n~~~e~ Cities i,n various technical fields, including 
related to the program, Where HUD itsel~ CS PII~nnln~,and evalua~ion. and other areas 
would make available to appropriate com~~nit~~tthlrectIY provide needed ser~ices, it 

In line with the program's e h' e necessary consultant assistance. 
planning that would include economic ~~ci:~lsa~nd cOhm~rehl,ensive planning - that is, 

• , P YSlca concerns - Model Cities 

was to bring to bear on the designated neighborhoods the full range of Federal urban 
programs. HUD was to be the principal agent inducing cooperation from other Federal 
departments and agencies. The primary Federal vehicles for this concentration of 
resources were (1) the Regional 'nteragency Coordinating Committees and (2) the 
Washington I nteragency Coordinating Committee, to which the former reported. 
These committees Were to review local plans, make appropriate critiques and 
recommendations, and provide various forms of technical and financial assistance. It 
was also expected that Model Ci'ties would receive priorfty in departmental allocation 
of federal categorical program funds. 

A central Model Cities actor was the HUD Leadman or Leadwoman. 
Stationed in the regional offices of HUD, the leadmen were assigned specific Model 
Cities and charged with responsibility for monitoring local program activities, 
interpreting HUD requirements and guidelines, and providing various forms of 
assistance to cities in the process of preparing their plans. The principal written vehicle 
for HUD influence over local programs was a series of "CDA Letters" covering such 
areas as planning procedures, citizen participation, and employment of residents in 
Model Cities·assisted projects. 

There were two principal forms of direct HUD financial assistance to 
Model Cities. The first was a planning grant awal'd, made by HUD after review and 
approval of an application. This award was to underwrite the preparation of the 
Comprehensive Demonstration Plan, in conjunction with what other Federal and local 
as!;istance could be found. 

The second form of financial support Was the supplemental entitlement, 
based on a certain percentage of existing Federal funding directed to the Model 
Neighborhood Area at the time the application was made. The supplemental 
entitlement was to be forthcoming after acceptance and approval by HUD of the CDP, 
and would be renewed at the same level for each of the ensuing Action Years. Neither 
planning grant nor supplemental funds would be freed until the city had made 
appropriate revisions, requested by HUD through the Regional Interagency 
Coordinating Committee, in their application and CDP, respectively. 

The supplemental monies were to be used for a variety of purposes, 
including funding the adm inistrative component of the program, providing support for 
new and innovative projects, and serving as matching funds for appropriate Federal 
categorical programs. 

There were ultimately two rounds of Model Cities planning grant awards: 
the first round of seventy-five grants Was announced in November, 1967, and the 
second round, also of seventy-five cities, followed in the period September through 
November of the succeeding year. 

To qualify for designation as a Model City, communities were asked by 
HUD to meet several related requirements and performance criteria. These included: 

1. Establishment of a comprehensive planning organization to administer the 
program 

2. Implementation Df a complex set of ~equential planning processes 
3. Submission of carefully drafted and detailed plans and anf.Jlyses 
4. Responding in 10caH.." relevant fashion to certain undefined Federal objec­

tives concerning coordination of local planning activities, mobilization ilnd 
concentration of resources, citizen participation, innovation, and institu­
tional change - all focused on the Model Neighborhood Area. 

These requirements and performance criteria formed what has come to be 
known as thtl HUD planning model. And to a great dogreo, the Demonstration Cities 
Act of 1966 became a vehicle, sometimes implicit, sometimes explicit, used by HUD 
to introduce this model into cities, replacing more traditional and often less analytical 
planning and allocation processes. 

The significance of the HUD planning model lay both in its complexity 
and comprehensiveness. Not only was the model a highly rationalized one, with 
specific structural, procedural, and product requirements, but it also sought to 

7 
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int.egr~te social,. physical, and economic elements into a linked set of goals and 
obJectives. I n this .sense, M?del Cities stood out from such more or less single.focused 
modes of Federal intervention as the Community Action Program (social planning) or 
Urban Renewal (physical planning). 

Chapter Two: HUD's Planning Modei 

Structure 

• 
As no.ted earlier, the HUD planning model encompassed four principal 

ele.me~ts, summarized here as structure, process, product, and performance critieria or 
obJectives. These elements are discussed below. 

. In requi.ring cities to develop a comprehensive planning structure to 
Implement. prep~ratlo~ of the CDP, HUD was from the first wary of earlier OEO 
ef~ort~ which painstakingly prescribed through Congressional legislation and agency 
gUl~ellnes th~ form, board composition, and operating procedures of local community 
action agencies. Attempts to impose this Federally-determined organizational struc. 
ture. on 10~~1 com~unities had in many instances, because of an unreceptive or even 
hostile political environment, proved unsuccessful and even detrimental to the broader 
goals of the War on Poverty. 

:he HUD planning model, as reflected in the various guidelines and 
memo.randa Issued by that department, called for the Model Cities organization to be 
essentla~ly locally.?e.term~ned. The. principal H UD caveat or restriction was basically 
that u.ltlmate administration and fiscal responsibility for the program would have to 
re~t W.lth the local chief executive; that is, the mayor or his surrogate. Although HUD 
g~l~ellnes were careful not to prescribe the specific ties which would link the Model 
Cities Program to other .Iocal organizations and programs, it was nonetheless made 
clear by HUD tha.t ef:ectl~e linkages would have to be established with local resident 
groups. and organ~zatlons. In the Model Neighborhood Area, and with relevant public 
and prl~ate agencl~s s.ervlcing that area. This was expected to include Federal, state 
and ~eg~onal organl~atlOns as well as those whose geographic jurisdiction was specific. 
ally limited to the city and/or Model Neighborhood Area. 

H~D anticipated that the new program would have a governing board or 
other key un.lt who~e. co~position would reflec1( resident, local public agency, city 
hall, a~~ Private. CIVIC Interests. HUD did not c1ttempt to specify the precise 
composition of ~hls board. Nor did it seek to influence the membership composition 
of any subcommittee arrangement a local program might form. 

. The local agency, usually referred to as a City Demonstration Agency, 
which Was to be formed to administer the new program was to have direct access +0 

the lo.cal chief ~xe~utive. This, according to HUD, Would provide the program wi~h 
more Influenc.e I~ City decisions than it would have had as simply another line agency. 
HU~ further ~ndlcated t~a~ the CDA Was to have the power, authority, and stature to 
achieve coor~lnated administration of the program; to reconcile conflicting plans for 
the. Model Neighborhood; and to link operating programs among contributing agencies 
ThiS approa:~ was in keeping with HUD's expectation that the CDA, through it~ 
pote.ntlal ability to offElr supplemental monies and technical assistance, would be able 

. ~o Induce .other . I?~al agencies to cooperate in both planning and project 
Implementation activities for the Model Neighborhood Area. 

. The Mode! Cities structure, including the CDA, its governing board and 
appropriate Subc?m~lttees, was expected to develop formal and informal ties with 
other local organizations, such as housing and renewal authorities police departments 
and .private orga~izations active in the Model Neighborhood Area: Again, HUD did not 
specify the. precise nature of such linkages, although participation on the governing 
board, sharing of relevant information with the CDA, and the provision of on.loan 
staff were among the approaches which ought to be considered. 

I 
I 

.I. 

Process 

A citizen participation structure Was also anticipated, with locally· 
appropriate linkages to Model Cities planning and organizational activities. HUD 
Was deliberately vague on this subject, however, calling only for "some form of 
organization structure," with leadership acceptable to the neighborhood as representa· 
tive of their interests. This structure was to be distinct from the overall policy or 
governing board noted above. 

The CDA Was also expected in its planning activity to respond to shifts in 
the focus of the program. Thus, HUD anticipated that the structure of the program, 
including internal CDA organization, would probably differ in the Action Years from 
that operable during the Planning Year. These shifts in program organization were to 
be reflected in the administrative component of the CDP. 

The second element in the HUD planning model was a s('lquential planning 
process intended to produce a Comprehensive Demonstration Plan and related 
products. Several periods of planning activity are discernible in this process. 

1. The Application Period 
For a community to be chosen as a Model City, an application had to be 

submitted to HUD prior to the commencement of the Planning Year. The application 
required cities to define and analyze social, physical, and economic problems affecting 
the Model Neighborhood Area; implicitly, the problem analysis was to examine 
existing organizations and procedures deliverir';J various public and private services to 
the MNA. In addition, the appiication Was to specify how the city proposed to 
approach its prospective Planning Year. Each application was to include an anticipated 
Model Cities structure, work program for producing the CDP, projected staff needs, 
consultants, and procedures for linking local agencies, private organiZations, civic 
groups, and residents' interests. 

The process of putting the application together Was expected by HUD to 
lead to an initial effort at local interagency cooperation. In addition, it was antiCipated 
that the problem analysis might, for the first time in many communities, present a 
comprehensive overview, supported by statistical data, of neighborhood needs, and of 
the problems inherent in existing, fragmented public and private efforts to meet these 
needs. The application process was also expected to involve local residents, although 
the applicable HUD guidelines were quite vague in this regard. The application was 
essentiallY a "plan to plan," and would indicate to HUD a city's potential for meeting 
the more extensive and intensive requirements of the Planning Year, the first major 
period of planning activity. 

2. Waiting and Revision Periods 
FollOWing submission of the applications, HUD would review and compare 

the documents, and then designate a number of cities to receive Model Cities planning 
grants. During this waiting period, cities could, if they chose, clarify agency relations 
with the prospective program, initiate steps to involve residents, and sol icit assistance 
to ensure that the application would be well received. 

Upon announcement of the planning grant award, HUD would Issue a 
discussion paper containing several criticisms of the application and calling for 
appropriate revisions prior to commencement of the Planning Year or release of the 
planning grant monies. These comments and criticisms were to cover such issues as 
citizen participation, linkages between the CDA and local public and private agencies, 
revision of budgets nnd planning work pro!lrams, and the relationship of the CDA to 
City Hall and to the mayor's office. 

3. The Planning Year: Starting Up 
Following development of the application revisions (sometimes even 

before those revisions were finished or formally accepted by HUD) planning grant 
funds were to be released and the Planning Year co~t1d officially begin. In this interim 
period, however, it was possible for cities to initiate a search for a CDA director and 
staff, develop linkages with resident groups and local agencies concerned with the 
program, and generally establish an organizational framework for the program. 

9 
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4. The Planning Year: Mid- Term Planning Statement 
During the Planning Year, HUD expected the city to engage in a rational 

and sequential process !:limed at completion of the Comprehensive Demonstration 
' Plan. In short, not only would HUD require a CDP, but it also asked that the internal 

compO~~dnts of the plan be completed in a certain order, within set periods of time, 
an,d through -the use of various techniques involving a diversity of actors, public and 
private. 

This approach to completing the CDP Initially called for a three.part plan 
consisting of the following: 

Part I, a description and !Jnalysis of probl'.lms, causes of fJ!oblems 
priorities, objectives, program approaches, and strategy; Part I was to b~ 
submitted to HUD two-thirds of the way through the Planning Year, and 
be reviewed by the Regional Interagency Coordinating Committee at that 
time, In order for appropriate feedback to be given to the CDA in time to 
be related to completion of Parts II and III. 
Part II, a statement of projected five-year objectives and related fiscal 
needs; 

Part III, a statement of the specific projects and related costs proposed as 
the action package to implement the program approaches outlined in Part 
I. Part III was also to include a number of statements on such non­
programmatic components as program administration, relocation, contino 
uous planning, evaluation, and citizen participation. 

The HUD planning approach held that these three parts of the CDP 
follOWed, both internally and in relation to one another, a desirable and logical 
sequence, Thus, problem definition and analysis would rationally precede a statement 
of goals and objectives; the latter in turn would precede the delineation of specific 
program approaches, Which, again logically, would come before development of 
specific projects for an Action Year program. The establishment of priorities _ for 
problems, goals, objectives, and program approaches - was also perceived as an 
integral and eminently rational approach to Model Cities planning. 

In late 1969, this three-part CDP framework was simplified by HUD to a 
tw~-part plan. Part II, the five·year forecast of costs and objectives, was dropped 
entirely as a requirement, and Part I Was reorganized into a Mid.Term Planning 
Statement (MPS), which Was to be submitted to HUD half.way through the Planning 
Year. The MPS Was in effect a shortened (not to exceed 75 pages) version of Part I 
contai~ing a summary analysis of program planning activities to date, a proble~ 
analysIs of the Model Neighborhoop Area, and an (1utline of proposed project 
implementation strategy, including a statement on program objectives and priorities. 

, ,HUD w~s to review the MPS, together with the Regional Interagency 
Coordinating Committee, and make appropriate recommendations for its revision The 
revised MPS would then be incorporated at the end of the Planning Year into the'CDP 
as submitted to HUD. Part II i, which dealt with project development and various 
non·programmatic elements of the program, was simply merged into the final 
documents, its separate designation as a specific part dropped. 

These changes reflected HUD's growing realization that its initial CDP 
requirements were too complex and demanding for most local and CDA planners. The 
changes also represented an understanding among HUD officials that such an overly 
theoretical planning model was not likely to be followed. CDA staff and MNA 
residents had difficulty distinguishing the definitions of problems from their causes 
goals from objectives, and overall program strategy from specific program approaches: 
Tables required in the original Part II were difficult to determine or comprehend and 
the figures provided were rarely supported with detailed rationales. Neither CDA ~taff 
nor MNA residents placed more than perfunctory emphasis on Part II, since it did not 
appear to them to bear direct relevance to existing Model Neighborhood needs and 
priorities. 

Despite HUD's attempt to simplify the product requirements by 

Produ(.'1; 

Performance Criteria 

J 

instituting the Mid·Term Planning Statement, th~ process ~Iement of the planni~g 
model continued to stress the use by CDAs of relatively sophisticated me,thodology I~ 
the preparation of theIr plans. Thus, CDAs were expected to: (1) ~ua~tlfy problems, 
(2) establish the underlying causes of these problems; (3) rank t.,le Importance of 
problems, goals, and objectives; and (4) cost out bo~h objectives and proJe,ct~. All of 
these requirements clearly indicated the use of certain techniques characterIStiC of the 
planning profession. Among these, implicitly if not explicitly suggested by HUD 
guidelines, were (1) surveys; (2) synopses of available primary and secondary data; (3) 
development and use of means to rate and scal,e priOrities; and (4) methods to translate 
service/cost ratios to specific program and proJPct budaets. 

O. The Planning Year: Completing the Plan , 
The closing months of thfl Planning Year were to focus on preparation of 

project descriptions linked to both problem analyses and. prlority·ranked obje~tives. 
They were to reflect the overall strategy which had ostensibly been,spelled ou: In. t~e 
MPS Budget allocations to the various projects were to suggest thiS set of pnorlt.les 
and ~bjectives as well. Finally, the sequence of planning events wO.lIld be closed With 
general components relating to such non:programmatic, subjects as program 
administration, continuous planning and evaluat~on, and relocation. 

6. Continuous Planning and Evaluation . . . 
A second phase of the planning process, as outlined by HUD gUidelines, 

began with the start of the Action Year,* It Was anticipated that eeleh city w,ould 
implement continuous planning and evaluation activities directed towards prodUCing a 
reVised and updated CDA at the end of eacn Action Year but the flft~, Monitoring a~d 
analysis of projects, undertaken by the CDA or local a~encles, ~ould begm 
concurrently with project implementation, and the results of thiS e~aluatlon .would be 
fed into the continuous planning process and eventually reflected In the revl~ed CDP. 
A continuous planning and evaluation statement was therefore to be a preSCribed ~nd 
important element of the CDP, at least in HUD's eyes. A Milnagement Information 
system (rv1IS), often called the CDAIS, ~a.s to be the vehicle providing data for this 
ongoing process of evaluation and plan revIsion. 

The third element of the HUD planning model included the development 
of specific plans and related documents. The principal ~Ianning pr.oduct was the 
Comprehensive Demonstration Plan, the outlines of which were discussed i~ .the 
previous section. As noted, in late 1969 HUD dropped Parts I and II of the onglnal 
CDI' framework, replacing them with the Mid·Term Planning Stateme~t. 
, As reorganized, the CDP consisted of ~everal di5tlnc~ sectiol's or 
components including a revised MPS, a continuous planning and evaluation statement, 
a relocation 'program, an outline of the proposed Model Cities p~ogram stru~t,ure, a~d a 
resident employment ~tatement. The plan was also to delineate speclf!c proJ~ct 
proposals, including budget summaries, for s~ch functional areas a~ hOUSing, s~clal 
services, education, health, mBi1power trainmg a~d empl~y~ent, transpo~tatlon, 
recreation, and econornic development. These project descnptlo,n~ were to ,lncl.ude 
relatively exact information on the proposed sponsoring ag£I'cy, citizen par:I~lpatlon, 
work program linkages with related' agencies and programs, and provIsions for 
continuous m~nitoring and evaluation activities. Fu~ding so~rces ,other than 
supplemental monies were also to be carefully delineated, including Federal 
categorical programs, state funds, and local contributions, A statement on non· 
Federal spending was to be appended at the end of the plan. 

To gauge the effectiveness of its planning model, HUD developed se,veral 
performance criteria by which the progress of a city's program could be determined. 

·As it had following sub~lisSion of the application, HUD conduc~ed a ,reView of th~ ?DP 
before permitting a city tll implement its Action Year program. ThiS review often critiCized 
and asked for changes in structure, budgets, delegate agencies and other plan elements. 
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These criteria included: (1) innovation in structures, processes, and planning products; 
(2) shifts in the local mobilization and concentration of resources, technical and 
financial; (3) coordination among local, State, and Federal agencies with regard to 
Model Cities planning activities; (4) institutional change; and (5) resident participation. 
None of these five performance criteria were defined by HUD in quantitative or 
explicitly operational terms. All were stated more as norms than as tough, precise 
standards. Cities were ostensibly to be given much latitude to determine locally 
relevant definitions of these criteria or objectives. 

1. Innovation 

Although never precisely defined, innovation was generally perceived by 
HUD as that which was new to a specific city in its traditional planning and resource 
allocation approach to the Model Neighborhood Area. I nnovation was perceived by 
HUD as relevant to such areas as planning techniques, projects proposed in the CDP, 
organizational structures used to implement the planning process, and the relationship 
between the CDA, residents, and local agencies in 1:he planning process. 

2. Mobilization/Concentration of Re'JoUrces 
This criterion referred to shifts or increases in the traditional local pattern 

of resource allocation, local or externai, With regard to the MNA. Through the 
inducement of supplemental funds, this criterion focused on the Model Cities 
Program's potential to divert a larger portion of local fiscal and technical resources to 
meet MNA problems than had been the case prior to the program. Apart from the 
increasing commitment of locally-generated funds to the MNA, mobilization of 
resources also referred to greater local agency and city hall staff time and attention 
devoted to MNA problems, as well as to increased city hall efforts to attract outside 
sources of funding for full or partial allocation to the Model Neighborhood. 

3. Coordination 

This objective was generally defined as involving several different 
techniques, processes, and actors. The techniques included sharing of information 
among relevant actors, provision of on-loan staff and needed technical assistance, and 
sharing of decision-making with concerned actors. The processes by which these 
coordinative devices were implemented ranged from chief executive fiat or mandate to 
various forms of adaptation (chance, ad hoc policy) and mutual adjustment 
(bargl.':lIing, negotiation, compromise). Coordination cou1d be manifested through 
several different actors and structures, including the CDA director and staff, local 
public and private agencies, CDA boards and subcommittees, resident orqanizations, 
Federfll representatives, and other related groups. 

4. Institutional Change 

Within the context of Model Cities, institutional change generally referred 
to increased public or priVate agency sensitivity and responsiveness to the problems 
and concerns of the Model Neighborhood Area. It could include such developments as 
a greater involvement of MNA residents in public agency deCision-making, affecting 
their area; specific project initiatives directed to important MNA needs; increased 
hiring of MNA residents; more local agency and city hall staff contact with the Model 
Neighborhood Area; and agency participation on CDA boards, subcommittees, and 
task forces. In essence, institutional change meant substantive alterations in the 
pattern of behavior manifested towards the MNA by established community 
organizations and actors. It meant, in short, recognition of the MNA as a legitimate 
area of the city needing special attention and, to a considerable extent, recognition of 
Model Cities resident structures as legitimate spokesmen for MNA interests, along with 
the CDA. 

5. Citizen Participation 

Resident involvement was perceived by HUD as encompassing such areas 
as membership on Model Cities program boards and subcommittees; employment on 
the CDA staff and in other program-assisted projects; and involvement in the planning 
and project implementation activities of local agencies. Citizen participation was also 
to include involvement in the writing and review of various CDP components, as well 
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Summary 

as their eventual implementation and evaluation. Definition and analysis of problems, 
assignments of priorities and budgets, and formulation of. overall program 
administrative structure were among these aspects of the planning process where 
residents were expected to play an active role. 

HUD, in most cities, sought the creation of a ~ew gen.eral purpos? planning 
organization which was accountable to the chief executlv:. ThiS organizatIOn would 
have responsibility for preparation of the CDP. Model Neighborhood Area goals a.nd 
objectives as stated in the plan, were to bo based on a clear and comprehenSive 
statement' of Model' Neighborhood problemfi and their underlying ca~ses. Progr~m 
8"Jproaches, strategies, and priorities, based on the CDP proble~ analYSIS,. we~e to De 
stated in order to set, first, a framework for development of fl~e:year obJectl~es and 
costs, and later, solely for budgeted first-year projec:s. Most ~Itles were required to 
substantially alter their plans in the midst of the Planning Year In order to conform to 
new HUD guidelines relative to CDP content. 

A city's planning efforts were to be judged not only on the substance of 
submitted documents, and the processes leadin!;! to the creation of the~e documents, 
but also on the degree to which initiated planning processes and subml~ted products 
reflected loosely-defined HUD performance criteria suc~. as innov.a:lo~: resource 
mobilization, institutional change, coordina~io~, and cltlz?n partl~IPdtlon. HUD 
assumed that their prescribed planning system If linked to pu?lIc and prlva:e resources, 
would serve participating Model Cities as an ins.trument to Improve the. lives of local 
residents. And this planning system, closely tied to evaillation tec~nlques, was to 
continue through the five Action Years which were to follow the Planning Year. 

Chapter Three: General Summary 

The Eleven-City Study 

The purpose of this chapter is to provide the re&de~ with a summary 
overview of the findings presented throughout this report. Empha~ls has ~een pla~ed 
on those findings which bear some policy relevance to current natlon~1 UI ban POliCY, 
in particular the enhanced role of the chief executive and revenue sharing, general and 
special. 

An earlier MKGK report, the Eleven-City Study, sough: to examine the 
approaches taken by various first round. cities to respond to the requirements, general 
and detailed, outlined by the HUD planning model. . . .. 

In summary, this early study found that there were ,five .Ide~tlflable 
planning systems or approaches taken by cities in response to HUD s gUidelines and 
directives. These were characterized as: 

1. Staff-dominant 
2. Staff-influence 
3. Staff/resident parity 
4. Resident-influence 
5. Resident-dominant . . . 

The study then proceeded to identify the key determinants or. influenCing 
factors leading to formation of these planning systems. These determinants were 
identified as: 

1. Pre-Model Cities level of turbulence. '" . 
2. Pre-Model Cities level of resident coheSIOn and political integration 
3. Initial role of the chief executive . 

Each planning system was then examined to ~eterml.n~ relevant and 
consistent internal characteristics. These were found to be manifested In. 

. 1. Alternate Roles: assumed by various actors, local and Federal 
2. Planning Process: order, timing and techniques used to produce key 
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planning documents 
3. Planning Products: the relative quality of Part I, Part II, and Part III of 

the Comprehensive Demonstration Plan . 
4. Performance Criteria: degree of coordination in planning wi~h local 

a.gencies; of citizen participation; mobilization of resources; of innova­
tion; and of achieved ihstitutional change 

5. Issues: the number, intensity, and timing of public disagreements over 
alternative choices on a given decision involving two or more actors 

. As~ects of program structure - including the characteristics of the CDA 
dlrecto:, secu~lng CDA s~aff, establishing linkages with city hall, with local agencies 
and ':'Vlth. resident organizations, technical interagency pools, and other program 
organizational concerns - were found not to relate to planning systems in a consistent 
pattern. 

. . _ Th~ basic conclusion of the Eleven-City Study was that it was possible to 
Iden~lfy planning systems, system determinants, and system characteristics. This 
provld~d an opportu~ity for ~UD to make real choices directed at irlfluencing the 
formation of alternative planning systems, and would in turn permit HUD to influence 
the manner and degree of city response to its planning model. 

The methodology and general approach of this ten-city analysis follows 
c.los7lY that of the .Eleven-City Study. It is an effort both to verify or amend the 
findings of t~at earlier analysis, as well as to extend those conclusions where possible 
and appropriate. The ten second-round cities were selected on the basis of their 
geogr~phic a.nd demographic diversity, and for the disparity in their pre-Model Cities 
planning enVironments. 

F~ur alternative planning system~ wnre found in the Ten-City Study: 
(1) staf~ do_mlnant; (2) staf.f-influence; (3) parity; (4) resident influence. Each planning 
system IS discussed below In terms of its key determinants as these existed prior to or 
at the outset of the Planning Year. 
Staff-Dominant 

~hief E~ecutive Role: sustained involvement in initial program planning, 
either directly or through a surrogate; often convenes application writing 
team, mandates local agency participation, and selects CDA director. 
Turbulence: low level of civil unrest or challenge to ch ief executive 
authority in proposed Model Neighborhood Area (MNA). 
Resident Base: little organizational cohesion among residents or resident 
groups in the proposed MNA and no accepted local leadership capable of 
speak~n~ for .the .area; little political integration, that is, experience in 
negotlatmg With City hall on matters relating to the MNA. 
Timing: g~oundrules relative to program control, timing, review authority, 
and planning procedures are established early because of clear role of chief 
executive. 

Staff-Influence 

Chief Exec~tive Role: low involvement in program; hesitant support of 
program at Its outset; concern over potential for civil unrest. 
T~rbulence: high level of civil unrest of challenge to city hall authority 
prior to or at outset of Model Cities program; perceived as political risk by 
chief executive. 

Resid~nt Base: non-.cohesive and politically non-integrated; no single focus 
of reSident leadership; no group able to speak for a large constituency in 
the Model Neighborhood Area. 
Timing: intermittent involvement of chief executive permits, over time 
the dev~lopment ~f a system in which staff playa major role, although no~ 
necessarll.y a dominant one relative to resident groups; groundrules relative 
to planning are slow to form, with jousting over program control and 
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System 
Characteristics 
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acceptance of roles by various actors. 
Staff/Resident Parity 

Chief Executive Role: early and sustained involvement; supportive of pro­
gram objectives at outset of program, including citizen participation. 
Turbulence: little or no turbulence in proposed MNA prior to or at outset 
of program. 
Resident Base: a cohesive and politically integrated resident group(s) exists 
in the M NA at the outset of the program; there is relative agreement 
among the residents in the MNA as to representative spokesmen. 
Timing: the above conditions permit early development of groundrules 
relative to program control, planning activities, and review rights for var­
ious actors; the chief executive is able and willing to make commitments; 
his sustained involvement coupled with a cohesive and integrated resident 
group, permits these rules to be maintained. 

Resident-Influence 
Chief Executive Role: minimal involvement and interest at outset of pro­
gram, related in part to the level of turbulence. 
Turbulence: high level of turbulence in proposed MNA. 
Resident Base: non-cohesive and politically non-integrated at outset of 
program. 
Timing: these conditions prevent early establishment of ground rules cover­
ing control, planning activity I review rights, staff hiring, and the like; 
gradually, the residents evolve a relatively cohesive organization focused 
on Model Cities; chief executive in turn assumes an increasingly neutral 
role; staff frequently become resident-advocates. 

HUD's principal role with regard to influencing the formation of alternate 
planning systems was basically that of setting a context which tended to favor the 
establishment of staff-oriented and parity systems. In particular, HUD's insistence on a 
leading role for the chief executive, a strong but non-veto power of review for resident 
groups related to Model Cities, and local agency sponsorship of supplementally-assisted 
projects all contributed to a climate in which staff-oriented and parity systems could 
develop. 

The absence among the ten cities of any manifesting resident-dominant 
planning systems may be perceived as resulting in part from HUD's stance on the 
above issues_ A resident-dominant planning system was defined in the Eleven-City 
Study by sustained chief executive involvement, a high level of turbulence and cohe­
sive resident organization related to Model Cities; groundrules giving residents primary 
program influence were set early in the program adhered to by the chief executive 
throughout the Planning Year. None of the cities surveyed in this analysis was able to 
develop such a planning system; in those cases where such a resident-dominant system 
showed signs of appearing, HUD's intervention tended to influence the retention of a 
resident-influence system. 

Each of the four planning systems identified in this study manifested a set 
of characteristics; that is, each system demonstrated a consistent set of responses to 
HUD's planning model. These characteristics were manifested in: Alternative Roles,' 
Planning Process Approaches,' Comprehensive Demonstration Plan Content; 
Performance Criteria; and Issues. Program structure, however, did not manifest 
patterns consistent with the planning systems and is treated separately. 
Alternate Roles 
The roles assumed by several key Model Cities actors were examined for each of the 
ten cities. These actors aJ:ld their characteristic responses included: 

Chief Executives: 
Their early and sustained participation was an important factor in the 
establishment and maintenance of program groundrules. In the staff­
dominant and parity cities, the chief executive tended to occupy a central 
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;ole in the .d.irecti?n or management of the program. In staff· and resident· 
Influence cities, his role was more that of an intermediary and broker and 
focused largely on crisis situations. 

Where the chief executive (mayor or city manager) did not exercise a 
central ~i~ecting rol~, his lack of sustained interest in or enthusiasm for 
M~del Clt.les was. q~lckly communicated to both COA staff and residents. 
This rela~lvelY minimal role made it difficult for other program actors to 
?ssume. firm !oles and generally to set program ground rules. Hesitant and 
Interm~ttent Involvement by the chief executive diminished whatever sta· 
tus. the pr?~ra~ may have had. In particular, it tended to minimize the 
active participation of local agencies and especially of line departments 
COA Oirector:s: . 
In staff·dominant cities, the COA director generally occupied a directive 
role; that is, he was able to control the planning work program assign 
respo~sibilities. and ?etermine COP content. In the parity city his was 
essentla.lly a managerial role, cognizant of the interests of both city hall 
an~ re~ldents yet capable of controlling program actors in such a way as to 
maintain work schedules und regulate the content of various planning 
documents. 

I n staff· and resident-influence cities, where a lack of program 
groundr.ules prevailed, the. COA directors tended to adopt largely service or 
secr~tanal rol:s - that 15,. ~roviding non-interpretive or policy-forming 
services to various Model Cities groups. On occasion, they would act as a 
bro~er between ~arious groups seeking to influence program decisions. 
T~elrs was ~ssentlallY a neutral role. In particular, the absence of strong 

chief executive support made it difficult for COA directors to assert them· 
selves. 
COA Staff: 
Th~ir r~les largely paralleled those of the COA director, although in the 
panty City, an~ .to some extent in resident-influence cities as well, they 
serve? as technl~l?ns and often as advocates of the resident community_ In 
staff-Influence cities there was also a tendency on the part of COA staff to 
attempt to reflect the views of residents in various planning documents In 
s~aff-dominant cities, on the other hand, COA staff tended to mirror ~he 
views of the chief executive and rarely saw themselves as resident advo­
cates. 
Residents: 
Roles occup.ied by resident groups ranged from that of legitimization 
(cursor~ review and approval of staff-initiated planning documents) to 
s~r?ng Influence; the former role was characteristic of staff-dominant 
clt~es, the latter of resident-influence communities. In the parity city 
resld~nts held <I shared role with that of the COA staff, while in th~ 
s~aff-Influence planning systems, residents essentially sanctioned the plan­
ning rroducts pro?uced by staff; these products, it must be added, general­
ly reflected the views expressed by residents in various subcommittees and 
other planning work gatherings. 

Resident concerns in most cities centered around questions of con­
tro! and form rather than planning process. Membership composition on 
V~I'IOu~ program boards and committees was a particularly critical issue 
since It often appeared to determine the degree of influence a resident 
group would have over program affairs. Residents were also quite concern­
ed over CO~ staff hir~ng practices and over budgetary matters; employ­
men.t . of !esldents, resident training programs, and stipends for resident 
pa.r~lclp~tlOn on governing boards were often singled out by residents as 
Critical Issues. 

Resident concern with regard to planning tended to be much less 
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intense. Indeed, residents often questioned the value of sequential plan· 
ning and analytical techniques, preferring to focus quickly on such visiblE! 
activities a~ developing project ideas and descriptions. 

Local Agencies: 
Agency participation in most cities was intermittent and uneven. Even in 
staff-dominant communities, where the chief executive might have been 
expected to command substantial participation, it often proved difficult to 
gain agency involvement on a sustained basis. Numerous factors governed 
the scope and intensity of agency commitment to Model Cities, including 
the potential for hostile resident critique of current practices and institu­
tions, the perceived likelihood of some kind of reward at the end of the 
Planning Year, and the degree of sympathy towards the problems of ~NA 
residents. In addition, where the Model Cities program was a relatively 
minor activity in terms of an agency's ()verall scope of geographic responsi­
bility, it was difficult for agency heads to see the value of extended i~­
volvement in a program that often appeared to have a dubious or uncertain 
future. In this sample, the greatest agency participation was exhibited in 
the parity city, the least involvement in resident influence and staff-

influence communities. 
Agency involvement took place at various program levels, including 

service by agency representatives on governing boards and other program 
committees. Agencies in several cities provided on-loan staff to the COA 
for varying periods of time and for disparate assignments. Often, agency 
participation appeared to be most effective at the functionally-focused 
subcommittee level of program planning activities (e.g. health, housing, 
transportation, social services). * At that level resident criticism was often 
muted, assistance was genuinely needed and desired, and issues could be 
dealt with in a more or less technical manner. Agency representatives often 
became resident advocates at the subcommittee level and were occasional­
ly able to translate resident perceptions into institutional responses and 
changes in policy. Again, this was more likely to occur in parity and 
staff/resident influence cities than in staff-dominant cases. 

Consultants: 
No particular pattern emerged relative to the use of consultants in the ten 
studied cities. In Santa Fe and Wilmington, as examples, consultants made 
substantive contributions to both planning process and products. I n other 
cities with extensive reliance on outside consulting assistance, there was 
little evidence that this aid had resulted in a quality planning document; in 
two cities, it could even be argued that it was actually dvsfunctional to 
producing a useful product, besides hindering the ability of COA staff to 
develop an increased capacity to plan. 

In general, the value of consultant assistance was diminished by such 
factors as the inability of COA staff to manage consultant work programs, 
failure to fit consultant findings into a comprehensive plan, the intermit­
tent comings and goings of consultants, and occasional resident hostility to 
"outsiders," particularly when it seemed to the former that the consul­
tants were allied to city hall and/or to rival resident groups. 

Federal Government: 
Federal assistance was manifested in a diversity of ways. Thus, H U 0 was 
to provide overall planning guidelines, rllonitor program developments in 
each city, and furnish technical assistance through its leadmen and other 
representatives. Regional I nteragency Coordinating Committees were to 

*The functional area subcommittee will hereafter be referred to as the task force. See Task 

Force in Glossary. 
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review CDA planning products and provide technical assistance. Various 
Federal departments and agencies were to provide technical assistance and 
make funds available through categorical programs for Model Cities, offer 
timely information with regard to revenue sources to cities, and join in 
reviewing and critiquing local planning efforts in their ~reas of compe· 
tence. 

HUD's participation varied substantially from city to city. In several 
of the cities studied, notably those with resident-influence and staff­
influence planning sYl>tems, HU D intervened to push the program toward 
the desirable middle ground (parity). In resident-influence cities, for 
example, HUD's intervention was focused on reinforcing chief executive 
authority, preventing de jure establishment of a resident veto over program 
planning decisions, and seeing to it that local agencies were assigned pro­
ject sponsorship responsibilities. In staff-influence cities, on the other 
hand, HUD's intervention focused on such areas as expanding MNA 
boundaries to include a more balanced poverty neighborhood and ensuring 
a greater resident involvement in program decision-making than appeared 
likely from the application and its initial revisions. In two cities,. HUD 
sought actively to have an incompetent CDA director replaced. 

The principal vehicle for HUD intervention was the leadman or lead­
woman based in the Regional Office. Their interpretation of responsibili­
ties appeared to vary with the Regional Office and, for that matter, with 
the individual himself. A leadman could choose to involve himself heavily 
with planning activities in his assigned cities if he perceived it necessary, 
and in at least two of the cities studied here did in fact playa major role in 
assisting CDAs to complete their plans. 

In addition to the activities of its leadmen, HUD also played a major 
role with regard to second-round cities by simplifying the content of its 
required planning documents. Specifically, H UD replaced the Part I/Part II 
sections of the CDP with a Mid-Term Planning Statement which was con­
siderablY shorter and easier to follow than the original requirements. Most 
of the cities covered here perceived the change as a boost to their'planning 
efforts, although at least one community resented the change as detrimen­
tal to their planning process. 

The most pervasive impact HUD exerted, however, was on the 
timing of the planning process through its imposition of deadlines for the 
submission of planning products. HUD used to the full its wide discre­
tionary power in providing incentives for speeding up the process or in 
granting extensions, but all CDAs and resident groups were impressed with 
the seriousness of meeting these terminal dates. Without them, many cities 
may never have completed their CDP. 

The RICC reviews were perceived in most cities as of little value. The 
critiques tended to be late in the planning process and often bore com­
ments which appeared to have little relevance to local needs or conditions. 
RICC members were reported to have spent little time in their assigned 
cities. Their recommendations focused on the relationship of individual 
agencies to local programs, rather than on the overall planning process. 

There was little evidence of early commitments of Federal categori­
cal funding for local Model Cities programs. In most cases, CDAs were 
forced to make "guesstimates" of the amount and likelihood of Federal 
funds. Technical assistance from individual agencies was intermittent 
In nature and often perceived as of limited value. There was little evidence 
of' Federal agencies simplifying their program requirements to facilitate 
development of first Action Year projects. In short, Federal assistance was 
often perceived as "too little and too late." 
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Planning Process , 
Process was defined as the order of sequence of planning events; the time taken by 
CDAs to produce documents, and the techniques utilized by CDA planners and other 
related actors to produce the CDP. 

Order: ' 
Most cities in this sample managed to follow the sequence of planning 
events recommended by HUD in its guidelines. Thus, objectives fol!owed 
the problem analysis and project descriptions followed the ranking of 

objectives. 
However despite the formal ability of most CDAs to observe a 

logical sequende of planning activities, there w~s much evid,ence to suggest 
that this sequence was not perceived as a serious o~ part,lcularlY he~~ful 
exercise by the majority of CDAs. In the staff or reSident Influence Cities, 
in particular, residents were impatient with a sequ~nce .of events, that 
slowed down the opportunity to move quicklY to a diSCUSSion of proJects. 

Statements of objectives and their ranking were seen as needless 
paper exercises designed to please HUD and not much else. Even though 
replacement of the original Part I/Part II approach to the CDP . by the 
much simpler MPS had been designed by HUD to make planning less 
complex and fastur, the new procedure was still difficult for most CDAs to 
foll'ow. Staff-dominant and parity cities were better to respond to the 
planning sequence, although even In those communities ther: was a t:n­
dency on the part of both staff and residents to ~ove to project deSCrip­
tions soon after completion of the problem analYSIS. 

Timing: , 'Y 
None of the cities examined here was able to complete ItS P!a,nnlng ,ear 
within the 12-month period alloted for that purpose. Most Cities, particu­
larly those with staff- or resident-influence planning syster:ns, spent m~ch 
more time than had been anticipated in hiring staff, getting coope~'atlon 
and assistance from local agencies, and in establishing roles for ,r~slde~ts 
and CDA staff. Again, there was a much greater tendency for. cities wl~h 
staff-dominant and paritY planning systems to meet HUD deadlines than In 
the other cases. Because of the considerable tir.1e spent in trying to estab­
lish program groundrules relative to control, review procedures: and rol,es, 
the period for developing projects, finding sponsors, and securing funding 
was compressed into a shorter time period - one to tw~ months - t~an 
had been expected. In most cities, regardless of plan~lng. system, final 
review of planning documents tended to be hurry-up af!alrs; In at least two 
staff-dominant cities, resident groups were asked to review plans after they 
had already been submitted to HUD. 
Techniques: \ . 
A diversity of approaches were used in the ten cities to prepare, planning 
documents. They included all-day planning conferences, plannmg wor~­
shops, less structured "brainstorming" sessions, retreats f~r staff and r:51-
dents, and scalar ranking and matrix analysis in staff-dominant ,and parity 
cities (which generally tended to utilize more complex, techniques than 
staff or resident-influence cities). "Retreats" - planning weekends at 
country hotels - were more common in .the latter ~rog~a~s, largely 
because friction was higher than in staff-dommant or parity Cities. T~e u~e 
of such sophisticated analytical techniques as matrix analyses was varied In 

impact. In one citY it was part of a compl~x but generally ~nderstood 
approach to produce a CDP. In another pitY, these techniques were 
utilized primarily by consultants, with little evidence that CDA staff or the 
CDP was much improved by the process.· , ' 

All cities reiied on functionally-focused subcommittees (task forces) 
for problem analysis, identification and ranking of objectives, and genera-

" 
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tion of projects. While in most citiEis the task-force approach provided a 
relativelY contention-free planning environment, it not infrequently 
tended to foster a sense of vested interest among participants, narrowing 
their range of interest to the special area of their planning activity (e.g. 
health, housing, education}. 

The .actual writing of CDP components in all cities was generally left 
to one or two specialists in each area - that is, to CDA staff, on-loan 
professionals, or outside consultants. Residents rarely wrote the actual 
planning documents, and when this did in fact occur, CDA staff or other 
professional,s usually had to rewrite the documents in language felt by 
them to be more acceptable to H UD. 

Planning Products 
There were three principal elements to the Comprehensive Demonstration Plan: (1) an 
updated Mid-Term Planning Statement; (2) a set of project descriptions, including 
budget statements for each; (3) non-programmatic components in such areas as 
program administration, continuous planning and evaluation, relocation, and resident 
employment. 

MPS: 
This planning document was to be revised and updated following its sub­
mission to HUD and the Regional Interagency Coordinating Committee 
halfway through the Planning Year. Both HUD and the RICC were expect­
ed to critique the MPS, and their comments were to be reflected in an 
updated Statement included with the CDP. 

The problem analysis varied in scope, statistical documentation, and 
degree of critique from city to city, and from area to area within each 
MPS. There was a greater tendency in staff-dominant cities for their pro­
blem analyses to be comprehensive in scope and extensive in documenta­
tion than in staff or resident-influence cities. At the same time, the latter 
cities manifested a much greater tendency to examine - and occasionally 
to attack strongly - the practices of local agencies as these related to 
delivering services to the Model Neighborhood Area. All cities had dif­
ficulty distinguishing causes of problems from the problems themselves; 
the causes tended to be generic ("a lack of income") and non-agency 
focused. 

The objectives statements similarly varied from city to city and with­
in integral statement elements in the MPS. Staff-dominant cities tended to 
be Q10re comprehensive in their listing of objectives, more precise in their 
quantitative content for each objective, and more consistent in linking 
objectives with the earlier problem analysis than staff- or resident­
influence cities. Most communities, however, had difficulty in distinguish­
ing objectives from the more general concept of goals. Most cities sought 
to rank objectives in an order of priority, although, again, staff-dominant 
and parity cities tended to be more precise in this task than staff- or 
resident-influence cities where residents often found it "improper" to sort 
out problems and objectives in such a way as to suggest that some deserved 
more immediate attention than others. 

The strategy statement in a majority of the cities discussed in this 
report tended to be a highly general proposal of how the city intended to 
go about implemeflting its project ideas. Staff-dominant cities usually em­
phasized the importance of the CDA as the key implementing factor dur­
ing the f()tthcoh'ling Ac:tiol1 Year, with resident input important but clear­
ly subordinate to staff initiatives and direction. The parity, staff- and 
resident-influence cities all placed greater weight on the resident role, al­
though in at least two resident-influence cities, the strategy statement 
indicated that CDA staff and city hall (city council) would seek to playa 
stronger role in the program than they had during the Planning Year. The 
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importance of resident employment in supplemllntally-assisted projects 
was ~mphasized in several of the resident-influence cities' statements. Most 
cities sought to link their strategy statements to the priorities indicated in 
the problem and/or objectives components. 
Project Descriptions: 
The degree of completeness of these, too, tended to vary substantially 
from plan to plan, and from project to project within CDPs. The amount 
of detail available for each project proposal depended on such factors as 
the source of the idea (e.g. some local agencies merely offered old projects 
which had been fully drafted but turned down for one reason or another 
in the past), the availability of non-supplemental funding (Federal 
categorical or various local matching resources), the ability of the CDA 
staff and residents to agree on project sponsors, and the competence of 
the individual project drafter(s). 

The majority of projects fell into social areas such as health, social 
services, police-community relations, and recreation programs. Environ­
mental (housing, urban renewal, streets, facilities) projects came second, 
with economic development (job tl"aining, creation, placement) projects 
third in terms of numbers of projects among the 342 proposed in ten 
cities. Staff-dominant cities were more likely than the other cities to pro­
pose capital improvement projects, with some 40-41% of their proposals 
falling into that category. 

The weat majority of projects proposed were essentially mair~te-
nance or augmentation of existing programs directed to meet Model Neigh­
borhood f,lroblems. Resident-influence cities were more likely than others 
to propose projects that were new to the MNA. Staff-dominant and parity 
cities demonstrated the highest levels of federal categorical or other non­
supplemental sources of project funding. Because these cities were able to 
initiate their planning processes earlier than most resident-influence cities, 
it appears that they were also able to initiate earlier negotiation~ with 
Federal and other agencies for assistance in project funding. Most Impor­
tant was the superior grantsmanship of the actively engaged professionals 
in these systems. 

Only 4 of the 342 projects were described as having a resident or-
ganization tied to Model Cities as sponsors. This undoubtedlY reflected 
HUD insistence that existing local agencies be the operating agencies for 
Model Cities assisted projects. 
Non-Programmatic Components: 
This category included such elements as program administration, reloca-
tion continuous planning and evaluation, and resident employment. 

, Projects of the administrative structure required for the first A?tion 
Year varied in degree of detail from city to citY, although staff-dominant 
systems tended to be the most precise. All cities indicated that they would 
rely more on in-house full-time CDA staff than they had during the .Plan­
ning Year_Both staff- and resident-influence cities tended to aVOid an 
over-specific statement of program organization for the Action Year, indi­
cating that the state of flux which had prevailed during the Planning Year 
was still unresolved. 

The relocation statement was in all cities, except Indianapolis, pre-
pared with little resident input. I t was perceived by both CDA staff and 
residents as a technical document which would have little relevance until 
projects requiring relocation were actually under~.ay. Detaile~ plans for 
relocation were prepared; therefore in only two Cities, one panty and the 
other resident-influence. 

Continuous planning and evaluation was similarly perceived as a resi-
dual CDP component by both staff and residents in practically all cities. 
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Most plans lacked statements indicating precisely how continuous planning 
would be carried on, by which staff, or when. It was generally contended 
that continuous planning would commence at some point after project 
implementation was actually underway. Similarly, the statements generally 
did not indicate precisely how project evaluation would be linked to con. 
tinuous planning. To the extent that these statements were elaborated in 
the various COPs, the staff·dominant and parity cities evidenced more 
understanding of HUO's requirements in this area. 

,Resident employment was seen in most cities as an. element that 
could not be covered in detail until funding for projects had been firmed 
up and activity actually begun. Resident·influence cities evidenced more 
concern with this statement in terms of detail and emphasis than did 
staff·dominant systems. 

Performance Criteria 
Five general criteria or objectives were posited by HUO to which cities were expected 
to respond in a locally relevant fashion during the Planning Year. These criteria were: 
(1) coordination of' planning activities between the program (COA) and local 
agencies/city hall; (2) citizen participation; (3) mobilization and concentration of 
resources on the MNA; (4) innovation; (5) institutional change. 

Coordination: 
Linkages with those local agencies whose interests or activities were related 
to the Model Cities program, that is, to the MNA and its problems, were 
rarely seen as a pressing agenda item for COAs or chief executives. The 
principal periods when relatively special efforts were made to involve local 
agencies were during writing of the application, when letters of endorse. 
ment were needed, or later, when project descriptions had to be prepared 
and the number of ideas for projects was limited. In addition, HUO's 
emphasis on utilizing local agencies as project sponsors stimulated an 
effort to solicit the participation of those entities. 

A number of different techniques were employed by which local 
agencies participated in Model Cities. These included sharing or lending of 
professional staff to the COA and/or to resident groups, sharing of infoI" 
mation necessary to preparation of discrete COP components, such as the 
problem analysis or project descriptions, participation in various COA 
boards and subcommittees dealing with both general program review and 
specific functional area concerns, and solicitation of COA staff and/or 
resident views on proposed agency plans or activities relating to the Mode! 
Neighborhood Area. This last function was sometimes formalized into a 
required sign·off by the COA Board on any agency undertaking within the 
MN. This development was most common in resident·influence systems 
and was more productive of turbulence than of institutional change. 

In all cities, the lending of agency staff to Model Cities programs was 
an essentially ad hoc affair, usually focused on specific functional areas for 
intermittent periods of time. As suggested earlier, the more productive 
area of agency cooperation, apart from the ler.ding of staff, was the parti. 
cipation of agency representatives on task forces. 

The reasons for local agency reticence in linking closely with COAs 
or Model Cities in general were diverse and included a shortage of staff and 
funds, fear of a hostile reception from resident participants, limited ability 
on the part of COA staff to manage agency involvement, lack of visible 
chief executive support for the program, and little evidence in the agency's 
view that Model Cities had a particularly promising future or offered any 
advantage to the agency if it were to succeed. Conversely, of course, the 
most effective stimulus to agency involvement was the incentive of ready 
funding for agency programs. 

