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.2 The t e r r i b l y  complek, $he critP.:alXy inportat, qws t ion  df the' future . ' 
' I  ! D L  ceh t r a l  d t i e s  in e t r o p o l i t m  areas may bC the maclvad u r b p  problem ta 1 

* ' 
+ L'~ : 'b. ~ n . 3  m a y .  ~ n t o l d  hours snd d o ~ i i ; s  harp been i n a s t b d  in atudie*, 
\ ' Q J  

, 1 dhp~?s% and p r c g r d  seekjag hiom promise of hope f o r  central c i t i e s ,  - . .<, > father d e s p e r .  A t  betst, i t  &at be s a d  thab r e su l t s  rs f a r  have been 
I , &oode~bive; at  w o r s t ,  they may, be a failure. An eaumple of the frustx!hticm 

I 
. ' over lack of sucsees i s  the irhobsale reappratsal now under wny by tha kfe&r?l , 

m m o e n t  of may of i m  urbsn pro*- which have spanned are thim ;that p u t  - 
' I Fur &&@s. 3 

4 i ~-.. I-. ' - ui. i ; .  - . '  
(., . >  1 , '  

' ,' 
" m @ , . 1 ~ 8  of nn affolt ,  A&, to re-think the pmblemar*,.Il & ~ u h d  tu.' , - I . .? 

\ \ > . .  . . 
> .) ; . c  ' L, a va r i e ty ,  of  gaopssrls, mas19 of them" conflictMg* "Reduce . ,, - \. , , 
4. ., ti."'< "ialk kparc t~nh ,"  '%emve ~ t ~ ~ a p i h t k a l l  60ueee.Y *% -.., ' ' I -  

I I .  

< -, : , . 8 m s  ." ' ' ~ u f l d  -re, Esr l~w-iacom f b ~ m l l f e s . . "  ',ue what i& d s a i n g ,  ' : ' 

1 :. ; , . "t$se individual,  and spec i f f& pro?osals, ' i s  m y  ~ l a e i  overall, strategy.' . ' ,I. 
' \ ( K  , ~ . <  

- < 
* Parson8 -&ding fiiq report  rfotrbtlsos wi.11 have a said@ variety of @met- ' I 

.tiQlclrdepmdPaig up03 t h e i r  experien.ccsr gercerptione of the problem. Some' -, . ,< 

raadsss'may want reco-odati~,ns cal.Xng far a grea*ra: degree of federal  assiet- 
an-. Others m y  &s Isokiabg f o r  vays to m!vLtii?Lee %he domfom~. . Other8 may 
.see she p M i e m  fron, &e stmdpsfnk of givtng r:.itizems a greater  voice itP ur- 
ban renewal. Other& m y  wme mre $iaeentZweij to  attract private tnvqstrnenh i n  I 

the city, St511 ~ t h e r s  q p  look f o r  me ndaC%oae ol~ hertsr achodla o r  re- 
duychg crid.  b , , $< 

\ 
I 

= \ I , fp m y  seem p r e a q t w u a  far a cfttzen group to  suggest I b t  has any kthd & 
\ f brvsr to a pMblsna that: has perplexed so  my ocher =re expert comittee.e, i n  I 

, ' so, many cities, for sa long. h d  we! are, i n  truth, csutin~tsl about our p~posal.' 
I t ' i s  as cormprehemer8w bfwprfme: for  asvPag the cen t ra l  c i t i e s .  Yet we would \ .  

i - , eay we do see 9 - g r d s f a g  atratem which has not, so fa r ,  been fully t r i ed .  
- , And wa' are h o p f u l  &out i e ,  I 'x 

I 

'? 
/ 

J 1 I  I / - <  

? Far the . t m t h  is that the sslaeiona progoeed oarel: recent &eadee have \been ' ! 
+avily oricor.4 t o  &he conadryetion o f  new howinn cmfra. They ham generally 

? ' 
' aeglested ahe mintearnee of @*sting wits in e d a t i n g  neighborhoods, althbugb 

' , 
- mst f a l i e s  buy or re&t e d s i i n g  housing, not new h~using. Moreover,  accord^ 

w f 1 

' 
" ting to Lha Urban, fnatita%a, the diSsappearmce ~f rmfte Bmlq the  ex is t ing  stock" ' , i a  t h e  fatageat, eingle! sumponmt of the d e h d  f o r  new homing conetru&ioa. , 

- f 
< 

% /  
i -. , I . ( .  , need BT new ettatcm, therefore, whf.~Pa \fully balrpaes a well-plsnned 

' pr$gr.n of ro-construcdca with a rmchyxparrded program of housing maintenance. 
, bod, jwt  mnew eoostruatim means the bdldling of e n t i r e  subdivisSoaq, rather 

'. than individual housing mim, we must now think in tern of mintuihing sub- 
\ '  ( , #viaione, ra ther  than individual housing units, ThJLs i s 1  i f  anything, we be- 

) , the central  can'trtbut%n s f  our repart. ! 
'1 

b I 
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., i,' .'. .1' , i \  ! . . 5 , '\i< ' ( i  ' ' >, - l~. - ~(rn);q$lis ~d #. , Paul & %dtr*n8 &identill cigier widdlPa* cieell&tv' , , '  I ( 8: 

. !  ..,nei&borhogde: Public apinlaq polls-  w n f i ~  high sat isfact ion with c i ty .  $iving, :, /, 
- ,  large' .ttpply ~t , . ro\md,  $oder4tely-pridd hoking i a  g r e s d *  which ma7 ,be bhe'', best , 

, . .,:- : . , 4,; bargain in7.thec mt,tcppol$tq area f o r  yeq,g .f&iliea.  Occu$ancp tudovet  rat@s,:sre 
')- , ! lower !%hap ..I&. bitburbs : , 'Lakes, @ad&, plajtghmds , (good schools, higher education 

a,' and 'cultural ins  t i t u t  Ions, and iood public transportat ion are ,pleati  f u l  . 
i ' ' C  

> /, &\ - \ .  i '  
. !  

i , - , p 'b 2. Bdt &*pite their strengths, cmtea l  d* neighborhood. are plagued'bg imi 
#+duty about the future--uncerbaintp whtch seriously threatens neighbolrhaod rta- -\ I 

b i l i ty :  l(bce@dnty  it^ the product' df many f a c t o n ,  includiag a slow, but seedngly 
' inrvl't%bkt, &cline i n  housing quality, increashng rental occupancy, diff i$ul t les  in  

code campllence, ~ning,which may be incorspatible with neighborhood deeires) reluc-' I, - trnce pf ptivate h d e r r  to  invest i n  "q~stionable~l,neighb~~oodss absence of proapt 
4 

' Y  > -' p v e r m ~ ~ n * a l  assirtaace where deisire t o  improve property may ex i s t  but fingnciaL . > \ .  
, - - ,  ab i l i ty  ti 18ckidg. absenceof pmmotional e f fo r t s  t o  help build pride amhag nsi- ,. 

\ dents md iatsrces* 6a the par t  of prorpective residents of neighborhoods, end an /' 

expenrim, inef f i e q m t  speliem of, delivery 'qf maintenance aendces , \ 
A -  

I 
I 1 3. h' i n d i d  dual, house-by-haua6, f r-nted bpproaeh to reducing thie  ucer - 

1 ' talnty" h r ~ n ' t  worked in  the past and won't wqdr i n  the future, ' Operatgag by himself, :L 

' 
I 

1 ?he ~ a i d d t  bgll no ab i l i ty  t o  influence the r t a b i l i t y  of the neighborhood. ! I n  fac t ,  
i i 

, hb hay hesi tgtei to impmve h i s  property\bacause of mncertdnty as t o  what oae ta  w i l l  ' 
!, , do. \But, the neighborhood is not orgrmited fo r  Joint actions.' A t  one t ime  it w a s  & 

, ' sinqle subdioision , but individual l a t e  , were sold off , t a t h  the contlnu&g yqb of : * , 

i L  ~peratiag, mainta%ning, md nmrketing the rubaivirion lgf t t o  each indlvfdtl'al owner/ 
\ ocq t twt ,  The subdivirioq $pust be reasagmbled: so t o  speak, got its future s t a b i l i t j  

: I : md foe mduclng mcertaihty. i- ?- 1 )  
i 

I 

?/ 
' 1  . I 
/ $ 1  I 4.' The tpm~~~doua untap~ed potential  which j o M  ac t i caby  residents of deigh- 

dorhoodr represento to  produce confi&n& In (the future m u s t  be recogniked. We req- " 

I )  mend the estsblishraeot of neightiorhood services aesvciatioas i n  areas throughout thg 
> . ' - citier; which would bg similar i n  frractiaa t o  existing associations gf residehts i n  1 I 

I \tbvhoweo dr co-erative apartments. , By working together, reaideots can (a)' get 
- beqter eemlke, d t  lowet prices, f o r  common qlointe~wce taske which mu& be uudertdcqtjO 
in boa.. (p) help each other f ight  npighborhood crin. and, in  the process. dwe- J ' 

' '' Lopi & h&htgasd sbse af neighborhood security, (c) promote their neighborhood by 
\ ' I  

, ~wrketlug dwellings for  egle o r  rant on a basts which stresses the positive qualitleg 
of t+e ..nt(re neighb&hood. not jus t  individual dwellings, (d) agtee t o  commn main- - ; \ I !  -. t a a n p  srqhb.rds &signad to upgrada,the entire area, (g) un9rtake a b i s t  any pro- 

, jac t  on Y joint, boais f o r  the i r  mOtual beneflt , /- * 

1- 
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, r, ' 5.. *tnrc f i & m  should, e n ~ u r . 8 .  and .upport euch a~s~~oc ia t ioas ,  n e o @ t z i n ~  
)-. ., 7 'A P O T U a 1  which the combined purchasing power of reddents  ri!pmserits fa new 

n such areas u s e c u r i t ~  sys-, advertising and .ellin$ bOmkSs md jolnc , phY8iW main$enance. 
f / 1 

' 9  > 
6. C i h  g ~ e m m e n t a  ehobld recowine the conwlbution of neighborhood d@f- 

help efforts,  t ¶ ~  indispensable to long-term health of the  c i ty  by (a) d i a l 3  technical , 
and >fiamcaaI  assi6t1ence available t o  asgociations, (b) attaching high prforf- to  
h l p f n g  BJW a d  moderate i n c m  f a t l i e s  by using commnity mirenue-shadng funds for 
rehab n d  grants when neighborhood self-help ef for ts ,  are  under WW, (c) respond- 
ing *& b.pi tal  improve-te, conetat&t with overall  c i ty  requLrments, (d) g r a t i n g  
of f i c i a l  deom%tion t o  requeata f o r  c i ty  help which originate in  bona fide mighbor-- 
hood 8alf-hBl~ aasoclatione, In ef fec t ,  the c i ~ y  waul$ recognize tha t  the larger  . ' cb-itp ~f th in  which an individual dwellin* exis ts  has as much in teres t  i n  keeping 
that .drul l iag In good shape, for  the benefit of the larger area, aa an apartment owner 
has in keeping each apartmenr'unit in  good shape f o r  t h e  benefit of the e n t i p  buildL 
fag. / I 

/ 

7. The State Legislaturn should ,ifasert it$ interes t  i n  lag-tern'mdnt&nance by 
.mquitfng that musltclpalities in  the mtrbpoXi$an area adopt ordinances whtch w i l l  
pmvid. fox cod. foaplimcs ithpeetio.  of kental property on a regular b u i @  and of , 
asaer-ocwpie4 property when ownership changes. 

I 
f 

' * * * * * *  \ i 

I / 

8. Ultiute&, rebuilding i a  going t o  be rrpuirod, a d  8- parts 'of the c a w  
ptral d t y  ere a t  tha t  st&e t o d q .  A 1 1  c i t i e s  pass through umstructioo-maintaom~?~- 
decline-rebuilding cyclep, with 6';cycle taking 80 t o  100,yeara' or lmger.  

I '  
i ', r 

/ - \ 9 .  St r i c t ly  p r i G t e  rebuilding e f fo r t s  iq the central c i ty  w i l l  have  serious - i iiaitetlolu k c m e  of. (a) dif f icul ty  i n  aesembling adequate-aiad parcels, @) higher 
2 i  4 , coatpiof dearand., and preparation of land f o t  rebuilding, (c) dif f icul ty  i n  aterect- 
7 ing "grant -y" to  dpe lop  capprehenrive proposdls. 

I 

10. cln g o n b t  mu8 t re* i tssld in  a nev rale ap a kex "developert1 an the 
L ,- . &uild$ng p a c e s s  , It cannot simply await the i n i t i a t i v e  of the, private sector. It 

s k u l d  (a) tndicate the types c)f development and the a r e a  i n  the c i ty  it w i l l  be par-' I 

, t icul8rly receptive t o  private redevelopment proposals, (b) organize effective l ia ison - wtth private &velopars , Cc) make availeble , w i  tbin carefully-es tablished procedures, 
. i a set of incentives. The iacant$ves cen include making front mbney available 90r 

I . cartain proporale, arsembling l m d ,  writing-down the cost bf load, and, i f  proposale 
cpme fhm liEPited-dividend eovporatIon8, IFC?ducin~ the property tax burden. Community 
rqvenue-sharing funds ahould be uead increaeingly to  finance these incentives. Tax--' 
Lpcremnt financing has too many  limitation^ t o  be &he chief long-term source. 

r , 
-\ . 



1. Unlike many cent ra l  cities i n  bther metropolitan areae, M$nneapolis and St.  . 
P n 3  do pht f i t  the B tereotype of "decaying" cen t ra l  c i  t4.ea and actual ly  possess . va'IuabXe attrf?otes not  duplicated elsewhere i n  the  r&gion -- Despite the r e l a t i ve  
concentration of urban problems associated with aging, Minneapolis and St .  Paul canno$ 

' 

be regarded es f a i l i ng  t o  provide sa t i s f ac to ty  environments f o r  persons of a wide 
varfety  of lncanes. We believe t h a t  the two cent ra l  c i t i e s  today have more strength8 
than weakne8ees., We reached this conclusion fo r  the following reasons : t 

Central city l iy ing  produces a high leve l  of sa t i s fac t fon  -- Pesple who 
res ide i n  cen t ra l  c i t i e s  l i k e  l iv ing  there  and, specif ical ly ,  l i k e  
t h e i r  own neighborhoods. Two recent po l l s  conducted by the Iletxo-Poll 
of the Mintieapolie S ta r  reveal the s t rength of t h i s  feeling. On November 
9, 1971, the Hetro-Poll reported t h a t  80% of the 600 adul ts  interviewed 
thrpughout the metropolitan area believe the i r  neighborhoods a re  goo9 
places i n  which To take walks. The percentage was highest i n  St.  Pault 
86%'. In  Minneapolis the'percentage w a s  77%; i n  Hennepin County euburbb, 
81%, and i n  the other suburbs, 792. On August 3, 1971, the Metro-Poll 
reported Ghe r e su l t s  of a 600-adult survey within the c i t y  of MinneapoJte 
only. That po l l  revealed t h a t  805: would ra ther  s tay  i n  Minneapolis than 
move anywhere e l s e  and almost as many, 73X, would l i k e  t o  remain in the  
same c i t y  neighborhood where they now l ive.  

b. Large supply qf housibg is present a t  reasonable pr ices  - -- Minneapolis 
and St.  Paul a r e  predominantly res ident ia l  i n  character. About 64% of 
the market value of taxable property i n  Minneapolis and 662 i n  S t ,  Paul 
i e  res ident ia l ,  accordlng t o  assessor 's 'off ices .  About 75% of the  land \ 

\ area of Minneapolis which is not: t q  exempt ("9 t is, 'excluding p a r k ,  
/ schools, la&es, roads and so fort.?) is rcsj.$.enf.tal, eccording t o  the  c i t y  ' 

\ assessor's o i f lce .  Accordins t o  the Metropjlitz? Council, about 65% of 
the  non-tax exempt land i n  St .  Paul is res ident ia l .  i , 

Older, ye t  -sound, naighborhobds represent an asse t  t o  St .  Paul and 
, Minneapolis which cannot be dr:?ltcstcdin cost s u k ~ f b s .  Approximately 

seven out of 10 onmer-occupjcJ c-l.~ellLrtgs i n  thc cs?t.rsl cites were b u i l t  
\ . before 1939, according t o  the 1970 C;lcicus. 'Ibis oicer  housing includes 

the grea tes t  c u ~ p l y  of good she l t e r  i n  the $25,000-and-under category 
i n  the  metropolitan atea. Scch housing is much more within t h e ~ p r i c e  

\ range of large numbers of fa& l ies  t%ah, f o r  exaqle , newly-built horses 
i n  the subur5s. A recent, rcpoy& f rc.m the E k  troll3 l J  t s n  Councf 1 revealed 
that'84X of the households An the net.rsr,olita?~ circa cct;?d ns t  afford i n  
1971 the average se l l i ng  pr ice  of a newly-built boae ($38,556) 

- - Substmderd housing is a ma?-lp_rcn.rrtion o 6 the t c  t31 -- The vast  ' =* --.---.-..- .--+-.------.-.--------.- 
map-jrity of housing uni ts  i < ~ t .  P.i/.;l a d  l,iin~*:?cpt.lis are  eorlnd and w i l l  
ccm;:are wel l  with any other pa r t  of the metropolltm area. On a city- 

, *  , wide basis ,  f o r  example, a recent  consultant"^ re?c:~2 ' t o  the  Metropol- 
i t a n  Council revealed tha t  no mr2 than one i n  f i ve  housfng uni t s  i n  the 

I ' two cent ra l  c i t i e s  Can be c lass i f ied  as substandard; Moreover, l a rge  
sections of both , c i t i e s  have no more qhan'one i n  20 housing uni ts  . 

I l i s t e d  a9 substandard. , 

.) 
\ 



d . 
/ 

i ,  >> ;' 
i , Minneapolis and S t ,  Paul now l i v i n g  , i n  s i ng l e - fmt ly  dwellings, much of I 

tha housing i n  the two cities current ly  is under-occupied and w i l l  be 
coming on the  market In coming years ,  The 1970 Census revealed a t o t a l  I . 

, . of 32,430 owner-occupied, s i ng l e - fmi ly  un i t s  i n  the  two cen t r a l  c i t i e s  . 
, which weri occupied byla head of household who m s  65 o r  o lder .  The \ 

extent  of under-ut i l i ta t ion of such homing i a  indicat'ed by the  Census, A 

which revealed that almost orre-half (47.3%) of a l l  ownerroecupled housing I .  
i n  Minneapolis was occupied by no more than two persons. I n  S t .  Paul , 

. the percentage was 4l,O%, and i n  the nuburbs, 24.72 

Thus an opportunity is present  f o r  the  cen t r a l  c i t i e s  t o  use housing 
stock t o  a t t r a c t  younger famil ies  who a r e  I i k e l y  t o  f ind the  s i z e  and - p r i ce  of o lder  c en t r a l  ciey housing very compatible with t h e i r  needs. ' 

\ e. S t a b i l i t y  of o lder  areas is evident  -- ~pthough probably a par t iah  r e s u l t  
of the l a rge  number of o lder  persons who may not  be incl ined t o  move of ten,  
i q  a t i l l  ie eigplifj.cant t o  note  t h a t  the  turnover sates of owner-occupied, \ / 

L 

> 
hausing have been lese i n  the eenkral  c i t i e a  than ia t h e  oubu~be i n  recent  

. yeare. The 1890 Census revealed thaq i n  the  period from 1965 t o  1970, 
, the  peyen tage  of un l te  whose awnes-occupants x&mafned the same was . I  

73.1% i n  Piinneap~lie qnd 36,5% i n  S t .  Paul,  Pgr suburbs the  percentage 
I was 69.0%. 

I - \ 

Although the turnover rate. i f i  rental proparty are much h i&er  than those 
f o r  owner-occupied housing, the  sane re l&tionahip  existed. Ddring t h e  
1965-1970 period, the  pe~cen t age  sf renter-occupied wits which dld  not  
change occugante was 23,5% i n  lI%nneapolis, 2 7 , X  i n  St. Paul, and 15.3% 
i n  the suburbs. Based on the number of 'active neighborhood organizations 
i n  the  cen t r a l  c i tPes  it wouPd appear t h a t  people haver s much stronger 
personal iden tkf ica t ion  wi th  their m a  neighborhoode in the  c e n t r d l c i t i e e  
than in mamy suburbe. 

f .  Older housing mby provide more S P A G ~  and b e t t e r  cons tmct ion  -- A pre- 
World War, XI house i n  the  central.  c i t i e s  is l i k e l y  t o  Brovide more squaTe 

, footage f o r  the  daldar than a newer suburban house and a l s o  is l i ke ly  to,  
o f f e r  c e r t a i n  addi t ianalbenef i ts ,  such as a large  amount of bet ter -  

, qua l i ty  woodwork, whPch no longer can be InstaPled t o  such a degree i n  
, moderate-priced homes.  

g. dmeniries are read214 access ible  -- Large r e s iden t i a l  sect ions  of S t .  
Faul and Minneapolis aie within c lose  proxipi ty  t o  many vholly-public \ - 
lakes sad fully-developed parks, playgraunds and golf coumses, which few 
suburban a reas  can duplicate.  Suburban lakeshore w i l l  more of ten  be i n  d 

pr iva te  hands than avai lable  t o  the  ~ e n e r a l  public. 
& 

h. Ediacationa1,and c u l t u r a l  i n s t i t u t i o n s  a r e  abundant--- The University of 
~innesota;a institutes, C O Q C s r t  
h a l l s ,  and theaters  a l l  a r e  much more access ible  t o  res idents  within , 

, 
. ' Minbeapolis and S t ,  Paul than t o  res idents  of suburbs. filoreover, these 

I 
I i n s i t i r u t i o n s  themseives serve  as foca l  points  f o r  maintenance and re- 

dewal of ne5ghborhmds. I / 



i. Public transportation is b e t t e r  T- More t r a n l i t  routes, providing more - 

frequent service,  are available t o  cen t ra l  c i t y  residents than t o  sub- 
urbanites. Although service improvements a re  under way i n  suburbs, such 
improvements camnot begin t o  duplicate t h a t  which already is  available i n  
the cen t ra l  c i t i e s .  As  the cost of the pr ivate  car  increases i n  coming , months and years,  res iden t ia l  locations i n  cent ra l  c i t i e s  w i l l  become 
more appealing because of t h e i r  proximity t o  inexpensive a1 ternaeives t o  
the  pr iva te  car. 

j.  Central c i t y  school resources are largely comparable with suburbs -- Can- 
s ider ing a var ie ty  of iheasures, such as  expenditures per pupil  o r  teacher- 

' p u p i l  ratgo, centra l  c i t y  school systems are not  out of l i n e  with suburban 
\ ~opnnunltias. For xample, St .  Paul ranked 5th highest  and Mimeapolis i l o th  highest  among 9 school d i s t r i c t s  i n  the  metropolitan area i n  the 

.. 

, 
* 

1971-72 achool year i n  operatfng expenditures p e t  pupil  un i t  which were 
financed fr6m e t a t e  and loca l  revenue sources. When operating expendi- 
tu res  financed from federal  revenue sources are  ddded i n ,  S t .  Paul mwes 
t o  4th and Mianeapolis 5 th ,  according to s ta t i s i t i cs  supplied by the Minne- 
so t a  Department of Education. Central c i t y  scdool systems, too, are tak- 

\ ing, the lead i n  providing a var ie ty  of edtfcatianal options through the  ' 
Open School and Southeast Alternatives projects .  

k. Subetaatial  amount of new construction is  occurring i n  the cen t ra l  citiesa 
\ -- The renewal i n  both downtowns, the major Cedar-Riverside project ,  and 

other  new construction is  evidedce of the continuing s t rength of the cen- 
t r a l  c i t i e s .  I n  1972 about one-fourth of the do l l a r  value of a l l  building 
permits i n  the metropolitan s r ea  were issued i n  Minneapolis and St .  Paul, \ 

1, Central cities here are unlike cen t ra l  c i t i e s  i n  ce t t a to  other metropoli- 
tan areas -- Because ?&nneapolis and S t .  Paul are  by def ini t ion ' ' tm t r a l  
cities", they, frequently may be placed--somewhat inappropriately--bn the 
same categdry with cer ta in  other  cen t ra l  cities across the nation whose \ problems are far more severe than those i n  Minneapolis and St .  Paul. For _ 
example, Minneapal,is and S t .  Paul h a w  experienced proportionately more 
new constmiction, have p r o p ~ r t i ~ n a t e l y  fewer overcrowded housfng un i t s  
aad proportionately fewer persons on public assistance than cen t ra l  c i t i e s  - such as Chicago, Baltimore, S t .  Louis and Detroit .  (See pages 46 and 47 
of the  background section f o r  s t  t i s t i c a l  comparisons of Minneapolis and P St ,  Paul with other  cen t ra l  c i t  es .) 

