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I 

M A J O R  I D E A S  . . . . . . . . . . . . 

* The r e s i d e n t i a l  neighborhoods of the  Twin Cities a r e a  are gradually wearing 
out  . . . and are--inevitably--being re-bui l t  i n t o  a new pa t t e rn .  Houses w i l l  
continue t o  b e  demolished . . . pr iva te ly ,  i f  not publ ic ly .  

* But t h e  re-building is  un-planned . . . and is  reducing housing oppor tuni t ies  
f o r  the  l e a s t  advantaged groups i n  our population. It is shaped fundamentally 
by t h e  p a t t e r n  of land ownership. The o l d ,  small-lot p a t t e r n  and t h e  high- 
dens i ty  zoning combine t o  produce a housing type--the three-story walkup-- 
which o f f e r s  l i t t l e  va r i e ty  i n  t h e  s i z e ,  type and p r i c e  of l i v i n g  u n i t s ,  and 
which achieves few of t h e  oppor tuni t ies  t o  improve the  l i v i n g  environment f o r  
people. 

* The Twin Cities area  w i l l  no t  g e t  b u i l t  a housing s tock t h a t  t r u l y  f i t s  the  
needs of i ts  population unless w e  develop a community housing policy,  and a 
housing plan. 

* But more than bui ld ing is required . . . much a s  t h i s  needs t o  be encouraged. 
Most people who nove do not  move i n t o  a house they have j u s t  b u i l t .  Most f ind  
t h e i r  housing from wi th in  the  e x i s t i n g  s tock.  The supply of used houses i s ,  
the re fo re ,  as c r i t i c a l  t o  the  s o l u t i o n  of the  housing problem a s  is  the  supply 
of new heuses . 

* Currently,  i n  the  Twin C i t i e s  a rea ,  t h e r e  appear t o  b e  tens  of thousands of 
well-maintained two- and three- and four-bedroom houses occupied by s i n g l e  
individuals  and couples whose ch i ld ren  have l e f t  home. These 'empty bedrooms' 
a r e  not  being made a v a i l a b l e  t o  the  new famil ies  being formed . . . p a r t l y  
because t a x  p o l i c i e s  encourage individuals  t o  l i v e  i n  free-standing houses, 
and p a r t l y  because the  three-s tory  walkup does no t  provide an acceptable 
housing a l t e r n a t i v e .  

* Most housing is--and w i l l  continue t o  be--built ,  m e d ,  bought and so ld  pr i -  
va te ly .  There is a r o l e  f o r  the  public ,  however, i n  research and planning f o r  
t h e  housing s tock  which is  badly needed--and is,  cu r ren t ly ,  missing--in t h i s  
highly fragmented indust ry .  This,  i n  addi t ion  t o  t h e  needed public  r o l e  i n  
bu i ld ing  a t  t h e  lowest end of the  market. 

* Agencies should b e  crea ted  by the  Legis la ture ,  i n  1971, t o  provide the  ~~e.eded 
a s s i s t a n c e  f o r  t h i s  p r i v a t e  housing indust ry  . . . he lp  wi th  f inancing . . . 
help  with land assembly . . . he lp  i n  s impl i fy ing t h e  bui ld ing codes . . . a s  
w e l l  a s  he lp  with research and planning. 



. . . . . . . . I N  O U R  R E P O R T  

* TWO ' f r inges '  of development e x i s t  i n  t h e  Twin Cities a rea ,  along which new 
housing is appearing. There is an 'outer  f r inge '  i n  t h e  suburbs, where open, 
a g r i c u l t u r a l  land is  being converted t o  r e s i d e n t i a l  use f o r  t h e  f i r s t  t i m e .  
And t h e r e  is a n r ' i n n e r  fringe1--mainly, b u t  not  e n t i r e l y ,  i n  t h e  c e n t r a l  
cities--where t h e  bu i ld ing  is  taking p lace  on land already occupied by s t ruc -  
t u r e s  and by people. It is t h i s  inne r  f r i n g e  t h a t  r a i s e s  by f a r  t h e  most 
complex problems. Here the  land problem is c r i t i c a l .  

* The challenge on t h e  inner  f r i n g e  is  t o  f ind  s o w  workable a l t e r n a t i v e  t o  
urban renewal . . . which was t h e  mechanism developed during t h e  1940s f o r  
t h e  reassembly, replanning and r e p l a t t i n g  of o l d ,  in -c i ty  neighborhoods. 
Our hope is t h a t  t h e  t r a n s i t i o n  can be handled with a smaller public  role.: 
less publ ic  money, and less public  acqu i s i t ion  . . . wi th in  a framework of 
publ ic  planning. 

* A s t r a t e g y  of 'gradual re-building'  i n  t h e  o l d e r  neighborhoods c a l l s  for :  

-- l e t t i n g  p r i v a t e  developers proceed a s  f a r  a s  they can, with p r i v a t e  
funds and p r i v a t e  negot ia t ion  f o r  the  purchase of land. ,  

-- reserving t h e  publ ic  au thor i ty  t o  acquire land only f o r  the  l a s t ,  
'holdout '  parce ls  . . . and, even here ,  providfng new oppor tuni t ies  
f o r  these  e x i s t i n g  owners no t  only t o  se l l  o u t  b u t  a l s o  t o  jo in  t h e  
P ro jec t ,  with ' a  p iece  of t h e  ac t ion ' .  

-- more than ' r e loca t ion  ass i s t ance '  . . . f o r ,  i n  f a c t ,  a r e a l  e f f o r t  
t o  provide adequate new u n i t s  i n  t h e  housing s tock,  somewhere i n  the  
cormnunity (even i f  not on the  i d e n t i c a l  block) a s  replacement f o r  
u n i t s  withdrawn and demol i~hed.  

-- more emphasis on larger-sca le  bui ld ing,  i n  planned u n i t  developments. 
Most of our objectives--for good design, f o r  a choice and 'mix' of 
housing s i z e s ,  types and prices--are t i e d  t o  t5e a b i l i t y  t o  achieve 
s c a l e .  

* Increasingly,  new housing developments on the  re-building inner  f r i n g e  should 
he  measured--as they come be fo re  planning agencies f o r  approval--not aga ins t  
what s tands  on t h e  ground today, bu t  agains t  t h e  b e s t  t h a t  might be  b u i l t ,  i f 
an a rea  of signif-lcant size w e r e  planned and developed a s  a un i t .  
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INTRODUCTION 

The year 1971 can be a "breakthroughv year f o r  housing i n  Minne~ota.  ~ l e c -  
red o f f i c i a l s  -- from the  Governor on through t he  o f f i c i a l s  of municipal councils  -- 
a r e  ac t ive  a s  never before. So is the  Metropolitsn Counci.1. So i s  the federa l  gOV- 
ernment. SO is the housing industry.  And so -- i n  a new and in tensive  way - a r e  
the  c i t i z ens  . . . pa r t i cu l a r l y  the  groups a r i s i ng  ou t  of the  social-action concern 
of the  churches. A package of proposals addressed t o  a l l  the  major aspects  of t h i s  
complex problem is before  the  Legislature.  And the  cl imate is r i g h t  f o r  ac t ion.  

This repor t  is  not  . . I .  and could not  hope t o  be, and need not  be . . . a 
comprehensive proposal f o r  ac t ions  needed on the  whole of t h i s  huge, and enormously 
complicated problem. 

Our own proposal f o r  a metropolitan housing agency was made i n  our 1969 
report :  "Adequate Housing Is Now Everybody's Problem." 

Other probleas i den t i f i ed  ir, t h a t  r epor t  -- brrildlng technology, f o r  Warn- 
ple ,  and housing finance -- have lung been the concern, a l so ,  of o ther  groups, whose 
i n t e r e s t  and p a r t i c ~ l a r  exper t ise  has this year produced spec i f i c  p roposds  f o r  act- 
ion i n  these areas. 

Nor does t h i s  repor t  focus on the  individual  problems t h a t  a r i s e  out of 
the  whole, d i f f i c u l t  a rea  of 1andlordJtenant re la t ionsh ips ,  or out  of the  enforcement 
o r  non-enforcement of public regula t ions  about housing maintenance. These a r e  r e a l  . . . as the  newspaper accounts of t he  wretched conditions i n  the  buildiugs on Nico- 
l le t  Is land make c lea r .  They a r e ,  a l so ,  the  subject  of proposals t h i s  year. 

Final ly ,  t h i s  r epor t  is addressed less t o  t he  problems on the  outer ,  suburb- 
an f r inge ,  where the  new subdivisions a r e  being developed on open farm land, than t o  
the  immensely mare complex and painful  t r an s i t i on  on what we w i l l  c a l l  t h e  f m e r  * 

f r inge ,  where the  new housing must be developed on land presently occupied by s t m c -  
tu res  and by people. 

Once again: We do not  mean i n  the  s l i g h t e s t  t o  under-emphasize the  import- 
ance o r  the complexity ~f these other  aspects  of the  problem . . . o r  the need, t h i s  
year,  $or ac t ion  t o  provide solut ions .  

Our aim is simply t o  d i r e c t  a new and increased concern toward the  funda- 
mental problem of land . . , Pts  ownership, the  regula t ion of its use, its p r i ce  - . * 
and t o  t h e  need t o  c r ea t e  new arrangements f o r  making ava i lab le  parcels  of he r i g h t  

i n  the older ,  in-ci ty nei@Jlborhoods. 
6 s i z e ,  a t  the r i g h t  p lace ,  a t  t he  r i g h t  time, f o r  housing development, p a r t i c  l a r l y  

Our reasons f o r  t h i s  focus on the inner ,  r a t h e r  than the  outer ,  f r inge  
and on improved use of the  ex i s t i ng  housing s tock,  as w e l l  as on new construction . . . a r e  explained i n  detail i n  the pages that follow. 



BASIC FINDINGS - 
1. fie cri t ical  problem i s  the inabilihj t o  h d t s  the ti*am<tion of land uses ir, 

the/older areas (muaZZy, but mt always, i n  the central c i t i s s ) ,  u k r s  ~ - b u { M -  
ing is taking p k c e  on 2 . d  occupied by the lowest-priced houstng and by  the 
lowest-income peop Zs, providing adequately for their re-housing.> 

I 

The whole i d e a  of re-building . . . of "re-cycling" our land uses . . . is new* 
For most of Its life the  Twin C i t i e s  a r e a  has simply been building.  It is t r u e  
t h a t  r e s i d e n t i a l  a reas  hpve been giving way before  the  growth of the downtown 
cores almost from the  beginning : I n  Minneapolis, t he  "suburban fr inge" was Once a 

a t  8 th  and Nicol le t .  But t h i s  change was submerged i n  the  l a r g e r  p a t t e r n  S ~ P ~ Y  
of groyth. It is ,  r e a l l y ,  only s i n c e  1945 .- t h a t  the  l a r g e  eubdiviBfons of 
frame houses b u i l t  during the  g r e a t  expansion of the  a rea  a f t e r  1890 have begun 
reaching the  end of t h e i r  physica l  and eponomic l i f e .  But now the  problem of 
tbe "old neighbolthoods" is  upon us. And i t  w i l l  g m ? :  Each decade, the  number 
of houses turning 80 y e a z  of age increases .  And i t  w i l l  be, s h o r t l y ,  a p m b l m  
f o r  t h e  suburbs, as w e l l .  Matiy of the  subdivisions b u i l t  a f t e r  1945 wefe b u i l t  
s o  poorly, and have been used SO hard, and make such poor use  of the  land, t h a t  
the  need f o r  re-building may come w e l l  s h o r t  of 80 years.  

Because we cannot escape the  f a c t  of change, w e  cannot, as reasonable and prudent 
people, escape the  need f o r  thinking about how t o  handle i t .  Broadly, as Bea- 
nard J. Frieden says i n  h i s  study, "The Future of Old Beighborhoods," the re  are 
only t h r e e  a l t e r n a t i v e s :  

* We can buy up and c l e a r ,  publ ic ly ,  l a r g e  areas  of o ld  houses, w r i t e  d m n  , 
the  cos t  of land, and s e l l  f o r  re-building. 

* We can let these  a reas  decay, u n t i l  p r i ces  a r e  s o  low t h a t  p r i v a t e  p a r t i e s  
can purchase the  land,  demolish t h e  bui ld ings ,  and re-build. 

* We can provfde a f r m o r k  f o r  a gradual  re-Stlilding, with a mixture of pub- 
l i c  and p r i v a t e  author i ty  and f inancfng.  

The f i r q t  of these  has Seen considered, has been found genera l ly  i n f e a s i b l e ,  and 
has been s u b s t a n t i a l l y  r e j ec ted .  The second is, as  we w i l l  show i n  t h i s  r epor t ,  

\ n e i t h e r  r e a l i s t i c  nor des i rab le .  The t h i r d  has n o t  r e a l l y  bgen t r i e d .  

More s p e c i f i c a l l y  , on the  inner  f r inge ,  the  f o l lop iag  problems a r e  evident: 

a )  Housing dete'riorated and obsole te  -- The a reas  around the  o ld  c e n t r a l  cored / 

of Minneapolis and S t .  Pau). contain most of t h e  region's o l d e s t  and least- 
well-mAintained housing. RoughLy hal f  the  u n i t s  of the  two c e n t r a l  c i t i e s  
a r e  nQW 50 years o ld ,  o r  o lde r .  Some of these neighborhoods, t o  be sure,  
contain wel l -bui l t  and well-kept houses. But some have de te r io ra ted  great- 
l y .  Many of the  b ig ,  three-story houses a r e  expensive qo1maintain, and 
a r e  i l l - s u i t e d  t o  today's family needs. These neighborhoods a r e  a l so ,  i n  
m a y  cases,  b l igh ted  by t r a f f i c ,  and obsole te  pub l i c  f a c i l i t i e s .  

b) ~ X S S U ~ ~  growing f o r  land-use changes.-- The expansioit of the  colmnercial 
and i n s t i t u t i o n a l  centers  i n  the  two c i t i e s  continues t o  e x e r t  pressure  
on the  surrounding land . . . kn some cases,  f o r  sites f o r  new publ ic  works 
o r  p r i v a t e  developments themselves; i n  o thers ,  f 0r housing f o r  She young, - 



s ing le  g i r l s  and other  employees i n  these i n s t i t u t i ons .  The expansion of 
the  student bodies around the  University of Minnesota and Augsburg College 
has had a pa r t i cu l a r  impact, during the  l a s t  severa l  decades. Pressure 
f o r  higher-dens i t y  development and apartment cons r ruct ion r e s u l t s  . 
Old zoning and planning encourage "small-unit" pa t t e rn  -- Much of t h i s  old- 
e r  pa r t  of the  two c e n t r a l  c i t i e s  -- though developed wi th  single-family 
houses -- is covered by the  multiple-dwelkng zoning provided during the  
1920's and ca r r i ed  forward t o  the  present  day. The land remains, a t  the  
same time, divided i n t o  t he  r e l a t i v e l y  small parcels  contained i n  the  o r i -  
g ina l  p la t t ing .  The small bui lders  who buy i n  these areas have ne i the r  
the  i n t e r e s t  nor the  a b i l i t y  -- nor, under present requirements, the  need - t o  assemble the  land i n t o  l a rger  t r a c t s .  

Pressures e x i s t  t o  bui ld ,  quickly -- Developers, increasingly,  w a n t  t o  bui ld  
apartments, pa r t i cu l a r l y  in-c i ty  but  a l so  i n  many suburbs, f o r  the  growing 
under-25 and- over-65 markets. ~ u n i c i p a l i t i e s ,  a t  the  same time, need high- 
er valuat ions  t o  increase  t h e i r  t ax  base. Small-bedroom apartments have 
appealed t o  them, more and more s ince  about 1960, as a way t o  g e t  tax base 
without, a t  the same time, a t t r a c t i n g  children and other  heavy consumers of 
public services .  Local planners sometimes disagree about t h i s  with t h e i r  
councils  . . . but,  v i s i b ly ,  t h i s  kind of building and re-building has come 
rapidly during the  pas t  decade. 