Three modes of processes of coordination were found to apply to 

! ,; -

the ten cities examined here: (1) directive; (2) adaptation; and (3) adjust­
ment. The directive mode was found to apply principally to staff· 
dominant cities and involved direct orders from the chief executive to 
local agencies requesting their participation in the program. The adapta· 
tion mode, which involved primarily the workings of chance and happen. 
stance and was ad hoc and functional in focus, was particularly relevant to 
staff· ~nd resident·influence cities (especially where turbulence was quite 
high and sustained throughout the Planning Year). The adjustment .mode 
applied principally to parity and the less turbulent staff· and re~ld~nt. 
influence cities. It was characterized by such processes as negotiation, 
compromise and, occasionally, contention. 
Citizen Participation: 
Each planning system virtually by definition developed different responses 
to this criterion. In staff·dominant cities, the residents' role was essentially 
confined to that of legitimizing the initiatives taken by COA staff and city 
hall officials. In the parity city, residents were given an equal voice to that 
of the COA staff in defining the work program, preparing and reviewing 
plan content, and eventually acquiring a strong role in COA administrative 
processes. Resident involvement in staff·influence cities was a major ele· 
ment in program decision·making, although the major initiatives came 
principally from staff with regard to planning work activity. Finally, I~ 
resident·influence cities resident participation was clearly the predoml' 
nant influence over pr;gram decision·making, although this degree of in· 
fluence would vary throughout the Planning Year; in essence, there was a 
failure to establish groundl'ules governing assignment of roles to resident~ 
and to staff during that year in both staff· or resident·influence cities. 
Concentration/Mobilization of Resources: 
Few if any of the cities examined here evidenced much ability or inclina· 
tion to mobilize financial or technical resources on the MNA beyond that 
called for initially in the application for a planning grant. For most cities, 
it was difficult enough to justify even the degree of attention on the MNA 
the program itself called for. I n both staff·dominant and resident·influence 
cities there were instances where local political leaders came under pres· 
sure to explain why the Model Neighborhood Area merited any more 
attention than other economically hard·pressed neighborhoods in their 
city or county. • 

Although most cities attempted to induce Federal categori?al assl~' 
tance focused on their Model Neighborhood Areas, there was little eVI­
dence to indicate that Federal agencies responded to local requests in any 
particularly relevant manner. HUO would appear not to have achieved at 
the Federal level that agency coordination which at the local level was the 
responsibility of the COA. It failed to create a climate of responsiveness 
among the Federal agencies involved or to inspire them to a necessary 
flexibility in application of their guidelines. .. . 

In nearly all cities there were instances of fmanclal or technical 
commitment to the MNA by local organizations, and these were construed 
locally as fulfilling the 'mobilization and concentration of resource.s' ~~~­
terion. But it would be difficult to legitimize these instances as a Signifi­
cant community response to MN problems in any comprehensive sense. 
Still even these ad hoc and limited efforts did represent observable shift in 
the ~ay city hall and/or local agencies perceived and dealt with the target 
area. 
Innovation and Institutional Change: 
Innovation was a difficult concept for many cities, but it was usually 
interpreted to mean something new to the city, new to the MNA, or new 
to the manner in which existing agencies dealt with problems of the Model 
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Neighborhood Area. 
For most cities, the very fact of having established more or less 

sustained linkages between city hall and resident organizations in the MNA 
was an innovation. Even in the staff·dominant cities, where citizen partlci· 
pation had been defined in relativelY limited terms, It was often possible to 
perceive what linkages had been established as innovative change. For 
many resident groups, Model Cities represented the first real opportunity 
to share. however minimally, in the making of plans and the allocating of 
resources which directly affected their lives. 

There were relatively few innovations in the kind of projects pro· 
posed in the Comprehensive Demonstration Plans, although virtually each 
city was able to manifest a number of projects which, In their view, were 
highly innovative, particularly when compared with the traditional types 
of programs and projects experienced in the MNA. 

Similarly, for many ci1ies the comprehensive approach to planning, 
however limited, and the use of relatively sophisticated analytical tech­
niques represented a degree of innovation in their concept of planning per 
se. III virtually all cities, planning had been confined to single·sector 
activity (e.g. physical planning, social planning, economic planning) with 
little cooperation among agencies. The program represented the first 
opportunity most local agencies had had to work on a r Jncerted basis, 
focusing on a particular goographic area. That they responded with less 
than full commitment is not surprising. 

In short, if few instances of dramatic or visible innovative change 
took place as a result of Model Cities, the history of each city's Planning 
Year does suggest a certain incremental shift in approach which may well 
have positively affected the manner in which local agencies, city hall, and 
the residents of the MNA themselves perceive and deal with the problems 
of the Model Neighborhood. 

Nevertheless, it would be foolhardy to suggest that these changes in 
agency behavior represented a substantial alteratiol'l in traditional agency 
or city hall practices. There were occasional cases in each city where 
transportation plans, housing and renewal projects, location of physical 
facilities, and decision-making affecting the MNA were changed to reflect 
either a new perception of MNA problems or the influence of resident 
pressure and/or participation in policy. Such changes were generally ad 
hoc, relatively specific in focus, and often contentious in their nature. 
Parity and resident·influence cities tended to manifest more such ,shifts in 
policy and institutional response to MNA problems than did staff­
dominant cities. 

H U 0 itself, or the R I CCs, generally focused on questions of program 
structure (form) and the production of planning products rather than on 
the performance criteria as such. Federal intervention was rarely premised 
on issues concerning mobilization/concentration of local resources, Innova­
tion, or institutional change. R ICC reviews often made note of coordina­
tion, but principally in the sense of individual agency linkages with the 
program rather than with comprehensive planning and coordination as a 
total approach. Citizen participation was an initial HUO concern in several 
cities; but was neglected as the Planning Yeal' wore on and the failure to 
deliver products on schedule became of paramount concern. In several 
resident·influence cities, HUO intervened to restrict the degree of resident 
control over the program. Similarly, it acted in these cities to curb or 
eliminate resident control or sponsorship of projects that were - to the 
residents - innovative because of their sponsorship. 

Issues 
Issues were defined as conflict involving alternative choices over Model Cities·related 
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questions between two or more actors. They were listed and examined in order to 
determine their relationship to planning systems. 

The greatest number of issues revolved around questions of authority and 
power, the least over determination of Model Neighborhood Area boundaries. The 
majority of issues arose during the initial three months of the Planning Year, a time 
when various program actors were attempting to set groundrules and assign roles. 
Staff- and resident-influence cities manifested the greatest number of issues, parity anti 
staff-dominant cities the least. Predictably, staff· and resident·influence cities tended 
to focus most on issues involving the setting of program·control/groundrules - that is, 
distribution and definition of roles for the chief executive, COA staff, and residents. 
Questions dealing with planning work program and COA structure were more common 
to !ltaff·dominant cities. The parity city manifested the least number of issues overall, 
reflecting the eArly establishment of groundrules in that city and the apparent 
flexibility with which each actor approached potential issues. 

Matters relating to program organization, including the securing of COA 
:staff, forming linkages with local agencies, city hall, interagency technical pools, and 
I'esident organizations were found not to bear consistent patterns relative to the four 
planning systems outlined in the previous sections. 

COA directors were In most cities selected by the chief executive witn 
little involvement of MNA resident groups. The most common background 
characteristics of the COA directors were close association with the chief executive, a 
biilckbround in a community action or social service agency, and an educational 
b,ickground in the social sciences. Most were In their thirties and forties. In a few 
ci ties, the CDA director was clearly chosen on the basis of his race or ethnic/language 
9rc.IUP, but in most there was no correlation between the dominant MNA racial 01' 

ethnic group and selection of a COA director. 
COA staff sizes ranged from three to five in some cities to more than 30 in 

the larger metropolitan communities. Smaller cities evidenced a reluctance to build 
large staffs which might at some point in the future have to be supported out of 
general revenues rather than Model Cities funds. The educational backgrf'und and 
professional experience of these staffs varied greatly, although larger citiAs tended t() 
hire COA staff with specialist responsibilities In mind, while smaller COA's conferted a 
more general scope of responsibility on their staff. 

A diverse array of governing boards, review boards, functional area 
committees and task forces, advisory councils, and other entities were formed in the 
various cities. again without apparent relationship to the type of planning system 
which obtained. Local agencies generally had appointed representatives on advisory 
and policy boards, and also lent professionals to serve at the task force subcommittee 
level. Representatives of the local legislative body served on a majority ·Jf the 
governing boards of COAs, although they appear to have played a minimal role in all 
but one or two cities. Chief executives in two cities - one staff·dominant, one 
resident.influence - served as chairmen of key policy and advisory boards to the 
progrr.m. In essence, there was no pattern to the organizational arrangement developed 
in the ten cities, with the principal exception that all cities formed task forces to 
initiate most planning activities in the area of problem analysis and the development of 
project proposals. 

Resident groups were also disparately formed in the ten cities. Most had a 
central organization with representatives elected trom neighborhood areas. No effort 
was made in any city to attract the involvement of such groups as the militant young 
or the elderly. The relationship of the central resident board to the Model Cities 
planning process varied from de jure veto power in some resident-influence cities to 
the weakest kind of advice'giving in two staff·dominant communities. By the eM of 
the Planning Year, HUO had effectively acted in virtually all cities to seek an end to 
resident-onlY veto power over planning or COA administrative decision5. 
Planning-grant funds provided support for technical assistance hired h~dependently by 
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residents in several cities, all, of them either p<lrity or resident-influence. 
Interagency technical pools or committees were to be formen in 

practically all cities at the beginning of the Planning Year. In most cities, however, 
these ad hoc groups played a minimal role in planning activities. The intermittent 
natl!re of their convening, the potential for resident criticism and suspicion, local 
inability to use the skills they offered or to relate them to the planning program were 
all fat;tors which served to limit the effectiveness of these technical pools. Instead, as 
has been n.0ted, agency professionals worked more effectively at the task force level. 

Of the four planning systems summarized here, the parity planning model 
appeared to have followed most closely the full range of HUD's planning requirements, 
particularly those expressed by the performance criteria summarized above. The 
staff-dominant planning system cities appeared to have come closest to meeting HUD's 
requirements with regard to planning process - that is, the formal sequence of 
planning events and the introduction of relatively sophisticated analytical techniques. 
Staff- and resident-influence planning systems, on the other hand, illustrated a 
considerable ability to follow HUD's performance requirements with regard to citizen 
participation, innovation, and to a lesser degree, institutional change. The parity city 
dealt successfully with each of the five performance criteria and, by comparison with 
the submissions from the other nine second-round cities, developed the best plan, both 
in comprehensiveness and in quality of component analysis. 

The staff- and resident-influence cities evidenced the greatest departure 
from the orderly planning model initiallY posited by HU 0 at the outset of the 
Planning Year. These cities, because of the absence of firm, early and sustained 
chief-executive commitment, coupled with resident groups in the MNA that were 
neither cohesive nor politically integrated, proved unable to establish a set of accepted 
groundrules covering program control, assignment of planning roles, and relationship 
to city hall and local agencies. They were unstable, almost existential planning modes 
relative to HU D's model. More time was spent in these cities attempting to define ·~oles 
and relationships than on substantive planning. 

Staff-dominant cities, while evidencing an ability to follow the formal 
outlines of HUD planning process requirements, clearly fell short in meeting !-IUD 
performance criteria with regard to citizen participation, innovation, and institutional 
change. Early chief executive involvement, coupled with a non-coh"sive and politically 
ineffectual n:~ident base, created a planning system in which city hall and the CDA 
staff initiated and wrote most of the COP components, with mere legislating input 
from residents, although in at least one city there was an effort on the part of CDA 
staff to translate resident interests into the plan. 

The parity planning system, on the other hand, evidenced a sustained 
pattern of chief-executive involvement and support for the program and - perhaps 
most important - for citizen participation. Resident groups were cohesive and 
politically integrated prior to Model Cities, with leadership apparently represer~ative 
or able to speak for the Model Neighborhood Area and to make commitments on its 
behalf - and to stick to them. There was sustained local agency participation in the 
parity city, a high level (compared with the other cities in the sample) of categorical I 

Federal assistance manifested in the COP pi'oject descriptions, and several instances of'\ 
local agencies making changes in established practices to meet articulated resident 
demands, backed by the it;ltervention of the CDA staff and of the mayor. 

There is evidence to suggest that HUD's role during the second-round 
cities' Planning Year was focused in large part in setting a context in which a 
staff-odented or parity planning system could develop. HU 0 emphasized the 
responsibility of the chief executive for the program, the need to rely on local agencies ' 
to administer projects, and downplayed the right of residents to assert veto power ov~r j:,1 

program decisions. Sinre the development of specific planning systems clearly aff,ected , 
the degree to which HUD's program goals would be met, this context-setting appl'oach , I 
could be considered quite appropriate in terms of those goals. In short, the individual, I 
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Revenue Sharing 

planning systems represent real alternatives, with somewhat predictable outcomes. 
HUD would appear to have made its choice. 

There has been considerable concern expressed recently in Administration 
circles dealing with urban policy that general and special revenue-sharing programs 
should not be surrounded by the same precision of Federal guidelines and regulations 
as currently characterize many if not most categorical programs directed at urban 
areas. 

In this context, the Model Cities Program represented a significant step in 
the $h ift in Federal philosophy away from narrow, prescriptive categorical programs 
and toward open-ended bloc grants. Model Cities contained elements of both 
categorical and revenue sharing programs. HUD requirements in the areas of structure, 
process, and product were prescriptive - a City had to respond to these requirements 
in order to obtain first a planning grant, and then five supplemental grants. 
Performance criteria, however, were presented in the form of standards of achievement 
against which cities would be measured over time after they had already received 
funds. 

These performance or planning·process criteria, such as reliance on the 
chief executive, coordination of planning effort~, and involvement of residents in local 
p I a nning and resource allocation efforts, should not be interpreted as 
representing the much more stringent approach of detailed administrative criteria. In 
fact, while focusing the attention of local communities and leaders on specified 
national objectives, the performance-criteria approach avoided development of 
"onerous and detailed categorical program criteria." Each city was encouraged to work 
out its own response to local problems, without the heavy hand of Fp.deral 
interposition. 

During the Planning Year of second·round Model Cities Programs, HUD 
slowly shifted its emphasis in several of its performance criteria, in response to 
information available on the experience of first-round cities, and in light 'of changing 
priori'(le~ tn the new Administration. Specifically, citizen participation was clarified to 
exclude, ifl most cases, the degree of resident control extant in resident-dominant 
cities. On the other hand, HUD increasingly emphasized the importance of the 
involvement of the chief executive. These shifts in focus resulted in a shift toward 
parity situations in second-round cities. The presence of only one parity city -
Indianapolis - is not indicative of a failure on HUD's part, but rather indicates that 
Federal intervention into local affairs through the use of performance criteria requires 
more time than does the use of prescriptions in advance of program implementation. 

The Ten-City Study indicates, however, that performance criteria are a 
more suitable and productive means of influencing local results. If the Federal 
Government expects to achieve certain national goals through the implementation of 
its revenue sharing programs, such as a strengthening of the role of the local chief 
executive, performance criteria are a useful means toward this end. The point to be 
made is that the determination of planning systems is very much a matter of 
policymaking. I n particular, the key role of the chief executive and the role of the 
residents was and is extremely susceptible to the interv,::ntion of a Federal agency. 
While turbulence is beyond the ability of local or Federal authorities to change in a 
short period of time, thel'';: remain rE1al choices which can be made at the outset of the 
program to detGrmine the type of planning system to be formed and the probable 
outcome of the action period. 
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This report presents a comparative analysis of ten cities that received 
Model Cities planning grants in the second round of those awards. The cities and 
counties studied are: 

1. Allegheny County, Pennsylvania 
2. Cleveland, Ohio 
3., Houston, Texas 
4. I ndianapolis; Indiana 
5. Los Angeles City, California 
6. Los Angeles County, California 
7. New London, Connecticut 
8. Santa Fe, New Mexico 
9. Wilmington, Delaware 

10. Youngstown, Ohio 
These cases were selected from the 75 second-round communities on the 

basis of informed judgments by the contractors and HUD Community Development, 
Division staff. Among those factors influencing the choice of cities were: (a) broad r 

geographical representation; (b) form of local government; (c) racial and ethnic 
population mix in the Model Neighborhood Area; (d) city and MNA population size. 
Clearly, city selection was not premised on methodologicallY rigorous sampling 
techniques concerning either the range and diversity of resident characteristics or 
social pathology. 

Both staffs assumed, granted the broad policy aims and objectives of 
Model Cities and the numerous factors projected as relevant in determining the 
program's impact on anyone locale, that a purposeful selection of cities was preferable 
to use of random or stratified sampling. Further, both staffs agreed that selection of a 
limited rather than a large number of cities would permit initiation of a more intensive 
study process, and result in a more definitive analysis. As in the eleven-city study, the 
cities selected were chosen because they appeared to represent those characteristics 
essential to an understanding of the impact of Model Cities on all second-round 
communities. The number of cities picked would, it was felt, allow the development of 
appropriate typologies or classification schemes to guide future HUD program aims in 
this field. 

As Table 1 indicates, the population of the ten cities, and of their Model 
Neighborhood Areas, varies considerably, from Los Angeles County's 7 million 
inhabitants to New London's 33,100 residents, with MNAs of 87,919 and 8,100, 
respectively. The sample also included one of the largest Model Neighborhood Areas in 
the country, Los Angeles City, with approximately 280,000 MNA residents located in 
two distinct areas: East Northeast and Watts. 

Racial and ethnic differences are also marked in the populations of the 
selected cities/MNAs. Thus, of the 46,000 residents in Cleveland's Model, 
Neighborhood Area, 90 percent are black, while of Santa Fe's MNA population of 
9,926, more than 90 percent are Spanish-speaking. Similar divergencies occur in the 
Los Angeles City program, where 55 percent of the ENE MNA is Spanish-speaking, 
and 77 percent of the Watts MNA is black. 

Unemployment rates in the ten cities studied range from a high of 17 
percent in Santa Fe to only six percent in Houston. The percentage of MNA families 
with incomes under $3,000 per annum ranges from a low of 19:2 percent in Allegheny 
County to 46 percent in both Houston and I ndianapolis. The percentage of 
substandard housing among dwelling units in the Model Neighborhood Area runs from 
a low of 15 percent in Youngstown to 44 percent in Cleveland. I nfant mortality rates 
(deaths per thousand births) ranged from a low of 16 per thousand in Indianapolis to a 
high of 75 per thousand in New London. The percentage of MNA residents receiving 
AFCD went from a low of 1.6 percent in Youngstown, to a high of 35 percent in 
Santa Fe. 
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In selecting the cities, several factors were examined which preceded the 
Model Cities Program. These factors included a form of government, nature of resident 
involvement in MNA-focused decision-making, general public agency interest in social 
action programs, level of turbulence and the role of the chief executive. Here, too, the· 
selected cities show a considerable diversity. As Table 2 indicates, six cities had strong 
mayor/council forms of government (including Allegheny County, in which the. 
Chairman of the County Board of Commissioners Was the predominant figure), three; 
had effective city manager systems (including Los Angeles County with a Chief 
Administrative Officer), and one city functioned under a weak mayor/council system. 

The degree of resident influence in community decision-making affecting 
the Model Neighborhood Area also varied from city to city, although in the majority 
of cities resident organizations had minimal influence~ Only in I ndianapolis did an 
internally cohesive and politically integrated citizen ol'ganization evince substantive 
impact on community decision prior to Model Cities. In Watts (Los Angeles, City), 
Wilmington, New London, Santa Fe, and Youngstown resident structures were 
becoming moderately cohesive, albeit still lacking any meaningful degree of political 
integration. 

All of the cities included in this analysis contained several resident groups 
in their respective Model Neighborhood Areas which were concerned with public 
planning and resource allocation. Most of these groups could not claim to speak fully' 
for the MNA. Their constituencies were quite limited and their membership 
inexperienced and/or ineffective in influencing those public and private planning 
decisions affecting their neighborhood. I n many instances - Cleveland and 
Youngstown, for example - these resident groups were subject to considerable 
internal dissension and frequent attacks from other resident groups in and outside the 
Model Neighborhood Area. In Allegheny County, Houston, Los Angeles County, and 
Cleveland resident groups tended to be both non-cohesive and pol itically 
non-integrated. 

The level of turbulence (civil unrest or community tension linked to the 
MNA) was also examined for the ten cities as a pre-Model Cities characteristic. 
Relatively high levels of turbulence were found in Cleveland, New London, I 

Wilmington, Youngstown (South Side), and Los Angeles City (Watts). Moderate levels 
were said to prevail in Los Angeles County and Santa Fe, and low turbUlence in 
Indianapolis, Allegheny County, and Houston. These indices would prove to have a 
marked effect, through chief executive involvement, on formation of planning 
systems. 

Finally, the ten cities' pre-Model Cities planning environment was als,J 
examined to determine the degree of demonstrated and sustained interest by local 
public officials in various Federally-assisted social action programs as well as programs 
initiated locally in recognition of severe social, physical or economic problems. In at 
least four of the ten cities - New London, Indianapolis, Youngstown, and Wilmington 
- a concerted effort was underway prior to Model Cities to attract Federal assistcmce 
to help resolve pressing local problems. In the remaining six cities, no attack of any 
kind had been made on critical problems. Indeed, for several cities, Model Cities 
represented the first significant public admission of the existence of major urban 
problems and the desire to use Federalfunds in their resolution. This is not to indicate 
that the use of federal monies in these cities was non-existent, but rather that 
sustained city interest in these funds and problems had not been demollstrated. 

In this connection, the attitude of the chief executive or the city mclnager 
in relating to comprehensive planning was crucial. This commitment prior to IModel 
Cities was rated in the analysis presented here, and included public statements of. 

*Assessment of resident influence was based on both internal cohesion (organization stabil' 
ity and accepted resident leadership) and political integration (the degree to which estab· 
lished community leaders accepted resident proposals, critiques, and other inputs into 
decisions affecting the MNA). 
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support for the new Model Cities program. Table 2 indicates the relative standing of 
these officials in this context. 

The ten·city sample represented then, great diversity in pre·Model Cities 
characteristics, several of which - notably the role of the chief executive, the level of 
turbulence, and the nature of resident involvement - would prove to be of 
determinative importance in the later formation of planning systems in these 
communities' approach to the neW program. 

Chapter Five: Methodology 

34 

Following the systematic procedures developed for the first·round eleven 
cities study, data for this second·round analysis were collected by field staff who 
monitored and continuously analyzed the planning process in each of the ten cities, 
making extended monthly visits to evaluate issues and events as they took place. 
Interim visits were made as events warranted. Principal areas covered included the 
following: .... 

1. Involvement of chief executives, CDA directors, resident groups, local 
agency representatives, HUD field staff, pivic organizations 

2. Contextual events, such as civil unrest, local elections, and Federal activity 
not related directly to Model Cities 

3. Regional Interagency Coordinating Committee (RICC) sessions 
4. Resident and staff reviews of CDA planning products 
5. Technical assistance activities 
6. Activities related to production of a given Model Cities planning product 

and its specific intent 
The data collected from these field team visits were then compiled in the form of 
evaluative chronologies for each city. 

The techniques utilized to gather information incluced: 
1. Systematic review of primary data, such as internal memoranpa, applica· 
, tions, MPS and GOP drafts, minutes of CDA Board and Task Force meet· 

ings 
2. Newspaper coverage 
3. Extended interviews - usually on a monthly basis - with CDA staff and a 

local panel of interviewees 
4. HUD regional and area office files 
5. Attendance at appropriate RICC, CDA, and resident meetings 

Data collection was augmented by central office staff research, including 
compilation of field data, continuous analysis of chronologies, issuance of special 
requests for data to field staff, and preparation of preliminary comparative analyses of 
select data in response to HUD requests. In addition, the contractor distributed a 
detailed survey instrument to all 150 Model Cities; this questionnaire sought to gather 
extensive, computer·quantifiable data in order to: 

1. Validate the findings of both first- and second·round comparative analyses 
2. Prepare a comprehensive, in-depth analysis of the full program effort 

(forthcoming shortly as a separate project report). * 
The evaluative chronologies were then used to develop case studies for 

each city, distilling the bulk of raw data into a manageable narrative form. 

*The contractor is currently preparing a comprehensive analysis of the full range of 150 
Model Cities, based on the survey cited above. The survey data will be tested along the lines 
of the planning systems examined to provid& a fully quantitative Clssessment of citY 
responses to HUD planning requirements for Model Cities without the detailed precision of 
the present study. 

Data Analysis 

I 
tJ 

As sources for the present report, however, the researchers went back to 
the raW data of the chronologies and product content analyses in order to develop a 
more extensive and accurate study, refinfng' the comparative techniques developed for 
the earlier eleven·city study. 

Detailed content analysis of the sources cited above were conducted by 
five research assistants under the supervision of the project director. The linkages and 
other findings reported by these assistants Were then further checked by the core 
Writing staff for this study. 

For the review of chronologies and other primary data, a guide was 
developed by core staff delineating specific factors and events tl) be identified and 
categorized for each city. The data sheets. were organized around seven discrete 
planning periods: ' 

1. Application period 
2. Waiting period 
3. Revision period 
4. Starting up 
5. Mid·Term Planning Statement 
6. Completing the plan 
7. Final review 

Each of these planning periods was then related, within each city 
experience, to overall achievement of the HUD planning model. Starting·up, MPS, and 
plan completion time periods were further divided into precise component elements, 
thereby permitting an analysis linked to performance 'criteria and planning process 
requirements set by HUD. Particular focus was placed on the role individual actors 
occupied during pLflaratlon of the various plan elements. 

The Comprehensive Demonstration Plans for each city were examined by a 
review procedure which: (1) outlined H U D's specific requirements' for each 
component; (2) set up a rating system for each component based on the degree to 
which these requirements were met in each plan. 

In order to establish comparability with the earlier eleven·city analysis, the 
remaining chapters are divided into three key sections: 

Sect/on 1/1 deals with a summary of the alternative planning systems found 
in this analysis (Chapter Seven). This Chapter is followed by an examina. 
tion of the key factors more or less determinative of these planning 
systems. 
Section IV seeks to elaborate on the five princip'pl characteristics which 
appear to form patterns consistent with the planning systems. Each of the 
chapters in this section deals with one characteristic: alternative roles; 
planning process; planning products; performance criteria; and issues. 
Section V examines program structure, an element which does not appear 
to bear strong relation to planning systems. 

A final Section VI presents abbreviated accounts - in effect, highly 
condensed case studies - of each of the ten cities. 
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Chapter Six: Alternate Planning Systems 

Staff-Dominance 

38 

Each of the ten cities covered in this report developed a distinct planning: 
system in which key actors dominated or influenced various planning periods, as well! 
as the Planning Year generally. Factors principally associated with a turbulent I 

civil/political environment, the role of the local chief executive, and the 1 

context-setting involvement of HUD relative to citizen participation were instrumental! 
in forming these planning systems. . 

Each city followed locally relevant approaches to meeting the four major 
elements of the HUD planning model: structure, process, product, and performance 
criteria. Despite these different and often highly individualistic approaches, it Is 

, possible to discern four basic patterns characteristic of the ten cities: 
1. Staff-dominance 
2. Staff-influence 
3. Staff/Resident Parity 
4. Resident-influence 

This listing does not include a resident-dominant planning system for the 
principal reason (as will be brought out in a following chapter on system determinantsl 
\~hat a changed HUD role sought to create a lo'cal context favorable to chief executive 
c,'mtrol and leadership. With second-round cities, HUD insisted that mayors and/or 
city Ii"jaii;:g~~ should retain sustained program administrative and policy conUol, that ' 
existing local agencies should have priority in sponsoring projects assisted by Model 
Cities supplemental monies, and that a resident de jure vetos over program policy and 
planning decisions would not be allowed to develop, Even where de facto resident veto 
power was obtained, as in Cleveland, New London, and Wilmington, HUD would inter· 
vene to negate the results of that situation If it ran contrary In their view to the new 
emphases on chief executive control, flscd' accountability, and local agency project 
sponsorship. In short, HUD created an environment in which it was extremely difficult 
for a resident-dominant planning system to become established. 

TABLE 3 
SVSTEMS AND THEIR DETERMINANTS 

Deljree of Chief Executive Resident 
Planning Systems Turbulence Involvement Characteristics 

Staff Dominance Low Sustained Non-Cohesive 
Non-I ntegrated 

Staff Influence High Minimal Non·Cohesive l 

Non-Integrated 

Parity Low Sustained Cohesive 
Integrated 

Resident Influencla High Minimal N on-Cohesive:1 
Non-I ntegrated 

I Chief executive involvement prior to resident cohesion. 
:1 Resident cohesion prior to chief executive involvement. 

In contrast to the eleven-city study, where only one city d~veloped a 
staff-dominant planning system, three communities fell into this category in the ' 
ten-city analysis: Allegheny County, Los Angeles County, and Houston. Part of the 
explanation for this contrast between the two groups may lie in the pr;-Model C.ities : 
characteristics of these communities. The three cities all had strong chief executlves~ 

weak resident cohesion and political integration, and a relatively low level of 
turbulence prior to Model Cities. 

In addition, the strong HUD emphasis on the administrative and fiscal 
responsibility of the chief executive was undoubtedly a key factor. Where HUD's focus 
during the first-r"und of Model Cities planning grants had to some !:lxtent stressed 
resident planning, the second-round planning period was more oriented to a strong 
voice for city hall. This focus was not 10l'-t on Model Citie~ political leaders, particularly 
where there was predilection to strong centralized authority. This was precisely the 
case in the three staff-dominant cities examined hel'e. 

Early and strong involvement of the chief executive or his sUn'ogate in 
these three cities was essential to the development of staff-dominant planning systems. 
I n Los Angeles and Allegheny counties, this official (through a surrogate) offered 
sustained support to the program in its early stages. In Allegheny County, the 
Chairmar> of the County Board of Commissioners was content to work through the 
county planning director concerning development of the program, although important 
policy and personnel decisions were cleared by him. Similarly, in Los Angeles County 
a close aide to the MN district supervisor played a vital role in forming the program. 
Both chief executives evinced a sustained interest in Model Cities progress throl.lgh 
their surrogates. 

Only in Houston, where the mayor by city charter also functions as city 
manager, did the chief executive become directly involved on a sustained basis in the 
program. The highly centralized nflture of Houston city government (including strong 
budget controls by the mayor) encouraged his continuous interest in Model Cities and 
here, as in the other two staff·dominant cities, the CDA director was appointed by the 
chief executive without any effort at confirmation by MN residents. 

Eventually, all three chief executives were content to leave day-to-day 
management to their appointed CDA directors. But their initial involvement, coupled 
with a general planning structure and environm<Jnt essentially inimical to any real 
sharing of power, was sufficient to retain ultimate program direction in their hands. 

In these three cities, moreover, the resident base in the MNA was 
internally fragmented, geographically disperseJ, and politically estranged from public.. 
(and often private) decisions affecting thp.ir area. I n Allegheny County, elected 
officials of eleven separate municipalities within the MNA dealt individually and 
independently with the County Board of Commissioners. In none of the eleven 
communities was there any organized resident structure in the contemporary sensa of 
a power group. Geographic dispersion throughout a large are!! added to the sense of 
r,ommunity isolation and fragmentation. There was no history of citizen agitatiCln. 

Houston and Los Angeles County had also experienced little racial or 
poverty-focused turbulence. Resident groups tended to be internally fragmented and 
had minimal impact on public decisions concerning the Model Neighborhood Area •• 
The geographically-extended MNAs in Los Angeles County and Houston also 
contributed to the dilut!tm of resident influence. 

In these staff-dominant cities, professionals took the CDA primo 
responsibility for putting together the Comprehensive Demonstration Plan. They were 
generally able to follow both the timing and sequence of the HllD planning model, 
although in Allegheny County it was much more the form than the substance that was 
followed.* Resident involvement, as will be discussed in a later section, was perceivetl 
as relevant only in a legitimizing or sanction capacity. 

While staff sought to follow the form of the HUD planning model, and 
engaged in such exercises as problem analysis, definition of objectives, and ranking of 
objectives, city commitment to this logical approach was limited. In Allcghen" 
County, for example, funding priorities for supplemerl1al monies were altered in at 

* AlIllgheny County relied to an extensive degree On the assistance of an aerospace consulting 
firm whose overly·complex charts and analytical approaches were clearly not grasped by 
most local officials. 
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least two instances - employment and land-use - to meet objectives which had not 1 

rated high !n early priority ranking by consultants, COA staff, and the resident' 
representatives. * r 

In all cities, projects irrelevant to the planning process were inserted intol 
the COP. In Los Angeles and Allegheny counties, HUO's planning model was perceiVed! 
as a paper exercise. In the end it was felt that many if not all of the projects couldl 

have been developed without recourse to the model, particularly since a good many 01: 
the projects had been on "back burners, eagerly awaiting funding." Political: 
considerations, availability of matching funds; or an "exciting idea," all justified! 
improvisational project selection. 

Coordination between Model Cities and local agencies in the three! 
staff-dominant cities was sporadic and uneven. Initial agency cooperation in puttingl 
together the planning grant application tended to evaporate once that document was l 

submitted to HUO. The reasons for this are diverse, but paramount was a concern over; 
having to work within a structure that involved sharing power with the chief..executive: Staff-Influence 
residents, or COA staff. • ': 

Although the strong role of chief executives in staff-dominant cities would: 
be e)(pected to mandate agency cooperation with Model Cities, in fact their powers in 
this regard, as in most cities, were limited. I n the first place, the enthusiasm over 
Model Cities had diminished somewhat by the time the announcement of the planning 
grant was made and sizeable reductions in the amount of funding anticipated did 
nothin~ ~o revive it. Thus, the impetus for the chief executive to compel agency; 
cooperation had to an extent evaporated. Moreover, even strong executives were 
restricted in the number of agencies they could influence. The mayor of Houston, 
easily the most powerful of the three chief executives, had very little leverage over the 
Houston Independent School District or key Harris County agencies. Again, the sheer 
size of Allegheny and Los Angeles counties robbed the Model Cities program of the 
grand focus its proponents might have desired. 

Agency involvement, therefore, was more of an ad hoc occurrence than a 
fu!U:<:dged program of active cooperation with Model Cities in the three communities. 
Some staff were provided on-loan to the COA, information was offered when readily I 

available and agency repres~l')tatives in all three cities did sit on key advisory and/or. 
COA governing boards. Local agencies also participated on task forces. Coordination 
tended to reflect both chief executive directive and such adjustment processes as 
bargaining, negotiation, and review. • 

Resident involvement in the three staff-dominant cities was limit.ed to' 
review of COA staff-prepared documents, often at the last minute and some: 
involvement in problem analysis and project initiation activities. I n all thr~e cities, but; 
particularly in Los Angeles County, it was not uncommon for the COA staff to submit 
planning drafts to residents for approval after the documents had already been sent alii 
to HUO. This was particularly true in Los Angeles County. : 

It WOUld, however, be wrong to suggest that resident views were not given? 
serious consideration by COA staff. Indeed, COA staff in Allegheny County and' 
Houston, for example, appeared to be sufficiently secure in their control over the 
program to permit a certain degree of endorsement to resident project proposals. In' 
short, given the established groundrules in staff-dominant cities, COA staffs felt they 
could afford some flexibility in meeting resident requests. ; 

In comparison with the efforts of the other Model Cities examined here,! 
the staff-dominant cities were much more effective in Hnking project descriptions to', 
MPS-stated program priorities. Interestingly, they even appeared to evidence a greater1 

ability to promote new projects, not operated by existing agencies, than did other! 
cities. This again suggests that early establishment of program-control groundrules, 

*Senior political leaders in the County, sensitive to the needs of industries in thE! Valley) 
and to workers dependent on those industries - felt that initial priorities set by COA staff! 
and consultants did not sufficiently reflect these needs. 1 

permits, at least for staff-dominant planning systems, some degree of flexibility and 
innovation in developing the COP. 

It would clearly be futile to expect any real degree of innovation or 
institutional change in staff-dominant cities since the system itself implies an 
accommodation (if not a total identification) with the establishment. But the fact 
remains that residents were at least involved in some of the planning and resource 
allocation decisions affecting their lives. And there is some evidence to indicate that 
their articulated concerns and project preferences were given more credence and action 
than had Model Cities not existed. Existing institutions and powerful political leaders 
were also perhaps made a little more aware than they had been of the problems and 
concerns of Model Neighborhood Area residents. There was no evidence to indicate 
that local resources had been unusually mobilized or concentrated on the MNA 
"w ' If" . eve got ots 0 poor people, was the remark of one senior county official. 

Two of the ten cities covered here manifested the characteristics of 
staff-influence planning systems: Youngstown and Los Angeles City. Both 
communities evidenced a moderate to high level of pre-Model Cities turbulence, and 
Lloth had chief executives whose interest in the program, was essentially transitory and 
to a large extent governed by impending local elections. Both Model Cities were 
charactlwized by non-cohesive and politically non-integrated resident groups in the 
Model Neighborhood Area. I n essence, the staff-influence cities were characterized by 
an absem~e of accepted groundrules governing program direction and control; both 
cities required continued deadline extensions from HUO concer~ing submission of 
products and were among the last cities to finish their Planning Years. 

Youngstown and Los Angeles obtained their planning grants under similar 
circumstances. In both cities, HUO was not at all satisfied with the quality of the 
application (it was the second time around for Los Angeles), and would have preferred 
to refuse the grant. However, a combination of political pressure on HUO (both 
mayors were up for re-election) and the ever-present threat of civil disturbance 
overruled the application quality issue. In both cases, it must be noted, HUO's 
apprehension, based on the merits, was later to be borne out by the planning process 
in the clients. 

Initial mayoral interest, given pending elections and high turbulence, 
focused strongly 011 getting a planning grant award for the cities. After its receipt, 
however, this inten~st waned. In Los Angeles, the Mayor had a large number of 
concerns, of which Model Cities was only a small part. He appointed his executive aide 
to get the program moving and then withdrew from any' active involvement. In 
Youngstown, the Mayor appointed a young, labor-allied non-professional to run the 
COA almost single-handedly, and similarly withdrew from daily program concern. In 
addition, HUO's quick .intervention in Youngstown to insist on expansion of the MNA 
(in the direction of the potentially-troublesome South Side) further diluted the 
Mayor's interest; there could be little benefit to be gained, in his view, from extending 
the program into an area dominated by his critics. A change-over in mayors shortly 
after submission of the MPS further complicated y.oungstown's planning progress. 

hi short, chief ,';lxecutive invQlvement in both cities was uneven, sometimes 
disruptive, and restricted to crisis situations. The groundrules were shifting and 
uncertain, and the dispute ... over them successfully delayed substantive planning 
activities for a considerable period of time. I n contrast to the staff·dominant cities, 
mayoral support for the COA directors was hesitant and at times withheld. 

The resident base in Youngstown and Los Angeles was fragmented and 
disorganized. I n los Angeles, the problem was exacer.bated by the existence of two 
georgraphically distant and demographically distinct Model Neighborhood Areas. East 
Northeast was essentially Spanish-speaking, while Watts was largely populated by black 
residents. No single organization accepted by the majority of residents existed in either 
area - in fact, conflict was rife over who could legitimately speak for what 
community. As a result, the resident.:; had little political clout in city hall, save for such 
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politically astute but small groups as the Watts Labor Community Action Committee. 'l 
In Youngstown, the Model Neighborhood Area was similarly divided into two 
geographically distinct areas. And although the Northeast area was politically 
well·organized, its influence over program affairs was greatly over·shadowed by the 
very militancy of the politically disorganized Sbuthside. The Youngstown Leadership 
Conference did claim to speak for the Southside, but it was perceived by many as an 
essentially militant organization, and its representativeness was open to question. Its 
political acceptance to city hall prior to Model Cities was quite limited. 

In 'both staff·influence cities, CDA personnel and on·loan professionals 
prepared most of the planning documents - application revisions, MPS, project 
development, non-programmatic elements - but were generally careful to obtain the 
approval of r~sident groups involved in the program. Resident participation was 
actively solicited, particularly for the problem analysis and project initiation 
components of the Plan; the revisions were basically a CDA staff exercise, save for the 
important resident·participation element, on which HUD still placed a modicum of 
emphasis (more in Youngstown than in Los Angeles City). CDA staff and professionals 
dominated planning sessions and conferences. At the same time, the staff were careful 
to obs~rve and respect resident views when articulated. , 

As noted earlier, in each of the cities the timing of submissions to HUD 
was delayed by the lateness of organizing the CDA and initiating formal planning. And 
although the HUD·proposed planning sequence was followed, neither city hesitated to 
reorder their priority objectives to accord with favored project proposals. The absence 
of accepted groundrules made the planning systems in these two cities sensitive to the 
threat of turbulence, with the result that permissive changes in work program 
objectives, staff assignments, and timing of activities often resulted. . 

In Youngstown, the CDA staff perceived itself as a militant advocate for 
the residents, particularly staff attached to the South Side MNA whose stance tended 
to reflect the views of a militant resident element. As a result there was a large faction 
of moderate residents which frequently sided with city hall against the CDA. This led 
to periodic intervention by the mayor, the eventual dismissal of the CDA director, and 
generally permitted city hall to be viewed ultimately as the primary client of the 
program. 

Resident groups in both staff·influence cities were essentially involved in 
planning largely through task forces, but also as members of overall planning review 
boards. In Los Angeles City, the long process of forming the structural elements of the 
program had the effect of minimizing resident involvement; essentially, the resident 
task forces and MNA boards sanctioned the findings and recommendations placed 
before them, often at the last minute, by CDA staff and consultants. There were 
several workshops held to produce both-the MPS and the final plan, but these tended 
to be dominated by CDA staff and agency professionals; and although the final 
projects d~d represent a fairly accurate picture of resident perceptions of need, the 
actual projects represented staff and agency consensus of the best method of dealing 
with particular problem areas. .f 

In Youngstown, task force sessions and all·day planning conferences were 
held periodically and provided an opportunity for resident views to be presented. The 
CDA staff tended to dominate the proceedings, albeit perceiving themselves as resident . i 
advocates; later staff rewrites of conference findings and proceedings had in several 
instances the effect of substantially revising resident ideas, although the basic 
anti·establishment tenor of the conferences did remain, particularly in the MPS. In 
essence, staff efforts at conforming their drafts more or less to resident concerns 
Would, it was hoped, lend sanction to staff·prepared products and therefore facilitate 
their ultimate acceptance by residents or resident·dominated review boards. 
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Local agency involvement in both Youngstown and Los Angeles City was 
minimal up to the point of preparing specific project proposals. At that point, 
particularly in Los Angeles City, agency interest increased dramatically given the 
potential of substantial supplemental funding. The general absence of sustained agency 

! 

support for Model Cities can be accounted for in several ways, including the lack of 
strong chief executive support, the turbulence suffusing the planning process, and the 
real costs involved in providing staff time and facilities. The cost of participation 
seemed high and the benefits marginal. The relative weakness of the CDA directors -
as compared with those in staff·dominant cities - was another factor which worked 
against persuading local agencies to become fully involved in the program. This is not 
to say that agency participation did not occur in earlier planning periods, for it did, 
but only for limited periods and for quite specific products. 

. HUD's planning products genp.rally took longer to complete in the 
staff-influence cities than the anticipated one year. The lengthy delays in staffing and 
in responding to HUD's Discussion Papers had the effect of substantially lengthening 
the Planning Year in these two cities. The actual planning products, while meeting 
HUD requirements concerning form, diverged significantly with respect to content. 
Thus, the analyses of problem areas varied in documentation and depth; some were 
supported by substantial data, others proved to be general statements of MNA 
perceptions. Critiques of existing delivery systems also tended to vary, although in 
both communities existing agencies came in for much criticism. Despite the long delay, 
Los Angeles City's CDP proved - because of its comprehensiveness, organization, and 
detail - to be one of the better plans (of the ten cities examined here). Youngstown, 
on the other hand, was considered by HUD to have produced a much less acceptable 
document. The different quality of staff is the principal explanation of this divergence. 
Both cities relied heavily on supplemental funds to meet the major share of first year 
action needs. 

As in the staff-dominant cities, there appears to have been little apparent 
conscious effort to meet HUD's performance criteria. What changes did emerge - and 
they were relatively few - came from dialogue and bargaining between residents and 
staff or residents and local agencies, and were essentially indirect by·products of the 
continuous efforts to define roles and develop acceptable groundrulos. I n both cities, a 
citizen participation component gradually developed and had much influence on the 
planning process. Such existing resident organizations as the Watts Labor Community 
Action Council and the Youngstown LeaderShip Conference developed a substantial 
degree of legitimacy in their dealings with city hall, although the former's influence 
waned as the Planning Year wore on and elected neighborhood boards developed their 
own sense of cohesion. These developments, by strengthening the role of residents in 
public decision·making in their respective cities, represented a meaningful change, 
particularly in Youngstown. 

Agency coordination was largely ad hoc, relying as much on chance for its 
occurence as on such adjustment processes as bargaining and compromise. Neither city 
made any real effort at coordination, soliciting agency participation only for specific 
technical problems or project development. For their part, agencies did not solicit 
CDA or resident comments on their plans for the MNA. 

Similarly, there was no evidence that either city made an effort to 
mobilize or concentrate resources on th~.MNA. In both, the Model Cities program by 
itself was regarded as sufficient larges~~. I n Los Angeles the Watts area had already 
been the recipient of substantial c6lhmunity assistance following the riots. In 
Youngstown the South Side, though increasingly restive, had been included in the 
MNA only at HUD's insistence. 

Innovation in both cities was limited almost solely to the bare fact of 
resident participation in the decision process. The Youngstown CDP generated some 
new projects, but they were eliminated either at the level of City Council review or, 
later, by.HUD. In Los Angeles City the fact that most projects were initiated by 
agencies precluded innovation. 

The protracted delay in producing acceptable plans in both cities was 
directly related to continuing HUD intervent;on - although it may be argued that the 
planning system itself made interventiol1 ine~·itable. In Los Angeles, HUD repeatedly 
insistE'ld on changes in program structure to conform to the desired city hall 
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orientation, while in Youngstown HUD sought the reverse, a greater degree of citizen 
participation and an extension of the MNA to include a by-passed poverty area. 

Of the ten cities covered in this analysis only one, I ndianapol is, exhibited 
the characteristics of a parity planning system - a low level of turbulence, sustained 
chie. executive involvement, and a highly articulated resident structure. By contrast, 
four of the eleven first round cities previously studied were identified as parity 
systems, and th~ apparent shift in policy must be explained by the HUD emphasis 
during the second-round Planning Year on chief executive responsibility for Model 
Cities administration and policy-making. 

The principal difference between Idianapolis and the five staff-oriented 
cities discussed above focuses planning and administration held by the resident 
structure. Whereas in the staff-oriented cities, the control of CDA staff over program 
planning was clear and generally unchallenged, the relationship between CDA staff and 
residents in I ndianapolis was much more discretely drawn. Although the CDA had the 
power, given the mayor's sustained support, to minimize resident input into planning, 
it chose deliberately not to do so, but instead paid considerable attention to resident 
concerns. At an early stage in the program, for example, th'e mayor pledged to the 
resident-dominated CDA board that he would respect their recommendations 
concerning planning matters; this constituted a de facto resident veto power over 
planning issues. He also approved funding for independent staff support for the five 
neighborhood planning councils which were to be part of the overall resident structure 
providing input to the program. I n other cities, resident groups had to engage in 
vehement argument to secure similar concessions or rights. Similarly, although the 
Mayor had early named the CDA director without seeking confirmation of his 
appointment from the residents, he agreed later, when the CDA director resigned, to 
share decision-making on appointment of a successor. 

The early and continued support for the Indianapolis Model Cities 
program by the Mayor was a vital element in developing a parity planning system, 
since he had an initial commitment to a strong resident role. As in most cities, the 
chief executive's involvement was marked during the application period, and 
diminished gradually throughout the Planning Year. However, he was continuously 
informed of CDA activities and his appointment of a close aide to direct the CDA 
meant to most local observers that the Mayor "intended to keep his hand in." 

While the mayor's policy was one of accommodation on citizen 
participation matters, the residents, for their part, never seriously challenged the 
Mayor's authority in the program; this, too, was not the pattern in many other Model 
Cities. I n essence, the Mayor was able to preserve a delicate balance of power in the 
program - an approach which eventually resulted in two of the best MPS and CDP 
planning documents received by HUD. It should be added that resident input was 
sought at the application stage of the program, sufficiently early to establish mutually 
acceptable groundrules over control issues. 

The resident base in Indianapolis was cohesive and moderately integrated 
in to city decision processes at the time the program was applied for. There existed a, 
viable Community Action Program resident network in the proposed Model 
Neighborhood Area (albeit one with a certain degree of local notoriety). Moreover, the 
MNA was geographically cohesive, a sharp contrast to those in Allegheny County and 
Los Angeles City and County. It is, however, legitimate to question whether the 
organized groups in the MNA were representative o~ the area. I n any case, there were 
virtually no issues during the Planning Year which focused on the representativeness of 
the resident component - again a contrast to other Model Cities where battles over 
representativeness often dominated program affairs. 

The establishment of acceptable groundrules early in the game permitted 
the city to focus early on planning. It was agreed that while final drafting of plans 
would rest with the CDA staff, resident input would be constant at all stages of 
production. Joint task forces would prepare problem analyses, objectives, and 
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proposals for projects. The CDA board would review and approve all products before 
submission to HUD. 

This agreed-upon model was not always easy to follow, but there was 
sufficient flexibility in the system that conflict did not erupt into confrontation. 
Instead, a mutually acceptable compromise was sought and adopted. Residents were 
given a much more substantive and active role than in either staff-dominant or 
staff-influence cities. They acquired this position by pressure, compromise, and 
bargaining, whereas, in the staff-oriented cities they participated more on the 
sufferance of CDA staff and city hall. The difference was subtle, but it was real. 

CDA staff sometimes became resident advocates on issubs of direct 
concern to the MNA, such as urban renewal and street construction, in opposition to 
other city agencies. CDA staff were also careful to follow the groundrules over 
planning matters, and to seek resident approval for products prior to submission to 
HUD. 

The only major issue relating to the CDA staff came over the right of the 
CDA director to control personnel and budget matters. Although a continuing concern 
to residents, it was not resolved until late in the Planning Year, when a HUD official 
indicated that the CDA board did in fact have authority over these issues. The CDA 
staff then deferred to the HUD ruling. 

Resident groups in Indianapolis were able to make substantive 
contributions in most phases of the planning process. Product review, for example, 
took place at three resident-dominated levels - the task forces, neighborhood planning 
councils, and the CDA board itself. The content of most CDP components was reached 
by. negotiation between staff and residents. 

Local agency involvement in the planning process was much more visible 
than in staff- or resident-oriented planning systems. In essence, the establishment of 
firm control groundrules early in the program, coupled with sustained and visible 
mayoral support, provided the necessary impetus to induce local agencies to become 
involved. Evidence of a cooperative resident attitude towards local agencies was also 
helpful in inducing agency ~,articipation. 

The principal focus of local agency participation was at the subcommittee 
level and in planning conferences and workshops. Agency representatives operated 
largely as technicians and resident advocates, that is, in a supportive role consistent 
with the overall approach of I ndianapolis Model Cities. Local agencies were also active 
on the CDA board in a review capacity. 

Indianapolis was generally able to follow the timing and sequence of 
HUD's planning model. In fact, the major difficulty between HUD and the city arose 
over HUD's desire to substitute the Mid-Term Planning Statement for Part I of the 
original CDP approach. R,eplacement of Part I by the MPS was viewed as requiring the 
dumping of much work that had already been done, and was also seen as 
methodologically much less effective. CDA staff even flew to HUD's regional office in 
Chicago to argue (unsuccessfully) for retention of their Part I. 