1 

2. pnneapo l i s  rmd'St. Paul a lso  have had very act ive  oroarams i n  a t ta tk ing  the  
a.p-4 of blight in  areas of most immediate need and h a w  received nat ional  a t t en t ion  r a 
and Minneapolis have received p r io r i t y  a t tent ion through the c i t i e s '  Housing isnd Wde- 
velop-t Authorities OIRAs) . I n  the  ear ly  years of the1 r ac t i v i t y ,  both HRAs carr ied 
ou t  land clearance and reconstruction of blocks containing the  mst u t t e r l y  deterio- 
ra ted s t ruc tures  ( for  example, the Glenwood and Gateway Center projects  i n  Minneapolis 

e and the Eestern, Western an4 Cathedral projects  near the  S t a t e  Capitol $n S t .  Paul). 

i' 
I Later, in  areas usual ly  adj acent t o  the redevelopment project  areas,  the HRAs 
. - moved i n t o  e f f o r t s  aimed a t  rehab (such as  i n  Harrison and SF. Anthony i n  Minneapolir 

and Cogcord Terrace i n  S t ,  Paul, although the  Concord Terrace project  was a &xn~ina- 
t i on  of rehab and rebuilding), The HRAs are  continuing t h i s  program now Yn other  
neighborhoods, again mainly adjacent t o  the areas of previous ac t i v i t y  (such as the 

i Near North Side i n  Mlnmapolie and the Sumnit-University area i n  St .  Paul). 



i \ 
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i 
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Approximate19 17% of the acreage of lflnncapolis a d  about 112 i n  St.  Pau3 h a  
been affected i n  one way o r  mother  by these program, including the! Model Ci t ies  ' 

1 ' arreae of both cen t ra l  c i t i e s .  \ . I i. 1 '  / " J \ 
I . , \ 

I J Total do l la r  investment over .the years ltn ulcbm ~cenedal and neighborhood Bern- 
\\ l o p e n t  program e f f o r t s  exceeds $215 mill ion i n  ~linneapolis and $rQ5 millOon i n  S t .  I Paul, with about two-thirds of thesa costs  assumed by the federal  gavernnteat trnd the U 

o t h e r - h e - t h i r d  comin .in various forms of l a c a l  contribution. 
I I 8 l a 

I 1n kebruary 1971, the Minneapolis HBA was given s p e c i a l  recagni t ion by the t 

I 
federa l  Deparmeaa: of Housing and Urbm qevelopmen$ as the nation's  outsltaoding 

1 i 
urban renewal agency. HUD applauded the Miaoeapo1jgs HMvs peerformanee, divers i ty  

I i f  program and community caoperetion. Evidence of tb e f f e c t i ~ n e s 8 ~  too, of th* 
I 

S t .  P y l  ERA is the cansis tent ly  high level  of federal  renewal( frumding which it has, 
received. For example, as  of December 31, 1971, S t ,  PauS rmlckd 17th i p  federal  
urban renewal grants among a l l  c i t i e s  i n  the cornrtny, f a r  above i ts  population rank- 

I 
I i t a  exceed thaf  of f i ve  larger  c i t i e s .  

areas ef the c i t i e s  in greates t  neeg, Pn hca;, a ffndb.ng.sf bl igh t  fs usually a 
prerequis i te  b e f ~ r e  my HIM-type ac t iv i ty  em =meace li.1 an area, fils has meant 
s t a r t i n g  i n  th6 e n t e r  of the c i t i e s  with rebuildtag md rehab progrms apd worklng 
outward, trying ta  stop t he  spreading blight.  Once &he HRr: has m q l e t e d  rejuvena- /' 

~1 t ion  of a neighborhood--such as Harriwn s$ Caneord Tarrace--%ha job of keeping the 
\ , neighborhood i n  goad e h q e  an a eontiauing basis Pests with &a imdiv idul  residents. - 

I In addhion,  the job af keeping a neighborhood i n  decermt shapd s o  thint involve- 
ment by t h e  HBA is  prevented o r  delayed has been dntms%ed I a q e l y  to the individual 

1 I residents.  It is t h e i r  job t o  see t h a t  the  necessary maintenance on .a long-term ' , 1 basis  i s  pro\tided. \ 

I ( \ 
\ 

I 4. '4 good deal of a c e e a i n t v  ex i s t s  about the future Of central  c i t y  n e i i  . 
borhoods. despite thesoad bas@ from which t o  s t a r t  w d  tlm vast  efforts a t  attack- 
i n g  blfghC -- Several f aetors contribute t o  t h i s  u n c e r t a l n ~ :  I 

An \ n i n d i ~ d d u s d e n t  f inds himself daeply af f e ~ t e d  bv neiahborh~od 1 

trends but aW,8 unable t o  have an effective voice in the decisions which 
a f f ec t  thesa trends -- A resident ar prespective resident of a~ area 
rea l izes  tha t  gong-tew &$ability of thae area is dependen6 upon the 
actions of others as we11 as h i s  own, and ahat his  future is  t l ed  up 
with theirs. For exmple,  it would bd f u t f l e  f o r  two O r  three  residents 
i n  a block t o  keep t h e i r  houses painted and t h e i r  ~ o r c h e s  repaired i f  
the rest of the reaideqts l e t  t h e i r  properties deteriorate.  It is pre- 
c i se ly  the uneertaimty as t o  what others i n  a nedghborhood w i l l  o r  wdll 
not do thdt m a k ~ s  many resl'demts hes i t a t e  i n  takllng posi t ive  action 
themselves. I I 

, ,- 

Several examples e x i s t  where uncer ta inty csln be reduced i n  me\ form o r  
mother ,  In  some caais, such as a mwhsuse aseociatian, sr resident is 
l ega l ly  eotami t t ed  t c  provide f inancial  support f o r  m a i n t m c e  . of 
mon property and ta, abide by cwmton rules  re la t ing  t o  normal upkeep and 
repair .  'In other  case@, f o r  which many examples e x i s t  -in Min~~eapolis 
and. S t .  Pa i l ,  inforrnal group pressure tnay be applied th\rough a voluntary 
association. - - , . , 



I 

A key finding of a national citudy3 on housing management, conducted by the 
Urban Ins t f t u t e ,  was t ha t  attitudlinal feel ings  of people toward aa area is 
critiqal. f f  they have faoorabh  a t t i tudes  they w i l l  behave i n  p a s i t i ~  ways 
i n  tQws sf upkeep. But i f  t h e i r  a t t i tudes  are negatkve, this w i l l  be ref lec- 
ted by negatlfve actions on upkeep, the study revealed, It is doubtful .that 
posi t iwi  a t t i tudes  can be encouraged i n  an atmosphere of uncertainty at t o  
&hat nef ghbors w i l l  be doing. I \ \ 

/ 
\ 

b. Neighborhoods generally are ooorlv oraanized f o r  maintenance services -- Main- 
o f  older  neighborhoods o r  my neighborhood, f o r  t ha t  matter, mews 

1 
provision of services: t r a sh  removal, landacap~mg, lam care, exterior paint- 
,%ng end repair ,  keeping u r i l i t ~ e s  and appliances i n  good working condition, 

/ occupancy turnover, and so forth.  While "Ind"Ividua1s may see tbe Pmpor(trnce 
of phViding such services thems'8lves, if has no t  been f u l l y  a p p m c i a t d  how 
impottmS b u s i n g  services are t o  the e n t i r e  housing industry. The public's 
Itntereat i n  howing more of ten  than not  has concentrated on the phyl~ical  con- 
gtructFon ride--whether i n i t i a l  construction o r  rehabi l i t a t i lm of older  strut- 
turee . But the maintenance of sound neighborhoods 19 primarily a mattar of 
providing services. 

But' ity; t a r  for delivering h i n t e n w c e  services f o r  boosing is .~p-ive,  
ine2ficSent and, a l l  too of ten,  not  a f fec t ive  etawgh, Neither the buyers nor  
tha ee l le ra  of such services are organized b r  integrated at m y  scale .  The 
306 i a  up to each individual occupant-in some cases wf thsut  s o  much aa a 
manual provided explaining what needs to be done. On an individual basis ,  

\ mdy maintenance semtces  can becoma so  expensive t h a t  occugmts w i l l  opt t o  
I let repairs  go gather than i n c u r  b i l l s  they may not  be  able t o  afford. 

\ 

, I ronical ly ,  values e d s t  by neighborhood, but  the  preservation of 
: t h e r e , v a l w s  is sought on an individual bas i s ,  

c, B;esld&nts. are tmable to "sellu t h e i r  n e i h b o r h o d s  when they o f f e r  ~rwerty 
f o r  s a l e  -4 New b e l l i n p  I n  s~bu-rbs fnvariably are  f30l'd by adwertising the 
pt t ract iveness  o f : m  d n t k e  area. A person i s  encouraged t o  buy so  tha t  he 
c m  be near  cer ta in  parks, streams or lakes, even though hia own individual 
l o t  may be distance way. Such sa l e s  e f f o r t s  contribute t o  an upl i f t ibg  

. 'of .a e n t i r e  arda, end lpw e m  sexve t o  increase the v a l e  of cer ta in  mar- 
g ina l  properties because they are  o f f i c i a l l y  l i s t e d  as  p a r t  of the  desirable 

' neighbo~hood. I n  an older  s e c t i ~ n  of a central  c i t y ,  such ne i  ghbo&c&d iden- 
tifieittim may b,e very strong but camot  be adequably codveyed t o  patentla1 
buyers under present marketing procedures. Each individual property is  
offered f o r  sale-separate19 and andependently from a l l  others i n  a neighbor- 
hood, deipdte the  f ac t  t h a t  a amrdineted se l l i ng  approach would make it 

\ ' 
, ~ o s r i b l e  t o  stress neighborhood ameni t~es ,  such es nearby lakes and parks'. 
In thb absent% of cansciotk e f f o r t s  t o  "sell" the benefi cia1 aspects of an 
e n t i r e  nslghborhoad, it is possible t ha t  individu&l residents of such\a neigh- 
borhood w i l l  be less kndiued  to adopt posi t ive  a t t i t udes  t w a r d  upkeep of 
theit property. 

l .  
3 \  

Another "marketing" problem in  qent ra l  clties is the  generally unfavorable 
' image of the  cen t ra l  c i t y  housing conveyed by some r e a l  e s t a t e  brochures which 

encourage buyers t o  look elsehere, 
/\ 

d,  Morsgy, both i n ,  the ,Dfivata, market o r  in public subsldv . often may noe be 
available,  f o r  major m a i m  or: f o r  purchase i.ir the areas1need1na the mast 
help -- f n  meeting with o f f i c i a l s  of pr ivate  f inanc ia l  i n s t i t u t i ons  we w e r e  

\ 



ipformed of t h e i r  reluctance t o  finance major repairs ,  improvemanq o r  the  pur- 
I &me of, homes i n  so-called marginal neighborhoods. Such ins t i tu t ions ,  ~ s p  - 

s ib ld  to t h e i r  investors who want a high y ie ld ,  have a varie ty  of oppor t~#& 
, for  lending money and therefore w i l l  be re luctant  t o  take Ugh  r i sks .  Their / 

i \ reluctance t o  fur ther  invest  i n  cer ta in  neighborhoods fa baaed, m a g  other  
things, on high foreclosure r a t e s  i n  such areas i n  the  past .  Designation of an 3 

area as a poor risk becomes a se l f - fu l f i l l i ng  prophecy. Ae soon as en area i a  
\ ao designated, money dr ies  up, and there  is  only one direct ion the neighborhood 

can go. Neighborhoods which may wish t o  c d t  themselvea t o  self,-improvement f 

have not yet  found a way t o  reduce the  ugcertainty whPch the investor  faces. I i 

' Another problem which coa t r  butes t o  lack of confidence which residents may 
have i n  the future  is the w 4 thdrawalor  suspension of cer ta in  public subsidies 

I which had been anticipated. Some neighborhoode have seen t h e i r  hopes f o r  rehab 
loans and grant& thwarted b recent changes la  federal  a id  policy, with no 
assurance t h a t  replacemdnt l l a r e  w i l l  be made available from community 
tevenue-sharing funds. I 

/ -- Off ic ia l s  of they planning depart- 
/ 

t o ld  us they believe the central  citier 
using i n  1970 than i n  196q. These 

s e  of the lack of goad comparative 
decade and the  d i f f i cu l ty  of defining 
Census dia'wntinued, a f t e r  the  1960 

I g as sound, deteriorating,  o r  di la-  
i measurements f o r  such c lass i f  icat'ions , 

Nevertheless, some ro  a t  has been happentng may be obtained by 
camparing the  1960 Gens t h  a consult t ' 8  study f o r  the  Metropolitan 
Council on housing con ared in W72? The 1972 consu l tmt t s  study 
divided houslng condition ree classes,  I, 11, 111, which may be roughly 
comparable to the o ld  cen c lass i f ica t ians .  Accard$ng t o  the  1960 Census, 
83% s f  the  dwelllng uni te  Minneapolis were c l a s s i ~ e d  u aomd, 13&Z deteri-  
orat ing,  and 3@ difapid . The 1972 consultant's study placed 79% of ' the 
Minneapolis dwelling mi c lass  I, 16% i n  c lass  I f ,  and W i n  c lass  111. 
Tha 1960 Census c l a s s i f i  of the dwellihg un i t s  i n  S t .  Paul as sound, 
LOU deter iorat ing,  and idated. The 1972 consultant 's  study placed 
87% gf the S t ,  Paul &el ts  ,in c lass  I, 10% i n  c lass  11, and 3% i n  c lass  
111. 

 ore housinn is becamlng renter-occupied -- I n  1950, 48.32 of the dwelling unita 1 

i n  Minneapolis and 44 were renter-occupied. By 1970 these per- 
centages had increase nneapolib, and 45.5% i n  St.  Paul. Whether 
property i a  owner-occ r-occupied does not,  I n  and of i t s e l f ,  a f f ec t  
t he  condition of hous orhood. But we  were to ld  repeatedly tha t  
f o r  a varie ty  of reasons g, aimply, the much wl.e rapid occupancy turn- 
otter i n  r en t a l  versus ed housing--maintenance is much mare d i f f i c u l t  
i n  an area with many This a t t i t ude  is widespread nationally.  An 

3 a r t i c l e  6n select ing a nei rhood , recently publtshed .in a nat ional  magazine, 
included the f l a t  statemen a t :  "Appraisers tead t o  agree tha t  when one- 
fourth o r  mre of the hous rented, a neighborhood is l ike ly  t o  be going 

Not t ha t  ren t  ing should o r  can be discouraged or  look=d down 
' 

upon. Rental housing, on contrary, i s  so  important t ha t  i t  must be imprwe$ 
not  aimply tolerated.  

I I 



, 
Whilr t& problem of maintenance ex i s t s  with both owner-occupied and mtery 
occuplrd property, t h e  motivation t o  keep property i n  good repa i r  i s  l w l p  t o  
d i f  fet batween the two. To the hameowner, h i s  property i s  h i s  major aseet. He 
probrbly perceives maintenance 9s an investment, not an expense. He l r  concen- . on protection of has property values i n  t h e  long run. The l&%ord, on 
the gthkr hand, wants current cash flow. Moat of Ids expenses, with W excep- 
tiba a i  maintenance expense, are  fixed. We may be inclidod t o  hold h i s  
mah@mna#ce expense i n  order t o  maximize h i s  cash flow. A l a n d l ~ r d ,  of course, 
map also See maintenance as an investment v' he i s  looking eventually temsrds 
selUq the property a t  a good price.  But , the future  s a l e  po ten t ia l  does 
not w a r  bright--tlhich may be t rue  with omny older  Swellings--he may cameen- 
tratm hi8 e f f o r t s  on maximizing current cash Elow. 

The rrJad t o  rehtgr-occupied *its may be inevi table ,  but  no way has p k  been 
foued to  preserve the  qual i ty  of the ~ h y s i c a l  s t ructures .  Such soPutienc w i l l  
ham ta be found i f  uncertainty about the future  of c i t y  neighborhoods is t o  be 
reducad. 

g., Coda m l i a n c e  R r o a r m  have met with varyinp. degrees of success -- 28 *e f a l l  
of 1972 the Minneapolis City Council discontinued a bi@rinly controvemicit program 
of aarrbatory code enforcement i n  area8 where res ident ia l  streets are  being paved, 
because af ptrong neighborhood opposition. Since ehen, a voluntary program has 
been in e f f e c t ,  with a high degree of success i n  more s tab le ,  ownet-sccupied . 
ueigqhbozhaods, but  sene dfsappointing r e s u l t s  elsewhere. For example, i n  a re- 
cent month, m l y  12 owners out of a t o t a l  of 319 owners i n  predominantly owner- 
occupied neighborhoods denied access t o  a code inspector. A t  the  same t i m e ,  i n  
a neighborhood with a high degree of r en t a l  occupancy, some 27 ou t  of 36 owners - deqied access t o  t h e  inspector, 

It bar been dlf  f i c u l t ,  i n  declining areas, t;o enact hold-the-line measures 
which, whlb not necessarily bringing dwalliags up t o  code, would a t  l e a s t  keep 
them from fur ther  g ~ i n g  ill. 
/ 

Another problem in compliance r e l a t e s  t o  the elder ly  homeowner on a fixed 
tnccnue who cannot afford t o  make the  necessary repairs ,  even though he has a 
t~ubseanti+l mount of ffnatncial equity i n  the  property. No bay has been devised 
to permit him t o  we t h a t  equity to  help finance repairs  while not forcing him 
tp live slloewhere. 

I 

h. somrtida owners can't be located end be held/resso?sible fo r  maintenance -- A 
city needs the a b i l i t y  to m e  quickly against cer ta in  properties. +Bat under 
present lawar, it may be ianpoaslble to t race the owner of cer ta in  dwellings, pan- 
titularly i f  they are vacant. Building inspectors to ld  us t ha t ,  t o  avoid pay- 
ment ~f board-UP fees,  far example, the  owner of a vacant building w i l l  say he 
has sold h i s  Property t o  someone e l se .  But he is not required t o  o f f i t i a l l y  
record such a "sale", and, invariably, he w i l l  ''buy1' !he property back as soon - ae the I.nspector leaves. A continued inab$l$ty to  enforce laws against vacant 
property e F t  help but have a negative e f f e c t  on the remaintug residents i n  
an a ~ e .  Same evidence t h a t  the vacancy problem may be dn the  upswing appeared 
i n  a recent newspaper a r t i c l e  drawing at tent ion t o  an unusually large number of 
recently-vacated houses i n  erne Minneapolfa neig~borhoods . 

i. Zoniaar whtch Sncam~atfb'le with desire_dland use may produce uncertainty -- In 
the 1920a,, large sections of Minneapolis were zoned f o r  much higher density than 
exist8 today o r  is %ikely t o  e x i s t  in,,coming years. A Metropolitan Council pro- 
jection 05 M i ~ e h p ~ l b  population t o  the year 2000 is 460,000, an fncrease of 



\ 

-12- 
- .  

26,000 over 1970. A projection by the f4innesota Department of Health 
, show8 a decrease i n  Minneapolis papu1ati.m t o  *e year 2000. The reten- 

tion of certa%n high-densiby zoning c lass i f ica t ion  i n  some aEeae whiJl 
are of much lower dens%ty today perpetuates uncertainty as to what w i l l  
heppen t o  a neighborhood i n  the  future.  A resident of a s i n g l e - f a t l y  . 
dwelling adjoining another single-fanrily dwelltng i n  an area zoned f o r  ' apartments has no guarantee t h a t  an apartment building, f o r  example, 

4 

won't be located r igh t  next door t o  him. Such uncertainty undoubtedly 
ac t s  es a constra int  on-the i n t e r e s t  which residents have i n  maintaining 
and upgrgding t h e i r  own property. 

5. ,pncettaiqtp. 'is ~ r e s c n t .  too. i n  t h e  kind and Axtent of rebuilding which is 
and wilt be taking place i n  the cttv. because of the "atmospheret' i n  which such re- 
building i s  occurring -- W e  do not  hes i ta te  t o  discuss rebuilding as w e l l  a s  nainte- 
ntmce because 7 have qnne t o  see tha t  cen t ra l  cities, indeed, a l l  cities, a r e  pass- 
ing through mstructim-maintenme-deeli~m-rebubldg cycles. Area8 of a c i t y  may 
be a t  d i f fe ren t  points i n  a cggle a t  qny time. A cycle may take 80 to 100 years o r  
longer, but it w i l l  occur. We h a w  ident i f ied  a n u d e r  of problems which r e l a t e  t o  
uncertainty i n  the  rebuilding portion of the cycle: 

a. Developers f ind  it ,d i f f i cu l t  t o  go beyond the  areel el-bv-narcel" rebuild- 
) inrr ao~mach .  which does no t  imrove the overall qual i ty  of a nebhbor- 

hood, o r  the conrmuniti -- Rebuilding is occurring , coutiaually , with pr i -  
va t e , i n i t f a t i ve ,  i n  many locations throughout Miailleapolis and St .  Paul 

- without disturbing the bas ic  stmet-alley-40-f00*1ot subdivision frame- 
wotk which was l asd  out before the  turn of the century. Tl~ua, f o r  exm- 
ple ,  a new, 11-unit frame apartnqent building may be b u i l t  i n  the middle , of a block and be surrounded by old,  but s t i l l  serviceable, single-family 
dwellings and duplexes. That s ing le  ac t  probably sets the pat tern f o r  

I rebuilding of the e n t i r e  area  i n  an unplanned, unimaginative fashion I 

which never w i l l  be f u l l y  competitive with larger ,  better-planned deve- 
lopnaen t i n  suburbs. 

1 

It would be abeolutsly unthinkable f o r  a new suburb t o  divide up all  the 
land i n  the ctxmntmiSy i n t o  s m a l l  l o t s ,  buiqd the streets and al leys  i n  a 
gr id  pattern,  and then w a i t  f o r  each individual l o t  to be purchased and 
b u i l t  upon by a d i f fe ren t  builder. But t h i s  is  what is occurring i n  the 
cen t ra l  cities. 

Generally, a qual i ty  rebui'lding project  requires the acquisit ion of seve- 
r a l  acres i n  one t r ac t .  But, f o r  several  reasons, t h i s  is very d i f f i c u l t  
t o  accamplish i n  the  central  city: , 

--Process of buyinn ~ r a p e r t v  from several  d i f fe ren t  owners i s  lknnthy 
and uncertain -- A pr iva te  developer acting on h i s  own i n  the  central  
c i t y  probably w i l l  f ind it'neceesary to  negotiate with several  pro- 

\ perty  owners, even i f  only a re la t ive ly  small amount of land is being 
acquired. In  contrast ,  a developer of raw land i n  the suburbs may 

" +. meed t o  deal with only one property owner, perhaps a fanner o r  a 
speculator who purchased land from a fanner. Some idea of the  e f f o r t  
required to assemble lend within t he  c i t y  i s  evident i n  the  Nicollet- . 
Lake and LorLng~Nicollet Development D i s t r i c t  projects  i n  Minneapolis. 
The development d l s t r l c t s  became poesible under a 1971 s t a t e  f8w -- which enables the c i ty ,  on a l imited bas i s ,  t o  purchase, c lear  end re- . 
aetl ' t h e  land for pr iva te  re-development, using inclreased taxes 
paid by 'the new d e v e l o p a t  t o  finance the cobts of write-dam of 



the land to the mew deve~oyp~nt.  If at private  developsir, ra&ear than tbe 
City of M i n n e w l i s ,  %%re acquiring property for ~ i w l l e b - ~ a k e ,  fhe would ', 

I 

ham t o  negoliate with 67 d%ffaaent owners f o r  only 32 acres ^ r, i n  the  
*@'sf Lodng-Nim'PPet, 59 different o w r s  on 26 acres. 

!Purthet, i n  the  central  c i t y  a Private developer may wee hgs overa l l  plan 
thwarted by some m e r s  who refuse f o  sell, while the owner of rm land is 
gig9m-i l ike ly  ta  be lopkfog for buyers. 