Limited a b i l i t y  t o  implement a planned t r an s i t i on  -- Through the  1960's -- 
both cen t r a l  c i t i e s  (and, more recent ly ,  such suburbs as Richfield)  have - - 
been planning f o r  the  changes they see  coming. They have been, however, 
severely r e s t r i c t ed ,  p r ac t i c a l l y ,  i n  t h e i t  a b i l i t y  t o  implement an orderly 
t r an s i t i on  of land uses. Rearrangement of s t r e e t  pa t t e rns  is r e s t r i c t e d *  
Proposals f o r  cutt ing-in new open space a r e  blocked. Changes i n  zoning 
which would have the  e f f e c t  of reducing permitted dens i t i e s  prove unaCCePt- 
able. Plans -- as i n  Elinneapolis -- f o r  the  trend toward higher density 
t o  proceed i n  the  form of high-rise developments, surrounded by open space, 
f a l l  dam over the  obstacles  t o  large-scale land assembly. Authority t o  
w r i t e  down land cos t s  is  unavailable. 

f )  A c i t y  of three-story walkups -- As a consequence of a l l  these f ac to r s  
operating together, the  re-building around the  inner  .fringe is taunt% the  
form of 2h- and 3-story buildings,  f i t t e d  onto two, th ree  o r  more l o t s .  
Most a r e  exclusively e f f i c iency  and one-bedroom un i t s .  Each, together with 
i ts  required parking space, nearly covers the  land available.  There i s  
some trend toward l a rger  projects .  But few exceed a half-block. 

g) The long term e f f e c t  .of t h i s  pa t t e rn  'gay be detrimental- -- Nothing was so 
in tensely  and broadly c r i t i c i z e d ,  i n  the  committee's del ibera t ions ,  a s  the  
Pa t t e rn  of re-building with low-rise mul t ip le  dwellings, wi thin  the  exis t -  
ing Pa t te rn  of land ownership. C r i t i c s  argued tha t :  

* Canstruction tends frequently t o  be poor. * The low-rise, high-land-coverage, pa t t e rn  makes poor use of d t y  land* * The parcel-at-a-time development produces buildings when the  object  
ought t o  be  t o  produce neighborhoods. No r e a l  rearrangement of the  
t r a f f i c  pat tern ,  f o r  example, i s  possible,  No open space is worked 
in.  The l i v ing  environment, a s  a r e s u l t ,  remains bas ica l ly  uncomp@t- 
i t i v e  with apar tmeq developments elsewhere. 



* Developers i nves t  l i t t l e  i n  good, design. * The non-contiguous pat tern  of locat ion and development does malrbmm 
damage t o  the  single-family neighborhoods i n t o  which b e  aparmenr 
a rea  is gradually moving. * Types and s i z e s  of housing a r e  not  provided f o r  a number of groups 
which t he  c i t y  w i l l  continue t o  want to- a t t r a c t  as residengs. 

Frequently, T t  was predicted: The c i t i e s  w i l l  look back on t h i s  develop- 
merit, before  many years,  and regre t  i t  -- but; f ind it d i f f i c u l t  i f  not 2m- 
possible  t o  a l t e r .  

h) Low-priced family un i t s  a r e  removed, without replacement -- The b d l d i n g s  
removed f o r  t h e  three-story walkups a r e  typ ica l ly  o lder ,  l a rger  s ingle-  
family houses, occupied by lower-income people -- sometimes, but  not  always, 
e lder ly ;  sometimes s i ng l e  persons; sometimes famil ies .  ldhile some develop- . 
ers do provide a re locat ion payment and some ass i s tance  i n  firmding a l t e r -  
na te  un i t s ,  o thers  do not .  None is required as i t  is of the  public howfng 
author i ty .  A t  most, t h e  e f f o r t  is t o  loca te  a un i t  vacant i n  the  existing 
market -- not t o  provide a new un i t ,  ne t .  The problem is i l l u s t r a t e d  by 
the  inc iden t  on Bla i sde l l  Avenue i n  Minneapolis i n  1970, where tenants at- , 
tempted t o  prevent the  demolition of houses f o r  more three-story walkups. 

i )  Race and poverty compound the  problem -- In  the p a s t ,  as 'a r e s u l t  of the  
pressures f o r  change i n  land use, groups have moved through the  neig*or- 
hoods. The u2pr-income groups i n  Minneapolis, f o r  example, moved f ram 
 ear-downtown f i r s t  t o  what was once oak Lake (now the  lower North Side), 
then t o  Lowry H i l l ,  and then, i n  the  1920's and af ter, t o  the  suburbs* 
old  Jewish community i n  what is  now the  Sward neighborhood moved t o  the  
North Side, and l axe r  t o  S t .  Louis Park. This mobility is d i f f i cu l t :  if not 
impossible, however, f o r  the  blacks, Indians and 'law-income people i n  the 
old single-family areas  around the  two downtowns . . . blocked, as they 
a r e ,  by discrimination and by the  absence e i t h e r  of un i t s  elsewhere at 
pr ices  they can afford o r  of housing-assistance programs t o  b r ing  a l t e r n a t e  
u n i t s  wi thin  t h e i r  economic teach. As a consequence, they r e s i s t  major 
changes i n  the  land-use pa t t e rn ,  and press hard on public agencies t o  in- 
Prove and rebuild housing on the  land they now occupy. 

J )  Single-family aeighbhhorhoods a r e  inereasin@ "protected" -- The lower- 
income people being pressed outward f ron ciie cen t r a l  c i t i e s  by the  
s ion  of t he  downtowns and of the  i n s  t i t u r i o n s  a r e  squeezed, from the other 
s i d e ,  by programs -- publ ic  and p r iva te  -- t o  maintain t h e  s tab l - l i ty  of 
the  ex i s t i ng  , sound s ingle-  f amily neighborhoods. The c i t i e s  a r e  mk ing  
concerned e f f o r t  t o  maintain the  areas b u i l t  i n  t h e  19201s, and a f t e r ,  
which a r e  not  underlaid by multiple-dwelling zoning, as middle-class, family 
neighbofioods. New programs are appearing which permit municipal i t ies  t o  - 
buy and demolish older,  lower-value houses i n  these a r e a :  Such a Program - 
is under way i n  Robbinsdale, and is proposed f o r  Minneapolis. 

\ A  k) Suburban a l t e rna t i ve s  not  f ree lp  ava i l ab le  -- Land is ava i lab le  on t h e  outPr 
f r inge ,  and Proposals a r e  frequently made f o r  the  provision, there ,  of 
housing f o r  individuals  and famil ies  displaced by the  re-building outward 
f ram around the  cores. Action has been l imi ted,  however, by Social ,  r a c i a l  
and economic di f ferences  with t h e  existing suburban population; by r e s i s t -  I 

f I ante from loca l  governments t o  houses t ha t  do not pay t h e i r  way" i n  Pro- 
per ty  taxes;  by requirements t h a t  push up t h e  cost of housing beyond what , 

\ < 



can be afforded; by lack of public t ranspor ta t ion  t o  fringe1 areas; a d  by 
' 

other  f ac to r s .  D i f f i c u l t i e s  e x i s t  even where the. cievelopers a r e  l a r g e  oe- 
ganizat ions,  contemplating sometlriag on :!le kcale of a "new tm." There 
is some indiccltion t h a t  a number of fani.~les do re loca te  out  of the  cen-,.- 
t r a l  cities i n t o  unincorporated areas  beyond the  suburban f r i n g e ,  where 
the absence of regula t ions  pennits s m a l l ,  possibly pre-fab, houses and 
house t r a i l e r s  , , . and .into old houses i n  tke h d e t e  t h a t  were once 
farm t rade  centers .  

I n  t h e  a l d e r  areas, a s i zeab le  s i te  f o r  housing can occasionally be  found . 
two blacks so ld  by the Archdiocese, f o r  example, i n  south U e a p o l i s ;  a. half  - 
block re leased by the  replacenent of a school; o r  a t r a c t  made ava i l ab le  by the  
re loca t ion  of an industry.  Increasingly,  however, we found t h a t  the  provision 
of land f o r  housing w i l l  involve the r e m v a l  of e x i s t i n g  housing, and a complex 
set of questions about what is t o  be b u i l t ,  where, and f o r  what groups. It is 
t o  these twin quest ions . . . how land is made ava i l ab le  f o r  new housing, and 
how a l t e r n a t e  housing i s  made ava i l ab le  f o r  the  people d isplaced . . t h a t  we, 
therefore ,  devoted nos t  of our a t t en t ion .  

2. The m m n i f i ~ ' s  housidg and deveZopmsnt goals are fmstrated ZaqeZy by the in -  
d.i.li~ to reassembze thz originaz pzatting into tract8 of suff icient  s ize,  & 
to make &hen mcliZab1.e at  a price that  w i Z Z  stimulate new construction. 

a )  Development is shaped l a rge ly  by t h e  p a t t e r n  of ownership -- The l b d  was 
o r i g i n a l l y  suSdivided by t h e  c i t y  i n t o  l o t s  about 46 f e e t  by 125 feet* No 
provision was made f o r  reassembLy of these parcels .  Ownerships a r e  divi-  
ded, and a r e  d i f f i c u l t  t o  assemble. P r iva te  p a r t i e s  a r e  l imi ted  i n  ;their 
a b i l i t y  t o  urldertake t h i s  time-consuming and d i f f i c u l t  process. A housing 
industry divided i n t o  many small  firms tends t o  undertake a m i ~ i m m  of aso 
sembly. This bas ica l ly  shapes t h e  pa t t e rn  i n  which t h e  industry bui lds-  
Resident ia l  u n i t s  a r e  provided separa te ly .  Commercial a c t i v i t i e s  are l e f t  \ 

t o  be provided separa te ly .  Open space and other  f a c i l i t i e s  a r e  l e f t  t o  b e  
provided by the puhlic. In tegra ted  develdpments of the  s o r t  now a p p e a r i ~  
i n  the  b e s t  suburban areas, and i n  t h e  "new towns", a r e  unachfevable. 

b)  Assembly is blocked by t h e  "holdout parcel" -- Pr iva te  p a r t i e s ,  attempting 
t o  Put together l o t s  f o r  a development, must negot ia te  a purchase from each 
owner, volull tar i ly.  F r e q u e ~ t l y  , t h i s  is possible.  But, a t  times, t h e  last  
parcel  c r i t i c a l  t o  the-/development is unobtairkable -- a t  a p r i c e  the  devel- 
oper can a f fo rd ,  t o  make the  p ro jec t  succeed, o r  wi th in  a period of t i m e  
he  can af ford  t o  wait .  I n  such cases, t h e  p ro jec t  -- however des i rab le  
from t h e  point  of view of the  developer, of the  o ther  owners, o r  of the  
c i t y  -- f a i l s  . . - o r  f a l l s  s h o r t  of its optimum development. P ro jec t s  
tend t o  be b u i l t ,  therefore ,  not  s o  much where they should -- according t o  ' 
the  b e s t  planning judgments -- be located ,  bu t  r a t h e r  mare where the  sites 
caq be assembled. 

c) Public au tha r i ty  t o  solve the "hold-out" problem l imi ted  -- The o r i g i n a l  
e f f o r t  t o  p r w i d e  a ~ b b l i c  mechanism f o r  the reassembly of land parcels  
f o r  re-builaing was the  urban redeve lopen t  program, which appeared i n  
s t a t e  and f e d e r a l  l e g i s l a t i o n  i n  the l a t e  1940's. It authorized t h e  use 
of eminent domain i n  b l ighted areas  f o r  the  assembly of t r a c t s  t o  be clear-  
ed and re-sold t o  p r i v a t e  p a r t i e s  f o r  new construction.  Its const i tu t ion-  
a l i t y  has  been upheld. Its a c t u a l  use has,  however, been gradually re- 
s t r i c t e d  by t h e  oppositfon of persons whose Land is taken and whose business 



and residences a r e  displaced.  I n  both Minneapolis and S t .  Paul t h e  re- 
newal progk-ax has undergone 2 gradual change . . . away from the  c lear-  
ance and re-building which characterized the  o r i g i n a l  p ro jec t s  i n  Minne- 
apol is '  lower North S i d e ,  o r  around the S t a t e  Capitol ,  toward "rehabi l i -  
ta t ion"  p ro jec t s  involving a minimum ~f demolition. The program today 
does n m  function a s  a land-assemblgr? It i s  involved,rather,  i n  what 
migdt be  ca l l ed  t h e  "repair" of t h e  older neighborhoods . . . pul l ing  
out  a few di lapidated  houses i n  a gkven block, and making them ava i l ab le  
f o r  the  construction of a new single-family house. Much of the  opposit ion 
has, c l ea r ly ,  come because of the  i n a b i l i t y  of the  program t o  provide 
adequate a l t e r n a t i v e  housing. But some of it is, equally,  a t t r i b u t a b l e  
t o  the  forced s a l e  of older proper t ies ,  dnd the  t r a n s f e r  of t h a t  land t o  - 
other  owners. Where t h i s  cu t s  o f f  t h e  prospect of higher land values and 
increased re tu rn  f o r  t h e  o r i g i n a l  owners, i t  Is"- not  su rpr i s ing ly  -- 
r e s i s t e d .  

d) 'Pub l i c  a b i l i t y  t o  a f f e c t  land economics i s  l imi ted  -- The community fs 
not i n c l i c e d  t o  l e t  o ld  neighborhoods decay t o  the  point  where t h e  build- 
ings a r e  l i t e r a l l y  w o r t ~ e s s ,  and the only cos t  t o  the developer (beyond 
t h a t  of the land) is the  cos t  of t h e i r  demolition. But the  cos t  of ac- 
qui r ing habi table  dwellings increases  t h e  cos t  of a new development i n  
the  o lde r  c i t y  . . . and, along with i t ,  t h e  p r i c e  af the housing provi- 
ded. The urban renewal framework -- recognizing t h a t  land assembly was 
only one p a r t  of t h e  problem of s t imula t ing re-development -- provided 
a l s o  f o r  a write-dawn, o r  subsidy, of the  land gosts .  Outside an urban 
renewal area ,  no land write-down is 'presently a-,railable. Other induee- 
ments -- i n  the  form of subsidies  to,housing f o r  low- and moderate-income 
persons, i n  the  form of tax reductidns f o r  parrFculat  kinds of develop- 
ment, and i n  t h e  form of s p e c i a l  permission t o  place a higher number of 
housing u n i t s  on a given pa rce l  of land -- may o r  may no t  be avai lable .  

e) Public i n t e r e s t  not  a s se r t ed  -- The l o c a l  municipality crea ted  the  system 
of land ownership, and the system of land-use c l a s s i f i c a t i o n  known as zon- 
ing. It has v i r t u a l l y  l o s t ,  however, the a b i l i t y  t o  re-create  them. Few 
municipal i t ies  themselues i n i t i a t e  proposals f o r  re-zoning: Typically,  
~ropos€Xld f o r  change are i n i t i a t e d  i n  p u r s u i t  of p r i v a t e  i n t e r e s t s -  And 
l i t t l e ,  i f  anything, has been done t o  declare a publ ic  i n t e r e s t  i n  the  
assembly of lsnd parcels  so  t h a t  re-building can occur i n  the  form of 
planned, in tegra ted  developments . . . on a s c a l e  a t  l e a s t  comparable with 
the  o r i g i n a l  p l a t t e d  subdivision. No "yardstic&" of optimum development 
has been s e t  up, aga ins t  which t o  measure the  p a t t e r n  of development i n  
three-story walkup apartments . . . and by which t o  est imate the  l o s s  of 
Po ten t i a l  values t o  land owners, p o t e n t i a l  income t o  developers, and PO- 
e e n t i a l  t ax  re tu rn  t o  t h e  c i t y  from the  f a i l u r e  t o  provide f o r  be t t e r -  
planned development. 1 