A diverse set of techniques was used to prepare the Indianapolis CDP, 
including matrix analysis, planning conferences and workshops, task forces, and an 
education "charrette" to assist in planning for a new school in the MNA. The CDP 
itself was completed fourteen months after signing of the planning grant contract with 
HUD. 

The Indianapolis CDP was considered by HUD to be one of the better 
plans produced in the region, if not nationally. It contained all of the elements 
required by HUD, linked problems to objectives and priorities to projects. Sponsorship 
of projects was principally left to existing local agencies; the CDA would operate at 
least two of the projects, while others would manifest a strong resident influence in 
governing board membership and resident employment. The critique of existing service 
delivery practices and agencies was factual" and while it did not minimize problems in 
delivery, it was moderate in tone. Considerable quantitative material supported most 
problem analyses. The strategy statement was detailed and represented the substantive 
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input of residents and staff. Eventual selection of projects mirrored the strategy 'I; 1 
statement. In short, the CDP was internally consistent. 'i 

The continuous planning and evaluation component, while imprecise, was 
more detailed than in most cities. The relocation statement on the other hand a 
neglected element in most CDPs, was the work of a 26-member task force compo;ed 
of residents, agency professionals, and CDA staff. It was quite detailed, with 
appropriate work programs and schedules listed, reflecting the considerable MNA 
concern over urban renewal or "clearance versus rehabilitation." Indianapolis placed 
greater reliance on categorical programs as a proportionate share of its total first 
Action Year budget than did other cities in this sample; perhaps as a result of the 
greater participation of local agencies. 

The process of adjustment characterized coordinative efforts in 
Indianapolis' Planning Year. Sharing of information, provision to the CDA of on-loan 
staff from local agencies, and continuous and pro'ductive dialogue between residents 
agency representatives, and CDA staff resulted in the development of an implicit tea~ 
to produce the CDP. This continuous dialogue, it must be added, was perceived locally 
as the most productive innovation to come out "f Model Cities. , 

It also produced substantial changes in plans affecting the MNA. Thus, an 
urban. ~en~wal clearance program was altered to reflect resident desires for housing 
rehabilitation. A freeway, slated to cut thru the MNA, was dropped from a regional 
highway plan, and study for alternatives instituted. The city school district provided 
active support to CDA-initiated efforts at planning new school facilities for the MNA. 

Local agencies indicated a willingness to mobilize and concentrate their 
resources on the Model Neighborhood Area to a greater extent than in the past. City 
hall did not accept, however, a resident desire for decentralized administration of \ 
Model Cities, preferring to weld the Model Cities program into metropolitan-wide 
programs, feeling that this would eventually be the most productive way to con­
centrate resources where most needed. 

New London, Wilmington, Cleveland, and Santa Fe are considered 
to have developed resident-influence planning systems. "rhis approach is char­
acterized by a high degree of turbulence between residents and city hall, residents 
and CDA staff (at times), and between resident groups themselves. There is an absence 
of accepted groundrules over program control and role assignments relative to the 
planning process. The involvement of the chief executive is minimal, hesitant and 
usually prompted solely by crises events. The resident group, prior to Model Cities, 
was neither cohesive nor politically integrated. Ultimately, however, because the 
residents become organized and involved in the program prior to any sustained interest 
by the chief executive, a resident-influence system evolves. 

Support for Model Cities in the four resident-influence cities came initially 
from senior city officials: the city managers in New London and Santa Fe, the city 
planner in Wilmington, and the director of community development in Cleveland. 
These individuals convinced their chief executives that the city should apply for a 
Model Cities planning grant. Motives for applying varied from desire for a large urban 
renewal grant in New London to an effort at dampening potential violence in 
Wilmington. In Santa Fe, Model Cities was perceived as an opportunity to attract 
Federal monies to an area where the Federal presence - and comprehensive planning -
had been minimal. In Cleveland, it was seen as a way for the mayor to reward his 
supportor.s for their assistance in his recent election. 

City hall support for Model Cities waned, however, as turbulence grew 
over questions of program control or organization. In essence, Model Cities soon came 
to be viewed, in New London, Wilmington, and Cleveland as a distinct liability. In 
Santa Fe, the situation was complicated by the fact that the chief executive 
functiotled as a weak mayor, at odds with a city council majority to which the city 
manager was allied. There is considerable evidence to suggest that the city council 
majority did in fact have great suspicion of the program, if for no other reason that 

that the mayor was in favor of it. As a result, there was no effective city hall support 
of Model Cities in Santa Fe for most of the Planning Year. In this vacuum of 
authority, the city manager played the key city hall role. 

The chief executive in Cleveland had intially indicated his strong support 
of the program and of an effective resident role in it. But as the program became 
increasingly embroiled in control issues, his interest waned to be activated only in 
crises situations he could not ignore. The residents were able early in the program to 
acquire a power of veto over program decisions, planning and administration. 

The level of turbulence in all four cities was high throughout the Planning 
Year and the pattern by which it developed was quite similar. The application period 
was dominated by city hall. Very little resident participation was involved, although in 
Cleveland, during a brief "honeymoon," more resident involvement was present during 
the waiting periods than in the oth'er cities. Then, resident groups in the MN soon 
raised serious questions over the content of the application, particularly with respect 
to program organization, citizen participation, and program review. These issues 
prevailed throughout the ensuing planning periods. Resident groups were in constant 
confrontation over planning and organization issues, with city hall gradually giVing 
way on some matters and "hanging tough" on others. 

Essentially, program control groundrules were never established in the 
resident-influence cities. The rules of the game continuously shifted, depending on the 
issue, the role of HUD, and the imminence of increased turbulence. 

As a result, CDA staff in these cities had to assume a service role or rely 
strongly on outside consultants for some direction in planning matters. In Wilmington 
and New London, CDA staff generally perceived themselves as resident advocates, but 
were hindered by sporadic chief executive or HUD intervention resulting from political 
pressures or resident confrontation with local public agencies. I n Santa Fe, the CDA 
director was closely allied to the majority, conservative city council faction, while his 
principal staff developed an allegiance of sorts with the resident structure. 

The CDA staff principals in Cleveland operated throughout the Planning 
Year in a service capacity, weakened by high turnover in CDA directors and by the 
limited competence of those directors and of the remaining staff. Only the occasional 
intercession of an acting CDA director trusted by both residents and the chief 
executive permitted the program to move ahead. The residents held a power of veto 
and frequently exercised it. 

I n all four cities, the CDA staff were also hampered in their ability to 
initiate planning activities by their small size - three to five full-time staff - and by 
the very limited professional planning ability of most staff members, particularly in 
Wilmington, New London and Cleveland. In essence, these shortcomings reduced the 
ability of the CDA staff to direct planning, thereby creating a vacuum which only 
consultants, and occasionally HUD, could fill. 

When staff or consultants took more than a service role, resident groups 
did not hesitate to overturn or disagree vehemently with their recommendations and in 
most instances succeeded in altering them substantially. Only when HUD would 
intervene to support city hall for example, on project sponsorship - did the resident 
groups have to back down. 

Agency involvement in these four cities was low-profiie, sporadic and 
uneven in qUality. The risk of public criticism from resident groups and the staff costs 
of progr9m involvement caused agencies to shy away from active participation. The 
lack of sustained chief executive support also did not encourage continuous agency 
participation and it occurred only at the low-visibility level of the Task Forces. 

I n Cleveland, for example, the strife-torn resident role played havoc with 
the staff's ability to involve local agencies in substantive planning. By and large, only 
those agencies sympathetic to resident interests, such as the Community Development 
Department and the Housing Authority, were able to commit themselves effectively to 
the plan'ning process. 

Wilmington, New London, and Cleveland did not complete their planning 
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documents until well into the second Planning Year. Santa Fe managed to submit its 
CDP earlier because of the considerable competence of its senior planner and an 
outside consultant. In Cleveland, HUD continuously extended deadlines, hoping that 
the program would eventually settle its control problems. But since that issue was as 
much within the resident group as between residents and staff/city hall, HUD's hope 
was not to be realized. Neither the timing nor the order of HUD's planning model was 
followed in Cleveland. 

In all four communities, resident-dominated committees jumped from 
problem analysi~ to specific project proposals for the first Action Year. Definition of 
goals and objectives, priority rankings, and preparation of a strategy statement became 
last-minute staff products with relatively little bearing on the problem analyses. 
Whereas problem al1alyses substitutes in these cities were sharply critical of existing 
delivery of services within the MNA, there was little follow-through in the program 
itself; because of HUD's emphasis on utilizing existing agencies, project sponsorship 
fell, in the end, to the very agencies criticized. The project proposals themselves varied 
considerably in quality: some were quite detailed and clearlY reflected a well 
thought-out implementation strategy; others were just as clearly otf-the-shoulder, with 
little substantiation. 

HUD intervention was extensive in both Wilmington and New London 
where resident-dominated boards had insisted on substantial resident control of 
projects, to the exclusion of local agencies. HUD insisted that such approaches be 
dropped and also intervened in the description of program administration, insisting , 
that the local chief executive retain direct control. In both cases, HUD's position Was 
much stricter in interpretation of its guidelines than that of local officials, who had 
been willing, however hestitantly, to cede to resident demands. 

Still, the resident-influence planning system was able to achieve visible 
response from several local agencies concerning problems in the MNA. Housing and 
renewal plans in Wilhlington and New London were altered as a result of resident 
pressures emanating from Model Cities and health planning in Santa Fe reflected 
resident concerns. I n these cities, resident problems certainly gained more agency 
attention than had been the case prior to Model Cities. I n Cleveland, the Housing I 

Authority evidenced the greatest degree of responsiveness to resident concerns. 
Very little evidence of resource concentration and mobilization was 

indicated during the Planning Year. Supplemental funds composed by far the greatest 
portion of projected first Action Year budgets. This again reflects the lack of local 
agency commitment, the disorganization of the planning process, and the weakness of 
CDA staffs. 

Project development in Cleveland, like other COP components, became 
quickly embroiled in political conflict. Two groups of residents, one supporting the 
chief execlltive and the other inimical, struggled throughout much of the Planning 
Year to have their projects accepted to the exclusion of the others. At one point, three 
different CDPs were circulating in the city. Only last-minute city hall intervention was 
able to work out a compromise plan to be submitted to HUD, almost one year after 
the original due date. The quality of Cleveland's CDP was among the lowest of the ten 
cities reviewed here although it did reflect the principal resident priorities. The CDP 
was decidedly a resident-product, yet sponsorhsip' of projects by existing institutions 
was the highest of all cities examined here. Similarly, the number of new projects was 
the lowest of all cities. I n essence, the incessant squabbling among resident groups 
resulted in compromises supporting the service·delivery status quo; and local agencies 
benefitted most from the protracted debate. 

Innovation, then, was largely confined to modes of citizen participation, 
except for Santa Fe, where any (1gency involvement in projects could be considered a 
significant breakthrough. Generally, resident involvement in municipal 
decision-m<lking was the system's most visible innovation. If local agencies did not 
particularly like to deal with the residents, they certainly could not ignore them, and 
that was considered by many as a positive accomplishment. If there was no major 
institutional change, there was increased institutional awareness of the MNA. 

~ 
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, ! Chapter Seven: System Determinants 
, I 

Planning Environment: 
, Prior To Model Cities 

I n the eleven-city analysis, three factors were found to be highly 
influential in forming a Model Cities planning system: turbulence, resident 
cohesiveness and pOlitical integration, and the level and timing of chief executive 
involvement. 

These three factors proved to be important determinants in the ten·city 
study as well. In addition, the increasingly prescriptive role of HUD was found to be a 
critical element influencing the development of planning systems in these cities. 

Several characteristics of a city's planning environment prior to 
preparation of the application for a Model Cities planning grant were defined and 
examined in the course of this study. These characteristics were: 

1. Population size 
2. Racial and ethnic indices 
3. Range and intensity of problems 
4. Form of local government 
5. Level of interagency coordination 
6. Attitude of chief executive to comprehensive planning and Federal 

assistance 
7. Level and kind of turbulence in the planning environment 
8. Nature of resident participation in public decision-making processes 

Of these eight characteristics, only three - the level of turbulence, the 
nature of resident participation, and the role of the chief executive - appeared to 
affect the type of planning system developed by each of the ten cities. The three 
factors are all mutually reinforcing; in particular, the first two (representing the 
socio·political makeup of the MN) clearly had large impact in determining the third -
the degree of chief executive participation - while the chief executive's role was 
f<;lund, in turn, to be the single most important factor in determining what kind of 
planning approach developed within any particular city. 

Where the chief executive or his surrogate took a sustained active part in 
the Model Cities program, especially in the early stages of development, a 
staff-dominant or parity system was indicated. Conversely, where chief-executive 
involvement was low-level or intermittent, the less stable approaches were adopted -
th~t is, staff- or resident-influence systems. Thus, the level of turbulence and the 
nature of resident participation may be regarded as dependent variables, but of an 
uncommonly forceful kind: they not only combined with the major factor to 
determine precisely which system would obtain, but they were themselves highly 
determinative of that factor, namely the chief executive role. 

This circularity is not difficult to understand, and in fact is all but implicit 
in the very set of terms. Turbulence - a pre·existing state of conflict between rival MN 
groups and/or between such groups and city hall - inevitably predisposed the chief 
executive to remain aloof until 1) the structure had stabilized or 2) a crisis situation 
developed requiring his intervention. Turbulence, ir turn, often resulted from (and 
always contributed to) a failure of the resident base to achieve either a common voice 
(cohesiveness) or a position of acknowledged legitimacy in municipal affairs (political 
integration), and this lack of an identifiable constituency with which he could parley 
on a rational basis also inhibited the chief executive from involving himself centrally in 
the program. Again, his involvement tended to be postponed until the condition had 
either significantly improved or had reached a point of confrontation. 

Finally, in each non-parity city, the planning system adopted was a direct 
reflection of which - the resident pgse or the chief executive - first developed a 
strong role, and th@ primacy of the chief executive in this determination resulted from 
the fact that he alone exercised an option for unilateral action: the decision rested 
with him, while the characteristics of the Model Neighborhood were merely factors 
affecting that decision. Thus, where low-level turbulence was combined with a 
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non·cohesive resident base, the chief executive saw no danger in asserting a strong, 
early role for city hall, and absence of a unified resident vuice made a staff·dominant ) 
system almost inevitable. In all three cities exemplifying this system - Houston, and t, 
Los Angeles and Allegheny counties - the fragmentation and political impotence of I 
the resident base was enhanced by the sheer size and scattered boundaries of the' 
Model Neighborhood, while in all three a highly centralized bureaucracy was ready to i 
exert control at the beck of the chief executive. EVen where these intensifying factors 
did not obtain, however, the mere coupling of low turbulence with non·cohesiveness in! 
the Model Neighborhood produced a staff·dominant situation: this was true at Santa 
Fe in the earliest stages of the program. l 

I n Santa Fe, however, the resident base, while it had never experienced 
either turbulence or politicization, was geographically, othnically and economically 
unified and hence highly susceptible to organization, which was achieved by VISTA 
volunteers soon after t.he MC program began. As a result, a very strong resident role 
quickly developed before the chief executive had asserted full administrative control 
and consequently a resident-influence system was establishr,d. In the other cities 
exhibiting this system - New London, Wilmington and Cleveland - early 
chief·executive involvement was doubly inhibited: a high level of turbulence prior to 
Model Cities indicated a wary hesitant city hall approach, while a non-cohesiv(j 
resident base made the negotiation of groundrules impossible. In these cities, as at 
Santa Fe, the residents achieved cohesiveness relative to the program - that is, ; 
established their Model Cities turf - before the chief executive chose to act decisively, 
In Cleveland, where a newly elected black mayor assumed that he in fact I epresen ted 
the MNA, the early stages of the program were staff-dominatlld, as in Santa Fe; but the 
chief executive 500n yielded to strong resident demands, partly out of this 
identification with the MN and partly out of a perceived threat of violence. In all of 
these cities, ground-rules were never clearly established, but the CDA staff role became? 
largely one of servicing resident-articulated views on components of the CDP. I 

Staff-influence planning systems appeared to evolve more gradually. They 
developed in those cities where high-level turbulence and a politically inchoate resident 
base limited the chief executive to a peripheral involvement which was not countered 
by any developing cohesiveness within the Model Neighborhood. In Los Angeles City 
and in Youngstown, a staff-influence system calTle into being virtually by default, 
simply because of the inherently more structured and more-dominant position of city 
hall. In Los Angeles, neither of the two distinct Model Neighborhoods was able to 
surmount internal divisiveness, while the Youngstown residents never overcame a 
curious apathy regarding the program. Continuing contention on the one hand una 
listlessness on the other, coupled with a lack of meaningful chief executive 
involvement, precluded the establishment of satisfactory groundrules and the program 
drifted into a'staft-influenced mode of planning. 

The parity system developed because an involved chief executive, 
~ympathetic to citizen participation, had available to him within the Model 
Neighborhood a fully cohesive resident structure, developed prior to the Planning 
Year, with which to negotiate. He was able to perceive Model Cities as an extension of 
previously established planning procedures focused on acknowledged goals rather than 
as something new and potentially threatening. Since the resident component had 
developed an organized consen!lU~, political legitimacy, and experience in dealing with 
local agencies, groundrules could be quickly agreed upon and generally adhered to. In 
a parity situation, by definition, it is difficult to assess a primary role. The mere 
existence of so rare a bird as a cohesive and politically integrated Model Neighborhood 
would seem to make this the prime determinant: but the decision to seize this 
opportunity and to make best use of it remained with the chief executive. A parity 
planning system would not have developed at Indiamipolis had the chief executive not 
been motivated both toward comprehensive planning and negotiation with a citizen 
component recognized as a valid political force. I ndianapolis was not without conflict 
over issues - both internally within the resident group and between that body and city 

The HUD Role 

hall - but the climate of mutually acknowledged legitimacy of the various actors and 
its arti(lulation into an organizational structure permitted rational discussion and 
negotiation of these issues. 

The validity of this schema of system determinants is best demonstrated 
by the nature of HUD's intervention during the Planning Year of these ten cities, as 
graphically charted in Chart A. The Federal effort in this regard has been largely 
misinterpreted, particularly by participants in Model Cities programs, but sometimes 
by HUD personnel themselves. Under analysis it becomes clear that HUD's intention 
Was not, as commonly thought, to strengthen the chief executive role per se but to 
shift the emphasis of any existing planning system to the maximum possible 
approximation of the parity model. The most contentious and least productive 
systems, however, we have seen to be those which developed upon the failure of the 
chief executive to assert a sustained, active and supportive role - that is, the staff- or 
resident-influence systems. 

Both through the promulgation of gUidelines, then, and through direct 
intervention into local programs HUD sought to correot this primary deficiency where 
it existed. As corollary policy, it also sought to emphasize the use of established local 
agencies for project developme'1t and implementation. But HUD's prescriptive efforts 
scarcely stopped at these measures to center the program on city hall, for it moved 
with equal force to correct the imbalance evident in both staff-influence and 
resident-influence systems. I n Youngstown and Los Angeles City HUD interceded 
quite early (CDA staff selection and program organization) to redress the application's 
inadequate citizen participation. In Youngstown, HUD went so far as to imlist that the 
application revision include a new MNA representing the urban ghetto while at the 
same time reducing the boundaries of the original MNA, a quiescent and sparsely 
populated rural slum. The new MNA, more vocal and militant in character, would 
clearly require a more flexible city hall attitude toward program control. SimilarlY in 
Los Angeles, HUD would repeatedly prod the city to organize its program to meet 
citizen participation criteria - although the slow pace of planning led HUD to shift its 
focus toward mere completion of the product. On balance, HUD's effort was not fully 
successful in either city, since both remained essentially staff-influence systems, but it 
exerted what pre~ure it could on local conditions to redress the imbalance. 

All of the resident-influence cities began, paradoxically, with heavy staff 
orientation and in these cases - Santa Fe, New London, Wilmington, and Cleveland -
HUD's initial pressure for more citizen involvement, coupled with the chief executive's 
failure to take an assertive role, may be said to have backfired to produce a 
resident-influence system. HUD's intervention then shifted to an effort at reducing the 
degree of citizen control. I n New London, a resident assumption of veto power over 
program planning - acceded to by the city manager - was rejected by the HUD 
leadman, who openly recommended a parity or "partnership" model. In Wilmington, 
the HUD leadman repeatedly intervened to prevent proposed projects from being 
sponsored by resident-dominated entities. In Santa Fe, after the Planning Year, HUD 
rejected a citizen participation project which would have operated outside CDA or city 
hall control. I n these resident-influence cities also HUD's attempt to shift the planning 
system toward parity was clearly less than fully successful; but it did, in these 
second-round cities, prevent any resident-dominant systems from developing. 

This focus of HUD activity on achieving the nearest approximation of 
parity is graphically evident in Chart A, where significantly lower levels of HUD 
intervention are evident in those staff-dominant and parity cities that exhibited strong 
chief executive involvernent and early establishment of clear groundrules, with the 
least intervention in Houston and Indianapolis. A staff-dominant planning system is, of 
course, as far removed from the parity ideal, but HUD was all but powerless to inspire 
in the residents themselves a stronger, more cohesive role. Neverthel~": in Los Angeles 
and Allegheny counties HUD did make a strenuous effort to increase, at least, the 
structural capability for greater cilzen involvement. But HUD was relUctant to 
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intervene where groundrules were firm, while the officials of both counties politely 
aHirn,ed that they were operating within HUD/s guidelines for chief-executive 
adm inistration and that they knew best how to run their programs. I n the 
staff·dominant and parity cities, HUD/s active role focused on more narrowly technical 
issues - a relocation plan in Lo') Angeles County, for example - or on essentially 
procedural matters. 

Since, however, there was an inevitable HUD emphasis on an assertive and 
sustained chief·executive role as the sine qua non of a parity system/ undeniably a 
general consequence of HUD intervention was the creation of a planning environmetit 
in which staff·oriented systems could flourish. 
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The purpose of this section is to examine those elements which, in some 
coherent and discernible pattern, characterize the planning systems outlined in the 
previous two chapters. Such system characteristics, derived from extensive review of 
the cities in the various planning systems, provide a set of real policy alternatives for 
Federal urban actors. The characteristics surveyed here include these categories: 

1, Roles 
2. Process 
3. Produ..ct 
4. Performance criteria 
5. Issues 

Model Cities organizational matters - such as developing a program 
structure, securing COA staff, establishing linkages between the COA, city hall, and 
local agencies, and forming resident organizations - were not found to describe 
consistent patterns relative to the five planning systems. Variations, in the way local 
programs dealt with these questions did not appear characteristically the approach 
followed in individual planning systems in dealing with HUO's process, product, or 
performance requirements. Structure is; therefore, dealt with separately in Chapter 

Thirteen of this report. 

Chapter Eight: Alternate Roles 

COA Director 

56 

Although in each city such actor-s as the COA director, COA staff, local 
agencies, and MI'JA residents played a number of different roles during various 
planning periods, primary role~ emerged for each actor which were characteristic of 
each planning system taken as a whole. The nature and impact of the chief executive's 
role has been dealt with in the preceding chapter. 

Five roles were found to have been assumed by COA dire0tors during the 
various planning periods. These roles, it should be added, were not mutually exclusive; 
COA directors could and often did combine a number of roles during a given planning 
activity, depending on the focus of their efforts. These roles were: 

1, Directive: 
COA directors were alJle to mandate the pace and outcome of certain 
specific work programs clOd products for sustained periods of time; theirs 
was the preponderant influence. This role was largely associated with a 
staff.cfominant planning system. 
2. Managerial: 
This role was principally associated with a padty planning system and to a 
lesser degree with a staff-influence approach. The COA director as manager 
was able to manipulate relevant program participants for sustained periods 
of time in order to attain desired process and product outcomes. 
3. Brokerage: 
I n this role, COA directors were able to function largely as intermediaries 
between various groups and individuals. This role was sometimes found in 
resident-influence systems. The broker COA head operated as if he had 
two clients to serve: city hall and the residents. 
4. Technical: 
Largely associated with staff- or resident-influence planning systems, the 
COA director as technician generally provided assistance as to products, 
HUO guidelines and requirements. This role often involved rewriting of 
drafts prepared by residents or local agencies, but without basic change of 
content. 
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5. Service: I ! 
The COA director here acted only to provide necessary documents, physi- , I 
cal facilities and housekeeping efforts. This role was primarily characteris- 11 
tic or resident-influence planning systems; it reduced the role to th8t of an : 
office manager, with little interpretive or technical involvement. I I 

In Houston, Allegheny County and Los Angeles County, the absence of i f 
resident effectiveness, coupled with continuous chief executive support of the 0 'I: 

program, place'd the COA director in a directive position early in the program. Only in I 0 

Allegheny County did the COA director shift at times to a managerial or brokerage II 
role, through his lack of political influence or planning experience. Attention to 
resident-articulated interests, was due more to official willingness to accede than to the " 
residents' ability to command. 

In Indianapolis, both COA directors assumed the role of manager 
throughout the Planning Year. They treated the resident groups as clients more or less I 
equal to city hall, albeit the COA clearly retained the backing of the mayor. This () 
perception by the residents of a parity relationship with city hall, coupled with their I' 
8cceptance of mayoral fiscal and administrative responsibility for the program, was 
sufficient to permit the COA director managerial authority. In addition, the political I 
and administrative scope of the first COA director, in office for most of the Planning I 
Year, added stature to the role. I 

In the staff-influence and resident-influence cities, minimal chief executive! 
ir.volvement, coupled with a weak resident base, at least initially, tended to impede a I" 

clear assignment of roles regarding planning responsibilities. As a result, COA directors 
in these cities often played a service and occasionally a technical role. In both New 
Lonldon and Wilmington, for example, the COA directors were reluctant to "put our i 
necks in a noose," since it was unclear just what was expected of the program by Ii 

either residents or the chief executive. In Santa Fe and to some extent in Wilmington, f 

the simple lack of technical expertise by the COA directors had the effect of casting I 
them in a service role for sustained periods of time. 

The brokerage role, as noted, was particularly characteristic of Cleveland, I 
largely as a result of resident distrust of city hall, coupled with a city hall desire to f 
"know what's happening" and to ensure that public agencies have at least minimal t 

participation in the program. In Cleveland, all of the COA directors perceived their i 
role as specificillly that of brokering between the demands of the residents and the I 
priorities and interests of Mayor Stokes. In fact, it was when a COA director dropped I 
the brokerage role for one more sympathl;itic to city hall (i.e. one more managerial or 
directive) that resident pressure would build to have him dismissed. Under the 
tumultuous circumstances of Cleveland Model Cities, any role larger than brokerage, 
service, or technical would have been doomed to failure. In any event, both a strong 
resident base and significant chief executive support were important to development 
of brokerage or, for that matter, roanagerial functions. 

drop his advocacy. I n Allegheny County, he was fired. 
Technician / AdvocBJes: 
In a parity city, the COA served two clients: city hall and relevant resident 
groups (the COA Board, Neighborhood Planning Councils, etc.l. This 
mean~ that COA. s.taff would on occasion advocate resident views to public 
~gencles and political actors, and in Indianapolis they successfully did so 
In such areas as housing, urban renewal, transportation and education. This 
d?uble staff role c.ontributed greatly to program stability; specifically, it 
d~d. mu~h. t.o e$tablish resident/professional consensus on substantive plan­
ning actiVities. 

To a much lesser degree - more clandestinely and on an individual 
basis - staff sometimes took the technician/advocate role in both staff­
and resident-influence systems. In these cities, advocacy took place mostly 
at. ~he task force level, rarely in open meeting. The latter represented a 
CriSIS event, a confrontation. 
Brokers: 
In contentious environments such as Cleveland, both COA Oirector and 
staff were frequently cast into a brokerage role, although staff most often 
~as rele~at~d to a service function. Caught in the middle, staff served as 
Int:rm~dlarieS between contending city hall and resident groups: at one 
pomt 10 Cleveland, when residents and consultants had p(oduced rival 
COP~, the COA staff developed a third plan combining the two. 
Service.' 
In the absence of groundrules governing program control and planning 
process, a low-key role of technical service was the norm for both COA 
Oirector and staff in such staff-influence cities as Youngstown and Los 
Angeles, and in the resident-h;fluence cities. They could take a more force­
ful role in the planning process only when prodded by HUO intervention 
(a r.ommon occurrence in both types of systems, as noted) or when either 
the c~ief executive or the residents assLlmed a predominent role. The 
techmcal function of staff in these cities tended to concentrate on non­
prog.rammatic elements, such as relocation and evaluation, and the use of 
outSide consultants was r~ommon. 

In general, where COA staff assumed largely a service or broker role 
their involvement in the planning process was erratic and became sustained 
only when faced with HUO deadlines, while planning events were most 
often improvisational and ad hoc in nature. By contrast, in those cities 
where COA staff Dssumed a technical or technician/advocate role staff 
inv?lvement was continuous and intensive throughout the Planning' Year. 
~Itlmately, ~he role ass~gned to or assumed by COA staff became of prime 
Importance In formulatIOn of the COP, since residents were rarely capable 
of produci.ng, by themselves, acceptable components of the planning pro-

Similc~ to a finding in the eleven-city analysis, the role of COA staff duct: IneVitably the COP reflected the orientation of the staff. In staff-
members was closely linked to the role assumed by COA directors. Thus, if the COA ~?mman~ systems, ,the CQA as .technicians echoed the concerns and prior-
head operated in a directive capacity, COA staff functioned largely as technicians. If Itles of City hall, with an occaSional gesture to resident interests. If, how-
the COA director operated in a managerial role, COA staff served not only as ever, t~e staff took a technician/advocate stance, the products were much 
technicians, but also added a resident-advocacy function. Finally, where a COA more likely to reflect resident positions. The key appeared to be the 
director served in a brokerage or service capacity, the COA staff tended to occupy a I re~o~nition by COA staff that they had in effect two clients of equal 
similar wle, although resident advocacy was not uncommon for COA staff under these legitimacy: but this recognition could come only under certain circum-
conditions also. stances. Thus, the determinants of the planning system were pervasive and 

Technicians: fairly consistent in their efiect: they set the roles, they set the nature of 
In the s1aff-dominant cities, firm groundrules permitted a directive role for the planning process, and they set the tenor of the products. 
ilie COAc~~whohad m~ ~i~enootiw rupport.Sbff repomd R~e:d:d:en=t~s~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~--~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ 
solely to the director and ther~ were no demands on them for advocacy In eight of the cities eXClmined in this study, much of the Planning Year 
from an acquiescing citizen component. When, in these cities, a staff mem- was spent developing ground rules over program control and procedures. Completion of 
bel' sought to advocate on behalf of resident interests he was persu(lded to the COP was a hurry-up, last-minute affair, prompted by peremptory intervention by 
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HUD. In such cases as Indianapolis, Los Angeles County, an~ Houston, t?is setting.inI 
period of negotiation between residents and city hall v-:as ,bnef and relatively free of\ 
abrasive rhetoric for delaying tactics. But Cleveland, Wilmlllgton, New Lon~on, Sa~ta 
Fe, and Youngstown, experienced various kinds of turbulence a~d .confllct dunng 
negotiations over control groundrules. At times there were no negotlatl?ns. at all, both 
sides adopting a wait-and-see attidude, or a deliberately obstructionist one. In 
staff-influence and resident-influence cities, the bargaining never really ended; at best, 

an uneasy truce was established. ." I 
These struggles between city hall and reSidents sometimes with. HU D as a 

third protagonist - were focused on issues of form, such as governing bo~rd 
composition or the degree of resident review, rather than on the substance of planning 
process of product. In short, program control was the key issue, res~lution of which 
was seen as the determining factor governing program content. The I~sues ~f c~ntrol 
was more susceptible to residents than such technical concerns as ra~klng obJe~tlves or 
linking projects to the problem analyses .. Finally, the. general environment In m.any 
MNAs was much more disposed to distrust of city hall than to harmonlOU\ 

cooperation. . . .' I 
In several cities (notably New London, IndianapoliS, and Wilmington, 

issues not directly related to Mod:1 Cities became the .a:ena - e.g. urban renewal! 
programs and transportation planning. Where Model Cities was seen as merely ant 
extension of urban renewal, as in New London, the struggle for control beCame\, 

intensified. . Generally, where the chief executive or h~s surrogate took an active role at 
an early stage and during the initial months, the penod of st~uctural sh~kedown wali 
notably shorter and less contentious. He was able to make l~s:1n9 role asslgnme~ts and\, 
as a rule he dominated organization of the program and hiring of the CDA director, 
This alone circumscribed the arena of negotiations over groundrules.. . . \ I 

But where the chief executive was at the outset only minimally Involved l 
the negotiation' over structure was protracted, lasting in some cases beyond. the end 01\", 
the Planning Year. Sometimes (Wilmington, Cleveland, Youngstown), the dlalog~e.~al 
punctuated by confrontation and often no one at city hall wouid take responsl~II.ltjl 
for making a firm commitment, let alone maint~ining an a~ree~ent. In several cltlel:! 
this situation coincided with divided or weak reSident o~ganlza:lOns. -:he outcon;e ~a,\ 
that there was no locus of program decision; no boundaries to city-reSident negotlatlon\ 

and contention. . ' . d c 
Five primary role patterns for resident participants were Identlfle an I 

related to the planning systems outlined in this report: \ 
1. Directive: 
Residents in Cleveland, Wilmington, and New London, at times dominated \ 
the planning process. They defined work program compon~nt.s, proposed 
specific planning techniques, and generally controlled the timing of plan­
ning activity _ in particular, the implementation of the work program. 
Finally, the residents were able to dominate m.uch of the content of sub­
missions to HUD, even hiring their own outSide consultants when they 
found CDA project descriptions unacceptable. 

This directive role resulted principally from the fact that the 
residents were often able to negotiate with city hall from a position of 
great strength. In Cleveland, they represented the Mayor's critical pOliti?al 
constituency, as they continuously reminded him. The .MNA .was c?h~slve 
in terms of its desire to control the program, and despite reSident infight­
ing throughout the Planning Year, the det:rmination to remain in con~rol 
remained a unifying constant. Resident~ distrusted the CDA staff, particu­
larly the three "permanent" directors, e,nd r~duced them .to a strict broker­
age or service role, mediating betwerm reSidents and City hall or consul-

tants. 

2. Influential: 
This role.' by definition, was associated with resident-influence planning 
sy~tems In Ne.w London, Wilmington, Santa Fe, and Cleveland. In these 
cities, the resident group coalesced over Model Cities issues of control 
before city hall had marlaged to articulate its own position. In Santa Fe 
the mayor, in fact, supported a resident-influence system but was over: 
r~led by a City Council majority which favored staff dominance, as did the 
city manager and CDA director. 

The result of early resident coalescence over structural groundrules 
an~ to so~e ex~ent over SUbstantive planning, helped establish continuing 
major reSident Influence over planning processes and products. The chief 
executive, faced with an increasingly stronger resident group and the 
th,reat of turbulen~e i~ the MNA (or elsewhere, as in Wilmington). main­
tained a low profile In the program and offered limited support to a 
hard-pressed CDA eager to initiate planning. Both in Wilmington and New 
London, resident groups played a major role in selection of the CDA 
director, who was initially perceived as a resident advocate, even by him­
self. 

T,he staff in tu~n, without stwng chief executive support, were large­
ly confined to a service role, which later changed to that of a technician/ 
advocate as resident preeminence became solidified. Then, however, staff 
was esse.ntially translating resident inputs into language acceptable to Fede­
ral requirements, save where HUD demanded a different content approach. 
In short, the CDA staff sanctioned resident views which in turn were 
atriculated in resident-dominated CDA boards, task force~ and indepen­
dent resident agencies linked to Model Cities. 
3. Sharing: 
Indianapolis' parity system, characterized by both continuous chief execu­
tive support and a cohesive and politically-integrated resident base, permit­
t7d the form~tion of a resident role which shared decision-making with 
city hall. ReSidents occupied a position equal to that of the CDA staff 
relative to planning, held a majority position on both the CDA board and 
task forces and even secured program funding and review responsibilities 
for the five Neighborhood Planning Councils (NPCs). 

Staff r~writin~ of the resident-initiated drafts clearly sought to pre­
sent the reSident Views, not to modify them. When time restraints re­
qUi:ed, residents accepted prodding from staff or even a limiting of their 
review of products to a pro forma signoff. 
4. Sanction: 
This lesser resident role is associated with staff-influence cities (Youngs­
town, Los Angeles City) where lack of cohesion combined with minimal 
chief executive involvement inhibited the setting of firm groundrules at 
the outset of the Planning Year. This situation was exacerbated in Youngs­
town - where the original MNA had been picked because it was cohesive 
and politically integrated - by HU DiS addition of a highly turbulent area 
to the Model Neighborhood. Similarly, HUD's sequence of demands in Los 
Angeles - first that citizen participation be increaseri second that the 
criterion of mayoral control and responsibility be met :- made it all but 
impossible for firm, accepted roles to be assigned early in the Planning 
Year. 

In both cities, the resident struggle for program preeminence was 
exacerbated by the geographical separation of the two areas of the MNA. 
Racial and language differences further divided the Los Angeles program. 
The stance of city hall on role assignments was also fractionated a diver­
sity of public actors claiming responsibility for the program, from the head 
of the Community Redevelopment Agency to the mayor's Executive Assis-
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tant to an outside consulting agency. The chief executive's role was vague 
and diffuse. In. Youngstown, the debate was MNA expansion, coupled with 
a less than effective COA director (appointed by the mayor), produced a 
lack of policy direction from city hall. An impending election further 
deterred the mayor from becoming embroiled in a pro!:Jram that now 
involved a potentially "hot" neighborhood. 

I n these cities, discussions of roles were lengthy, abrasive, and sel­
dom conclusive. Appointment of a supposed resident-advocate to the COA 
directorship in Youngstown Was initially thought to be a resident victory, 
but the residents were so divided internally that most of them soon 
realized that the new director no more represented their views than had 
the former one. 

In Youngstown and Los Angeles, the continuing absence of clear 
city hall direction, while it placed initiative in the hands of COA staff, also 
made that staff quite sensitive to the views of resident groups and present 
those concerns in their written submissions. COA staff also sought resident 
review of key planning products and sanction of staff planning efforts. 
Residents in effect became the principal client group in these cities for the 
COA staff, despite the influential role of the latter. 
5. Legitimization: 
In the staff-dominant communities of Allegheny County, Houston and Los 
Angeles County, the residents' role was largely limited to cursory, often 
last~minute review of products prepared primarily if not entirely by COA 
staff and consultants. In several instances, particularly in Allegheny and 
Los Angeles counties, resident review took place after submission to HUO, 
staff contending either that deadlines did not allow prior resident review 
(Los Angeles County) or that residents had had sufficient review at the 
subcommittee level (Allegheny County). 

The residents docilely accepted a role limited to task forces and 
governing boards. The city initiated the groundrules; the COA initiated the 
planning process and content: the residents. divided and without political 
identity, were content to endorse. 

r 

There were no distinct patterns of local agency participation by plann 
system. In most cities, local agencies were active in preparing the problem ana 
sections of the application. Their contributions were at best uneven, depending on 
amount of available data and the degree of self-scrut:r:y felt to be 
Agencies then adopted a wait-and-see attitude, their interest visibly diminishing 
the waiting and revision periods. In high-turbulence cities such as Wilmington 
Cleveland, local agencies were put off by an atmosphere of suspicion and 
hostility. In Houston, Allegheny County, and Los Angeles County, the range of 
concerns in a large metropolitan area made participation in this relatively 
program an essentiallY residual affair. In general, planning departments, 
action agencies, hOllsing and renewal authorities were among the most active 
working with Model Cities programs. Their scope of work and experience with 
groups fostered their involvement. 

Local agency representatives were generally appointed to serve on 
governing boards, interagency advisory boards, and task forces. Their participation 
these bodies was largely dependent on such factors as the level of tension, 
sympathy to resident views, flexibilitv on the part of their directors to 
demands on non-Model Cities issues, and the degree of technical assistance required. 
all cities there were examples - public health in Santa Fe, housing in Cleveland, 
in Los Angeles City - of successful and sustained participation by agency officials· 
resident-dominated task forces. The products of these bodies, usually 
descriptions or problem analyses, were of high quality while dialogue was cool 
non-contentious. 

With t~e exception of Allegheny County, Indianapolis, and Houston, 
age.ncy representatives were reluctant to participate in policy discussions or content 
re~lews. The!e was ~ tendency to let residents "run the show,tt for fear of increasing 
eXlst.e~t resld~nt distrust of established agencies and ,of attracting unfavorable 
publicity. Agal~, there .were in each city individual agency spokesmen who did in fact 
speak u~ at policy seSSions, but these were the exception. There was a continuing fear 
tha.t active ag~ncy participation might increase the chance of confrontation over 
delivery of services. The broad policy boards were used primarily to review documents 
already co~pleted; tl:e review was cursory, prior intensive review having been 
condUcted either by reSident- or staff-dominated boards and committees. 

. .In all ci~ies, various. local agencies made on-loan staff available to COAs for 
varYing penods of time and thiS was clearly the most meaningful agency contribution 
apart ,from participation in task force work. On-loan personnel extended CDA staff 
capacity to prepare cOP components. Only on one occasion, in Cleveland, did an 
on-loan staff group arOUse the antagonism of the permanent COA staff; in essence, this 
group sought to outdo the permanent staff in their support of resident interests and 
thereby succeeded in further fractionating a program al ready greatly divided. ' 
. Not surprisingly, COA ability to obtain agency participation was closely 
hn~ed t~ .the degree of chief executive support and was highest in staff-dominant and 
panty Cities where the COA enjoyed superior status. Conversely, where city hall 
support was. low, or where the level of turbulence was high, local agencies were 
reluctant to Involve themselves in the program. 

On-loan staff were normally utilized to prepare select COP components: 
for example, the renewal agency in Youngstown prepared that program's relocation 
stateme~t. But at the ot,her extreme, local agencies dominated the project selection 
process In '-6s Angeles City. In general, local agencies rarely dominated preparation of 
COP components, but limited technical assistance and review were not at all 
uncommon, particularly in staff-oriented cities. 
. . No cons~s:ent pattern emerged When comparing the kind of agencies 
Involved In the ten Cities, although planning departments, community action agencies 
and renewal authorities were clearly among the more prevalent, as were representative~ 
of school and public health districts. 

In summary, local agencies' involvement in Model Cities was limited and 
uneven, and focused on specific, often narrowly technical responsibilities. The reasons 
for this minor role include: (1) staff shortages; (2) budget limitations; (3) the potential 
of unnecessary ~nd hostile resident criticism; (4) lack of incentive; (5) potential or real 
threat to e~:tablJshed practices and client relations; and (6) limited evidence of real 
chief-executive interest in or support for the program. 

,-c-on-S-ul-ta-n-t-s ------- The use of consultants was extensive in Allegheny County (staff-domi-

i nant), Cleveland (resident-dominant), Santa Fe, Wilmington, New London (resident-
t influence) and Youngstown (staff-influence). This suggests that there was no particular ! pattern with respect to the involvement of consultants in the second-round cities 

studied. Each had different characteristics relative to the role of the chief executive 
the nature of the resident group, the role of staff and of the residents. ' 

Consultants were put to diverse uses in the above cities. In Santa Fe, for 
example, the Westinghouse consultant, recommended by HUO, actually took over the 
substantive planning effort for most of the year. Allegheny County which had a 
superfluity of planning funds, made extensive use of multiple (antd competing) 
consultants for most of the COP components. Youngstown made extensive use of one 
consultant to .prepare project descriptions and a management information system. 
E~entual/v, thiS consultant loomed so large in the writing of the COP that HUD had 
him removed for c!oing work well outside his contract. In Cleveland consultants were 
utilized to prepare virtually the entire COP, including the earlie~ MPS draft. The 
resident group in that city also hired its own consultant towards the end of the 
Planning Year on the premise that the former consultant was allied with the COA staff 
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and city hall. New London used two consultants on virtually ewry p~an component" 
including MPS and project selection. Wilmington had its consul tant principally for the 
plan-completion phase, having written the MPS originally in-house .. 

The orientation of consultants relative to staff and residents appeared to 
vary greatly. In New London and Allegheny County, for example, each city utilized 
two primary consultants, one of which leaned towards resident advocacy and the other 
clearly identified with the CDA staff. In Cleveland, following the role assumed by the 
CDA directo'r the consultant sought to occupy a neutral position, insisting that she 
would not est~blish policy and would only put into planning language those views and 
ideas coming from the program's policy-making bodies. In Santa Fe, the outside 
consultant appeared to adopt a position of advocacy relative to the resident group. In 
defining his role, much would rely on the individual orientation and/or ideolooy of the 
consultant. 

. The quality of consu Itant work also varied greatly. The New London and 
Allegheny County COPs were among the less competent submissions received by Hunl 
from the cities discussed here. Santa Fe's COP, on the other hand, was well received bYj 
the regional HUD office. . , I 

Consultant contributions to most programs were limited for several, 
reasons: (1) the inability of CDA staffs to set up and enforce a clear pla,nning worki program; (2) the lack of professional competence on CDA staffs to prOVide back,uPI 
support; (3) consultant/staff frictions over planning proces~ and c~n~enti (4) thei 
interm.ittent involvement of consultants; and (6) the occasionally limited lack 011 

consultant competence or relevance (as in Allegheny County). I , 
, I 

As outlined in Chapter Three on the ~~D planning ~odel, .the Feder~1 
government was expected to implement several speCifiC tasks. HUD In particular, slnCEi 
it was the lead Federal agency for Model Cities, was to p!ovide ov~rall pl,annlnll 
guidelines, monitor each city's planning progress, and prOVide technical asslsta~CEI 
through leadmen assigned to each city. HUD was also suppose~ .to provldij 
independent consultant assistance to cities, needing or requesting such .al~ In a. numbll 
of areas, such as management information systems, program administration, anci 
various technical planning activities. . I 

In addition to this HUD activity, interagency groups such as the Regiona, 
Interagency Coordination Committees and Federal Local Working Group~ (RICCs ~nc, 
LWGs) were formed early in the program's history to broker and prOVide technlci, 
assistance. They were also expected to review both CDA planning processes a~~, 
products, such as Mid-Term Planning Statements and the final Comprehens,lI\ 
Demonstration Plan, Individual Federal agencies were in turn expected to P~OVI~I 
needed technical assistance, make their grant review processes more responsive ti,1 

Model Cities nee.ds, ide,ntify and all~ca~e fund resources for cities in the program, an:
j join in the planning review and mOnitoring effort. 

Technical Assistance: ! 
Federal aid in this area was generally of limited value to most cities cover- i 
ed in the study. There is little evidence to indicate that members of RICCs, 
with few exceptions, were able to spend any significant amount of time in 
their assigned cities, Their extended range of responsibilities, lack of speci­
fic knowledge of the city context, and often limited expertise seriously 
affected their value to cities. 

Federal Local Working Groups (City Teams) were prominent in only 
one city (Santa Fe) and their role there was so ineffective that the local 
CDA professionals repeatedly requested that they be discontinued. The 
contact was too sporadic to provide any continuity; Federal members had 
seldom read the planning products; and their responses regularly lacked 
relevance to the local situation. 

The HUD leadmen or leadwomen were the most visible symbol of 
Federal presence in each city, and their contributions varied extensively. 

In Wilmington, for eXample, the ieadman took an assertive role in 
development of project descriptions and project sponsors. He urged the 
HU 0 view that eXisting local agencies should sponsor supplementally· 
funded projects and forced this view on a reluctant resident group. 

In Allegheny County, the HUD leadwoman (who had recommended 
rejection of the County's application) sought early in the program to have 
the County adopt a more open posture towards resident participation. She 
was continuously rebuffed or sidetracked, and eventually found he(self 
accepting a prodUct which clearly did not meet the substance of her objec­
tions. 

In Santa Fe, after protracted effort on his part to get planning 
underway, the HUD leadman strongly recommended hiring an outside 
consultant he felt would be able to facilitate planning activities. The suc­
ceeding HUD leadman sought assiduously to have the incumbent CDA 
director replaced by a more effective leader. 

In New London, the HUD leadman pressured citY hall and the resi· 
dents to reduce first the veto power, and later the power of review of a 
purely resident-dominant neighborhood group. For this he earned the dis­
trust of the residents, and to some extent the ire of city hall for changing 
groundrules which had been worked out with the residents. 

These examples serve to illustrate the varying roles adopted by HUD 
leadmen. Their role changed in the period between the eleven·city analysis 
and this study. Leadmen in the former study were often perceived as 
pro·resident advocates because of their strong support of citizen participa­
tion. In the second-round cities there was a shift in this attitude. towards a 
more neutral or even pro·CDA staff position on the part of leadmen. This 
is explained in large part by the shift in HUD emphasis to chief-executive 
responsibility for Model Cities, and by an equal HUD insistence that exist­
ing local agencies be the sponsors of supplementally-aided projects. This 
cast the HUD leadmen as "bad guys" to many resident groups eager to 
control the program or individual projects. Finally, as noted earlier, there 
was a greater tendency for leadmen to play an active role in staff-influence 
and resident-influence cities, where groundrules were in flux, resulting in 
greater flexibility by staff or residents in acceding to HUD suggestions. 

The intermittent nature of Federal intervention was often perceived 
locally as entirely dysfunctional or subversive of program intent. Youngs­
town's experience, where HUD added an area to the MN which completely 
skewed local {mis)conceptions of a clear example of this. In part, of 
course, it depended on whose ox was gored. HUD intervention in New 
London and Wilmington was perceived as highly negative to program 
objectives by the residents. HUD's repeated demand for clarification of 
program structure in Los Angeles City had the effect of substantially 
delaying that city's ability to meet HUD deadlines for plan submission. In 
Cleveland, HUD's apparent inflexibility in demanding that a highly com­
petent acting CDA director be replaced by a permanent appointment, was 
locally construed as having been a major factor in the many delays 
experienced by that city. HUD was felt by city hall in Cleveland to be 
focusing only on form, rather than on the need to deliver a competent 
product; this view was reinforced by the otherwise scarce presence of HUD 
officials, including the lead man. 
Planning Guidelines: 
As outlined elsewhere in this analysis, HUD's planning guidelines were 
substantially altered mid-way through the Planning Year. The MPS was the 
basic outcome of this change, along with a simplification of product reo 
quirements. For some cities, such as Allegheny County and Las Angeles, 
the change in gllidelines did not have much effect. since planning had been 
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progressing rather slowly anyway, For other cities, notably Indianapolis, 
the HUD changes were regarded as a sell·out by the CDA staff, which had 
been well along the way to completing the original Pilrt I/Part II submission. 
These changes were perceived as having done substantial harm to the over· 
all program planning Intent, that is, to the planning conceptualization 
which ostensibly underlay Model Cities. Indianapolis' view was apparently 
unique; all other CDAs studied were pleased with the changes. 