-buildinns kinast be cleared -- A central  c i t y  developer f i r s t  him to remove 
present atrarctures and prepate the land f o r  rebuilding, which mag =aloe h ie  
f a d  costs re la t ive ly  mare ewensive glls;n i f  Ikg we- working with raw laud - \ 
ia the f d t s t  gPaee. fi 

i I 
1 

--Residents mav have to be .relocated_ -- Buildings on land usually peo- 
' ple  are 11-g $here,' which i n  turn means other places m u s t  be found f o r  
them t o  live--anathen obstacle fop cen t ra l  city, redevelopment, pare1 cularly 
wgth $he high costs cotniag to  ba assocbated wsth p ~ ~ ~ i d i n &  r e k c a t i o n  benei 
Iits. A pr ivate  developer operating wholly i n  the pr ivate  mrb t  d t h q u t  
pvemwntal assistance does mot have t o  provide addlhtional relocation pay- 
l~l~krDt8 * But becmsb g o v e m c ~ t a l  assistance fa some foam is  libl$~ t o  be 
n q u i r e d  %n the acquisfrion of my large tract, relocation payments %re I / 
l fkely t o  b e m e  a more e o w n  p a r t  of additti~aal costs of rebuilding 
i n  the eeneral c i ty .  redew1 relocation ghldelinse, which pem4.t up t o  
$15,008 in addition 60 the se l l ing  price t o  enable a msfdent  t o  fPnd equi- 
valent horasaXng elsewhem, have heem adopted by slate law to apply t o  acqui- 
$$tion by my prtblic Body in the state,  even i f  %@$era1 funds a re  not  in^ 
vollved. Relocation paym~*r;s fa t h e  Nicollet-Lake h v a m n t  D i s t r i c t  are 
esf imated to be $600,000 and i n  br ing-Nicol le t  , $3,600,000. \ 

-- Whether it is ? 
a r e a l  o r  en imagined obstacle ,  a developer play be more a t t rac ted  t o  a sub- 
urb- l oea t fm hacause he expects t o  obtain \ the necessary p e w i t s  without 
undue delay. In  m p y  cases, howkver, he may f ind as many, i f  hot  more, ob- 
e tac les  i n  the suburbs. 

O f  course, a devrzl~pcer'~ decision on whether to undertake a rebuilding pro- 
j e c t  i n  the cehtrcrtb c i ty  or elsewhere depends on a great  many factors  bg- 
eides land costs ,  such as the  dynamics of the market. I f  no market is &ti- 
c i p a t e d , ~  a developer w i l l  no t  proceed, even i f  land is made available at ha 
coat (to him. 

\ 
4 

Present: efforts to provide fundion sources t o  finaace write-down of c e n t r a l  
city land costs are l k d t e d  i n  aopl icat ioq -- A popular e f f o r t  now being emi 
played t o  finance the c o l t s  of acquiring, clearin$, and preparing central  c i t y  
land f o r  redevelopment is t ha t  of tax inertanent financing, which u t i l i z e s  the 
increase &n taxes paid by the new development aver, t h e  o ld  as the source of 
funds., I 

J 
Bug such an approach 'la extremely l imited i n  i ts  applikabiFtty because: 

--Projects w i l l  only be "salable" if property taxes the  new development 
substant ia l ly  exceed t h a t  on the old,  whtch i s  not l lke ly  to be the  ease 
io many areas which need redevelopment o r  f o r  areas sui table  for  low-density 
rather than high-density res ident ia l  projects.  

/ 



\ 
\ -14- 

\ - 
\ 

--Other governmental uni ts  besides the c i t y  wf l l  object t o  extensive 
, use of tax increment f i n a c i n g  because i t  w i l l  reduce t h e i r  onn pro- 

perty tax  revenue. 
I - , ,.c+ 1 -fk 

/--It i a  an ind i rec t  approach t o  financing the write-dawn, because no 
d i r ec t  appropriation i s  made. Conseqwntey, it i s  'not immediately 
c lear  who i e  bearing the cost. Since the increase i n  property taxep 
from the new development i s  not  available t o  support other  c o m i t y  
services,  the taxes on s t h e r  property i n  the  comunitgr are  higher 
than they would otherwise be, On the other  hand, i t  i e  possible 
t ha t  the new development would not  have tekea place i n  the comunity 
without the subsidy v i a  t ax  increment financing. 

c,  Obstacles e x i s t  t o  p r e p a r i n ~  comrehensiue ~ r a p o s a l s  f o r  qual i ty  rabuild- 
ing on large t r a c t s  i n  central  c i t i e s  -- The creation of P pleal ing envi- 

' ronment, such aa the Cedar-Riverside pro jec t ,  requires--ini t i a l l p - t h e  
, preparation of a detai led plan, covering such aspects as  ffmancing and 

1 .  
marketing, i n  order t o  a t t r a c t  the needed cap i t a l  t o  ryrdertake construc- I 

) 
t ion.  I n  the absence of such de ta i led  plans, major rebutlding projects 

i never get  going. Unfortunately, i n  many cases , a s ing le  inves t o r  o r  
\ &eveloper i s  unwilling t o  provide the needed "frorlt money" f o r  such plaue 

because of the  r i s k  involved. . r  
\ 

The relationship between central  city and me t ro~o l i t an  a r e s  development 
i e  not c lear  -- We r e j ec t  the  hole-in-the-dougbut concept of metrogoli- 
tan growth, i n  which growth occum everywhere except i n  the middle. But 
we  f ea r  somewhat of an implic i t  acceptance s f  Sbie concept i n  the absence- 
of c~nsciornes public pol ic ies  t o  the contrary. The central  c i t i e s  are, of 
course, an in tegra l  par t  of a l a rger  market which includes the e n t i r e  
-in c i t i e s  metropolitan community. The kind and amount of rebuilding 
whtch takes place i n  the central  c i t i e s  w i l l  r e l a t e ,  inevitably,  t o  what 
happens elsewhere i n  the region. #or example, the po ten t ia l  market f o r  
new housing i n  the c i t i e s  depends t o  some extent upon governmental poli- 
c$be which s e n e  t o  encourage w,r@ housing i n  the isuburbs . , 

d , '& ' The cent ra l  c i t i e a  need b e t t e r  guidelines as t o  the kind s f  development \ 

which they r e a l i s t i c a l l y  cen expect and should work for.  As f a r  as  we 
) could determine, euch issues have not yet been fu l ly  add~tased  i n  the . 

; Development Guide of the Metropolitan Council. 
\ 

6 .  central  c i t i ea  are a t  a turning point. Action i s  needed now -- The con- 
w q m c e s  of continuing uncertainty can only haire a negative e f f e c t  on Minneapolis and 
st, Paul, Today the c i t i e e  s t i l l  can bui ld  from strenggh. Good opportunities exist 

keep cwighborhoode s tab le  and to  make rebullding occur i n  a lfashfon which upgrades 
I the  entf  re metropolitan area. Five o r  ten years f rom now may be too Bate. Our major 

( aanclusi on8 :., ' 

Maintenance of s t m a g  neighborhoods - requiires warkina from strength,  not 
jus$ concen t r a t in~  on areas of decline -- A high leve l  of public atten- 
t i o a  a d  investment w i l l  continue t o  be required i n  portions of the  c i t y  
where ' decline is clear ly  evident. But such a program, by i t s e l f ,  w i  11 
not be enough. A n e w  emphasis, cornpleme~tary to  the t rad i t iona l ,  mu$% b e .  
added. It must be addreesed to neighborhoods whf ch are withotit b i s ib l e  
problems as w e l l  as those where some improvements may be required. To ' 
put it another way: the t rad i t iona l  concept of eaving neighborhoods by ' 

concentrating f i r s t  on t he  areas i n  grea tes t  need of a t tent ion i n  the 



center 'and working outward should be bhlanced by a new e f f o r t  which 
start8 i n  the stronger areas towards the outside and work8 inward. 

- 
b. A vastly-Improved omram of delitrerlan maintenance sentices to hous- 

is needed i f  st i l l-souad neighborhoods are t o  be preserved -- A neigh- 
, borhood which f a i l s  t o  give adequate a t tent ion t o  essen t ia l  maistanance 

- services ,  such as on-going upkeep and repair ,  w i l l  firrd i t s e l f  going 
', I\ downhill too soon and a t  a much more tepid r a t e  than otherwise would be 

the case. maintenance cannot be t+n f o r  g rmted  o r  be thought of as 
an optional feature. It is eseent la l  t ha t  it be a t  the center of any 
s t ra tegy of neighliorhaod preservation. 

, c. I f  maintenance is t o  be e f fec t ive ,  it  m u s t  be carr ied out on a scale 
/ 

1 much broader than @tach i a d i v ~ u a l  dwelling -0 I f  the r e s p o n ~ i b i l i t y  f o r  
- wiatenance servfrke res t e  only iugan each individual res ident ,  the sta- 

2 

' b i l i t y  of the e n a r e  neighborhood is placed i n  jeopardy. Residents who, 
indfvfdually , do not keep up t h e i r  property, a re  imposing t h e i r  w i l l  on 

) 

, 8Il other  residents of the neighborhood. Effective delivery of maint6lr- 
mce services i n  a neighborhood requkres s c a l e d f o r  wsts t o  be reaeon- 
shle,  coverage to  be bmad enough, and perfe  ce t o  be adequate, Tra- 

( gica l ly ,  today, sama ntainfenance setvieee anuy b$ skipped o r  inadequately 
performed becmre of high costs  of the fragmented delivery system, which 
only can lead to agm sorlous pwbleae i n  the long run, f o r  the  indivi- 
d u d  resident and h i s  neighbow. 

I 

d. p e  f i e l d  of ~ n t ~ i m c e  services f e ripe w i t h  d n _ t i a l  new markets f o r  
the p d v a t e  sector  -- Housing always heie bean primarily a pr ivate  sector  
responeibil i ty , notwithstanding the govemmgntal zole  i n  $ranre, insur- 
a c e  and loans. However, pr ivate  eector involverneat has been heavy aa 
the  construction s ide  gnd l i g 6 t  on the services side, as i f  t h e  provision 
of adequate housing involved only physical improvemo~ts. Wow, with a new 
emphmls called f o r  on large-acale maintanace cervices, the pr ivate  eec- 
tor is challen&d to  responq. , 

I 
I \ I 

I 

. - 8 .  City government 'ti ro le  t be placed i n  a new o e r s ~ e c t i v e  -- me conser- 
vation a f  s t a b l e  centre? neighborhoods is  too c r f t i c a l  to  the  overat1 . 

, bealth of 'the c i t y  t o  be l e f t  solely  t o  individual resideate, with no 
c i t y  inwlvament . By the a- token, i n '  those areas of the c i t y  requir- 
wg rebuilding, city governmeat m e t  play B f a r  more aggressive ro le  i f  
que l t t y \ r ebu i ldhg  jobs are to be accomplished. City government m u s t  n w  

, r t m d  ready to  aa s i s t  neighborhood rbsidents i n  improved plaintenan- ser- 
deer  aud t o  a s r i s t  p r iv i t e  developers i n  *building e f fo r t s ,  
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, I* - \  PREFACE TO TUE RECOMMENDATIONS A 

v / 

r I t  would have been m c h  simpler i f  we could have addressed our recommend- 
\ I atsons to only one body o r  agency. But the subject  matter precludes such a . 

t * poss i5 i l l tp .  This report  covers issues which apply d i rec t ly  to mny \organiza- 
I t ioae  and individuals,  both public and private.  This should come as no 

' _  - *, s u p ~ i e e  because lasues h w l v i n g  the  future  of ceg t t a l  c i t y  neighborhoqds are 
complex and v a l i d .  L , - \ 

, * )  i / 
~ e e o ~ n d n d ~ w  are addressed t o  individuals,  neighborhood or8ani&tims 

I * churches and other insti tutj lons,  pr ivate  firms engaged i n  delivery of housing 
j, services,  develogers, c i t y  councile, and the  S ta te  Legislature. I n  the  f a l l  of * 1972 the  Citizens League Board of Directors adopted a new policy which 

spec i f ica l ly  authorized League committees t o  address recoinmendations t o  06n- * goveiramenta$ as well, as governmental bodies. TraditionalJy the  League's / 

emphasis had been primarily i n  the  governmental sphere. Oonsistent wZth the 
a new pol&y, t h i s  report  envis$ons o major r o l e  fo r  the  pr ivate  sec tor ,  , 



\ - 
I '  I 
I -- Ua reconarsad 

alr e f f o r t s  ba 
t' l lkng approach. - - ; ' This ohotrld-be rn cwaaP11 straltegy t o  be emplayed by the Eeg%alatum, C 4 t Y  c a m c i l r  

" of )ILmalp@l$s / a d  S t .  Pabl anr$ other  e ~ m i t i e e ,  by other gs]L&q maem, by %Wig47 , 
' .\ bodmad msidenta md by pr ivate  supplierrr of mafntenagee ~ea .~%cas .  

\ I i 

\ ~ h i a  mema, f o t  e x q ~ c ,  t ha t  tom@ md (0; mha,\ tax crrdf%a or other 
iqce?ti'vB~ W b i c h  mkght bal ostabldehad t o  encourage 'paraann 60 raaLn~atn and i.drdYvvo , 
thdr p m p P t y  would be uadereaken ae part of etrntegies  ec; enaEmtgtn asd upgtade 

\ mtim mbgbbrhbo&. Effortr  which emphasize the neighborho@d %pga~08d3h, t a t k t  t h e  
, dealing- dash Lodf d d u a l  prapertiee on en random bed@, am mare likely t~ produce a ,' - ' . faelin$ o f  eonfPdeace i n  the future  and, thereby, be,mre l i k d y  to a t t r a c t  private 

aad public invesmant. ,' / 
\ 

k 1 
\~ 

I ' -- ., , - ,  ' i  

Our; re ndations below are, deeigrled to be c ~ ~ s i s  tent ,wd- tb $hi 'n9ighborhdod ,) ~ - . , , appma~h. I ; jl _ ,! - _ j 

, . , ,  . i,;: :, - ;  ~, 
\ \, i 

1 > a. ssaciaoions -0' We 
aul  oad Xiarreapb . 

7'\ \ 
I I &  fnm co-operative 

1, ~ s ~ c i a t i o n s  a s  the  crbtdcel 'P~ fm~retae8: task of providiag maintenanca 
I 

I l roenr%sea to houejtag. ,' , I  

\ \ t, - ?@ - We c d P  upon a number 0% par t ies  t o  stiruulate the fornation 
of eueh gmups: fns t i t u tLm~l ,  such aa chur&ee, whose futulrQ i a  i n t i -  
mwtely $bed t a  the s t a b i l i t y  sf the neighborhood: parive- businaseiae 
'which enpge On grovisiod of housing eerwices, end w h i c h  would benefi t  ' 
from the  eatabSf shmnt  of new markets ; cit)) gommwnta, wha haw tha 
lag-tern health of the c i w  t s  depen&at upon s t m g  aeighborhoods,' and 
rest i&~ee th,emselvea, who caa see the patentfal  which warking together \ 

of fern far reducing unccrrtainty &out the future. , 
I 

Such a s ~ a e i a t i a n s  would help preesi=ve ar,d extend the d $ s t i a c t i w  charac- 
I - te r  of many older parts of dhe central c i t l e e ,  o r  my c i ty ,  f o r  t h a t  

J matter. , Their ear ly  establlehmRnt i n  newer subdivisims cad4 be very ' . - benef %cia2 fo r  the Lobg-tern s t a b i l i t y  of suck eubdivisiona. 
1 

I 
1 

I ,  \ 
Such aseociatione would b e  s imilar  i n  purpose to  the d r i a d  6f associa- 
ti& belng e$ tab~ i shed  f o t  townhouse developraanta throughout the Win - 

, , C i t i e s  W r o p o l i t a n  area. We have rrg partdcularly strbng\feelings as 
, to what euch assocSations ought t o  be mlledl. For w a n t  of a better tprp - / we have decided to r e fe r  tc them i n  th i s  report as aefgZlborhaod eenriqrr - 

/ msac&atioms. 
I \ 

\ , 
i 

A - P o r n  - Aa cassoci&lon csuld take many fama, s p a d i n g  upon the derirea 
I ' of the participants:  \ 

' ,  r I 
/ I 

1 1 I 

,- ; -Jn saane'caseq,a gmu# of c i t izens might-wish to oe nd to t~emselwr ; 
, oad others a s'et of etandarda, wi th  nothin8 w ~ h e  than voluntary complS- , 

I 
t rrnee contemplated.- - \ 

I I 



' \ {  
\ ' A d  the)residmts might wish ta  pledge to follow cer ta in  st?fY.ard~ <*Ch " 1 

1 - 
' I  ( I L 6nly a moral carmnitmenp t o ,  meet the  pledge. ( , . r I ' " , ,~ ~ 

\ ,  , , '1 

. .I ; ' Lqr) they mldght  inkt to ,~co&r7ct~,  join$lj~,; f o r  s e ~ i c e a .  I , ' ; , / \ ' {  I- 
i ,\,( , -. . \ J  ~ ,' 

_ + _  I \ n  ' , I  .- 
.- . ', ' , ' - ~ . r  the resideots,  who'ogree t o  j,$n an s laoe ia t ion  might ,cho&e' t o  bind -' . ,. 

. ,,: t k 6 s e l v e b ~  Z&atZg to - y ~ l l y - a g r e e d  upon s tandords , wf t h  n o t m g  . .  '( . . : 'j. 
t 

: ' . .. % ,plnding upon future,  occupants dr  others i n  the neighborhood whoc choose. .; , 
- I 

-. , ., - #, ' \not  , . to p p r t i c i p a t e i  -.I, . I  I ', I '. ' L, - ' ! ,  . 7 - .  I .  , ~ ! ' t  , , , ,\ 

I I .I 1 
1 - i r 1 \ e 

I t '  &t, U p6is ible  thaq res idents  of a few neighborhoods d z h t  want ib. option' 
-I. 

1 T - ,  
LO be avai lable  t o  require that ce r t a in  r e q u - i r ~ n t s  be-made bindim8 upon 

i~,all properties i n  tb neigQba&eode, even thoee whose h e r s  do not toieh 
I 

I r 
b. L 

., Ca pari ic ipata  voluntari ly.  In  townhouse associations,  of couree ,,all ', 
' .  \ , mShehta \  mwt part iHpate .  .They have no 'choice. However, the  q u r t l b q  . > 

I 
1'1 . , .d whether any kind of onatndatorp approach wuuld be workable i n  etl already 

I )  mtabPished neihhborhood is not  c lear .  We were made aware of a ,  sugets ted , 
P < I  , wad* s t a t e  law, prepared by Jan R r a s n ~ i e c k d ~  pmf eeeor sf law,  UniGersity 

i 
I 

'I 5 ,  'of PennayPvaPia, which would .under cer ta in  circumstances, the  -b 

\ est&lis&nt of mndatory oseocirrtlons. The model law provides tbt  i f  
a s u b s ~ a n t i a l  majority of the owners i n  .a neighborhood agree t o  bind 

/ 1 themvalves and f u t u r e  m e t e  of t h e i r  property t o  cer ta in  kequireanents, l 

\ I 
i 0 they then hnrld have the right-if they chose t o  exerclse ft--to pe t i t i on .  * 

,, <, 
( [ , the c i tycounci l .  The c i t y  council, followine, public hearing and oth$r 

procedures, wquld.,determine whethet t o  made such standard8 b i n a n g  on a l l  , f .  ' . 
\ : properties i n  the  n~&hborhood. It could be ;hat the  bindfng keature I 

vuld not be lmpoeed on an.ucrwill1ng par t ic ipant  \$but wouJ;d be autbm~ki- ' 1 
I ' c a l l y  impmed when, the property changed hands. - / 

I ,  1 
' 4  . '  * > .  , .. , ., , ~ 

. , 

,f'> ,... 
! 

, &a~n&i&kf. i n  'a report  .discuqs%ng h i s  a d a l  Btate l&, prepared i n  ' \L970, foe'. tho U ;S. Depattm~nt of :  Bealth, Educatiod and Welfare, , raid it * p 
' . l a  &ot c lear  whether, cons t i tu t iopdl  y, it wouldlbe poseible t o  imp&& ' )  -,. . 8 . , , . 

' ; r e e p i i e t ~ n e  upon wn-consenting own- the ,mnner proposed i n  t h i  ' I  
/ -. . 

( -  \ ! ,I model.: hW:,' ' . " . -. . .  . ' , .  . > 
I , ,  .! , , I\ ' .,2 

', ,: "\ -. : . I  ' >  .. ') .-, ~ \ I .  f ' <  
, , I  

L1'. ' Ve &ve not,:Gevi&d i n ,  detaiL:rhath&, i n  qny Sirc-tances, it ,  would 'b. ' 
" , \ ,  - '$ikai~$e, i n  an elltablished neighborhood, f o r  the c i t y  poye-crit o r  !anp f l  

P ;  
other 6uqholtity,. t o  d e  cer ta in  etandtwtds binding od ~non~consent ing ! ' 

' i ~. 
I \, , ;I . , qetg- .  ', Barever. i f  it y e n  prooM wortabv , . we bel ied.  b a t  raeldents'of ' I /  

, Y nbisbbprho@a ought  to have rhY~ oetion avaflable~. . ,  -. . - ,  T , 1 ' I :  , 5 . -  , .\ ! ~ :I \ ,  i .  ' ,-- ' I '  

.~ ,3 , .:: : 'm.-'i k ndghborhdod services-~agsodation could ke in extension of ad, 1 I (-; . 
. L +- q . , : p r b t i n g  neighborhood : ~ g r o ~  o g b e  set up' n q .  It could cover only a ' . . , '  

L 
i . \  

\ ; , :i.. ., ' few b l o ~ l u  o,r mybe 10' o r  20 bkbeka o r  'more. -- If the krea iet re la t ive ly  
I " - r. 

, I ' . * ~  I ;. . ~ ~ 1 1 ,  t h e  +ossibil i t ieq a r e?  greater  tha t  standards could be mutuall j  * \, 
I/ 1 
J , ! ,. , ., I , agreed t o  bp b substant+l p r o ~ o r r i o ~ - o f  the  residents.  

\ , J , / \  
. 

7 , * ' r <,I . , , -, 

5 '  I : 7 )le&ettehSp - Membership wndoubtidly w i l l  be made up mainly of r e a i d e ~ t s ,  
t , b9t ,& associntion should not be limted t o  them. That is, neighborhood ' + .  ' ccumddcial, ou t l e t s  or, churches o r  other, tnq t i tu t ions  have as st5ong a - I ' +take aa the r e ~ f d m t a ~  themselves i n  the fu ture  of a neighborhood and can 

i , . / " 
h 
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\i -. . / , ,  ' 3 I I ,. i \ ',, , I , -  / I 2 . , 4' .*, 
. '\ , , ,- 1 '  , > . .  , ,  , I > ,' 

/ A " .  ! - ., '~~ \120- - ; 
\ , '. ::'I 1 , I 

' 

d % . _..,% ... i . '  r ,  
.<.\ 

., , I 
, , , ..... ;, 7 . ... , .'.<'> c 1 ,  

. j ,: .: ,-ji,~git~riiately ~&.irn.a e g h t  t9..participatioxi. b n o v e r ,  t t ' is  9~~ 
' ,  < '1" . 

\ 
j )  

!; 
, . ;,, l t k e l ~ ~  thht leadership in tho formation of nelkhborh-d W3q8 a880- I' 

. ;' . h i a t i a s  C& . hram chuiches o r  other institutions,.. ~ouiec. i'n3titutious , ,' ,,!$) . , ; .> ,. ' 
,= ,., ', & l ikdly .'to be d r a  a f  rer idential  propeittp tdo. ..: ' ' , \ 

- , \  
n ;" ,, 1; , ( .:' ... r , I . , \, , , . !  I /  

, . / ',. . : ;/: -. - I -5 1 . - 
~ I 

, .i, y L d  $i!i ,, ~..~~li&,,t&.,~, .&.',,/;, ,,,&qqr *rgm ' .  . i !  ;.,. . .  kn of "o.rlcetioniJ neiahborhoodr -- ~a"nrmand-,  ' ,,<-. , 
L.\ .- . ., . -3 : -. tha t  ,ne$ghborho6d saltvices ~ s o c t a t i o n s  hive pr lor i ty  attention to/ a . .- 

\ 

. , i i .. b '  

I 
~ 4 ' ~  progrrraa of joint uwrketing of properties whi(ch come up for  sale ,  gr rent; - 

, -- \so thsf the attributes of khe ent i re  neighborhood can be stresoed. L i - J I , ' 1 , 
i I 1. ' r  , 

* A  4 ' I . 
\ . *  

. -1 4 . . a krhapr, au of the ~ t r a l ' c i & ~ s  best-kept secrets,  m i n t d t i m a l l y ,  i a  
4 I &' , \ .  

' , I \  , - , W \ q t r e n g t h  of i ts residential  nefghborhoods. A ueighborhoo$ e e n i e ~  
- ~ s o d a t l a a  could f i l l  a major d i d  by simply undertaking pramtima1 . 