3. N ~ J  approaches to the pmb'lem of 2and assembly and land economics are beginning 
to appear. 

a )  Land p u r c h h e  a proper c i t y  funct ion -- Nationally and l o c a l l y ,  i n t e r e s t  
is developing i n  the r o l e  of a municipali ty acquiring and "banking" land 
f o r  f u t u r e  development -- both on the  outer  and on t h e  inner  f r inges .  
There is, as well ,  a growing interest i n  the  leasing, r a t h e r  than the  
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s a l e ,  of land f o r  development. Suburbs such as Robbinsdale and Hopkins are 
beginning t o  a e g o t i a t e  f o r  the purchase of o lde r  p roper t i e s ,  which they 2e- 
molish and r e - s e l l  . . . a b s o r h i n ~  a l a s s  temporarily, but  recouping t h e i r  
investment over a period of years from the increased taxes from the  higher- 
va lue  bui ld ing constructed.  I n  !limeapolis,  t he  Ci ty  Council Pres ident  has 
proposed such a program, and put i t  before  the  1971Leg i s l a tu re  f o r  a p g r w d .  

b) The inadver tent  example of Cedar-Riverside -- In  Minneapolis t h e  o l d  a rea  
around Seven Corners ( a   art of the o ld  Town of Minneapolis p l a t t i n g )  had - 
long been marked ou t  f o r  urban renewal. I n  1960, it was proposed t o  i n i t i -  
a t e  a survey and planning appl ica t ion  Zoolcing toward a redevelopment proj-  
e c t ,  Only through pub l i c  ac t ion ,  i t  was f e l t ,  could the  hundreds of land 
ownerships be reassembled f o r  the  kind of q u a l l t y  development needed around 
the  newly-designated West Bank campus of t h e  Universi ty.  The p r o p o s d  was 
defeated,  Then, i n  a small  way a t  f i r s t ,  p r i v a t e  developers began t o  as- 
semble pa rce l s  by negot ia ted  purchase, Success enlarged t h e i r  aZUbiaom, 
and t h e i r  resources.  Over a period of s e v e r a l  years  they succeeded i n  gain- 
ing  con t ro l  of roughly 80 per  cent  of the land i n  the a rea .  At t h i s  point 
t h e  proposal  f o r  an urban renewal p r o j e c t  w a s  revived, and approved. The 
c i t y  providc?d a b a s i c  p lan  f o r  the  re-building; the  major land-holder9 were - 
excluded from a c q u i s i t i o n  on condi t ion  t h e i r  development f i t  i n t o ,  t ~ ~ d  help  
ca r ry  ou t ,  the  plan;  and t h e  c i t y  committed i . t s e l f  t o  acquire  the  holdout 
parce ls ,  if nec.essary , t o  make t h e  development conyle t e ,  and t o  re-build 
i t s  s t r e e t s  and o t h z r  funct ions  as a p a r t  of t h ~  p ro jec t .  While many sP@- 
c i a l ,  and perhaps u~rique,  f e a t u r e s  were present  i n  t h i s  p a r t i c u l a r  s i tua -  
t ion ,  the  basic idea  . . . of a new "mix" of p u b l i c  and p r i v a t e  au thor i ty  
and f inancing . . . has had considerable appeal  as ah approach t o  be tried 
elsewhere. 

c)  The v~ousine;  Development D i s t r i c t "  proposal  -- The genera l  idea  of a m n i -  
c i p a l i t y  helping a p o t e n t i a l  developer acquire  the  "holdout parcels" mces -  
sa ry  t o  complete h i s  p r o j e c t  was picked up l a t e  i n  1970 and i n c o ~ ~ r a t e d  in 
a proposal  by t h e  Ninneapolis Department of Planning and Development. Under 
the  plan, the  c i t y  would des ignate  d i s t r i c t s  i n  which, due t o  t h e  exis tence  
of func t iona l ly  obsole te  s t r u c t u r e s  , rebui ld ing should occur. I f  a housing 
developer could assemble 75. per cent  of the  land, t h e  c i t y  would, i f  neces- 
sa ry ,  acquire  the  remaining pa rce l s  by eminent domain, and r e s e l l  t h e  land 
t o  him= The land would be w r i t t e n  down t o  the  ex ten t  necessary t o  permit 
new const ruct ion  wi th in  the  d e n s i t i e s  s p e c i f i e d  by t h e  c i t y ' s  plan.  A re-  
volving fund es tab l i shed  f o r  t h i s  purpose would be repaid,  over t h e  yeass,  
from the  increased t axes  r e s u l t i n g  from the  new construct ion.  The plan 
was discussed with our conunittee, and elsewhere. It w a s  opposed a t  i ts  
publ ic  hearing before the  City Planning Commission, l a r g e l y  because of its 
provision f o r  the  use of eminent domain, and was not revived before the 
City Council. 

The "reservoirr  of houslng pequiped t o  fpee up l m d  on the inner fringe for re- 
building has not, so far, been provided. 

A complex " ~ h n h "  of movements -- by ind iv idua l s  and fami l i e s  of d i f f e r e n t  i n c o m *  
among u n i t s  of d i f f e r e n t  typed, s i z e s  and p r i c e s  -- needs t o  be s e t  i n  motion. 

a )  Public housing only a p a r t i a l  answer -- Programs i n  both c e n t r a l  c i t i e s  
have attempted 'to provide replacement units f o r  low-income individuals  a d  



fami l ies  . . . p a r t l y  t h o u g h  new const ruct ion  (as i n  the  high-rise build- 
ings  f o r  t h e  e l d e r l y )  and p a r t l y  t5rough the  programs which permit t h e  
H R A s  t o  acquire r e n t a l  o r  s i n g l e - f m i l y  u n i t s  from the  e x i s t i n g  s tock  f o r  

\ l e a s e  o r  f o r  s a l e  t o  persons meeting publ ic  housing requirements. I n  
Minneapolis, however, some c i t y  o f f i c i a l s  a r e  no longer en~ourag ing  addi- 
t i o n a l  e l d e r l y  housing p ro jec t s .  And r e s i s t a n c e  is r i s i n g  t o  t h e  concen- 
t r a t i o n  of leased-housing u n i t s  i n  c e r t a i n  neighborhoods of t h e  c i t y .  

b) Mew, p r i v a t e  hcusing const ruct ion  is l u t e d  -- -- The new housing t h a t  is 
b u i l t  i n  the inner c i t y  does not  w e l l  accommodate t h e  kinds of i n d i v i x a l s  
and fami l i e s  who a r e  displaced when the  o l d e r  u n i t s  a r e  removed. As we 
noted above, t h e  three-story walkups serve  l a rge ly  a populat ion of younger 
s ing les ,  o r  couples -- not  t h e  lower-income e l d e r l y  o r  f ami l i e s  who OCcU- 

/ pied t h e  o lde r  houses or apartments demolished. High-rise, 1wurT housing 
obviously serves  a d i f f e r e n t  market. It has been d i f f i c u l t  t o  s t imula te  
cons t ruct ion  of moderate-income u n i t s .  And the  town house -- t o  so#% 
an almost i d e a l  type of u n i t  f o r  the  moderate-income couple t h a t  d e s i r e s  
t o  remain i n  "Le c i t y  -- has scarce ly  appeared wi th in  the  c e n t r a l  c i t i e s  
a t  a l l .  KOP -- a s  also'noted above -- has new const ruct ion  on t h e  sub- 
urban f r i n g e  provided an o u t l e t  f o r  inner-c i ty  r e s iden t s .  

/ 

5. A potential "resermoir" of sound, wezl-maintained uni t s  for fwniZy housi~lg may 
e x i s t  . . . aZready b u i l t  . . . i n  t%e thousands o f  under-utilized hmses just 
beyond the inner fringe. 

a )  "Empty bedrooms" common - .Is representa t ives  of the  Planning Department 
pointed out  t o  t h e  committee, Minneapolis, p a r t i c z l a r l y ,  is a t  a pecu l i a r  
s t age  i n  t h e  cycle of i t s  population . . . with an unusually l a r g e  propor- 
t i o n  of r e s iden t s  65 o r  o lder .  Whole neighborhoods b u i l t  a f t e r  World War 
I and during the  1920's a r e ,  current ly ,  occupied by t h e  couples and sur- 
viving s i n g l e  members of t h e  o r ig in21  famil ies  . . . m n y  of them i n  three- 
and four-bedroom houses. This kind of under-occupancy apparently accounts 
f o r  one s t r i k i n g  f a c t  reported by the  1970 census, and noticed e a r l y  by 
our committn-e: the f a c t  t h a t ,  while t h e  population of the  c i t y  dropped 
markedly Lrom 1960 t o  1970, t h e  number of housing u n i t s  remained s t a b l e ,  
o r  rose  s l i g h t l y .  While the  block f ig6res  from t h e  census a r e  not  y e t  
ava i l ab le  t o  s u b s t a n t i a t e  t h i s  f u l l y ,  i t  was t he  almost un ive r sa l  impress- 

, i on  of persons knowledgeable about t h e  c i t y  that  t h i s  marked under-ut i l iza-  
t i o n  e x i s t s  i n  l a r g e  areas  of t h e  c e n t r a l  c i r i c s .  

b) Obstacles e x i s t  t o  t h e i r  a v a i l a b i l i t y  -- There a r e  sound reasons I&Y t h e  
present  o c c u p a ~ t s  continue t o  hold these  u n i t s ,  however much beyond t h e i r  
needs. . It is t h e  family hcnne. It is  in  the  f a m i l i a r  neighborhood. It is 
probably pai6  f o r .  And t h e  t a x  l a w s  markedly favor home ownership. An 
apartment would be smaller .  Tax cos t s  (paid througH ren t s )  would be re l a -  

- t i v e l y  higher.  And a change ta an apartment probably means a move t0.a 
new -- and perhaps l e s s  des i rab le  -- neighborhood. 

c] S t i l l ,  u n i t s  might be made a v a i l a b l e  -- Many of the  f a c t o r s  present ly  in- 
h i b i t i n g  a move t o  a smaller  u n i t  a r e  sub jec t  t o  publ ic  inf luence ,  and co 

I could be modified, i f  not  removed. Operating and maintaining a house, 
p a r t i c u l a r l y  i n  winter ,  can be  a burden f o r  an e l d e r l y  person: Apartments 
o r  town houses, with maintenance provided, could be a t t r a c t i v e .  For a 
number of low-income e lde r ly ,  too  -- as inves t iga t ion  by a member af our 



committee has  made c l ea r  -- continued ownership of a house can mean a real 
s a c r i f i c e  of income needed fo r  l i v ing  expenses. The t ax  d i f f e r e n t i a l  need 
not be maintained: Multiple-dwelling un i t s  can qual i fy  f o r  homestead 
preference, as condominiums . . , and the  homestead preference might be 
l i f t e d ,  e n t i r e l y ,  Final ly ,  of course, these unics w i l l  come onto the  
market i n  growsng numbers in a fairly shor t  period of time, inevi tably .  

6. The Zack of a strategy for handling th i s  problem of Zand and busing i s ,  in 
Zarga p a r t ,  a resul t  of the fai2w.e to assign sufficientty broad respmsibiZi ty  

any community agency. There is, as a result, no peat hausing policy* 

a) City HRAs  l imi ted -- Minneapolis and S t .  Paul au thor i t i e s  are r e s t r i c t e d ,  
geographically, t o  the  cen t r a l  c i t i e s .  They cannot reach the  open laad on 
the  suburban f r inge .  And they a r e  r e s t r i c t ed ,  as w e l l ,  i n  t he i r  progr-9 
t o  serving individuals and famil ies  below defined income leve l s ,  and t o  
leas ing o r  buying housing wi thin  ce r t a i n  p r i c e  l imi ta t ions .  

b) Suburban HRAs l a rge ly  ,unconcerned with housing -- The municipal au tho r i t i e s  
created i n  the suburbs have been es tabl ished l a rge ly  i n  the older s u b ~ r b s ,  

7 - 
and primari ly f o r  the  purpose of carrying on a renewal of the  older corn- 
mercial d i s t r i c t s .  A few have begun -- or  begun ta lk ing  about -- progr- 
of housing f o r  the  elderly.  

c)  Housing requirements on l oca l  councils unclear -- Federal l a w  now requires  
a "housing element" i n  each municipal comprehensive plan aided by the '  701 
planhing ass i s tance  program, But t he  re&irement app l ies  only t o  plans 
prepared a f t e r  the  da te  the  requirement appeared i n  l a w  . . - which 
(1 grandfathers out" most Twin Cities area  suburbs. And the  requirements 
look only t o  the  housing needs of the  population of t h a t  municipality. It 
does not  c lea r ly  e s t ab l i sh  a respons ib i l i ty  on a municipality t o  provide 
fo r  the  needs of people now res iding elsewhere. 

\ 

d) M H d  -- This agency's j u r i sd i c t i on  embra- 
ces the e n t i r e  community . . . both t he  outer  and the inner  f r inges  . . 
and i t  has been pressed hard by the  federa l  government t o  take a leader- 
ship r o l e  i n  housing solut ions .  But i t  cannot, a t  present ,  acquire  land, 
o r  bu i ld  housing, o r  f inance projGcts, o r  compel ac t ion on the  p a r t  of a ~ '  
l o c a l  un i t .  

e )  S t a t e  agency largely  advisory -- Minnesota's housing l a w  pre-dates the  
1949 Federa: Housing Act. 1t es tab l i shes  a framework f o r  the c rea t ion  of 
municipal housing au thor i t i e s ,  and a s t a t e  housing o f f i c e r  t o  a s s i s t  10- 
c a l i t i e s  i n  this e f f o r t .  But i t  has never provided funds f o r  housing as- 
s i s t ance  . . . l e t  alone developed the  capab i l i t i e s  passessed by such newer 
s t a t e  agencies a s  the  New York S t a t e  Urban Development Corporation. 

f) Housing coaf l i c t s  unresoxved, and policy unclear -- The most fundamental 
questions about what t h i s  community is doing, and not  doing, ran through , 
a l l  the  discussions i n  our committee. I 

* Are we, r e a l l y ,  engaged a t  present  i n  anything more than a game of 
beggarmy-neighbor . . . with each l oca l  u n i t  t ry ing -- through a Corn- 
bination of r e s t r i c t i o n s  agains t  low-priced un i t s  where they do not 
e x i s t ,  and removal of law-priced u n i t s  where they & e x i s t  -- t o  shuf- 
f l e  the  low-income people off  t o  same other  location? 



* Why a r e  w e  preoccupied with the question of how t o  bui ld  housbg  almost 
t o  the  exclusion of a concern w f t h  improved management of the  ex i s t ing  
housing stock? Most peqple f ind  t h e i r  housing opportunit ies i n  ex i s t ing  
un i t s .  It is estimated t h a t  15 pe r  cent of the  a rea ' s  people -- o r  per- 
haps 90,000 faaailies -- move every year. Last  year we b u i l t  about 
12,000 uni te ,  of a l l  kinds (gross -- before demolitions). U n i t s  might 
be made ava i lab le ,  cheaper, from the  presently mal-apportioned housing 
stock. 