Interpretation of the new HUD gUidelines was uneven, varying from 
region to' region, and from official to official. In Wilmington, for example, 
regional HU D officials came to the city to explain the new planning guide. 
lines. CDA staff felt themsleves more confused after the visit than before; 
it took several trips by the leadman before some understanding of the 
guidelines was established. The impact of shifting HUD emphases on chief 
executive program responsibility and sponsorship of proJects by local 
agencies has already been indicated elsewhere; it was the cause of substan· 
tial debate in many cities. 

l 
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An overriding HUD goal in the Model Cities Program was a SUbstantive 
improvement in the technical planning procedures by which cities allocated resources. 
Towards this end, HUO required that cities receiving planning grants develop their 
products - including the initial application itself - in a specified order, within 
ostensibly tight time deadlines, and utilize relativelY sophisticated analytical planning 
techniques. 

This increase in planning efficiency was also to include the active 
participation of a diverse set of actors through a variety of organizational units, such as 
the CDA, functional task forces, and boards of revl~w. 

HUD's process requirements, whether focused on questions of order, 
timing, technique or participation, were often perceived by key local actors as difficult 
to understand, contradictory in goals (e.g. citizen participation and methodological 
professionalism), unrealistic with respect to political or organizational problems in the f 

city, and often tenuous and fluctuating with regard to HUb's own intentions. Indeed, 
HUD's emphasis on planning efficiency was at times regarded as inimical to the 
preparation of a good plan. 

A basic HUD premise was that local planning capacity prior to Model 
Cities had been incapable of dealing effectively with the multiplicity of urban 
problems. HUO proposed to augment local planning capacity accordingly. Planning 
grant funds were to be used to attract competent planners for the CDAs and to hire 
private consultants whe~e necessary. 

In addition, HUD proposed to offer participating cities technical assitance 
in two forms: (1) Washington and regional HUD technical staff would be made 
available to COAs when requested, and (2) the services of private consulting firms I 
under contract to HUD* would be offered to those CDAs requesting aid. Review and 
comment of the Regiona! Interagency Coordinating Committees (RICCs) were 
expected to assist CDAs in their planning work. Finally, HUD ieadmen, operating from 
regional HUD offices, were to provide assistance concerning departmental guidelines, 
citizen participation, CDP content, interpretation of planning requirements, and 
linkages with other Federal agencies. 

*HUD's contracts with private consultants were generally quite specific and narrowly 
prescribed. There was an emphasis by HUD on developing local planning capacity I and a 
correlative reluctance to permit CDAs to rely too heavily on outside assistance. 

Order: 

Mid·jerm Planning 
Statement -

RICC -------4 

Completing the Plan --

Problem Analysis 
(priorities) 

Review of MPS: 
reQommendations for 
revision 

to--
Objectives 
( priorities) 

Update MPS l- Project descriptions 

RIce ---------1 Review of COP 

I- Strategy 

Non·programmatic: 
Administration 
Relocation 

I-" Continuous planning 
and evaluation 

Resident employment 

A Logical Sequence 
As perceived by HUD, planning efficiency was in part defined by a logical 

(and hence presumably rational) sequence of planning activities, each more or less 
directed to the development of a particular product. This sequence is presented 
graphically above (Chart B). 

However, apart from this set of planning activities, cities and CDAs were 
also expected to engage in a series of essentially administrative actions, such as hiring 
CDA staff, defining Iinkag~ with city hall, resident groups, and local agencies, and 
generally "getting organized." 

A'S the program unfolded in most of the cities examined here, these 
administrativa mattei'S often came to represent a highly competitive agenda relative to 
planning uoncerns. 
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The simplification by HUD of the planning process throug 1iU stltl.1tlOn of 1 

the Mid-Term Planning Statement (MPS) for Part I of the CDP, had ~he general effect I 
of improving the ability of staff and residents to f9110w the prescribed sequence of [', 
pianning event.s. . 

I n contrast to the experience of CDAs in the eleven-City studv, the \" 
majority of cities in this sample, evidenced an ability to folio:", (often h?lti~gIY) t~e '. { 
logical seque.nce posited by HUD. The sequence was disrupted prmclpalll met 
Wilmington, New London, C~eveland and. YOU~gstown -: resident-influence rlti:s - ~t 
with residents moving immediately to a discussion of project development soor. attar 1~1 
work on the problem analysis. I n these cities, the residents either did not und~rsland ) 
or were not interested 'in following HUD's rational m>:>del. In Los Angeles CIty and I { 
Allagherw County, profJlem ?nal~ses we(e sig.nificantlY altered long ~fter .they had! or 
been drafted to meet new situations. Thus, m Los Angeles, the arrival flo.m local J 
agencies of a "shopping list" of prospective and potentially implemeritable projects, led II 
the CDA to artificial revision of its problem statement to acoommodatefavored I 
projects. I n Allegheny County, an initial problem anaiysis draft, in which a ['"l 
considerable degree of resident involvement was inv?lv.ed, was a!tered by the. CDA and ! 
consultants to present a view much less critical of eXisting agencies and practices. i 

Although the studied cities generally followed the I foFrmal orde~. of d 
plapnin9, activities, the treatment of product el~ments was unequa. or mo~t cl:les, I 
although objectives followed the problem analysIs, and strategy came after objectives, ,I 

this approach was seen more as necessary to please HUD, than as a 10gica.1 planning \ 
activity. The strategy statement per se was felt to be a paper task to satIsfy HUD, ~,! 
although in I ndianapolis and, to a certain degree in Houston and Sant.a Fe, much 0\ 
thought went ~nto the development of this compon~~t. Only. in ~anta Fe ~lld! ) 
Cleveland - resident-influence cities - did residents partiCipate actively In preparation I 
of the strategy statement. 

One aspect of the HUD-prescribed planning sequence was generally not 
followed - on occasion with HUD concurrence. After submission of the Mid-Term 
Plannil1g Statement to HUD, the RICC was to convene and review the document. TI;e 
ensuing RICC critique of the MPS was then to be given to the CDA, which would In 

turn make, the appropriate revisions. Logically, the revisions w.ould be co~,pleted andl 
submitted to HUD before the next planning period would begin. In the CitieS covered( 

here MPS revision was conducted concurrently with work on completing the plan, 1 
, I ,I: that is, with !",roject development and writing of the non-programmatic CDP e ements, , 

In several instances. HUD or RICC review of the MPS was cursory at best (Santa Fe, ! 

Indianapolis, Los Angeles County), reflecting both time constraints on HUD and a'i 
desire not to hinder planning activity. . ' ~ 

Completion of the CDP was an erratic process in most cities, an exception I, 
being Houston, where a particularly competent CDA director held sway in. a stron~IY I 

staff-dominant planning system. Project development was the focus of thiS plannmg i 
period. Preparation of the CDA structure, continuous planning and evalua:ion, \ 
relocation statement, and resident employment statement were largely reSidual 
activities considered by CDA staff and residents alike as quite secondary to the "\ 
urgency ~f project initiation and selection. Indeed, in most cities: p~~jec~ d~velopme~t I 
preceded or was concurrent with the establishment of budget priorities. ThIS .meant In 1 
several cases (Indianapolis, Santa Fe, Allegheny County, Los Angeles City) that t 

ot 
priorities were. shifted to meet projects - the reverse of p~ocess. I 

I n summary, it would appear that staff-dominant systems were somewhat ) 
more capable of meeting HUD's order of planning and at the same time. had greater I 
flexibility in ch3nging or adaptit'g elements of the plan to altered CIrcumstance, 1 
Precisely because they were in a staff-dominant situation, such places. as AI.leghenv j 
County and Houston had little difficulty making such ch.anges as. Inser~lng ne:e ) 
projects or rearranging budgets. In other cities, notably those In the resldent·lnfluen It 
category, such changes evoked considerable controversy. I I 

I 

i 
i 

" 
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Timing 

Technique5 

Preparation 
of the Application 

Similar to findings in the eleven-city study, no city in this sample was able 
to complete its CDP within one year, if the 45-dav revision period is included as part 
of the Planning Year. There were, however, significant differences in timing among the 
various cities. As indicated, those cities manifesting a staff-dominant, staff-influence, 
or parity planning system required much less time to complete their plans than cities 
with resident-influence planning systems. Generally, cities that completed their plans 
in 12-15 months had settled the issues of authority and control "arly on and were able 
to turn to actual planning much sooner. 

Strong chief executive involvement, coupled with competent and often 
politically influential CDA directors, permitted such staff-dominant and parity cities as 
Houston, Los Angeles County, Allegheny County and Indianapolis to focus quickly on 
planning activities. Very competent consultant assistance accounted for Santa Fe's 
relatively early completion and submissic)n of its CDP 

A diversity of data gathering and analytical techniques were expected by 
HUD to be used in preparing the various Planning Year products. Cities were 
encouraged to be innovative in their planning, particularly since it was necessarv to 
pull together a considerable array of views and facts in a relatively short period of time 
(which may well have made planning more difficult). Planning workshops, 
staff .. resident retreats, all-day planning conferences, and such relatively sophisticated 
devices as matrix analysis and scalar ratings, were among the techniques proposed or 
encouraged by HU D through guidel ines and field representatives. 

Most CDAs had considerable difficulty comprehending - let alone 
employing - many of these techniques. Often a low level of staff expertise, intense 
time constl'aints, obscure or complex HUD guidelines, and Varying degrees of political 
turbulence all contributed to limit CDA capacity to apply the suggested planning 
techniques, 

Staff-influence CDAs, of course, made greater use of the more 
sophisticated procedures, and followed a more structured planning process than 
resident-domingnt and resident-influence communities. 

Not uncommonly, planning workshops in staff-dominant cities were held 
merely to satisfy HlJD requirements and to secure after-the-fact resident acceptance of 
already-prepared planning products, than to gather tr.ue resident input, 

In most cities, the chief executive or his surrogate convened a group of 
public and private agency officials and assigned pr!lparation of elements of the 
application such as data collection, problem analysis, selection of the Model 
Neighborhood, and general writing of the document. The basic source of data for most 
cities was the 1960 Census, sometimes supplemented by later studies. There was little 
effort to conduct new studies or surveys specifically for the application. The data 
content fpr the problem analysis section in all applications was diverse in 
comprehensiveness and quality, let alone depth of analysis regarding modes of service 
delivery - e,g. practices of existing programs and institutions. 

Chief executives involved a great range of individuals and agencies in this 
effort. In Los Angeles City,. for example, the mayor's executive assistant, the new/ 
director of the Community Redevelopment Agency, and the Technical Services 
Corporation (a private consultant group) were each given responsibility to produce or 
supervise production of the document: the result was that no one held full 
responsibility for coordinating the documents that emerged. 

In most cities where a single individual put the application together with 
assistance from many groups and agencies, as in Allegheny County or Youngstown, it 
proved extremely difficult to secure consistency in report format and quality, let alone 
comparability of data and depth of agency and problem critiques. The application was 
rarely rewritt(~n in uniform style. Lack of both time and staff precluded this approach. 
In Youngstown, Allegheny County, and Cleveland, senior staff in the local planning 
department - usually with a decidedly physical planning background - were to 
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coordinate agency participation in the application process. Their single·focull I 
background restricted their ability to collate the submissions of the different agenclel } 
with judicious emphasis. In virtuallY all cities, the physical planning department played' I, 
a leading role in preparing the application for this effort at comprehensive planning. d! 

In summary, the application. writing ~rocess wa~ cha.ra~teriztJd by uneven, ! 
often scant participation from local public and pnvate agencies, limited data collection i 
and little resident input (often mere legitimizing sessions). The selection of the Model I 
Neighborho~d Area, a key decision in the application process, was an ii'l·house proce!l: 1 
in no city was it thrown open for general public discussion and debate. Political I 
considerations were particularly relevant in the selection process; il1 Cleveland an~ I 
YOU~gst~~n, for. example, MNAs were carefully selected in part to avoid areas Ollll\ 
volatile cIvil unrbst. ' , 

Similarly, where task forces played an important role, participation w~ c 1 
weighted by the chief executive In favor of public agencies. In short, the applicatim t 
writing proc"ss was perceived in such cities as Houston, Cleveland, and Los Angel~ .\ 
City as an in·house technical effort. 'I 

Almost by definition, the Waiting Period was one in which little or ncj I 
substantive planning activity took place, since all cit!es were waitin~ ~o see ~hethell I 
their application would be approved by HUD. In this sense, the Waiting ~enod .~~I l 
largely HUD·dominated. Wha: activity did. take pla~e on the part of applicant cltlel\ ( 
was a certain degree of lobbYing by the chief executive, local congressmen, and othetE i 
officials with varying degrees of influence in Washington. r::l 

Following HUD's announcement of'cities to be awarded planning grants·
1 

l 
that is, to become Model Cities - local effort was expected to focus on two areal, 1 
answering HU D's critique of the application (known as the Discussion Paper) anll I 
taking steps to create the overall program structure, including the resident organiza~loll ! 
and the CDA staff and directorate. I 01 ________________________________________________________________ ~I I 

To the extent that HUD's critique dealt with such issues as reduci~ t 
Planning Year budgets to reflect a lower HUD contribution than had been exp6cte~ J 
establishing better contacts with local public agencies, and clarifying the relationshi( i 
of the CDA to City Hall, relatively Httle local discussion developed. The r&ply to HU~ I 
in these areas was usually handled by the same core staff that had prepared. ~ I 
application. I n short, the techniques by which replie~ were ~repared ,~er~ essent~al~ ! 
in.house rewriting, requests for more data from certain .agencies, and bralnstormlOJ \ 
sessions among key agency personnel. , 

Discussion Paper 

Starting·Up 

70 

A more public matter, however, was HUD's concern, expressed in m )1 
Discussion Papers, regarding citizen participation. In Allegheny County, Los Angel.! ( 
County, and Cleveland, HUD placed strong emphasis on increasing the level of reside~ ;,1,' 

involvement in program decision·making. In the staff·dominant and staff.in~l~e, , 
cities, HUD's pressure in this regard went largely unanswered. In such cltles.1 f 
Cleveland, Youngstown, and Wilmington, however, HUD's critique served, at least l!, 
part, as a stimulus to resident groups to demand a greater voice in the direction of It) ~ 
program, including a hand in the application revisions. , ' 

In these cities, the techniques used for revision of the citizen participatl l 
component of the application were public meetings between city staff and residen\ 
and the creation of resident·led task forces charged with preparing the citilel 
participation response for HUD. These techniques, and the general coml)101~Jc 
surrounding what was clearly a controversial subject, prolonged the city's preparali! 
of an acceptable reply and delayed setting up the CDA, the search for a directora~ 
staff, and the definition of relationships - between the CDA, the program in general' 
and City Hall. I 

Cities varied in their timing and approach to hiring CDA staff, ~ 
staff.dom'n,nt 0' staff·'nflu,nce svstams shOWing ,,,at .. dispatch In b"n,in, staffl 

t 

Mid·Term Planning 
Statement 

board and inl'tiating the Mid·Term Planning Statement. Techniques used to recruit 
staff varied from city to city, but there was no verifiable relationship between the type 
of planning system and the method by which the CDA director was hired. In both 
Cleveland and Houston (cities with totally disparate planning systems) CDA directors 
were chosen by rr '/oral fiat and did not necessarily reflect the support of the resident 
element in the program. Generally, staff·dominant and staff·influence cities paid 
substantially less attention to resident views on hiring. * 

HUD's replacem:mt of Parts I and II of the CDP with the Mid·Term 
Planning Statement (MPS) Was intended to simplify local planning tasks and to 
produce earlier feedback to HUD on city progress: submission was set at six months 
rather than at the ninth month of the Planning Ye~r. The MPS was to contain four 
elements: a summary of planning process to date, a problem analysis, and statements 
on objectives and strategy. 

Production of these elements varied somewhat from city to city, but the 
basic approach was quite similar. All ten cities formed task forces or subcommittees t., 
elicit problem analysis and objectives statements. These task forces served as a major 
outlet for resident involvement and the statement of local problems was more critical 
of local agencies where resident·influence planning systems prevailed during this period 
(Wilmington, Youngstown). 

Data for the problem analysis were derived from a number of sources, 
including existing primary and secondary agency records and statistics, special resident 
surveys, information from the 1960 Census and more recent studies conducted in the 
citY or MNA. Few cities went to the effort to conduct special neighborhood surveys to 
produce up·to·the·moment demographic and economic data. Cleveland and Santa Fe 
conducted the most extensive neighborhood surveys, relying heavily on MNA residents 
to do the door·to-door interviewing. 

Once the task forces had concluded their problem identification and 
analysis, one of two approaches was taken. In some cities (Allegheny and Houston) the 
findinRs were then elaborated and often revised by CDA staff and consultants. In 
others (Indi~lnapolis and Cleveland), the findings of the subcommittees were submitted 
to the public at open meetings in the MNA. 

The staff·dominant and staff·influence cities rapidly converted the initial 
work of the resident task forces into a document to be submitted forthwith to HUD. 
Where resident influence was more evident, the need to subject the pr,nblem analysis to 
additional public debate was perceived and followed. In all cities, however, the end 
process was much the same: after varying degrees of resident discussion, CDA staff or 
consultants reworked the statement, although usually careful to maintain resident 
views, to ensure its acceptability to HUD - and sometimes its aCQ(-lptabiiity in a local 
political context. 

The MPS section on objectives tended in most cities to be much more of a 
staff function than had the problem analysis, from which it was derived. Techniques 
included continued reliance on task·force discussions, employment of consultants, and 
in some cities the use of sophisticated analytical techniques for the ranking of 
problems, objectives, and budget priorities. 

Allegheny County's objectives statement, produced by erstwhile aerospace 
consultants, was the most technically obtruse: most local actors (and some candid 
HUD personnel) pronounced it to be "gobbledegook." 

Writing of the planning process summary and the statement of overall 
strategy was in all cities strictly an exercise for CDA staff, and for them a largely 
perfunctory one. Neither of these MPS elements was regarded as contributory in any 
significant way and their drafting was assigned to one or two person~, who produced 
th~m without staff or resident interaction. 

The strategy statement was almost standardly weak, since cities had 

·See Chapter Thirteen for a discussion of COA staff hiring practices. 
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difficulty transiat!n,g problem analyses and rankings of objectives into specific wo~ 
progran:s and training efforts, The statement of strategy Was usually brief and qUiJ.t. 
general In nature, ' 
. Apart from resident survoys and task forces, other planning techniqu ! 
Included I'etreats, where residents and staff would "Iet it .all hang out" (usuallf ! 
uns,uccessful,ly), all·day planning conferences, and regularly scheduled COA boarl . 
review ~esslans. Retreats. were more common in resident·influence cities ~ I 
conferences'and workshops were common to all. ' I', 

No one of these techniques can be said to have been demonstrably bettt ! 
th,an ,others. Th: effectiveness ~f task forces varied considerably in I ndianapolis ani : 
Wrlmmgton, their recommendations Were given substantive weight, but in Clevela~ I 
and Youngstown they became an arena for the acting out of rivalries. A commJ ! 
prgblem with task forces Was that their membership tended to identify closely Witt J 
their funct\ional Cirea and to become over·protective of their assumed turf. It' ! 

The crucial variable governing the effectiveness of staff·resident plannir 1 
techniques was the acceptance by both elements of groundrules covering the roles J 
each and the procedures by which resident inputs would be translated into submitta~; ! 
doc~ment~. ,The finding~ of the eleve~-c~ty study in this regard are clearly appropri!,l [ 
he~e, sensitive staff aSSistance, continuity among resident participants, and stro~ 1 
resident leadership were key elements in making joint staff/resident efforts effectll. 1 
and workable. Early development of a working relationship acceptable to residenJ ! 
made their involvement in preparing the MPS (and in completing the plan) easier ('1 
secura and to maintain. I \ 

In summary, the most common techniqu€ls used in preparation of the M~,:,! 
were functional task forces (problem analY!1is <lnd, in some cities, objectiJ II 
statements), planning conferences and workshops, solitary COA staff or consultJ ' 
work (strategy statement, summary of planning process), and an occasional retreatJ I 
iron out difficulties on a less formal basis. Staff·dominant cities relied most heavllyJ" J 
the use of COA stClff to prepare the MPS and to guide planning conferences aJ ( 
workshops. Resident-influence cities relied strongly on their task forces and resid) 
planning conferences and workshops. Staff-dominant and parity cities were mJ 
likely to utilize complex analytical techniques to prepare such MPS elements as ~ 
problem and objectives ranki"g statements. I I 

Following submission of the MPS to HUD, cities were expected to proceJ t 
to completion of the COP, defining specific projects and clearl\" linking them to eJ I 
other and to the problem analysis/objectives statements of the MPS. Conceptually, ~ I 
MPS would be critiqued by HUO and the RICC, cities would revise their state men! j 
accordingly, and then project development would begin. (Actually, HUO's commen! ! 
on the MPS were generally of a technical nature, with little impact on the cvent~ I 
content of the COP). Concurrently the COA would prepare the remaining C~ l 
elements: COA administrative structure for the Action Year and statements J ') 
resident employment, relocation, citizen participation, and continuing planning i'll. l 
evaluation. I 

There was, however, a common tendency for residents and staff to m~ ! 
mor~ or less ~ire~tly from prepara,ti,on of the problem analysis to project developme~ 1 
Particularly In high-turbulence cities (Cleveland and Youngstown) there was liu'l 
interest in the orderly planning procedure espoused by HUO. Once a problem \~! I 
stated, it appeared much more logical to residents in these cities, and often to staff i 
well, ,to move directly to ~h.e projects whic~ would alleviate the conditions uncover!? l 
R?n~lI1g of problems, c!arrflcaton and ranking of objectives, and setting both of th~'? I 
Within an overall program strategy, appeared to many program participants \ ! 

essentially wastefIJI, makework exercises designed to' please HUO theoreticians, raW I 
than to deal with the problet'ns ostensibly to be addressed by Model Cities. ! t 

Staff·dominant and staff-influence cities were not altogether immune frd I 
this view. In Allegheny County, there was an effort, ~ven prior to the probl~ I 
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analysis, to create immediate "impact" projects to produce visibility and credibility 
for the program. Funds provided by the Commonwealth of Pennsylvania's "Partner 
Cities Program" - a state counterp~1 i' ~f Model Cities - financed the impact projects. 
Efforts to stirnulate similar early·imp'I!r<.';,)rojects were visible in I ndianapolis and Santa 
Fe, as well. 

Project ideas were generated by task forces, by brainstorming sessions of 
bath staff and resident groups, from solicitation of "dusted·off" projects submitted by 
local agencies and private organizations, and by individual citizens. 

HUO representatives also contributed ideas or suggested projects eligible 
for funds from other Federal agencies, provided matching funds were allocated in the 
COP. Although resident-influence cities preferred to develop projects that did not 
emanate from established local agencies, HUO's strongly articulated emphasis on 
utilizing existing agencies to administer projects gave the latter's proposals special 
Gonsideration, 

Generally, COAs found it difficult to settle on a precise list of projects (or 
the precise content of projects) until the very end of the planning period. As a rule, 
the more resident-oriented the planning system, the longer it took to conclude a list of 
projects acceptable to both the residents and city hall. I n at least two cities -
Wilmington and Santa Fe -- the city council drastically revised the project list 
presented in the COPs as representing the desires of the resident-dominated COA 
board. Staff in Indianapolis, Houston, and Los Angeles City sought to have their 
proposals conform as closely as possible to articulated resident needs, a finding also 
made in the eleven·city study with regard to staff-dominant and staff-influence cities. 
Only in Los Angeles and Allegheny counties did COA staff, prompted by 
locally-perceived political priorities, simply insert their own priorities and projects into 
the COP without apparent reg<lrd for resident wishes. 

The assignment of budgets to specific projects and general program areas 
was in all cities a rather unscientific exercise. I n several cities, budgets were in part 
predicated on hoped·for Federal matching monies. In others, although the relative 
sums allocated to major program areas - housing, education, health, transportation -
tencl<:d to match problem rankings or objectives statements, the precise assignment of 
funds by projects was very much a "cut and fill" affair. In most cases, lack of effective 
federal technical assistance or uncertainty with respect to the use of categorical 
programs often made the division between categorical and supplem~ntal monies an 
exercise in wishful thinking. 

There was no correlation bew:een the sophistication of the analytical 
techniques used to prepare objectives statements or priorities among program areas 
and the actual assignment of budgets. In the end, budget allocations for specific 
projects often depended on such intangibles as local political considerations, the 
influence of articulate resident groups, the anticipated availability of Federal matching 
funds, and an effort by COAs to achieve what they perceived as HUO's desire for 
comprehensiveness, regardless of priorities. Finally, the intensi\le and prolonged 
single-focus effort of the task forces had the effect in virtually all communities of 
creating vested·interest groups who were insistent that some monies be allocated to 
their area of concern. 

Becaus1l of the pressure of time, the complexity of HUD guidelines (or 
their vagueness, depending on staff perceptions), and the apparent lack of resident 
interest, such non-programmatic components of the COP as administrative structure, 
continuous planning and evaluation, relocation, and resident employment tended to be 
written by COA staff, with minimal resident input. As a. rUle, these sections were 
assigned by the COA director to his staff or to a consultant; then, depending on the 
role played by various resident and resident/city hall review committees, these 
components were given a cursory review and incilided in the CDP. There were, of 
course, variations in this approach (e.g. Cleveland's residents contributed several ideas 
to preparation of the relocation and continuous planning and evaluation statements). 
Use of local renewal agencies to assist in the prep~ration of relocation statements was 
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common (e.g. Wilmington, Youngstown). Resident employment statements were 
prepared by staff .based on a "guess-timate" of jobs to be created by the projects; the 
uncertainty of Federal funding for many prof.)osed projects made it difficl!lt to 
esti,mate clearly how many jobs would be created. Program administration was rarely 
defined clearly, although in such res!dent-influence cities as Santa Fe, Youngstown, 
and Cleveland, city hall, CDA staff, or city councils dirj seek, at the last minute, to 
make alterations which would ensure them a greater role in policy-making than had 
been evidenced during the Planning Year. 

In essence, Federal guidelines were found to be increasingly directive ill 
such select areas as resident veto and sponsorship of projects. HUD leodmen were 
asserting themselves more strongly into local planning processes, particularly where 
CDAs OIppeared to be moving contrary to HUD preference. HUD did not hesitate in 
several cities where planning was lagging behind, to intercede in implementing - and 
taking part in - substantive planning activities. 

RICC reviews: The efforts by RICCs to review the Mid-Term Planning 
Statements were often cursory, sometimes last-minute activities which left 
little impression on the CDA. The focus of the RICC review was on citizen 
iflVolvement, program administration, and linkages with local agencies. 
There was some effort by the CDA to meet the RICC critique, but it was 
clearly not perceived as having a high priority, not when compared with 
the need to sUbmit the plan on time. RICC participants were seen locally 
as lacking ilwareness of local conditions. In short, the RICC review was 
perceived as more of a hurdle than a help. 
The individual RICC team members' reviews were almost solelY focused on 
concerns specific to their own departments, rather than on broad aspects 
of the overall HUD pla'tlning model, and this pervasive parochialism 
scarcely made them e)(emplary of a comprehensive planning approach. The 
reviews were uneven within each RICC; that is, one member would offer a 
detailed ('ri i.ique of a product while another had clearly not read the 
sublnission. Finally, at times the RICC review gave the distinct impression 
of a group internally at odds. In one city, the majority of RICC members 
indicated their approval of the approach being taken in the MPS, while the 
OEO representative tock the view that the approach was all wrong. There 
were also occasional instances of RICC members siding with dissident 
resident groups in certain cities and, in essence, playing a political role. 

~ecuring Federal funds: It was anticipated that Federal departments and 
agencies would make additional planning monies al/ailable to cities, and 
also give Model Cities priority in funding by earmarking or reserving 
categorical program mpnies. There Was little evidence in the ten cities 
surveyed in this analYSIS of additional Federal funds being made available 
for planning purposes; nor, for that matter, was there evidenCE' to 
substantiate an earlier eleven-city finding that cities in which the chief 
executive involvement permitted early planning activity were better able 
to attract additional Federal planning funds. Most cities made do with their 
planning grant award, supplemented by local funds and occasional State or 
minor Federal grants. 
There was almost no evidence of Federul earmarking in time to facilitate 
preparation of most CDPs. Indeed, as in the eleven·city sample, HUD itself 
delayed notification of precise city allocations of supplemental monies 
until well into the Planning Year. The Federal response to Model CitiO$ 
planning was erratic, often ill-timed, and, from the city perspective, 
uncertain in the extreme. 

Chapter Ten: Planning Products 

The Mid-Term 
Planning Statement 

Given the different approaches cities took to produce the planning 
documents required by HUD, it is not surprising that each CDP reflected in microcosm 
the pClfticular characteristics of these communities. Despite the individualistic nature 
of the CDPs, however, certain patterns relevant to the five planning systems did 
emerge in this analysis. 

For example, c:riticism of local public agencies - sch()ol system, welfare 
department, police department - was much more evident in those Mid-Term Planning 
Statements produced by parity and resident-oriented planning sys\tems than in other 
planning modes. Similarly, comprehensive plans submitted by staff-clriented cities such 
as Los Angeles Count'{ tended to contain more of the required HUD components than 
did those plans developed in resident-oriented communities. More ,;pecifically, CDPs 
of staff-oriented cities demonstrated a much closer relationship be~ween orioritized 
objectives and selection of projects than those of other cities. 

HUD attempted in CDA Letter No. 4 to provide concise and clear 
guidelines to Model Cities regarding the approach to be taken in preparing 
Comprehensive Demonstration Plans; the guidelmes stressed the importance and logic 
of a timed, orderly, and analytically sophisti(:ated approach to planning. 

Despite their efforts, the seventy-five cities participating in the first round 
of planning grant awards proved unable or unwilling to follow the relati~elY comple>:, 
if rational, HUD guidelines. As a result, HUD revised GDA Letter No.4 In Decembtlr, 
1969. The new guidelines eliminated the requirem1mts for a five-year forecast of 
objectives and associated costs, instituted a Mid-Term Planning Statement (MPS), :and 
sharpened definitions of such required MPS elements as problem analysis, goals and 
objectives, and pricl'ities. 

1. Problem Analysis: 
All of the cities submitted analyses covering the full range of local con­
cerns outlined by HUD guidelines. These ranged from a series of qualitative 
and emotional statements in Youngstown to a calmer assessment of local 
problems in Indianapolis and Houston, backed in both instances by conl;i­
derable statistical documentation. Santa Fe's analysis of problems was 
among thfl most extensive, reflecting the considerable input of the outside 
consultant. Each city developed its own format for discussing problems, 
with individual functional are!as clearly reflecting a disparate authorship. 

The staff-dominant cities produced the least critical problem analy· 
ses and focllsed more on developing documentation of problems. Resi­
de~t.influence cities, conversely I presented the most critical analyses of 
existing agencies and their delivery systems. Indianapolis' presentations 
were an essentially balanced asses-~ment of problems and their causes. 

Ccusal analysis of problems was difficult for most cities. Thus, Cleve­
land's problem statemertt focused on three broad causal factors: lack of 
money; lack of power; lack of knowledge and information. While these 
may have been accurate summations of the causes of poverty in the Cleve­
land MNA they scarcely reflected the depth of analysis desired by HUD. 
Few cities' focused on the practices of existing local delivery as key causal 
factors influencin'lJ proh!p.ms in the MNA. There was a tendency to invoke 
traditional indicators Clf poverty and social iHs rather define deficiencies in 
agency services. Citie$ found it difficult to differentiate causes from pro­
blems. 
2. 'Plannil~q Process: 
The MPS 'retjuired cities to summarize the process lly whicl\ they were 
developing their CDP. These descriptions of planning process also varied 
widely. Santa Fe, for exam"ple, omitted all reference to the r'Jther substan­
tive issues ()f program control and plan content that had sel iously disrupt-
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ed the planning process at various stages: this sanitized account took 14 
pages. In contrast, the Allegheny Count', process summary took close to 
thirty pages and included complicated flow diagrams which purported to 
specify how the COP was put together over the Planning Year. The 
Younflstown planning process description, three pages long, dealt solely 
with overall program goals and a summary of the Congressional preamble 
to the Model Cities program. New London's discussion was a bit longer but 
consisted'mostly of a summary of participants in the initial MPS review 
sessions. None of the process descriptions were self-critical, none dealt in 
any depth with problems of program control and procedures that had been 
encountered. In Cleveland, perhaps the most turbulent of all the cities 
surveyed, there was literally no reference to the prolonged disputes over 
COA staff, review functions, and COP content which continuously charac­
terized that program. 

All cities, it would appear, were eager to present a "good face" to 
HUO with regard to their ability to follow an orderly planning process. In 
any case, it would probably have been impossible for such cities as Cleve­
land or Wilmington to come up with an analysis of difficulties acceptable 
to all. A neutral assessment was clearly the most political approach. 
3. Objectives: 
The third element of the MPS was to be a summary of objectives to be 
attained by the end of the First Action Year. The objectives were expected 
to be closely linked with the problem analyses and, where possible, put in 
quantitative terms. Objectives were also to be prioritized or ranked where 
possible. 

The ability of cities to meet this requirement varied considerably, 
but all clearly had difficulty quantifying objectives, several were unable or 
unwilling to rank these, and linkages between the problem analysis and 
objectives statements were at best tenuous. Santa Fe, for example, devoted 
a single page to a discussion of objectives, most of which read more like 
overall goals than precise objectives: "Increase median family income in 
the MNA from the 1969 level to 90 percent of the county-wide median in 
1977." A short-rangf~ objective was defined as reducing the percentage of 
substandard housino from the 1969 level of 43% to less than 35% in the 
first Action Year. 

Houston, on the other hand, had an elaborate discussion of goals and 
objectives, linking each to the appropriate statement in the problem analy­
sis. Both problems and objectives were ranked in order of priority, but 
there was no effmt to quantify objectives, although they were relatively 
precise: "Assist HHOC in establishing a program for neighborhood coun­
seling and technical assistance." 

Allegheny County, to cite another example, presented both long­
and short-range objectives (as did several other cities). Of the 17 long-range 
objectives, six were slated for implementation during the first Action Year 
and were defined as short-range only because of their quick implementa­
tion time. Specific quantifi,sd targets were assigned to each of the 5ix 
objectives, and their relationship to previously-ranked problem analyses 
was demonstrated. A specific worl< program was presented in bar graph 
form for each objective; three of the objectives were ranked as "most 
important. " 

New London presented a one-page statement of five- and one-year 
objectives: "establish an industrial zone east of the railroad tracks by 
1975" (long·range); "establish new business to pr,ovide 200 jobs" (short­
range). A statement on first-year priorities was only vaguely related to the 
objective statements. 

Several cities had difficulty linking objectives to problem analyses. 

Houston and Allegheny County presented the most elaborate approach to 
objectives; New London, S;anta Fe, and Youngstown, the least sophistica­
ted approach. Residents in the laHer cities, who clearly had major in­
fluence over planning deci!iions, often expressed their dissatisfaction with 
the "non-relevant" (e.g. n()t focused on projects and jobs) element5 of the 
plan, such as objectives statements. COPs of these cities reflected this 
resident feeling by a lack of depth (quantitative indices, time framework) 
in the statements. 
4. Strategy Statement: 
The final sectio,n of the updated MPS (revised after RICC review) was to 
be an overall program strategy statement indicating the general outlines of 
how the COA proposed to implement its COP. 

Wilmington's strategy statement was easily the weakest of those 
examined here, a one·paragraph summary emphasizing the COA's concerns 
for employment, decentralization of public services to the MNA, and ex­
tensive citizen participation. 

Houston, Youngstown, and Santa Fe presented more elaborate 
strategy statements, focusing both on overall and component·level 
strategies. Allegheny County chose to combine its discussion of objectives 
with a strategy s.tatement, while Cleveland made an effort to merge 
strategy with specific program approaches focused on an increase in infor· 
mation to residents on local programs, sensitizing local agencies to MNA 
needs, and bringing MNA residents into closer contact with local agencies. 

I n several of these statements, it was difficult to distinguish compo· 
nent strategy approaches from the earlier discussions of goals and objec· 
tives. Strategy statements in Cleveland and New london were so vague as 
to be meaningless. Staff-influence and resident·influence cities stressed to a 
much greater extent than other cases, an intention to rely on strong resi· 
dent inputsi st;;lff-dominant cities tended to emphasize in their strategy 
statements the importance of good management practices, centralized 
COA leadership, and reliance on existing agenoies to a greater degree than 
did the other cities. The Indianapolis MPS strategy, focused on both mana· 
gerial and resident participation approaches, was the most articulate and 
consistent of the statements. 

I n short, the strategy statements exhibited a focus of program con· 
trol for the coming First Actiol) Year according to th(J pi!~nnin9 system 
which had predominated in development of the plan. Thus, staff·dominant 
cities strongly emphasized in their strategy statements the need for central 
authority, clear lines of communication and responsibility within the COA 
as well as between the COA and resident and agenc,! groups. Citizen par­
ticipation was seen as an integral element of project implementation but 
Was clearly secondary. Resident-influence cities, in their strategy state· 
ments, indicated a strong reliance on citizen participation as a guiding 
force in the coming Action Year. There was less apparent emphasis on the 
importance of COA management and linkages with local agencies. 

I n summary, there was great range in quality, length, anel 
comprehensiveness of Mid·Term Planning Statements as included in the COP. By and 
large, the staff dominant and parity cities come much closer to meeting HUO's 
requirements for that section than staff·influence or resident.influence communities. It 
was plainly difficult for cities to distinguish between problems and causal 
explanations, dnd between goals, objectives, and strategy statements. 

Selleral cities, it would appear I mergetl segments of the original Part I, Part 
II submission with the MPS. This meant that a number of cities, such as Indianapolis 
and Houston, had sufficiently advanced by the time the new gUidelines emerged thati 
incorporating into the new format what they had done so far was preferable to starting 
over, even on a simpler basis. Compared with first-round COPs, there is little evidence 
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that this round of comprehensive plans, where their introductory sections Werl! 
concerned, were significantly improved. While plan requirements may have changed 
for the better in terms of H UD's perceptions of local planning capaCity, it does not 
appear that sub$tantive improvement in that capacity took place. 

The number of projects proposed by the ten cities varied from 66 in Los 
Angeles City to,only 10 in Youngstown. Generally, there were more projects proposed 
in staff-dominant and parity cities than in staff- or resident-influence communities, 
There was also a correlation between the size of cities and the number of projects 
proposed for the first Action Year. Apparently, the larger amount of money made 
available to big cities influenced the number of projects. 

The majority of projects in every city fell into the social service category, 
pompared with projects in economic or environmental areas (see Table 5). Only in 
Houston and Cleveland did projects in the economic category outnumber those in 
environmental fields; the emphasis in those two cities reflected the concerns of 
residents, as well as the need to accommodate the demands of disparate resident 
groups with projects in the same area (Cleveland). 

The range in expectation of non-supplemental money for funding of 
projects was also extreme (see Table 7, following). Thus, while New London 
anticipated that all of its projects would be assisted by non-MCA money, Houston 
expected that only 29 percent would be so assisted and Cleveland only 12 percent. 
The New London projection can only be seen as wishful thinking. The low Houston 
estimate may reflect that city's traditional disinclination for involvement in Federal 
programs. The very low Cleveland figure for non-supplemental funding reflects 
resident disaffection with established public agencies through which such funds are 
channeled. 

None of the cities examined here projected more than 41 % of their first 
Action Year projects for capital development activities, (see Table 6), although there 
was a tendency for staff-dominant and staff-jhfluence cities to stress this area to a 
greater extent than resident-influence cities. Conversely, the resident-influence cities 
and the parity city placed much greater emphasis on service-oriented projects. 

A number of project typeti wc,re common to over half the COPs; these 
included housing development corporations, public health clinics within the MNA, 
experimental schools, vocational training, and mini-park purchases. Santa Fe and New 
London recorded the highest percentage of projects completely new to the MNA (50% 
and 48%, respectively), with Cleveland (12%) and Allegheny County (19%) 
manifesting the greatest emphasis on maintenance of existing efforts. 

Project descriptions in most cities were accompanied by HUD forms 
summarizing the project and budgct:rl9 costs. These standard descriptions covered: 

1. Delineation of purpose 
2. Prospective beneficiaries 
3. Content and operation of the project 
4. Timetable for implementation 
5. Funding, including amount and source of monies 
6. Coordination with pertinent local agencies 
7. Continuous monitoring and evaluation plan 
8. Citizen participation 
9. Resident employment 

The depth to which project descriptions filled this outline varied within 
each COP, as we\1 as among cities. As a rule, the plans for staff-dominant and paritY 
cities proved to be much more consistent in both format and content than those of 
other cities. ThUS, the project descriptions in Wilmington, New London, and 
Youngstown tended to be cursory, while the projects themselves were often 
inconsistent with identified objectives. By and large, cities that had produced a 
detailed MPS also developed relatively extensive project descriptions; but even in those 
cities the range in quality was wide. 
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All ten cities claimed that delegate agencies for more than 75 percent of 
their projects had been firmed up or were being negotiated prior to project operation. 
But it was often apparent from the language, that this project sponsorship 'was 
tenuous, or contingent on some COA-set requirements, such as linkages with the 
resident structure, development of an eValu(ltion plan, or employm~,nt of MNA 
residents. Staff-dominant and parity cities made mote confident assignment of 
sponsors. 

A weakness in most COPs was the evident unreliability of anticipated 
non-supplemental funds. In virtually all cities, these fUllu. vvt.re rarely confirmed prior 
to the start of the Action Year; Federal agencies were slow to allqcate or to confirm 
resel'vations of funds for projects. Only in Indianapolis - which retained something of 
a "favorite son" status in Federal eyes - did this pattern vary somewhat. 

Of the total number of projects proposed in the ten cities - 342 - only 
four were permitted by HUO to be sponsored by newly-created resident organizations 
tied to the Model Cities program. This clearly reflects tM stronger HUO emphasis on 
using existing local agencies to carry out supplementally-funded projects.'" 

Existing public entities preponderated among delegate agencies. Only in 
Houston and Los Angeles City did private organizations sponsoring projects exceed 
fifty !)ercent. Thus, of the 342 projects proposed for the ten cities, 219 were to be 
admii.i'tered by local public agencies, 119 by private. Similarly, only 86 of the 342 
projects were presented in the COPs as completely new activities to the MNA, while 
286 augmented existing services or continued existing efforts. Santa Fe and New 
London had the highest percentage of new programs, Cleveland and Allegheny County 
the lowest. 

HUO required cities to include a number of non'programmatic 
components in their plans. These included the following: program administration, 
relocation, resident employment, and continuous planning and evaluation statements. 
The COPs were evaluated here in terms of the degree to which these components met 
the requirements set by HUO in guidelines detailing them. Table 10 on page 83 sum· 
marizes the findings of this analysis, and is briefly discussed below: 

Program Administration: 
HUO required that COPs discuss (1) overall administrative organization; 
(2) staffing pattern of the COA for the Action Year; (3) city capacity to 
undertake the program of action; (4) fiscal and project monitoring 
systems; (5) relationship and access of the COA to the chief executive; 
(6) linkages with local agencies (public and private); (7) resident employ­
ment and training in Model Cities program administration. 

Again, staff-dominant and parity cities presented much more sub­
stantial answers to these elements than cities with staff- or resident­
influence planning systems. Essentially, it would appear that the problems 
over control and policy groundrules which had characterized these cities 
for much of the Planning Year were carried over into this rather sensitive 
section of the COP: there was much more emphasis on form of involve­
ment than on content. All of the cities projected technical interagency 
advisory committees to assist in implementation, continuous planning, and 
evaluation, despite the fact that few such committees functioned effective­
ly during the Planning Year. 
Continuous Planning and Evaluation: 
H UO in this component asked cities to indicate the projects to be evaluat­
ed, the staff to carry out both evaluation and continuous planning func­
tions, and the work schedule for evaluation and continuous planning. 
Cities were expected to indicate how they intended to link the results of 

·26 of some 380 project proposals were found to be proposed for implementation by 
resident organizations in the eleven·city analysis. 
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evaluation to continuous planning. 
I n general, the continuous planning and evaluation statements tit­

tempted to design a system of information-gathering and dissemination 
and they varied greatly in content and quality. None of the cities fully met 
HUO's requirements, while there was no relationship between planning 
systems and the qu'aHty of this compon-ent. -This reflected the fact that 
several cities hired outside consultants to prepare the component, so that a 
city like Wilmington, with a generally medi09re plan, was able to include a 
relatively acceptable continuous planning and evaluation statement. None 
of these statements, however, was able to link the timing of eVi:luation 
efforts with project implementation, or carefully define the relationship 
between evaluation and continuous planning. Allegheny County relied 

·heavily on a systems-oriented aerospace firm yet produced a section that 
failed completely to link evaluation with either on-poing projects or plan­
ning. New London's component was even less detailed. 

For most cities, the continuous planning and evaluation statement 
was necessary after-thought. Several COPs, notably those of New London 
and Allegheny County, candidly stated a belief that implementation had a 
higher priority than continuous planning and evaluation, and that these 
functions "would have to wait" until projects were actually underway. 
The chronologies for the ten cities indicate that some measure of this 
feeling was present in all of the programs. 
Relocation: 
HUO here required a statement of purpose; a discussion of relocation 
assistance and payments; a five-year relocation forecast, and a one-year 
relocation action program. 

This component was usually written by COA staff in close conjunc­
tion with professionals from the local housing or renewal authorities. Its 
component; therefore, reflected less the impact of a given planning system 
than the competence of the individuals involved. Thus Youngstown pro­
ducer! une of the most elaborate relocation plans. although its COP fell 
short of HUO's requirements in the other component areas. Indianapolis 
also produced a plan highly accepttlble to HUO, while Cleveland and Santa 
Fe \vere at the low end of the spectrum :In terms of relocation plan detail 
and timing. New London did not produce any plan at all. 
Resident Employment: 
HUO meant this component to guarantee that each COA would achieve a 
hi;Jh level of employment of MNA residents in various occupational cate­
gories of Model Cities programs and activities.. HUO also required that 
CL)As indicate the training programs to be instituted to facilitate resident 
employment. 

Paradoxically, programs with marked resident-influence planning 
sy;;te:m~ protil.lced resident employment statements no more detailed than 
staff-dominant, staff-influence or parity cities. All of the COPs had compo­
nents in this area, but none presented a project-by-project total of posi­
tions 'to be filled by residents. All affirmed their intention to give MNA 
resirlents priDrity in hiring and to f ,t1ow the full range of F'ederal Equal 
Opportunity requirements. Estimates of potentia! resident employment 
ranged from 74 percent in New Lond9n to no figures at all in Houston, 
Indianapolis or Youngstown. 

As & rule, it was felt that the resident employment component could 
not be fully elaborated until projects were actually underway. Moreover, 
in several residant-oriented cities, the question of jobs, lob training, and 
selection of project sponsors for training activities was a highly ccmf'(OV<lr. 
sial ii"sue, whose resolution was to bs left to the Action Year (Cleveland, 
Wilmington). 
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As indicated in the discussion of the HUD planning model (Chapter Four) 
a number of performance criteria were set forth to serve as bench-marks of program 
operation. Specifically, HUD asked that cities, in implementing their Planning Year, 
develop a structure that could: 

1. Coordinate involvement in the program or rEllevant local agencies, 
public and private 

2. Achieve genuine citizen participation in almost all facets of the pro­
gram; 

3. Mobilize and concentrate local resources on the Model Neighborhood; 
4. Effect institutional change, an increased sensitivity to needs and con­

cerns of the MNA; and 
5. Demonstrate innovation, both in process and in product. 

The ability of cities to meet these criteria was found to be closely linked to the type of 
planning system developed. 

This criterion was generally interpreted as refering to the several types of 
interaction between the Model Cities program and local agencies - participation of 
local agencies on program boards and committees (task forces), provision qf on-loan 
staff to CDAs or task forces, agency review of CDA or task force prodUcts, and sharing 
by local agencies either of information regarding their programs within the MNA or, at 
the highest level, of decision-making in regard to those programs. The first three of 
these coordinative techniques were considered in some detail in Chapter Eight 
(Alternate Roles). It was concluded there that CDA ability to obtain agency 
participation was closely linked to chief executive support and was highest in 
staff-oriented and parity cities, where the CDA enjoyed superior status. ConverselY, 
local agencies were reluctant to involve themselves in Model Cities where city hall 
support was low or the level of turbulence high_ These strictures were found to apply 
to all three types or coordination, and in general agency participation was found to be 
limited, uneven and narrowly focused. Agencies were sparing of their staff time and 
would contribute only within their functional area. No planning system was able to 
c;all into being that harmonious concert of comprehensive planners envisioned by 
HUD, although the more stable systems managed to advance a few steps further in its 
direction than the contentious resident-influence' systems. 

Had the very cogent reasons for agency reluctance not obtained, it is 
doubtful if much greater coordination would have been realized, for the CDAs 
themselves did not perceive it as an important, sustaining aspect of the program. They 
tended to call on local agencies only at certain time periods and for assistance with 
specific components, with the resul t that coordination was at best sporadic, almost ad 
hoc in nature. This had a seriously inhibiting impact on those aspects of coordination 
not considered earlier - that is the sharing of information and decision-making. 
Because contact with agencies was not sustained, communication channels were 
haphazard and there was no regularly-scheduled forum for exchange of information. 
Presentation of an agency's program within the MNA had to be arranged, as a special 
event. Even in such staff-dominated cities as Houston and Allegheny County, 
communications between the CDA and local agencies were not ongoing or easy: 
usually they were in fact non-existent except as special need arose. 

As for shared decision-maki ng, there was no instance among the ten cities 
comparable to Cambridge and other first-round cities of the earlier study where 
residents were invited to serve on agency boards allocating resources and deliVering 
services to the MNA. R<lsidents and CDAs of the ten cities under study here were on 
occasion able to influence non-MCA decisions affecting their neighborhoods, but not 
through such continuing techniques of formal coordination. The influence, unrull -
the technique of confrontation. -

In general, the level of achieved coordination appeared to have dropped 

", 

Mobilization and 
Cpncentration 
'of Resources 

between the first-round and second-round cities, and in part this is thought to have 
resulted from HUD emphasis on greater in-house staff capability with the 
second-round CDAs. This would seem to account, at least, for the much higher use of 
on-loan staff in the eleven-city study than in the ten cities studied here. As a result, the 
modes of coordination enunciated in the eleven-city analysis were found to have only 
random and partial application with the ten second-round cities. Thus, Houswn and, 
to a lesser extent, Los Angeles and Allegheny counties provided some instances of 
directive' coordination, typical of staff-dominant systems and characterized by 
chief-executive mandate. In Houston and Allegheny County, chief executives issued 
memos requiring agencies to provide membership on Model Cities boards and, in 
Houston, to share information. The chief administrative officer of Los Angeles County 
made similar efforts, but with less effect. The adjustive mode of coordination is 
identified with a strong resident base, a moderate to high degree of chief executive 
involvement, and some acceptance of groundrules, and it is characterized by review, 
negotiation, bargaining and contention on an item-by-item basis. All ten cities 
manifested this approach at times, but Indianapolis, Santa Fe, and to a lesser degree 
Youngstown and New London were more consistently adjustive. Adaptive 
coordination, the least effective mode, occurred when the interests of Model· Cities 
bodies ano those of local agencies chanced to coincide Of' when crisis situations 
required ad hoc resolution. It is identified with planning systems where minimal 
groundrules obtain, chief executive involvement is intermittent and the resident base 
diffuse. Wilmh1gton, Los Angele~ City and Cleveland most manifested this pattern. 