/ . I ,, - '! , ,ef fort8 amed at "selling" the neighborhood. It shoultf actively seek ' 8, 
! \ , , 

to haur* i t a  residents of fer  the i r  homes fo r  sale o r  rent as p a r t  af a . ' 'cqmrdinated program of advertising the en t i r e  neighbakhogd, Proapecrive 1 , 
' ,L -' ' 1 %  - jksidencp then would fee l  a, i f  they are buying o r  renting more than 

) -  '' just ~a duelling: they would be buying o r  renting a neighbarhood. Such ( ( \ , 
7 salea ef fo r t r  also would help build cons ideaca of present rqsic@ntr ,' 

I 4.n the&, ne$ghborhaod's f utute. Seeipg the i r  owa neighborhbod adveri ' k 
I ' ; t i sed ,  they naturally would. bg expected t o  become more positive about , , 

L , J: the i r  .area mad be more inclined t o  make i@rovemntr ars needed. 
I 

\ , , * .I' / I Q - \ 
i + ' J  I Ads couldibe placed i n  Sunday newspapen and on radio and television 

/ , " i s t rees tag  the banetits of l iving i n  the  t d ~ ;  such ur goo(l'tranrpktation 
J 

' , ;( , aqd pmXidty to educatq~nal  and cultural inst i tut ions and t o  lakes/ and 
I ,  <' 0 

i , ' , parks. Because such promofional e f fo r t s  would make it much easier  t o  
- (  ' bell propertiee, we aee no reaeon why some arrangements could nof be , 1 

1 ,' / J ' worked eut  to/gidance the coaj af these ef for ts  through a par t i a l  pool- 
\ (' - I f 

\ I ,;'.\ i in8 oq real esgate commlssions~ Or, perhepa, a neighborhoad ~lelPfcee 
, p~socia t ion  d g h t  contract with me bmker yo tapresent tqe enein \ - 

neighborhood and, thereby, possibly negotiate a lower fee with Kim. C 

\ i 
J;. / 

\ , .Part of pmn agreement with a broker might well be to have him get i n  
1 ' 1  

1 s i - touch with,wijar employere: encouraging them to refer  &f;oyeee t o  the 
\ 

d \ I ,  mighborhood b find housing',! %a would of f s a t  much of tbe quiet,  word- -, 
1 )  

I , . bk-muq, negative -tarn about l iving i n  the central city.  , k 
\ ,  ( , / &  ', , , i f 

\ I  I L,87 : c. ,Wc -- We have no doubt ' 
'9 

< t ha t  reaideats ~e a neighborhood place a feellng of safety and a 

- , : s y u r i f y  f m o  crime a d  violence among the i r  hisheet pr ior i t ies .  ID 
I \  .: , koma cases these probldms be the greatest source 02 uncerkairrty \ 

1 ! \  . .  , ,  I 
\ . * !aboqte,the neighborhood's fpture, although t+ problems a n  cause for  , \ eoucarn i n  we- neighborhood i n  the metrppolltan area t o  sonre degree. - \ \ "  <, , . \ 

-I A neighborhood services &sociation cam08 by i t s e l f  b+ng socur$& to , r 
/ a neighborhood, ,/but it might be able t o  help. In the' f i r s t  place, it - 

I I 1 .  
-,  an build a gmater  sense of mutiral conarb among neighborit t ~ r  helping 

* \  , ' eacb o e e r .  A number of spedific oteps could be mLcfrs'st:aken, such as : w 

- c., \.*, / i f  . . .  . ,  
' 1. ? i ' .  

(. , , 1 % '  \, I, (. , . i ./ - - ~ c g i i t r i t i o .  of berso11a1 ~ r o ~ & r t y  fi& i d a n ~ f  ica&iqi / ..'\. : i* c k e  o f '  . 3 
. , 1, \ ~ b ~ l & r y .  , , !, L ,i ;" ' .  > ,  ;. 

' . L  . , ' ,  ' 1  \ I  I ' J \ <  i . -  . 
j ' ,  ,A / 

i ~ g s & l i r h m n t  bf a uei@borhwd reward- fcmd~,for kpor t ihg ,c~ imes .  I ! i 

', \ t r, ,.- I 
\ < Id/ I ,  

\ < < - L." 
i 

, -:/ ~ I ,I i > ., ' --Agreepntr &look wt f a r  each other's propettp. ,' ,, ; r? ,,;I : ,. 
I , , <- ! . :  1 ' \  



1 
, ' --Ins t a l l a t i o n  of alarm sys  terns. 

--Wags to  reduce the tamom t of t r a f f i c  going through a-neighborhaod s o  
tha t  unfatnifiar vehicles and individuals cAn be more readily identified.  

--Defining hnd t rying to meet soc i a l  problems which express themaelves 
' i n  v i ~ l e n c a  towards persona and property. 

f L 

\ 

Consider many types of jo in t  a c t i v i t i e s  -- The potqvtial  f o t  posi t ive  -- 
activiky i n  a pumber of ways is very great ,  extending: from such tq la t ive-  
ly modest act ions  ae ins th l l ing  unique street signs, which i d e n t i 9  the , 
neighborho6d, to special  kinds of l ight ing,  t o  d i s t inc t ive  "entrainc6s' , 
t o  agreementer on carrying but common-maintenance tasks, t o  advertisin8 
and-marketing homes, t o  almost any e f f o r t  re la t ing  t t r  the neighberhood's 
fu ture  . - 

' Certainly the adoption of standards of maintenance (covering such mattera 
as h t e r i o r  paintin@, repa i r  of chimneys, roofs, porches, and so f i r th)  
would be an'important activ$ty. But there are other s e t i ~ t l e e  aay of 
which might be d w e d  more important fzom the standpoint of an Padivld- 
ual association. Wch as: 

I \ 7 

--~ooparative' prog& of enowehowling and plowing i n  winter and 1- 
care i n  the smmqr. '. 

J 1 

1 , --Contxaeting, an a cooperative basis ,  and a t  wholesale prices,  f o r )  
1 ,  

imp~ovements which, i f  purchased individually and a t  r e t a i l ,  would be 
'I much more expensive. fils could include such areas as plpmbing and 

I e l e c t r i c a l  work, wh$ch can be a major cost  item i n  older homeer .I 01: 
/ I an association could h i r e  its own paiating crew t o  get  a be t t e r  pr ice  

on ex te r ior  painting, a recurring maintenance task fo r  moat homes. 
-- 

--Hiring a s ingre  t rash  hauler t o  be redponaible fo r  a l l  homes i n  the 
neig@orhoocl. (St. Paul residents still  make t h e i r  own arrangements, ,- 
iiadividucplly , WOW private  trash haulers; i n  flinneapolis , a 4ingle 

A,, 

, hauler handles ap =tiire neighborhoodvia contract with the cgty.) 
/ i 

\ 
I --Planning and, as permitted by gcwementa l  'authorit lea,  the inskallat+on , 

I -  of cer ta in  physical features d e s i q e d  to give the areas c lear ly  A 

I i&ntifiab.k characterlsritics, errch as unique s t r e e t  s igns ,  l ight ing,  
- srpecial entrances, o r  cob red  pavement. 

- - :  --Adoptfng enviromnental design standards. , 

i 

, - - ~ = e ~ a r i n ~  proposals f o r  regulating t r a f fkc  and parking on res ident ia l  
2 r e t r ee  ts . 

\ 

--Pre aring lon&ter@ plans, including recommended zoning, o r  t h e i r  
area  % . In  some eases, p i s t i n g  zoning of a neighborhood may b e '  
thought t o  be incompatible with neighborhood deplres a d  can be pm- 
ducing uncertainty about a neighborhood's future. For example, same 
res ident ia l  areas are  mned f o r  considerably higher dens1 t i e s  tha 
c u r r e n t b  prevai l  or a re  thought t o  be possible o r  desirable. A 7 
neighborhood dervicee association &an be the \vehicle fo r  recomm~ncli ng 
t o  c i t y  offbcials mote appropriate zoning claseiEications f o r  the 
neighborhood, 
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Contracting, a s  ntay be mutually agreed upon with goverrutlpen$al author- 
\ . i t i e s ,  fo r  d i s t r ibu t ion  of funds, including special  c-unity revenue- 

- eharing funds. ! / 

&distance desirbale from the  pr ivate  sec tor  in formation of ieighbor- , 
hood servides associations_ -- We recommend that  the rapidly-expanding 
gousing sgrvices industry recognize the po ten t ia l  m8rket whtch the 
combined purchasing power of a neighbbrBoad s e w k e a  association would 
represent and o f f e r  technical  assistance i q  the f s . m t i o n  of such asso- 
ciation&. So far the concept of praviding roainFenance aervicee, pr ivate  
ly, t o  residents of a neighborhood a s  a whole, $8 primarily a suburban 
phenomenon: 

I f  residents s f  an area have eonte i n t e r e s t  i n  organizing thenreelves t o  
undertake jo in t  e f f o r t s  f o r  t h e i r  mutual benef i t ,  they w i l l  need help 
i o  get t ing s ta t ted .  Evea if they already a re  members of an ex i r~ t ing  
neighborhood gtoup, they @ill have many legal and f inanc ia l  questions - 
i n  addition t o  deciding what they w i l l  do tdgether, 

i 
In  the ear19 stages,  while a group is trying eo decide whether and k w  
t o  become organized, a pr ivate  firm may be wi%Ping t o  provide help 
with l i t t l e  o r  no cobpensation, knowing that i t  i s  cul t ivat ing & 
poes$ble new market. T t  is possible tha t  many kinds of f i q m  mu19 . 
encourage the edergence d f  neighborhood semi ces sssociatidns , including 
firms which of fe r  services  such a& Rome aecurfty, r e a l  estate marketing, 
represenfigtion and cooperative maintenance and rehab. A l ~ d y ,  a t  l e a s t  
twa firme i n  the Tvia Cities area have been formed t o  provide t d o u 9 e  
management serv$ces, which ixicludes the service of assistance in  estab- 
lishment of townhouse associations. Depending upon the growth of thas 
"fndustrjr", i t  PB possible two finns involved could es tab l i sh  eome s o r t  
of non-profit i n s t i t u t e  d e s i p e d  to provide technical assistance i n  the 
formation of neighborhood servfces aseociatione. 

Rdrspmse needed from c i t y  government -- W4 recommend tha t  t h e  c i t y  
governments of IifnneapoZis and S t ,  Paul, and other c i t i e s  iri which ' 
neighborhood services  aesoc i i t i sn  might be established, indicate  
their support f o r  self-help e f f o r t  at  the neighborhood leve l  by the 
f o l l w i q g  epeelfie acq,ion& 

' --Designate off  %cia1 neighborhood asaiatance off i ce  -- We r e c k n d  , 
_ t h a t  each c i t y  council o f f2c ia l ly  designate an o f f i ce  within its 
governmental s t ruc ture  wZliCh would be publicly acknowledged as a 
place where neighborhood residents could turn t o  fo r  help. 

Such an bff lce  should st imulate neighborhood mbreness i n  areas of 
, the c i t y  which otherwise might not be inclined t o  think about such . associations. The of f ice  should make avai lable  model by-lms cover- 
ing standards of ma5ntenance and other aspects of neighborhood preset- 
vation. It should aas i e t  neighborhood associations with lega l  and 
f inanc ia l  questions and other technical  matters as,svch associations 
are fotmed and oe a continuing basie thereaftex. 

, 
City gwernmenty urgently nead t o  promote the e t r e n ~ t h  of t h e i r  
res ident ia l  neighborhoods. Such an o f f i ce  i n  both cit ies,  could, i n  
addition t o  providing help t o  residents,  undertake broad programs of 
"selling" thei central  c i t i e s .  If offices a re  eetaFli lhed I n  both 



I ,  > j 
, . . .-. , /  \\ . ,  :. . ~~ 

.<. J j. " ' 1  ~ ~ 

I .  ' P  i $ 8  . i i ' i  + .  a !  , ' y . , \  , -  , 
.. . ' ' ic i t iesc thq ehqulq work t o p t h e r  i a t h i i '  effort .  &is aalb9-pro&am. ., ., 

\, , ) , ' ;  . b \ lutpplemefit, not. supplant, the neighbbrhood d r k e t i n g  ptoeta. ;, , : , 
. \;: ' ,! 

. \  - , ., . I ;  wdich' wit f ecomneq for neighborhood s e q i c e e  aesoclations . i .'Alto'. sale% . . ' ~f 

1 i , , ' proskd could help correct much of the  mie-informatioa about the cithsj '' 
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1; , k . .  '+,- 1 (. ,'L ~ e r e k i f  hie. t h e  d ty 's 'role i n  ,,neighborhood ' oF8@~$ah t ion h a  bee@ , . 

b , 3 1  

\ . \ . ?.,., , .?centered . . '=hiF$iy n, tke Bauing> and Redevelopment +thority?. . . . . . 9- 
. ., ! I  

; , ., .. p 

. , . , . . i: , , + a t ~ s i s t a n e e i n  Gsta l iehlng Prodect Area Uomdttoes i n  renedal a~qm i :$-- I I 
- .  1 - : . .  .[ :., , $,:.~ . ' . ~ucbi. neightiorbood organi~l t lopd have be& designed : t o  as8ure":adeqbate , , ; 

' ' 1 :L \.,,;<. ne2$hbbrkpd invnvo1.yement I /-. Li . in  rGpotid$ng to-. c i t y ~ r o g r a k  qf fedtiug :-the%t l ,  -,$ 
i 4: , \nruu : f id  ne$ghborhood s e k i t e e  associatgon concept. gs r'~cahn$ded ! . 

.:. "\ ,( ' , !$ 
.; . ,  . . : . .  p.;/ . , . I here, & iaewtiat different  i p  that 'a &oap within a neighborhood ~ \ , -  , . ~' 8 

. 8 

~. , r . , ;  ., : , , ,, . ,. , would o$@an+ie fa+ carrying , oht certain b e l t  l a in t enax i ce - im~ment  
I progrgha ahluh may be- un5ddted t o  any e i t y  government program. ; , , i , . -  - ' . , , ~ ~ ; .  , ,  ; . 1  1 ; .  , 3 r 1 , '., 

% \ ' 3. \\ . L . , ,  , I '  , ._ j \ 

r . Lt L I I , / - - %  \ !  ; 4 ,  

' I .. 
I ',&lake f!&nc 1 assi*tiace -- we reconunen'a that  4 t y  'm,era- , , 

<I 

L 

\ '  ' ( -  " 
mnte  ~ k e  ~ n m c t a l  aa~fs=lable for  neighborhoo# eervicea 

i : / . , . a e a d ~ b t i w  i n  areas which are partkcularly had-prqased financial3y.' 
,; :I\ \ + ) . I  > 

I We  end a *stion of anticipated s8mrmunity -revenue-sba~ing/fuada ,, 
) I  L -  - 6. detaignadd for  thi.  purppse. A c i ty  godernmentl ought t~ lay out i n  

I 
1 ,  1c j ' j v  \ advance thp generap c r i t e r i a  i t  w i l l  use i n  allocating funda f o i  th+e 

[, 
\ '  - putpdse'ad* the general ateb  o p t h e  c i ty  vherij it wisl look mat < L- - 

r . % 

> 
tawrabay, from the g$aadpoint of need. om reqy'este fo r  assistsnci. ('- ' 

\ ' ; .  -- 1 ; . I .  Setting pkiorit leat among Coppe5ing neighbdrhoode rill devery dif f i=ul t ,  , 
i, f Thus, the 6riteria ought t o  he spelled out i n  advance. .I, 

\ i i " , < .  : ,- ~- , \  . . ( ? < . i 
1 : .. ., ' ,, ,' .li j, \ , i ,  ' I  

?* , I . .  . i; --~eeog&q n~iihborhood ?eii*ty ,I? - e s ~ l i i h i n ~  P'tri~gitiea cpii = e b b  I ( 
\-. , '; .. . -.- T- '- --- 

. ~L , - 10- anddrikntd --!.We ..recgmend that  c i t y  governments p ledge  wi ^ '  , 
- , a ; \  I ' , ;  ' I,, " '  , , , ] ) \ . . . .  

' : etria&-M3ce. of a .nei~hborliQod semM.ees, aseociatian w i l l  be. an i m p o t t ~ t  ' ; " . 
% >' 

, . , yf&tor i in  ,allocat$&n of ldmited fukds lor rehab i ': ~a t&ra l . l j ,  (othei, , , ,  ,,, .~ , 
\ .  - . * ', : , ,  1 , I  ! '-5 

, . .-> , 7: . ,  
f actoh', s l r h  as , t h e  "&tent of financial need $ o f  qn. ap~&caqt  'tlu, . 

, * 

:. v . I '  condifida o f ,  ,p neighborhood,, w i l l  bo major conside$ation. & n  the I - - %  ,' 
,$ :.( \ ,-. , :,, - , us. of '~allocat$n$ funds2 '*lhrt also  recogniaing the impbrt&ce'ol s i l f - ,  \. . 

, . , ' haghaighborhood eervicee associations w i i l  M l p  demonstrate -that . . .- ! 
J ' 3 '  

' - ( I ;  C -,/ .' plrblle finds.', to  support ;rehab are,' i v  fact. going tbsupport  ,entikq.q. ; - 
, ' i  , I ;  - ; r ' ue i~hbotbood~,  ' not $US% ',$nd4kiduag dwellings. 't: * i i  , , ),, -,! ! 

:+. - ) I  I 

I '  ! 
\ 1 , 1'8. I L .  . . r, - ,  !I , . ., ' . " .  " ! , ' )  , . .  

' . I  , *' : .; '? 

.,, - -  , - wk'f utther :'.ecl&nd tha t  the "i$tY give high $riori ty ' to  ' rastdsaeial  ..' ! i ' .' 
\ '  J\ 

1 '> > .  ' ?, , ,-.-) , , r 6 a b  l o a ~  a n d  grant. ln,;\,the of anticipated federal blosk i r a n t a  ~ 

' (c-nity . rbenuc.shqring') hie u;p@cted'i t6 replace 's ieria. of 
i- ., . , , t '1 .;. : . .. . - r . . - ,;, , !., fiderhl categorical t+d p r ~ g t s r , .  . . including the rehab fin&cing ., 1 , p &, ., 

\ \ ' I  
1 - - ;d ive  tha ful2ast.. attent%on t o .  the "nag ghborhood effectd in set t i n  - C  

I 1  \ 

I -1 1 3 A? 

I 
r i o r i t i e a  on: 'cit9-financed hptoverey3nts - We 'teeommend that th? - ' 

,.. ' C ,  I 1 ,  ' ,  " {xistonce of a neighborhbod s e n i c e s  aqaociatim bir '8iven recognition - ' 

a8 me'of thb c + e r i a  a be used i n  i e t t ina  pridr,itiaa , 

improvementab p a k a l l j r ;  other \qrite=la. auch, as 
' 

fo r  an I m p ~ d n e e t  -&d 1 t8 reldtionahip t o  an or&nll I 

p3an for .  the ci&, would also ,be conskdered. ' Such improvements aa i parka, d treets , dideora3ks and lighting and pblicce patro'ls &e am~ng, . - 
'' \ 

, , . ghe kin* of Z~roh41~uta  w h b  should be ~ 4 e  6y corvlidhriug their  
t- I; ', . ,. \ ' c a ~ t r i b u t i o p  to nai&hb~rha&l lat@bCUty. Tho nee$ t o  providi  foca l  1 

I (k t .  point* of neigh+orhood ac0luity--.uch d schoolr . -parks .andI heighbor I . -A* \ ,i , \ hood srhoppio.8, f e c i t i t i a s ,  pcmsibly integrated together--iahould be ? 
! 'I (\ 

h 
J .- , ',qeco@eed, ' ., I '  ,' 
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. 2 .  Compliance with cod& -- Reduclng uncertainty about the  fu tu re  o f  older  
sect ione 02 cen t ra l  cities and suburb8 require8 the f u l l e s t  a t t en t i on  t o  ~ s i n t a i q i n g  
standards of hea l th  and safe ty  on an ongoips bas i s .  To accomplish t h i s  F?e/recommend 
t h a t  the t e a i a l a t u r e  i n  1974: , 

g. hequire per iodic  iaspectfon and l i c e n s i n ~  pf r e n t a l  housing by all 
munic$pali,tles i n  the  seven-county fnetropolitan a rea  -- We bs9ieve that 
a recent  ordinance passed by St. LoujCs Pa r&i s  a reasonable prototype. 
Licenses are granted f o r  a two-year period but  cannot he issued o r  re- 
newed unless the  c i t y  f inds  t ha t  the  dwellling un i t s  don't have coaditione 

\ ' 
, which c r ea t e  an immediate hazard t o  the hea l th  and safety'of persons i n  

the unfte.  
I , i 

It is not our in ten t ion  with t h i s  recommendation t o  cause severe d%s- 
tupt ion of the  preyent r e n t a l  market. I ~ I  most cases, t t  simply meam 
&king sure  t h a t  r e n t a l  property which is sound w i l l  remain tha t  way- 
t h a t  is, t o  reduce the uncertainty about its f u t ~ r e .  Am older  building 
should not be required to,undertake ilaprovements unless they a r e  nec- 

' 
essargt to correct  w e d l a t e  hazard t o  heal th  and saf'ety. Pnovisions 
s h w d  be made f o r  .g property owner t o  appeal i f  any order is  deemed 
unreasonable. I 

\ 

\ b. Require m e r - o c c u ~ f e d  housing t o  be brought Into coda comg&anceby a l l  
munici.palities i n  the seven-county m e ~ ~ o l i t a n  area at the  time such 
housing Chan~e8 mre-r8hip-- me question of an'ecsnom9c hardship i n  

I bringing property up t o  current  code compliance should not b e  a major 
obstacle  when property changes hands because the cost  of bningfng property 
i n t o  code compliance could be handled as p a r t  of the nebot.lations between 
the  buyer and the  s e l l e r .  As with r e n t a l  housidg, a precedest e x i s t s  _ 
i n  S t .  Louis Park which recent ly  passed an ordinance requfring occupancy 

, 

permits when housing changes ownership, t o  make eu-re the s t r uc tu r e  does 
\ ,not have conditions which creaEe an immediate hazakrd t o  hea l th  aqd safe ty .  

J Also a s  with r e n t a l  housing, a property owner shouE4 be a l lo~red t o  appeal 
any order  deemed unreasona&le. ( 

c, Require public r eg i s t r a t i on  of current  owners ,a2 a l l  property -- Under 
.. present  laws it can be d i f f i c u l t  t o  know, at'any given point  i n  time, 

I the owner ~f a given piece of property. Such knowledge is c r i t i c a l  f o r  
mrry ing  out  ,program of mintenance and rehab! We recommend passage of 
a l a w  requiring t h a t  q l l  $ransf ers of property, ' including t rans fe r s  
arranged by contract  f o r  deed, muht be fegis tered with an appropriate 
govemental  off  ice, for example, the  Register  of Deeds, f o r  such a ' 1 

t ransact ion t o  be legal .  
I . 

d. Explore ways whereby r e t i r e d  persons who own t h e i r  ,mm Romes may s e l l  
t h e i r  property, use the proceeds of the s a l e  for r@bab and b e  guaranteed / * 

a life-te3m lease-back-- This c a n  be  an a t t r a c t fve  'approach t o  overcorn; 
an i n a b i l i t y  of e lde r ly  persons on f ixed incomes to  do thekr pa r t  to  - 
maintain and upgrade an e n t i r e  neighborhood. One pos s ib i l i t y  advanced 
would be f o r  c i t y  government t o  earmark d a l l a r s ,  perhaps from community 
revenue-shsrslng, t o  s t a r t  a revolving fund. The c i t y  would purchase 

\ h o q s  from the  e lde r ly ,  s t r f  c t l y  on a voluntary bas i s ,  and then extend a 
c llfe-term leaseback t o  the occupant a t  pre-established ren t s  scaled t o  i 

h i s  income and the  value of $he property. The c.lty would contract  far 

\ 
I 

i \ 



..., .,, ', r L 
I ,  

. I 

, . 
' , c?p=ectioo of major code viola t ions  , ind ongoing r e e d r s .  Thm' r n o l v i a *  ;,, 

. < !'e \ - ) ,  , ' -  fund would be majntainee, by ren ta l s  " and by subsequent sale of the pprpv 
edy when vacated.. A modification o f ,  t h i s  app+pach would a k an ' :. .. 

\ .,. , 
\, 

elde?lg pergon to purchase an annuity hcoqe  ti5 finance h i s  -81 pap- 
. \ : \ . ,, , . 
, ,  kS!~~ts-. " O r  a r r anghen t s  c&ld be made t o  guarantee bowing &i id4ivi$- 

, , - - 4  : ,Pal i n  other  locat ione which i s  .gqu iva lq~ t  to ar b e t t e r  th.4' housitlg 
,-. , , , .. .- 

. 1  / he has hgd.'. ~ 7 ,  ~ " 1 , ,;/ , , . ' . . '  T ;  \., , ,, , , , a ! . .  , I n --. ,I 

1 \ 

. . / ', I '  i ' .  _ . , 
\ .. 