* * Why i s  there%no provision f o r  thinking about the a v a i l a b i l i t y  of homing 
when a new, major employment centerCdevelope i n  t he  suburbs? What is 
the load imposed on our t r ansppr ta t ios  system when these centers  depend -- inmanycases -- on housing provided on the  other s i d e  of the  metropo- 
l i t a n  are*? 

* Why a r e  our e f f o r t s  concentrated on providing fo r  the  low-intome groups 
through new construction? It is  hard t o  f e e l  we do . t h i s  well.  Pr ice  
l imi ta t ions  frequently prevent qua l i ty  construction. PressuFe frequent- 
l y  d i c t a t e s  i n f e r i o r  locat ions .  A maximum of subsidy is required. Re- 
l a t i ve ly  few un i t s  r e su l t .  

* Why do tax  po l i c i e s  continue t o  discriminate s o  heavi ly  i n  favor of 
single--family houses, and agains t  apartments, when such a high pyoppr- 
t i o n  of'  new u n i t s  a re ,  today, apartment units, and when the  occupants . 
of apartmqnts tend t o  be the  r e l a t i ve ly  lower-income groups -- young 
and 01-dl. 

* Why a r e  we continuidg t o  develop housing u n i t s  so heavily on the outer  
f r inge ,  where schools and other public f a c i l i t i e s  m u s t  be  b u i l t  new f o r  
them, when schools and hosp i ta l s  remain, under-utilized, i n  the  ex i s t ing  
pa r t s  of the area? 

g) Nobody makes a "housing plan" -- Confl ic ts  continue, and policy remains un- 
c l e a r ,  i n  p a r t  because -- at  both the  metropolitan and the  municipal levels -- agencies a re  not adequately charged and adequately equipped t o  ddentify 
h o u s i u  i s sue s  and to  propose a housing plan. I n  Minneapolis, f o r  example, 
conf l i c t s  e x i s t  among t he  City Council, the Housing and Redevelopment Auth- 
o r i t y ,  and t h e  City Planning Commission over t h e  extent  of low-income hous- 
ing t o  be provided i n  the  c i t y  : . . i n  pa r t  because the re  is no framework 
f o r  a regional  decision about the  provisipn of housing a t  t h i s  p r i c e  level. 

From these f indings we conclude a s  follows: 

1. Change continues, presenting i s sues  which cannot be avoided. Land w i l l  be  
cleared.  People w i l l  be displaced . . . pr ivate ly ,  i f  not  publicly.' Old un i t s  e 

w i l l  be to rn  down. New u n i t s  w i l l  be b u i l t .  b .. 

2. The immediate and p r ac t i c a l  question is whether t he  c o ~ u n i t y  w i l l  undertake to  
manage t h i s  t r an s i t i on  of land uses and housing on the inner f r inge  . . . mini- 
mizing hardship and maximizing t he  land values and the  qua l i ty  of hew develop- 
ment, and providing f o r  a balanced divers i ty  of housing types. 

- 
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3. A s t ra tegy of "gtadual re-building" should be followed . . . but i n to  la new 
pat te rn  of development ra ther  than within the old pat tern  of land ownership. 

4 .  Achieving the  objectives of an improved environment, both design and a grea te r  
mix of housing types and s izes ,  i n  the new development w i l l  require  increasing 
the s c a l e  a t  which projects  occur. Planned un i t  developments w i l l  be required . . . on the outer and on the  inner fr inges.  

5. Development i n  larger ,  planned un i t s  at  the  proper locations w i l l  require a new 
and more e f fec t ive  land-assembly mechanism, based on a new publ icfpr ivate  rela- 
t ionship,  i n  which: 

* The public must designate t he  areas f o r  t rans i t ion ,  and the new uses t o  
be provided; 

* Private  developer* must take more of the i n i t i a t i v e  and responsibi l i ty  
i n  land acquisi t ion; and 

* The public a s se r t s  its i n t e r e s t  i n  a s s i s t i ng  t h i s  p r iva te  land assembly* - 

6. New e f f o r t s  should be  made t o  improve the u t i l i z a t i o n  of the  exis t ing housing 
stock. 

7.  A major effoxt should be made t o  bring adequate homing within the  reach of low- 
income families,  but  new construction should come primarily i n  the  moderate and 
middle-income range. 

8. New public agencies must be created, with new author i ty  and responsibi l i ty ,  t o  
a s s i s t  the  development of newt housing and the improved management of the  exis t -  
ing  housing stock. 

b 



On the ba s i s  of these f indings and conclusions we recommend as follows: I 
I .  !The 1971 Legislatwe shouZd provide, for mnicipa'tities i n  the ?kin Cities I R C ~ ~ ~ P O -  

polittm area, the authority t o  require -- once a prioate or nonprofit de~eloper 
has acqwired most of m area designated for a planned unit developvent under a 
ZocaZ zoning ordinance -- the ass&Zg o f  the remaining parcels, ~pecificaZZy: 

L 

a) The law should & B e r t  a pqbl ic  i n t e r e s t  i n  enhancing the  qua l i ty  of design; 
the improvement of the  l i v ing  environment; the  range of housing s i z e ,  type, 
and pr ice ;  property values and long-term tax  r e tu rn  t o  t he  c i t y ;  and the in-  

) t eg ra t ion  of r e s i d e n t i a l  and commercial development with open space and 
other  public f a c i l i t i e s  . . . and, therefore ,  a public i n t e r e s t  i n  a s s i s t h g  
t h e  re-assembly of land ownerships needed t o  make t h i s  planned u n i t  develop- 
ment occur. 

I 

b) A range of au tho r i t i e s  should be provided, including those: 
I I , * TQ purchase p raper t i es ,  through negot ia t ion,  and t o  hold these proper t ies  

f o r  later s a l e  t o  t h e  developer of a planned un i t  development. 

* To e s t ab l i sh  by ordinance procedures t h r ~ u g h  which holdout parcels  could 
be pooled i n to  the  planned a n i t  development, with owners receiving a Pro- 
port ionate i n t e r e s t  i n  the t o t a l  t r a c t .  

* To acquire property by eminent domain, as a last  r e so r t ,  i n  order t o  per- 
m i t  a planned un i t  development (POD) t o  proceed. 

* To write down the  cos t  of land f o r  a planned un i t  development, where neces- 
sary  t o  permit development a t  dens i t i e s  p roeded  i n  the  plan, with funds 
ra i sed  through t h e  issuance of bonds secured agains t  the  taxes t o  be ge- 
nerated by new construction.  

i 

c) No author i ty  t o  compel the pooling of i ~ d i v i d u a l  proper t ies  i n t o  the  devel- 
opment wit, o r  t o  compel the  s a l e  of an individual  property, should come 
i n t o  force  u n t i l  the  developer of the  un i t  has assembled two-thirds of the 
land area  of the  designated t r a c t .  

2. The 1971 Legislature should authorize the ~etropoZitun Council, through a sub- 
ordinate Metropolitan Howing Board, t o  fa& t i ta te  the assembly and proper use 
of  land for housing. The Board should have authority and respon&bility: 

/ 

a) To prepare a housing plan and program f u l l y  coordinated with ofher  public 
plans and f a c i l i t i e s ,  and which f u l l y  l i nks  together housing needs and OP- 
Por tun i t i e s  on both the  inner and the  outer  f r inges .  This should be based 
on a research program tha t  produces much f u l l e r  and more current  data thaq 
e x i s t s  a t  present  abaut t he  cha r ac t e r i s t i c s  of /the population and about the  

* s i z e  and condition of t he  housing stock, and t he  extent  of over- and under- 
occupancy, 

b) TO pa r t i c i pa t e  and a s s i s t ,  from the  ou t se t ,  i n  municipal p h m h g  f o r  hous- 
ing without infringing upon the final decidon-making author i ty  of a 



municipality. Spec i f i ca l ly :  To review l o c a l  ac t ions  t h a t  r e l a t e  t o  Rousiag 
f o r  con£ otmity with the  a r e w i d e  plan and program. This would include l o c a l  
land and bui ld ing . regula t ions ,  and l a c a l  &%I pro jec t s .  

c) To acquire and hold t r a c t s  of undeveloped land f o r  the  purpose of preserv- 
I 

ing the  land f o r  planned unithhbusing developments. \ 

d) Through i ts Housing Board, t o  plan and carry  o u t  housing p ro jec t s ,  under the 
/ Minnesota Housing and Redevelopment Authority Act, and t o  conduct research 

and demonstrations f o r  the provision of low- and moderate-income housing. 
. 

e) To become a par ty  i n  l e g a l  ac t ion  where l o c a l  regulat ions a r e  bel ieved to  be 
unduly discriminatory agains t  p a r t i c u l a r  types and c lasses  of housing. 

3. The Legislature should provide for a atmcture of housing agencies a t  the s t a t e  I 

and local levels ,  charged and ewipped to  canq out programs for the improvement 
o f  housing. In &-ition to the metropotitan agency: 

a)  A S t a t e  Housing Finance Agency should be created t o  assist Fn the  financing 
of low- and moderate-income housing, The Agency should provide the adminis- 
t r a t i v e  capab i l i ty  and s t a t e  f i n a n c i a l  resources t o  u t t l i z e  f e d e r a l  grants  
more e f fec t ive ly  . I n  addieion, the  agency should provide research 'and ,orher 
technical  ass is tance  required t o  assist i n  developing low- an6 moderate- 
income housing. 

I 
b) A s t a t e  building code, and provision f o r  c e r t i f i c a t i o n  of manufactured hous- 

ing  should be provided. Such s t a t e  provisions should supersede any con- 
f l i c t i n g  l o c a l  prov$sions. \ 

I 
1 

c) Municipal Housing and Redevelopment Author i t ies ,  and/or municipal governing 
bodies, should be enabled t o  purchase, hold a d  re-sell, wit;hout t h e  power 
of eminent domain, s c a t t e r e d  r e s i d e n t i a l  parcels ,  f o r  purposes of neighbor- 
hood pregervations. 

4. These na, housing agencies, with the i r  expanded p e r s ,  should p m u e  a gkrnteg~ 
of  graJing enphrrsis on .better u t i l iha t ion  of the housing stock, and h m i q  these 

, principal features: / 

a) An order ly  and gradual re-building of the  o lde r  areas  on the  "ihner .fringe, ' '  
which may include o lde r  suburban as w e l l  a s  o l d e r  c e n t r a l  c i t y  a reas  . . 

/ 

making use of the  PUP deykce and the land-assembly mechanism recammended , 
above. 

b) An emphasis, i n  new construction,  on the  r e l a t i v e l y  smaller  moderate- and 
middle-income apartments and townhouses s o t  provided i n  t,he rebuilding of 
these  o lder  a reas  a t  present .  

I 

c)  A new program t o  make ava i l ab le  l a r g e r ,  family u n i t s  from the  e x i s t i n g  s tock 
of housrng . , . with t h e  s i n g l e  persons and couples present ly  'under-occupyi + 
ing ' these un i t s  encouraged t o  move t o  the  new and smaller  u n i t s  t h a t  w i l l  be 

2 constructed. (This ' w i l l  r equ i re  accompanying changes i n  the  tax l a w s  which 
now a f f e c t  individual  decisions t o  sel l ,  o r  t o  hold,  property. $ 

d) ',Subsidy programs, t o  bring housing wi th in  the  p r i c e  range of individuals  and 
'families i n  the various inerne  brackets ,  v i t h  the  new state housing f inance 
agency perhaps providing a i d  t o  non-profit organizat ions that acq~tire andlor \ 

, r e h a b i l i t a t e  houses f o r  lower-Income famil ies .  



DIS~SSION OF RECOMMENDATIONS 
\ 

\ 

I .  What would ba the basis  -- the legal and practical m t i o h l e  -- for requ%zdng 
the re-building of h n d  on the inner fringe to occur in reZativeZy Zmge planned 
uni t deve Zopments ? 

i 

Essentially, it 's t h e  a t t r a c t i o n  o f ,  the opportunity t o  -maxinize the  gain f o r  a l -  - 
most everybody involved i k  the\ planning and construction can be in tegra ted  i n t o  
a u n i t .  For example: 

I * The res iden t s  i n  the  f u t u r e  d e v e l o p ~ n t  should g e t  a s i g n i f i c a n t l y  superior  ' 
l i v i n g  environment . . . as contras-d with what is  happening i n  the  blocks / 

of three-story walkups surrounded by p a r u n g  l o t s  and r i v e r s  of automobile \ 

t r a f f i c  a t  presentr. Commercial f a c i l i t i e s  can be warked i n  where peeded, 
apen space can be  provided, and everything can be b e t t e r  designed. I 

* The developers, should, as a r e s u l t ,  emerge with a more valuable property. \ 

* Thy c i t y , . g s  a r e s u l t  of t h i s ,  should g e t  a g rea te r  t ax  re turn .  
\ * And the  o r i g i n a l  owners should, therefore ,  receive i n  t h e  aggrqgate a higher 

p r i c e  f o r  t h e i r  property. 
! 

The committee spent some considerable t i m e  examining a remarkdly  p a r a l l e l  s o r t  ' 
of problem, i n  land assembly, a s  i t  exists  -- and as it has been solved -- i n  
kpe o i l  industry. There, a s t rong  pub l ic  i n t e r e s t  has been asser ted  i n  what 
amounts t o  planned u n i t  developments . . . and a mechanism provided f o r  assem- 
b l ing  the  smaid pa rce l  ownerships i n t o  the  planned u n i t s  without publ ic  condem- 
nat ion and purchase of the  individual  i n t e r e s t s  . 
The problem i n  the  o i l  Industry,. . . and the  p a r a l l e l  with urban land . . . runs 
something a s  follows : 

* we're dealing I n  both cases with a na tu ra l  resource . . . t h e  ownership of 
which has been divided samg years previously by ac t lon  of a pub l i c  body 5 x 6  
an " a r t i f i c i a l "  p a t t e r n  of small  pa rce l  ownership. 

\ * Pressure a r i s e s ,  a s  a r e s u l t ,  t o  "develop" on each i d i v i d u a l  t r g c t .  This 
i n  turn,  s e t s  up a pressure  t o  expro i t  the  resource rapidly,  with emphasis on 
maximizing gains i n  t h e  s h o r t  run f o r  the  individual  owners. 

There a r i s e s ,  i n  consequence, a problem of protec t ing " c ~ r r e l a t i v e  r ights" ;  
t h a t  is, t h e  ac t ion  of one land 'bwner i n  t ry ing  t o  develop and exp lo i t  h i s  
p a r t i c u l a r  pa rce l  frequently has "spilLovertt e f fecos  t h a t  damage h i s  neigh- 
bor. Obviously, i n  the  o i l  indust ry  t h i s  occurs as one individual  who d r i l l s  
h i s  land begins pumping o i l  from under t h c l a n d  belonging t o  the adjoining 
land owner. But something e s s e n t i a l l y  l i k e  it occurs when we land owner ge- 
cures a variance and bu i lds  a small  apartment bui ld ing a s  c lose  a s  poss ib le  I 

t o  the  l o t  l i n e  of h i s  neighbor's single-family house. 
I 

\ * A publ ic  i n t e r e s t  has, theref  oye, been asser ted ,  both i n  protec t ing correla-  
t i v e  J r i g h t s  and in maximizing "recovery: from the  resource. . . . epphasizlng 



- 

t h e  re turns  t o  a l l  p a r t i e s  involved over the  long run. The public is involltted 
-r frequently a s  a land owner whose property values a r b  af fec ted ,  and always 
through the  f a c t  t h a t  i t  taxes t h e  values crea ted  -- whether these  be repre- I 

sented by t h e  number of b a r r e l s  of o i l  produced o r  the  construc;tion erecfed on 
urban land. ' 

\ 
i 

I n  the  o i l  country, t h e  petroleum engineers (who p r e t t y  much do the  i n d ~ b r p ' s  
research and plaqing)' have been a b l e  t o  demonstrate t h a t  f a r  more e f f i c i g t  
use w i l l  be  made of t h e  t e se rvo i r ,  and f a r  gkeateramouats of o i l  recovered, 
i f  t h e  underground rese rvo i r  can be  operated as a u n i t .  A s  a r e s u l t ,  i n  most 
s t a t e s  provisions have now appeared i n  the  l a w  opening up ways f o r  a? o i l  
f i e l d  t o  be  operated as a u n i t  w d e r  a s i n g l e  "operatorn o r  "developer". In  
t h e  bdginning, these  were f u l l y  voluntary , . . t h a t  is,, they were somet y g  
t h a t  t h e  developer could make usehof  i f  h e  found i t  i n  h i s  i n t e r e s t  -- w in 
presumably h e  would, considering the  increased f i n a n c i a l  r e tu rn  t h a t  u n i t  
operat ibn made l i k e l y .  

