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Introduction
For decades, poverty has poured out in cities across America, and some of America’s poorest

citizens were housed in some of the most crime-ridden cities and areas due to cultural and structural

forces limiting access to other options. The country has struggled through the years with how to manage
this poverty and transform and change the image of distressed public housing complexes around the
nation. This paper will explore various efforts to revitalize severely distressed public housing

developments throughout the United States. Each one of the selected developments is a HOPE VI

revitalization project. The three revitalization efforts that I will explore are: Park DuValle in Louisville,

Kentucky, Newport in Kentucky, and High Point in Seattle, Washington. Each project is a case study that
examines the impact that mixed income housing, community policing, and community centers have in
the revitalization of the neighborhood. This examination will be done by exploring the history of each

site, the statistics prior to the revitalization effort, and the statistics after the development. By looking at
the history of the sites, we can gain valuable background and knowledge of what the area was like prior

to the revitalization efforts and the basis for the redevelopment. This can tell us if the site was always in
disrepair and needing affordable housing, if the area took a drastic downturn after a certain historical
event, or if a prior affordable housing development was on site and slowly degraded over time. The

historical analysis of the decline in housing leading to their severely distressed state will provide the

justification for the HOPE VI funding and implementation of the new housing in the area. By looking at

these developments and studying the statistics such as: crime rates, homelessness rates, income levels,
education levels, population employed, ect. , I hope to be able to draw conclusions about what made

these developments succeed or falter. This can hopefully be used in future developments to help make
affordable housing developments more successful across the country.
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Other Research and Results
Studying how affordable housing developments have either succeeded or failed is not a new

concept. Many physical and sociological studies have evaluated affordable housing developments to

gain insight into how to improve the developments in the future. Looking at past results not only allows
us to improve affordable housing developments in the future, but also helps to decide what variables
can or should be used to measure the success of a development. So what variables should be used to

measure the success of a development? This question can have multiple answers depending on where
the development is located, prior conditions, amount of investment, and other factors. According to

Philadelphia Planning, success can be measured by looking at how well the affordability is maintained,
crime rates, school test scores, and vacancy rates (Philadelphia Planning Agency, 2012).

On occasion affordable housing can be introduced into a community using inclusionary zoning

practices. Inclusionary zoning is the practice of trying to counteract exclusionary zoning, which tries to
prevent affordable housing in communities through the zoning practices. Inclusionary zoning requires
communities to provide a given share of new construction to affordable housing units for low-income

households. Local government agencies in each community set different standards for the incorporation
of the low-income housing. Some of the variables that can be controlled are target income groups,
length of affordable terms, and exemptions and triggers.

Local government agencies can determine what target income groups they would like the low-

income housing to be geared towards. For example, “Income targets in the Boston suburbs are higher

than in D.C. and San Francisco. Over half of communities with inclusionary zoning specify that the units

should be affordable to low- and moderate-income households (see Table 7). A relatively small number
of communities (17) target affordable units only to low-income households, one community requires

units affordable to very low-income households, four target only moderate-income households, and 26
simply require that the units be affordable without referencing particular income targets. Some
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Figure 1Source: (Jenny Schuetz, 2008)

communities set different targets for rental and ownership” (Jenny Schuetz, 2008). Income targets in the
Washington, DC area are typically 65-75% of the area median income (AMI). This means that the

families that the homes are set aside for only make 65-75% of the area median income. This number can
be lowered depending on the location. In some instances, developers are required to set aside units for
those that only make 30% of the AMI.

The length of the affordability is also a factor that can be controlled by inclusionary zoning.

Many times rental units are required to maintain their affordability longer than ownership homes. In the
San Francisco bay area, many units are required to be affordable for a minimum of 21 years and some

up to over 80 years. Nearly half of Boston’s affordable units are required to maintain their affordability

for at least 80 years. By placing these restrictions on maintaining the affordability of the homes, it allows
for those that are able to move out to leave and move into other market housing, and others that need
lower-income housing to move in. This keeps the affordable housing stock in the community so

communities are not constantly building additional affordable units or failing to even provide housing
for lower-income families.

Exemptions and triggers are also factors that vary based on the community and how

government agencies enforce the inclusionary zoning. When comparing Boston, San Francisco, and

Washington, DC, the differences are striking. In San Francisco the inclusionary zoning practices applies to
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almost all new developments; whereas in Washington, DC many smaller area projects can be exempt,
and in Boston the inclusionary zoning is triggered by special circumstances of a development. “The

trigger observed most frequently in Boston-area inclusionary zoning ordinances is an attempt to use
cluster or planned development zoning (Jenny Schuetz, 2008).”