.{ 1 ' i 1- 
'I 

, . . -\ , . . pro&itY taxeq howatead property'! a r e  s i ~ g n i t i c m t l y  %el* (Lme on 'i 7 '  ;* 
! \ ;  1' <r .J . , , ( . . G centai  pr$perty. ' It is 8 6 t  kno& whether such a d i f  feredke M d  "af feet*, 

I .. . 1_ 

.:, , , - ,\ ,, ?,,-,\ the  w o i ~ a b + i i i $ o f  , .\ any pli. i n  vhieh elderly person ,,' r e l w b e d  is 

I,,  - , i , hoaseet&&. .,' \. 
I - '  ' . .  . . I i \ .  . ' 

' 1  . \ ... : , -. r , , , \ #  , ~ - '  <,  
(1. . - I - .  . r 

' j  . ,. 
1 

> - A , .  . ,. 

-. / . ' . $ 1 )  ' ' ,  - -  , _ /  I 8 .  
, . . , 

' ; ;  , . ~ . . ,  1 -' m n ~ z e _ c i t i .  g o % g ~ ~ ~ t  . ,m . . n e \ r , . . ~ ~ ~ ~ p ~ p ~ . ~ ~  -~L:c$~A& -; WJ~ *m&bd -; 

. / I/_ 

a 

&at cin p m r n o t *  i n  qt. Paul apd llinneepqlis and-other c i t$cs  t e c o g n i u  the  '1,' . 
1 ~ C t i v e ,  ; p. i t iv r  r o l e  which the govrrning body iot  an older ,  built-up c i t y  iuds , I  bt.6 : !, 

1- Gius~.. i n ,  ~ / C n f ~ c i n g  iebuildilrg w i  th in  i ts botdera. . . ,  , I ,  
, , . I 

\ 1. , . r  8 : -, I ' 
% 1 ; , , , b d l t $ o n a l l y ,  a c i t y  *ofretmmt has seen it. ro l e  ae c s s e n t i l l l y  mtab l i rh ;  

ing  the! bl)ic,tuleg off thq Game within which developers---on t h e i r  atm idtf e d - a s a p  I ' cloeee t$ ibpbnSe. ' ' h a t  is, a e i t y  government has adopted building codeb, o a p r e h c b  
I r\ 

. I  \ aiu+ plan#, aoaing-ordinances, and ao  fo r th ,  and then w a f t e d  proposal8 from pr iva te  , 
( :\ &yelopeta. A possible exception i n  the l a s t  25 yeare has beep t h e / c i r y 3 r  ro'lekaa fin- 
d - i n i , t i  atat of change I n  urban renewal areas. But the 'wncspt of the c i t y  in i t i a t$ng  i I . 

\ - cbange elsewhere has pot been widely accepted. I ' . L 

I - ' I  I 
I 1  

; [ < I  . . if Such an spprbach 'may have bean' s a t i s f ac to ry  i n  the i n i t l r l  trapsietioa from . I k taw land' t o  urban development aqd i n  eome of the, rebuilding which hae occurred i n  the , - 
, \  .paatb ~ o o .  But i n  most recen&years,  perceptive c i t y  ioff ic ia lq  have come t o  r ea l i z e  ' 

, that the quhl i ty  aqd extent: oj?) iebulldin$ 18 severely, limtad i n  the absence of posi- 
tive i n i t i a t i v e  on the pa r t  of the c i t y , '  Parcel-by-parcel rebuilding which is charac- , 
t e&ig f i c  of qany , p a r w  of the c i t y  has not aefved tb upgrade the enuiroment. !?ore- 
over, large sect ions  of po ten t ia l ly  usable lahd ie l y i n ~ w a c a n t  f a r  want of a mgrket. 

! , i 
\ 1 .  

i ? ,', , Not that the c i t y  should pre-empt\the p r iva te  sector .  Rebuilding ham ,been and 
I , wilk conoin t o  be priclar3ly , i n i t i a t qd  by and financed by the p r iva te  ee,ator; ButY . , 

- I ,  abae 7 a of nor& i n d e n t i v ~ a  ,qnd d i rec t ion  by the  qi ty  governmeat i t s e f f ,  ,older ', 
of th Twfn,@ities metropolitaq a r e a  never d i l l  renew rhensselvea s a t i a f ac to tp  - 

b , . The cf ty government must become the  tntermediary between present amera and 
I oecupaatm p d  t he  developers who w i l l  mder take rebuilding. -. 

.I I . 
I - 1 4 ,  ,, 

, -.' - d e  ei'ty has th= a b j l i t y  t o  affcct !several  c r i t i c &  elements which are needed,, 
I - io &lie a rebullding project  successful: rand essembly, relocation,  ecmomic feaa ib i l -  r 

, i t y  , and ins ta l l a t ipn ,  of public improvpment$. By care fu l  use of the too l s  i t  has + 
C 

I 
, : wailfile, the c i t y  can encourage htgh qua l i ty  rebuilding project. and, at',&. a m . ,  

time, help cut  dawn on the  "red tape" & developer must encounter i n  a project. I 
r \ - / \ / , I r 

- X t  l a  not\ our i n t en t  t o  prescribe exactly how Minneapolis, St .  Paul or  any' ;/ 
i , c i t y , g w e r m n t  i n  the metropctlitan area,  f o r  t ha t  matter,-should organize i t s e l f  i n p e p  

- holly t o  ef fective'ly function he a key agent f o r  kccompltshing a qua+itp xebuilding I. 

' 306. , Each c i t y  has I t s  bnlque goventmental i n s t i t u t i o n s  aad relat ionahipe among 'these ' \ 

I , tnmq$futuiona. 11; would appear that the City @ourt.cil; u the chrdef governing body, f '  
shdrld & m u a s  chief reaponslbi l i ty  , u t i l i z i n g  t he  aireietence of auth existing- group8 - 

- ar the ltowing and lZedevelopmenr ~ u t h o r i t ~  and other  c i t y  s t a f f .  But t?e believe ma* 
h city, ia l#rrmaing a more aggressit/q r o l e  i n  inflpenclng rebvildins,  rhbuld follow these 

ate*: I \ 
I 1 , ,  



I \ 

-, at Baleg.-a,ge~. f_or&ri,o,pl,ty,%tteg,ti& -- Pr io r i  ties tdll h h  t o  be estab- . ,  
I 

. l i shed Qa twwhere, and tq  what extent,  the c i t y  w I B 1  use its rebuilding 
- - -'tools. It woad seem a p p w ~ r i a t e  t ha t  the process fax se l ec t ing  much 

- , I  , aneas include: 
\ I 

I 
' -1L statement by the c i t y  ae t b  the  kindslof aagietwca amd bcen t ives  * -' i , which i t  cenr make available t o  developers, and the eritesria which it 

- ,'%?ill m a  in evaluating whether ar project  deserves its help. Such a 
- a t a t e v t :  would than be a guideline far prospeeti- &#elopers as they 

< mdew possible areu I n  the city mete a goten t ia t  m$rkgt m l & t  e a s t .  
dationa in parabraph (c )  below oal f ie .  in greater  detail' 

&e types of ars i smnce  and b c m t i w e s  h i c h  the c i t y  could make - 
, available. ) - 
/,A: - I 

* -2 

--Identification of rhieb deserve p r lo r i t g  attention.  Pr ip . td  , developers, knowing t h e  %&nds of a s s i e t a s e  and &centives which >the \ 

-i - 
1 '  ' /  '\ tit$ miat make &veilable, '  would be expected, t b e m e l p s ,  to  come , 

/ / I  

a '  I ,  , . for th  with gropoeale fmm time t o  the. , 

; ,  , But the c i t y  ohould nbt re ly  '&on the i n i t i a t i v e  of pgivate Qyelopere 
, .- a , , ,-, arr the only way t o  i d m t i f y  p ~ e e i b l e  areas 0% ci ty  a s e i s t a q a .  ' The . 

c i t y  i t a e l f  ahowld designate blighted sr vacant &reds where i t  sill - be par t icu la r ly  receptive t o  proposals from pr$vate developers. I In ( . . \  
snaking euch designations qhq c i t y  sktould state: (1) how la lge  a 

' geographic area should bd edcompasrsrd i n  a ptcposd,  (2) deeirable i 

\ ' ). timing of rebuilding, (3) ' general eharackeqe t ics  of the new develpp- 
I ' I .  m n t ,  indU+b d e a i n d  deneit isa,  m d  (4) the c x t m t  t o  w h  the 

' 1 ,  b : , j c i t y  wi l l  consfder ue911g its incentivaae o r  a s i s t a n -  80 private  de- 
k I ( \  velopere f o r  a eimn area. Xa designating areas which deserve prior-  

- \  - ' ity a t ten t i&,  the city ehould maintah  close ccntact with the plirivate ' -  I - sectar to IOBXimiae the poteqtiol tha t  argas w i l l  be selected,  whlch 
i . 
\ have r a r e a l  qarket f o r  desired development. I 

i .  \ \ 
+ -;Invol t of affected iindividuals m d  groups in evaluating pr"lvate 

I , ' r ebd ld ing  proposals6 Sue neighborhmd par t ic ipat ion cqn assume a 
.I \ 'r of f o r a ,  but  ~t v ~ u l d  be important t o  inrm~tre both ind iv idua~e  

1 '  s m d  group9 who are within the geographLc bomdbries of a locetion 
\ / iden t i f ied  f d r  p r io r i fy  a t tent ion,  as w e l l  as ind iddualg  and groups 

, -- \ 
%ocdted nearby, but outaide such ap area. It i e  l i ke ly  thkc: cer ta in  
exis t rug groups* could be Pdestif ied as meeting the  requirements. Per- 

k - ~ ,  . , * 
haps o neighborhood  eni ice$ a 8 s o d a t i m  such u we recommended earl- 

I l k r ,  ar psihapa, a Project Area Conrmittee, origfnal ly  set up f a r  an , 
1 ' &\ " BRA renewal area,  b a u l d / q d i f y ,  provided %ts membership vere not ll- 

- d t e d  simply t o  t K e  "project area: but i ~ c l u d e d  divfduala and groupe' 
I - ,  -*  \mprbp, too. I 

's 
I 

I JL 
P ' 

\ %  , b 4 ~ ~ g a n i n i \ & f e c t i v e  l i a i e o s  with various -private dewdopers -- AS a. c i t y  
\ L  I , begbe t o  become more crf a "manager" of the  tebtd.llffng process, i t  w i l l  \ 

I incremingly f ind i t s e l f  in need of taining constant communication - 
r I '  

( -  itrith the  var ie ty  of builders a d  developers. Traditional c i t y  dep'art- 
' 7 mpts probably have not organized fhelnselvee f o r  thig inrportarit function. 

We -have not  reviewed t h i s  issue\ i n  detail, but i t  would appear de$ i r ab l e  
f o r  cJty government to  review the poas ib i l l ty  s f  contracting wit31 some 

\ I 
I 

' -  
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sart of Pntemgdiary go$vate development group. Such an intermediary , 
w0ul.d not itself undertake any rebujlldhg, bur would,be rn agent, i n  
e f f ec t ,  fgk the c%ty  i n  dealing with a var ie ty  s f  private deve l a~e r s .  I 

\ 

C. Ut i l i z e  a variee  of incentives t o  encourage rebui lding -- We recognize 
thit ,  3.n the  absence of addi t ional  incentives,  p r iva te  de~*Popers a re  
not  Scfkely, for many areas i n  the c i t y ,  on their own, to came up with 
spec i f i c  plans EGE r e l a t i ve ly  Itl'Pge geographic areas,  and wb through the  
e f f o r t  of acquisf t im, clearance, and then new constructicro* The km- 

, certajhnties w$ich ex98 t , ~oqplel?/ 'cdith the a t  t r a c t i v e n ~ s ~  which nbt-yet- 
' built-repon land may of f e r ,  mans t h a t  the  c i t y  should have too ls  avai l -  

able  to  grsvide addi t ional  incentives. The degree , to  which such incen- 
t i v e s  are provided m u s t  be handled very ce.iefully. 14e rec~nnnend t h a t  
they be granted only i n  the conttyct of the process o6tlltned in (a) above, 
and, of course, only -as f i n a l l y  approved hy the c i t y  cound(l., But with- 
in these l i tn i ts ,  we believe the 'city should be allowed by the  S t a t e  Ee- 
gis la f  tire t o  u t i l i t e  the  following incent ives  : , 

-Fund ---. de tailedgz2gws - for rebu.fldJ.n. *-.- t?hen a pr iva te  developer +.---- ----- .. , r.swtemglates a major project  which require the i n u e a m n t  of f / 
dseveral mill ion do l l am and cover mny ~ r e s  of land, bet prepares a ' 
de ta i l ed  financial. and na13~etfng plan.  X t  should be understood t h a t  
such a plan Is much mom deta%led than general guldelinefi~ prepared 
by the city as %a dhat &,&t be desi rable  i n  an area, If the area 
in question has  bee^ id.er-utiIf zed for several  years, an aggressive 
p towt iona l  procram would f ike ly  be req t~ t red ' fn  order to a t t r a c t  a 
market fir the mea. TPhg plan would , oa t l ine  the promotional e f f o r t s  

I 
/ which are cont&mplated, and their prospects f o* suecess. I t l  is the 

type of plan whbch a developer w i l l  tak& with hip tq pr iva te  finam- 
ejbal i n s t i t u t i o n s  who will be asked /to provide the  f inanc ia l  backing 
for th& project .  S u d ~  i n s t i t u t i o n s  i n s i s t  ?n the  exXsteac/e o f  a de- 

L 
I t a i l ed  plan before W i n g  any commitment. 1 

Private dsvelo~ex6 ha& 'found i t  very d i f f i c u l t  te/ assemble the needed 
Ql , front m ' e y V ' t o  preparq such proposals. We recommend tha t  the c i t y  
be allow~d to provide such f u h d i ~ g ,  ut$lizing, perhaps, general o r  

/ apecf al revenue-sharing iunds, I n  providing such ""font maney" f the 
, c'fty ~hmuld  require zecovery of the fmds i k  the  p ro jec t  is  car r ied  

out and s o l i d  evidence of good f a i t h  on the p a r t  of the developer, 
perhaps by ca l l i ng  f o r  a peqfomnce  bond from rhr ckvelbper, In any ' 

event) the dollar outlay by t he  city fo r  nothing more then "'front 
mmey ," is thought 50 be re la t ive ly  s m a l l ,  perhaps an the order  of 

I 

$30,OQO o r  so f o r  a d t i - m i l l i o n - d o l l a r  venture. ~ h f s  may be t h e  
ontire extdat  of the c i t y ] s  subsidy. P 

\ \ 

The cf t y  cold& &cf de whether to provide such fundfig, based on a 
\ requesr, frpm s private developer. O r  the  c i t y  might identify a 6er- 

, t a i n  area v~here a deta i led marketing and fin;lmcYal plan should be 
J prapsred. It could award a contract '  f o r  euch a plan followin@ sub- 

m&ssfon bf b i b  from competi-Curs. 

' - -~ s s ib  t-<evelaper* i n  a2sembling prope-rx -- If a plan f o r  rebuilding 
I is submitted which is sa t i s f ac to ry  t o  the pi ty ,  the  c i t y ' s  power of 

'ecdnent domain undoubtedly w i l l  be r e q 4 r e d  i n  cases whdte a aumbev 
I , I I 



/ 
\ ~f d i f fe ren t  present owners are inyolued. This may be aethw -re 

, than the city" u t i l i z ing  the eminent domain power f o r  bl i&ted are& 
which it already possesses through S t s  IIousing 6 Redevelopment Author- * 

\ 1 
\ itp; 

\ 
L 

A elty, however, should not  fee1 as i f  it under a l l  drcwnstan- 
ceo, resell the land i t  has acquired khrou$91 eminent domein. Looking 

) ahead 50 o r  more yews,  the c i t y  d g h t  want to  an t ic ipr te  the next * , round of rebu$ldiag,. - Umsequently, S t  should not rule but the posss-, 
\ 

b i l i t y  of a long-term lease  td the pr ivate  developer while c o n t i n d ~  
\ t o  hold tSt le .  . I 

3 i 
@Alp make a prof ect economiCally~ feasible f o r  a developer -- The cf ty 

2 'should haw the r igh t ,  depending upan the oircumstancee, to make a pro- 
ject more economically feasible  f o r  a developer. In the  absence df a 
write-down i n  land cost ,  the  t o t a l  cost ~ f ~ p u r c h a s e ,  relocation, cleaek 
ance and preparation of land f b r  rebuildfag may exceed the amount a 

I developer can afford ' to pay, consiclerlng h i s  options fol: comparable 
laud a t  lower cost  elsewhere i n  the metropolitan area. We recommend 
that: the c i t y  be allowed to  ne8qtiata with a developer, as needed, for 
a orricedown $n the deveioper's land cost ,  where such an Incentive i s  

1 ,  d e h d  desirable t o  carry out  an approved plan. 
-! 

Additional c i t y  assistgnce, beyond l a d  write-down, mey be jueitified ' i n  order t o  enable the c i t y  to  atgr.+ct developers t o  cer ta in  kinds of 
projects. 1 Such assistance could t&e the form pf reducina a develop- 
er's property t a x  burden to a level below what i t  otherwise would be. 
Such a subsidy should be permitted orrly under the following circm- - 

/ stsoceat t 
\ 

* It should be granted wily ta  ce,rt&n s t a t ekha r t e red  liudted-divi- 
dent rededelopuent coeolpauics. An old s t a t e  law (passed i n  J.947) 
permitted the formation of such companies, but sbme new amendments 

/ added by the 1973 Legislature now apparently make the law wrq w ~ r b -  
able than in the past. No such redevelopment companies have yet: been 
formed, They would be l imited t o  an 8% return on invested equity. 

\ 

I 
* It should cover only the property taxes which are d i rec t ly  control-- ' 

L Iable  by the c i t y  government i t s e l f .  Thie mans the bax o.duccion 
\ .\; - , would not  apply t o  tartea payable t o  other unita of government, suoh, 

as the county o r  school d i s t r i c t ,  which would h h  no voice i n  
. L whether such a reduction should be granted. Within such lSmitati-s, 

x the c i t y  ehould be able to write-down the pwperty tares payable ca 
c i ty  government t o  the leve l  which they were pr ior  to  the new de- 

I d o p m m t ,  f o r  a lim&ted number of years. ,The exact ambunt of the - 
I write-down =auld ,depend upon the nature of the r ebd ld ing  pqopgsal 

qs eubmitted by the limited-dividend eompanles. It ia possible that- 
J 

, I  a number of ' bids could be so l i c i t ed  by the c i t y  from c o q e t i n g  
lid tea-dlvldend companies .\ 

I 7 / I  1 
I 

i , 2. Equip c i t y  gowmpents t o  f i w c e  rebuilding expenses -- Our ,rewmmendatibne 
abow Involve pote'atial cooDmitment of eubstantial  amounts of public funds, b k  fur- 
t he r  qcomiamd: , 



Under tax-in eremen t 
expebae of acquisi- 

tion, clearance, relocation and preparation of l a d  f o r  rebuilding. 
as increase i n  taxes which the new develogment generatee, In addition 
t o  the taxes generated by the d&velopent which was there  before , is  used 
to buy off the bl~n8s- 

Tax-increment f lnancSng a t t r ac t$  consf derable i d t e  m s  t as a funding 
source became no, outlay of current dol lars  is nece8sat-y. Future in- 
creases i n  tax revenues ire pledgad fnstead. \ 

I 

1   ow eve^ tqx- iaereqnt  finanding, by i t a  very nature, is Igmited ap- 
p l icab i l i ty ,  \PJew development m u s t  generate a f a r  greater  anrbunt of 
taxes i n  order t o  j u s t i fy  a rebti2lliUng project .  This w i l l  ao t  be poss- 
gble i n  many pa r t s  oE the ci ty .  I% the tax-dflcremnt /approach is t o  be 
used f o r  res ident ia l  purposes, a much Jligher population density i n  the 
new demllopnent would be required. This may be poacsible i n  a few parts 
of the o i ty ,  but no t  throu&out. In many low-density are-, rebuilding 
cannot pplssib1g be financed via the tax-Ancrerient approach, A c i t y  
should dot have its r9bwlldi.ng p r i o r i t i e s  skewed because tax-qcrement 
f inmcing  will work an cmta in  kinds of projects  but not others. ' Thus, 
the c i t y  should use other' revenues to  help pay f o r  rebullding subsidies. 

t f i n a c i n g  c a ~  have only the most lirnited application. Ex- 
treme caution ~ h o u l d  be exerciasd i n  the d e s i g n a t i ~ n  of any addi t i sna l -  
locations where tdx-iaeremrent financing' is to  he wed. --. 

-.I 

ci-  
pafed cotnanmity revenue-eharin& funds t o  help finance rebuilding expen- 
ses. We a l so  have e a r l i e r  recodmended tha t  high p r io r i t y  on rise of 
these funds be a v e n  t o  e s i d e b t i a l  rehab loans and g r a t e .  

6' 

Xf and Congmss adopts the A&nfnis~tat ion 's  recounnendations f o r  con- 
q l i d a t i s n  sf several  urban developwW a id  programs i n t o  a s ingle  block 
grant, c i ty  gywrmments w i l l  incgeesingly assume responsibi l i ty  f o r  de- 
ciding how t o  ,apportion feder&l ,dollars local ly .  

,' 
Local governments have not ye t  "geared upfq f o r  making the very d i f f i ~ u l t  
decisions on apportioning the block garhts. Nor has the Legislature re- 
viewed %he poss ib i l i ty  of suggesting any guidelines on use of the dol- , 

\ lars. ( s t ,  Vaul and Minneapolis each would be, en t i t l ed  to  about $17 
s i l l i o n  In the f i r s t  year, although the pro$pects f o r  long-term wqtinu- 
ation of funding a t  tha t  level are  uncertaid.) The 1973 Legislature did, 
however, begin the job of helping loca l  governments get  ready tq  ue9 
community revenue-sharing fmds. It authorized Housing and Redevelgp- 
ment Authorities t o  make rehab loans and grants in the same manner as 
provided under cer ta in  a id  programs t o  be consolidated. Without passage 
of the A e t ,  the poesibi l i ty  of continuing the rehab loan and grant pro- 
gram mfer kommwi ty  revenue-sharing would have been uncertain. 

I \ 

We recomaend that  the apprcpriate urbati-related c ittees of the LegBs- 
Patnre, in the Interim before the 1974 eession, review the various op- 
t ions  which c i ty  governments may have fo r  .use of communit~ revehue-shar- 
i . ~ g  fmds  ,md whether leg is la t ive  guidelines on se t t i ng  p r i o r i t i e s  a re  

< \  \ 
\ 
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needed. City govemmnts should be s$inarlamd t o  Lhfnk about the pro- 
cess they w i l l  follow in dete ing their own ,priori&iee in the absence 

u,of legis lat ive guidelines, The Legislature should invite c i ty  gobrn- , 

mnts t o  report on the procedures they intend to follow. 

3. 
y Built-up c i t i e s  Pa the metropalitan area urgently need to b o w  *a@ results can, 
reaamabPy be expected from their rebuPld1,ng efforts. We' recemend $hat 6he Legis& 
'lature batrract the %tropol i tm CocmciP to inelude $n i p s  Wdelopmrnt Guide, witbin 
lmlve'.monthe : 
,' /' -- Projected construction of new housing mits, by p r ~ c e  level  and owner- 

ship, in comhg year8, and l8keBy spat& between sMburbs and the central 
cieiea. 