J 
\ \ 

I n  some cases, however, where t h e  i n t e r e s t  i n  an o i l  f i e l d  was divided among 
a number of operators,  it proved impossible to form a u n i t  through voluntary 
cooperation alone. I n  these  cases,  i n  more and nlore states, the  law has been 
amended t o  brfng a u n i t  i n t o  exis tence ,  even i f , t h e  consent of a miaortty 
owner cannot volrmtari ly be  obtained. The fee l ing  has been t h a t  h i s  indivi -  
dual  i n t e r e s t  must be  weighed aga ins t  the  i n t e r e s t s  of t h e  majority of owners, 
and of t h e  public,  and t h e  determination has been, on balancg, t h a t  a minori ty 
ought not, t o  be ab le  t o  deprive t h e  majori ty and t h e  publ ic  of t h e  increased 
r e t u r n  t h a t  would b e  pass2bIe through wit operation. \ 

Out of t h i s  has come t h e  program of "pooling1' of i n t e r e s t s  i n  a planned urli,k 
operation. Typically, i t  works roughly as follows: Some one of t h e  operamrs  
i n  t h e  area  undertakes t o  t r y  t o  get  tdgether as many of the  interests a s  pos- 
s i b l e .  I f  he  can ge t  ( typica l ly)  80% of t h e  ownership, h e  can f i l e  an appli-  
ca t ion  t o  c r e a t e  a u n i t .  A publ ic  hearing w i l l  then be called by t h e  state. L 

I f  t h e  s t axe  agency f inds  t h a t  a un i t ,  is indeed i n  the  publ ic  i n t e r h t ,  i t  
w i l l  then order the  so-called "unsigned ir)ter&stsW t o  come i n t o  the  un i t .  It 
is c r i t i c a l  t o  understand t h a t  condemnation is not  exercised over these  "hold- 
outs". They - simply become par tne r s  i n  t h e  u n i t  as i f  they had eigned vdun-  '. 
t a r i l y  . 
Nor is rhe b a s i s  on which t h e  various i n t e r e s t s  p a r t i c i p a t e  l e f t  t o  voluntary L 

agreement. ~ a t h e r , ' t h e  plan f o r  t h e  u n i t  sets up a fotmula t h a t  a l l o c a t e s  t o  
// each t r a c t  a share  of the  t o t a l  production and recovery . . . based on such 

f a c t o r s  a s  its pas t  h i s to ry  of production and the  estimated amount of o i l  y e t  
unrecovered.' It is e s s e n t i a l l y  the  reverse of a "specia l  assessment" proces$ 
t h a t  apportions among various la$d owners the  cos t  of a publ ic  improvement. ,( 

Translated t o  urban land,  the  paralle1"wouid suggest t h a t  "pa r t i c ipa t ion  fac- 
tors"  b e  assigned based on whe,ther a p a r t i c u l a r  l a d  owner i n  a multi-block 
a r e a  scheduled f o r  land u n i t  development wa% located  on a h iPl top o r  i n  a 
sbamp, alorrg a r e s i d e n t i a l  street, o r  along an a r t e r i a l  street, e tc .  -. 

/ 
An owners' committee is designated t o  supervise  t h e  developmen't and operat ion I 

of the  unit izkid, tract .  One "developern is aamed t o  b e  the  "unit operator". I 

, - 

/ 
i 

\ 
\ \ 

1 , I 



/ 
\ I 

And the,  t o t a l  t r a c t  ks  then operated as a unit.. This means t h a t  some p a r t s  of ' 

t k a r e a  may be  specia l ized as places where the  o i l  is pumped out ,  while other 
p a r t s  of t h e  area  a r e  specia l ized f o r  wells through which ~ a l t  water is p 
i n ,  and other  p a r t s  of the  a r e a  have no wells of any kind. Each pazt  of the 

I a r e a  is,  i n  oqher words, used f o r  t h e  purpos-e f o r  which it is b e s t  s u i t e d  . . 
j u s t  a s  on a t r a c t  of urban land one p a r t  of the  a rea  m i & t  be designated fox 
f a i r l y  dense, medium- o r  high-rise development, and m o t h e r  might be d e s w t e d  
f o r  open spaee. The point  is t h a t  al l  of t h e  former -era qhare i n  t h e  (in- \ . creased) r e t u r n  from the  t o t a l  t r a c t  under t h e  formula which a l l o c a t e s  them 

i \ 

t h e  share  of - the  t o t a l ,  represented by t h e i r  o r i g i n a l  holding. 
1 , 

4 * This SystFrn works i n  t h e  o i l  indust ry .  ~ o u g h l p  hal% of a l l  the  o i l  produced 
i n  North Dakota, f o r  example, now comes from land  involved i n  u n i t  operat ion.  
t t  compulsory uni t iza t ion" ,  a s  i t  has been ca l led ,  has  been he ld  c o n s t i t u t i o n a ~  
i n  the  cour ts  of various s t a t e s ,  and i t  is  e f f e c t i v e  -- and e s s e n t i a l  -- i n  
making t h e  unit *preach t o  o i l  production work e f fec t ive ly  . Ownerships -- of 
working i n t e r e s t  and of royal ty  -- t h a t  a r e  much more fraeplehted than the'-fee 

, ownerghips i n  urban land a r e  successful ly  reassembled and transformed i n t o  
, u n i t  ' o p e r a ~ i o n s  . L 

\ 2 .  ' In pmctice, how would your nsw approach t o  h d  assmbly actually w o ~ k ?  ' Is 
real23 mry -different than urban reneual? 

' f , '  
\ 

/ ,' 

Yes, i t  is.  There' w i l l  be  some s i m i l a r i t i e s ,  bu t  t h e r e  w i L l  b e  a very d i f f e m t :  
mix of public and p r i v a t e  a c t i v i t y  . . . and, p a r t i c u l a r l y ,  a s i g n i f i q m t l y  diliii- - 
nished use  of pgblic d o l l a r s  and public purchasdor  condemnation of property, 

/ 

The f i r s t  r e spons ib i l i ty  w i l l .  be  on t h e  l o c a l  c i t y  planning o f f i c e  . , t o  fme-  
c a s t  changing trend? i n  t h e  o lder  p a r t  of t h e  c i t y  and t o  mark o u t  p a r t i c u l a r  \ 

areas i n  which a rebuilding f o r  a new and \d i f ferent  use is -- o r  w i l l  saon be -- 
appropriate.  I n  much the  same way, the  c i t y  planning agency has long been re- 
quired t o  produce a general neighborhood pian as a b a s i s  f o r  thd Housing Author- 
ity's undertaking a s p e c i f i c  r & n q a l  p ro jec t  . 
We esvis ion thks kind of planning working considerdbly f a r t h e r  ahead of a c t u a l  
rebuilding thqn has been t h e  chse i n  urban renewal. There, t h e  e f f o r t  has been 

\ t o  ge t  t h e  land cleared and rebult as rapidly  as possible, '  once t h e  decis ion 
was made t o  make a change i n  land use. It seems t o  us, on t h e  o the r  hand, t h a t  
t h e  changes under way i n  t h e  c i t y  can be -observed and p ro jec ted  some d i s t ance  
ahead= There can be t i m e ,  i n  tother words, f o r  people t o  adjus t  t o  the  idea  of a 
move and W e i t  f o r  parcels  t o  became avai lable .  

1 - -. 
Given t i m e ,  oppor tuni t ies  q f , severa l  s o r t s  are opened up t o  have a maximum Par t  
of t h e  land acquisf t ion  conducted by p r iva te  p a r t i e s  with p r i v a t e  resburces. For 
exinmple, one e x i s t i n g  owner may begin t o  acqui te  'nearby l o t s ,  o r  some "outside" - 

. developer may begin t o  .put together one s.izable parcel .  O r ,  various s&lh=r awn- 
- ers may combine t h e i r  holdings t o  form et l a r g e  parcel ,  i n  which eaah of the'fq-r 

owners holds a proport ionate uniivided i n t e r e s t .  Within t h e  urban fenewal frame- 
work a s u b s t a n t i a l  parcel  assembled i n  any one of Zhase ways could/ be  excluded 2 

from public acqu i s i t ion  an condition the  owners agreed t o  rebui ld  i n  accordance 
with t h e  plan f o r  the area.  This is essentiqlly what eventually occurred in the  



/ 
Cedar-Riverside neighborhood. The urban renewal program could then be used t o  
acquire publicly any remaining parcels,  and t h i s  land would be  put up f o r  s a l e ,  
The "housing development d i s t r i c t ' '  program proposed by the City of Mnneapslis 
i n  1970 worked essen t ia l ly  t h i s  way . , . but would have operated d i rec t ly  under 
the  City government and not through the  Housing Authority. Both, however, would 
have re l ied  on the  use of eminent doma'in t o  acquije the  parcels t ha t  could not 
be  assembled Iby the  or ig ina l  par t i es .  1 

A number of a l t e rna t ives  t o  condemnation, however, do e x i s t  . . . which s t i l l  
o f f e r  sm'e , r e a l  promise of get t ing t he  f u l l  parcel  together fo r  rebuilding. , Along with the  negotrated purchase program of the pr ivate  party (or par t i es )  
could go a negotiated purchase program run by the City. That is ,  the City might 
be  authorized -- as  the  Minneapolis City Council President did propose i n  1970 -- 
t o  negotiate with owners f o r  purchase of properties,  whether blighted o r  not, 
and outside as well  as ins ide an urban renewal area. The City could fease the  
property back t o  thbcrwner, o r  to  some other  occupant, f o r  whatever period of 
t i m e  remained before the  s t a r t  of the proposed rebuilding program. O r  the c i t y  
might simply take an option t o  buy. This approach might be p a r t i c u l ~ r l y  useful  
i n  a block, f o r  example, i n  the  older  c i t y  designated f o r  r&buiiding ten years 

,from now. I f  it were bought now by a couple t ha t  might l i v e  i n  i t  20 o r  25 years, 
i t  woulg be a d i f f i c u l t  acquisi t ion problem a t  the  t i m e  the rebuilding began.' 
The,City might f o r e s t a l l  t h i s  problem by picking up the  house and eo-tering i n to  
a f ixed tenure lease  with the  new occupht .  

\ 

The committee was a l so  intrigued with the  pos s ib i l i t y  of borrowing from the  o i l  
i ndwt ry  the pr inciple  of the  "unit operation". Under t h i s  approach, the  f u l l  
parcel  is assembled, not by forcing a h ldouq m e r  to  s e l l  h i s  property t o  the  
public (which then would resell i t  t o  an f, ther  pr ivate  party), but  simply by re- 
quiring what the o i l  industry c a l h  an "unsigned in te res t "  to join t h e k a j o r i t y  
group, i n  re turn f0,r h i s  f a i r  share of thq re turn  from the  praject .  (This pm- 
gram ifi the o f1  industry has been more fu l l y  describehl a t  another point i n  this, 
s k i o n  of the- report .  ) Alternatively,  a 'cash take-out ' ghould be permitted. 

One other  "tool" avai lable  t o  t h e  public t o  encourage the  assembly of land has 
t o  do with the  valuati-on of property fo r  t ax  purposes. Again: Assume there  arc , 
i n  a par t i cu la r  area designated t o  be  a planned un i t  development several  proper- 
ties owned by landlords fo r  speculative purposes which choose not  t o  sell to  the  
pr inc ipa l  developer o r  t o  the  City. It may be decided not t o  move e i t h e r  t o  
condemnation o r  t o  any kind of "mandatory pooling of interest":' But it  might be 
f a i r  enough, nevertheless, f o r  the publkc t o  assume tha t  the pr ice  asked by the  

-owner should a l so  be the  v a l u a t h  on the  property used by the  aqsessor f o r  the , 
calculation of future  taxes. This could have the  e f f ec t  of discouraging pr ices  \ 

f o r  the last remaining parcels so  high tha t  they make i& impossible t o  assemble 
the  t r a c t  by negotiation. / 

\ 
\ /' 

Finally, i f  i t  is needed as a l a s t  r e so r t , ,  there  is the use of the eminent d o d o  
power . . . which does have a number of advantage? t o  i t ,  from the  owner's point 
of view. For one th*ng, the  t ax  laws provide spec ia l  advantages t o  persons whose 
property is taken by the public i n  alforced sale, a s  against  persons who s e l l  
throygh negotiation. Also, the federal  laws have recent13 &een changed t o  pro- 
vide dramatically i nc reyed  payments t o  owhers displaced by public acquisi t ion: 



\ 
i 

-19- 

/ The committee was told  tha t  under the 1970 Unifonb Relocation Act, i f  any f ear -  
a1  funds a re  wed,  a payment can be made over and above f a i r  market value of up 

I t o  $15,000 t o  an owner-occupant, i f  he purchases another hame within one year. 
In  addition t o  th i s ,  moving costs  up to  $300 Can I d  provided. s imilar ly ,  a ten- 
an t  displaced through 9 program covered by the A c t  can be provided w i t h  a grant 
of up to  $4,000, plus moviag costs. 

/ 

3. ?day do you encourage grea t e~  use of pZmned unit devdapnents? 
r 

H i s  torical$y , c i t i e s  and munic$palities have attempted t o  regglate devalopment 
through zohing standards which must be met on a lot-by-individual l o t  basis. 
This h a .  led t o  a great  deal  of sameness, as ' ,builders tended t o  comply with the 
minimum requirements in a vary r epe t i t i ve  way-, Thfs also led t;o a spstem of 

I segregation of types of land uses, often when a controlled degree of integra- 
t i on  would have been desirable.  

, 
Increasingly, planners have come to r ea l i ze  tha t  be t te r  land use could be 
achieved i f  areas were planned as i n t eg ra l  un i t s  with a var ie ty  of uses. A . 
planned un i t  dqtrelopment & a device whereby zoning provisione for  individual 
l o t s  a r e  somewhat relaxeil i f  a spec i f i c  plan f o r  an integrated development is 
approved by a government body. Planned unit devel~pments may permit density 
allawances fo r  individual l o t s  t o  be pooled through agg-regste deiksfty provisioIS, 
o r  even allow an increase i n  the overal l  density. PUDs may a lso  be  designed t o  
allow additional types of land uses than the s ingle  l o t  provisions would allow* 

We f e e l  tha t  a PUD provides an appropriate mechanism f a r  harnessing pr ivate  ere- 
ativeness and gubilic review t o  provide integrated project  developments t ha t  corn- 
plement plans f o r  the la rger  community. Undet PUp ordinances, the  c%ty p f ~ i d -  
the basic  parameteks as t o  the minimum s i ze ,  ghe possible land uses, and the 
portions of the c i t y  f o r  whi& the PUD provistana apply. The i n i t i a t i v e  i s  

- sh i f t ed  to  the pr ivate  devaldpers who must assemble the laad and develop speci- 
f i c  projeht plans fo r  the c i t y  t o  consider f o r  approval. 