Impact of HOPE VI on Public Housing
The impact that HOPE VI has had on public housing is quite substantial. However, this

transformation did not occur overnight. It was a slow and time-consuming process. Many of the public
housing efforts prior to HOPE VI were very poorly designed and constructed. Generally, the

developments were either very large high rises that stretched into the sky or sprawled outward across

many acres in the form of barrack-style housing. The construction materials used were not high or even
moderate quality. This led to many developments deteriorating quickly. The physical condition of the

buildings would badly deteriorate due to the combination of poor materials, poor design, regular wear

and tear, inadequate construction and funding, and poor management. In addition to this, the physical
design of the units was not aesthetically appealing. They were typically extremely small and lacked
amenities.

One of the first cities to begin the transformation of distressed public housing was in St.Louis,

Missouri. In the 1970’s they demolished the infamous Pruitt-Igoe housing project. Pruitt-Igoe

was designed by architect Minoru Yamasaki who later designed New York's World Trade Center. The

complex consisted of thirty three 11-story apartment buildings, which totaled 2,870 apartments. The
units were undersized and the buildings had elevators that only stopped on certain floors, including
huge communal laundry rooms and garbage chutes. Because the elevators only stopped on certain

floors, residents were forced to take the stairwells to their floor. Eventually, these stairwells became a
breeding ground for thieves.
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After Pruitt-Igoe was demolished, it was not until the late 1980’s that many other urban centers

began to seriously consider large-scale urban revitalization programs. Congress established the National
Commission on Severely Distressed Public

Housing in 1989 to help combat and change the
shape of these giant housing complexes. This is
when HOPE VI was born as the Urban

Revitalization Demonstration Program. It was
Figure 2: Source: United States Geological Survey

not until three years later that the Final Report
of the National Commission on Severely

Distressed Public Housing recommended revitalization in three different areas. These areas included

physical improvements, management improvements, and the addition of community and social services
for the residents. As a result of this request the Departments of Veterans Affairs and Housing and
Urban Development, and Independent Agencies Appropriations Act, 1993

created the Housing

Opportunities for People Everywhere program (HOPE VI) and sought to transform the shape of public

housing across the county. HOPE VI proposed the demolition and redevelopment of more than 80,000

public housing units across the country. As a result of the program the 1990’s was an era of demolition,
as many cities around the country demolished their dilapidated and decomposing public housing

buildings. The program worked to transform the sites into smaller, lower density developments, make

the designs of the buildings more attractive, and include more appealing open spaces. The Department
of Housing and Urban Development also worked with developers to encourage them to utilize new

urbanism design principles and “defensible space” (Susan J. Popkin, 2004). This led not only to improved
aesthetics of the buildings, but the street layouts, landscaping and open space were improved upon as
well. All of these improvements make for a more attractive living environment for the residents and
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help improve their quality of life. This raises spirits, helps people feel a sense of hope for getting out of
poverty, and instills a sense of pride in their neighborhood and community.

HUD sponsored an interim assessment conducted by Abt Associates, Inc. to research evidence

about the characteristics of completed HOPE VI development sites and the impact on the residents. The
study included 13 completed HOPE VI sites including four where existing buildings were rehabilitated,

and nine where at least part of the original development was demolished and new housing was created.

All of the sites worked to reduce density, increase open space, improve security through reconfiguration
of buildings and open space, improve the exteriors with bay windows, front porches, gable roofs and

defensible space, and enhance the connections to the surrounding neighborhoods with sidewalks and
street grid reconfigurations.