HUD anticipated that Model Cities would seek both to mobilize new funds 
and to concentrate existing resources on the Model Neighborhood Areas. In short, it 
expected cities to single out the MNA for particular attention relative to public 
investment in programs and projects. 

There is little evidence that this expectation was even seriously entertained 
by most cities. A general shortage of funds, jealousy on the part of other 
neighborhoods over the special attention being given the MNA, and problems of 
coordinating local agency involvement in the MNA all contributed to the difficult\" 
experienced by most communities with regard to this performance criterion. In 
addition, the slowness with which Federal agencies identified, or reserved categorical 
program monies for select Model Neighborhood Areas further limited city initiative. 
Some cities, SIJCI1 as Indianapolis and New London, were able to identify available 
Federal resources and to plug these into their CDPs, along with sizeable local 
contributions; but these were clearly in the minority. HUD itself was perceived in most 
cities as "slow to come across" with regard to concentrating its monies on Model Cities 
programs, apart from the supplemental funds. 

As noted earlier, most cities posited a large number of projects for the 
MNA, reflecting in part HUD~s emphasis on comprehensiveness. As with the eleven 
first-round cities, the bulk of projects fell into the social categories rather than 
economic development or job training, partly because HEW allocated its categorical 
funds with relative despatch and open-handedness. (DOL which would have funded a 
great many job creation/training projects, was perceived as one of the slowest agencies 
to accept Model Cities priority areas.) 

If the cities failed to divert sizeal}!e' sums to the MNA, at least none 
attempted to reduce its allocation to the area'· a backhand acknowledgement of the 
"mobilization of resources" criterion. It also indicated the seriousness with which 
cities viewed HUD's stricture that supplemental funds not be used to divert city funds 
from the MNA (the "maintenance of effort" requirement). Actually most cities did 
increase the local budget allocation to the MNA, but on a substantial scale only where 
large capital investment pl'Ojects were anticipated as at Indianapolis, New London, 
Wilmington and Allp.gheny County. 

Few cities were able to attract sizeable investment from private 
organizations or groups for their Model Neighborhood Areas. In the ten cities studied 
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here, there were only two notable private contributions - for job training in Houston 
and for land-use planning/industrial expansion in Allegheny County (where industry 
leaders tended to see Model Cities as a program to provide the infrastruct!.lre for 
factory expansion). Only minimal success was recorded in other cities with regard to 
participation by the private sector in housing development projects, mortgage 
insurance programs, and a few training activities. 

The kind and degree of resident involvement varied considerably from city 
to city and from one planning period to another during the year. Only four cities 
(Cleveland, New London, Wilmington, Santa Fe) manifested consistently high resident 
participation and only in Cleveland and Wilmington did the residents attain and keep 
de jl!re veto power over program planning decisions. Veto was granted to the resident 
group in New London, but as CI result of HUO intervention residents were reduced to 
an advisory role. 

The factors influencing development of the resident component have been 
discussed at some length in Chapters Eight through Ten and need not be elaborated 
here. Also noted earlier was the low degree of resident involvement during the 
application period, when HUO deadlines and elaborate requirements put professional 
expertise at a premium. Only in Clevela:1d, where resident advocates were brought into 
the drafting process by the mayor and a shared role existed between residents and 
local staff, was there any true resident involvement. In the other nine cities, residents 
generally played no greater role than to legitimatize staff efforts. 

I n seven of the ten Planning Year cities, the waiting and reviSion ptlriod 
was characterized by a low level of citizen participation. Three cities (New London, 
Cleveland, and Wilmington) developed high levels of resident involvement, while in the 
other seven cities there was mere sanction of staff decisions. 

The decisions made at this time were often crucial since the city was 
revising its application to meet the criticisms contained in the HUO discussion paper. 
For instance, Los Angeles City, after much prodding from HUO, decided to formalize 
its citizen participation structure, and to centralize the program's administrative 
authority in one rather than two COAs. Resident input into these decisions was quite 
limited, given the divided character of the Los Angeles resident base. In New London, 
by way of contrast, a high level of turbulence and a cohesive, politically integrated 
resident organization resulted in a situation where residents and their advocates locked 
horns with city officials in an attempt to create an independent citizen participation 
organization. A compromise was eventually reached in which resident control, after 
HUO intervention, was substantially diluted; nonetheless, residents (along with HUO) 
had played a significant role in determining future program structure and process, one 
which would ultimately give them considerable influence throughout t~e life of the 
program. 

Most cities relied heavily on staff to modify the application relQtive to 
HUO's disCllssion paper. Resident involvement, when it occurred, as in Wilmington, 
Cleveland, and New London, largely revolved around questions of citizen roles in 
review processes, on committees and boards, and in COA participation. Although 
resident groups in most cities raised these issues at this time, len.gthy public 
confrontation' occurred only in the three cities noted above. In Youngstown a similar 
struggle would break out, but thi! question of MNA bOllndaries arose first. 

Few resident groups were involved in initial selection of COA directors. 
Even in Cleveland, the appointment was made by the mayor, subject to approval by 
the resident board. In New London, a resident-dominated personnel committee 
selected the COA director but only after extensive debate bet.veen residents and city 
hall. A similar struggle occurred in Wilmington, where the initial choice of the resident 
group was unacceptable to the city. !n Youngstown, the initial COA director was 
directly appointed by the mayor without consulting residents, but extension of the 
MNA to include a black neighborhood soon resulted in a new appointment being 
made_ The new COA director was a member of the resident group and although 
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appointed by the mayor,. saw himself as a ;esident-advocate. In Allegheny County, 
H.ouston, Los A~geles County, Santa Fe, and initially in Indianapolis, the COA 
director was apPo.lnted by the local chief executive without consulting re~ident groups. 
In .Los An?eles City: the COA director was appointed by the mayor on the advice of 
resldent-on~nted n~lghborhood boards; he was expected to be a neutral figwe between 
the two ~lghlY dlsparat~ neighborhood organizations. With the exception of Los 
A~gel~s City, the ap~olntment process for COA directors was a relatively clear 
~eflectlon o.f .th~ plannmg system that was obtained at anyone point in the program; 
In several cities It presaged the tenor of the program for the remainder of the Planning 
Year. 

. Reside~t groups had considerable difficulty in initiating substantive 
pla~n111g ~ffor:s With .regard to most COP components. Their lact of technical skills, 
their .predllectlo~ for Issues of power as opposed to those of process and product, and 
the tl.me constraints for. submittals all operated agi:tinst a fully effective role in the 
planning pr~cess for reSidents. This situation was exacerbated in those cities where 
sta:f determl1''i~d - or was forced - to adopt a relatively passive posture vis a vis the 
reSidents; that IS, to act in an 13ssentially servJce role. However, understandable in terms 
of real .01' poten~ial resident hostility, the "'effect of staff withdrawal was to delay 
completion of Vital plan eillments. Needless overlap of components flights into 
v.erbo~e fantasy, and unrealistic proposals were among the problems gen~rated by this 
Situation, observable at Wilmington, Cleveland, and New London. 

. . The principal resident involvement in preparation of the MPS came in the 
v.:ntmg of tho problem analysis. Residents were quick to list and relate grievi:tnces in 
~lghlY p~rsonal and often emotional terms which CDA staff usually had to rewrite into 
c~lmer language, acceptable to HUO. Ranking of problems was more difficult, since 

reSidents generally sawall problems as equally serious. Further, the members of task 
forces often developed a strong attachment to their particular problem'area and this 
made ranking a touchy business. ' 

Preparation of program objectives, establishing their priorities, and 
dev~lopme~t of a strategy st~te~ent were staff exercises in most cities, although 
Indlanapol.ls, Cle~eland, and Wilmington sought to involve residents in the process. As 
noted earlier, res'lde~ts preferred to move directly to discussion of specific projects 
once p~ob!em ~naIY~ls was completed. Again in these components, COA staff restated 
the reSident views In • ~ore formal or techniceJl language. In some cities (Houston, 
You~gsto"wn) the reWriting heJd the effect of substantially altering what the residents 
had In min? In genel'al: howeve!, staff sought to reflect faithfully the resident views 
develope,~ In su~~om~lttee :sesslons. There was little deliberate effort in any city by 
staff to subvert reSident views; they were altered more by inadvertence through the 
choice of pi1rasing, than by intention. 

Ail with the ?efinition of llroblems, residents in all cities had a major say in 
the development of projects and often in their final selection and budget assignments 
as well. I n the. end, ,'ocal a~encies were the principal source of project ideas only 
because the reSidents capacity to generate ideas proved limited not because their 
c~~tributions were deliberatilly excluded. Elimination of reside~t projects in such 
cities as Cleveland, Youngst()wn and Wilmington resulted more from the effect of 
competing resident factions than from action by the COA or city hall. Even in 
Allegheny County and Houston, the dominant staff made a clear effort to include 
resident ideas they considered feasible. 

_ As noted, the non-programmatic elements of the COP were almost 
exclUSively the work of staff professionals and what resident involvement occurred wa~ 
focu.s~d ?n administrative structure (notable in li1dianapolis) and the citize~ 
panl.clpatlon com?onent. In Wiimington, formulation of both those components was 
dominated by reSidents; that city and Indianapolis were the only instances where staff 
sou~ht to reHilct _citizen views in drafting the evaluation/continuous planning section. 
In ')~nta Fe, reSident advocates drafted the citizen participation plan. In Houston 
Allf-'; ,my County, Los Angehls City and County, residents exercised at most mer~ 
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legitimization of these parts of the CDP. R~sident employment and relocation were by 
definition elements designed to protect resident interests, but both components were 
so technically structured that direct resident involvement was unfeasible and never 
developed in any contributory way. 

As with the first-round cities, HUD pressures to complete the CDP tended 
to limit direct resident participation at that stage. In cities such as Indianapolis, Los 
Angeles, Santa Fe, and New London, a sufficient degree of trust had apparently 
developed between residents and staff that the latter were able to "speed up" the 
planning process by minimizing resident participation. But in Cleveland, Wilmington, 
and Youngstown, a growing sense of distrust between residents an'd CDA staff made 
acceleration of planning more difficult. 

Resident ability to conduct a thorough review of the CDP (or MPS) prior 
to submission to HUD varied extensively. In Houston, for example, the CDA director 
gave the resident troup enough time for an item-by-item review c1 the CDP. In 
Allegheny and Los Angeles counties, residents were able to review the MPS and CDP 
only after it had already been submitted to HUD or concurrently. In Youngstown, the 
MPS was submitted directly to HUD without resident review but the CDP was 
subjected to intensive resident scrutiny. As a rule, resident-oriented boards and 
committees were able to exercise de facto review and approval powers before 
submission of the CDP to HUD, but review of the MPS, usually regarded as a "paper 
exercise" was not considered important. The CDP, on the other hand, with its 
stateme~t of projects, citizen participation component, and budget allocations, was a 
much more serious affair. 

Expectedly, the ability of resident groups to review non-Model Cities 
projects proposed by local agencies for the MNA occurred mostly in parity and 
resident-influence cities and even here it focused on select agencies (housing or renewal 
authorities, to cite common examples). As a rule, this right of review developed 
graduaily and became part of the overall program groundrules. Acquir,cence of the 
chief executive and CDA staff was implicit in this arrangement; indeed, in several 
cities such as Indianapolis and New London, CDA staff was active in securing resident 
revie~ over agencies' projects. This advocacy proved to be an important factor in 
building resident trust of the staff and, as noted in an earlier paragraph, permitted a 
speed-up in planning - with a consequent diminution of the resident role - without 
excessive resident protest. 

Finally, in both Cleveland and Santa Fe, city councils critical of the Model 
Cities planning process in th(~ir communities took advantage of their final power of 
approval to make substantive changes in both projects and program admini3tration, 
drastically reducing the reside,'/t role. HUD's emphasis on chief executive control was 
cited as a defense and explanation of this action. Later elections would reverse the city 
council action in Sante Fe, sustain it in Cleveland. 

HUD's role in clealing directly with the ability of residents to cO,ntrol 
rv:::;uel Cities programs and to operate supplementally-funded projects has been 
discussed at various points throughout this report. In Wilmington, Youngstown, and 
New London, HU D representatives emphasized the ultimate responsibility of city hall 
for the program, particularly its administrative and fiscal elements. In Wilmington and 
Nfiw London, !-IUD also emphasized that projects would have to be implemented by 
existing local public and private agencies. While this intervention did not shift the 
planning pro'.:ess to a parity, staff-influence or staff-dominant model, it appeared to 
prevent forrn&tion of resident-dominant planning systems in those cities. Certainly it 
helped to stiffen the backbone of chief executives who were prone to sustain a 
heightened resident role (Santa Fe, Cleveland, and Youngstown). In Youngstown, 
HUD esslmtially played two roles: resident advocacy at the beginning, and city hall 
advocac,/ towards the end. HUD also sought greater resident participation in the three 
staff-dominant cities, with no particular success. 

Model Cities proposed that the planning Year be used by participating 
cities, to induce local institutions - particularly through the considered use of 

supplementl~1 monies and technical assistance - to make changes in their traditional 
approaches to the Model Neighborhood's problems. In addition, cities were asked to 
develop inrlovative approaches to local planning and in the design of projects assisted 
by supplementa.! funds. 

Neither institutional change nor innovation was dlefined by HUD in terms 
of quantitative outputs. In fact, both criteria were proposed to cities as being open to 
local definition, relevant to existing conditions and circumstances. This was in line 
with HUD's generally non-prescriptive guidelines (although the Department became 
more prescriptive in other areas as the secotid·round cities initiated their Planning 
Years), and with a clear realization that institutional change and innovation could not, 
in fact, be defined in statistical terms. The criteria did of course imply that the way in 
which cities had been dealing with Model Neighborhoods was less than ideal. 

In tlhis study, as in the earlier eleven-city analysis, it is possible to describe 
'general "sets of experience" as tentative definitions of institutional change and 

innovation. Thus, the former was examined in terms of conscious agency departures 
from pre-Model Cities delivery of services to the Model Neighborhood Area, to the 
extent tilat these departures reflected a decision to improve the agency's ability to 
serve the MNA. Innovation was essentially defined as that which was new to the city 
and relevant, givEm local perceptions, to the local needs in the MNA. 

Institutional Change: 
A number of problems initially impeded the ability of cities to bring about 
changes in the way local agencies - "inclUding city hall - related to the 
problems of the Model Neighborhood. First, cities simply had no clear 
concept of the extent of services delivered to the MNA. None of the ten 
cities had amassed adequate data 1from which to assess existing practices, 
and local criteria by which to judgf' such data were ad hoc (e.g. when 
confrontations arose) rather than comprehensive. In most cities, there had 
bE'en no in-depth critical appraisal of local delivery systems, and even 
where this had been accomplished there Wi'S scant recol'd of resultant 
change. In short, there was little local awareness, most particularly in city 
hall, of what composed local delivery systems and of what was wrong with 
them or right with them. Specific knowledge of changes needed or of 
strategies to accomplish change simply did not exist. City hall in most 
instances lacked the power, let alone the time and staff capacity, to imple­
ment such strategies had the will existed. In most cities, the influence of 
resident organizations was limited, such groups were often fragmented 
internally, and political integration of poverty sections was a relatively 
new phenomenon in those cities where it was evidenced. There was a little 
sense of strategy for institutional change on the part of resident groups, as 
in city hall. In the end, this would be evidenced by the fact that resident· 
oriented Model Cities tended to have fewer innovative projects and to rely 
more on existing public organizations than more parity or staff-oriented 
cities. 

There were nonetheless increments of institutional change in several 
of the cities' examined in this report. Agency representatives in Santa Fe, 
Indianapolis, Wilmington, and New London came into sustained contalot 
with Model Neighborhood groups and became resident advocates, to the 
extent that this contact in itself represented institutional change. Existing 
programs were modified - clearance plans for housing changed to rehabili­
tation; medical services decentralized to the MNA rather than added to 
central facilities; experimental educational programs supported by school 
districts - and agencifls became more attuned to problems of the poor. 
For sOme agency heads, Model Cities was the first time they had COITi<l 
directly in touch with residents of areas like the Model Neighborhood. 
"We had to take another look at our traditional approaches," said a 
housing official in one city. 

Increased city sensitivity to the MNA also carne with the, sustained 
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involvement of the chief executive in several Model Cities programs. In 
cities such as Indianapolis and Houston, this involvement eventually led to 
occasional intervention by the chief executive on behalf of MNA residents 
against the position of a line agency or independent commission. This, too, 
was recorded locally as representing a significant change in the traditional 
pattern of city hall relations with the Model Neighborhood Area. 

There did not appear to be a pattern in the type of agencies mani­
festing institutional ch,mge. Thus, "hardware rl deFwtments such as public 
works or parks were recorded as changing their approaches to the, MNA 
along with such "software" agencies as the school district, health depart­
ments, and employment services. Basicatly, the impetus for institutional 
change appears to have depended on such chance factors as: 
1. The nature of resident/agency contact 
2. The individual receptiveness of agency heads and representatives to 

program boards and subcommittees 
3. Chief executive intercession or pressures 
4. Federal influences 
5. Contextual or environmental factors - elections, civil unrest, civic pres­

sures 
6. Desire for supplemental monies or technical assistance from the CDA 

I n Indianapolis, Wilmington, and New London, local agencies at 
times made responses to MNA concerns which were not specifically related 
to CDA planning. Elimination of a scheduled freeway, improvement of a 
recreation area, and a shift in police patrol activities fell into this category 
of change. 
Innovation: 
This criterion was variously interpreted in the ten cities: local officials 
were not sure just what HUD meant by innovation. Most cities, however, 
judged the degree of resident participation in Model Cities planning activi­
ties to be a substantial innovation in the traditional way the city had dealt 
with the MNA. Thus, the granting of de facto veto powers to resident 
groups in New London, Wilmington, and to a lesser extent, in Indianapolis 
and Los Angeles City, was construed 'locally as innovation. Since there 
were relatively few innovative projects to emanate from these Model 
Cities, the continuous dialogue, negotiation, and bargaining with residents 
could be interpreted as a major and new event. Even in staff-dominant 
Houston, Allegheny County and Los Angeles County, the very fact that 
residents were given some say in the planning process - if not very much 
- represented a significant, new development. 

Agency participation on CDA task forces in Indianapolis, Santa Fe, 
Houston, and Wilmington was recorded as a new event in those organiza­
tions' relations with the MNA. Similarly, the willingness of some agencies 
in Indianapolis and Wilmington to permit MNA residents to review their 
activities on a sustained basis was perceived as an innovative response. 

The involvement of agency actors from social, physical, and econo­
mic fields of interest was a new approach to planning in all cities studied. 
Prior to Model Cities, non-physical planning had been largely limited to 
specialized functional areas {health, manpower} or to a collection of activi­
ties in one area - social planning through the efforts of the local commu­
nity action agency. For cities such as Houston and Wilmington, the co­
mingling of agencies from a diverse number of fields was perceived to be 
one of the program's major accomplishments. "Maybe we didn't accom­
plish everything we first thought we COUld," commented one Houston 
staffer, "but for this citY, getting everyone together on a program like this 
was a signal accomplishment." 

Virtua Ity every Model Cities program had projects which were con-

The Federal Role 

sidered to be highly innovative in terms of a city's particular needs and 
traditional approaches to neighborhood problems. In Allegheny County, 
the formation, no matter how embryonic, of a mini-Council of Govern-
ments for the Turtle Creek Valley area, funded in large part by supple­
mental monies, was perceived throughout the area as a new and even 
controversial development. For that matter, comprehensive planning in the 
Turtle Creek area was quite innovative for a neighl.Jorhood which had in 
the past received only the residual attention of County authorities. In 
Santa Fe, the establishment of a mental health outreach center in the 
MNA, with a resident-dominated board of directors was received as a 
considerable innovation in a mental health system that was - or had been 
- extremely centralized and perceived as unresponsive to the needs of the 
poor in Santa Fe's barrios. Similar instances of new and innovative projects 
can be recorded for all cities, but often the language in which a project 
description was couched precluded a clear understanding of just how in­
novative it would really be; at times a new-sounding project was to be 
administered by long-established local agencies: the degree of innovation 
would remain to be seen. Perhaps what was really important in considering 
innovation or neWneSs was the percepti on of local actors, staff and resi­
dents, of a project proposal; if they thought it was an innovation, perhaps 
that in itself was a major accomplishment regardless of its actual merits. 

There was relatively little evidence of extensive Federal agency activity 
centered on a critique of how well CDAs were responding to the five performance 
criteria summarized above. HUD assisted local programs to define these criteria 
principally through the initial vehicle of the Discussion Paper, HUD's response to the 
application for a planning grant. There, the Federal focus was on degree of citizen 
partir-ipation - a cl'itorion which steadily became of lesser importance to HUD as the 
Planning Year wore on -' and coordination With local agencies, that is, their 
involvement in the Model Cities program. Agency involvement, it must be added, was 
generally reveiwed by Federal agencies on a functional, non-comprehensive basis. That 
is, there was concern by Federi:! agencies -~ OED, DOL, HEW, HUD - that client local 
departments and agencies were nct involved in CDA or Model Cities activities. The 
concern, however, focused more on protection of turf, of local agency interests, than 
on the overall criterion of comprehensiv~ pllll1ning, of coordination as a key element 
of the Model Cities planning process. Emphasis often appeared to be placed on agency 
review of proposals, rather than on ongoing participation in a planning process. 

There was little conscious Federal agency intervention to bring about local 
institutional change and innovation - with the principal exception of OED representa­
tives in such cities as Los Angeles City and New London, and there the focus was 
primarily on citizen participation. In fact, Federal intervention was r(\ost often per­
ceived by CDAs and residents as moves to protect established agency interests and 
practices, rather than to initiate new and innovative responses to MNA problems. HUD 
itself came to insist that projects be implemented by existing local agencies to a much 
more marked degree than had occurred during the first round of Model Cities Planning 
Years. There was little evidence of federal intervention aimed at developing innovative 
local projects; the concern was more over the form of implementation than Clver what 
was to be implemented. There were few recorded instances of HUD intervention 
dealing with local mobilization and concentration of resources! other than an 
insistence that funds not be diverted from the MNA. In fact, the federal response to 
cities in terms of reserving or allocating categorical funds was quite low. 

In summary, the federal monitoring approach to performance criteria was 
largely ad hoc, functional, and focused largely on key products - MPS, COP - rather 
than on the over,,11 planning process. Federal intervention was sporadic and uneven; 
technical assistance, when it was forthcoming, focused more on development of 
specific projects or other products, than on the performance criteria per se. And often, 
when federal agencies did in fact seek to deal with such criteria, their comments 
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indicated a lack of understanding of the local environment, and made their contribu· I:.: I 
tions of limited value to hard-pressed CDA staffs. :! 
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Chapter Twelve: Program iss;ues , 
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I n the eleven-city analysis, the number and ran'ge of issues - conflicts over .1 

various Model Cities-related subjects - were examined in order to dt'terniine whether ! I' 

certain issues characterized various of the five planning systems. A similar examination 
of issues was conducted for this study. 

Over one hundred forty issues were recorded in the ten cities studied.' I I 
They involved the following: ! I 

Tvpes of Issues 
Roles, responsibility, authority and power 
Planning process, techniques and procedures 
Development of projects 
MNA boundaries 
Budget assignments 
Other 

Number 
63 
25 
15 

5 
9 

29 

Percontage 
43% 
17% 
10% 

3% 
6% 

20% 

As this Table suggests, issues concerning authority and control constitute 
by far the largest category. This is similar to the findirtgs of the first-round study. 
There is a clear association between the types of planning system as outlined in this 
study and the number and type of issues generated. Specifically, cities in which staff 
played the principal role (staff-dominance; staff-influence) tended to have fewer 
disputes over questions of authority and control than cities in which resident input to 
the planning system was more pronounced. Indianapolis, the parity city, was also low 
in this area. 

Planning System 

Staff-Dominance 

Staff-Influence 

Parity 

Resident Influence 

Study City 

Allegheny County 
Los Angeles County 
Houston 
Los Angeles City 
Youngstown 
Indianapolis 
New London 
Santa Fe 
Wilmington 
Cleveland 

Issues of 
Authority & Control 

2 
5 
6 

5 
7 
4 

7 
10 
7 

10 -------------------.. -----
This suggests that where resident organizations were neither cohesive nor 

politically integrated, .the chief executive and the CDA staff were able to impose a 
definition of roles, responsibilities, authority, and control with relatively less 
negotiation and with fewer questions asked than in situations where the MNA 
residents were organized and had experience in dealing with the local political 
structure prior to initiation of Model Cities. This pattern is consistent with the overall 
distribution of issues for the various planning systems. As indicated in the following 

,. An issue was defined as a public disagreement over al ternative choices on a given decision 
involving two or more actors. 
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Table, on the whole there tended to be few issues generated in cities where staff 
played the major roles. This, too, is simliar to findings of the eleven-city study. 

Planning System Study City Number of Issues 

Staff-Dominance Allegheny County 3 
Los Angeles County 14 
Houston 15 

Staff-Influence Youngstown 14 
Los Angeles City 7 

Parity I ndianapol is 10 
Resident-I nfluence New London 18 

Santa Fe 22 
Wilmington 23 
Cleveland 20 

The types of issues which occurred varied considerablY over the Planning 
Year. As shown by the distribution in the Table below, issues of authority and control 
occurred throughout that year but arose most frequently in the first three months and 
tended to taper off after twelve months. The few questions pertaining to MNA 
boundaries were also raised in the early period. Issues relating to the general planning 
process were distributed fairly evenly throughout the planning period, while questions 
about the specifics of the plan (development of CDP projects and allocation of funds) 
tended to develop after the first six months, as might have been expected since few 
cities initiated project development activities until that time. 

Issues Planning Period (months) 
1-3 4-6 7-9 10-12 12+ Total 

Authority & Power 23 11 10 12 7 63 
MNA Boundaries 5 0 0 0 0 5 
Planning Process 4 5 2 8 6 25 
Project Development 0 0 6 2 7 15 
Budget Assignments 1 1 2 3 2 9 
Other 4 4 8 7 6 29 

146 

While there was much similarity noted in the distribution of issues in the 
cities studied in the first and second rounds of the Model Cities program, there is also 
clearly a significant difference between these two rounds in terms of the absolute 
number of issues that developed. That is, overall, the second-round cities experienced 
approximately half the number of issues found in first-round cities. This substantial 
drop can be accounted for by several factors, Including the increased role of HUO in 
stepping in and resolving potential conflicts, the early establishment of groundrules in 
at least five cities, and the simplified guidelines issued by H UD. 
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Chapter Thirteen: Program Structure ;1 

Developing Program 
Structure 

96 

HU D's guidelines concerning the organ ization of Model Cities programs ;1 
were designedly vague: the Department felt that cities should define their OWn ','Ii 

structural approaches. HUD did, however, require that CDAs be made responsible to , 
city hall, and that resident views be somehow integrated into both the program's J 
structure and., formal planning processes. HUD also indicated a distinct Model Cities ,I 

i 
planning organization, yet one linked more or less directly with the chief executive's i 

office, rather than having it subsumed under existing line agencies where it would :1 
pres,umably be less capable of innovation and of attracting resident participation. Still,! 
although this approach was clearly favored by HUD, it did not in its guidelines specify Ii 
the organizational details of such an a g('11 cy ." 

HUD also indicated that local agencies in social, physical, and economic 1.1 
fields were to be structurally integrated into the program, but did not specify how') 
cities might encou~a~e. such ~articipa:ion. Here tno, the cities were to devise their own 'I'! 
locally relevant definitIOns OJ agency Involvement.: 

Program structure was therefore initially examined to determine its:! 
relevanc."El - or non-relevance - to planning systems as these have been definedi~; 
elsewhere in this analysis. As in the eleven-citY analYsis, structure was found to be I,; 
unrelated to planning systems; that is, it WDS a non-system characteristic:. Cities with I;) 
similar planning systems took quite different approaches to structure. SimilarlY, cities I i 
with markedly different approaches to planning process, products, and performance l' 
criteria manifested like characteristics in developing program structure and securing Ii 
staff, in relating the CDA to the chief executive or to local agencies, and with regard to " 
organization and size of resident structures related to the program. : \ 

Cities clearly took HUD's emphasis on self-determination relative to : I 
program structure seriously; that is, they developed initial program structures that ; 
reflected local conceptions of what would work. The initial period of discussion over ,! 

program structure, its linkages to city hall and to residents, came during preparation 01 , 
the application. Resident involvement, however, was generally minimal at this period, : 
as we have noted. Resident and agency linkages with the program were considered 
items that could be dealt with mord effectively after the planning grant was in fact 
awarded. 

Structure was loosely defined in most applications. HUD's requirements, 
themselves imprecise, were not clear to many application writers and this was often, 
reflected in a vaguely worded product. Only in Houston, and to a lesser extent in 
Indianapolis, did the application document actually indicate the relationship which 
residents were to have with the CDA during the Planning Year; and even in these cities, , 
the description was not detailed. 

In Cleveland and Wilmington, the waiting period was utilized by resident: 
groups to demand a greater voice in Model Cities activities. These demands were ' 
supported in other cities by HUD's issuance of a Discussion Paper, shortly after grant; 
announcement, calling upon cities to clarify their administrative structures, 
particularly with reference to relationship with the chief executive (city hall), linkages: 
with loea I agencies, the integration of residents into decision-making. The Discussion 
Papers rarely prescribed how programs should be changed relative to the issues raised, 
although their effect was to make HUD something of an advocate for resident and. 
local and agency participation. 

The response of cities to HUO's requests for clarification of program 
structure varied considerably. In Los Angeles County, for example, where HUD asked' 
that the CDA be made an independent agency reporting to the Chief Administrative 
Officer, if not to the County Supervisor, the CAO insisted that it remain a division of 
the Department of Urban Affairs, maintaining that the CDA was to that department, 
as Model Cities nationally was to the Department of Housing and Urban Development. 
Los Angeles refused to budge from this position throughout the Planning Year, despite 

Securing Staff 

repeated HUD admonitions for change. It did, however, establish a more Visible 
resident structure than had been anticipated in the initial application. Allegheny 
County similarly, after considerable prodding from HUD, developed a program 
structure that somewhat clarified resident and agency roles for both initiation and 
review. Youngstown, New London, and Wilmington grudgingly developed roles for 
local agencies, while seeking to accommodate growing resident pressures for program 
control. Los Angeles City painstakingly clarified its program structure by creating a 
centralized CDA structure With two more or less autonomous neighborhood 
administrative structures and boards. 

HUD questioned the linkages between the CDA and city hall in both Los 
Angeles County and Los Angeles City, as has been noted above, and in Wilmington 
and New London as well. In all cases, HUD's concern focused on the seemingly 
tenuous relationship between the chief executive and the CDA. There were no 
instances of cities seeking to place the CDA under an urban renewal authority 
although in Los Angeles City, H UD did question the role of the Community Renewal 
Authority (CRA) head as chairman of the CDA board. Eventually this official Was 
replaced in favor of the city's Deputy Mayor, a move defined as bringing the program 
~Io.ser to the Mayor's Office than it had been under the CRA. In Wilmington, HUD 
inSisted that the COA be closely linked to the mayor's office, although the latter had 
actually preferred to place it under the authority of the Planning Department. 

In summary, each city defined a unique approach to program structure. 
The rush to prepare and submit the application, coupled with the lack of prescription 
in HU 0 guidelines, put cities in a position where they preferred vague statements of 
organization and process to a definitive elaboration of structure. Citizen participation, 
often perceived as a "hot potato" in the ten cities, was an issue best left for future 
resolution. The unfamiliarity of most cities with comprehensive planning was another 
element which caused cities and application writers to be indeterminate in describing 
their program organization for the Planning Year. Role assignments for these actors 
were often couched in general terms, thereby permitting a later elaboration under less 
hectic conditions. Cities rarely linked specific organizational components to select 
work tasks and planning product responsibilities. Initiation of plan ideas, review, and 
approval roles were, when mentioned at all" put into a general framework that would 
clearly allow significant alteration at a more appropriate time. HUD's iesponse was 
consistent with its general ideal of structure: where the citizen component was 
deficient, it stressed that element; where city authority or agency involvement was 
weak, it made the appropriate criticisms. 

In the first round of Model Cities, much more time was taken by local 
progl'ams to hire CDA staff than HUD anticipated. A similar phenomenon occurred 
with the second-round cities examined here, and was apparently unrelated to the type 
of planning system which developed. Thus, Allegheny County named an acting CDA 
Director (the County Planner) to initiate program organization and planning activities, 
on. the grounds that someone with his political clout and savvy was necessary to 
generate cooperation from the various local agencies and the communities composing 
the MNA. He was not replaced by a permanent director until well into the Planning 
Year, and then only after considerable pressure from HUD. In New London, 
Wilmington, Cleveland, and Santa Fe, a combination of resident pressures over 
program control, desire for a small permanent CDA staff, and an intention to rely on 
outside consultants resulted in substantial delays in hiring staff. CDA directors were 
brought on board early in Los Angeles County, Youngstown, Santa Fe, and 
Indianapolis - virtuallV the full spectrum of planning systems. In Los Angeles City, a 
protracted debate over program organizations and a desire to please two MNA resident 
organizations, resulted in a lengthy delay in that city before staff could be hired, 
including the CDA director. Delays also occurred with re~ard to securing on-loan staff 
from local agencies. Such factors as turbulence over program control, staff shortages, 
civil service problems, and low salaries all contributed to this situation. 
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CDA Directors: 
Numerous factors were at work in the selection of this official. In Los 
Angeles County and Youngstown, the CDA director was a close associate 
of, th: ,chief exec~tive. In, Santa Fe, a knowledge of Spanish-speaking 
minorities was a prime consideration 'for the post. In Los Angeles City, the 
CDA ,director had to be neither black nor Chicano, yet have a degree of 
planning competence, In Wilmington, New London, and Cleveland COA 
directors were initially taken from the ranks of local residents or re~ident­
advocates. In short, the reasons for selection of the CDA director appeared 
to vary greatly with the city. Political loyalty to the chief executive was a 
factor in niost cities, but not in all. In New London and Youngstown (the 
second CDA director) a CDA head was chosen Who was not perceived 
l~callY as being supportive of the chief executive. In Houston, the CDA 
director, a Humble Oil executive, was clearly loyal to the mayor. 

The appointing official of CDA directors varied greatly, In Youngs­
town, Allegheny County, Indianapolis, Houston, and Los Angeles County, 
the mayor operating alone made the appointment. In Wilmington, Cleve­
land, Los Angeles City, and New London, the mayor or city council made 
the appointment, subject to the approval of a resident-dominated board or 
personnel committee, In Sante Fe, the city council made the selection. 
The general criteria for selection, although clearly different for each city 
included: ' 
1. Political loyality or ties to chief executive 
2. Acceptability to resident groups 
3. Managerial and/or planning competence 
4. Acceptability to existing institutions 

Backgrounds in various social planning activities appeared to charac­
terize the majority of CDA directors, There was no meaningful correlation 
between his race and that of the MNA population. The majority of CDA 
directors were in their thirties and forties; several had master's degrees in 
the social sciences. 

Overall, a minority of those to become COA directors had participa­
ted in preparation of the application - a distinct difference from the 
finding of the eleven-city analysis, where the great majority of directors 
h,ad work:d on the ini:ial application. Also unlike the eleven-city analysis, 
City planning degrees did not appear to be a consideration for appointment 
as CDA director; not one of the permanent directors had a master's in 
planning. 
CDA Staff: 
The procedures for hirin? staff varied considerably from city to city. In 
A!.!.egheny County, the chief County Commissioner and his Planning Direc­
tor both participated, extensively in making staff appointments; political 
loyalty was a factor In the selection process, as well as competence. In 
s~ort, the process was not at all free of "outside influence." I n Indianapo­
lis" the C~A direc~o~ made h,is own appointments without considering 
res~der;lt Views., A similar, practice was followed in most COAs, although 
resident or resident-dominated personnel committees did come to playa 
~entr'a~ role i~ Ne.w London, Cleveland, and Youngstown, and eventually 
m. Indianapolis (with the agreement of the chief executive). In Los Angeles 
City, th,e CDA director filled his 29 central COA staff positions, but with 
the ~dvlce a~d conse.nt of his board. The City Manager in Santa Fe played 
a major role In selectIOn of staff in that city. 

Permanent professional staff ranged from three in Santa Fe to 29 in 
Los Angeles City. On-loan staff constituted an ever-changing proportion of 
CDA staff personnel, since much of this assistance was on an ad hoc 
functional basis during specific planning periods. 

CDA Location 

Resident Organization 

The majority of CDAs organized their staff along functional lines of 
concern, usually into three major divisions - social, physical, and econo­
mic planning. An administrative component - bookkeeping, personnel -
was also present in most CDAs, although reliance on city hall assistance in 
these areas was common in the smaller cities. In Santa Fe, New London 
and Wilmington, the CDA staff, because of its small size, functioned large­
ly as a single core staff, with responsibilitie~ divided as they arose. 

At the beginning of the Planning Year, CDA core staff in Santa Fe and Los 
Angeles County reported to the city manager and chief administrative officer, 
respectively: In Houston, Youngstown, Indianapolis, and Wilmington, they reported to 
the Mayor, while in Allegheny County the CDA staff was responsible to the Board of 
County Commissioners. In Cleveland, the CDA staH reported to a multi-source 
resident-dominated independent policy board. In New London, although an initial 
arrangement was to have the CDA staff report to a largely resident board, HUD 
pressure resulted in the staff reporting to the city manager and also to a broadly-based 
policy bo?,.rd. In Los Angeles City, the CDA staff initially expected to report to the 
central polipy board composed of residents, local agency representatives, and city hall 
staff . 

Most of the cities studied held elections to select resident representatives 
to the various Model Cities boards. In Allegheny County, residents were generally 
appointed locally by established political leaders. In Wilmington, the resident council 
was self-appointed from among key resident groups in the MNA. 

Resident participation was extensive in most cities at the functional 
task-force level; to some degree, the informal nature of these sessions tended to 
facilitate resident dialogue with local agencies and CDA staff where the more formal 
board level would often hinder negotiations and dialogue. Attendance at these task 
force sessions varied considerably, depending on the nature of the issue to be 
discussed; where a "hot" item such as urban renewal or education was involved, 
resident participation of a rather sustained nature could generally be anticipated. 
Attendance by professionals regarded by the residents as supportive of their interests 
tended to increase the effectiveness of these bodies. 

In some cities (Indianapolis, Los Angeles County, Los Angeles City, and 
Youngstown) resident-dominated area boards played initiating ~nd review roles with 
varying degrees of effectiveness. In Allegheny County, each municipality in the MNA 
(there were eleven) had its own CDA composed only of local residents, each was given 
from state funds a small amount of money ($4,000) to spend on local impact projects 
during the Planning Year as an inducement to form the CDAs, and each was expected 
to initiate project proposals and to review elements of the CDP. In fact, this review 
activity was basically legitimization of already established decisions. In Cleveland, 
District Planning Councils were each, at one point, allocated $100,000 by the CDA 
director to develop project proposals for inclusion in the CDP. 

Independent staff assistance from planning grant monies was made 
available to resident groups and sub-committees in Indianapolis, Cleveland, New 
London, and Wilmington. VISTA workers provided considerable assistance to resident 
groups in Santa Fe. CDA staff and on-loan assistance were made available to resident 
groups in other cities. In Allegheny County, field workers paid by planning monies 
were assigned to the local CDAs to assist in linking their activities to those of the 
central COA staff. 

There was little effort in any of the studied cities to ensure 
representativeness or proportionality among the resident groups participating in the 
program except on the numerical popUlation-base. As in the eleven-city analysis, there 
VIlas virtually no effort to include representatives of the elderly or of the young among 
resident participants. Militants were strong voices in the New London, Wilmington, 
Cleveland, and Youngstown programs. They were notably absent in the Indianapolis, 
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Los Angeles County, and Houston programs. With the exception of Cleveland, there 
were no instances of programs whose resident components were d·ominated by women,! 
This, too, was a finding in the first-round analysis, and provides an interesting t. 
comparison with many CAP programs. The great majority of resident participants on i 

boards and committees tended to be in their thirties, forties, and fifties; no effort was ! 
recorded in the cities studied to attract youth. 1 

M'ost cities in submitting their applications noted an intention to conve;i 
technical panels to provide professional and/or agency inputs into planning processes . .f 
In the actual implementation of the Planning Year, however, these bodies played 1 
minimal roles in virtually all cities. The press of time, the potential of resident 1 
hostility, lack of agency interest, difficulties in preparing a relevant agenda, and the I 
non-functional internal organization of such bodies all acted to severely limit the f

J

', 

effectiveness of these units. Although Houston, Los Angeles County, and New London , 
made Use of such technical pools, there is little evidence to indic&te that their role was '1 
contributorv. As noted elsewhere in this study, loc'll agency involvement appears to j 
have been most useful at the task force level, where the focus is on expertise in a 'I 
specific functional area. Residents in Cleveland and Wilmington voiced specific distrust J :;j 
of non-resident boards, perceiving them as hostile to resident interests. II 
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DETAIL: 
Modp,1 Neighborhood Municipalities 
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. Allegheny County, the ninth most populous county in the country. lies in 11 

a hIghly industrialized and urbanized area with the City of Pittsburgh at its core. The tl 
Model Neighborhood area occupies the banks along Turtle Creek, which empties into! 
the Monongahela River a few mile:; southeast of Pittsburgh. Turtle Creek Valley is Ii 
typical of the many aging industrial areas in the County. The steel mills and other ;\ 
factories were built on the flat lands along the rivers where they had access to railroads tl 
and to the water for industrial transport. The many immigrants who came from all ';i 
parts of europe to the promise of better jobs in the burgeoning industries clusten!'d J 
along the riverways near the sources of ernployment. I n later years, increasing ,:1 
affluence and an improved highway system led many residents to flee the valley floor 'I 
Tor higher ground, moving away from the industrial pollution. Businesses in the valley'! 

I 

soon suffered from the exodus of wage earners and competition from shopping centers I 
built near the new residential areas. The youth fled to better opportunities and less ','Ii 

rigorous work. Left behind were the elderly and the poor. Businesses closed; no new 
h r oUses were built; and the tax base deteriorated. Municipalities were beset with! 
increasing costs of services and decreasing revenues.; 

Until the late '50'5 little was being done to reverse the decline in the ~ 
fortunes of Turtle Creek Valley. Then work was begun on a series of small urbani 
renewal projects followed by major flood control and highway development programs. ,.,1 

But, most of the activity was directed at improving conditions for the three major 1 
industries in the Valley - U.S. Steel, Westinghouse Electric, and Westinghouse Air ,! 

:( 
,\ 
! 
! 
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The Application Period 

Brake (WABCO). The departure of anyone of these "Big Three" would have been a 
severe blow to the area's economy, so flood damage had to be prevented, parking areas 
provided through renewal programs, and highways improved to make the plants more 
accessible to commuting workers. While not improving conditions greatly for the 
residents of the Valley, the projects did lead to commitments of the Big Three, 
through expansion or renovation of facilities, to remain. 

A major obstacle to large-scale programs aimed at revitalizing the Valley 
was the proliferation of local governmental units. The county contains 129 separate 
municipalities, plus numerous commissions and authorities. Each of the eleven 
municipalities in Turtle Creek Valley zealously guarded its independence and vigilantly 
resisted any suggestion of consolidation. In this environment, programs cutting across 
jurisdictions were far from commonplace; even county projects frequently became 
entangled in political' wrangles. 

Initial interest in the Model Cities program for the county was expressed 
by department heads, Who thought the program might be useful as a means of 
achieving some coordination among the myriad political and administrative entities in 
the county. Led by County Planning Department Director LeRoy Little, they 
persuaded the chairman of the Board of County Commissioners to permit them to go 
ahead with an application. Parts of the application were then prepared by staff 
members in various county departments and in several of the "establishment" social 
agencies that had taken part in the Pittsburgh rennaissance. These disparate sections 
were slapped together and the application, albeit lacking either cohesiveness or 
substance, was completed. At a mass meeting, the application was approved by various 
governmental and agency officials in the Valley who were assured that the program 
had "nothing to do with metropolitan government." HUD did not find that the 
application merited funding, and Allegheny County was not included in the first-round 
cities awarded grants in November 1967. 

The County's failure to win a Model Cities planning grant was an injury to 
pride, but the simultaneous award of a grant to Pittsburgh was an affront not to be 
endured. The competition with Pittsburgh and continuing interest in the program as a 
possible means toward some degree of inter-municipal coordination led to the 
preparation of a second application. Again the County Planning Department took the 
lead in developing the document. The agencies that had contributed to the original 
application were called upon once more for assistance, with perhaps a tacit 
understanding that they would receive consultant contfacts during the planning period 
should the application be successful. To eliminate problems caused by the diverse 
authorships of sections of the application, professional editors were hired to integrate 
the segments and bring some continuity to the document. 

Reflecting the view of the Valley's problems held by county officials and 
local politicians, the application identified needs largely in terms of physical 
dilapidation of housing and transportation, paying limited attention to problems of 
racial discrimination, health, and education. To ensure the cooperation in the program 
of the politicians, the citizen participation structure anticipated the formation of a 
citizen advisory committee which the political leaders could fairly well control. The 
county asked for a planning grant of $348.000 and also sought the same amount from 
the state through the "Partner Cities" program. 

With the second application county officials concal'trated on obtaining the 
political clout in Washington they deemed essential to winning a planning grant. In 
May 1968, a delegation of Congressmen, and local governmental, business, and civic 
leaders (including representation from the "Big Three" industries) traveled aboard a 
U.S. Steel company plane to Washington to mllet with HUD officials about ;-.lIegheny 
County's application. The manoeuver was well adVised, for in the Philadelphia t\egional 
office of HUD, Allegheny County's second application was considered as ;eriously 
deficient as the first. According to HUD staff, "it lacked basic information. failed to 
discuss local problems coherently and to analyze causes, and did not present an 
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effective, governmentally integrated plan for attacking the neighborhood's problems." 
The support marshalled by the county paid dividends, however, whlln in 

September Allegheny County was among six cities in the region awarded Model Cities 
planning grants. The amount of the grant was $236,000, but in August the County had 
received the full $348,000 requested from the State's Partner Cities program. Those 
grants, plus $90,000 the county was contributing to meet its share of the costs, would 
provide some $674,000 to the CDA for the planning year. 

, 

HLJD's comments on and requests for revisions of the Allegheny taunty 
application were presented to the County Commissioners and other officials by 
Yvonne Perry, the HUD leadwoman, and members of the RICC on October 10, 1968. 
HUD had four main areas of concern: (1) the planning budget, which had to be 
reduced; (2) the planning work program, which lacked the definition of a logical 
planning process; (3) the citizen participation structure, which had to be amended to 
demonstrate "the manner in which meaningful citizen participation (would) be 
achieved;" and (4) the administrative structure, which needed to be simplified to 
"accommodate itself to meaningful citizen participation." 

Election-year politics Were occupying the attention of County Planning 
Director LeRoy Little, ~o the revisions were not immediately attended to. Later, a few 
minor changes to the application were hastily thrown together and the "revisions" 
presented to Ms. Perry for approval. The amended document was not acceptable to 
HUD since by and large it simply promised to make the corrections requested. As 
months went by and the county stilt had taken no further steps to respond to H U D's 
request, the leadwoman was growing impatient with what she viewed as the county's 
"cavalier approach" to HUD's planning requirements. 

I n the meantime the. receipt of the first $100,000 of the Partner Cities 
money gave the county a feeling of independence. Contracts for planl1ing assistance 
from the "establishment" organizations, such as ACTION-Housing, and the Health and 
Welfare Association, were awarLled and the staffing-up process for the CDA got 
underway. LeRoy Little, while retaining his full-time position as County Planning 
Director, was named Acting Director of the CDA. Two Associate Directors, John 
Milberger and Frank Bunda, also joined the staff, Milberger leaving his position as 
Deputy Director of the CAA and Bunda corl1ing from a senior planner's post with the 
County Redevelopment Authority. Although Little was ostensibly in control, the 
responsibility for direct administration of the CDA Was assumed bv Milberger. 

An immediate task of the new staff was to prepare revisions to the 
application that would satisfy the leadwoman and others in the HUD regional office. 
Milberger's commitment to widespread citizen participation was greater than Little's, 
but he too was fully cognizant of the delicate political balances that existed in a 
multi-municipal program. Consequently, he had to devise a structure that would be 
acceptable to the County Commission Chairman and the Valley politicians. On th'l 
other hand, he had to satisfy the leadwoman that the structure provided for 
meaningful citizen involvement. 

A 36-member citizen advisory committee (CDAAC) was developed which 
would include the three County Commissioners, a member chosen by the governing 
body in each of the 11 communities, a member chosen by the local CAA committee or 
Human Relations committee in each community, and a representative chosen by the 
local CDA's (which would be open to all residents). It was anticipated that the 
politicians would likely dominate the adVisory committee. 

The revisions were prepared by the CDA staff in April and presented to 
HU D. The leadwoman found the amended application in general "not particularly 
strong:' but "reasonable." Pressed by many responsibilities, she agreed to accept it 
and by the end of the month the first installment of the planning grant was sent to the 
County. 

The Planning Year: 
Starting Up 

May - July, 1969 

The Planning Year: 
Mid-Planning Statement 

July - December, 1969 

After a "Kick-off Rally" on May 2 which Floyd Hyde, Assistant Secretary 
for the Model Cities Admini~tration, attended, the CDA addressed the task of building 
up the citizen organization for the program. Jack Milberger was fortunate in having 
available a magnificent organizing tool - money. rhe State Partner Cities grant 
enabled the CDA to set aside $4,000 for each community for use on "Impact 
Proiects" to be selected by the local CDA's and the CDAAC. The money very 
effective IV generated interest in the program and brought a good number of residents 
out to the meetings. Interest in the '.'impact projects" turned to pre-occupation; 
however, and later drew attention away from important planning tasks. 

No significant problems cropped up dUring the organizational phase. One 
CDA staff member who was concerned about the lack of representation of poor blacks 
encouraged participation by minorities in Braddock and Rankin, but the political 
leaders in those communities soon had him fired. The politicians were prominent at 
the local CDA meetings and on the whole the citizens involved were older and more 
conservative than the general populace. Leonard C. Staisey, the Chairman of the Board 
of County Commissioners, elected in November 1967, was chosen Chairman of the 
CDAAC. The presence of Staisey at the head of the citizen organization was something 
that the CDA staff had worked for because they expected his political muscle would 
be needed to keep the borough politicians in line anel to gain cooperation from other 
county departments. The citizens liked the idea since it gave them direct access to the 
county government power structure. And Staisey accepted it because he wanted the 
program to work and wanted to reap the political benefits from Federal largesse in the 
Valley. 