The developer gains added f lezribil i ty i n  designing h i s  project ,  and the 
gains a be t t e r  designed project ,  over which it has spec i f i c  review authority.  
PUDs allow the project  planner t o  take advantage of spec ia l  t e r r a in  character- 
i s t i c s .  BY doing so, a project  may take on a distdiictive charac te r i s t ic  of 
its OF. Existing natural  site features may be retained and exis t ing vegetation 
preserved. Cost savings may be achieved by redukbg site preparation require- 
ments i n  terms of grading and drainage, and i n  terms of the amount of s t r e e t ,  
sewer and u t i l i t y  cons t rbc tbn  required. 

Other prac t ica l  advantages of a PUD might include: Large tracts of open space, 
providing both e s the t i c  and functional bonuses ; separate and d i s t i n c t  neighbor- 
hood housing d u s t e r s  centering around a cul-de-sac o r  a square; more c ~ ~ ~ v e n i e n g  
shopping a d  school facilities ; be t t e r  t r a f  S ic  pat terns  and c o r r e s p o n d ~ g l ~  
sa fe r  s t i e e t s  and walkways; addit ional amenities; a greater  range of housing 
alternatives; higher land uses; and closer regulation, by c i t y  p l a n e r s .  
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Land Area and S t ree t  Comparison \ 

(Schemes by Sussna Associates) 

/ 

Cluster - Rectinlinear Curvilinear I 
1 number o f / l o t s  I ' 94 94 . \ 9 4 

Size of l o t s  3/4 ac re  1 acre  
+ 

I, acre  
S t ree t  length - 6000 f ee t  12,000 f e e t  - 11,600 f e e t  

d , < 

," 

\ \ 
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Cost Comparison Table , 
(Result of planning f o r  Vi l le  Du Pare, Wwaukee) 

\ 

\ 

Conventional /Cluster 

Sewer and Water 
S t ree t s  
Storm Drains 
Sidewalks, hydrants 
Engineering, e t  c . 
Land I \ 
Development' cost  - \ 
Cost per l o t  

/ .  Special features \ 

Fee fo r  no park space ($200 per l o t )  
Courts, recreation areas  
Total cost  

Total cost  per l o t  
\ Estimated s a l e s  p r ice  per l o t  

,- Estimated grpss re turn 
Net re turn on l o t s  

- p e r c a t  on i n v e s m t  
7 x 

i 

M A U X  .Sou&, May 1962 
1 I \ I 
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6 .  Hat can you adv~cate  a ZarPGer scaZe pmymm fop Zrmd assembly a d  re-3tkiZding 
without some k i d  of proearn for making &quate k i n g  opportwl iges  avqiZabZe 

' for the. people who w i Z Z  have t o  move? , 
A 

d 
\ 

You can't. There m u s t  be a l te rna t ives  provided. And it m u s t  be'more than a 
" r e h a t i o n  assistance" program which helps people t o  f ind  vacaficies somefahere 

,- e l se  i n  town. I t -has  t o  be, a program tha t  puts qew unit8 i n t o  the stock, net. 

The big question is whether th= new unite added should prekisely correspond t o  
the u n i t s  taken out . . . t ha t  is, the  same number of un i t s ,  a t  the same'pr ie  

- level ,  ~ e - b u i l t  a t  tWe same location . . . or  whether the new wits might be of 
d i f fe ren t  s ize ,  a t  d i f f e r en t  pr ices  and a t  d i f fe ren t  locations,  \ 

\ 

\ We consadeked t h i s  question castefblly . a ,.aware of the  arguments heard current- 
l y  for  the  re-building~uf the ~ o d e l  C i t i e s  and other, similar, neighborhoods, and 

2 
aware, too, of the pxoblems raised by any re-balding strace* tha t  'OnvoJves 
population groups moving among neighborhoods. Qn balance, w e  re jected the notion 
tha t  the pattern of land uses, and'the d i s t r ibu t ion  of pebple in the area by age, 
economic, r a c i a l  or  re l igious groups, should be (or can be . . . or  ha,s ever been) 
frozen. 

i, /' , 
I ' / 

We began t o  think, therefore,  in  tern9 of a kind of "management" o f  the  housing 
stock, and a s t ra tegy tha t  would c a l l  fb r  the introduction of the new uni t s  not 
jus t  "at the top," with the most expensive un i t s ,  and not (as  w e  w i l l  explain ' 
next) j u s t  "at the bottom," with the,lowest-priced units . . . but would empha- ' 

y sYze the new constpuction of apartment un i t s  and tmt iouses  fo r  a much broader 
range of f W $ y  s izes  and ancomes than i s  being provided by the  market a t  present. 

I / I 
i 

This w i l l  serve the needs of'the people i n  the areas being re-buil t ,  i n  two way\%. 
' Tdthe  extent these a r e  s jng le  i n d i ~ d u a l s \ q n &  couples, l iv ing  In old apartreents 

s la ted  fo r  replacement, i t  w & l l  prrovide new units of similar s i ze ,  nearby, w d  
t o  tWe extent thebe a r e  f-liea, it will work ind i rec t ly ,  by making available 

, smaller un i t s  fo r  the s ingles  +d couples currently under-occupy ing houses else- 
where i n  the cananmjity, in to  wdich the $amflies beihg displaced w i l l  then hbve c 

\ 

i ' an opportunity t o  move: . 
This approach tries t o  wprk wkth- the  housing market -as it presently operates. 

i The community cannot begin t o  btPild, new, the  number of un i t s  required, MOS t of 
the opportunities, fo r  most .people, \ ,are going t o  be found within the e G s t i n g  
housing stock. It is, therefore, e s sen t i a l  t o  make the housSng market work 
80 tbar 'un i t s  -- and, indeed (though much more slowly), whole neighborhoods -- 
turn over. I n  ,some cases people i n  old houses w i l l  be mmtng to  new homes ( 0 ~  
apartments). In  other cases, people who b u i l t  new how- (say, In the suburbs) 

, w 3 1 1  be moving i n t o  older,  perhaps closer-in, neighborhoods. 
- 

This is not new. TO ! t ry ,  now, t o  pr6vent turnover . . . and t o  f reeze m e  ~res -  
ent pat tern . . i woUSd be new. An e f f o r t  t o  remove, the  r i g i d i t i e s  tha t  have - ' developed i n  the hoi$'ing market may, i n  the end, f r e e  up s u b s t a n t i a l q  more units, 

\ part icular ly  a t  the lower-priced end, ,than t ~ b  could afford t o  build,  new. 
/ \ 

I \ 

, 
A 



Why shouM government subsidize pdvate housing devetopnents &'ugh ibit;ng 
the cost o f  Ziand i n  a p&ed uni t  development area? 

There a r e  c u h e n t l y  a number of ways i n  which government subsidizes  hsurS5ng con- 
s t ruc t ion .  Spec i f i c  subs id ies  a r e  made ava i l ab le  i f  t h e  p ro jec t  is t o  house bWi 
income, moderate-income, o r  e l d e r l y  persons; i f  the  p ro jec t  is t o  take place  i n  
aq, urban renewal area; i f  the  p ro jec t  is t o  provide an e n t i d e  new community; Qr 
i* new technology is t o  be u t i l i z e d ,  General subsidies  are provided through de- 
p rec ia t ion  allowances and i n t e r e s t  deductibi l i ty,  on hcme t a x  computations. h 
individual  community may subsidize  a housing proSect by t h e  manner i n  which it 
assesses  f o r  u t i l i t i e s ,  O r  by increas tng land values through v a r i a t i o n s  i n  its 
land use regulat ions.  

It is an easy matter f o r  a community t o  subsidize  a development by cbEWiW3 the / 

land value through retr ts ing land use regula t ions  t o  a l lat  a higher use, a f t e t  a 
s p e c i f i c  pa rce l  has been acquired by t h e  developer. However, i,t is not  always in 
a community's i n t e r e s t  t o  encourage . . . o r  even allow . . . a higher land use 
a given area. I n  f a c t ,  i t  may w e l l  be  des i rab le  t o  have an area redeveloped a t  B 
lower l e v e l  of land use  than t h e  maximum use it is current ly  zone? for .  There- 
fo re ,  a land subsidy is requXred before such l ~ e r c d e n s i t y  rebuilding w i l l  actud- 
l y  take place. 

Our committee concluded 'that i n  some cases i t  is des i rab le  t o  redevelop built-up 
a reas  with a higher l e v e l  of land use. This cap, and 'boes, occur n a t w a l l y  in a 
f r e e  market.' ~owevkr ,  w e  a l s o  f e l t  t h a t  a v a r i e t y  of housing options was des i r -  
able ,  and t h a t  not  a l l  redevelopment should be geared t b  g r e a t e r  densi ty .  We 
came t o  understand t h a t  the  only way lawe? densi ty  redevelopment can be achieved . . . p a r t i c u l a r l y  where sc i f f ic ient  land f o r  a PUD is des i red  . . . is if land 
cos t s  a r e  reduced t o  t h e  point  #at they are competitive,with the  cos t  of acquir- 
ing  undeveloped suburban land. 

, 
Recapture through tax increment financing. Fortunately,  lower densi ty  can be 
subsidized through l a n d  writedown without incurr ing any d i r e c t  c o s t  t o  a munici- 
p a l i t y .  Tax increment f inasicing provides a means whe'leby land writedown cab be 
financed on a se l f - l iqu ida t ing  bas i s .  I n  f a c t ,  in t h e  long run it adds t o  t h e  
municipal revenue, This is how i t  would work: 

a )  An area would be designated by a municipal%ty f o r  redevelopment through hous- 
ing planned u n i t  developments. / /* 1 

b) A p r i v a t e  developer w o d d  then prepare a plan . for  developing a p ro jec t  with$? 
the  designated area ,  and would acquire  a t  least two-thirds of t h e  land f o r  h i s  
psopased projec t .  

/ 

c) Upon approval of the developer's preliminary plan, the municipali ty would 
then assist the  developer . . . i f  such ass i s t ance  were required  . a . t o  
acquire the  remaining parcels  needed f o r  t h e  projec t .  , / 

d) The land would then be appraised a t  i ts  e x i s t i n g  maaet value under the  exist- 
ing  land use. The kand would a l so lbe  appraised a t  an appropr ia te  value f o r  
t h e  proposed land use, 

j.. 

e) The municipali ty would then subsidize  the  developek t o  t h e  ex ten t  that- the 
exi'sting property value exceeds its Laad value f o r  the proposed development 

\ I 



f )  Once the  p r o j e c t  is completed, t h e  tmgl assessed, valuat ion of the  1-d & 
--Lmprovements would exceed t h e  assessed valuat2on of the  land and improvements 

b e a r e  the  rebui la ing was begun. The increase  i n  t h e  property ta& col lec ted  
on ,the property a f t e r  redevelopment would be set as ide  t o  o f f  bonds, 
which would havp been so ld  t o  f inance the  land subs$dy. Qnce the  cos t  of ' 
the  wr i t edam has been recaptured) increased revenue from the  prcperty would 

\ be d i s t r i b u t e d  in  a normal f ashiap.  CgseZ could arise -- say, where' an ,old 
Gigh-density apartment area  was being r e b u i l t  f o r  lower, perhaps tOWIhou&e, 
densi ty  -- where an inadequate (or ?no) ta increment wbuld be created. I n  , 
these  cases, general  revenues might be used f o r  ( t h e  write-do&. 

\ 
- \ 

Our committee i s  convinced t h a t  an ordqrly,  r a t i o n a l  developmynt is e s s e n t i a l  t w  
the  f u t u r e  v i a b i l i t y  of our cities. I f  the  economics of redevelopmene ef fec t iye-  
l y  d i c t a t e  t h a t  a l l  new building i n  t h e  built-up a r e a s m u s t  take  plabe on a high- 
er level of land w e ,  our c i t i e s  w i l l  became an incrpasingly undesirable place 
i n  which t o  l l v e .  I 

/ 

7. Why put the q h u s i s  on muking be t ter  use of exigting housing,'pcptieu&ly for 
/ the lowest-income families? 

\ 

For one thing, t h e  subsidy d o l l a r  goes f a t h e r ,  t h i s  way . . . and subsidies  of 
some kind w i l l  i n e v i t a b l y  be required.  A new multi-bedroom house, soundly b u i l t ,  

\i w i l l  cos t  over $20,000 t o  bui ld ,  today. Hauses of similar siae, and perhaps 
be t t e r -bu i l t ,  can Be found i n  the  exiszing s tock,  we  were to ld ,  f o r  s e v e r a l  
thousand d o l l a r s  less. More u n i t s  can thus be brought within the  economiq reach 

I, 1' of mre low-income fami l i e s ,  with a given amount of cotmnunity h o u s b g  resources. _ 
Also, loca t iona l  c o n f l i c t s  cah be minimized. So can the  impression t h a t  anything 
resembling a "housing projec t"  is  being created.  Some members of our: committee 
f e l t ,  too, t h a t  the  standard of housing provided t o  a family i n  t K i s  manner can 

, be higher- than can, r e a l i s t i c a l l y ,  be achieved f o r  a comparable family with new 
c o n s t r u c t i ~ n .  

/ 
Some subsidized h o u s i n g w i l l ,  and should ,  be kni t ted- in  t o  new developments, c i t y  
and suburban. Some publ ic  housing, f o r  example, w i l l  be  a p a r t  of the Cedar- 
Riverside development. Some persons oil and appearing be fore  -- our committee 
a l s o  argued pa??ticularly the  importance of "a new house" f o r  the  younger black 
family, as a symbol of apportunity. But, o v e r a l l b  the  conhittee f e l t  t h a t  get$= 
housdng can frequentfy be provided by making u n i t s  a v a i u l e  from t h e  present  

I housing stock. Thid would supplement, not  supplant,  new-housing pr_ograms. 
i 

8.  - How can ths exis+ing housing etock be put to'hetter use? 
\ ' Our committee has  t e n t a t i v e  evidence t h a t  a s u b s t a n t i a l  amount'of 'our e x i s t i n g  

housing stock has  a very low l e v e l  of use (see Appendix C). It appeafs t h a t ,  
once a f W l y  has  been ra ised ,  t h e  t y p i c a l  couple'tends t o  r e t a i n  a s  l a r g e  a 
hame as ,  o r  even l a r g e r  than, they held during t h e i r  child-rearing years .  Par- 
t i c u l a r l y ,  as the  couple reaches ret irement years ,  the  house may become a burden, ,' , and they may bcicome re luc tan t ,  o r  unable, t o  keep up wi th  home maintenance and 
repa8rs. 

T h e r e ~ r e  a number of i m p ~ t t a n t  f a c t o r s  which tend t o  t i e  a couple, a widow, o r  
widower t o  t h e i r  l a rge r  home a f t e r  their need f o r  the s i z e  Fs reduced. 

1 \ 

\ - 
, 

\ 
\ J 
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I ., 
There may be a s t rong personal i den t i f i c a t i on  with the,neighborhwd and the  holm@ 
i t s e l f .  They may de s i r e  t o  r e t a i n  a place where the i r l fami ly  w y  came hame t o  
and v i s i t .  