The case studies highlight the program’s success in replacing high-density, high-rise, prison style

housing with lower-density low-rise dwelling units. It is not surprising that the sites in which most or all
of the original buildings were demolished were able to achieve the most dramatic physical

transformation. For example, in Washington D.C. the small 2-story apartment buildings of Ellen Wilson

Homes were replaced with much more attractive mix of townhomes and detached homes. These homes
were designed to blend in with the existing historic Capitol Hill Neighborhood. To help achieve this, the
buildings varied in architectural styles, colors, and materials. This allowed even the townhomes to look

like individual homes within the larger neighborhood. Sites that were renovated and rehabilitated rather
than demolished also experienced success with the program. In Milwaukee, Hillside Terrace
reconfigured the streets and landscaping to create 12 “micro neighborhoods.” These micro

neighborhoods consisted of approximately 40 units and each were grouped around a central courtyard
with a distinctive entryway. The reconfigured street and sidewalk networks opened up the

neighborhood to the surrounding areas and encouraged walking among the development. This naturally

created more activity and in turn better surveillance in the common areas, thus increasing the residents’
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safety and security of their living environment. Some developments also utilized an “income-blind”

approach. This is where all the units are identical both inside and out. The lower income residents could
occupy any of the units along with market rate residents. This helps to discourage the concentration of

poorer residents to one part of the community and encourages more interaction between income levels
within the neighborhood because no one knows how much their neighbor pays in rent. This also makes
the lower income residents feel less outcast from the group and more a part of the community rather

than just a low-income resident among others. These design features, along with HOPE VI allowing for

higher development costs per unit than what was permitted before, helped the sites to be developed at
a better quality that will lower maintenance costs and hold up longer in the future. These qualities led
the majority of residents in the new developments to report they were satisfied with their units.

When the cross-site analysis study was conducted in 2003, approximately 49,000 residents had

been relocated from HOPE VI properties across the country. The debate regarding the degree to which

residents’ lives improved after the HOPE VI development is difficult for many to analyze because there is

not a clear consensus on how they are to define success. Some will argue that the low numbers of actual
returning low-income original residents points to the program failing. They argue that the residents

were displaced and the area was then gentrified into housing the previous tenants are no longer able to
afford. Because of this argument, the housing authority has an obligation to at a minimum be sure that
the original residents do not end up in worse conditions than they were previously. The opposing

argument to this is that just because the residents do not return it does not mean the program is failing.
Affordable housing typically has a high turnover rate, and those with vouchers may not want to return
and instead move into either private housing or another development for a variety of reasons. The

residents moving out could indicate the successful outcome of the housing development. Residents with
vouchers choosing to move out and theoretically becoming more self-sufficient are making room for
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other community members to move in and begin the process to becoming stable and self-sufficient
members of the community.

To help better understand some of the success the HOPE VI developments have achieved, the

HOPE VI resident Tracking Study published by The Urban Institute looked at the current living situation

of residents from eight of the original HOPE IV developments. The developments they studied included,
Quigg Newton, Denver, Colorado (1994);Archbishop Walsh, Newark, New Jersey (1994); John Hay

Homes, Springfield, Illinois (1994);Hayes Valley, San Francisco, California (1995); Cotter and Lang Homes,
Louisville, Kentucky (1996); Connie Chambers, Tucson, Arizona (1996); Christopher Columbus Homes,
Paterson, New Jersey (1997); and Edwin Corning, Albany, New York (1998). The study found that “19

percent of the households surveyed were living in a revitalized HOPE VI development, 29 percent were
living in other public housing properties, 33 percent were renting units using housing vouchers, and 18
percent had left assisted housing altogether (Susan J. Popkin, 2004).” This suggests that not all of the

residents that were displaced during the revitalization efforts were able to return. This could be because
they chose not to return, there was less housing than there had been prior to rebuilding efforts, or they
did not meet the screening criteria for a unit once the development was finished. Whether a resident
either moved back or not is not the overall indicator in determining if they are better off after the

redevelopment efforts. Other factors include the overall happiness at their new location, education

levels, poverty levels, and unemployment levels. The HOPE VI Resident Tracking Study (Buron, 2002)

suggests that the former residents actually ended up in better neighborhoods than they originally came
from when comparing the poverty rates of the neighborhoods. The study found that “the average

census track poverty rate dropped from 61% to 27% and 40% of those who did not return were living in
census tracts with less than 20% poverty.”

As shown in the table below from the HOPE VI cross-site analysis, nearly all of the 11 sites

studied decreased the number of units and density during their redevelopment. By decreasing the
13 | P a g e

density, they were able to provide more of a “community feel” to the neighborhoods. This decreased

the large box-like dormitory style units and increased the number of townhomes, duplexes, and smaller
buildings to create the community feel. This allows the residents to feel like they have a space of their

own within the community and they are not as outcasted in a large box building where they were just a

door with a number, and the entire community knows they are a low-income resident. It also helps build
a sense of pride within the community as residents begin to feel more at home and are able to

personalize their space more. The photos below show a typical transformation with a much lower

density. The subject area is located in San Francisco, where they demolished 100% of their affordable
housing units and did a complete transformation. All of the sites worked to improve their exterior

appearance as they introduced landscaping, bay windows, porches, playgrounds, and courtyards all to
help encourage community interaction and instill pride.