I / 
"I . , / -- Projected construc"eisn o f  new c o m ~ + c " i ~  and industrfal development,, 

by type, In caning yeare and the l ike ly  split between su$urbe and $he 
central c i t i e s .  I 

1 

\ 

-- Any recomm!nded changes in publie: pol icy  desilgned to alter these pro- 



! 9, . \ ' 1. - Vhot o l f E  diet ingidsh a neighborhood ssrdces 'association vartoty 

A neighb;rhood services association, 'as reco&ended i n  th i s  r e y r t .  1s not a " &&tic organization, designed t o  give cit izena a greater voice i n  t h e i r  gmernment. 
It; ls /a  privute organizatiofl'.' We believe i t  is very 'important to make digtdnct lm 
a t  the oyfset, t o  avoid confusion between a neighborhood services aaso on and other 
organizations with not-too-diessimilaf names but with vast ly  different  objectives: It 
is par t icular ly  c r i t i c a l ,  a t  t h i s  point i n  time, t o  make t h i s  d i s t inc t iaa  because of , 
a high degree o f G i i s c u s s i ~ ~ .  taking place i n  the central  c i t i e s  over how t o  improve 
c i t i zen  par t ic ipat ion structures. The Citizens League i n  a e a r l i e r  report  "Sub-urbs ': 

i n  the city" reemended the formaaon of a s e r i e s  of directly-elected commtmity 
ckuncile i n  tenClral c i t i e s .  A report has recently been prepared by a -or's committee 
i n  St.  Paul whish recommends community councils be ~ s t a b l i s h e d  as federation of neigh-' 

, borhdod groups. Oux recommendation f a r  neighborhood services associat iom must not be ' interpreted, i n  attyuay, as B subst i tut ion fo r  the e a r l i e r  Cirizene re comianda- 
t ion i n  support: of cornunity e ~ u n c i l s .  That recomendatfsn s t i l l  s%aadsa 

\ 
I 

The neighborPlood sewices  association is different  from a cornunity a u n c i l  i n  a t  
1 e m  t four major respects : ) -  

a. Purpose-- A neighborhood services aeociat$on 6s a vehicle ' fo r  reaiden- 
to  mutually impoae upon each other certafn common setvices and require- , - ments, so as t o  give a greater guarantee of mutual act'ion t o  presenre 
and improve the s t rength of t he i r  immediate area. The neighborhood' 
services associatian is eesentially,  i f  tiot exclusively, oriented 
internal ly  t o  ac tiona which residents themselves\ can do privately-not 

/ 

, governmentally-to af f ecr the long-term conEidence and securi ty  of the i t -  
own neighborhood. - , J 

By contra* t , a ' community council is $ a  vehicle f o r  c i t ixen par t ic ipat ion 
and representation i n  governmental a f f a i r s  affecting them. A community ' council is designed to  bring ci t izens i n  a larger  c i t y  closer t o  c i t y  halS., 

i 

Size-- If only a n  area of 200-300 homes were included about 1,000 o r  " 
_C1 

I less populatXon),. tha t  would be a f a i r l y  large area for  a neighborhood, 
sentices association t o  function, In  f ac t ,  the best  &anee of,success 

I . ',might be for  an asso,ciation, when or iginal ly  f o m d ,  t o  cover only two 
/ ' I  or  three blocks. 

/ 
\ 

5 

i But a sumunity council is  designed to  cover an area of 20,600 o r  more' 
residefits i n  a large city.  In  e f fec t ,  a ccrmmunity council is designed 

v "to provide the s o r t  of representation which is pms3ble v i a  the v i l lage  
, . -council i n  a mediunrsized suburb. 

1 i 
! * 

, 1 Morewer, the t e r m ' c y ) ~ ~  is by deflnit&on ( i n  the Twin C i t i e s ,  a t  , . I 
? ( leae t )  designed to I ekcompasa eeveral neighborhoods. 

I 

c. Private veraua governmental-- The neighbor@ood stirvices association 'is 
primarily , a  private  body, a means by whici~ private service t e l a t ing  t o  

\, the  maintenance of the neighborhood can be obtained more ef fes t ively and . I - 
i ' - economically through jo in t ,  rather thanr individual, action. It could 

\ 

,-' i 
i \ I 

\ r I 



i.. , ;1 .,. < r r  -... . . ., 
, ; ,:. .+.. ,\.;. . T$g5,E.Tzj , ~ ? ~ + T ~ ~ ~ I ~ Y ~ , . . ~  55:{$3.TTTI, 'I,; +-, - 'v. l- .;$x ., * " . ' . ,... ."", -. 

J 
. :,\! , ,,,, /\,' '>,,~, ,!~ 

(-,r-- . , ' 9  - > ~  -- ~ < . - k  , ,'.-.' --!<: ." 7 &. ': 2- ,,, :. '. .' , ,* -:$; , b,. 

'y :,-;?%;,~:, , ,~ . , :../ # , I  T';..'..;.'.!.. I ? " . '  1 - ) .+,., t,t, .. . z / ,  ..;* ;, ,. ,7., !;;? .~,$3, : ';: , i' *:, +- _ I ' . .  ,&- .',; , . . . .  2 .  .. . , \ v: , , ! .,. ':; *f ,, .. . ! *' .. . ,  ., . \ c. ' -," ," ,. ,' , -1;. 
',/j'. , :  \-- 

\ , ) 

./ ' \ .  ,-.; \ . . '. ; i  - l', , 

_ i -- , - I  
<~ _ I - +, %s 3 ,A , . I , , ! '  . & ,  , . ' 

I .. . ' \ , .  , . > ' -  \', , , , - - -  ' i  . ' b c s & t h i n i  l i k e  a, organioat+on of r&aidenkd of' ceopei.tive or condomin- . \. / --. , L , ' .  . , a h e  cohuni ty  council Is pr imd~i lg  a governnent& body, ' . , 

, . i 
f . I 

. ?  . . ,  . u?u r ipg  thar f i  t izehs are &1ve9 adequate voice and r o p r e s e n k t ~ o n .  , , xLy+.-:., a '  i n  : the ,' ., ; [ ,, 
.,. , . , .-- public-;aec.i8ions which Qffect  them. I , , ~l ' < .  I.I...,.. \ 

,., ,?  . ' &  > <  , '. 
% \ 

-i , , 
,'/ i 

8 ,.</ -' . ,-, \ \ \ .  . . , .  ,i , ( ,: ' . - ~ . j  
I: ( '  :,../ -/,\;.,.' ,., -\ >, ' .  1 , / .,,I ?. -., 1 

G ,, , 'SOOpi a$ &~nctio&, , m e . ; , * e i g ~ ~ & ~ ~ d  s e i  ws ueocia t ion '  h d ,  a), q i  ' '- 1 I : 1 , , . 
+ ,  + .,, irarrbw, . though s ignif icant ,  atope of functions, while e+& tyl; ' . , ' I . -  i 

' . ,  \ . \d .~ 
,. ..;- 8 +':, . ; ebhciht8 ..cope Y q  mu& broader. ma netghborhood service? rrs-istion itill - i 

. , . ; c ;  foeh,~"lon r e ~ i d e n t e  prpvidipg t h b h  e p s e n t l d ~  neighborhood &rviea~  ' toget$er / v i . .& .. 
I . -, - .  . :. --. ' G  : ;', ,:(. tathe'$ thw individudtp',  ' Virtually- my kind of goyenqnental f u k t i o *  . .. . .' a >. !; ; . :  

i ' -  
I \  '.,!-, i. :_-;; , afce.ct$ngia q o m m l t ~ w i l  o ~ n s  y i fh in  the .cope of a t tknt ionfof '  a .  commih~l$. . 

.., .. , . i . ~ + y ' . ~ l - c o b r  within the  ecope,of ' a t t e n t i o n - ~ f  acolashun~t~  coupcil, ~ekoo le ,  :,.,..-.; , I 
+ ~. , , 7- 

. . 
Y - : ; . , ; ,: . '  pdb' ,  ,toad., b6klding poloi ts  , ,  qeron+ag. ere. - '.- :r. . . , ;  

" 4 , .. . 
r 

. , . ,  . . ,  . . ' .  : , i  , . / ,  .~ <. , . . . L j  . ~ 

. . , . : .7,,' b \  , : 
'IF . ( . . ,  , ': > ~~~ ,'\! .,. , .  1~ " : I . . . .. ; m@rp ape many .ii*ding neighborhood drgAnizatiobs ;,, covering k e l a t i v e ' l $ ' m ~ l l  ./ - i / I  r . ,  

I I 

, a r r . r ~ ~ r & i c h  hawi 'Ebbcenrhqed their 'kffDrts thu+ f a r  i n  providing '1 q i c e  for f, 

I r ' . -  thetar 1:8si&nts in' deding . ;wi th the~-c i ty .  .. ., I/ 1 - ;-- , '. i -I ) . ,  ' . 1 -, , ., , , .- I '  . I .- (.,. , .< . .  . 
I , i  

(.X 
I I 

' . '  " . ! '  ' \  , ' I  , . Such er isk lng ~ r g a n i . a ~ & ~ t i b ' c a n n o t  help but bk 13 t&iog f i r  dcighborhood ' ; ' 

If, ..., . : . a  .' &rvlser, aserocdae;.ioqa.:. But they should not ~ o a i ~ a i ~ b t ~ o ~  the fact that  s u e  sh- - ., ' , 

\_ . t.qsocia~io. w i l l ,  f , q ~ c t i i m ,  be& g t  least ',at the s t a r t ,  and probablp*:in the ,h iun, , ~ , . ,. 
I ' , rJfiian;, is8 ' nkmberwhf g &v@re, &lp'.b $qw blocks'. I f  &I &iganiea t ion coverg, a f atrly;. , , 1 ., -/. , laqe '~rea+-t& btgb to be,-appropri hte fo r  8 nsighborhdod servic&- u s o c ~ ~ t i t i ~ ~ t ~ ~ - ~ -  . 

, is' no . r e p o n  it hould .not ,,g.tinulate the fomqt;%on of s+ch ossoc$at$om i n  amall, - ,  : - 1 ,  
., , ..' .. . . . 

\ / I 
, .  : . ~ e ' l e c t ~ ~ , . ) a - & t I ~ ~  . . A . ', , , : " ,J ,.,\.I ' .  .--: \> ;i.,. p , i.. I . '  1 , , . i 8 ' \ ..,. . ,: .: . .  < , . .. 

, , ,. 6 ' 71, j .  , , i 
Y 

, E& ofmtio& eervie;ore &;ghbo&dod ee&b8* !Q8&Ow&' i 1. . < ." :. l i k e Z y ' ~ ~ f q k e L h f i m t ' g s e c r b Z i s h e d ? ~  : ,!\ ,  l' ,&- , , - . , I  
i 

. ~.,, ',,! 
, . ' 8  

' ,  
< ,  . # \ .,), /-'. . t  ,,, 

, -  i /,', I - :  . ( : 3 : .  '~ 
\ , I  ' L O u r ~ ~ p ~ ~ d a t i b n s  pla& r e l i a t i t r ~  hhevy stress on' t h i  ihpoit+c& of jo in t  . ' ' 1 

! ,\ \ r n  
. . a t+~,dards, 06  -prbperg  + ¶ i n t e n a c e  d a w j o r  func.tion, whi& it  is, B i t  'it IS blJ , . , ' j 

( . . l ikely that sa&y othdr q p d  of jo in t  action w i l l  ' come<; kirst . Perhais it?&uld be lo- ! . f 
, ' , ' ~ f f o r ~ t o ' ! b q r r ~  sdcurity i n  the  n.igh~&obd,.; O r  i, t might be a p l o g r d  of g!erllingN 1 

-- ,:,', the aei@bozhodd:. a@ +hUvi<ul' p ~ d e r t i h s ,  c o m  on the msrlcec, O r  resideh$s dght agry~.,. 2, . i ,  
, , . :i @\is jo in t  5.bknt+act tor:~khe;~ of my a u b e r ' d  ie*ces, such i ~ e & i c a ~ - a ~ ~ l i i n c ~ -  . (.! ., . I 

. - . '  . . ,  - :,qa@ten$*, , trwh colle~t+,on, o r  anw . i e ~ ~ ~ a l , ,  . ., +' . , 

i i :. / . . ,  ., 1, ' - I ? . ,  ': I , ,  >. . ~ ,  , ' i  
v-, . , .;. , \.. ~ .;,: . . , I i 

I '.\ 
i 

\ 
4 ' .*IL. . ... - ~ace\,~~o~%ta 'in i beighborhdd Aart  ubriciig'; tog&tbH a, d collnonkhdea~orGthey ... I ' .  

' ,  , /_;. '- &re mo3e:; Ukely :?ye hto Auch, f is i lds  & agredlag to  a seD\.of mutqztlly-accepted i: Y 7 .. .., . 
% ,  , .- , . ', 9- ; .. . a r m r & .  of u ~ u e e h c e .  , . 

I , .  
: )' ,. , . i j ~  -.\ - -  . . ,  .~. ! ,, . , 

. ,  - ',. - ~ ' , I  
> , ,  . ,  .,~:.'y,.."',.; ;-: . i , : , : \ ,  1 : .  j,>.- ... , ,7 . -~ . , . \ ,  . .  , -. ' , , , , . , . - . , . \ 

. ' , ~  . . . 
, ?  

' ,  
8 - : , :. . \;;. .. + x=: i&j : ;~ ipe  atwep, L it pos*ibie a nkighbmhwd s e w c q s  l e s d d a t i a n  4o;ld . , . : i: 

'.:' ,-:. .',, ba .ab@png - '&'i;~ ' than a grsup. cr f eoqcqrted reside*--or perha& a .church or neighbor- _ 

. . \ .  , , -. s . 1 %- ationst;, -. .'. , I .' .- I \ , '  . . 
\ ,  ' ' , ~ I.;,- ,, )-! , , , : !/ ~- 

, .  . ~~~ . - 7  i ! '  $ . . "  .- . i' , 
,;, , , . ' . ' . i :  <:..:, , (: 1, * i , I. . ; !A., . ,. . J 

, , -oaif ,$=r.r.:bt&-~tafi~~ia%i iibir that a'~(?ighdorhood~~&ce~~'~so<~&kton-~, ' I; > .  

.~-"- . . .  %ih be' f o h d  beciawe the : l a d i d d u a l  res ldeals ,  on the i r  aun without any dirtside in- ' k 
, ~. 

i; ',. I-nee, rkeo@iae tb. beaef$$. ~ (, -$ . I . I ,  , .. 1 , 
. ! , - ,, I 

\, -,~J ' ,  2 .' . 1 
8 -~ 

y. :, . , , , ...,. " .  ., ! ! i ,  . I - . '  -. 
I I 

i 1  
. , " i  , p&&ibil l& 1. t l ~ a t - - ~ r ~ y a t e  fi+-4.luinll  the oppottunktp t o  ' .ell ~J @ a n i c e s  , :  ' 
'1 . to g o u p  @ wi&nc~-r i sk- ,cowrage  the . formatiob of euch,~ysaocigtLo~.  , f! ; , I t , . -.' , . , ', 

< 5 ; :'. ,/ .d '% . 1 
, . '., ~\ -,; ~ ' ;'~, \ \  " I ' ! 

. ) . .  -? , , . ;  I 
7 .  . 

, - ? .  r ,  , ' I i ;.. , , . I--' , , 



' bus$&ims ;,a g i g  t he  eepbliai&ent of neighborhood aefvicee s e ~ i a t i o n .  I' ' 

d le, 'a f i rm with experSence an markf$tlng group l i f e  and he4_eh-pnsurao$e prQ- - 
gra* e g h t  we11 be able to apply it$ expertise hc  setting up raefghbor*d eervlces 
a s e o ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ m ~  J - 

03 & ~ k c h  o r  lother ins t i tu t ion ,  concerned about the p~saPble  long-term future  
dia- neighborhood, might take step8 t o  bring reeMelats together -in como~ln 
A church, fo r  example, might see the par t icular  benefi ts  of a j a i n t  prcrp - 

, $ ~ ~ 8 5  of wrketlug homes i n  the neighborhood. > / \  

- Qk $C bs \P$ksrly @tit considerable l n t e b s t  i n  joint  ae t io fb  by resiilents i n  
pmmisiim of eseeratial hovsfng servdcea all emerge f r m  dliscmsione i a  the mgrfad of 
neZ$N@r3a904-bae& c i t i w ~  okganizat%one i n  the cenpral cities. 1 

'Qo a c i t y  government say ~t imdate  aeighborhood sewices  asaacht ions  because of 
~ l i c i e e  lr :  may adopt which would give tecagaition t o  ee1.f-help orefgtrborhood grwps 

eaty programs. For example, a goup  of residents, medins c i t y  a ~ s i ~ t m m  
ad,geanls ,  might find thefr chances enhanced through the establ%etmsent 

d ecmiees aasociaeion .I 

,- #any . swh- s s s o c i a f i w  have emrged I n  the Twia Cities atea in recent years a s  
par t  of the g h QS E d o w e  devalqments. Each tmhause deve l svn l t  has f i e  ' 

awn aeaoc5atisg for mership and naiotenance of ,cowm ptope~hgbr and for  'exterior 
wlntemnce of ekktsstures. Some 120 such ascsashttons aTe now Ba existence in -the 
metropolPtaa area, -Pa addition, $me a&divisione w i t h  Indlvidwt1 houses have 
a~oci i r t ionrs  which rn and operate cmaa~~lliey buildings m d  sw-iag poofd. , 

\ 

A s a w h a t  d i f fe rea t  dam of neighborhood-protection devfee is the "restr ic ted 
residence dis t r ic t ' ;  cauthorleed under a 1915 s t a t e  l a w  for  cltiesl sf the  first class.  
The lew pre-dated w i n g  ordinancse. f t  p e r n i t s  the c i t y  eoutzcil i o  l imit  au area  t o  
cane-fapily or %so-farslily regidences upon p e t i t i m  o f  5OZ of the property owners. 
b s t r i c t e d  raesideace djtatrgets fn Minneapolis a r e  Zscated near take of thh Xeles, 
m r t h  Camow park, Lake Calhoun, and i n  northemt Minneapolis near Lowry Ave. and 
Arthur Sf. M.E. fm St. Paul such d i s t r i c t s  a te  located i n  the Crocus B i l l  area eas t  
of ~ex ing ton  P.arkwapabB south of S d t  Ave. on the eoutb e b t e  af Lake Phalen, G d  

,&long t he  entjtre length of Sumyir Ave. .- 
1 / I 

Anorher nel@borhood-pr6tection activity ,roacrme the seleht iva marketing of 
properties to  msaiatalta estistlng h d  uses. For example, i n  an area of southeast Elfnne- 
apolik threatened by walk-up apartment cone traction, a nsn-profit corporation waa 
eatabliehed t o  purchase and re-sell  hanks i n  ~ r d e r  t o  keep them out of the hands M 
apartment developers. Informal, wo~d-of-mouth sa les  e f fo r t s  are not uric-n in many 
nef ghbothwde . 

~ l o t i g  t h i s  svlrae l ine ,  a fev years ago, tin the comrrmaity of Laureltoit on tong _ 
Island, M e w  Y Q X ~ ,  a neighborhood home f b d h g  service was organized and s ta f fed  by 
the residents themselves i n  a successful e f f o r t  tb combat "block bustdog" r e a l  
eatate tact ics .  Certetdn b w h m  were seeking; t o  induce panic se l l ing ,  a6 lower 

-priceas by whites in the oeighborhoad with the intention of resel l ing only to blacks, 
a t  higher prSce8. Thua :he corsmunity's i n t e r r ac i a l ,  syabi l i ty ,  which had mainthaed 
i t s e l f  at about 15% blacka wae threatened, A s  a resu l t  of the formdltim of t he  home ' 
finding eemlce sold 136 houses i n  the f i r s t  18 months), kara~rsraent soon stopped 
and the blaek percentage .remained a t  15X.' 



I' Milwaukee-baaed American H~nreswnelcs Aessscicsttisn has qhapfers In several  
c ~ ~ ~ ~ s - Q D C B ~ ,  incPudb~8 the Zbin Ci t i e s  area, bgdtever-.4hrou& w&P& homeawners, jo int ly ,  @ - 

a b - can obtar62 prompt hame repa i r  and maintenance service at reasmIble  sosee ' 5 
; I  - *  

/ 

, Stmetime8 a neighborhood services  association mrry carry out cerf  a in  functions $ . . - ~ j :  
'Chat a & h t  be thought to  $e a furmatian of e i t y  o r  v i l l age  gowermen9; gnstiead For. -.y 
hxarn~ll,  the aasoaiation which serves the residents of Worth' Oaks, a v i l l age  korth pf I 6 :  

I \ 
., St. Qa$l, owns and operates the  asillage s t f e e t  spstiea. Also the]  aasoeiation cimposm 
,-I , s t r i c t  a rch i tec tura l  requirements on home d e ~ i g n  il the v i l l age .  Another example k, . a 

3 

tha t  of the SsuthvPew Heighte Cooperative Assa~iztt¶on Sn Mankato township, just a t s i d e  \ , 
the c i t y  lbmfts of Mankgto. A l l  persons who purchase homes Ph tqis subdfvhion a r e  

, , 3uiUt0~l t~b ia l l~  mde anwher~ of the msqc'iation. The associrnfiorr% chief f u n c t i o ~  are 
I ~rovfs%on of c o d u n i t y  water and eewer aerviee. B U ~  it  also m n s  two pltsygrounds and 
, ;he striet l i gh t s  i n  the subdivision. Roads were b b g t  by the  association but . h a w  I 

~ e e n  turned over t o  _the bowmh$p government. , , . ." \ 1 .  
I 1- 

1 
1 .  1 , 

A new e f f o r t  by a PhPladelphia neighborkood has  begun t a  ,combat crftne. Accotdilig 
t o  a tiawqspweraccolnnt, real -es ta te  values have jumped sharp1 i.wa the last f e w  months 

,, s5ace tho joint neighbnrho~d act ion againsf crime has beeuna Residents organized the 
, ' Block 8sr;ociat;ion of Peet Philadelphia which dep]boys, on a reaular  basis,  "walkers",- 

who makc a'pomt of checking abandonea hauses and cars, looking f o r  suspect loners: or 
gangs They greet everyone they gabs, which reassures h m e s t  psdyr r inne  and le t8  
pofent8ral BwgZars know t h a t  someane might "recspize them l a t e r ,  Walkerd are armed 
with loud-sou& horns, not l e t h a l  weapons. Residents dls0 keep horns handy i n  theSr 

\I \ 

' homeser I f  eomcone i s  i n  trouble,  he's supposed t o  gmnd n horn. Neighbors respond 
y i t h  t h e i r  hbrm , / a l e r t i n g  everyone t o  danger while poldse are on the way. I 

\ ' 
' I  In a mketing with our committee, Oscar e a, d i rec tor ,  I n s t i t u t e  of $harmin - '  

and Housing, New York University, to ld  of successful  e f f o r t s  i n  some neighborhoods fh 'I ' 

St .  E ~ u i s ' t o  c lose  off ce r t a in  neighborhood s t r e e t s - t s  through t r a f f i c  f o r  c e f t a i a  
r per4ods during; the day. Th'is has helped fo s t e r  a great  deal of cbmunity s p k r i t  

- pl& help cu t  dowh on crime, he said .  I I 
I I 

'( L I 
, 

The Urban I n s t i t u t e  has published a report  w h i c h  di%cusses 233 neighboficod / 
\ 1 

' associations acralie the country, some of them formed before the turn of the een tuq .4  
One of the  l a rges t  exmples of %tPceessful homes associations is the Cguntry Club 

" 
d i s r r i e t  k Kansas City,  which, i n  1964, had some 12,000 homes i n  29 d i f fe ren t  associ- 

' 

at ions .  Membersh$p is idt3nda~sry under self-perpetuating cavenartts Cunning w i t h  the 
(land. The brbaa La@ f a s t i t u t e  report  provides extensive technical  Snfo-tion on 

\ 

i 

. the formation af homes associations.  I 
\ 

C / 

5.  ~ r s  nsighboz+moh associations the mosr t d  consemtion of otc~er ~ ~ i i g f i o r -  , 

&o& i n  &&eel J A \ 

i 
i , We bel ieve that t he  coqcept of residents banding-together t o  provide maintenance! 

a d  other services on a mutual bas i s  ea r r l e s  w i th - i t  a g3eat deaf of poteaeial  fox ' 
~ e s i s t i p g  i n  neighborhood cbnservation. Ju s t  as w i t h  other  kinds of e f f o r t s  designed 
t o  pr'eserve 014@r neighborhoods, it must not be reharded as a panacea. f t i b  a * 

c m t r f b u t i o n ~  It might: be eaid tha t  neighborhod services  assoc la t igns , themelves  ' 
I 

- : can' r eave cldek neighborhoods, but i t  Y not l i ke ly  t ha t  an dlder oqighborhood vill  be 1 
I saved in the  absence of cooperative activities of the  residents.  I 

\ i 
8. Wmld i t -ever be $a$imbZo f o p 9  neigW,mhood services &soaiat iai8 \,. 1 

$0 be VEX& t~zy upon at2 dtzsZEings in a g Z ~ e n  mea? I 
8 

, I I 

\ . I / I 



I '  .- - 
new that i t  4s d i f f f  pit t o  think far dqwn t h e  lib when the\issue might 'arlsd. ' We"' 
have recemended that, i f  cons t~ tu t lon ; i i ly  pemissible ,  a t  l e a s t  the opts* ought t o  , 

be available t o  caver the  possibiUty tha t  i n  some circumstance% a mncllat~ry associa- 
tiem Plllgw be deemed desirable. , fie mandatory prods ian ,  of csultse, 5s wt unusual bl 
other asa0~3ationsr. A l l  tamhouse association ate mandatory., for example, 

1 I 1 ' '> k' 

At l w L  two possible benefits  of the  mandatory approach are evident: ' Firfi t  
the cost  af cer ta in  serbtcds which provide benefft  t o  all dtcJelli'ngs i n  the neighborhod 
appropriately should be shared by a l l  dwellings, I n  the absence of a msdatory 
provision, i t  $s coaceiveable\that indivrlduels will .decline t o  jo in  knowing tha t  the2 
can receStpe the benefi ts  without having made any pajement. As a re su l t  cooperatha 
effor to  cW%d be frust ta ted.  SCcond, the  c i t y  &bvemen t  may hays: an fn t e re s t  i n  
supporting 'mndatory provisions i n  an area where it feels such action would be c r i t i c a l  
t o  maintainiag s t a b i l i t y  af a neighborhood for  the entire c i ty ' s  b%raefft. 