/ 

\ 

/ On the  o ther  hand, the re  a r e  those who r e t a i n  t h e i r  l a rge r  homes no t  s o  much by 
preference, but  because they have not  been presented with a l t e rna t i ve s  t h a t  b'et- 
ter m e e t  t h e i r  needs. I n  some cases, b e t t e r  a l tne ra t ives  already e x i s t ,  and all 
tha t  is needed is someone t o  explain these  a l fe rna t ives  and provi.de ass is tance  
with the  de t a i l s .  For o thers ,  the re  ake f i nanc i a l  dis-incentives t o  moving, ,? 

which might be  overcome with townhouse,. ccmd-a, o r  cooperative alternatives. - Such a l t e r n a t i v e s  are not, presently avai lable  within much of our metropoli t an  area. 

, Inadvertently,  w e  discourage a couple f r o rn se l l i ag  i ts la rge  home by subsidizing 
home ownership . . . in par t ,  out  of a higher real e s t a t e  taxel p d d  on r e n t a l  
un i t s .  Under pending, l eg i s l a t i on ,  the  amount ofi the  subsidy would be increased 
f o r  the  e lde r ly .  

A s  our committee discussed t h e  problem of u n d e r u t i l i z a t i o n ,  a ~anmlttee mftlOb@t -- Pred Stah l  -- began t o  relate h i s  experieace working with e lde r ly  pers- 
For the  l a s t  1 8  months he had worked as a f i nanc i a l  advisory i n  the  Jordan Neigh- 
borhood, where he iryterviewed over 200 e lder ly  persons. H e  described the  in te r -  
viewees as lSiting i n  three ,  four,  o r  five-bedroom houses, but  only occupyh$J on@ 
cr two bedrooms. Almost a l l  of them are l i v ing  poor, but  w i l l  d ie  r i c h  . . . as 
t h e i r  homes are mortgage-free. 

The annuity a l t e rna t i ve  -- It occurred to Mr. Steh l  t h a t  the re  ought t o  be some 
way of r e l a t i ng  the  pressing need f of moderately-pr&ced housPng wfth a -wans  of 
easing the f inanc ia l  dilemma f o r  the  e lde r ly ,  It was suggested t h a t  i f  the  s i z -  
able  f ixed acset, represented by the  home, were t rans fe r red  t o  auxd-ty inc~tne, 
these e lde r ly  people might be able t o  acquire  s u i t a b l e  housing f o r  themselves 
and s t i l l  have a s i zab le  increase  i n  funds t o  U v e  on. 

A c c o r ~ n g l y ,  M r .  S tah l  pulied a l l  of h i s  fP les  where the occupant h over 65 Yearfi 
of age, and calcula ted t he  economic e f f e c t  of s e l l i n g  the h m  and pu t t i% the  
equi ty  i n t o  an annuity. An .example of how the  idea  would work is a s  follQW : - The lady ifivolved is 72 years o ld  wit11 a theore t i ca l  l i f e  expectancy of 86, o r  
14 add i t iona l  years. Since she has savings of oal$ $3,758, and an income, after 
housing expensea, of only $11 per month, unless someone rescues, he r  from t h i s  
s i t ua t i on ,  she could d i e  from s ta rva t ion  long before she reaches 86. BY s e l l i n g  
her  home and placing t he  equi ty  i n  an annuity, t h i s  lady could. keep her  savings 
of $3,758 and her  t o t a l  monthly income would be increased from $66 t o  b69. She 
would t a n  be e l i g i b l e  f o r  a n  HRA-waeit aparment  a t  a monthXy hate of $35-49,  
including u t i u t i e s ,  o r  an HRA-leased apartment a t  $42.25 including u t i l i t i e s  , 
As a r e s u l t ,  her  monthly adjusted income would increase  from $11 t o  $126975 o r  . , $133 51- A t  t h e  same time, t he  hduse would become avai lable  f o r  a f  mi-^ 
Existiri&o&stacles -- Our committee has heard a number of reasons which discour- -C-- --- - ,- age e lde r l y  Persons from s e l l i h g  t h e i r  homes and moving i n t o  apartments : (a) 
There is an inadeqwt-e supply of low-rent apartments; (b) the re  i s  an a s se t  l i m i t  
of $5,000 i n  order t o  qual i fy  f o r  a low-rent apartment; ( c )  the  6% r e a l  e s t a t e  
broker 's  fee tends t o  d i~mmrage  e lder ly  persons f r o m  s e l l i n g  t h e i r  houses; and 

I there o f ten  no one to  tu rn  t o  for advice and ass i s tance  i n  making t h e  
change- However, i f  better uci l i  mtj-~n of aht-ng housing s tock  uere made Part: 

. - - 
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Ecoi?:O;iKc CFFZCT &i $8 ELD~PAY FAHILIES , 
/ 

\ OF SELLING THEIR IIOMES AND L 

/ 

PUTTING THE EQUITf II4TO AN ANNUITY 

i Life, Marke t, Monthly Total  
1 Adjusted Hpec- Liquid Value of Annuity Monthly Gross 

Ages Income *M.H.E. Income tancy Assets, House Inwme Income . 

I 1 

18 7 0 F  137.00 60.00 77.00 85 38 18,000.00 147.00 284.00 ' 
/ 

Note: Adjusted income is the gross income minus housing expenses fo r  taxes and asqegs- 
ments, hazard insurance, gas, e l e c t r i c i t y ,  water, and only $10 a m ~ n t h  fo r  maintenance. \ 

The motlthly annuity income is the amount a s ing le  person o r  couple would receive every 
manth if they w e r e  to  sell  t h e i r  house and invest  the  equity i n  a~ annuity. The 50P l  *>(" 

rnopthly income is the gross income plus the  monthlk annuity inbome. Y 

/ 
/ \ 
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, 
\ of the  housing s t ra tegy,  ass is tance and a l te rna t ives  could be made avai lable ,  

and to do so would serve the i n t e r e s t s  of the  e lder ly  and%he greater  community. ' I 

This means t h a t  a very a r e f u l  market analysis w i l l  be requi&d t o  determine 
where, and i n  what foxm, the  a l te rna t ives  should be bu i l t .  It suggwts  tha t  / 

greater  use should be made of cooperatives, condominiums, and townhouses, par- 
t i c u l a r l y  within the two cen t r a l  c i t i e s .  I n  building fo r  the  e lder ly ,  apart* 
ments may need t o  be  located within the neighborhoods i n  which the p o t e n t i d ,  
occupants currently reside.  \ 

/ 

9. The process of  &c%ing what  housing should be b u i l t  seems, currentty, to b@ as 
, 

much an issue as precisely what get b u i l t .  What do you propose to resoZve t f i  
side o f  the problem? 

We "incorporate by reference", s o  t o  speak, an earlier Citizens League report  On 
c i t i z en  par t ic ipa t ion  i n  pla'dning and d e c i s i o n a r a b g  : Our 1970 report  , "Sub- 
urbs i n  the City." Most of the  issues  currently being ra ised fn both cen t r a l  r 

c i t f  e s  about housing poricy, and about the  procedures f o r  a r r iv ing  a t  h o u s i ~  
policy, were ra ised i n  t h a t  repor t  /. . . and recobmendations were made there 
which w e  believe address themselves usefully t;o this "how" s i d e  of t he  probl=. 
A c r i t i c a l  question is: J u s t  who a r e  the "part ies a t  in teres t , ' '  i n  a question 
about the re-building af the Model Cities area, or  of the  S d t - U n i v p r s i t y  area,  
o r  of the Cedar-Riverside area  , . , or ,  i n  suburban terms, of Richfield? How 
f a r  should the decision rest with the c i t y  government? How f a r  should i t  r e s t  
with the people W ~ Q  l i v e  on the land a t  the  time the question is presented? Hew 
f a r  should it involve people who may l i v e  elsewhere i n  8he region? Our 1970 re- 
port  la+d ovt a s t ruc tu re  f o r  considering these issues ,  and f o r  arr iving at  bal- 

1 anted decisions, which Me beFAeve can usefully be considered i n  implementing the 
substantive "gradual re-building" s t ra tegy l a i d  out  in this, present repbr,t. 

ID. h e n t t  you concerneh about the p m b h  a t  the s u b 4  fringe? 
\ Yes . . . but i n  a di f  fe rek t  way. A t  the  subu rbh  f t inge ,  land has generally, not 

been b h i l t  upon, and i t  is held by fewer owners, $n larger  tracts. The ~ r i m a V  
problems developers encounter generally center around land use regulations,  and 

I 
the provision f o r  services,  u t i l i t i e s  and transportation corridors ra ther  
than land assembly. 

Scattered development -- Jus t  as built-up areas a re  confronted with a haphazard 
smattering of 24- and 3-story walkups, the  suburban fr inge of ten f inds  develop- 
ment coming i n  uncoordinated blotches. This "skip developmentm is of ten mneces- 
~ a r i l ~  expensive fo r  the loca l  governmental j u r i s d i c t i o n s ~  serving the area. It  

a l so  have an evennmre wasteful  s i d e  e f f ec t  of preventing the area from de- 
veloping l a t e r  as a p l a w d  uni t  development. Smaller s ca l e  tends t o  d i c t a t e  

/ sameness i n  a competitive market, and only when projects  a r e  planned and devel- 
oped on a l a rger  basis  can a var ie ty  of complementary land uses be e f fec t ive ly  
incorporated. 

1 

Coordinating housing and employment -- I n  1968 the  president 's  -Committee on Urban - 
Housing reported tha t  "Util ization of the suburban vacant land supply t o  develop 
subs tan t ia l  low- and moderate-cost, job-located housing units of fe rs  the  only 
hope i n  securing the necessary vacant land base t o  deal  with the  subs tan t ia l  
housing problem and with the unemployment Bnd under-employment problems o f  the  
nation's  larger  c i t ies ."  In  t h i s  metropolltan a rea  . . as $n most . . . me 
suburbs have not  furnished job-linked houa~ng f o r  1- or moderate-income f miLf.es 8 , . 

2 

, 



\ / 

Lower-cos t housing- developments tend to  take $lace) where land is most economicai 
The inf lux  of children, which the housing developmenk brings, more than o f f s e t s  

'. any addit ional propeaty tax base t o  the school d i s t r i c t .  Therefore, the proper- 
ty tax r a t e s  a r e  the  hi$hest i n  these comugities.  The high property tax then 
serves t o  hold down land costs  and digcourage indwtry ,  which would share t h ~  ' 

- tax burden. 
I / 

- 
The unski l leq and unemployed a r e  primaz)ily housed i n  the cen t ra l  c i t i e s ,  while 
new/indpstry tends t o  lqcate  near the  more af £ l e n t  southern suburbs. Blua- 
co l la r  workers tend to  l i v e  i n  the c i t i e s  o r  the  northetn suburbs, and, accord- 
ingly, many must,  commuqe across a large portion of the  metropolitan a r e a  t o  get  
t o  t he i r  jobs. Executike and professional personnel tend t o  l i v e  i n  the south- 
ern and west ern- suburbs, and commute t o  the'downtown cormnetcia1 centers. 

\ 

As our committea explored the problem, it became increasingly apparent t o  us 
tha t  housing planning must be coordinated with planning for  transportation,  in- 

\ dus t r i a l  developmerit, and commer centers. The develohent  and redevelopent  
of the e n t i r e  area m u s t  be plann$d as  a wit. A r t i f i c i a l  rq$trictiotls  t o  theL c 

l og i ca l  location of complementary f a c i l i t i e s  , sueh as housbg and e m p l ~ ~ m e a t  , 
( must be t e h c e d  or eliminated. 

i 

In order t o  a c c ~ p l i s h  these ends, we have urged tha t  the 1971 Legislature sh0ui.d 
authorize the Pletropolftan Council, throueh a subordfnate MetrDpolitan Housing 
Board, to f a c f l i t a t e  the a g s d l y  and proper use of land for housing. , The Metro- 
pol i tan Council should then develop a housing s t ra tegy tha t  would encourage the 
j u d i c i ~ u  u t i l i z a t i o n  of t he  existing, housing stock, as w e l l  as dirw developments 
i n  e i t he r  b u i l t ~ u p  areas or vacant land on the suburban fringe. AccordingW, W e  
have recornended tha t  the Metropolitan Housing Baard, and the Metropolitan Coun- 
c i l ,  be given suf f ic ien t  tools  t o  accomplish the task. - 

/' 

21. What tarc ~mriderations +scouwrge a honk omer from setzing h i s  hp3,e and m v -  
I ing into a m n t a t  unit? 

There a r e  a number of s t a t e  &nd federal  tax incentives whsch encouraee home own- 
ership. Most of these i r e  inso$posated i n t o  income and property tax p rov i~ ions .  

1 7 

Homestead reimbursement -- Minnesota provides a homestead c r e d i t  which lowers 
the propekty tax on an owner-occupied housing,unia:by up ta $250 per 3ear-  The 
s t a t e  assumes 35% of the f i r s t  $7.14 of loca l  property p x  for  purposes other 
than debt retiremenu. A r 6 n t w  may r e c a v e  a di rec t  ihcame tax reduction of UP 
€0 $45, based upon tha t  pa r t  of h i s  ren t  which consicts  s f  prdperty taxes- 
Clearly, the $45 maximum red te r  credi t ,  is not amparable with the $250 maxi in^^^ 

, \ homestead ,credit .  
\ 

Income tax break -- Under Minnesota and federal  income tax provisions, the home- 
owner is  allowed t o  deduct h i s  property taxes and a l so  the ihteres5, on the horne 
moregage. On the other hand, the renter  is permitted no federal  or s t a t e  income 
tax seduction f o r  the property tax  included i'n h i s  rent.  \ / 

/ 

Capital gains -- If a perspn s e l l s  a home and buys another equally expensive 
-home, he does not have to  pay capfta l  gains on the apprecia'tlon of tpe  ProWftY 
sold . However, i f  the owner sells h i s  home and moves in to  a r e n t a l  unit .  he m u a t :  
pay cap i ta l  g&ns . . . unless he  is  65 years of age or older. xf the  owner is 
over 65, c ap i t a l  gafns must be paid only where the\ house e e l l s  f o r  oven $20,000, 
and then the r a t e  is redwed. 

t 
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WORK OF rn COMMI'PTEE --- , 

Eackaround \ 

This is  the  second Citizens League repork on housing i n  the las t  m a  ye8r6. 
Our f i r s t  study -- "Adequate Bousing Is Now Everyone's problem'" *- served t o  bring 
out the  magnitude of t he  problem, amd led us to  understand the need f o r  the  public 
to  assume greater  responsibi l i ty  i n  t h i s  area. I 

After  taking a ra ther  broad approach t o  the  probl&in the  e a r l i e r  study, 
the Board of Directors decided the  Leagw might best  concentrate ttn s W  c f i t i d  
~ s p e c t  of the  housing problem. It was decided tha t  a study of land aspects of the 
problem\appeared t o  be the  most f r u i t f u l  area t o  explore further.  