Some attention in the early months was given to eliciting the concerns of 
the industries which had played such an important role in securing the planning grant 
for the county. On July 17 Milberger met with representatives of the "Big Three." The 
industries made a fairly clear presentation of the types of projects (entirely physical in 
nature) they would like to see undertaken. Having expressed their interests, they 
withdrew from involvement in the program until late in the fall. 

Besides organizing the local CDAs and the CDAAC, the COA staff was 
busy setting up task forces to carry out planning activities in six functional areas -
Physical EnVironment, Manpower and Economic Development, Education, Health and 
Welfare, Housing, and Municipal Services. Each of the eleven local CDAs was to select 
one person for each task force and by the end of July most of the positions were 
filled. 

Little headway was made during this period on planning tasks despite the 
availability of consultant assistance from four organizations. Milberger found that the 
consultants had little understanding either of their roles in the program or of HUD's 
planning requirements. To bring some order out of chaos and to provide some overall 
direction to the planning process, Milberger decided to hire yet more consultants to 
provide the general assistance to the CDA. 

Two companies were selected - Urban Design Associates, Who had 
experience in Model Cities, and North American Rockwell. 

Because of their supposed knOWledge about Model Cities planning 
guidelines, Urban Design Associates (UDA) was given the lead role in defining the 
planning process. They set a schedule which called for the initial effort to be directed 
toward analysis of service delivery systems. They immediately encountered difficulty 
getting the staff and other consultants to understand their concept of the planning 
process and were unable to get the desired reports either on time or in the proper 
format. They pressed Milberger and the staff to carry out the work assigned and 
Milberger in turn pressed the UDA to produce concrete results. Milberger grew 
disenchanted with UDA and turned to his other general consultant - North American 
Rockwell (NAR) - for guidance. 

NAR was eager to expand its role in the program and to gain experience in 
the "urban field." NAR was given an additional $10,000 contract for work on the 
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Mid·Planning Statement (MPS), providing staff members a further excuse not to follow 
UDA's planning approach. The result was a gradual change in emphasis from the 
identification of gaps in existing services (from which an action program was logically 
to emerge) to a broader, less institution·oriented systom approach which focused on 
overall program development and avoided specific criticism of existing organizations 
and services. 

By t'1e end of August the various consultants and CDA staff specialists had 
produced analytical reports in the six functional areas w:clely varied in style, content 
and quality. The citizen task forces, dominated by the staff and consultants, had no 
measurable influence over the reports. 

UDA was critical of the reports, citing their failure to provide "tough 
critiques" of existing delivery systems, but by this time Milberger was rel'{ing on NAR 
and little heed was paid the UDA comments. In August the revised second round 
submission requirements were released by HUD and the change in guidelines was a 
good reason for pushing UDA aside in favor of NAR. NAR was then asked to write the 
Mid·Planning Statement. The reports and problem statements developed by the staff 
and consultants were approved with little comment by the task forces and then by the 
local CDAs and the CDAAC, which were much more concerned with the impact 
projects than discussions of problems. 

In September pressure from HUD on the county forced Commission 
Chairman Staisey to remove LeRoy Little from the post of CDA Director in favor of a 
full·time agency head. Jack Milberger was the logical choice to succeed him and he was 
elevated to the top position. 

The pace of work on the Mid·Planning Statement heightened in 
September. The 60-problem statements (10 per component) were rewritten to make 
them consistent in content and format as they had been prepared independently by 
different authors. The Task Forces wet() asked to rank the problems in order of 
importance, and from these lists goals were drafted by the CDA which were in essence 
the converse of the problems. The goals were reviewed and approved, largely without 
comment, by the local CDAs and the CDAAC. 

A remaining task was to attend to linkage$ and priorities among functional 
areas. Some 23 key problems were identified by the number of other problems relating 
to them, and the list was further reduced by simple consolidation to 8 problems. NAR 
then led the CDA staff through a "goal_prioritization process" which ranked the 
problems based upon six objective criteria and "special consideration" and produced 
17 "most important" objectives. Putting it all together and finishing the writing were 
tasks performed by NAR. 

About the time the MPS Was completed, Milberger again met with 
representatives of the Big Three industries. They were unhappy with the MPS, feeling 
that not ertough attention was devoted to the physical problems that most concerned 
them. To placate them, Milberger had UDA prepare a Physical Environment Report 
which included land-use plans reflecting the industry viewpoint. Fot' the time, industry 
was satisfied. 

After the basic material for the MPS was turned over to f\JAR, the CDA 
staff directed its attention to developing projects for the first year CDP. In December 
the CDA was given a target figure for first year supplemental funds of $6.725 million. 
The money was arbitrarilY al/ocated among the components by Milberger who "kept 
in mind" the program priorities. 

Staff and consultants met with the various task forces to present for 
discussion project ideas they had developed. In some cases, other projects were 
suggested by task force members. Staff then fiHed out forms developed by NAR, after 
which they went back to the task forces and to a special Citizen Review Committee 
appointed by Commissioner Staisey, for final approval. In the end, however, it was 
the consultants and the various component specialists on the CDA staff who worked 
up the final project summaries. Milberger t()ok responsibility, along with NAR, for 

writing Part III, the administrative plan. Program budgets were prepared by the staff or 
consultant specialists. Emphasis in the program was given to EmploymMt, not as a 
result of the problem identification process, but more because it was the view of HUD 
and Staisey that Employment should be a priority area. 

Although work on the CD? progressed, much time and energy of the CDA 
staff wns diverted to continual revision. Particularly difficult to please was the regional 
Model Cities planning specialist, who time and again demanded revisions to the 
objectives. Some six weeks were occupied with the revision process, consuming time 
that could have been devoted to project development. 

On May 6 Milberger presented Staisey one of the first completed copies of 
the plan but, did not expect the Commissioners to act on the plan until after the 
CDAAC revi-ewed the document on May 13. Staisey, however, wanted to move as 
rapidly as possible on the program and approval of the document was given on May 7. 
Irl keeping with the thorough dominance by the CD A, approvill of the plan by the 
citizen advisory board was not given until May 13, a week ufter the CDP was 
submitted to HUD. 
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Cleveland, Ohio 

LAKE ERIE 

The Setting Until the mid-1960's Cleveland was an unusual example of a strong-mayor 

loa 

form of government, with a two-year mayor whose powers included appointment of 
all department heads, preparation of the budget and power of veto over decisions of 
the 33-member City Council (with a two-thirds vote required for override). There was 
virtually no social or economic planning, and apart from education, all social programs 
Were conducted by private charitable organizations. The urban renewal program, in 
any case limited to the CBD, was a recognized failure, accomplishing little and 
increasing ghetto congestion through poor management of relocation. 

Cleveland shared the postwar problems common to U.S. cities: heavy 
in-migration of low-income blacks coupled with flight of middle-income whites to the 
suburbs, resulting in a loss of tax base even as city services mounted in scale and cost. 
These problems were exacerbated in Cleveland by fractioning of the population into 
contending enclaves: the remnant white middle class occupied the west side of the 
river; the blacks were on the east side, but deeply split into the rival Hough and 
Central districts; while a mix of ethnic minorities, without mobility and fearful of 
black encroachment, occupied the south and southeast areas. 

Following the Hough riots of 1966, an effort was made to modernize the 
city governmel't and two new city departments were created - Community 
Development (supplanting the urban renewal effort) and Human Resources and 
Economic Development (to assume welfare and manpower functions). As a last-ditch 
attempt at civic achievement, the Locher administration submitted a Model City 
::lpt)lication (prepared in camera, with token resident participation) for HUD's 
";)1',, t~'val. 

But the electorate - middle class as well as poor - had had enough of 
Me','or Locher. Carl Stokes, the nation's first black mayor of a major city, was elected 
and tool< (\ffi~e on November 15, 1967. Two days later HUD rejected the Locher 

Model Cities application, but within less than a year the Model Cities application of 
the Stokes regime had been approved. 

Through Stokes' election, the black constituency, then about 35 percent 
of the city population, had achieved its first real measure of power in the city's 
history. The de facto disenfranchisement of decades was overturned, and politically 
Cleveland was an open city. In the normal course, this event would have been followed 
by a long adjustment in which a new power balance would evolve, sorting out not only 
the relative weights of white and black constituencies but also of rival black groups. 
The eff.~ct of Model Cities was to force a quick determination of power structure on 
the divided black community, since the major area of the Model Neighborhood was 
comprised of the rival Hough and Central districts. In all cities where it has operated, 
the Model Cities program has imposed, if not a new political alignment, at least a new 
element in the decision process; but in Cleveland the difficulties inherent in this 
formulation were greatly compounded because it coincided with a general upset of the 
traditional structure, at a time of greatly heightened black militancy and aspiration, 
and with all political alliances in flux, 

Stokes had staff and on-loan agency people at work on a Model Cities 
application within six weeks of taking office, but he lacked real personal commitment 
to the program since there could be no political pay-off from it during his term. 
Generally low-level staff were assigned to the drafting, which was essentially an 
expanded revision of the Locher application. The Model Neighborhood was enlarged 
to include the West Central district, Whose residents had felt left out. Again the 
application was an in-house product but with rather larger inner-city representation 
than before, notably in the person of Mrs. Lois Dupree, a literate spokesman for 
prominent Hough elements. Other actors were Joyce Whitley, a Cleveland consultant 
who had worked for HUD in Washington, Hank Doll, a white student on the mayor's 
staff, and Richard Green, the Stokes appointee to head the rtew c.'epartment of 
Community Development. All - but especially Green and Whitely - were to be 
centrally involved with the Model Cities program in Cleveland on and off for the next 
three\iears. Green presented the completed application to a "citizen's convention" of 
Model Neighborhood residents in early April, stressing the resident role as the leading 
factor in the plan. The only significant resident input at this single public meeting was 
a request for extension of the Model Neighborhood to the south. The application went 
to the City Council on April 9 and was approved; submittal to HUD followed on April 
15. 

The application stressed resident control and involvement, even noting 
that the work program (12 "milestones" were identified) would change in substance as 
well as degree once resident inputs began coming in. A city-wide Executive Planning 
Committee, chaired by the mayor and balancing citizen and agency representation, 
would review and "coordinate" plans and programs to be initiated by a 
resident-dominated Policy Committee working with the CDA. A special City Council 
committee would review all Model Cities plans prior to submittal for Council approval. 
A planning budget of $507,233 was proposed, of which $110,570 represented the 
city's contribution of facilities and on-loan agency staff. 

With an interim CDA staff headed by the inexperienced Doll, the next five 
months were spent in groundwork, building support for the program within the Model 
Neighborhood. Mrs. Dupree functioned as Coordinator for Hough and Mrs. Mabel 
Meyers for Central, while Joyce Whitely provided expertise. A series of block meetings 
was held, and problem-area workshops brought citizens into unaccustomed exchange 
with the city officials. Major events were two meetings of a Residents Drafting 
Committee, set up by Dupree and Meyers with 30 Model Neighborhood 
representatives. At the first, a motion to include the Garden Valley area in the Model 
Neighborhood passed without strife, but the thornier problem of resident organization 
- whether to form an association or a corporation - immediately brought to surface 
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the Hough/Central rivalry and was tabled. The second Was addressed by Mayor Stokes 
who urged an association, but indicated that either form Was acceptable. After som~ 
emotionalism, the association form was adopted; but the corporation issue was not 
dead. The Model Cities grant was announced by HUD on September 6 1968 and 
although it was $130,000 less than the amoUnt requested, it was hailed iocallY as a 
major Stokes achievement. The honeymoon, however, had ended. Revision was to 
occupy a stormy six months, and the working harmony of the pre·grant period would 
never be restored. 

HUD asked for clarifications of the resident role in the structure and for a 
fuller exposition of the work program and its relation to local agencies. Stokes' basic 
disinterest in the Model Cities program now became apparent, as he again appointed 
the low·level Doll - who lacked status both at City Hall and with the Model 
Neighborhood - as interim chief to resolve these difficult matters. Sid Spector, 
Stokes' advisor on urban affairs, moved into the vacuum and, in his urgency to return 
the revised plan for HUD approval, alienated the citizen groups. Two procedural 
matters faced the Residents Drafting Committee and City Hall: a "constitutional 
convention," to formulate the organization, to be followed by a Model Neighborhood 
election of district members of the Policy Board. To Spector, this sequence put the 
chicken before the egg, and he persuaded Stokes to schedule the election first. The 
Drafting Committee brought suit against City Hall, and Stokes promptly backed down 
- but not before Spector had disbanded the Drafting Committee. Spector Was 
withdrawn from all resident contact and the Drafting Committee was reconstituted 
with a heightened sense of power. ' 

Meanwhile, City Counc.iI members from the Model Neighborhood, fearful 
of political rivals arising in their own districts from the Model Cities elections, had 
delayed approval of the Model Cities ordinances. They shared their position by voting 
approval with the proviso that the seven Model Neighborhood Councilmen be seated 
on the Executive Committee. . 

In retaliation, the Drafting Committee wrote into the constitution that all 
29 of the elected district members to the Board of Trustees (as the resident Policy 
Committee was finally called) would sit on the Executive Committee, thereby 
retaining resident dominance. 

In th is form the constituti on was adopted by the resident convention on 
March 1, 1969. The Board of Trustees was given responsibility for developing Model 
Cities policy, programs, projects, and budget, while the Executive Committee Was 
accorded right of final approval. The residant Board was also given extensive authority 
over staff hiring and firing and budget expenditures. Finally, the constitution called 
for establishing District Planning Councils (DPCs) in the 29 Model Neighborhood 
election districts to serve as liaison between residents and their Board representatives. 

Adoption of the constitution completed the organizational revision. The 
work-program revision was largely carried through by Green and Whitely (on 
consultant fee) and it mirrored their strong orientation toward professionalism: the 
revised budget showed this most clearly, with $210,523 allocated to salaries, $52,237 
to consultants, and $24,812 to resident participation. But because they so poorly 
reflected the main thrust of the Cleveland Model Cities - citizen organization and 
participation - the work·program and budget would prove totally irrelevant to the 
city's planning effort in this area. 

The revisions were forwarded to HUD on March 14. 

With a nominal deadline of November 15 for the Mid·Year Planning 
Statement, major CDA efforts in this period were to elicit resident inputs and to 
mar~hal on·loan agency assistance in the technical translation of these into the 
programmatic aspects of the plan. These ef~orts were delayed and largely frustrated by 
ceaseless opposition from the resident Board of Trustees elected on March 28 and . ' headed by Mrs. Fannie Lewis, a very strong Hough leader. She distrusted Doll, who 

The Planning Year: 
Mid·Planning Statement 

remained as acting CDA Director until Albert Barringer, a California black and Stokes' 
choice for permanent Director, arrived on June 14. Mrs. Lewis, on first encounter, 
began a running feud with Barringer which developed into a vendetta. His initial effort 
to organize the DPCs as an essential vehicle for Model Neighborhood input was 
delayed by Board obstructivism until August 21, When an election was held in most of 
the 29 districts. 

Barringer's continuing attempts to complete his staff and to obtain free 
assistance from HU D and from on·loan agency writers were similarly blocked by the 
Board, which wanted to hire Consultants BLACK, a local firm. Fiscal and accounting 
problems further exacerbated the strife between the Board and CDA, and it was this 
issue which finally enabled the Board to fire Barringer on December 19, when a 
Board·hired CPA found a putative "irregularity" in the books (the CDA account was 
overdrawn because of the Board's own delay in requesting HUD funds). 

Nevertheless, in the six months of Barringer's tenure some progress had 
been made. The DPCs were established and, in their responses to a questionnaire, had 
provided material for a statement of 24 "basic conditions" in the Model 
Neighborhood, ranked by importance and linked to their causes. Housing and 
unemployment emerged as the key Model Neighborhood issues. A mass organizational 
meeting on October 16 had formed itself into three Task Forces (social, economic, 
physical) with subcommittees that continued to meet with CDA staff to prepare goal 
statements, establish linkages and generally firm up the plan's strategy. Groundwork 
for inputs of data and resources from some 15 local agencies was laid at a session on 
October 15, and arrangements made for technical assistance from the HUD·funded 
OSTI·MKGK consulting team. Once the impasse between the Board (in the person of 
Mrs. Lewis and the CDA (Barringer) was resolved, planning could proceed. I n fact, the 
same Board session which fired Barringer approved a contract for the OSTI·MKGK 
assistance. 

Green now returned as Acting Director and in a six·week respite from 
contention the Mid·Planning Statement was completed. A Planning Festival has held 
on the weekend of January 20-22 and its workshops elicited a new list of projects and 
priorities. These were incorporated in a Mid·Planning Statement written by a task 
force from Green's department (CDIP), but its technical language caused it to be 
rejected when it came before the resident board for approval. The small CDA staff 
then rewrote the statement reflecting the new priorities (unemployment, economic 
development, with housing now third) and the Board made only minor changes before 
approving it. On February 16, 1970, the Mid·Planning Statement went to HUD, which 
responded by announcing a supplemental funding of $9.3 million for the First Action 
Year. 

The rebuff of CDIP had caused a split between Green and Mrs. Lewis, 
however, and he engineered her removal as Board chairman on February 17 - an 
action which allowed genuine work to begin in the Board's committees and in the 
DPCs (whose interest was also stimulated by a promise from Green that each DPC 
would receive $100,000 of supplemental money for district improvements). The 
Proposal Review Committee became the principal project review body in the following 
months, the Board itself stepping down to a role of final approval. 

Mayor Stokes, reluctantly acceding to HUD demands, appointed a new, 
permanent, CDA Director, choosing Green's deputy, Charles Morton, a former HU D 
lead man. Morton's single objective was to submit a CDP to the City Council before its 
June 19 summer recess. Almost his first act was to hire Joyce Whitely as consultant, 
ostensibly to effect the revision called for in the RICC review of the Mid·Planning 
Statement. Actually, she was to draft the CDP. The extensive RICC recommendations 
were summarized by Leadman Watson as programmatic (focusing on projects) and 
administrative (requiring the plan to make clear that the Mayor and City Council 
would be responsible for overall control). 

With resident input coming through the Soard's Policy Committee (Rose 
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Ross}, Whitely and her staff proceeded to draft the Projects component, leaving 
unchanged only the Board-drafted education section, its single project a Model 
Neighborhood experimental school. The most questionable inclusion was "Pride, Inc." 
a $3.25 million skills-center proposal that overlapped other manpower projects in the 
top-priority economic developmen~ section, but which had very strong Model 
Neighborhood support, and was too "hot" to omit. 

Whitely completed the work for which she had contracted by June 16, but 
opposition had been building to the COA timetable and Morton's procedures. 
Focusing on the Pride proposal (its support was from Mrs. Ross' district), Fannie 
Lewis began to organize a dissident voice in the OPCs, who were disgruntled because 
no more had been heard of the $100,000 promised them. She gathered enough 
strength to challenge the entire Projects component as drafted by Whitely and to 
persuade the DPCs to hire a Toledo attorney, James Auerwater, to draft alternative 
projects. These were thrown into the hopper at a week of work sessions held from 
June 15 to 19, but they were subsequently discovered by Leadman Watson to be 
verbatim duplicates of First Action Year projects for the Columbus Model Cities. Still, 
they had been legitimately submitted by Model Neighborhood delegates and were 
vocally supported by Mrs. Lewis and her allies. Morton and staff, who had to take the 
list seriously, drafted a compromise Projects component, working closely with local 
agency people. There were then three project lists, all revisions of each other and of 
earlier drafts, and nobody concerned any longer had a clear idea of which was what. 
In the meantime, June 29 had arrived and the City Council adjourned for the summer. 

During the recess Mrs. Lewis mounted her attack. On August 20 she set 
the ground with a petition to the Mayor and Council criticizing the Whitely projects 
and asking Council support of the Auerwater alternatives. Morton responded by asking 
the Council to schedule hearings on the CDP, but unfortunately these fell under 
jurisdiction of the Council's SUbcommittee on Community Development, chaired by 
the Mayor's chief opponent on the Council, Leo Jackson. Hearings were held on 
September 16 and became a televised forum for Mrs. Lewis to air large charges of 
misuse of program funds and abuse of citizen participation. Chairman Jackson cut 
short CDA Director Morton's rebuttal and halted committee review until " ... the 
program is moving the way the residents want it to go." This event brought a forceful 
response from Mayor Stokes for the first time, and his resultant firmness made it 
possible to complete the COP. 

On November 15, Morton, in turn, was fired as CDA Director, also as a 
result of actions taken in a fiscal crisis. Green again returned as Acting Director, 
determined to demonstrate to HUD that he could complete the plans and faced with a 
warning from Regional Model Cities Administrator Goldfarb in December that he 
would recommend dropping the program unless some achievement was forthcoming. 
Green's primary job was to gain approval of the resident Board of Trustees, which had 
to be satisfied on the central issue of the resident role. 

While Model Neighborhood interest had focused on money-spending 
projects in the preceding months, Morton and Whitely had proceeded to reshape the 
administrative structure to RICC's requirement that "responsibility for control rests 
with the Mayor and City Council." The CDA Director was given extensive power and 
staff and Was to answer directly to the Executive Committee (rather than the entire 
Board). A seven-member Advisory Panel (to which the Board of Trustees would 
nominate 3) would be chosen by the Executive Committee and was given a mediator 
role. The resident role was set up as a separate "Citizen Participation Project" and was 
submitted as such to the Policy Review Committee, along with other project 
components, but the PRC did not see the new administrative sections. 

This subterfuge could no longer be maintained, and Green's problem was 
to get Board approval of a role which had become largely one of advocacy, He did sO 
by persuading the Mayor to sign a "Letter of Agreement" promising independent 
statlls to The Board over its own budget and programs. At a public meeting called by 

the Executive Committee on January 16, Mrs. Lewis openly challenged the Mayor on 
the legitimacy of this document. Stokes passionately rebuffed her and stalked out of 
the meeting, an event which galvanized moderate members of the Board into support 
of the Mayor and the Plan. Mrs. Lewis was at last discredited and the Plan approved. 

There remained the problem of City Council approval. Subcommittee 
hearings were held in closed sessions over two days, but Model Neighborhood 
Councilmen and selected resource agency personnel were urged to attend. The full 
Council approved a resolution authorizing the Mayor to submit the Plan to HUO on 
February 22, 1971, but in two paragraphs (1) withheld granting of authority to 
execute any contract with any supporting agencies without prior Council approval, 
and (2) specifically withheld "approval or disapproval of the citizen participation 
section, which will be implemented by further Council action." The COP did not 
return to the Board of Trustees for final approval but Was forwarded to HUD. 
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. HoUston is the .sixth largest city in the United States, with a 1970 
po~ulatlon of 1,250,000. It IS headquarters for major petro-chemical companies has a 
major seaport and several refineries, and is rapidly developing as a center for t u ~ . 
the Southwest. 0 nsm In 