, 
7. be 6t possible that a neighborhood sePvZoes aseaeiaHon d g h t  ~ e s k  i% edxZude 

osr 6ain 8*, mcial d t w p i ~ p ,  from the nedgnbo~hoodt 
' I 

tac~mmending tha t  residents of a neighborhood would find i t  advantagow 
a joint  marketing e f fo r t  wherein h~mes would be offered for sale o r  
of a marketing planwhich s e l l s  the e n t i r e  aeighborhaod. Such Jofnt  

dl mean tha t  prospective buyers ot  tenants could be attracted by the positive 
a t t f ibu tes  of t he  e a t i r e  rieighborhood, such as proximity to school8 c h w e h e ~ ,  p-arks , 
h k e s ,  o r  shopping ateas.  I n  e f fec t ,  exis t ing neighborhoods waufd be marketed i n  the 
same fashion as newly-built s u b d i v i s i s ~ s r  \ 

/ 

The risk exis t s ,  ,hawever, @at a of reeidente, seeking t o  keep out r a c i a l  
minorities, might set up 9 jo in t  marketing e f f o r t  with the idea of "screeniag4' 
prospective neighbor*. T l~ ie  is not l ike ly  t o  be successful. It would b& much easier 
t o  prove a violat ion of' anti-discrimination 1ms i f  an en t i r e  aeighborhood woup 
t r i ed  t o  r e s t r i c t  m%norities than at  present, when an individual s e l l e r  dealing on 
a one-to-one basis with prospective buyers, may bq able  t o  apply discrimi-natory . 
practices i n  a more subtle faahion. *, L 

1 

8. Kh&t the impztcationd of the raaomentiations on code @ompZiancs for 
apcartmmt buitdSngs (at *he tiine of issuunce of r a n k 2  t ie t?rs~~)  CVltZ fop  single- 

, fdZg  &eZZ2np and duptess tat the iSnas ocmplrbucry chareges ) 3 
I 

Me f e l t  we could)lot ignore the spreading blight causeckby failure to  keep 
property in good repair. As we discussed esrkPer in  t h i s  repoet, w e  were made aware of 
the lack bb incentive which of ten may be present t o  maintafn r en t a l  pronerty. 

We were made aware of, twa new ordinances, perhaps the f i r s t  of t he i r  kind i n  the 
a e t r o p ~ l f t a n  area, which have just  been adppeed by the c i t y  s f  St. Law48 Park. 
Iaepect&ons a re  made i n  a l l  apartment buildings when two-year licensee a r e  granted. 
Inspections a r e  made i n  single-family dwellings and duplexea when occupancy changes. 
Lfcensect o r  occupancy permits cannot be granted i f  dhell ing un i t s  pose .inmediate 
hazards t o  heal th  and safety. Imddia te  hazards a re  defined as (1) unsafe heating ' 
systems and/or wgter heaters, due t o  such ,factors as burned-out or plugged flues: ,  (2) 
unsafe e l e c t r i c a l  systems due to such factors  as exposed urninsulated wires; (3) 
unsanitary plumbing systems, due t o  such factors  l&ing waste systems: (4) insuf- 
f l c i e n t  suppurt fo r  loads on f loors  o r  other siatl lar  a t ~ c t u r a l  problems: (5) pres- 
ence of refuse, garbage, waste or other materials, making a uni t  uasanqtary for 
human occupancy; (6) infeatation of kate, insekts  and crgher vemlra. A dwelling uni t  



\ r  i \ 
\ would not be required t o  be ypgraded t o  s a t i s fy  s t d d a r d s  ' i n  Curre* cod-, h w  . 

^ hazards go imtoediatd health and safety/would have t o  be sort.ested. I /' 
\ / * I i f  

A potent ia l  a ide e f f ec t  of such requirements is tha t  o lm&ord w i l l  opt  t o  ' ' 
\ close ~~ his building, baerd i t  up and wait fo r  the  c i t y  to- oondemn i t 'Cyhich give8 , 

, 
him a ttblr write-off) 1 / f f l a rge  numbers of dwelling hi ts  were t b  b~ affected,  t h i s  

j dould reduce the aval,labfldty of Idwer-prieed r e n t a l  un i t s ,  which w i l l .  have its great- 
( e s t  ef f e e t  m lwey~income tenants .. Or,  a landlord 'might be incffned t o  ra ise?  rents  . ' 

t o  finance the  cost of ~ e p a i r s ,  again with negative inpack on ,lerjer-income tebants . b 

\ i - / I 

On the other  hand, such ade l  e f f ec t s  are pure spechlation a t  t h i s  'dd. We 
were informed by petsons who themselves own r&t,al property tha t  the  annual rate of 

I re turn t.0 the landlord now may be much higher i n  declinqng neighbo~hoads, perhaps on 
the order' of 16-253, ae compared with a much lower rate 'of re tufa ,  perhaps 8-10%, in' - 
s t ab l e  neighborhoods. ( 

I 1  
J 

i , \ I I 

\ In  the case of, wner-occupied proper- the cos t s  of mceeerary improvementsican l 

be made 8 perf: of the negotiated sale pr ice  bemeen the buyer and the seller. We 
omderetand, wraover,  the FHA and VA standards nowA require eubstantinl  coda cou$liance ' 
i n  order for a property t o  qual i fy  f o t  mortg&e insurance, / 

1 

4 
I 

' A l l  in all, w e  f e l t  t h a t  t h i s  mettopolitan a rea  cannot afford not t o  take 8c ion , 'a t o  g r o t e c t  its exis t ing housing ~ t o c k ,  and 'that, because the  problem i n  the long ru 
w t l l  a f f ec t  a l l  csmuni t ies ,  the standards ought t o  apply throughout fhe me~ropol i tan 
area, not j u s t  i n  Minneapolis and S t .  Paul. - 

I 
/ 

8- ,  Efow do the r e m t i s n s  re&& to effo~te to preserve an& ~l~baciw oehm 
parts dj' tha oity, suoh as %he clolimtom~7 1 

The work of c i t y  merriment, i n  both c i tqee,  I n  recent y,eare t o  rebuild the 
coptkal commercial a r b  i s  indispensible t o  the support of the  surroumding . res ident ia l  
areas. The absence of major a t t e r r tqn  to the downtcwn, ia  our repot t ,  i n  no way 
r e f l ec t s  m y  sense on our par t  t ha t  t he  cen t ra l  commercial area is  unimportant. Rather 

\ i t ' r e f l e c t s  oyr sense OX ?he high pr ior i ty  already gi-kn t o  the improvement .of the , .  _ cent ra l  area by the c i t y  gdve-rsument and .others (such ae the D m t m  Council 4n Minne- 
apol is  a n d J ~ o r a t i o n  85 i n  S t  i Paul) and by the success of. the e f f o r t s  they have , - 
under way., - 

I J \ \ 

' W e  chose, rathq_r, t o  focus on the aepect of c i t y  devejiopmenr we f e l t  i g  p r e s ~ t l y  
given less a t ten t ion  by others: tha t  is, the res ident ia l  neighborhoods. We made 
$has decis$on out a'f a canvicltion that the physical, soc i a l  and ecamornic/ health of 

I these surrounding neighborhoods I s a l s o  critical--even over the  not-so-long run-- t o  
the success of the downtown. >They house many of b t s  workers. h e y  produce a s ign i f i -  
cant pare of its trade. They help' set its value. They largely determine its image 

, end i f s  atkractiven&ss t o  shoppers, t o  vfs i to rs ,  t o  he iden t s .  \ 

?Also, i t  should not be overlooked tha t  s o y  reconnwndations i n  our report apply 
d$rectly,ta the downtowns, spec i f ica l ly  thJose which concern a process by whic$ the 
c i t y  should take the  i n i t i a t i v e  on s timulating major rebuilding projects . Undoubtedly , 
the  dormtowns and areas  inmte$iately surrounding the downtowns w i l l  rank among the 
highest i n k p r i o r i t y  fo r  rebuilding. . t o 

\ ,' 

19. What is 'the degree of urgency for the & ty t d  u e  tc~z:-.lncrrnent finaizcin@ to 
I encowag6 high ~ - p p ~ d u e % ~  c9eveZopnrmt to h a L e  within i& ciQ Zimittb? 

/- " 
r I \ -. . / i 



l j f e "  which make it'very dkf f i c u l t  fo r  dentral  c i t y  iokations t o  co&e%es,with ce r t a in  
' \ I  

, . 
I - ;are& 6 the  euburbao fringe. !Phis was brought out by Anthony ~ o v n s ;  an &$yoads? and 

senior  v ice  president, Real Eatate Reeeasch Corparat$on, Chicago. Dmne p s i w e  out 
t - r '  tha t  on the subutbgn ff inge Qnd is vacant; nd buildings need t'o be cPeareG no l eda t -  . ingLhcome str- ieeds t o  be brought out; no dl f  f i c u l t  p o l i t i c a l  problems of family 

r e l o a t i o n s  ard presented; parcels tend t o  be large,  reducins $cquibit isn costs: and 
- the opportunity e x i s t s  t o  design the infra-structure new, ta i lored t o  the  ne'eds of the 

/ . \ %@refore;'we recolpmended 'that the  c i t j  be able  t o  u f i l i s e  9 varie ty  03 ixkcentiveb - *a , t o  he lp  compemate f o r  its 'competitive dfiadvantage. , - 
\ ' I  / \ 1 I 

me Loo1 which the c i t y  has available,  on a limited. basis ,  is taS-%ncreomt f inan- 
cing, , by/qwhikh the i n c r ~ a s e  in taxes paid by t@ new developmeqt is used to pay fo r  

: C, the costa of the incentives a i c h  the c i t y  hae provided to a t t r a c t  the  developapant 
, '(such a@ making the ~ 0 8  t of the, krnd , caapet i t ive  with eubutban loeat$ons) . - 
- \ I 

! / 

we d v e  already commented cn one drawback of tho tsr incrment  apprgaeh, i n  that . i t  eui table  only f o r  flaancing rebuilding projects which yill involve substapt ia l ly  
higher property taz revenues, euch as higjhpr density res ideqt ia l  development. Beyond 
th i s ,  a further ' .pr~blem w i t h  the tax-idcrement approach is its potee t ia l  con f l i c t  with 
the 1971 rdetropolitan f i s c a l  d i spa r i t i e s  act. That a c t  guaran tee  Minneapolis dnd S t .  

I Paul, aswell a s  every other municipality i n  the seven county metropolitan ared, a , 
partial share of new comrmerci.al-indus t r i a l  tax baee, regardless of Its physical locabion 
i n  the  m8tropol.itan area. ho tonggr is i t  s o  important tha t  tax base by pHysically .- 

A (located wlth the c i t ~ ~ l i m i e s .  - It $ahappem, to  locate  elsewhere il the metropolitan 
area, the c i t y  still i s . e n t i t l e d  t o  sane benefit,. (me condtieatioriality of 'the fiscsl ,  

) dispaxiities act was pending b ~ f o r e  the Minnesota Supreme Court i n  May 1973. But many ' 
l e g i s l a t a t s  have sa id  that ,  i f  the  act were found u n c o ~ t i t u t i o n a l ,  the  Le@slagure 

) , would c c ~ a  up with another solution.) ,, , . ,- I 
, 

/ I  

I Extensive,use of the tax-inctement ftam new devebpment t o  pay f o r  the costs  of i 
rebuilding may well jeopardize the a l te rna t ive  w e  of the tax increment fo r  sharing I 

uhder the f i s c a l  dispar i t fea  ace. A cen t r a l  city, such as St .  Paul o r  Minneapolis ' I 

should careful ly  weigh t h d  poteht ia l  benefit  i t  is l i ke ly  t o  receive f ram the  f i s c a l  I 
I2 

disparities act Ir~OSBing years, es against, seeking broad use of the tar-increment 
,. financing approach t o  f inance loca l  rebuibiing, par t icular ly  when other a l te rna t ives  i 

, fo r  fduancing rebuildit$ cos t s  can be nade;available, such as use o& camunity rwenue- i 
sharing frundrq . \ I \ 

I \ / I 
, 

\ / ' FOOTlJOTES TO DISCUSSION OF RBCOMlENDATIQNS 1 
i ' I  

\' 1 , '3. '!Phi&delphiaw' , , Hake Stree ts  ~ a h e r , "  The b a t f o w l  ~ b e e r v e t ,  May 5, 1973. - , i i 
4. The B.&~B Asaociatiog Handbook, lJrban Land Ins t i t u t e ,  ~ash i&ton ,  D .C., 1964 .,, \ 



1 I 
'Iha Citizen teague i. recent year& has published three other  reports m issues 

I clbaely re la ted I+ t o  tho'se faced in t h i s  report: 
I ' I 

I 
* Adequate Bousing is N ~ w  Everymepa Pxoblem,\May 5 ,  1969 - \ I '  

i 
I '  t / / 
I * Sub-nrbs in the City: Ways tq  Brpwd Part ic ipat ion and Representation i n  ' C. ' 

~ b e a p o l i s  Government, Eky 33, 1970 I 

I I *' Better U& *'f  and e d  Hausidg, dpril 30, U71  \ '  
\ , I '  

' \\ % .  

In the f a l l  of" 1972, the Cqtizens League Board of Directors sensed ,the need t o  
, f u b r  explore the  Psauas r e l a t i ag  t o  $he ffutae of older  sections of the central '  I 

c i t y  -- both fxom the standpoint of W n t a a n c e  and rebuilding. The J3oa~d W s  par t i -  ' 
k u l a ~ l y  cmcemqd about (1) ways which wodd serve to  re ta in  and continue t o  a t t r a c t  
i a a f l d ~ 1 8 ~ l s  and fsmllies rhpresentlng a wide varie ty  of inqcnue levels  t o  the cengral 
& t i c s ,  and (2) way8 @reby the c i t y  govemaent can broaden its role i n  assembling, 

I . , a cqu i rbg  and pr@par%ng land f o r  a var ie ty  of p d v a t e  uses, beyond the mare q a d i -  
tianal urbm renewdl e f f o r t s  . 'I 

- - A. a &dt hf "tkis concern, the Board authoriged the formation of the R e b ~ l d i n g  \ 
in the Central CPty C o d  t t e e ,  , 

COEBIPTTEE IEMBERSIIIP I 

, 
A t o t a l  of 47 persons parf ic ipated act ively i n  the deliberations of the committee, 

following an l n i t i a l  sign-up of a l m s t  loo., Committee chairman was Gordon If. bnhowe, 1 
vice presidenfi - treasurer,  the Pillsbury Companye Other members were: 

John S. Adams 1 h d . n  h i s n e s s  Todd Jef fxey Le-o ' Gar016 Gofberg \ Ernest K. Lehmana ' S tepherr AldrEch 
Walter Baum b g e r  11;3nke$ \ Oseao L m d  

,/ ~ r ~ c i s  a. b d d y  Charles Hanna Pathicia T. UcKQmie b 

Pamela Brooke Hike 1lalr-t igan Maceo f-fmdg 
William id. C-rop Ray Harrle Tom D ' Cosme'll I 

Elsa Carpenter G a d  I3srzbarg Johd Peuter I 
\ Robert Goifrnour Paul  IIilstad Daniel K. Peterson 

Ropr Conhaim Johq G. Haepthler Stephen Peterson ' 
J o b  Clmmrine Riley ~au&&$ Arthur Repnolds - m11d Dais David Hozza Sidney L. S to l te  
Joseph Easiep Gerpld A.. Kennedy , Efatthew Thayer 
Robert Eo Engstmm Theodore Btee \ James Therkelsen 
Rapmoad Ko Prellsen Ken ~ o s e  Imagene Treichel * 

~ a y  @r&er \ Charles Krei,nmn R~bezt '  Van Hoef 
Carl tJ.' ~r&&ttrg 1 ,' 

d . 
\ 

The cogrmittee waa assis te$by Paul A. G i l j e ,  Citizens League assocgate director;  
Jqi~Sch@eder, research a s s io t aN ; and Paula  klerner of th4 c l e r i c a l  s t a f f .  ' -. 

,' * 



, ,. , - -, ' I \~ 

J - .  , 
.WORK OF THE' COlWITTEX (7 ' 

i .  
-. . 

,. , ,' ,.. ' . . , , '&  1 
, , .  

' 

The c-itc;e& ,met. 27 times f ram' 0ctcber 25 1972 t o  May: 21, 1!?7%!'; AS' is the  
C u B t o m  wlth o the r  C Q i z s n s  League c o e t f e e s ,  the  committee m e t  a l r e ~ a t e l y  ,f r e  w e d  

' t o  week i n  S t .  Paul end Ian~apolis for,&e conven$ence of c6a:itcee 'members and, , 1 re- 
source persons. b'. , 

, L~~ 7 I . , , I I 
1 .  / . From l a t e  Qctsbar t o  mid-~ebruary the committee went tPPrc3ugh an  extensive .' , o r i m t a t i a n  progrnlrrduring which ti= a v a r i e t y  of resortrce persons preeented backo 

ground =te.rial a9d highlighted key f ssws in.lmaintenance and. rebuilding.  One , 

/ ' SatU-dWd morning $n Nhember t h e  c o e t t e e  took bus tour of oeighborhoods i n  St. 
*ad  and ~ n n e ~ p o ~ i ~ ,  ~ a n a t e d  by Neil  Gustef son; Upper Wdw?st Council. 

c - 
, b&o~rclet persons represented the  c i t y  gova-ents of &iinn@oplolis and St .  ' P a d ,  

\ neighboshaod groqs,  HetrspoPitan f iunc i l ,  f inancgal  i n s t i t u r i ~ n s  , federal. agenci- 
Housing a d  Redevelopment Autho~ikies, r e a l  estate agents, develrroers , and OWner8 ' . 

, 
/ 

me? m m P t E e e  was par rieularly fo r tuna te ,  from time t o  t z m  , t o  irsc@iVe 
a s B i c a t z i ~ c @  f ~ ~ r n  naKianaX experts who happened &be i n  the Twi-id C ls,Pes area. They . 
inkluded: 2lwrron - Lsler . di rec to f ,  haying research,  the  Urban I ~ s c i t u t e ,  Washingtm, I 

D.C.; , executive v i ce  presldenp, Real Esta te  Gesearch C o r p ~ r a t i ~ n ,  . 
Chicago* 111. ; Csesr ZJewman, d i r ec to r ,  I n s t i t u t e  of F l aming  ~ n d  Ilawing, New York ' 
University ; v Charles B. ghsrele~, ~ g .  , mayor, Kansas Ciey ,  PI^. , and Byron R. Hanke. 

\ '  coasul tant  , Washingmn, D. C., d i rec to r  of p l annhg  team :ahich pre.:>ared "The Homes . 
/ Associaeisa Emdhook" for the  Urban Land I n s t i t u t e .  , 

I 

, Isler ddscwsed the work he and his s t a f f  have been d 3 - J - i ~ ~  OT housing management. 
Downs out l ined  the  market forces  a t  work i n  c en t r a l  c i t y  rebuAldiz,g i s suesp  Newman 

, - mentioned physical  fea tures  which can help create a sense of net$bborhood. Wheeler 
i described Misaauri'a redevclopmmt company law, Hanke talked tlb;~r t h e  po ten t ia l  

app l ica t i cn  of the  homed tissociation concept t o  plder neighborhoods. I 

- r , A l a rge  number s f  background a r t i c l e s  and research repor t s  were made avai lablp  
t o  the  eomtdttee. 

Detailed minutes were taken of -the c h t t e e  aee iv i ty  throcqh mid-February. A 
l a rge  list of @ereions outs ide  the committee received minutes so sheg could follow 
committee progress. 

'J \ 

After chp l e t i o s l  of khe hearing s tage ,  the eommrlttee'first ~evimqed a summary' 
of information presented t o  the committee. Then a d r a f t  of flrtt2:np and conclusions 
was prepared, Begimfng i n  mid-February the committee explc:red a l t e rna t i ve  recom- 
mendations. The comittcsc% went through about four d r a f t s  o f  findings and conclusions 
and recomendatZons before completing its work. 

Sev i ra l  corn i t toe  members were resource persons in t h e i r  awn r i g h t ,  through 
t h e i r  awn a c t i v i t i e s  a6 members of neighborh~od organizations,  a@ rea l t~rs ,  bui lders ,  
developer@, and ea mployeq of publ ic  agencies. 

I n  addi t ion t o  the resource persons mentioned above, the c d ~ i t t e e  a l so  m e t  
with; 

I 

John Borchcrt, dtvector, Center f o r  Urban and Regional Affalrs, University of llinne- 
sota  

_Richard Brooks, supervisor of inspections,  c i t y  of S t .  Louis Park I \ 

I , Jack Cann, Tenaats Utiion 

I 
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Roberf-Dmnen,, executive director ,  Minneapolis Housing and Redevelopent Authority 
fonaer 3WD project  o f f ice r ,  Iowa Securibies Company 

, president, Minneapolis City Council \ 

Cur? OLser, vice president', Knutson Elortgage and F inanda l  ~ d r p o r a t i o n  ' 
Jack bilbertson,  area,  off  ice, Department, of HLou8ing and Urban Developthent 
~ o b e k t B & l l ,  a s s i s t an t  di rector ,  St .  Pau1,Howing and Redeuelopment AukhotiCy b 

~ d w i r d  ' ~ k f  eld ,-'executive df rector ,  S t  . ~ a u l  Housing and RedeveLopment ~ u t h o r i t y  
D hne Yl&ausa, d i rec tor ,  ?iinneapolis Age and Clpportunity Cenber / f -, hmsey Action Programs - 
George Martens, r ea l t o r ,  f o-r Alderman i n  Minneapolier - 
Jrudy 14c~al1, manager, Rousing programs, Metropolitan Council 

sistant c i t y  manager, C i t y  of St., Lsuia Park j 

di rec tor  sf ah@ Model, City Hsruslng Bureau \ 

iar appraiser,  Prudential  Insurance Company 
'l&rmon' T. Ogdahl, mortgage lender, member.. Sta t e  ~ e n k t a  

DelRoy Peterson, direetor/of d$velopment, C%Oy of mre~aapolfs  
Ralph QuiggLe, di rec tor  of gllanGmg, Clty of 'llinneapolis \ 

Gene ~ a n i a r i ,  a s s i s t an t  g r m p  soardinator, @ifq'of S c . Paul , 
Lee R o b * . ,  chief housing inepnctsr, C i  ty of Minneapolis (no@ retired) 
Tony Scallon, president,  Wardaweat Pr~jeclt Area C 
~ l a r e h k e  Simonbwicz, di rec tor ,  c&uprehensive planning, S t  .J P a d  Planning Board . 
Tom ~ p a e t h ,  manager, Reaidentiah Ebrtgage Department, Ebel-hardt C m p a y  , 

Fred Stahl, Ifode1 City Bouaing Bureau 
Thomas Ab Thompson, c i t y  cooddiaator,~C.lty of lfinneapolis . T 

Merlin Toussaint, general manager, k a k  Es ta te  Investment Department, Prudential  
j Insurance Company 

Charles Warner , area off ice'? Department of Housing and Urban Development 
A l  Wtobleski, Croseroada Resource Center \ 

I 



,' BACKGROUND 

I. CONDITXOH OF HOUSING I N  MINNEAPOLIS AND ST, 'PAUL 
I I .. Because 6f  the inadequacy of avai lable  data, it i s  impassible t o  make P r e c i ~  

s t a  ts about the candi t i a n  of housing ia bfinsmcapo lis and S t  . Paul. I I 
The 1960 Oeasua of Housing contains subject ive  judgments of cellsw takerta on 
w b t h e r  a dwelling was "sound", "deteriorating", o r  "dilapidated". The C~nsur 
intsmfewera w e r e  shown pictures  of each category during t h e i r  trainin33 but 
heavy re l iance was placed on thedr a b t l i t y  t o  j u d y  each unie: individually.  
Problems arose s ince  interviewers with d i f f e r en t  baclegroundo and d i f f e r en t  V O ~ W  
tended to judge the  condition of howin8 with a variety of bfasee .' I 

As a, mmult; the 1970 Census of Rouaing asked more oblective queetione on condi- 
t i on  of! hawing which re la ted  t o  plumbing, heating, eype of foundation, s t c .  
Urifortmatelg, no one seems t o  have developed a weighelng f o r  the 1970 datawhfeh 
would d l c w  a comparison with the  1960 findings. 