The Land f o r  Housing Committee was organized i n  September, 1970. It was 
assigned the  following kharge by the  Board of Directors: 

"The r i s i ng  c o s t  of land i s  one of the major factors  ~ w , p a s h i n g  UP 
the pr ice  of housing, For t h i s  reason, the  provision of adequately 
sized and adequately located sites is  c r i t i c a l ,  What is the appro- 
p r i a t e  public ro l e  i n  f a c i l i t a t i n g  the  assembly of s i t e s ?  the  aP- 
pxopriate powers and agencies ex is t?  What public f inanc ia l  assistance 
may be necessary? What organizations -- public and pr iva te  - are aP- 
propriate? The committee shiuld: (1) Review established needs f o r  
housing based on ex is t ing  $ublic and pr iva te  studies,  (2) Review the 
1947 Minnesota Housing Act, and a e  powers and author i t i es  it ctcated,  
(3) Review the administration of the  a c t  by the housfng au thor i t i es  \ 
under i t ,  i n  the  cen t ra l  c i t i e s  and suburbs, (4) RevFew problems ex- 
perienced by developers and potent ia l  b d l d e r s  with respect  t o  'the 
availabi-'iity of s i t e s ,  (5) Examine natiotial proposals f o r  "new town'' 
Programs, and t h e i r  $mplications f o r  the  provision of land, and ( 6 )  
Explore with t he  Metropolitan Council tb implications of i t s  d e ~ c l a p -  
m n t  guide a d  i ts  programs f o r  housing as they r e l a t e  t o  the  public 
ro l e  i n  land assembly ," 

I The in t e r e s t  i n  . . . and importance of . . . the t op i c  was evident as over 
100 persons indicated an i n t e r e s t  i n  setving on the  c ~ y i t t e e ,  and 75 attended meet- 
ings. The committee was chaired by Thomas F. Beech, Directof of Human Envtroment, 
Apache Corporation. W o l d  D. Field, Jr., an attorney,  served a s  Vice Chairman. 
Staff  ass is tance was furnbhed b y  Ted Roldarie, Executive Director; Calvin W. Clark, 
Research gssociate; and Vera Sparkes. In  additLon,ta the  chairman and vice  chairman, 
the following members served on the  c o m i t t m :  

James J. Carnex, N e i l 1  T. Carter ,  Roget Conhaim, James Cosby, John C m s  9 
I 

W S .  Nich~ los  Duff, F. Keith Emery, Gilbert  R. Falk, Roger J, Fotbord, Sam Fried, 
W. J. Graham, Jr., Mss. David Graven, Ray H. Harris, George C.  H t h ,  8. F. 1hlenfeldt, 
James J. Kaufenberg, Robert T. Kueppers, Oscar Lund, Robert W. MacGregor, Wilbur R* 
M k i ,  Stanley F. Miller, Jr., R. Alan Oppenheimer, Hrs. Vicki Oshiro, F. Warren 
Preeshl, Mrs. John Rollwagen, B. Warner S h i p p e ,  James J. Solem, Pred A. S t d l  Mr. 
and. Mrs. John Sten, David 3. Stewart, S . L. stp-, Robert E. Stucki, Matthew Thqes3 
Paul J.  Uselmann, John Meaver and T. Williams. , 

\ 
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,Cornmi t t ee  Activi ty / 

The committee held  24 meetings from September 23, 1970 t o  April  22, '1971. 
Moit 6f the  meetings were 2%-hour evedng  sess ibns  held a l t e rna t e ly  a t  public li- 
bra r i e s  i n  Minneapolis, and St. Paul. Wring the  course oB t h e  committee'sk deliber-  I ' 
a t ions ,  numerous retlovrce persons met and discuss+d various aspects  oe t;he g~oblem 
with our committee. The f o l l m n g  persons (Us ted i n  chronological ofder) generous- 
l y  sh  red t h e i r  thoughts and opinions with the  committee: 't \ L 

/ 

B. Warner Shippee, Bxecutgve Mrec to r ,  University Community Dewloprpent 
Corporation 

Larry Laukka, (then) Vice President ,  Pemtom, Inc.  
\ 

Balph 9uiggle ,  Minneapolis P l y i n g  6 ~ e v e l o ~ m e n k  Department I 

Dr .  Noland Heiden, Director,  St .  Paul  Planning d Z~n ingBoa rd  
Clayton Rein, St .  Paur r e a l t o r  j 

\ Samuel Marfield, Belmar Builders 
Professor Stephen Scallen,  I,,& School, Univergity of Minnro ta ,  and 

Campus Development, Ltd. I 

Allan Anderson, S t a t e  Housing Mrec to r  \ 

Char l e s*~ ruse l l , -  ~xkcukive  Director,  Greater Minneapolis Metropolitan 
Housing Corporation 

/ Carmen Bieker and William Sayles , St. Paul Model &ties 
William Scroggins, Minneapolis Model Neighborhood 
Minneapolis Alderman Richard Curtin 
Ph i l ip  Schmidt, President ,  and Loren Slmer, Council of CqnrmunfLty Councils 
Gordon Hoe, Minneapolis Assessor ( 

,James M. Kramer, appraiser ,  Shenehan, ~oodlund ,  Johnson, Inc. 
Gary Thompson, O r r i  Thompson Homes 
George H i t e ,  Eden $ r a i r i e  Vil lage Manager 
Trudy McFall and Roland Westerlund, ~ e t r g ~ o l i t a n  Council 
Kei t h  Hel ler  , Cedar-Rivers i de  Associates 

/ 

Howard Dahlgren, Midwest Planning 6 Research 
DelRoy Peterson, Minneapolis Planning & Development Department 

- Thomas Dougherty, ~ ~ a c h &  Cbrporatim I 
k u s s e l l  Limdquis t, Minneapolis Attofney 
John p a h e r ,  Minnqapolis Attorney 
Gloria icGregor h t r o p o ~ t a n  Council 
Paul Puchs, Minneapolis Rousing \& ~ e d e v e l ~ ~ m e k t  Authority / 

Robert H a l l ,  S t ,  Paul Housing & Redevelopbent Authority i 

\ 

, The conhmittee received excel lent  cooperation and ass is tance  f r p  various 
groups. The Minneapolis Plannihg & %evelopent Department provided bkckground in-  
f armation, and James Daire add Carl  Schenk of the i r -  s t a f f  a t  tknddd 'mny c d t t d e  
meetings. Upher ,groups t h a t  were par t i cu la r ly  he lp fu l  w e r e  t he  Metzopqlitan Council \ 
s t a f f  the  ~ m e a ~ o l i s  and S t .  Paul Housing 6 Redevelopmezit Authori t ies,  and the S t .  
Paul b laming  6 Zoning ~ o a r a .  / I 

/ 

i . 
" ! \ .  

\ 
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19 70 BASIC HOUSING DATA* 

/ 

Population 

Housing Units 
Owner Occupied 
Renter Occupied 
Vacant 

1.00 o r  less persons/roorn 
l .Olto 1.50 persons/room 
1.51 or more persons/room 

Metropolitan 
Area Minneapolis 

434,400 

167,214 \ 

79,653 47.6% 
81,488 48.7% 
6,055 3.6% 

153,882 95.5% 
5,635 3.5% 
1,624 1.0% 

S t .  Paul 

_309,980 -' 

Median # of rooms/housing un i t  5.1 5 .O 4.6 4.8 
Median # of persons/housing un i t  2.7 2.8 , 2.1 2.3 
Median $ value of owner-occupied un i t s  18,000 21,500 18,000 18,600 - 
Median monthly rent/housf ng un i t  $101 $121 $105 $95 

/ 1 

One u n i t  s t r uc tu r e s  895,172 73.5% 364,204 63.3% 77,530 46.6% 56,928 52.9% f 
Structures  with 2 o r  more u n i t s  296,436 24.3% 203,920 35.5% 89,547 53.6% 50,720 47.1% i 4 - 

\ , 
Mobile homes o r  t r a i l e r s  27,092 2.2% 6,820 1.2% 119 0.1X 59 0.1% /' ii 

' E  

* Data taken from the  Advance Report of the Bureau of Census, 1970 Census of Housing 

4 



CHANGES IN THE METROPOLITAN HOUSING STOCK, 1963-70 

N e t  Houslnn Changes in  Metrcmolitan Area * , 
Total Demolitions u 

Housing New and 
Year Stock Starts Move-outs Wet Chan~e 

/ -  ? 

New Housing Components * 
1 61 2 Family Mu1 ti-Family Mobile Homes 

Year # % .  # X # % .  

* Data taken from Metropolf tan Council Data-log, #5, 
"1970 Housing Unit E~timates (January 1,  1970)", August 19, 1970. 



HOUSING UMITS IN METROPOLITAN AREA, 1963-70 

Housing Housing 
Unite 
650,000 

1963 1964 1965 1966 1967 1968 1969 1970 
-- 

I C '*4 New Housing Starts Since 1/1/1963 



PERCENTAGE OF ?!fETROPOLITm HOUSING STOCK 
BY P & 2 l?AMILY UNITS, MULTI FAMILY UNITS, AND MOBILE HOBES, 1963-70 



PRELIMINARY EVIDENCE OF UMDER-UTILIZED HOUSING 
1 

Several resource persons, as w e l l  as members of our connnittee, had the irspressim- 
is t ic  fee l ing  t h a t  the re  were subs tan t ia l  numbers of o lder  hames tha t  are being 
s i gn i f i c an t l y  under-utilized . . par t i cu la r ly  homes owned by e lder ly  persons i n  
the  two cen t r a l  c i t i e s .  Accordingly, w e  have looked f o r  c lues  t h a t  would confirm 
o r  deny t h i s  notion. 

Minneapolis Census Data -- O n e  means of checking our hypothesis w a s  t o  See what 
re levant  information w a s  ava i l ab le  from census f igures.  we explored 1960 block 
da ta  f o r  Minneapolis, as w e l l  as preLiminary 1970 Nnneapol is  da ta  as it became 
avai lable .  The following information se,emd t o  be relevant ,  and i t  does s u p ~ r t  
our general  hypothesis. 

1. Minneapolis population droppea from 482,812 i n  1960 
t o  434,400 i n  1970, o r  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . ~ ~ . ~  - 10.0% 

2. Housing un i t s  i n  Minneapolis increased from 165,791 
t o  167,685, o r  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . * .  + 1-12 

3. I n  1960 there  was an average of 1.70 room per person . 
i n  exclusively owner-occupied blocks, 3.44 persons 
per  house and 5.80 r o w  per house. The average num- 
b e r  of rooms per persan i n  exclusively owner-occupied 
blocks by census t r a c t  ran  from 0.94 t o  3.63. I 

I 
4. There were 2.91 persons per dwelling u n i t  i n  1960, and 

2.59 persons per  dwelling u n i t  i n  1970, o r  . . . . . - . a  - 11.0% 

5. I n  1960, 87,412, or  52.7%, of the  dwelling m i t e  i n  
Minneapolis were owner-occupied. I f  the  percentage 
decrease i n  persons per dwelling unit is f u l l y  a t t r i -  
buted t o  decreases i n  occupancy i n  1960 owner-occupied 
housing, and exclusively owner-occupied blocks are 
representa t ive  of owner-occupied housing un i t s  i n  
general,  then the  average number of room per  person 
would increase  from 1.70 t o  2.05, o r  . . . . . . . . . *  + 20.0% 

I f  the decrease i n  persons per dwelling un i t  was shared 
equally by owner- and renter-occupied housing un i t s ,  
t h e  1.70 firgure would increase  t o  1.89 rooms per persaa 
i n  1970. 

6. I n  aay case, t he  data  shows a subs t an t i a l  decrease i n  
housing u t i l i z a t i o n  i n  Minneapolis, from 1960 t o  1970, 
and suggests a considerable amount of under-utilized 
housing i n  1960, which was d r a s t i c a l l y  increased by 1970 

A map w a s  prepared to show where t he  exclusively owner-occupied blocks were located,  / 
and where the re  w a s  the  lowest l eve l  of  u t i l i z a t i o n .  Nearly a l l  of the ~wner-Occu- 
pied  blocks exist i n  the  f a r  north, w e s t  and south por t ions  of Minneapolis. l'hose 
census t r a c t s  w i t h  an average of two o r  mre rooms per  individual  i n  owner-occupied 



housing a r e  almost exclusively located  i n  t h e  southern half of M.hneapolis, Areas 
~ 2 t h  a high percentage of people over 65 i n  1960 a l s o  corresponded with t h e  a reas  
of low u t i l i z a t i o n  of housing. 

Data col lec ted  by North S t a r  Research & Development I n s t i t u t e  -- I n  1969 the  Morch 
S t a r  I n s t i t u t e  d id  housing inventory s tud ies  f o r  the  Minneapolis and S t .  Paul Hous- 
ing  & Redevelopment Authori t ies .  The da ta  pr in ted  i n  t h e i r  f i n a l  r epor t  d id  not  
provide the  s p e c i f i c  data  w e  needed t o  check our hypothesis.  However, t h e  North 
S t a r  I n s t i t u t e ,  wi th  permission from the  Housing Authorit+es, made some non-published 
da ta  ava i l ab le  t o  our committee. The following t a b l e s  compare t h e  umber  of r o w  
i n  housing u n i t s  by the  age of the bead of t h e  household and the  number of persons c 

i n  housing u n i t s  by the  age of the  head of the  household. 

While t h e  m b e r  of rooms i n  a dwelling u n i t  s t a y s  r e l a t i v e l y  constant  regardless  
of t h e  age of t h e  head of the  household, the  number of persons i n  the  dwealing u n i t  
decreases with age. This then again tends t o  confirm t h e  assumption t h a t  the re  are 
s u b s t a n t i a l  numbers of homes under occupied by e lde r ly  res iden t s  i n  the  two c e n t r a l  
c i t i e s  . 



ROOMS AND PEOPLE PER MOUSING UNIT 
BY AGE OF HEAD OF HOUSEHOLD 

Rooms or Room cr 
People Room or 

f eople 
Minneapolis People 6 S t .  Paul 

6 -6 

5 5 5 

4 -4 4 

3 3 3 

2 2 2 

1 1 

I I I I I I I I I I 

% of 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100 
households 
i n  age group E ~ndicato; of potential additional housing capacity of existing housing stock. 

L e s s  than 52 years 
52-61 
years 

- 

Greater than 
61 years 

1 



ROOMS AND PEOPLE PER HOUSING UNIT 
BY AGE OF HEAD OF HOUSEHOLD 

Less than 
52 years 

52-61 
years 

Greater than Less thqn 
61 years 52 years' 

52-61 
years 

Greater than 
61 years - 



SIZE OF NOUSING AND FAMILY UNITS 
BY ACE OF HEAD OF HOUSEHOLD IN ST. PAUL 

Less Than 52 Years 52 - 6 1  Ye&rs 
I 

. 

1 



> 8  161 3.7 5 7 4.1 38 1.7 

Total 4,295 100.0 1,378 100.0 2,257 100.0 I 
Average / 5.08 5.23 4.59 

# of 
Persons 

: 1 ::: 11.1 239 17.4 895 39.7 
21.8 518 37.6 1,054 46.8 

3 806 18.8 25 7 18.0 215 9.5 
4 850 19.8 185 13,4 5 2 2.3 
5 59 3 13.8 9 8 7.1 16 0.7 
6 317 7.4 49 3.6 11 0.3 

172 4.0 14 1 .O 4 0.2 1 69 >: 1 1.6 6 0.4 1 0.04 
69 1.6 10 0.7 4 0.2 

! - 

i 4,286 
100.0 1,376 100.0 2,252 100.0 

Average 3,61 I ,I I ,I; 1 2.37 
I - 

I 

Total / 

Bowing 
Units : 

\ %  54.16 17.39 28.46 

# 90,563 29,078 47,559 
\ 

I 



ABOUT .THE Cl TI  ZENS LEAGUE . s 

fhe C i  ti zens League, founded i n 1952, i s  an i ndependent , non-parti san Bduca- 
t i o n a l  organizat ion i n  the  Twin C i t i e s  area, w i th  some 3,600 members, spec ia l i z ing  . 
i n  questions o f  government p lanni ng, f inance and organization. 
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others i n  f i nd ing  so lu t ions t o  complex problems o f  local government, are developed 
by volunteer research committees, supported by a f u l l t i m e  professions\ s ta f f .  

Membersh i p  i s open t o  t he  pub l i c. The League's annual budget i s  f i nanced by 
annual dues o$ $10 ($15 f o r  fami l y  memberships) and cont r ibut ions from more than 
600 businesses, foundations and other organizations. 
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