. City government is dominated by the mayor, who combines much of the 
authority of both a ~itY manager and a strong mayor in other cities. The city council is 
struct~rallY wea~1 wlt~ no sta.ff and only small stipends for its members. Houston has 
h?d httle expenence In dealing with Federal programs because of the widesp~ead 
distrust among the electorate against government, be it local, state, or Federal. The 
~~~notoownb area has been. rene~ed. by pri~ate initiative, but there remain an estimated 

, su stan dard housmg umts In the City. 

. Houston had at the outset of Model Cities no housing code no zonin 
or~lna~ce, and, c:~nsequently, no Workable Program for Community Im'provement

g 

which IS a prerequIsite for man\, HUD programs. In more affluent areas, residential area~ 
are protected through the use of deed restrictions, but in poorer areas there is often a 

The Application Period: 

January - April, 1968 

mix of residential and industrial Uses. Physical planning is largely limited to the 
approval of subdivision development plans by the city Planning Department. Social 
planning is fragmented among a school board that has resisted integration since 1955, 
a County Welfare Department that is severely constrained by state constitutional 
limitations on welfare expenditures, and a Community Action Agency torn hV internal 
strife and perceived by many local observers as generally ineffective. 

Roughly, one-fifth of the total population of the city is black, and 
one-tenth is Chicano. These two minority groups, along with elderly whites, comprise 
most of the 20 percent of the residents who live in poverty. They are generally 
confined to deteriorating neighborhoods rimming the central business district. 

Houston did not submit a first-round Model Cities application, being one 
of the few major cities in the country not to do so. Without a Workable Program, and 
with the strong local bias against Federal programs, Mayor Louis Welch felt that it was 
not worth the effort. In late 1966 and 1967, however, two citizen task forces released 
reports documenting the serious housing situation facing the poorer residElnts of the 
city. One report recommended, among other things, that the Mayor establish a 
Citizens Advisory Committee on Housing, and that the city apply for Model Cities. 
The presence of bUsinessmen and professionals on these task forces gave their 
recommendations greater credibility than would otherwise have been the case. 

Mayor Welch established the Citizens Advisory Committee on Housing, 
and in the fall of 1967 he formed a task force as part of this group to study the Model 
Cities program. By December, the task force recommended that the city apply for the 
program, primarily because it had fewer Federal "strings" and required a smaller local 
matching share than other programs. 

In January, 1968, Mayor Welch approved the task force recommendation 
and asked them to prepare an application. They gathered data on housing conditions, 
family income, and amount of education, and based on these chose two areas adjacent 
to the central business district as the Model Neighborhood. The areas totaled slightly 
more than 14 square miles and had a population of 116,000 people. The proposed 
Model Neighborhood has two-thirds black and one-seventh Chicano, and 38 percent of 
its families had incomes below $3,000 per year. 

The task force then recruited a total of 68 people from various local 
agencies to participate in writing the application. The expanded group divided itself 
into eight component areas, with each group meeting from two to four times in early 
February. By February 22, a draft of the application was ready for review. No issues 
arose in writing it because the emphasis was on getting it into HUD by the April 15 
deadline. 

Based on a recommendation from a HUD official in Washington, the 
chairman of the task force involved area residents in the process at this point. He 
visited 13 neighborhood organizations and asked them to send two representatives 
each to a review meeting. Although many of the groups were apathetic, enough people 
were interested for three review meetings to be held. At each, residents divided 
themselves into functional areas identical to those established bY' the tas1< force to 
review individual components. Few substantive issues arose over the content of the 
plan, except for the proposed administrative structure. Residents demanded that they 
have a majority of the program policy board and of the planning committees. Faced 
with the HUD deadline, the task force acquiesced. 

The application varied in quality. Few criticisms were made of existing 
agencies, and the emphasis was on providing better services for the Model 
Neighborhood. A resident committee and a joint resident-professional committee were 
both vaguely described, but it was made clear that the Mayor would be in charge. A 

. total of $270,260 in planning funds was requested, mostly for consultants to do the 
substantive planning work. 

Following resident review of the application, the task force chairman sent 
out standard endorsement forms to local agencies, most of which agreed to sign them. 
On April 3, the :lpplication was submitted to the City Council for review. One week 
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later, Mayor Welch asked the Council to authorize submission to HUD. The Council 
protested that the program would place too much power in the hands of the MaYor, 
and. they demanded assurances that they would not have to implement any of the 
projects proposed by the program. After protesting that the "Feds" wouldn't deliver 
on ~hei.r promises, the Council approved submission. On April 12, 1968 the 
application was sent to H UD. ' 

.. The city's lack of a Workable Program led HU D reviewers to believe that 
Model Cities would not be able to achieve its goals, because of the city's ineligibility 
for other HUD programs. After numerous cities were announced as "second round" 
M~del Cities, ~ollston was Informed on November 26 that their application had been 
r7Je~ted. Mayo: Welch had ~Iready been strenuously lobbying for approval through the 
city s Congresslona.1 delegation. Now he went to the White House. His arguments were 
apparently persuaSive, for a few days later he was informed that HUD was willing to 
approve the application with conditions. 

The Mayor met with HUD officials and agreed that his citY would submit 
an acceptable Workable Program to HUD prior to the end of the Model Cities planning 
year, and that they would pass a housing code acceptable to HUD within six months. 
!n r.eturn, HUD ~oUld try to fund a study of the feasibility of using deed restrictions 
In. lieu .of a zoning ordinance. The Mayor was taking a chance in agreeing to these 
stIPu!atlons, ~ecause of the resounding defeats two previous attempts to establish a 
hOUSing code In Houston had rt:lceived. The agreement was not made public when HUD 
announced on December 12, 1968 that Houston's application had been approved. 

. . Mayor Welch had originally hoped to contract with a newly formed loca~ 
unlver~lty resear~h c.o~s.ortium for the administration of the Model Cities program. 
The Clt.y Council cr~tlclzed the use of "fuzzy minded university theorists" and the 
Mayor .lnstead appOinted George McGonigle as CDA Director. In his early forties 
~cGonlgl~ was a s:~ior executive with Humble Oil Corp. and had been actively 
Involved m lo~al. CIVIC affairs for several years. He would take a one-year leave of 
absence, and hIS firm would supplement his CDA salary so he would not take a cut in 
pay. 

HUD's Dis.cussion Paper sent to the city in response to their application 
called for few substantive changes. HUD was granting the city $2,000 more in planning 
funds than they had req~ested, so there was no need to revise the budget. Over the 
next two months, McGonigle prepared the revisions and provided the additional details 
reque~ted by HUD. He realized that the Iresident desire for 51 percent control of all 
planning ~nd policy bodies in the program would upset the City Council, so he 
dr?pped It. He proposed a 56-member Resident Commission, elected from nine 
nel.ghborhood subareas, and a 38·member Model Cities Advisory Board with eleven 
reSIdents and the remainder officials from local agencies. The former w~uld have no 
veto power ove: program plans and policies, While the latter, which could easily be 
con~rolled by City Hall, would. All revisions were complete and submitted to HUD by 
Api'll 15. 

. . While McGonigle was easily complying with HUD's requests for more 
Inforn:atlon, Mayor Welch was encountering serious difficulty in getting the City 
Council to pass a housing code. The first code he submitted for their review in 
February was reJected b~ HUD because it did not include owner-occupied dwellings. 
Mayo,r Welch Withdrew It al1d submitted a revised code in April which covered all 
dwellings, but the active opposition to it by homeowners and Councilmen led the 
Mayor to withdraw it as well. He then attempted to convince HUD that Houston's 
Dangerous Building Ordinance, which provided for the condemnation of dilapidated 
st~uctures, could serve in lieu of a housing code. The HUD Regional Counsel ruled that 
thiS was not allowable, but Mayor Welch flew to Washington to try and convince 
Secretary Romney that it w?uld suffice. The Secretary refused to budge, and only 
after t~e Mayor pled.ged agam to have a housing code adopted during the Planning 
Year did HUD authonze planning to begin. 

Tl1e Planning Period -
Starting Up: 

July - November, 1969 

On July 8, the CitY Council approved signing the planning grant contract, 
and on July 18, it was executed by HUD. 

During the first four months of Houston's Planning Year, three significant 
events occurred, all of which were essential before the CDA could commence 
developing its Comprehensive Demonstration Plan. The City finally adopted a housing 
code acceptable to HUD, the Resident Commission was established, and the CDA 
staffed up. 

Throughout the summer, Mayor Welch continued to ponder the best 
method for meeting HUD's demand that Houston adopt a housing code. He sensed 
that the City Council would defeat the code if he pushed them to come to a decision. 
The Council, meanwhile, was urging him to subject the issue to a popular referendum. 
He made one last c'lttempt to convince HUD of the suitability of the Dangerous 
Buildings Ordinance, but to r'IO avail. On September 25, he finally decided to hold a 
referendum. It was scheduled for the November 15 municipal election, in which the 
Mayor was seeking re·election to his fourth consecutive term. He organized a group 
called Citizens for Decent Housing, consisting of many of the same people on his 
Citizens Adivsory Committee for Housing. This group met frequently with the Mayor 
and his aides, including George McGonigle, to develop strategy. They mounted an 
intensive public relations campaign, appealing to poor blacks on the basis of self 
interest, and middle and upper-class whites on the basis of conscience. The League of 
Women Voters, church groups, the local chapter of the American Institute of 
Archite,cts, th& Chamber of Commerce, and the local Homebuilders and Apartment 
Associations all endorsed the code. Only a loosely knit, underfinanced ad hoc citizens 
group opposed it. 

While the citizens group conducted their campaign, Mavor Welch 
campaigned for re-election. His main opponent was State Representative Curtis Graves, 
a black who enjoyed the active support of most residents involved in Model Cities. 
Neither of these men identified themselves closely with the housing code referendum, 
seeing little to gain and much to lose in doing so. 

On November 15, the housing code passed easily by a vote of 94,220 to 
55,213. Mayor Welch won easily as well, capturing 53 percent of the vote in a field of 
six candidates. Representative Graves received 32 percent of the vote. Unhappy that 
he received only 5 percent of the black vote, the Mayor pledged to work harder to 
solve the problems of the ghetto. 

Although the housing code referendum was not binding, the Council 
passed the code with a few amendments on December 10. The major precondition 
placed on Houston's Planning Year was satisfied. 

Organizing the Resident Commission proved to be a more difficult task 
than passing the housing code. Resident elections were scheduled for August 3, with 
everyone over 18 eligible to vote and hold office. At the recommendation of the 
Community Action Agency, George McGonigle agreed that the 56·member 
Commission (one representative for every 2,500 residents} should be divided up 
between poverty and non-poverty residents, because the poorer residents would 
otherwise be inhibited by their relatively more affluent neighbors. The CAA estimated 
that there should be 35 poverty representatives and 21 non-poverW representatives. 

Because of internal difficulties, the CAA did a rather poor job of 
publicizing the elections. Despite the efforts of two public relations firms hired by the 
CDA, and a group of VISTA workers enlisted by McGonigle for the effort, the turnout 
amounted to only 0.5 percent of the eligible voters, or 746 people out of a population 
of almost 140,000. They elected a commission of 45 blacks, 10 Chicanos, and one 
white priest. The group had an average age of 40, and the women outnumbered the 
men. 

The Commission met for the first time in late August, and elected Moses 
Leroy as its chairman. In his late sixties. Leroy was a long time resident of the city and 
had been active in the NAACP for decades. His chief opponent had been Oscar Mason, 
a younger, more militant black. Throughout the year the rivalry that began in the 
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election of the chairman would continue, with Leroy and the majority of the 
Commission being concerned primarily with substantive planning issues, while Mason 
and a small group of "young turks" were pushing for control of the administration of 
the program. Each faction would jockey back and forth over the various issues. The 
first issue arose over the method for selecting resident plann ing task forces, with Leroy 
trying to comply with the CDA Director's request that they be appointed quickly, 
while Mason argued that the process should be voluntary. 

Mason established a power base of his own when he convinced the 
Commission tq form a Steering Committee consisting o.f. one representative from each 
of the nine neighborhood subareas, which would serve as the executive committee of 
the much larger Commission. Mason succeeded in being elected chairman of the 
Steering Committee. In the course of developing Commission by·laws, the Steering 
Committee began pressing for more control over the program. George McGonigle 
squelched this by bringing an opinion from the CitY Attorney stating that the Mayor 
and City Council had ultimate control over the program. McGonigle promised that 
residents would have the right to review and comment on all CDA proposals, with 
appeals going through the Model Cities Advisory Council, to the Mayor, and ultimately 
to the City Council. Realizing they could get no further, the Steering Committee 
dropped the issue. 

After another abortive attempt to organize the task forces, all members of 
the Resident Commission spent the month of November receiving training in 
organizational theory from a popular black psychology professor at Texas Southern 
University, and it was n01 until December that the task forces were finally 
permanently established. 

The selection of CDA staff was a easy task, for McGonigle had complete 
control over it. He hired six professionals, all in their late twenties and early thirties. 
He had an administrative and fiscal manager. a community relations specialist, and 
four planning coordinators. Two of his staff had business backgrounds, two had 
previously worked for local social planning agencies, and two were affiliated with 
universities, including an intern from Texas A and M University who was participating 
in a HUD·funded program to provide assistance to Model Cities programs in Texas. 
The coordinators were expected to serve as executive secretaries to the appropriate 
task forces, provide liaison between the CDA and State, Federal, and local agencies, 
and supervisors of the preparation of planning components. 

Continuing turbulence within the Resident Commission, and the 
difficulties involved in establishing eleven task forces which hoped to meet at le~st 
once in each of the nine neighbornood subareas, convinced George McGonigle that he 
would have to prepare the Mid·Planning Statement himself in order to submit it to 
HUD on time. In October and November, he had asked his staff to prepare reports on 
what they thought residents wilntea. Using these. pius the minutes of task force 
meetings, comments from his staff at weekly staff meetings, and his own knowledge of 
the Model Neighborhood's problems, McGonigle spent the entire month of December 
writing the Mid·Planning Statement. Indeed, he became so involved that he finally 
ended up collating part of the document himself. 

The Mid·Planning Statement was 8~ pages long. It consisted of a process 
essay which described the planning process as the CDA Director had hoped it would 
occur, rather than what actually happened. McGonigle had planned for resident task 
forces to identify basic problems, with his staff taking these and developing goals, 
objectives, and strategy. The CDA was ostensibly a "broker" between residents (who in 
reality had been too embroiled in internal problems to playa substantive role) and 
agencies (who in fact had yet to be involved at all). McGonigle avoided describing the 
reality of the process in order to avoid raising the hackles of either the City Councilor 
HUD. The main emphasis in the document was the improvement of the delivery of 
services. A list of 38 tentative projects was appended because HUD had requested it. 

During the month of January. the Mid·Planning Statement was reviewed 
by residents, local agencies, the Mayor and City Council. Once again, the emphasis was 

Completing The Plan: 

March - May, 1970 

on getting it into HUD. McGonigle emphasized that it was merely a draft status report, 
and the Mid·Planning Statement was liberally sprinkled with editorial remarks and 
corrections to buttress this impression. Although the residents were briefed, the City 
Council Was not; nor was the latter asked for permission to submit the document to 
HUD. By mid·February the document was sent to HUD. The Federal review of it at 
the end of tho month was just as cursory as the local review. 

After reviewing the Mid·Planning Statement, HUD urged McGonigle to 
submit the complete plan within two months so that it could be reviewed and 
approved before the Elnd of the Federal fiscal year. They informed the CDA that it 
could expect roughly $13 million in supplemental funds for the first action year. 

In order to obtain more substantial resident inputs into the development 
of the remainder of the CDP., McGonigle consolidated the task forces to coincide with 
the areas covered by his four staff coordinators. For the next month, his coordinators 
met with agencies to flesh out CDA·initiated project ideas, with task forces to review 
the projects, and with Federal and State administrators to determine possible 
categorical funding. McGonigle and his staff sensed that the resident priorities ware in 
the areas of education, housing, and employment, so these were the areas to which 
they allocated the most funds. 

While CDA staff, residents, and agency personnel deliberated over project 
content, a consultant hired by the CDA in February rewrote the Mid·Planning 
statement to respond to the few comments made by Federal and local officials and 
Model Neighborhood residents. and prepared the various non·programmatic elements 
of the CDP (continuous planning and evaluation statement, relocation plan, etc.). The 
CDA was also offered assistance by a H UD·funded consultant in the area of civil 
service reform, but this consultant was told to leave the city when he accused it of 
discrimination in hiring. 

By the middle of March, the CDP was completed. The Resident 
Commission met to review it, and they were stunned by its complexity. No resident 
had seen the entire plan, for all were involved in specific component areas through 
their task forces. After spending two meetings trying to review it, the Commission 
decided to caucus privately,. with CDA staff, to review the document in depth. At the 
end of the month, the Commission met three times, and reviewed every project. Their 
main concerns covered resident employment and the choice of project sponsors. They 
rejected wherever appropriate a sponsor who they felt had not been sympathetic to 
their problems in the past, such a~ the School Board. When they were done, McGonigle 
met with them and convinced them to reinsert most of the original sponsors, and to 
tone down one controversial proposal they had suggested in the area of policy 
community relations. 

The review of the final CDP proceeded quickly and without controversy. 
George McGonigle had personally eliminated any projects which would cause the city 
council to scrap the program, so he never saw any reason to activate the proposed 
Model Cities Advisory Council. At this late date, it would have been a waste of time to 
establish it. Once the Resident Commission approved the CDP, it was sent directly to 
the Mayor and City Council. McGonigle also escalated the CDA's visibility, which had 
previously been kept at a low level to avoid any adverse publicity, by briefing both 
major daily newspapers on the content of the CDP. Just as it had done with the 
Mid·Planning Statement, however. the City Council paid little attention to the content 
of the CDP. They asked the same questions they had asked almost two years earlier, 
when the application for a Model Cities program had first been presented to them. 
They wanted to know how much money the city would have to put up, whether they 
were committing themselves to implement all projects described in the plan, and 
whether the city would retain control of the program. The only change they made 
was to delete the compromise police·community relations program, which the Chief of 
Police feared might be the distant modest precursor of a civilian review board. On May 
5, they approved the CDP, and it was submitted to HUD. 
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16th St. 

Indianapolis is the state capital and the largest city in Indiana. With a 1968 
population of 540,000, it is located in the heart of the midwestern manufacturing and 
farm belts, and the city's numerous rail and highway connections make it a key 
transportation hub for the region. 

Indianapolis was the last major city to implemunt the Federally-funded 
school lunch program, was similarly slow in utilizing food stamps, and during the first 
two post-War decades, made little use of the numerous physical redevelopment funds 
available from the Department of Housing and Urban Development. Downtown 
renewal Was financed by the business sector, while the few social service programs in 
the city were generally funded by the Lilly Foundation, a local endowment funding 
solely non-federal projects. 

Continuing flight to the suburbs and the pressing needs of the city's 
blacks, who comprised 18% of the population, finally led local leaders to seek Federal 
funds in the 1960's. In 1964, the Public Housing Authority was revived after 15 years 
of dormancy, and in 1965, Community Action against Poverty was formed with funds 
from OEO. Between 1965 and 1968, the city obtained three times as much Federal 
urban renewal and housing funds as had been spent through private investment during 
the preceding two decades. The renewal program slowly shifted from clearance and 
commercial develClPment to residential rehabilitatio!11o 

In 1969, state legislation was Pllssed merging separate boards, 

The Application Period 
January - April, 1968 

The Waiting Period 
May - August, 1968 

commissions, and departments in the city and surrounding Marion County into a 
city/county government with six cabinet-level departments. The most powerful of 
these was the Department of Metropolitan Development, which combined the 
county-wide control of planning, zoning, and capital improvements of its predecessor, 
the Metropolitan Planning Commission, with the city's public housing and urban 
renewal programs. The reorganization dramatically strengthened the authority of 
Indianapolis' recently elected young Republican mayor, Richard Lugar, although the 
independent school districts, the Health and Hospitals Corporation, and the County 
Welfare Department remained outside the reorganized government (except for review 
of their annual budgets). 

I ndianapolis did not seek a Model Cities planning grant during the first 
round of applications in late 1966. The ingrained local opposition to Federal programs 
and the limited staff capability of Mayor Barton led him to conclude that preparing an 
application would be futile. In January, 1968, Richard Lugar took office as Mayor. He 
had campaigned on a theme of getting Indianapolis moving forward, and Model Cities 
seem€d to combine the promise of a sufficient amount of Federal funds with the 
flexibility to adapt to local needs to help Lugar fulfill his pledge. 

Utilizing a strategy of his predecessor to gain wide support for new 
projects, Mayor Lugar appointed a task force of civic and business leaders under the 
auspices of the Greater Indianapolis Progress Committee to look into the Model Cities 
Program. He soon expanded the group to include local agency representatives and 
three neighborhood organizations representing the city's poorer residents. 

In one month the task force chose the area of the Model Neighborhood, 
prepared written analyses of Model Neighborhood problems, and again expanded its 
membership by including more agency representatives and resident~ from the target 
area. The resident members were chosen at three open meetings held to brief the 
community on the propos1:d program. By the time the application was completed, the 
task force numbered 56 people, 24 of them residents of the Model Neighborhood. N'J 
controversies arose during this period because everyone agreed that it was essential to 
complete the application by the April 15 deadline. 

The chosen Model Neighborhood was located on the northeast side of the 
downtown. Half its 1965 population of 52,000 was black. It was chosen on the basis 
of severity of problems and the presence of well established community organiZations. 
The housing was largely Older, single-family dwellings, many of which had been 
converted to multi·family use. One-third were sub-standard and 17% w.?re 
overcrowded. Roughly 30% of the families in the area had incomes below $3,000 per 
year, and 25% of all welfare recipients in the county were located in the Model 
Neighborhood. The area faced a future even more bleak than its present, since two 
new interstate highways were scheduled to intersect within it. 

The application requested a planning grant of $235,000. most of which 
would go for staff to be located in the mayor's office. The use of existing 
neighborhood organizations was proposed for the vaguely defined resident compon'lnt. 
The basic theme of the application was that the area's problems were caused it:Jy 
poverty and that their solution lay in obtaining funds for improved and additional 
services. 

Because of the city's pas'; record, Mayor Lugar feared the Model Cities 
application might be looked upon with disfavor by HUD. In addition to the paucity of 
previous experience with HUD, the local anti·poverty agency was currently facing a 
cut·off in its funds because of internal difficulties. Thus, the Mayor and several of his 
key aides, along with representatives from local universities and the Lilly Foundation, 
visited Washington sevElral times to lobby for approval. The Mayor's basic argument 
was that HUD needed Indianapolis just as much as the latter needed Modet Cities, 
since a presidential election was coming up that could go either way. As the largest 
city in the nation with a Republican mayor, Indianapolis' participation in Model Cities 
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would make a Republican administration more favorable to the program. 
On September 9, 1968, HUD informed Indianapolis that the application 

had been approved: the mayor's lobbying had overcome both the city's past record 
and an undistinguished application. 

Soon after approval, Mayor Lugar appointed David Meeker as CDA 
Director. In his early forties, Meeker Was a resident of the Model Neighborhood and 
had been one 'of the most active members of the task force that developed the Model 
Cities applicaiton. A New Englander by birth and a Yale graduate, Meeker was a highly 
respected local architect, and a board member of the Metropolitan Planning 
Commission. Hesitant to leave his firm and take a substantial cut in pay, Meeker was 
hired on a consultant basis. 

Before announcing his selection, Mayor Lugar met quietly with several 
black Model Neighborhood leaders to inform them of his decision. As a result, when 
he publiciV announced Meeker as CDA Director on September 26, numerous Model 
Neighborhood leaders voiced their satisfaction. Soon after, Meeker chose a fellow 
member of the task force and an employee of the Metropolitan Planning Commission, 
Michael Carroll, as his Assistant Director. 

HUD $ent Indianapolis a Discussion Paper soon after the application 
approval, containing Federal review comments and requirements for additional 
information. The document was fairly standard in its requests, and requiring little 
revision. The city received a planning grant of $225,000, only $10,000 less than 
requested. 

Meeker decided that the best way to respond to the Discussion Paper was 
to reactivate the task force, since he had worked well with its members earlier and 
knew that they had familiarity with HUD guidelines. After he and Carroll spent 
several weeks in a study of H UD's many requirements for the program, they reconvened 
the task force in late October, dividing it into three committees to work on revision. 
One would prepare a more detailed planning work program and budget; another would 
develop the citizen participation component; and the last was concerned with public , 
relations. They began meeting in mid-November, with a deadline of January 31. 

Of the three committees, only the one concerned with citizen 
participation encountered any problems. Independent of their deliberations, the new 
director of CAAP, the local anti-oovertv ~::;:;;,cy, had decided to reorganize his ~ 
agency's resident organizations in the Model Neighborhood so that they would be able 8 
to better participate in the Model Cit'ies efforts. Throughout November, he met with ~ 
area residents. Meeker was finally invited to one of the meetings, but he feared that ~,. 
the CAAP was attempting to take over the Model Cities Program. At Meeker's request, ~ 
Mayor Lugar summoned the CAAP director to his office for a discussion. Meeker and ~\, 
the director agreed to work closely together, and the latter joined the citizen ~ 
partkipation committee. 

The citizen structure that finally emerged provided for five Neighborhood 
Planning Committees to be elected in defined sub-areas of the MN. Each NPC would 
have one representative for every 1,000 residents. They in turn would select a total of 
11 representatives to the CDA Board. Five additional members would be appointed to 
the Board by the Mayor, and three by the City Council. While the Board would 
exercise policy control over the program, the NPCs would be responsible for insuring 
resident involvement. Each would have one or two staff persons to assist them in this 
effort. 

The election for the NPCs was held on February 15, with 17% of the 
eligibl~ voters participating. The victors generally were lower middle-class blacks in 
their late thirties or older. The few elected whites were even older. 

By the middle of January. the committee working on the planning work 
program had finished a draft and SUbmitted it to HUD, hoping for substantive 
comments. Instead, HUD merely accepted it, awarding the planning grant to the CD,~. 
The Planning Year began on March 6, 1969. 

The Planning Year 
Starting Up: 

March - July, 1969 

. During the first two months of the CDA's Planning Year, Dave Meeker 
hired the remainder of the CDA staff. He had complete authority from Mayor Lugar to 
do so and did not invo~Ve residents in his decisions. The CDA was organized into four 
divisions, the most important of them Planning and Research. Directed by Mike 
Carroll, this division was responsible for coordinating development of the 
Comprehensive Demonstration Plan. Functional components (housing, education, etc.) 
were grouped into three basic sections - physical, social, and economic. I., addition to 
planning and research, the CDA's other divisions were Administration,' 
CommuTeications, and a section responsible for maintaining liaison with community 
groups. Th~ Communications Division - in effect a little City Hall operated out of the 
Mayor's Office - was an attempt on Meeker's part to provide services during the 
Planning Year so that the CDA would have more credibility in the MN. The 
professional staff included nine blacks and six whites, all with backgrounds in local 
social planning agencies and private business. 

While Meeker was hiring staff, the CDA Board was getting itself organized. 
On April 25, the Neighborhood Planning Councils met with Meeker and Mayor Lugar's 
special assistant, who announced the Mayoral and City Council appointees to the CDA 
Board and informed the gathering that Mayor Lugar would not exercise any veto 
power over plans prepared by the CDA Board. By this time, the NPCs had already 
selected their representatives to the CDA Board as well. The Mayoral and City Council 
appointees included a diverse group of ward politicians, representatives from business 
and labor, a city councilman, and the Mayor's special assistant. 

Beginning in early May, the CDA Board began meeting on a regular basis. 
In June, the Board elected its offic~rs. The Rev. William Dennis, a black MN minister 
and City Council appointee, was elected chairman. Dennis had been responsible earlier 
in the year for assisting Dave Meeker in convincing dissident MN blacks that Meeker 
would be a good CDA Director. Also during this period c the CDA staff conducted a 
series of three training sessions to acquaint the NPCs and CDA Board with HUD's 
Model Cities guidelines. 

During the next few months, the CDA Board became embroiled in a 
dispute with Meeker over control of the planning budget and personnel selection. The 
resident members wanted a monthly stipend for the'ir participation and they wanted to 
control, or at least influence, hiring for the COA staff. Meeker resisted on both issues, 
believing that as volunteer participants in the program they should not be paid, anti 
insisting that he had absulute control over hiring and firing of his staff. The dispute 
over payment was resolved in August, when Meeker agreed that all resid!:nt CDA 
Board and NPC members should receive a stipend smaller than originally requested. 
The issue of personnel selection, however, was to continue until Mayor Lugar met with 
the Board in October, repeating his earlier pledge not to veto any plans which they 
developed. He insisted, however, that program administration was his responsibility, 
and chastised the resident members for not concerning themselves more with 
encouraging resident participation in the program. He further pledged that residents 
would be involved in the selection of a new CDA Director (Me~ker was to leave at the 
end of the Planning Year), and the Board was appeased. 

Despite the acrimo!1.\1 arising from these disputes, the CDA continued to 
gear up for preparing the CDP. Dave Meeker during this period achieved several 
significant victories in obtaining cooperation from local and Federal agencies. He 
convinced the parks department to meet with residents to re-plan a long-delayed park 
in the MN; he began meeting with the local CAMPS manpower planning committee; he 
succeeded in getting one designated interstate highway route removed from the MN so 
that improvements could be made in that deteriorating corridor strip; he worked with 
the H UD leadman in establishing a Federal/local resource committee. He also 
persuaded the redevelopment authority to abandon an urban renewal plan calling for 
total clearance of all area in the MN and revising the plan in conjunction with the 
residents. 

The CDA Board arid Neighborhood Planning Councils also worked to 
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prepare for planning. The NPCs hired nine assistants, eight of them black, and 
recruited residents to sit on the Joint Citizen-Technical Committees, one of which was 
set up for each of eleven component areas: These would be the basic planning entities. 
Meeker and Carroll recruited local agency personnel, many of whom had also been on 
the original Model Cities task f~rce, to serve on these committees. By the beginning of 
August, substantive planning was ready to begin. 

, 
Throughout August, the Joint Citizen-Technical Committees met to 

identify problems facing the MN in each of their functional areas. Attendance varied 
~ith residents demonstrating most interest in housing and crime and delinquency 
Issue~. In some instances, resident criticism of city agencies was countered by 
appointed representatives of the agencies who were in attendance. While CDA staff 
tried to channel the discussions into the elaborate planning process mandated by HUD 
both residents and agency staff tended to jump from problems to projects. ' 

In late ,l\ugust, the CDA received new planning guidelines from HUD, 
shortening and simplifying the CDP. Both Meeker and Carroll were disturbed by this 
change, for they believed the original planning process was superior. They flew to the 
Chicago Regional Office of HUD to protest, but were persuaded to submit a 
Mid-Planning Statement in lieu of Parts I and II. A deadline of November 15 was set 
for the MPS. 

The Joint Committee meetings continued, but by October CDA staff 
realized some way had to be found to coordinate the deliberations of the 11 separate 
committees. Staff members in each of the three basic program areas - physical, social, 
economic - first coordinated the materials prepared by the committees within each 
basic division, and then between the divisions. The process was rushed to meet the 
November deadline and the staN had insufficient time to set priorities among 
components or to develop a strategy statement. 

By October 27, a draft of the completed portions of the MPS was ready 
for review by the CDA Board and the NPCs. Both groups delayed their approval for 
two weeks, and the deadline was missed. They were able, however, to thoroughly 
review the entire document, making few changes. Priorities were established, based on 
a categorizing by each of the components as representing high, medium or low 
priority. The result, then, was a consensus. The strategy statement, prepared 'bY an ad 
hoc resident committee, established eight basic causes for the MN problems, all 
relating to poverty and discrimination. . 

By late November the MPS was complete, but for the next few weeks the 
entire CDA Board was involved in an HEW-funded educational charrette. With over 
200 people participating, MN residents were able to plan for construction of a new 
neighborhood school that would provide services both to students and to the larger 
community. Meeker and Carroll had helped the School Board obtain the grant. Thus, 
the CDA Board had no time to review the MPS, so Mike Carroll finally convinced 
Board chairman Dennis to review the document personally on the Board's beha!f. On 
December 29, it was submitted to HUD. 

The completed MPS consisted of two sections. The first contained an 
overview of the MN, a description of the process leading to preparation of the MPS, 
and the priorities and strategy for the program. The second section contained the 
eleven individual component reports. Statistical documentation varied, with great 
detail in the sections on physical and economic development, and much "softer" data 
in the area of social development. 

On January 17, Federal regional officials reviewed the plan, finding it 
satisfactory. 

As anticipated, Meeker resigned as CDA Director, effective January 1, 
1970. Mayor Lugar had already appointed him Director of the Department of 
Metropolitan Development, which was part of Unigov and would officially come into 
existence at the beginning of 1970. Meeker had hoped to stay on as CDA Director 

until the end of the Planning Year, feeling that the two tasks could be complementary. 
As it turned out, however, he was able to spend increasingly less time on Model Cities. 
Two weeks prior to his resignation, Mayor Lugar, as he had earlier promised, formed a 
five-man COA Board committee to find a new director. Two MN residents were among 
the five. But there was no time to engage in an intensive search and the committee 
made the obvious choice, designating Mike Carroll, who had been assuming most of 
the Oire~tor's duties in any case. Carroll was named Acting Oirector until the end of 
1970, when he, too, would be leaving the COA to go to OMO. 

In early January, Carroll sent a memo to all COA Board and NPC members 
describing the process for completing the COP. Carroll now merged the 
Citizen-Technical committees into three basic task forces, consisting of the 
co-chairman of each of the Committees and appropriate COA staff, for the 
development bf the social, physical, and economic sections of the first-year action 
plan. Special, ad hoc task forces of residents and agency personnel would be formed 
for the non-programmatic elements ot'the Plan, (relocation, continuous planning and 
evaluation, etc.). 

Oue to the success of the charrette and the intensive review of the MPS, 
resident involvement was greatly enhanced during this period. Each Neighborhood 
Planning Council and each task force prepared a list of first-year projects. Work 
proceeded quickly, and by February 25 the two groups of project descriptions were 
ready for COA Board review. (Carroll had hoped the NPC recommendations would be 
channeled through the task forces, but the COA Board demanded to review them itself 
and decide which it wanted to keep). Since the lists turned out to be quite similar, 
there was no conflict except over the content of a health project, but the review of so 
much material caused a delay of six weeks beyond the original submission date of 
March 1. 

Through March, the special COA Board committee reviewed all elements 
of the COP. By the end of the month, they had finished, but their first-year 
'Jpplemental fund budget was $1 million over the $6.4 million grant they were to 

receive from HUD. A second special committee then met with Mike Carroll to make 
the appropriate cuts. On March 31, the Board gave its final approval to the Plan, and 
the City Council approved it without discussion on April 6. After final refinement and 
printing, it was submitted to HUD on April 22. 

The Plan called for 53 projects to be implemented during the first year, 36 
of which were supplementally funded. The highest priority areas were housing, 
economic development, education, and health. Project sponsorship was left 
intentionally vague, since Carroll and the Board could not agree on whether existing 
agencies or resident-controlled groups should be used. 
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The Los Angeles SMSA (including Long Beach) is the nation's second most 
populous. The city itself houses two and one-half million people who reside in some 
60 separate neighborhoods linked by numerous freeways and superhighways. The 
growth of Los Angeles as well as the Southern California region since the 1940s had 
been ~xplosive. The dev~lopment of wartime and aerospace industries, plus the 
attraction of an equable climate, drew millions to the city from allover the nation. 

.. Yet, in re~ent years, this veneer of prosperity has been penetrated by 
declining employmen: In aerospace and electronic industries, urban sprawl, increasing 
unemployment, persistent smog, and the emergence of distinct racial and ethnic 
ghettos in the black and Mexican-American communities. Residents of the barrio and 
the ghetto have suffered inordinately from most of these problems as racial 

Applicati1>n Period: 

Nov, 1966 - April, 1968 

discrimination and the absence of viable public transportation have retarded their 
social and physical mobility. The 1965 riot in Watts, the black ghetto, thrust Los 
Angeles into the nation consciousness as a center of urban unrest. 

Both administrative and planning responsibilities in Los Angeles have 
traditionally been fragmented. The Mayor derives most of his influence from his 
appointments, subject to review and approval by the City Council, which ultimately 
has a veto power over these mayoral decisions. The City Administrative Officer is, in 
effect, more powerful than the Mayor. He functions as a city manager and is hired by 
the Council to make most budgetary and programmatic recommendations, and these -
despite his lack of formal authority - are traditionally accepted. Thus, local 
government in Los Angeles is essentially a strong city manager-strong city council 
type, mitigating the mayor's power to commit or apply for Federal programs. 

Effective planning and delivery of social services are obstructed by a 
conflicting hodge-podge of administrative bodies. Because Los Angeles County is 
responsible for planning numerous social services for the City of Los Angeles, 
workable administrative linkages are often diHicult to achieve. County priorities are 
frequently out of harmony with city needs and prif)rities. 

Los Angeles' major experience with Federal social programs prior to Model 
Cities came with the inception of OEO's Community Action Program in 1965. The 
Economic and Youth Opportunity Agency (EYOA) was designated as the community 
action agency for Los Angeles. Unfortunately, the program became a platform for 
confrontation politics and generated little positive social change. The City Planning 
Department, while experienced and well-staffed, continues to embrace physical 
development goals to the exclusion of social planning considerations. Most important 
was Los Angeles' abysmal failure with urban renewal. The Bunker Hill Project, begun 
in the early 1950s as California's first urban renewal project, became the testing 
ground for nearly every suit contesting the legality of the urban renewal process and 
the ethics of not providing replacement housing for relocatees. The project, as a result, 
was never completed. 

Los Angeles failed to receive a planning grant after submitting a first-round 
application in May. of 1967. With HUD's criticism ringing in his ears (HUD had said the 
application had ignored all major guidelines for citizen participation and administrative 
coordination), Mayor Yorty was eager to "save face," and so a second-round 
application was spearheaded by Robert Goe, the Mayor's Executive Secretary, in 
December of 1967. 

While an interagency task force under Goe's auspices had written and 
developed the first-round application, the mayor decided a more technically 
competent second-round document could be produced by the Los Angeles Technical 
Services Corporation (LATSC), a semi-private city brain trust composed mostly of 
systems technicians. However, LATSC consented to undertake only the technical 
aspects of the application. Goe, who had experienced difficulty eliciting agency 
support for developing the first application, had similar difficulties trying to find a 
cooperative city agency to administer and coordinate the second effort. However, he 
was able finally to convince the Community Redevelopment Agency (CRA), headed 
by Richard Mitchell, to accept this responsibility. 

Unlike the city's first application, the second strictly followed HUD 
guidelines and included the required statistical and descriptive analyses. HUD had been 
dissatisfied with the first application's choice of a Model Neighborhood, Green 
Meadows, because it was too small. Watts and Green Meadows, contiguous black 
neighborhoods, and East/Northeast, the Mexican-American sector composed of four 
smaller neighborhoods, were eventually selected as the twin target areas in the second 
application. 

Although there was little substantive citizen involvement in the application 
process, a well established community organization in Watts, the Watts Labor 
Community Action Committee (WLCAC), had worked closely with the city in 
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preparing and reviewing the application. No significant community participation 
occurred in the Mexican-American neighborhood. 

The proposed Model Cities structure offered two CDAs, one in eal~h 
neighborhood, controlled by a six-member board. The Executive Director of the CRA 
Mitchell, was to chair each board separately. Neither Mitchell nor the boards w~'r~ 
responsible to the Mayor. Thus, the essentials of a formal application were met, and it 
was submitted to HUD on May 10, 1968. 

The waiting period found a growing resentment among various community 
interests of the "behind-closed-doors" nature of the application process. Both the 
State Assemblyman and U.S. Congressman representing .South Central Los Angeles 
were piqued at not having been informed of the application's development until it was 
a fait accompli. Community groups in the Mexican-American neighborhood, fearful 
that Model Cities might become another insensitive urban renewal program, lodged 
major complaints with HU D about the lack of citizen representation in the entire 
application process. During this six-month period, the Mayor's primary Model Cities 
function was to answer these complaints, which had been referred back to him by 
HUD. Nonetheless, on November 22, 1968, HUD awarded the city a planning grant of 
$284,000, less than one-third the amount the city had requested. 

Receipt of the grant was, however, contingent upon the city's establishing 
a coordinating mechanism with the two other newly designated Model Cities in 
Southern California - one in Los Angeles County, the other in nearby Compton. All 
three communities quickly moved to establish a permanent Model Cities Coordinating 
Committee which was approved by HUD in March, 1969, although, in retrospect, the 
body never became functional because of a perceived lack of common interests and 
problems. 

Meanwhile the city had been trying to respond to the HUD Discussion 
Paper which had arrived in mid-December. The city's response to the HUD demands­
(1) preparation of a revised budget; (2) revision of the citizen participation component 
to reflect the requirements of CDA Letter No.3; and (3) the creation of one CDA for 
both Model Neighborhoods - was equivocal. In effect, the city submitted a mere 
promise to provide residents access to the decision-making process and somewhat 
diluted the autonomy of the two neighborhood CDAs by agreeing to appoint a single 
director, administrative staff, and chief accountant to act for both neighborhoods; 
each neighborhood, however, was to retain separate pfanning staffs. At the end of 
March, HUD, feeling that the revisions could be refined as the program developed, 
tendered a temporary letter to proceed. 

Although the Planning Year technically began on July 1, 1969 - after the 
CDA Boards had approved the application revisions - the official start was not until 
four months later on November 1, 1969, when the newly appointed CDA Director, 
Laurence Whitehead, was officially placed on the payroll. 

Whitehead, a white, one-time priest, and formerly with the Community 
Action Program (CAP) in Pasadena, was selected largely because he was the least 
offensivE} yet qualified candidate of the 65 applicants for the job. Neither MN would 
have tolerated a CDA director of the opposite cultural group, so Whitehead's 
appointment was relatively acceptable to the members of the neighborhood boards. 

Simultaneously, in Watts, the CDA Board and WLCAC were beginning to 
create a resident structure. By the end of 1969, the MNA had been divided into five 
districts from which 15 representatives were to be elected to a 75-member Combined 
Neighborhood Council. Three members from each district were to be selected to 
comprise the Executive Committee, which would advise the CDA Board. Elections 
were held in late February of 1970. 

Development of a resident structure in East/Northeast was somewhat 
slower and did not begin until late January of 1970 because there had been 
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disagreement between the Neighborhood Board and some community organizations as 
to who should have responsibility for establishing the initial resident structure. By 
February, the neighborhood office had decided to invite all East/Northeast residents 
to a series of public meetings where an interim group of 40 was selected to formulate 
the resident structure. They ultimately decided that each of the four neighborhoods 
should elect seven representatives to the Resident's Council. I n April elections were 
held for the 28 seats. 

Meanwhile, two months after Whitehead had been officially placed on the 
city payroll, two deputy directors, William Jones in Watts and Arturo Bastidos in 
East/Northeast, were appointed by the Mayor. Although Whitehead was expected to 
coordinate their activities from the central office in downtown Los Angeles, he had no 
real authority over either deputy, since he could neither hire nor fire them. Real 
coordination gradually proved to be impossible as separate "empires" developed, and 
communication among the three officials dwindled as the Planning Year progressed.' 
HUD continued to insist that there was only one program in Los Angeles, but the poor 
interface between the two neighborhoods and the central office belied this perception. 

As Whitehead was just becoming absorbed in his new job, the HUD 
Regional Office, in mid-December, insisted on further changes in the revised 
administrative structure which had been submitted to them in May. HUD wanted 
(1) the two CDA Boards combined into one administrative unit in the city structure; 
(2) the mayor to have more extensive involvement; and (3) more City Council 
involvement and responsibility in the program. By April, the city had responded 
satisfactorily to each of the HUD criticisms: the two CDA Boards were merged into 
one, with the addition of two city councilmen; Deputy Mayor Quinn, representing the 
Mayor, would replace CRA Director Mitchell as CDA Board Chairman; and the CDA 
itself was established as a unit of the Mayor's executive department. 

Three and one-half years after the first application had been submitted, it 
appeared that Los Angeles had finally developed an acceptable and workable program 
structure from which substantive planning could take place. 

HUD granted the CDA a four-month extension for submission of the CDP 
to August 31,1970, but this was conditional on submission of an acceptable Mid-Term 
Planning Statement no later than June 15, 1970. The Problem Analysis had been 
submitted in mid-January and was largely an updated version of similar information in 
the application. It was prepared by a consultant from the Community Analysis 
Bureau, a city agency with date analysis capability. Whitehead, with several of his key 
staff, worked partially with joint neighborhood staff and CDA Board members in 
developing the preliminary Objectives and Strategy Statement which was due in HUD 
Regional Headquarters on February 1, 1970. However, work on the revised 
administrative structure had been unanticipated and consequently consumed so much 
of the CDA's time that work on the Statement did not begin until several days after 
the original deadline had passed. The Objectives and Strategy Statement was submitted 
to HUD for preliminary review in early April, some two months after the original 
deadline. 

The prime purpose of this preliminary submission - to give CDAs like Los 
Angeles the benefit of Federal feedback on planning documents before undertaking 
production of the CDP - had been lost. In fact, the regional office wa~ in the midst of 
a reorganization and probably would have been unable to respond to the submission 
anyway. Los Angeles thus embarked on the preparation of its MPS without any 
specific guidelines from the Regional Office on its basic approach. 

During the six weeks that remained before the MPS was to be submitted in 
final form, CDA staff was under heavy pressure. Whitehead had decided that 
expediting the production of the MPS would require increasing staff responsibility and 
minimizing resident involvement. Few meetings with resident bodies took place, the 
major convocation being a perfunctory review of the MPS after its completion by a 
handful of CDA staff and resident Board members. Despite the feverish pace, the MPS 
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was submitted to HUD one week late - on June 22, 1970. The MPS received a 
favorable reaction at the RI CC review in mid·July. 

As with all their submissions, Los Angeles was faced with another tight 
time schedule, having agreed to submit the CDP to HUD on August 31. Given their 
situation, Whitehead decided in mid-June that the best strategy for completing the 
CDP on time 'was to ask public agencies who were interested to submit project 
proposals based on the problem analysis in the MPS. Within two weeks, the same 
agencies who had been indjfferent to helping the CDA prepare submissions, now 
responded with overwhelming eagerness. Some $60 million in projects were submitted 
to the CDA by the end of June, even though Los Angeles knew it could expect a grant 
of only $26 million. Few of these projects were resident-generated. 

These proposals were first reviewed by professional staff at both 
neighborhood offices, and those that bore little relevance to alleviating stated 
problems were discarded. Those that remained were refined and then brought before 
the appropriate resident task forces in East/Northeast and the five Neighborhood 
Councils in Watts. It became their job to pare down the projects to an agreed-upon 
$12 million per neighborhood. 

The final review and selection of projects was made by the Executive 
Committee in Watts at a series of workshops. The priorities set by the Neighborhood 
Councils were generally followed in the 41 projects selected. In East/Northeast, the 
Residents' Council often ignored task force priorities in a dispute over which delegate 
agencies, community-based or city-wide, should be given project sponsorship. A 
two-day workshop which included CDA staff resulted in the triumph of the Resident 
Councils' priorities despite vehement protests from task force members. 

The CDA staff, with resident sanction, had worked feverishly to collate , 
and complete the CDP on time, but (as if to foreshadow future problems) the tortuous IJ 
Los Angeles approval process - requiring the approval of the CDA Board, Mayor, ' 
State, County and Federal Affairs Committee, (Council Subcommittee), CitY 
Administrative Officer and City Council - was sufficient to delay the plan's 
submission to HUD until September 30, exactly one month after the August 31,1970 
submission date. 

I 
I • 

Los Angeles County, California 

I 

The Setting 

CBD 

Slauson Ave. 

Rosecrans Ave. 

Artesia Blvd. 

Los Angeles County epitomizes much of the American Dream: rapid 
growth, quick affluence, sun and surf. During the past 30 years, millions of Americans 
moved to southern California, drawn by the magnificent climate and the promise of an 
expanding economy. From 2.8 million people in 1940, Los Angeles County 
mushroomed to over 7 million by 1970. Unfortunately, not everyone shared in the 
prevalent affluence. The ethnic minorities found employment difficult and settled in 
contiguous poverty enclaves in the central section of the county. Blacks represented 
over 20% of the population (over 70% in the Model Neighborhood). The 
unemployment rate among blacks was double that of the county. A disproportionate 
number were undereducated, in poor health, and poorly housed. So.cial discrepancies 
contributed to the city and county riots of 1965, most notably in Watts. 

Consistent with the county's reputation as municipality of unwieldy size, 
the county government represents a bureaucratic labyrinth of over 66,000 employees 
and an annual budget of $2.3 billion. This governmental complex is presided over by a 
five-man Board of Supervisors invested with extensive legislative and executive powers. 
Under their auspices, the county must provide all health and welfare services to the 77 
incorporated municipalities as well as all municipal services to the more than 1.5 
million people living in the unincorporated areas. 

Social, economic and physical planning are extremely fragmented. Over 
2,000 planning districts, most of which are totally autonomous, operate with little 
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regard for area-wide concerns. The sheer scale of Los Angeles County and the number 
of operating agencies precludes close coordination and rational planning. I t is a 
constant source of amazement to observers (and the parties involved) that the county 
government functions as effectively as it does. 

Los Angeles County had little involvement with HUD development 
programs prior to 1965 when Roy Hoover, Chief of Special Services in the County's 
Administrative Office (the overall managing office of county government operations), 
organised a Citizens Committee on Community Affairs which recommended that the 
County undertake a HUD-sponsored Community Revewal Program to anal'yze physical 
conditions in neighborhoods with potential need for renewal action. HUD persuaded 
the Ccunty to focus a survey on two major locations characterized by da·teriorating 
housing and low-income population - east and south central Los Angeles. The 
HUD-funded slIrvey was called the Commu.nity Analysis Program (CAP), and began in 
April 1967. HUD recommended (and the two most active county supervisors, Ernest 
Debs and Kenneth Hahn, agreed) to postpone any further activity with HUD until the 
CAP was completed. Consequently, Los Angeles County did not consider applying for 
the first round of the Model Cities Program. 

In late 1967 and early 1968, the Cities of Los Angeles and Compton 
applied for a model cities planning grant which in turn stimulated various county 
officials, most notably Adam BUrton (Supervisor Kenneth Hahn's black field deputy 
since 1964), Roy Hoover, and Gene Davis (both in the CAO), to urge the Supervisors 
to submit an application. Supervisor Hahn, whose district seemed a logical choice for 
the program, was reluctant to apply as he feared the model cities program would be 
misinterprated by his constituents as "urban removal." However, in early March, 1068, 
after a careful appraisal of the residents' possible reaction, Hahn decided that it would 
be politically expedient to submit an application. 

Originally the Federal Aid Coordinating Unit was to prepare the 
application, but did not have the manpower necessary to meet the April 15 deadline. 
The task was then passed by Hahn to the CAP staff, who grudgingly agreed to Hahn's 
desires. 

The application was quickly assembled. No residents participated as the 
CAP staff felt that such involvemant would consume too much time. Ten major 
county departments were asked to prepare, in one week, a problem analysis and 
program approach for their respective areas of responsibility. 

The CAP staff made no attempt to develop linkages among the various 
programs and neither goals nor priorities were established. The only area of 
controversy was citizen participation, since residents were virtually being ignored in 
the preparation of the application. The Human Relations Commission of the County 
withdrew from the application effort and Watts labor leacier Ted Watkins continually 
voiced concern regarding the absence of any citizen input. Undaunted, the CAP staff 
submitted the application sans resident participation on April 15, 1968. 

Hahn selected the original model neighborhood (later expanded to meet 
HUD regulations) to be coterminus with the CAP survey boundaries, with the hope 
that this would expedite a more efficient utilization of collected data in the 
preparation of the planning document, 

The MNA is an irregularly shaped area, wedged between the cities of Los 
Angeles (Watts District) and Compton. The MNA's 88,000 people (70% black, 20% 
Mexican·American) do not inhabit an identifiable neighborhood; two named sections 
exist in the MNA, Florence-Firestone and Willowbrook. Community identity is low 
and public services, including education, have districts that transcend the city·county 
boundaries and divide the neighborhoods even further. 

The application designated the BOilrd of Supervisors as the County 
Demonstration Agency and established the Model Neighborhood Department with a 
professional staff of 33 to be responsible for the day-to·day management of the 
program. An additional 113 positions to be assigned to 15 County Agencies to 

Waiting Period: 
April 15 - Nov 21, 1968 

Revision Period: 
Nov, 1968 - May, 1969 

maintaining "close and continuous" liaison with the Model Neighborhood Department 
were also set forth in the submission. 

The Department would be organized into four divisions: administrative 
services, socio-economic development, environmental development, and technical 
services. The total budget called for $1,140,798 of which the planning grant was to 
contribute $912,638. 

The application was forgotten by the county until October 22, when 
Supervisor Hahn introduced a motion to the Board of Supervisors to prepare an 
ordinance to create a County Model Neighborhood Agency. The County 
Administrative Office (CAO) .objected, arguing that the activity of the Model Cities 
Program rightfully belonged in the newly created Department of Urban J\ffairs (DUA). 
Hahn and the other Supervisors accepted the CAO's recommendations, and the CDA 
was officially established in the DUA in January 1969. 

On November 21, 1968, HUD notified the county that it had been 
awarded a planning grant of $269,000, less than one third of the sum requested. It was 
subject to one major condition: a coordinating committee must be formed with the 
two other model cities programs in Los Angeles and Compton. 

The Coordinating Committee was duly created. It met once with HUD 
officials to discuss the specific aspects of the planning grant condition, and in April 
met for its first and last "work" session. The three CDA programs had so little in 
common and HUD's expectations were so vague that the whole concept was allowed 
to slide into limbo - not to be resurrected. 

In the meantime, HUD placed three substantive revision requirements on 
the county: scaling the budget and work program down to meet the grant level, 
clarifying the citizen participation component, and elaborating the administrative 
structure, particularly a mechanism for coordinating the various agencies in the CDA's 
planning efforts. 

Adam Burton wM appointed the CDA Director by the Board of 
Supervisors (on Hahn's recommendation) February 11, 1969, and he immediately set 
to work to make the necessary revisions. Meanwhile, the county which had "originally 
wanted to start the Planning Year with a staff of over 25," had been persuaded by HUD 
to proceed with a skeleton staff. HUD thereby issued a letter to proceed on March 5. 

The citizen participation structure was developed by Burton, who: 
(1) initially contacted residents listed on the voter registration rolls, (2) mailed a 
questionnaire which asked if the residents would be interested in participating in a 
Model Cities Program to assess the quality of 13 services with facilities in the 
"neighborhood," (3) randomly selectlld the names of 80 residents who responded (the 
repli~s were grouped into blocks so that the sample would represent a cross·section of 
the community) to attend a community council meeting to ratify the revised 
organizational structure prepared by Burton and the CDA staff, and (4) implemented 
the organizational structure which called for "Town Hall" meetings in 16 geographical 
units of the MNA, each to elect five representatives; two to serve on the Willowbrook 
Council, two on the Florence·Firestone Council, and one to officiate on the Executive 
Committee. This last body, the ruling arm of the citizen component, thus comprised 
16 elected members, to which six others with voting rights were added - two youth 
representatives and four from community organizations. 

The Executive Committee would meet monthly in the downtown CDA 
offices (not in the MNA) to "review reports and recommenpations to the CDA staff 
and give final citizen approval to all plans and formal submissions to the Board of 
Supervisors and HUD. The Community Councils had no ropresentation on the 
Executive Committee and the groups virtually acted independently of each other 
throughout the Planning Year. 

The budget and work program for the Planning Year were tailored to meet 
the reduced funding of the planning grant. In lieu of the CDA's funding 133 new 
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positions in other county departments to suppo!'t the CDA planning effort, the 
revision provided for an Inter·departmental Coordinating Committee whose agency 
members would serve as consultants to the Executive Committee, Community 
Councils and planning task forces. The Committee met only once, however, as the 
CDA staff found it easier to deal unilaterally with the coordinator designated by each 
county department. 

On May 25, HUD notified the county that although citizen participation 
in the Model Cities program appeared perfunctory, the planning contract would be 
approved. 

A~ the planning contract was being signed, the county submitted a request 
to enlarge the MNA to include the community of Westmont. HUD felt that to 
a.uthorize any additional funds for such an annexation, even though the area was very 
Similar to the MNA, would be tantamount to initiating a third·round program and 
rejected the proposal. 

In the fall of 1969, HUD submitted a tight timetable for the county based 
on a revised version of the CDA Letter No.4. The Mid·Planning Statement Was to be 
due in November 1969 and the CDP in April 1970. 

The CDA staff commenced the Planning Year posthaste with a problem 
analysis workshop, The workshop was attended only by residents, although the CDA 
st~ff tried with nr.> avail to involve the business community, church leaders, and the 
neighborhood youth. The results of the workshop were uneven, producing everything 
from detailed analysis of specific county programs, to casual glimpses of long·range 
problems. 

Utilizing the material generated by the workshop, the CDA staff organized 
task forces to help draft the problem analysis for t.he MPS. Because resident criticisms 
tended .to be non·systematic, two staff members per$uaded Burton's chief planner, Ted 
Lumpkin, to develop a common format for each component in the problem analysis: 
analyze the MNA problems in terms of the institutions, the community the home and 
the individuill. Professional task forces were never formed, as the CDA ~taff pel'fo;med 
the technical work and when necessary dealt with the county professionals on a 
one·to-one basis. 

Herman Fogata, a former leadman with HUD, was hired as Burton's 
deputy CDA Director in August. He was in charge of produ'cing the problem analysis 
and instructed his staff to underplay any type of agency criticisms. Although the CDA 
staff resented this soft pedaling, the problem analysis was submitted on schedule to 
HUD on September 12. The document identified no priorities among the problems 
and causal linkages were not specifically developed. More serious in the eye's' of HUD 
was the fact that the residents first reviewt:!d the document two weeks after it had been 
submitted. 

The Objectives and Strategy Statement was developed in similar fashion to 
the problem analysis: re~idents had little input and did not review the document until 
after it was, sen,t to HUD; no priorities were established among problems or objectives; 
and the objectives lacked a sense of consistency, reflecting the fact that each CDA 
staff coordinator operated independently. 

The Citizen Participation advisory for HUD, William Brown, criticized the 
county for the lack of "meaningful" citizen participation, but the county made no 
response and Brown received no support from other HUD officials. The residents 
continued to remain inactive except when the CDA staff took the initiative to involve 
them in the planning process. 

" Burton, Lumpkin and Fogata reworked the problem analysis, the 
objectives and strategy statement, and the description of the planning process into the 
final Mid'Planning Statement in early November. 

The MPS was a brief document that attempted to speak to all the 
questions in the HUO guidelines. The problem analysis was quite limited and provided 

The Planhing Period: 
Completing the Plan: 
Nov, 1969 - March, 1970 

no data to indicate the extent of MNA problems. 
The residents' Executive Committee did have an opportunity for cursory 

review of the MPS a week prior to the submission to HUD, but made no comment 
other than to appr<,ve the statement unanimously and change the length of their term 
in office from one year to three. 

The RICC reviewed the MPS in early December, and their critique was 
generally favorable. Yct HUD's comments reflected a disappointment with the 
county's orientation toward Model Cities as a quick source of funds for communHv 
development rather than as an experimental program in ch5nging governmental 
process. Andrew Bell summed up the matter succinctly, " .•. the areas of decision 
making, program objectives and strategy approaches are not sufficiently expanded to 
show clearly your intent or process." 

Even prior to the submission of the MPA, the coordinators of the CDA 
staff had discussed possible projects with the resident task forces. The residents 
however, were never involved in project discussion with the agencies involved. On 
December 17, Deputy CDA Director, Fogata met with the Executive Committee to 
present and describe 68 project ideas. The residents proposed 4 additional programs in 
housing and employment, for a total of 72. At the end of the calendar year, brief 
descriptions of the 72 projects were submitted to HUD. The draft contained no 
strategy statement with any specifics on attacking problems in the MNA in the short 
or long run. Connections between project descriptions and statements of objectives 
were at !:iest rather vague, 

In January 1970, HUD told the CDA that the list of 72 projects had to be 
pared down. In less than a month the CDA staff reduced the list to 30 projects. The 
Executive Committee approved the revised list since their own top priorities of 
housing and employment projects had been retained. No budgets wefe included in the 
list. 

On February 10, HUD announced the target figure for the Action Grant as 
$8,181,000, and a week later thp CDA staff tantatively completed the resource 
allocation process. The Executiv~ Committee discussed the supplemental fund 
distribution at their meeting, February 18/ but no residents participated in the actual 
process of allocating funds. 

The county's strategy was to fund the majority of projects through tf!e 
supplemental grant unless categorical funds were certain, and hope that the CDA could 
attract funds from other state, local, and Federal programs in the subsequent Action 
Years. 

Most county departments responded favorably to the supplemental carrot 
and cooperated fully with the CDA. The one exception was the 1.os .Angeles School 
District which had been so successful in obtaining Federal funds that it was not 
interested in participating 10 the model cities program. Moreover, they regarded the 
CDA education coordinators as inept. The California State Department of Human 
Resources was the only agency sponsor outside the County. 

The COA staff developed information and evaluation systems marginally 
complying with HUD requirements. Fry Consultants were able to provide tecl;nicaf 
assistance to the CDA evaluation specialist in developing an information system, but 
the CDA specialist was almost solely responsible for the evaluation plan. 

The relocation plan presented some difficulty to the CDA since Los 
Angeles County had no relocation department. A scheme was agreed to by HUD in 
which the City of Los Angeles' Community Redevelopment Agency would provide 
training to the County's Department of Real Estate Management to develop expertise 
in relocation. As a result, the plan would not be implemented until the second Action 
Year. 

The major issue impeding successful preparation of the CDr was the 
position of the CDA in the county administrative structure. HU D continually insisted 
that the CDA be established as an independent department and not be placed in the 
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Department of Urban Affairs. The issue was never resolved as the county telt access lU 

the "Chief Executive" (Supervisor Hahn) presented no problem since Department 
Chief Hoover maintained a low profile and CDA Director Burton was previously 
Hahn's field deputy implying that t~e "door was always open". HUD did not press the 
issue after January, but promised to "review the matter in six months." I 

The residents' Executive Committee did not review any of the f' 
non-programma\ic sections of the COP, and only examined a 12-page abbreviated list ~ 
of projects together with proposed budgets at a meeting on March 25_ Nevertheless, ! 
the residents unanimously approved the CDP and heartily gave the CDA staff a round 
of applause for their efforts. 

The COP was routinely approved by the Board of Supervisors on April 7 
and sent to HUD April 17, 1970, thus ending a rather efficient and conflict-free 
Planning Year in Los Angeles County's Model City Program. 

New London, Connecticut 

The Setting 

GREAT NECK 

New London is an old New England seafaring community between New 
York and Boston on Long Island Sound. Unlike many of its neighbors, the City has 
twice been able to shift its economic base - from whaling to textiles in the late 
nineteenth century, and from textiles to defense-related industry after World War Two 
- so that is has enjoyed a sustained, relatively comfortable level of prosperity. 

For the last decade New London has maintained a population of 
approximately 33,000 people, although its black and Spanish-speaking minorities have 
almost doubled to 18% of the total over the same period. As its minority population 
increased, with all the attendant problems, the city's ruling Democratic 
Irish-Italian-Jewish (,Jalition gradually shifted its focus away from patronage concerns 
and toward a more active interest in coordinated planning and resource allocation. In 
1959, the city hired a full-time renewal director and entered into its first urban 
renewal project, while in 1961 its first professionally trained City Manager was hired. 
Throughout the ensuing decade, these two men worked closely together in 
coordinating almost all physical planning and development activities, relying on a local 
consulting firm for many of the staff services required. 

Planning specifically to meet the needs of the poor minorities was not 
begun until the mid-60's, when a' regional Community Action Agency was formed 
under the auspices of OEO. By 1967, this regional CAA had formed a delegate agency 
in New London to which focused on organiZing the poor. In addition to whatever 
social planning is done by these OEO-funded agencies, however, only the School Board 
possesses the staff and the capability for long·range planning and coordination of 
services. Most city and county agencies are small and have no staff either trained or 
with the time to provide more than a minimum of uncoordinated services. 
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New London did not seek a first-round Model Cities planning grant 
because the Urban Renewal Agency and its planning consultant were too busy 
completing a General Neighborhood Renewal Plan for the Shaw's Cove area. In 
addition, both the Urban Renewal Director and the CiN Manager felt that so small a 
city as New London would stand little chance of being approved. 

When a second round of Model Cities planning grants Was made available 
in December, 1967) the city's planning consultant recommended that New London 
submit an application. The city was by now ready to submit an urban renewal 
application for the Shaw's Cove area, and the consultant felt that the submission of a 