With Cihis l a  mind, i n  1072 t h e  &tr~pol . l . tan  Counci: hired a consultant to  d e ~ l o p  
a method f o r  est imating the number of "deficient" and ' substandardi' homing unit8 
i n  the metro area. I n  the study, exterior survey8 w t e  conducted of  se lec ted  
census t r a c t s  i n  the seven-county metropolitan area. Tka actual survey work was  
done by s t a f f  muhers of the Minneapolis Housin,q and Redevelopment Authority who 
had previously conducted siadlar surveys i n  EIinneapolis renewal areas. 

The c r i t e r i a  u t i l i z e d  i n  detemintng which un i t s  were "deficient" (Class 11). or 
"deterioratsd" (Class 111) were bas ica l ly  as ' follows : 

*,Class I housing unLts were those un i t s  which vere sound. 

* Clam I1 housing uni te  were those t h a t  have a major deficiency which would 
require rehabi li t e t i an  s f  the  un i t s  as d i s  t inguis  hen from normal maen tenance 
which would include painting,  o r  replacing a few shingles, or a window r i l l ,  
o r  yard maintenance. 

* Class I11 houaing un i t s  were those that are  so Badly deter iora ted t h a t  they 
could no t  be rehab i l i t a ted  and therefore  needad to b e  cleared 

The class ' i f ication w a s  made on the bas i s  of the e x t e r i o t  survey of the e t ructure  
and theregore does not include these h m s  which have a sound ex t e r i o r  but tiThich 
need major rehab i l i t a t ion  of plumbing, wiring o r  i n t e r i o r  wal ls ,  ce i l ings  or 

d f loors .  Th4 c l a s s i f i c a t i ons ,  however, include those uni te  which have some 
e x t e r i o r  defects  but which are in  good i n t e r i o r  condition and a r e  s a t i s f ac to ry  
l i v ing  uni ts .  

* 

The c la8s i f i ca t ion  was based en t i r e ly  upon the condition of the housing u n i t  
structure. Deteriorated garages, o r  o ther  s t ruc tures  not  used fbr hauslag. ' poorly maintainad yards,  driveways, o r  aide walk^. o r  accumulation of Junk or 
garbage were not  cansidrtred &less the  housing unit was on the  l i n e  between . 
c l a s s i f i c a t i ons ,  However, there wae a s t rong carre la t ion between the condition 
of the housing unit s t ruc tu r e  and t h e  condition of the yard and adjacent build- 
f ngs . 



1 

I The methodology of the survey is based on the assumption that the median value of 
+using in  f r  given t r ac t  is  related t o  condition. Census t r ac t s  were selected in  

\ the seven-county area t o  ref lqc t  a variety ~f vqlue classifications. Wide geogra- 
phic distribution was also scnrght. The exter ior  surveys were then taken in those 
t rac ts  and weighted i n  relation to  the number of t r ac t s  within each value c lass i f i -  
%ation wtthin the seven-county area. Exceptions to t h i s  rule were those census 
t r ac t s  i n  which urban reneval o r  neighborhood d e v e l o p ~ n t  programs were under way., 
In  those cases, individual estimates were made that were based on data provided by 
the local  ERA. , , 

Wtth t h i s  backgmmd in mlnd, the fdllowing comparative tabulation is made fo r  1960 
arid 1970: 1 

i -. 
Table I 

1 
WUSXPG CONDITION IN ~ A P O L Z S  AMD ST, PAUL 

t 
I 

\ Mianewolis St. Paul Suburbs* SMSA** 
I 

-P 

Sound 133,397 (83.15%) 88;694 (86.69%) 185,887 (93.83%) 407,978 (88,533) 
I 

Deterloratfag 21,390 (13.44%) 10,8f 3 (10.56%) 8,807 (4.44%) 41,010 (8-  8%) 
I Mlapidated 5 ‘624 (3.51%) 2.803 (2 .ir3X) 3,413 (1.72%) -@.840 !2.5- 
1 
I . i 

I Total b i t e  160,411 - .102,310 . 398,107 460,828 
I 

1 ~ . M e t m w l i t a n  Council Submtmdard Hovuina 8 u m ~ : ~  
1 

I 

\ 

Class f 132,504 (79.25%) '93,725 (81.02%) 295,781 (98.432) 522,010 (90.79%) 
, Class I1 2 7,283 (16.31%) 10,601 (9.84%) 4,000 (1,33X) 41,398 (7.20X) 

Class 111 7,409 (4.43%) -3.381 C 3 . m  709 (0.23%) 11.499 (2,OOa 

Total 167,196 107,707 , 300,490 574,904, 

* SMSA miqua Minneapolda and S t .  Paul. ** Anoka, Dakota, Hemepin, lbqmey, and Wash$ngtcm Counties. 
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FIGURE A ': 
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MZNNWOLIS - ST. PAUL 
+ . / 

,- 

*As indicated by median value . 
SOURCE: Metropolitan Council Substandard Housing Survey, Lorimer, Ghiodo and Aaaociates, Inc., Minneapolis - Minnesota, Sept. 1972 , -- A 
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UNDER-UTILIZATION OF HOUSING IN IIIbJEAPOLISl AlgD ST* PAUL '\ 
\ 

Acc-xding t o  the  1970 Census and subsequent repor ts  of the Metro. . an Councal, 
a majori ty of the  households i n  t h e  Twin C i t i e s  a rea  o re  effecti-gely priced Wt 
of the new houetng market. 

1 

A t  the  same time, l a rge  numbers of older  bu t  sound housing u n i t s  i n  t he  c e n t d .  
citia8 are being increas inely  "under-utilized" . For example : 

f 

* &on 1950 t o  1970, the  percentage of &ner-occupied housing un i t s  i n  
apo l i s  occupied by 1 o r  2 persons Jumped from 32.8 t o  49.7 percent. Ia e. 
Paul, the  percentage increased from 3 .O t o  63.5. 4 
During the  same 20-year period, the  mddian number of persona per  owner- 
occupied u n i t  decreased from 3.2 t o  2 ?7 i n  Minneapolis and 3.4 t o  3.1 i n  
S t .  Paul. By way of comparison, the  m;ed%an number of persona cur ren t ly  
l i v i n g  i n  owner-occupied hou61ng i n  the suburban p o r t i ~ n  of the  d i n n e a f l p -  
St. Paul SEfSA is about 3.8, 1 ,. i 

* miti! 8ccelera t ing under-ut i l iza t ion has l e f t  Minneapolis and St. Paul wi th  
A t o t a l  of 16,000 owner-occupied u n i t s  with 2 or more bedrooms housing air%y 
1 person and another 17$00 unit$ with 3 ar mare bedrooms housing only 3 
peraons . 

A t  t h e  sl~me time, we seem headed f o r  an  unprecedented rate of na tura l  turnov* 
of housing on the  open market beeauae of dramatic sh i f ts  in the  age compos i t ih  
of our c e n t r a l  c i t i e s .  For examplc: 

,f 

Prom 1950 t o  1970, the  percentage of owner-occupied housing i n  un i t s  ih / 
Mibneapolis housing a head of household 65 years of age o r  o lder  increased 
frotn 18.2 t o  29.7 percent. In St.  Paul, the  increase  was from 18.4 t o  
26.3 percent. 

* This s h i f t  In  the  age s t r uc tu r e  of t he  k i r i e s  nQW means tha t ,  i n  S t .  Paul 
and Kinaeopolis, aver 32,000 owner-occupied, $fngle-family housing u n i t s  
a r e  dccupied by persons 65 yeare of age o r  older. Ten thousand of these  
single-family u n i t s  are occupied by only one person over 65 years of age. 

As is noted i n  Figure B ,  much of the  e lde r ly  population is  concentrated i n  areas 
of Minneapolis and S t .  Paul i n  which sound housing ex i s t s .  

1 1  "INDICATORS" OF QUALITY O F  EDUCATIO~ I N  THE TWIN C I T I E S  AREA 

Although generally-accepted measures of qua l i ty  of education from one 
school d i s t r i c t  t o  the  next are not avai lable ,  csnparisoas inevi tably  a r e  made, 
u t i l i e i n g  euch l imi ted information as may be avai lable .  For example, two 
measures trssd from t i m e  t o  time are the  l eve l s  of funding and s t a f f i n g  avai lable  
t o  d i f f e r en t  school systems. %?hike these measures a r e  not  t o  be regarded as t h e  
only--nor necessar i ly  the  most important--ways to r-omnare qua l i ty  of eduaatioti, 
they must be reckoned with because of t h e i r  frequent use,  , 

The tab les  on t h e  following two pages compare the cen t r a l  c i t y  and 
suburban school systems orl l eve l s  of funding and staff in&,  



\ Table 11 a 

19 71-72 STATE AND IDCAL ADJUSTED OPE@JTI.'@ EXPENDITURES 
(per pupi l  un i t  i n  average dai ly  mc%tbei:ship) 

school D i s t r i c t  Ad1 . Oper. Exp, 

Golden Valley ' $1031 
Hopkins 1000 
S t .  Louis Bark 997 
Richf i e l d  92 2.- 
S t .  Paul 909 
Orono 906 
S t .  Anthony 89 3 
Minne toaka 885 
South S t .  Paul 86 2 
Minneapol i a  860' 
Edina 858 
Rosevilfe 
Momd 
Mahtomdi 
North S t .  Fuul 
S t i f  lwaeer 
Brooklyn *tar 
Spring Lake Park 
Robbins dale 
Cea tenni a1 
Waconia 
Eden P r a i r i e  
White Bear Lake 

\ 

S&ool Dis t r i c t  

Chaska $ 747 
BumsviIle 747 
West S t .  Paul 744 
C o l ~ ~ ~ b f b  Eeights 738 
Ossee 737 
Shakapce 723 
F r i a i e p  71 1 
fnver Cxlove 702 
1Jaterte.m 687 
Souto \dash. County 684 
P,&cvi L l a 677 
1x0 senom, t 665 
P r f o r  Lake 650 
Jordan 645 
Fercr; t take  6 38 
Kew T r y  uc 6 34 
hn1.a 627 . 
Kao t tnga 626 
Nom-ood-Young America 607 
Be l%e ?iaine 601 
Farmingeor~ 598 
S t .  F x n w i s  5 89 
Randolph 547 

Table I11 
1971-72 TOTAL ADJUSTED OPERATING 572 ENDITUBS 

(per pupi l  un i t  i n  average da i ly  rtembership) 

School Dis trice Adi. Oper. Exp. 
Golden Vqlley $1 118 
Wopkins 1031 
S t .  Louis Park 1013 
St,. Paul 993 
Ninne apolis  9 81. 
Richf i e l d  - 934 
Orono 925 
St. Anehbny 905 
Mime tonka 89 7 
Roseville 8 85 
South St .  Paul 877 
Edina 871 
North S t ,  Paul 875 
Mound 870 
Mounds View 863 
Mahtomedi 86 3 
Blooming ton 860 
Wayzata 856 
Sqil lwater 854 ,- 
Brooklyn Center 85 3 
Centennial , 826 
Spring Lake Park 816 
Ebbbinsdale 803 
Waconia 801 
7+4 +n R-*r  7.nkp 777 

School Diserf c t  
---It-- 

f'tlaska $ 776 
Eden P ra i r i e  769 
Shakopcc 76 7 
Burnsvi l l e  766 I 
West S t .  Paul 760 
CoPuubia Heights 75 3 
Osseo 751 
Inver Grove 742 
Fridley 738 
Watertown 719 
South :dash. County 71 1 
Lakevi l le / 709 e 

Ro s emtip t 698 
Jordan 691 
New Prague 687 * 
Pr io r  Lake 669 I 

Forest Lake 661 
Anoka 655 
Hasrlzgs 65 2 
Nor~;crcd -you& America 648 
Belle PLaine 644 
Farmin g ton 632 
St. Francis 62 6 
Randolph 5 71 





V .  KEY mDICAT"OR$ OF CONDITIONS I N  OTHER LARGE CENTBAT, CITIES 
I I " \ .. *" ,'. t, \ 

L ' Much of the stigma which evokes negative impressions of l a r g e c e n t r a i L ' ~ i t i &  
\ L , tesul ta  from Ltnktng the conditims of certain older, denasely populated central  - , 

\ , L 
cities to  a11 central c i t i e s  over a ce t ta in  Level of population. 

. I .  . 
bslng several kky iibdicamrk of roclditims i n  central  d t i e s  , Tables PI-X would 
ieam t o  Pndicatei thkt Minueap~lfs a d  st .  Paul colapare very favorably v i t h  other . &  

ltt ga central cities mdlespeeially w i t h  those central  c i t i e s  which are often 
niardea so negatively. ~t i. important m. note that a, rider of *c  'hewervf 
certrtal cf ties in t h i s  tabulation (prlm&rily western and southern) contain areas 
which haveapt yet bean devel~ped md which are suburban i n  nature becnpe of 
large-scale annexations o r  mergers with surrounding areas. This has a tendency 
to d e  comparison with older ,, built-up central  cf tf  es l ike  ~ inneapo l i s  and S t .  
P a u l  somewhat' raia l eading . 

\ 
\ 

Table Table VII 
F POPULATION 

B POVERTY LEVEL , PZEDIAPS FAMILY INCOm 

I ' ' Seattle 6 .OX 
I I - st. g t t ~ n  6.5 

\ Indimapolis 7 . 1  
- I, 1 Mimeapofis 7.2 

i ;Mflwaukee . 8-1 
I ~ P h ~ a n i x  - .  

. a  4 T ;  i 
6.8 

, ,  Peaver 9.4 
b s  Angeles 9.9 
San Francfsco , 9.9 
Dallas 10.1 , 

, Chicago , 10.6 
Houston 10.7 
Pittsburgh 11.1 
Phf ladelphia 11.2 - 

Buff a h  11.2 
' Detroit 11.3 

' Mew Ysrk 
5 

11.5 
\ Boston 11.7 

( . :washington, D.C. 12.7 . . 
Cleval and 13.4 
Baltimore 14.0 c 
St. Louis 

\ 
14.3 \ 

Memphis , 15.7 
I 

! 
> i Atlauta ' 15.9 

Newark . * \ *,-c . 18.4 
\ N ~ W  orleads 21.6 

, 
/ 

S e a t t l e  $ 11,037 
ZndimapoJb 10,754 
S t  . ?auP 10.5& 
Los Angeles 10,535 
San Francieco W,503 
Milwaukee 10,262 e 

a 
Chicago 10,242 , 
Detroit 10,045 , 
Dallas 10.019 - 
Minneapolis - 9.96Q 
Phoenix 9,956 
&us ton 9,876 
Mew Pork 9,682 
Denve r ' 9,654 
Washington, B. C. 9,583 
Philadelphia 9,366 
Boston 9,133 
G l e v e l m d  9,107 . 
Baltimore 8,815 
Buffalo 8,804 
Pietsburgh 8,800 ... 
Memphf s 8,646 . 
Atlanta 8,399 . 
S t .  Louis 8,182 
Newark 7.735 " 
New Orleans 7,445 



V, Pl@JECTIOW OF EXTENT. OF REBUILDING BY 1985 

, Some idea of the  nature and extent of rebuilding which r e a d i c a l l y  c m  b= ekpect- 
ed t o  wlce place i n  St. Paul and Ptknneapolis by 1985 is offered i n  the report  
Minnesota Land Use and Settlement: 1985, authored by John R. Borchert, d i rector ,  
Center f o r  Urban and Regional Affalrs, University of Minnesota and Donald D. ' Carroll ,  fonqer di rector ,  transportation planning, S t a t e  Planning Agency. 

i 
\ \ 

The report  s ing les  out a 60 square mile area  within St.  Paul and Minneapolis L 
which w a s  b u i l t  up before 1900-1910. This area  is most susceptible t o  redevelop- 
ment, t h e  report  said.  But i n  a t  least two-thirds of t h i s  area,  and possibly as 
mu& cis seven-e4ghths of i t ,  the same housing sto* w i l l  s t i l l  be atanding i q  
1985, e.kther remoclehd o t  simply older  and more worn, according t o  the report .  

1 
What rhia  means, of course, is t h a t  the vas t  majority of housing i n  the cen t ra l  
cities w i l l  not  be replaced f o r  many decades, which, of course, points up the 
urgency of maintenance program i n  o l d e ~  neighborhoods. 

The report  o f fe rs  d i f f e r en t  aleernatlvee as t o  the rebuilding which might take 
place is Minneapolis and St. Paul. The a l te rna t ive  with the most extensive 
rebuilding, which could involve up to one-third of the 60-square-mile area,  would 
require a rate of clearance and redevelopment f a r  i n  gxcess of recent r a t e s ,  with 
two-thirds of the  new uni t s  i n  apartment buildings. The most c~ose rva t ive  e s t i -  

I 
mate of , rebui lding would involve about cme-eighth of t he  60 square m i l e s ,  with 
two-thirds of the new uni t s  s i ng l e  family dwellings. 

I "The physical problem of aging and de te r io ra t ing  ' inner c i t y '  areas w i l l  be only 
\ par t ly  solved and w i l l  mostly tenbin i n  the category of work unfinished," the 

report  said.  

The cen t ra l  c i t i e s ,  combined, can expect beheen  15% and 40% of the  new dwelling 
un i t s  i n  the metropolitan by 1985, the  report  said.  \ 

VI. INCREASING AREAS OF RENTAL OCCUPlWCP 

\ AS is noted i n  Figures C and D, the number and percentage of housing un i t s  i n  
Minneapolis and S t .  Paul occupied by renters  has increased ra ther  substant ia l ly  
from 1950 t ~ ,  1970. What is  more important, an apparent conversion from owner t o  
ren ta l  accup48ncy is taking place oQ th? f r inge of enlarging areas movlng outward 
from the older  portion of the c i t i e s .  

A cer ta in  amount of t h i s  conversion is  a re f lec t ion  of demolition of fomer  one 
and two-family homes and t h e i r  replacement with new multi-family apartments often 
referred t o  8s "2&-stoty walk-ups". The conversion i s ,  t o  some extent,  a l so  
taking p l a q  a8 large, Single-family homes whieh were formerly owner-occupied are  + 
being converted t o  duplexes or  being rented out. I 

I n  observing t h i s  trend, the committee is not objecting t o  the conversion from w 

owner t o  ren ta l  occupancy pe t  se. Concern i s  merited, however, oecause of in- 
creased problems invalved i n  maintainisg -ma1 property as opposed t o  owneb- , occupied. 
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The m a t  dramatic example of this d i f  ferenee is In the expend1 tu*s f o r  meinrea- 
an= '--* mers sf  rental and lowmer-occupied p rope re .  For example ' 3: Depart- 

rce data  fez 1970, 1931 and 1972 show the fsllo&ring ~. .m~aziaon  of 
per-mi L maintenance errpendl turns between owner and ren ta l  propert%saa. The 
figume are baaed on a n a t i m a l  sanrple on whtch gmjeetioms f o r  the 65 mill ion 
b u o i n g  uni t s  i n  the  nation w e r e  made. 8 

Table XI 
U, S. HOUSING MBINTENmGe PER WZT P E R , Y M  

I 

1 Lorimer end @hisdo b s a c i a t e s ,  Minneapolis, Minn. 1972. 

2 Data following from 1950 and 1990 Census of Po~uPal ionand  1950 and 1970 
W s u e  of %using, U.S. Department of C s m x c e ,  Bureau a f  ithe Census. 

\ 

3 "Selected Data f o r  D i s t r i c t s  Maintaining Elementary and Secondary Schools", 
d Sta te  of Minnesota, Department of Education, Jmuary,  1973. 

4 ibid .  

5 "Staffing Schools in ehe Twin Cit ies  ~ e t r e ~ o f i t a u  Area", Educational Research 
and BevePopreent Counc%l, University of Minnesota, St. Paul, December 1, 1972, 

6 ibid.  
, 

7 Data following from the  1970 Census of Housing and 1970, Census ok PopuPation, 
, U.S. Department of Cormnerce, Bureau of the Censuq. 

/ 

8 "Residential Alterations and Repairs", U,S . Department of Cdxmnerce, Sscf a1 and 
Economics S t a t i s t i c s  Administration, Bureau of the Census, 1972, 



Table VfII 
, PERCENT OF UNITS, BUILT SINCE 1'665 PERCENT OF UNITS OWEIER-OGGUPIED 

1 

Dallar 
EIoustan 
Indianapolis 
&mphia, 
Phoenta 

4 A t l m W  
Iknvet 
Los dbngales 
Seett I@ 

/ - WahLogton, D.C. 
~altimare 8.3 

. S f .  Paul 8.1 T 

N e w  Orleans 7.3 
~ i l w  7.2 
~ n n e a u o X i s  6.8 
B o e t a  , 5.9 
Chicqp3 5.6 
New Yerk 4.9 
PMladeIghia,  4.6 
Newark 4.1 
San Fraatcieco 4.0 
Pit tsburgh 3.9 

f 
St .  Louis 3.2 
Detroit 2.0 
Cleveland 2 .O 

. Buff a10 0.6 

Phoenix 63.4% 
-Ind$anapolis 61.2 
Detroi t  59.9 
Philadelphia 59.6 
Hemp hB s 5.6.3 
st. Paul 5 5  .a 
S e a t t l e  53.8 
Dallas 52.5 
Houston 52.4 . 
Denver ' 50.2 

50 .o Pit tsburgh 
Minpeapolis I 49 .O 
M i  lwwkee 47.4 
Cleveland ' 45.9 
B a l t b ~ r e  44.2 ' 

Buff a10 43.6 
Atlanta 4 k 0  
Los h g e l e s  40.7 
St. Louis 4 4 4  
New Orleans 38.2 . 
Chicago 34.8 
S a n  F r a n c i e a  32.5 
Waishf ngton , D. C. 28.2 
Bos too 27.1 \ 

New York 23.5 
Newark ' 19.8 

- Table X . 
PERCENT OF UNITS WITH OVERCX0WI)IMG 

S e a t t l e  3.6% 
/ ' Mlinneapolis 4 -2  

I Buff &lo 1 4 - 7  
St.' Paul 5 . 5  

- ' Denver 5.5 
Phf ladelphia 6.3 

< , PFtteburgh 6.4 
Sm Francisco 1 7.1 

I Milwaukee 7.3 
C'teveland 7.4 
Detroit 7.5 
Boston * 7.6 
Indianapolis, \ 8.2 
Los Augeles 8.3 

9 Baltimore 8.7 
Dallas 9.0 

1 - J Phoenix 9,. 2 
chicago 9.9 , Rows tan  10.2 " 
New Yo rk 10.3 

/ Atlanta 11.0 
I Mfmphf rr 12.1 

Wsahington, D.C. 92.2 
I 6e. h u i e  12.7 

/ I Rew Orleans 14.3 
i I -- - / -  --. - - 9 r  I: 



FIGURE C 

-- -- - -- - -- - -- 

INCREASED AREA OF HIGH RENTAL OCCUPANCY I N  MINNEAPOLIS c --- (1950-1970) ---- - --* ---- 

SOURCE: 1950 and 1970 Census of  Housing,  U.S. 
Department of Commerce, Bureau of the  
Census 



FIGURE D 

Percent o f  Housing Units 
Which Are Renter Occupied I 

,SOURCE: 1950 and 1 9 7 0  Census o f  Housing, U.S. 
Department o f  Commerce, Bureau o f  the 
Census 



AWUT THE Cl TI ZENS LEAGUE . . . 
a. 2 

The Ci ti zens League, founded i n 1952, i s an i ndependent, non-pa r t i  san educa- 
t i o n a l  o rgan iza t ion  i n  the  Twin C i t i e s  area, w i t h  some 3,600 members, s p e c i a l i z i n g  
i n  quest ions o f  government planning, f inance and organ iza t ion .  

p Ci t i zens  League reports, which prov i  de assistance t o  pub1 i c o f f i c i a l s  and 
o thers  i n  f i n d i n g  so lu t i ons  t o  complex problems o f  local  government, are developed - 
by volunteer  research committees, supported by a f u l  l t ime  professional  s t a f f .  

Membership i s  open t o  the  pub l i c .  The League's annual budget i s  f inanced by 
annual dues o f  $15 ($25 f o r  fami l y memberships) and con t r i bu t i ons  from more than 500 
businesses, foundations, and o t h e r  organi zat ions. 
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