Model Cities application would enhance the chances for approval of the renewal grant. 
AU ~f the larger cities in Connecticut had already received Model Cities grants as well, 
leading the consultant to conclude that New London would be one of the most 
appropriate cities in the State for a second-round grant. 

After conferring with leading citizens, the City Manager decided to prepare 
an application. He formed a working group consisting of himself, the Urban Renewal 
Director, the local consulting firm, and the director of the regional Community Action 
Agency. The Urban Renewal Director was assigned the task of preparing the 
components of the application dealing with physical planning and development, while 
the CAA Director was assigned areas of social concern. The consultant would provide 
overall coordination of the process. On February 4, the City Council agreed to submit 
an application, and on February 28, they allocated $9,000 in funds to retain the local 
consultant. 

With the applicatio'n due on April 15, the working group felt there was not 
time to involve other local agencies or residents in the process, although they did hold 
briefing sessions with both groups. They met with the two organized neighborhood 
associations in the Shaw's Cove area, which t~e group had from the beginning 
identified as the Model Neighborhood. Each of these associations feared that Model 
Cities would be too closely allied with urban renewal and would displace them from 
their homes. Nevertheless, they did not try to block the application and provided a 
few comments, most of which were incorporated into the application. The agencies 
also provid~d a fe~ suggestions which were similarly incorporated. (The working group 
tried to mask the lack of involvement of local agencies by including letters of 
endorsement from the Urban Renewal and regional Community Action Agencies along 
with the application.) 

On April 11, the application was quickly reviewed and approved by the 
City Council, and on April 15 it was submitted to HUD. 

The application consisted of a detailed description of the history of the 
City and the proposed MN, followed by an analysis of ten functional areas. Much of 
the information included in the application was inadequately detailed or out of date 
with the 1960 Census and a few sketchy agency reports serving as the only source~ 
available. The application stated that the paucity of data precluded a comprehensive 
analysis of the target area's problems or the establishment of priorities among 
problems. In addition to suggesting ways of solving identified problems, the 
application emphasized that additional information must be gathered. 

The application contemplated a small CDA of only two people, which 
would primarily coordinate the planning undertaken by local agencies and a 
consultant. Citizen involvement would occur through the presence of four MN 
residents on the nine-man CDA Board, with the remaining five members appointed 
from agencies by the Mayor and City Council. 

Following submission of the Model Cities application, the City Manager, 
Urban Renewal director, and the Director of the regional Community Action Agency 
travelled to Washington to lobby for approval. They made an excel/ent impression on 
HU D officials, and they managed as well to get their Congressional delegation to put 
pressure on HUD for approval of the application. 

On July 12, their enthusiasm was dampened somewhat when they 

The Revision Period: 

Sept, 1968 - June, 1969 

attended a meeting with the two neighborhood associations in the proposed Model 
Neighborhood. Robert Williams, a community organizer with the local delegate 
Community Action Agency, had been circulating among residents in the area and 
informing them that the City had not included them in the development of the 
application as HUD required. The leaders of the two neighborhood associations also 
obtained a copy of the application and discovered that it did not contain al/ of the 
suggestions they had made at the meetings earlier in the year. When the city 
representatives arrived at the meeting, they found a hostile crowd awaiting them. 
Despite their pleas that there had just not been enough time to further involve the 
residents, they were accused by the residen~ of being dishonest. Model Cities was 
perceived as just another form of urban renewal, with no citizen involvement and 
maximum citizen clearance. While no specific actions were taken ,by either side 
following the meeting, the city officials were now aware that the MN was not satisfied 
with what was being proposed. 

On August 23, New London's City Manager jubilaritly announced that the 
City's Model Cities application had been approved by HUD. Official announcement 
came several weeks later, on September 15. The City would receive a $93,000 planning 
grant. Although this was about $30,000 below the amount requested, the working 
group had anticipated that this might happen and no one was overly disappointed. 

On September 27, New London received a Discussion Paper from HUD 
asking the City to revise its proposed planning work program and budget and to 
further define its proposed citizen participation structure. What exactly was meant by 
this latter request was clarified at the rm::eting of the Federal Regional Interagency 
Coordinating Committee in New London on October 14. At that mEl€!ting, the 
representative from OEO severely criticized city officials for not providing a more 
significant role for residents in the program, and objected particularly to the minority 
status proposed for [I/IN residents on the CDA Board. When H UD representatives added 
neither affirmation nor criticism of the OED remarks, the city officials assumed that 
HUD agreed with them. 

As a result of the criticisms voiced at the RICC review, the working group 
that had prepared the Model Cities application met with the local delegate Community 
Action Agency and reluctantly agreed to let it organize the resident structure for the 
program - under direction of the same Robert Williams who had aroused MN residents 
to criticize the working group for not involving residents in the application process. 

Williams arranged a meeting in the MN for mid-November, which was 
attended by roughly 40 people, including minority residents and white MN 
businessmen. Out of the meeting emerged four committees. Three were concerned 
with largely procedural matters, but the fourth was assigned the task of organizing the 
citizen structure for the program. This committee sought assistance from State 
Department of Community Affairs officials and from a national consulting firm 
retained by GEO for providing assistance to residents in New England Model Cities 
Programs. Out of the deliberations of this committee came a clear preference for a 
citizen advocacy structure, with residents in control of the program - the committee 
members, however; were reluctant to make any recommendations until they had 
determined the sentiments of the full Model Neighborhood. 

On December 19, January 7, and January 12, mass meetings were held in 
the MN to discuss the citizen structure that should be developed. Between 200 and 
300 residents and city officials attended each meeting. Out of these meetings emerged 
a resident-controlled program structure that included a CDA Board of 8 residents and 
5 agency representatives and MN Corporation governed by a 50-resident Board which 
would be responsible for the development and implementation of the program. All 
residents over 16 years of age, all property owners, and all operators of businesses in 
the MN would be eligible to vote. In response to fears expressed by the City Manager 
and Urban Renewal Director, as well as the HUD leadman, that the City Council and 
HUD would not accept a structure that provided such total resident dominance, the 
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third mass meeting chose a 12-man Negotiating Committee that reflected the diverse 
racial, class, and ethnic interests of the MN to negotiate with the City Council over the 
structure. By creating a balanced committee, rather than one dominated by minority 
residents, the participants at the meeting hoped to gain more credibility with the City 
Council. 

After" spending several days consolidating its bargaining position, the 
Negotiating Committee began meeting with the City Council, City Manager, and HUD 
Leadman. Over the next two months, the Negotiating Committee and the City Council 
would reach agreement several times only to be informed by HUD that each 
compromise solution was either unacceptable or needed further clarification. 
Constantly protesting that he did not want to tell the City what to do, the Leadman 
nevertheless would tell them what not to do - primarily not to allow resident 
dominance of the Program. The structure that emerged from this process provided for 
a 17-man CDA Board, with 10 MN residents; a CDA staff that would report to the 
Board; and a 40-member Neighborhood Review Board of MN residents with the power 
to review proposals developed during the course of the planning year. If the NRB 
rejected any proposal, it could be overruled by a two-thirds vote of the COA Board. 

This last compromise solution was not approved by HUD until June, while 
requests for further, clarification arrived periodically. HUD at least sent the city a 
Letter to Proceed at the end of March so that staff hiring could begin and MN 
elections organized. The long delay, however, had been erosive. In frustration, and 
convinced that the City Manager was in league with the Leadman, Robert Williams 
resigned from the Negotiating Committee, wrote an angry letter to HUD Secretary 
Romney, and tried to bypass the city entirely in seeking a training grant for MN 
residents from OEO. Williams' actions angered the City Council, and their criticism of 
him in turn led the presidents of the two MN neighborhood associations to resign from 
the Negotiating Committee. When another mass meeting was held on May 17 to 
provide a status report, only four MN residents, five members of the Negotiating 
Committee, and a few City Councilmen and agency officals showed up. The only 
decision that emerged from the meeting was the formation of a Steering Committee 
out of the Negotiating Committee members present which would have the 
responsibility of organizing MN election. 

The constant delay on the part of HUD was finally brought to an end 
when New London's City Manager for a decade resigned for reasons of health. His 
replacement, Francis Driscoll, had been a former director of the city's Urban Renewal 
Authority who had gone to work for HUD. When he learned of the situation a few 
weeks after assuming office, he went over the heads of the HUD Regional Office and 
appealed directly to Washington. On June 30, HUD announced that New London's 
revisions had been accepted and their planning year could begin. On the same day, 
16% of the eligible voters in the MN turned out after an uneventful campaign to elect 
their 10 representatives on the CDA Board and the 40 members of the Neighborhood 
Review Board. Roughly half of each group consisted of black and Spanish-speaking 
residents of the MN. 

The primary activity that dominated the first three months of New 
London's Model Cities planning year was the search for a CDA Director. On July 1, 
the remaining representatives were appointed to the CDA Board by the City Council. 
Representatives from the City Council, Board of Education, Urban Renewal 
Authority, Public Housing Authority, Chamber of Commerce, the local delegate 
Community Action Agency, and the Planning Board were added to the Board. On July 
9, the CDA Board and the Neighborhood Review Board were sworn into office. 
Present at the ceremonies was a new Leadman, replacing a man who would not be 
missed by either city officials or residents. 

The CDA Board rapidly elected MN residents as chairman and vice 
chairman. The chairman appointed a five-man director search committee, four of them 
MN residents. The residents on the committee, particularly the vice chairman of the 

Board, were in favor of selecting Bob Williams as CDA Director, but the CDA Board as 
a whole opposod this because of the strenuous opposition that would be voiced by the 
City Council, which had not forgotten Williams' actions earlier in the year after 
resigning from the Negotiating Committee. The search committee considered several 
professionals from outside the city, but they once again recommended Williams. On 
August 9, the Board chairman disbanded the original commiteee, and a new one was 
chosen which omitted Williams' major supporter, the Board's vice chairman. This new 
committee at first agreed on c'l white MN resident, an insurance salesman who served 
on the CDA Board. When the City Council received this recommendatiol, however, 
their galleries were packed by black opponents of the choice and they were presented 
with a petition signed by 7 CDA Board members opposing the recommendation. 
Cons~quently, the Council told the committee to keep looking. After one more 
abortive attempt to select a qualified professional from out of town, and one more 
effort to hire Williams, the Board agreed on another black MN resident. 

On September 8, the CDA Board selected Richard Gittens as its CDA 
Director, and the City Council approved. Gittens had been president of one of the two 
MN neighborhood associations active in the program since its inception. Several 
months previously, he had been chosen as the new director of the local delegate 
Community Action Agency - also in preference then to Robert Williams bec~use of 
the latter's unpopularity with the City Council. Now, once again, Gittens was the 
compromise choice in lieu of Williams. The two men were friends, however, and the 
selection was well received. 

While the CDA Boar.:! was searching for a Director, HUD finally approved 
the $14,5 million Shaw's Cove urban renewal application, which included most of the 
MN. Some of the funds from this grant were used to create a new position in the City 
Manager's Office, Development Coordinator. The incumbent Urban Renewal Director, 
Wilbur Klatsky, was named to this position, and would henceforth be responsible for 
coordinating both urban renewal and Model Cities activities. This action did not result 
in any particularly significant change in the program since Klatsky had been 
continuously involved in it since the development of the original application, but it did 
add a new element to the program structure. Henceforth, Gittens would confer with 
Klatsky frequently on Model Cities affairs. The Shaw's Cove project would require 18 
months of planning before implementation could begin, so it was expected to lag 
somewhat behind Model Cities. 

The Mid-Planning Statement: Beginning in early September, the Neighborhood Review Board, under the 
leadership of its chairwomen, Janet Smith, began preparing for development of the 
Mid-Planning Statement. Miss Smith organized 8 planning task forces and prepared an 
attitudinal survey which members of the Board themselves conducted in the MNA. 

Sept - December, 1970 

Without any direction from the CDA Board or staff, however, the NRB found itself 
floundering. In mid-September, Miss Smith, Wilbur Klatsky, and Richard Gittens met 
and agreed that the number of task forces should be limited to five in order to simplify 
the planning structure, and that membership on them should be open to all MN 
residents. In addition, Gittens got permission from the CDA Board to begin looking 
for a planning consultant to assist in the preparation of the Comprehensive 
Demonstration Plan. By early October, all five tasks forces were organized and began 
meeting on a semi-monthly basis. CDA Director Gittens met with each task force and 
explained the HUD guidelines to the NRB members and agency staff present. Since 
the program had engendered little pUblicity up to this time, few residents not directly 
involved were in attendance. 

In late October, based on recommendations from the State Department of 
Community Affairs and Director Gittens, the CDA Board agreed to hire KOBA, Inc., 
of Washington, D.C. This predominantly black consulting firm had extensive 
experience in other Model Cities Programs. Purcell Associates, the long-time consultant 
to the Renewal Authority, was not considered because it was generally felt that they 
were too oriented toward physical planning and they were fully occupied with Shaw's 
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From early November until late December, KOBA provided sustained, I 
on-site consulting assistance in prepal'ation of the Mid-Planning Statement, which was I 
originally due into HU D on December 15, Sensing that residents and agency staff alike 
were far more interested in discussing specific projects, the consultant directed each 
task force to prepare a list of tentative projects for the First Action Year. In the 
meantime, he prepared most of the Mid-Planning Statement, including problem 
analyses. objective, strategy, etc. I n developing the MPS, the consultant relied on a 
socio-economic survey conducted the previous winter by the regional Community 
Action Agency and on a plan prepared by Purcell Associates under the auspices of a 
state community development grant. Consequently, many of the data gaps in the 
original application were filled. 

In late November, as the preparation of the MPS was almost complete, 
Richard Gittens recommended to the CDA Board that Robert Williams, the man 
whom many residents had originally favored for CDA Director, be named Deputy 
CDA Director in charge of citizen participath ... I. Two other candidates had been 
considered, and both the Board and the City Manager would have preferred someone 
with more planning experience. but they went along with the request. 

By December 8, a draft of the MPS was ready for CDA and Neighborhood 
Review Board approval. The Boards wanted lon~er than one week, and the HUD 
lead man gave them until December 24. The only controversy during the review period r 

arose over the proposed projects, which H UD did not regard as part of the MPS. 
Several task forces protested that some of their project suggestions had not been 
included. The consultant accepted full blame for this, explaining that he did not 
considel' them feasible. He agreed to restore them, and promised that all resident 
groups in the program would be able to review the final MPS before submission to 
HUD. Because of delays in printing the plan at KOBA's offices in Washington, 
however, there was no time for this review to take place before submission. 
Nevertheless, the MPS was submitted to HUO on December 24, with the two Program 
Boards and the City Council approving the action as a vote of confidence for the CDA 
Director. 

The MPS consisted of seven functional analyses and a strategy statement. 
Although an abundance of data was included, the objectives were vaguely worded so 
that it was difficult to translate the problem analyses into specific action programs. In 
addition, the analyses were not especially related to project ideas since they had been 
prepared separately. Despite these faults, the State and Federal reviews of the MPS In 
mid-January were positive but rather superficial. 

Following the State and Federal reviews of the MPS, the task forces 
resumed meeting at the end of January. The deadline for completion of the entire plan 
was March 31. KOBA would work with the task forces on preparing the first-year 
projects and non-programmatic elements (continuous planning and evaluation 
statement, relocation plan, etc.), while the COA staff would work with the task forces 
in developing categorically funded projects. Throughout February the task forces met 
frequently, and their deliberations, as wef! as their level of attendance, were enhanced 
by the presence of five VISTA workers who provided community organizational and I 
clerical assistance. From February 16 to 20, State and Federal staff visited the CDA to I 
provide technical assistance in seeking categorical grants. By the end of the month, 
drafts of all First-Year projects were completed, and KOBA sat down to rewrite them . 
to conform to the language of the overall plan. I 

From mid-March until mid-May, the COA Board, Neighborhood Review l 
Board. CDA staff, and consultants argllfld over the contents of the CDP. The t 
controversy began when KOBA once again deleted several of the projects, either I 
because they exceeded the CONs supplemental budget of $2.1 million, or because I,. 

they seemed to be of lower priority. The Neighborhood Review Board and the task 
forces objected to these deletions, and' several revised drafts of the plan were prepared. I 

I 
t· 

There were also objections to several projects inserted by the City Manager which 
related to the Shaw's Cove urban renewal project and the construction of a hurricane 
dike, but these were resolved in a compromise which lowered the budget for the 
projects while at the same time promising that MN residents would be employed on 
them. Once these arguments were resolved, a new issue arose over the role to be played 
by the Neighborhood Review Board during the First Action Year. Board chariman 
Janet Smith prepared a revised administrative structure, which made the NRB solely 
responsible fot citizen participation and provided it with a staff of planners who would 
be able to work with the task forces in preparing the new plans. The COA Board, at 
the urging of the HUD leadman and Director Gittens, agreed to table this suggestion 
until the First Action Year began. By May 18, all parties had agreed on the final 
version of the CDP, and it was submitted to HUD on June 5. 

The complflted Plan placed highest priority on employment and economic 
development and housing projects. Its non-programmatic elements were only vaguely 
developed, its objectives continued to be rather undefined, and the project 
descriptions were less than adequate. In many projects, several sponsors were listed. 
With no indication of who would be in charge. In general, the document followed 
HUD's format, but its content was weak. HUO would require the CDA to spend many 
months revising the COP before they would allow the First Action Year to begin. 
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Santa Fe is a city of 45,000 in transition to an urban configuration, but 
with little manufacturing. Although tourism is the major industry, one-third of the 
employment is in government, and in the absence of a municipal civil service, 
patronage has a long-accepted importance which was a heavy, if covert, factor in the 
struggle for control of the CDA. 

Fifty percent of the population is of Spanish heritage, while less than two 
percent are black. A twenty-year dominance of city government by Anglo businessmen 
was partially upset in the spring of 1968 when George Gonzales, 30, who operated a 
local radio station, was elected Mayor along with two Councilmen closely aligned with 
him. The incumbent coalition, however, retained six of the eight Council seats (the 
Mayor could vote only to break a tie). The distinction between the two political 
groups was not drawn sharply on ethnic or party lines: the Gonzales faction claimed 
the city was run by a small clique to its oWn advantage, ignoring the general good. As 
"outs," the Gonzales faction minority came to identify with the Model Neighborhood 
over the course of the Planning Year, and the conduct of the Model Cities program 
became the prime political issl,le of the 1970 elections. 

The city had a well-developed physical planning capacity, and had had 
considerable working experience with HUD through a HOUsing Authority and an 
independent renewal agency appointed by the Mayor. Social an'd economic planning, 
in contrast, were fragmentary or non-existent: an independent school district was 
under strain from inadequate planning; public welfare and employment were ignored 
at the city level; and comprehensive health planning did not begin until 1969. The 
Santa Fe CAA was a small-scale program with a part-time director, providing services 
With OED funds and a single delegate agency, Young Citizens for Action (YCFA). 
Economic planning, too, was only incipient at the onset of the Planning Year: Santa 
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Application Period 

The Waiting Period 

The Revision Period 

Fe was inclUded in a North Central New Mexico EDA district, but no develdprrlent 
grant had as yet been made. 

Santa Fe declined a first-round application due to shortness of time and 
staff, plus the fact that a Neighborhood Analysis was just getting underway in January 
of 1967 with HUD funds. It was felt that this study would supply valuable data for a 
later Model Cities application. By January 1968, the Model Cities experience of nearby 
Albuquerque had awakened genuine local interest and an application was initiated by 
City Hall under the aegis of the City Planner. On March 14, one month before 
application deadline, 70 community representatives, selected by the Planner, met.and 
were briefed by him on the Model Cities program. They then formed themselves II1to 
subcommittees addressed to the functional areas of the application. The group was 
comprised of agency professionals, city officials and community leaders: resident 
representation was limited to a parish priest from the Model Neighborhood, a Vl?TA 
volunteer who had worked in the Model Neighborhood, and a member of Los Amlgos, 
a barrio group recently formed by the VISTA worker. 

Within two weeks the subcommittees submitted problem analyses based 
on guidelines prepared by the city Planning Department, which compiled the 
application. No issues of substance or process arose, .and the app~icatio~ was approved 
by the City Council and forwarded to HUD on April 10, 1968, Immediately after the 
city elections. Both slates had endorsed the program. . 

The proposed Model Cities structure set up a COA modeled on a City 
commission, with jurisdiction over its own planning but with final authority vested in 
the City Council. A nine-membtlf, "city appointed" CDA Board, with heavy City Hall 
and agency representation, was given sketchily defined authority to review and 
coordinate planning policy. An Inter-Agency Advisory Team, to review CDA proposals 
for the City Council, was made up of city, county and State officials with fiscal 
responsibility in programs. . 

The physical environment component, prepared by the Planning 
Department, was the most factual, while the health and cri~e/delin~uency section~, 
also prepared by professionals, were adequate. Weakest in InformatIon and anal~Sls 
were the sections on education, resident participation, social services, transportation 
and economic development. There was no attempt to establish priorities among 
problems: all were presented equally as characteristics of"a blighted area." Still, with 
all its inperfections, the Model Cities application was the first concerted look the 
community had taken at its poorest neighborhood. 

The Santa Fe application was cirCUlated fbr review and was approved at 
the subsequent RICC meeting without critical comment except for a reservation on 
the part of OED regarding the inadequacy of the citizen partici~~tion s~r~cture, since 
it would be city-appointed. During these fIve months all Model Cities actiVity ceased at 
Santa Fe which made no effort to exert pressure for approval. The planning grant, 
announc;d by HUD on September 26, was for $94,000, which exceeded Santa Fe's 
request by $6,000: an additional $22,000 in city fumJs and facilities were stipulated in 
the application. 

A HUD Discussion Paper, with 60 days given for response, was received by 
the city within a few days of the grant announcement. Five of the seven poin~s of 
required revision dealt with COA coordination - with CAA, CAMPS, the private 
sector, agencies, and data resource groups, But the initial two points required detailing 
of resident participation, both in work tasks and in administrative structure. At a 
RICC meeting in Santa Fe to explain the reVisions, a HUD regional official sti~~lated 
that the CDA Director be Spanish speaking. This led to hiring of the le.ast qualified. of 
the applicants, Far-undo Rodriguez, a onetime welfare administrator With no plannlllg 
experience, who was the Mayor's choice. Rodriguez proved unable to prepare 
competent responses to HUD's Discussion Paper, and his submissions were repeatedly 
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The PI'lnning Year: 
Starting Up 

The Planning Year: 
Mid·Term Planning 
Statement 
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returned, But the citizen Board was expanded to 13 members, nine of whom were 
Spanish-speaking. Most of these had volunteered at public meetings, but two had been 
nominated by the barrio organizations, Los Amigos and the YCFA. All were accepted 
by the City Council. The HUD leadman, who worked closely with Santa Fe, hoped the 
Board's !r,v-Iaws, when adopted, would provide a stronger resident rate. These 
expectations, however, were disappointed. .. 

The Planning Year began with the first meeting of the Citizens Board on 
January 15, at which the Mayor aI/owed the Board to elect its own officers. 'fhe 
chosen chairman never took more than a parliamentary role and regarded the Board as 
strictly advisory to the City Countil - a view fully shared by the CDA Director. The 
latter compounded his incompetency by hiring, in concert with the Mayor, four union 
staff members, all local people without planning experience or training. In the 
following months, the CDA Director ineptly attempted to secure on-loan technical 
staff from federal and state agencies and, although closely coached by the HUD 
leadman, continued to make inadequate revision efforts. 

Frustrated in his search for on-loan assistance, the CDA Director decided 
to try for an OEO grant from Training and Technical Assistance Funds (i&TA). Here, 
because this program was tied in with the existent CAA effort in the Model 
Neighborhood, the CDA Director encountered his first resident training (the YCFA), 
and whether the CDA or the barrio group should administer them. Administratively, 
the CDA Director won out and the OEO organizers did in fact activate the planning 
task forces (appointed in March), arranging meetings of the planning committees with 
professionals. But their own view of their function, with strong VISTA influence, was 
in barrio organizing, and eventually the CDA Director cancelled the OEO contract and 
dismissed the workers. At the same time, he sought dismissal of VISTA volunteer 
Gilbert Lucero, who had arrived in Santa Fe in April and proceeded to organize a 
Federation of Barrios, coordinating the six Model Neighborhood districts and seeking 
resident control of the Model Cities planning. A citizen petition thwarted the effort to 
oust Lucero, and the control issue came to a head at a Board meeting on June 18. The 
Board voted 11 to 9 (agency personnel dissenting) to have the CDA Directol' 
responsible to the Board rather than to the City Council. Both the City Manager and 
City Attorney, however, ruled this action unacceptable by HUD directive. 

An urban planner, William Flanery, was hired by the CDA in July and for 
the first time genuine planning began. Flanery simplified the planning committees by 
consolidation and during July, August and September guided these groups, each 
chaired by a resident through the process of defining problems and program 
approaches. Their discussions then formed the basis for components of the Mid-Term 
Planning Statement prepared by agency professionals. H'mlsing and education were 
high-priority areas. By mid-September, the Mid-Term Planning Statement was ready in 
preliminary form. 

At this juncture, a young Westinghouse consultant with HUD expertise, 
Lee White, came on the scene and assumed overall direction of the CDA planning 
effort, while Flanery concentrated on physical development and housing. 'An on-loan 
planner from Comprehensive Health also became available to the CDA at this time. In 
a lengthy session on October 10, the Board worked out its program priorities and a 
rough allocation of supplemental funds. On October 15, the Board was presented with 
a completed Mid-Term Planning Statement by the CDA staff and, under stress of 
deadline, was persuaded to approve it with the assurance of new HUD leadman 
E\loriaga that it was in no way a final planning document. The Mid-Term Planning 
Statement went to HUD the next day, but in the following week VISTA worker 
Lucero met with dissident residents and drew up a lis't of 60 proposed changes, the 
general thrust of which was to strengthen the resident component, both in 
participation and in programs. With only minor amendments, these proposals were 
adopted by the Citizens Board on November 5. 

The Planning Year: 
Completing the Plan 
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At the same time as the Mid·'ferm Planning Statement was being 
completud, a significant victory in a battle with the Housing Authority had greatly 
enhanced the political self-awareness of the Madel Neighborhood. At issue was the use 
of a sawmill site acquired by the city: the school district, seconded by the Citizens 
Board, wanted to use the property for an elementary school, while the Housing 
Authority wanted to usa it for public housing. Despite a hostile City Council majority, 
the Citizens Board won out through sheer strength of its presentation; the episode also 
confirmed the anti-resident stand of the CDA Director. 

A strong professional movement to oust the CDA Director was mounted at 
this time. The Council, evenly spilt on the matter, sought the opinion of the HUD 
regional official, who refused to take a stand on "city affairs." Thus the COA was 
burdened with its Director through completion of the CDP. 

The struggle for resident control of the CDA now took a curious turn, The 
Federation of Barrios, with approval of a majority of the Citizens Board, moved to 
carry out the citizen participation project in the First Action Year. Actually, the 
Federation - since it represented the same unified area as the Madel Neighborhood -
was a parallel organization to the Board in respect to residents, but without the 
non.resident members of the Board. These latter, officially represented by the CDA 
Director, opposed the plan, of course. The Mayor, however, favored the Federation 
bid as did the prominent resident spokesman. On December 30 the Board approved 
the' Federation project, an action the City Attorney then ruled invalid (a quorum was 
lacking), 

During Oecember and January project descriptions for the COP were 
developed with heavy COA staff dominance but with large inputs from agencies and 
residents. Lucero (VISTA) wrote up a proposal for a legal aid service, while a 
particularly innovative project - a Social and Mental Health Outreach Program, 
employing Model Neighborhood residents as "identifiers" of neighborhood social 
and/or mental problems - was developed outside the Model Cities pfanning by a 
Spanish.speaking NI MH consultant. Because it had State agency endorsement, the 
Council never challenged this unique program, whose basic intention was to promote 
community organizing. A Policy/Community Relations project, drawn up by the 
Police Department, was rejected by the Citizens Board when it reviewed the CDI' ?n 
January 5, as was a project for making a film of the Mode! Cities program. Ot~e~wlse 
_ the residents having faith in the competence and motivation of Flanery and White -
the CDI' was approved by the Citizens Board. . 

When the CDP went to the City Council for review on Jamwy 13, 1970, It 
was referred to the threa-.man Finance Committee, chaired by Councilman Murphy. 
the Council's most bitter opponent of the Federation of Barrios, of Mayor Gonzales 
and of resident control. The Committee first acted to trim the CDA budget, 
eliminating eight staff positions and paring the remaining salaries down to conform to 
city government levels. Murphy then prepared a list of guidelines wh.ich served .to: 
reduce the number of projects, eliminate all reference to the Federation of Barnas, 
knock out enlargement of the Citizens Board as proposed, require Council appro~al for 
all appointments to the Board and changes in the CDI', and require the CDA Director 
to continue reporting to the CitY Manager instead of to the Board. One of the two 
Mayor Gonzales supporters being absent, all of these pro~osals passed by a. vote of 5 to 
1 when presented to the fuJI Council on January 21. Frnally, the CounCil rearranged 
project priorities (putting resident projects in the lowest category), and attemp~ed .to 
remove the Legal Aid proposal (unsuccessfully, since lawyers pres~nt spoke In Its 
favor). In a single evening full City Council control over the entire program was 
reasserted, 

Board members had spoken against these actions and were bitterly 
resentful. Rather than register their dissatisfaction with HUD, however, the Board 
members decided to wait until the city elections less than a month ~way. The Model 
Cities program was the leading issue of the campaign. The Council version of the COP 
was sent off to HUD on February 12, 1970. 
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Of the six Councilmen who were generally unified on Model Cities issue,s 
and backed the CDA Director, four were up for re-election. Three of these decided not 1 
to run again, while the foul'tll did run and was defeated. Mayor Gonzales, nOw vocally 
advocating resident control, was returned to office and the now Council was split 4-4 
behind and in opposition to him. With his tie-breaking vote' he nOW had a majority. III 

The new alignment was quickly apparent ;n staff changes. I 

The CDA Director resigned, as did his Assistant Director. Witriam Flanery 
became Director effective Aprif 1. The Citizens Board was granted authority to I 
re-study the CDP, with an implicit reordering of projeCt priorities and reinstatement of r 
the Federation of Barrios, The Mayor also made a clean sweep of City Hall. The City ! 
Attorney, Police Chief and City Clerk/Treasurer were removed. The City Planner 
resigned - against the Mayor1s desire - and the City Planning Commission was I 
removed. 
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Wilmington, Delaware 

The Setting Wilmington is the largest apd wealthiest city of Delaware, with a 1967 
population of 85,960. As the state's main financial, retail, tlnd manufacturing center, it 
provides stable employment for unskilled and semi-skilled labor, drawing large 
numbers of Irish, Italians, and blacks over the fifty-yea'- period leading up to 1960. 

This racial mix and Delaware's past history of strict racial segregation 
combined during the early 19605 to create great tensiOl1s as young, militant blacks 
pressed for equality. Their discontent was nowhere more evident than in the We$t 
Center City area of Wilmington, which eventually comprised mo:;t of the Model 
Neighborhood. 

Within its limited area, West Center City had twice the number of blighted 
dwelling units as the city as a whole, 50 percent more people earning under $3,000 in 
annual income, and 20 percent more unemployment (at a level of 12.5 percent). 

Over 20 percent of the city's blacks, aged 25 and above, had less than a 
seventh grade education, while 15 percant Of the whites were in the same situation. 
Adding to these problems was extensive discrimination against the neighborhood's 
black residents in housing, public accommodations, and hiring "ractices, 

Wilmington's neighborhood and city leadership made a belated response to 
these problems in the early 1960s with the establishment of neighborhood associati(.lns 
i'1 West Center City and the adjoining Hilltop area, while a City Planning and 
Development Department was created in 1962. 
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The Application Period 

Feb, 1967 - April, 1968 

The Waiting Period 

April - September, 1968 

The Revision Period 
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The power of Mayor Barbiaz in Wilmington's $i:rong-mayor system and the 
capability of the city's chief planner, Peter Larson, served to develop the first major 
chan~es in civic policy responding to these critical problems. By 1967, over $18 

<million in Federal programs had been implemented in the city, mC)stly concentrated on 
physical development, while 1966 had marked the beginning of comprehensive social 
planning with the establishment of Community Action of Greater Wilmington, Inc. 
The capable Larson" with the support of the mayor and the strategic position of his 
department as the prime source of initiative for physical development, was easily able 
to coordinate the city's various physical planning activities. Resident input was 
minimal in these programs, but more important, the foundation of comprehensive 
plannIng opened the way fo; Wilmington's Model Cities program. 

Wilmington's first efforts at preparing a Model Cities application came at 
the urging of Mayor Barbiaz in late February, 1967. Enticed by conversations with 
Federal officials, the mayor asked Peter larson to assume responsibility for the 
application. The deadline of April 25th, however, was too close at hand to finish the 
job and Wilmington could not apply until the second round. 

In that initial application effort, Larson had selected West-Side Wilmington 
Wi~h its core of W~st Central City as the Model Neighborhood ~ a choice dramatically 
validated on the night of July 28, 1967, when that area became the site of the city's 
first race riot. In response, the Mayor imposed a curfew on the city until August 8; but 
until September, the city remained under a state of emergency proclaimed by 
Governor Terry. 

The July disturbance acted as a powerfu I stimulus for the city to apply for 
the second round of Model Cities grants. With a planning committee selected by 
Larson and appointed by the Mayor, the application began to take shape. 
Questionnaires were prepared for local agencies, and two public meetings were held to 
gain i'nput from the residents. As a result of these sessions, the planning committee 
acceded to a demand that the citizen participation structure be based on the two 
major communitY organizations in the area, the Hilltop Neighborhood Association and 
the West Center City Neighborhood Association. A third public meeting to discuss the 
application was never held due to riots on April 8 and 9, following the assassination of 
Martin Luther King. Given the nearness of the deadline for submittal, no public review 
of the application was held. 

The application, submitted April 15th, stressed three themes: individual 
and family dignity, neighborhood status, and economic and social freedom. All 
problem analyses and strategies for change were oriented around these values. Ti1e 
application's major flaw was that it lacked statistical support and the delineation of a 
planning work program. The documentation was primarily qualitative; little effort was 
made to analyze the extensive data available or to recommend new solutions to 
problems identified as endemic. The total planning budget was $415,000, with HUD 
requested to grant $332,000 (80%). 

. Wilmington waited six months for a reply to its application. During that 
time, the attention of the city's political leaders and the black community focused on 
the consequences of the April riot. Model Cities activities were virtually at a standstill. 
On September 3, 1968, HUD announced the award of Planning Grants to thirty-three 
second round cities, including Wilmington. The amount of the grant Was $117 000. 
This reduction below the amount requested was not unexpected. ' 

Shortly thereafter, a HUD Discussion Paper was received requesting 
changes to the application. HUD was concerned primarily with the city's conformance 
to the new budget and the development of a detailed administrative structure. The 
creators of the application stated their compliance and promised to organize their 
planning and participation structure by January 1, 1969. 

During the revision period, the dominant issue Was program control. The 
initial planning structure proposed in ti}e application would have given the City Hall 

~ 
I 
I 

I, 

j. 

i 
! 

I 

I 
l 
f 

The Mid·Planning 
Statement 

Aug 2, 19G8-Feb 16, 1969 

The Planning Year: 
Completing the Plan 

Feb 16 - May 29,1969 

control over the program through a small CDA st.!Jff dependent on the Mayor and a 
Public Advisory Group divided between citizen representatives, business groups, and 
professionals. However, the white leader of the West Center City Neighborhood 
Association, Rev. Luce, and his supporters perceived Model Cities not as i! 

city-dominated program for solving problems, but rather as a means of organizing the 
black community in the Model Neighborhood to give them politIcal and economic 
power. The resident executive body, the Model Neighborhood Council, gradually 
followed the strong leadership of Rev. Luce, who was intent on preventing the CDA 
from becoming an arm of City Hall. 

The Council accordingly demanded veto power and the right to approve 
the technical staff for the planning task forces. The new administration acquiesced, 
feeling that it could not easily deny the request, given the program's requirements for 
citizen participation and its own need to conciliate the black pop.ulation. The result, 
ultimately, was a partnership structure in which no focus of power was clearly 
dominant and in which the issue of program control was only temporarily settled, 
although this period found the program structure evolving toward a resident-dominant 
model. 

The Council and the city first locked horns over the selection of a CDA 
director. The Council's first candidate was rejected by City Hall. William Myers, who 
was reluctantly proposed as a second candidate, was approved by the Mayor. Myers, 
although a mayor's man, was caught midway in the conflict between the city and the 
resident Council and ultimately, he had neither the community support nor the 
technical expertise to control the program. 

The planning year began amidst this atmosphere of racial and political 
tension. The program was behind schedule from the beginning and the task forces, 
under their recently appointed coordinators, were concerned neither with HUD's 
requirements nor with d~adlines. 

By November 15, the date set by the work program for submission of 
"sketch plans," only two of the task forces had SUbmitted the required materials. The 
sketch plans were to consist of problem analyses, goals, objectives, and strategies, but 
when finally completed in January, they were heavily project·oriented and thus 
virtually unusable for the Mid-Planning Statement, 

The Model Neighborhood Council, which had recently been reorganized to 
bring in more representat,ve and energetic people, was little help to the frustrated 
HUD !eadman in his efforts to push the plan through to completion. In addition, the 
city provided little help while requesting additional technical assistance from HUD. 

As a last resort, CDA director Myers asked a member of the City Planning 
staff, Don Devine, to prepare the Mid-Planning Statement from task force submissions 
and any other available sources, The document, 26 pages long, was developed in 
January and February, 1970 after meetings with H U D, the COllncil, and task force 
members. The process by which the MPS was prepared did not correspond to HUD's 
model. Devine had to reconstruct the HUD-advocated planning steps from the projects 
given to him by the task forces. It was clear that the residents had taken little interest 
in the planning process. The final product, submitted to HUD in mid-February, caused 
little controversy among· the Council or resident task force members, because it did 
not deal with the projects themselves - their only real area of concern. 

The R ICC response to the MPS was generally favorable. The long and short· 
term objectives noted in the plan were well received. In the reView, however, the issue 
of program control again surfaced. HUD leadman, Mike Cook, warned the Model 
Neighborhood Council that the two projected community-controlled projects would 
not be approved. Although several militant Council members resigned a$ a result of 
this stance, neither the program nor the Council were gravely affected. 

After the RICC review, Devine again directed development of the plan. 
The aid of HUD consultants and more frequent task force meetings expedited the 
development of specific p~ojects included in the plan. At the same time, the CDA and 
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the Council were being extensively reorganized. To promote clear lines of authority, 
the CDA was divided into four units, Planning, Evaluation, Administration, and 
training/Employment; but it remained a definite part of the Mayor's office. The 
Council, on the other hand, established further independence, with the Mayor's 
approval, by establishing its OWIi staff, independent of the CDA. With eleven futt-time 
and seventeen part-time members, it intended to stress community organization. 

Under the pressure of a new and revised work schedule calling for 
SUbmission of the Plan to HUD by April 23, the task forces consulted extensively with 
local agencies during early March. The problem, at this point, was arranging for reliable 
project sponsors as well as possible categorical funding sources. 

As the task for'ces developed their projects, each was reviewed by the 
Council within the context of the problem priorities established in the MPS. The only 
project creating a significant amount of controverw, a community controlled Street 
Academy proposal submitted by the education ta&K force, violated HUD's warnings 
about citizen control. Nevertheless, the' task force decided to retain control of the 
project, white changing its name to the "school storefront" proposal. 

The Council review of the projects took until May 25, long after the April 
15 deadline, because the Council was determined that adequate citizen participation 
and review be assured for future project administration. The plan was approved 
virtually as written, and it was forwarded to HUD 011 May 28. Several days later, the 
Model Neighborhood Council President resigned, protesting that Model Cities was 
wrong to direct the energies of citizens away from community organiZation and 
toward the strengthening of existing agencies which had c/flarly neglected the needs of 
minority in the populations in the past. 
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Youngstown, Ohio 

The Setting 

'0 
cr. 

Youngstown is located in northeastern Ohio, in one of the nati~!1's major 
steel producing areas, seven miles from the Pennsylvania border and approxlll1at:ely 65 
miles from Cleveland and Pittsburgh. The citY once grew at a spectacular pace,spurred 
by the fabulous growth of the local iron and steel industries. ~etw?en H:ll:lO·1930. 
Youngstown's population soared from 15,435 to 170,002 and ImmIgrants from all 
over Europe settled in the city. . 

Today I however, Youngstown is no longer thriving. The steel indu.st,ry, IS 
no longer booming and whatever new industry is coming .int? the Y~U~gsto~n VICinIty 
is settling outside the city. Thus, the city's tax base is shnnklng and It.IS ha~lng trou~!e 
maintaining its present services. It is rapidlv losing population, espeCIally ItG \'Vealt~ler 
residents, to the surrounding suburbs. Between 1960 and ~970, ~he population 
dropped from 166,000 to 139,000. I ts percentage of black reSIdents Increased from 
14% to 25% in this decade. 

The city I under Hunter, manifests a strong-mayor form of go~er,nm.ent. ~e 
works closely with the Planning Commission, which be.cause of the City s, finanCIal 
problems has decreased its professional staff from ninE! ~o. seven, and Its salary 
structure to a less competitive level. Consequently, the .Comm,lsslon ha~ been unable :0 
ventufe beyond its routine. physical planning tasks Into either SOCIal or economic 
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The Application Period: 

Feb 14 - April 15, 1968 

The Waiting Period: 

April 15 - Oct 14,1968 

The Revision Period: 

Oct 14, 196B-June 26,1969 
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planning. Whatever planning has occurred has been totally fragmented, as little 
cooperation eXists among the city's private and public agencies. 

On February 14, 1968, the Youngstown City Council approved a 
resolution authorizing the Planning Commission to apply for a Model Cities grant for 
the Northeast Side, In 1966, then Mayor Flask had considered applying for a grant for 
this area, but had declined because the city engineer had persuaded him that a physical 
rather than a social renewal program was what that neighborhood needed. By 1967, 
however, the Mayor had reversed his stand. The lack of development on the Northeast 
Side - which was actually rural in character - had been a significant issue in the 
mayoral election, and to assuage his critil:s, Flask decided to apply for a second round 
grant after his re·election victory. 

Tony Ma, head of the City Planning Commission, worked full·time to 
prepare the Model Cities application. Sympathetic to resident involvement, he 
personally organized an advisory committee which included residents and spent 
considerable time attending community meetings to generate interest in the program. 

By April 10, 1968, due date for the application, Ma had completed his 
groundwork, and during the next four days he and his staff wrote the entire 
application. On April 15, HUD received the document. City Council approval 
following two days later. 

The application was not well written. Ma's sustained efforts at citizen 
involvement permitted too little time for the writing of a consistent and readable 
document. The application was only a rough agglomeration of sections, obviously 
written by different indiViduals, and often internally inconsistent and redundant. 

From submission of the application to announcement of the award of a 
$145,000 planning grant to Youngstown on October 14, 1968, there was little Model 
Cities activity in Youngstown. 

The Federal reviews of the application were generally critical and 
Youngstown might not have received a planning grant but for two events. First, 
Youngstown had a race riot in Aprif, 1968. Though contained and outside the Model 
Neighborhood, the incident caused anxiety among city officials who feared increased 
racial polarization if some positive action, like the Model Cities Program, was not 
taken. Second, Mike Kirwan, a powerful Congressman, at the behest of Mayor Flask, 
interceded in the Model Cities selection process after Youngstown had not been 
included on the first list of Second Round Cities. 

The Revision Period opened with a modification in the Model 
Neighborhood Area. The included area of the more stable Northeast Side 
neighborhood, at HUD's insistence, was reduced and a second, more extensive and 
sociaJly unstable neighborhood, the South Side, was included in the target area. It had 
been a highly organiz"Q activist neighborhood under the CAP. Mayor Flask announced 
these changes to Youngstown residents on January 7. 1969, but before these changes 
were made public, the Mayor, on September 18, had announced the appointment of 
Robert Shipka as CDA Director. This raised a furor among Model Neighborhood black 
residents, who belielled that Shipka, the son of a prominent Youngstown labor leader, 
was selected by the Mayor on a political basi~ alone. More important the appointment 
was made without consulting neighborhood leaders. The local blact< leaders perceived 
this action as an iflus.tration of the city's contempt for them, thereby leaving Shipka 
With the burden of rebuilding "bridges" with many of the residents. 

Shipka began to organize the neighborhoods for planning and by late 
January had set up a neighborhood meeting in each area. 

This task of org<lnizing and generating trust proved extremely difficult. 
While the Northeast Side residents responded well Iby April it had an elected Planning 
Council ready to operate). organizing the South Side was painfully slow and chaotic. 
Finally, in early April, Shipka relinquished organizing the South Side to South Side 
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The Planning Period -
Starting Up: 

June 27 - Dec 31, 1969 

residenh themselves, since the meetings he attended had all been disrupted by 
residents alleging "City Hall management" of the program. On May 4, at a mass 
meeting planned by South Side residents, cooperation and calmness prevailed and a 
thirty-two member South Side Steering Committee was established to plan an election 
for a Resident Planning Council. 

In early April, Shipka set to work producing what HUD had be~m 
requesting since January - a city ordinance approving the new target area boundaries 
and the revisions to the application. The latter involved detailing the proposed 
planning structure of the CDA. HUD prodded Shipka in late April. A letter from 
Secretary Hyde warned that if the required materials were not sent to HUD by May 
15, the citY might have its grant revoked. 

Shipka finished the revisions on May 1. The planning structure he 
submitted Was only slightly more coherent than the original one. He proposed a 
resident component directed by a Policy Commission, one half of which would be 
composed of representatives from the public and private sector, the other half from 
the two neighborhood Planning Councils, Each council would have planning task 
forces in seven functional areas. He also proposed a 33·member Technical Advisory 
Committee, which would consist of a representative from almost every agency in 
Youngstown. 

One day before the deadline, Shipka's revisions and a copy of the City 
Council's MN boundary ordinance were sent to HUD. 

Shipka's revisions were approved by HUD and on June 27, 1969 
Youngstown entered into a Model Cities contract. 

No planning took place during the summer for two reasons. First, Mayor 
Flallk would not permit Shipka to hire any staff, not even a secretary, until the first 
installment of the planning grant arrived on August 5, 1969. Second, the South Side 
was still organizing itself. The Planning Council members were not elected until August 
16th. Once selected, the group was surprisingly moderate, given the activist orientation 
of the South Side organization. 

CDA's activities became embroiled in the fall mayoral race. In an effort to 
discredit Mayor Flask, opposed by Republican councilman Jack Hunter, whose ",,:ard 
included part of the South Side, the neighborhood activists took every pOSSIble 
opportunity to disrupt the South Side. With strong black support Hunter defeated 
Flask in an astonishing upset. 

After his defeat, Flask gave Shipka the impossible task of completing the 
Model Cities Plan by January 1st. Shipka then reminded the Mayor that he had no 
staff since the recommendations sent t6 the,Mayor for approval had not been acted 
upon. On November 14, Flask appointed eight people to the CDA staff, all MN 
residents from the "moderate" faction - an affront to the South Side activists, who 
protested vociferously. 

Shipka tried to move ahead, but couldn't. The South Side activists 
disrupted meetings and held rump sessions in an effort to gain control of the South 
Side Council. When it appeared that he would not be reappointed by the mayor·elect. 
Shipka resigned on December 2. 

When Jack Hunter became Mayor on January 1, 1970, he knew that HUD 
was threatening to terminate the Model Cities Program in Youngstown because of lack 
of progress. Wasting no time, on January 2 he appointed as CDA Director Thaxton 
King, the activist head of the South Side Steering Committee. Ken Carpenter, Hunter's 
trusted friend and moderate South Side resident, was named Deputy Director. Hunter 
apparently believed that only someone in the activist South Side faction could bring 
peace and progress to the program. To ensure that he didn't lose complete control of 
the program, however, he made Carpenter King's Deputy. 

King's major task was to produce a Mid·Planning Statement, Now, 
however, the Northeast Side became unruly and began to fight for more control of the 
program. Most of the Northeast Side Council members were upset that both the CDA 
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jJirector and DeputY Director were from the South Side and that the director was a 
,"militant". During the next few months, the Northeast Side Council members 

boycotted meetings and cut off communication. King, how:il/er, was a strong enough 
administrator to minimize the Northeast Side's disrtJptive actions, which in any case 
were not so debilitating to the program as the South Side's had been during Shipka's . . 
time. 

In an effort to speed the process of defining and ranking problems and 
causes and to coordinate the two neighborhoods, King held a three·day Model Cities 
Planning Conference which met evenings from February 9·11. While the planning 
process here was not precise and most of the problems and causes that emerged were 
stereotypes, the CDA did determine that residents perceived their top five problem 
areas as employment, housing, lack of representation on leadership bodies, education 
and health. 

On April 2, the CDA sent its Mid·Planning Statement to HUD. The 
statement had been approved by both Councils, though reluctantly by some of the 
moderate members who were antagonized by its heavy rhetoric on the subject of 
racism. 

The Federal RICC review of the MPS held in Chicago on April 23, 
generated surprisingly little criticism of the document. The chief critique centered on 
the poorly defined Objectives and Strategy Statement, and one reviewer suggested that 
a change in the militant tone of the problem analyses might elicit rnore resOUrces and 
support from established agencies. 

The HU 0 Regional Office had given Youngstown a June 15, 1970 date of 
submittal for the COP. King's first move was to collect projeet proposals. Citizen 
participation requirements were to be met by resurrecting the three planning 
component groups - physical, social and economic - used at the February 
conference. Each met weekly for four weeks in May and early June. The project 
proposals which emerged after these sessions, however. were largely the efforts of CDA 
staff or Youngstown agencies. 

Meanwhile, the residents had become embroiled over whether the Policy 
Commission members should be selected separately by the two sections of the Model 
Neighborhood or by overall population. HUD ruled that there was really one Model 
Neighborhood and the criteria of overall population had to be used. For months the 
Northflast Side flatly and heatedly refused to agree to HUD's demand and the South 
Side Planning Council's determination that the commission have a 2·1 South Side to 
Northeast Side representation ratio. Finally in July, largely as a result of frustration, 
the Northeast Side agreed to this ratio, with the provision that it could be renegotiated 
every six months. 

By June however, King and the Mayor Were at odds over the extent of the 
Administration's involvement in planning. The Mayor, now that funds were ready for 
allocation, wanted more control of the planning process. King, who had worked 
independently from City Hall sought to counter this possibility. When he realized that 
he needed new staff assistance in preparing the plan, he obtained it from an outsider 
named Bill Proctor, who had originally been hired to develop the CDA information 
system. 

The HUD deadline of June 15 passed by, and a later date, August 31, was 
establlshed. By mid·August Proctor and Carpenter were writing at a feverish pace to 
meet this deadline. Then, however, HUD intervened on behalf of City Hall. Belatedly 
deciding that Proctor's work with the CDA did not fit within the provisions of his 
firm's contract, HUD pulled Proctor out of Youngstown. 

Hunter now moved to regain City Half control of the program. In early 
September, offering the cooperation of all city staff, he ordered King to have the COP 
prepared by September 23. 

This deadline, too, was never met. King's problems escalated in late 
September when, in a bold move against his leadership, Deputy Carpenter and 
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disenchanted moderate blacks and whites confronted King, at a public meeting with 
the Mayor and other City officials in attendance and harshly criticized King's failure to 
encourage citizen participation in the determination of projects. Therefore, during the 
second and third weeks of October, at the insistence of the Mayor, who was backed by 
HUD, another round of project planninQ meetings was held. These meetings were well 
attended by King's activist supporters and in the end they successfutty lobbied for 
most of the projects that King had developed without their participation, 

On November 30, the completed Plan was approved by the Planning 
Councils. Despite some members' anxiety about a "racial" Street Academy Project, 
King submitted the Plan to HUD, promoting that projects could be changed at a later 
date. 

On December 16, the Plan was passed by the City Council, except for the 
Street Academy. Opposition to this project had become so strong that the activists 
were able to muster only one vote for it. 

Hunter then moved to establish firm control of the program. First, King 
was fired and Carpenter was made Acting Director, Second, at the Mayor's behest, the 
plan was changed to show that the C,I)A was not the Mayor's equal, but a line agency; 
the Planning Councit's "final authority" was changed to "review and comment." The 
Mayor thus had final authority in the program. With these changes, the Plan finally 
went to HUD amidst speculation on whether the activists would accept defeat or 
attempt to disrupt and discredit the Model Cities Program. 
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Actors were defined as individuals, groups or entities that had soml'- degree of 
influence in the planning process in the Model Cities Program. They included: (1) chief 
executive; (2) chief executilie surrogate; (3) residents; (4) HUO; (5) COA director; 
(6) CDA planning staff; (7) consultants; (8) local agencies (public); (9) private 
agencies; and (10) city council majority. 

Professional planners representing and working on behalf of specific interest groups by 
providing technical assistanca to further their client's objectives. 

This period refers to the time taken by cities to prepClre their application for a 
planning grant award. 

A role in which an actor serves as an intermediary between groups, e.g. between 
residents and local ag!lncies. 

Federal funds df;lsignated for programs in specific problem or functional areas. Projects 
financed by categorical funds are individually approved by the respective Federal 
agency dispensing the money. Examples of categorically funded programs in a CDA 
are a Neighborhood Development Program (N DP), Federally Assisted Code 
Enforcement (FACE) and Neighborhood Facilities. 

The term as used in this report refers to the chief political or administrative officer in a 

community. 

A compilation of detailed reports on events in either the Planning or Action Year in 
the 21 Model Cities designated for field monitoring in this series of studies. These 
journals were used as raw data for case studies and comparative analyses. 

An integral part of any Model Cities Program is the role of the Model Neighborhood 
Citizens. HUD requires that a structure be developed in order that "the residents' 
views are incorporated into CDA's policies, and that the citizens are constructively 
involved in planning and implementing the Model Cities program./I 

City (or County) Demonstration Agency. The organization officially delegated the 
authority to administer the local Model Cities program. The CDA is responsible for the 
overall direction of the program. 

Chief administrator of the CDA. He oversees all aspects of the Model Cities program, 
normally reports to the CDA Board and the local chief executive and deals directly 
with the HUD Leadman. 

Guidelines in the form of periodic correspondence from HUD MCA concerning 
policies, procedures and aspects of the MC Program. Eleven CDA Letters exist covering 
such items as Citizen Participation (CDA #3) and Accounting and Record Procedures 
(CDA #8). 

Any individual or group receiving services under contract or within the context of a 
formal relationship. 

In these studies, resident groups involved in MC programs are classified as cohesive and 
non-cohesive. A cohesive resident group is one with an acknowledged leadership able 
to speak fora consensus. A non-cohesive group is divided internally, with several 
leaders representing rival factions. 

Completing 
the Plan 

Comprehensive 
Demonstration 
Plan (CDP) 

Continuous 
Planning 

Demonstration 
Cities Act of 1966 

DOL 

Discussion Paper 

Evaluation 
System 

First-Round 
Cities 

Functional Areas 
Subcommittees or 
Task Forces 

HEW 

HUD 

HUD Planning 
Model 

Leadmanl 
Leadwoman 

This pel'iod normally involved such activities as preparing project descriptions and such 
non-programmatic elements of the Comprehensive Demonstration Plan as 
administrative statements, and continuous planning and evaluation statements. It 
could follow submission of the MPS or run concurrently with that activity. 

A plan to be submitted to HUD for review and approval by each Model City before an 
Action Year may begin, The COP was divided into three parts for first-round cities and 
simplified to two for second-round cities. (See Parts I, II, III and foirst and Second­
Round Cities). These parts primarily describe the Model Neighborhood problems and 
causes, goals and objectives of the local MC Program, and implamentation strategies 
which include a description of upcoming Action Year projects. At the end of each 
Action Year a revised COP is submitted to HUD for the following year. 

Continuous planning activities were IOlxpected to be carried on dUring each Action 
Year, leading to revision and updating of COPs. Evaluation findings were to be part of 
continuous planning activities, 

Original legislation establishing the Model Cities Program, to be administered by the 
Department of Housing and Urban Development. 

Department of Labor. 

A critique of applications for a planning grant award, Usually issued at time of grant 
announcement and contained recommendations for revisions in such areas as planning 
work program, role of chief executive and residents, linkages with local agencies and 
resident groups, and Planning Year budgets. 

The methods by which information is gathered by the Model Cities staff, residents and 
project personnel and analyzed to help determine the success or failure of a project. A 
complete Evaluation System according to HUD guidelines includes the monitoring of 
projects and activities and interpreting information to provide a basis for alternative 
courses of action. 

The first seventy-five Model Cities Programs funded by HUD prior to Spring of 1968. 

Committees of residents, s.taff and agency representatives which focused on specific 
areas, such as health, housing or employment, for purposes of problem analysis, 
project development and implementation. 

Department of Health, Education, and Welfare 

Department of Housing and Urban Development. HUD is the Federal department 
responsible for managing the Model Cities Program. 

The Model Cities planning process as prescribed by HUD's CDA Letters in which 
guidelines, procedures and policies are provided for project and program planning, The 
HUD Planning Model encompasses four principal elements: structure, process, 
product, and performance criteria (or objectives). 

Regional Office-based HUD representatives responsible for dealing directly with local 
Model Cities programs. The leadmen interpreted HUD guidelines, provided technical 
assistance, sought to develop federal interagency assistance for local programs, and 
generally acted as a source of information and assistance. Their roles varied with the 
individual and with Regional Office practices. 
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A system for the periodic collection of data on project performance and on social 
indices of the MN population providing the basis both for ongoing evaluation and for 
continuous planning. Monthly reports from implemented project sponsors were a 
common device of the MIS for project evaluation, while sample surveys were a 
'common device for measuring program impact on a target population. 

A planning document to be submitted to HUD by CDAs halfway through the Planning 
Year. It contains statements on planning process, problem analysis, goals and 
objectives, and an overall strategy statement indicating the community's intended 
approach to First Action Year activities. The MPS replaced the Part I c(Jmponent of 
the original Comprehensive Demonstration Plan in December, 1969. 

The Model Cities Administration. Prior to the 1971 HUD reorganization, MCA Was the 
division of HUD responsible for administering the Model Cities Program. The program 
is now part of the Office of Community Development. 

ThE'1 local policy·making group in the Model Cities Program. The board, often referred 
to as the CDA Board, is usually composed of residents plus elected and appointed 
officials, and is responsible for CDA activities in the Model Neighborhood Area. 

The specific' geographical area designated for the Model Cities program. All CDA 
projects are designed to focus on problems in the target Model Neighborhood Area 
(often shortened to Model Neighborhood or MN). I nitially restricted to ten percent of 
a city's or county's population, in February 1970 HUD allowed CDAs to expand their 
programs up to 50 percent of the original area. 

Office of Economic Opportunity; oversees War on Poverty (Community Action 
Programs) 

The sequence of planning events to be followed by cities during the Planning Year, e.g. 
application, application revision, starting'up, problem analysis, objectives, strategy, 
project descriptions. 

Staff and residents share decision·making powers during preparation of planning 
documents; sustained chief executive involvement; low turbulence; cohesive and 
integrated resident base prior to Model Cities. 

For the seventy·five first round Model Cities, HUD required that the Comprehensive 
Demonstration Plan be submitted in three separate parts: Part I was to define and 
analyze problems and specify long·range goals, objectives, program approaches, and 
the overall strategy to be used by the CDA in pursuing these goals. 
Part II Was a five·year forecast derived from the statement of Part I which outlined 
specific projects with estimated costs. 
Part III specified how the city intended to move toward the objectives of the five·year 
forecast during the first year. Detailed descriptiol1S of individual projects, budgets, 
administrative structure and planning and evaluation systems was also provided in this 
section. 
Requirements for the seventy·five Second Round Cities were substantially simplified 
in December 1969. Part I took the form of a Mid·Term PlanninrJ Statement which 
included an explanation of how the plan was being developed, 11 summ~ry of MN 
problems and their causes and a statement of overall objectives and strategies. Part II, 
the five·year forecast, was dropped as a requirement. 

To measure the effectiveness of the Model Cities process, HUD developed several 
performance criteria by which the progress of the city's program t;ould be determined. 
These criteria included: (1) innovation in structures; (:l) mobilization and 
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concentration among local, state and Federal agencies with regard to Model Cities 
planning activities; (4) institutional change; (5) resident participation. 

A sum of ~oney awarded ?y HUD to Model Cities for the purpose of preparing a 
CO~lPrehenslve DemonstratIOn Plan. I ncluded sums for administration, resident 
assIstance, consultants, and other permitted planning activities. Usually matched to 
some degree by local funds. 

Resi?ent groups are classified in these studies as politically integrated or 
~on·lntegrated. A politically integrated group is one which has attained legitimacy and 
Influence on the'local scene in planning and allocation of resources. one Whose voice is 
listened to. 

Refers to order, timing, and technique of planning activity. 

U~ed here to re~er to planning documents to be submitted to HUD by CDAs, such as 
Mld·Term Planning Statement and final Comprehensive Demonstration Plan. 

Regional Int.eragency Coordinating Committee. The Federal committee which 
oversees, reViews, and makes recommendations about the design of Model Cities 
programs. The RICC also assists in helping CDA's solve administrative and 
programmatic problems. Regional and area officials of all Federal agencies participating 
in a Model Cities program (HEW, DOL, OED, HUD, EDA) compose the membership 
of the RICC. 

Resi~ents h~ve princi~al ~oice in preparation of planning documents; high turbulence; 
sustained chief executiVe Involvement; cohesive resident base. 

R~si.dents h~ve major i~flu~nce in preparation of planning documents; high turbulence; 
minimal chief executive Involvement; non·cohesive and politically non.integrated 
resident base prior to Model Cities. 

FolI?wing ann~uncement by HUD that an applicant city had been designated to 
rec~lve a planl1l~g ~rant award, a perio(~ !~lIowed in which cities were expected to 
revl.se their applications to meet HUD criticisms expressed in a Discussion Paper. This 
peno? was to last 45 days, although it was not uncommon for a much longer period to 
preVail. 

The deg~ee and mode of involvement of actors in Model Cities, e,g. broker, directive 
managenal. ' 

Residents approve planning documents prepared by staff which reflect earlier 
resident·articulated views and positions. Common to staff·influence planning systems. 

The seventy·five Model Cities Programs approved by HUD between September and 
November 1968, slightly less than one year after the initial seventy·five programs were 
funded. 

A ~Ianning syste.m in which CDA staff prevail in decision·making affecting planning 
dunng the Planning Year. Low turbulence; sustained chief executive involvement low 
resident cohesion and political integration. ' 

CD,A staff has principal influence during Planning Year, although generally sanctions 
reSident ideas; low or minimal chief executive involvement· non·cohesive and 
politically non·integrated resident base; high level of turbulence prior to or at outset of 
Model Cities. 
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Following announcement of a planning grant award, cities began to hire COA staff, 
initiate contacts with local agencies for various kinds of assistance, and negotiate with 
residents for their participation in the program. This period Was devoted to program 
organization and could overlap with preparation of the revisions to the application 
demanded by HUD in its Discussion Paper. 

Refers to program organization, securing CDA staff, establishing linkages with local 
agencies, city hall, and resident groups; relationship to chief executive, formation of 
technical interagency pools. 

Monies made available to Model Cities upon approval of the COP. Funds can be used 
to finance experimental projects, to fill gaps not met by other Federal, State or local 
resources, or to pay for non-Federal programs. Supplemental funds cannot be used to 
replace local funds that would normally have benefited Model Neighborhood residents. 

A representative of the local chief executive, perceived by CDA staff and residents to 
act on the former's behalf. 

In this study the term "task force" refers to a subcommittJe of a COA Board 
concerning itself with planning and project development within a single functional area 
- e.g. social services, health, physical development. The term "functional area 
subcommittee" is thus synonymous with task force. 

Planning tools and approaches followed by CDAs in producing their various planning 
documents; e.g. matrix analysis, all-day conferences; retreats; workshops; surveys; 
scalar' rankings. 

The time to be taken by COAl) to complete various planning events and to submit 
documents to HUD; e.g. the MPS was due halfway thrCl(~gh the Planning Year; the CDP 
was due one year after commencement of the Planning Year. 

Intense, sustained. and sometimes violent conflict among groups in the Model 
Neighborhood Area, and between resident groups and public agencies or city hall. 
Often expressed in the form of resident demands for a voice in public decision-making 
affecting their neighborhood. 

This period was the time between submission of an application for a planning grant to 
HUO and HUD's announcement of a city's success or failure in getting the grant. A 
waiting period of 5 or 6 months was not unusual. 
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