Figure 3 Plaza East in San Francisco prior to demolition Source: (Buron, 2002)

Figure 4 The redeveloped unit in Plaza East Source: (Buron, 2002)
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Figure 5 Source: (Holin, 2003 )

Figure 6 Source: (Holin, 2003 )

16 | P a g e

Exhibit 4-3 shown above represents a chart of the new urbanism principals that were introduced into

the studied HOPE VI developments to bring back the traditional neighborhood patterns in the area and
help create a sustainable community. The belief is that if walkability, connectivity, mixed use, housing
diversity, quality design, and the traditional neighborhood pattern is brought back, the community is

more likely to thrive. These principals included the creation of street systems and sidewalks, both within
the community and to adjacent land uses. Creating through streets and more of a grid pattern allows
traffic and walking patterns to flow more smoothly through the community. The mixed uses in the

neighborhoods allow residents to purchase everyday items within close distance to their homes and

helps the neighborhood become more sustainable through market changes. If a community is lacking

commercial and office land uses, it is more susceptible to fluctuation in the market place and failure if

housing prices start to decline. The diverse housing stock that was implemented in many of the projects
is important because it provides for a diverse group of individuals to live in the area. It allows various
incomes, ethnicities, backgrounds, classes, and cultures to occupy the neighborhood which helps to
desegregate the lower income families and makes them feel more a part of the overall community.

Finally, the quality architecture and traditional neighborhood elements bring not only good design and

human elements, but also incorporates a traditional neighborhood center with scattered public spaces.
Another indicator of the satisfaction of the development is to survey the residents. Exhibit 4-6

below shows the results from the survey that was administered to the residents of the studied HOPE VI

sites in the cross-site analysis. It breaks down their comments to the survey questions based on whether
they are living in a 100% public housing site or a diverse mixed income site. On average, those living in a
mixed-income site reported being slightly more satisfied with their unit than those in sites that were

strictly affordable. This could be due to the way the units were designed, the location, or that they have
a wider variety of neighbors possibly keeping morale higher within the neighborhood. Overall, though,
58% of the residents surveyed in all the sites reported being very satisfied with their apartment, 34%
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were somewhat satisfied, and only 9% were dissatisfied with their unit. According to the survey, the

largest complaint was the lack of storage space. Fifteen of residents in both the 100% affordable housing
developments and the mixed-income developments reported storage space as a big problem. The

survey also found that those reporting noise problems were more likely to be living in a 100% affordable
housing site, but the survey did not ask what type of noise issues the residents were having, making it
difficult to determine if the noise was created by residents or by traffic. At three of the mixed income
sites, the market rate renters were more likely to report noise as a problem than were the public

housing residents. For example, in New Haven 30% of the market rate renters reported noise as a

problem compared to only 2% of the public housing residents. When studying this phenomenon, it

would seem that people have different noise tolerance levels based on where they previously lived. If

the market rate residents did not previously live near any public housing or in a similar neighborhood,
they are more likely to report noise as a problem if it is at any level higher than they previously

experienced. On the contrary, those who previously lived in public housing (potentially in a large

apartment complex) are more likely to be experiencing significantly lower levels of noise since density
levels have decreased and they are now mingled with market rate families.
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Figure 7 Source: (Holin, 2003 )

The cross-site analysis analyzed the supportive services that the developments provided their

residents after the redevelopment efforts. Part of the comprehensive approach that HUD took with the
HOPE VI developments included allowing the Public Housing Authorities to spend up to 15% of their
awarded grant money on providing supportive services to the residents. The goal of the supportive

services is to help further the goals of public housing families, moving them towards employment and

further self-sufficiency. Supportive services typically included childcare, recreational programs for youth,
and some self-sufficiency programs such as job readiness or job skills training. These services not only
provided the youth with a positive energy outlet, but also helped the parents feel less stress about

finding childcare or what activities their children were engaged in while they were at work. It allowed
the parents to find a job and move towards self-sufficiency knowing they had childcare available and
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nearby. Other services that potentially could be implemented in the community facilities include on-site
health services, food cooperatives, and laundry facilities. Exhibit 5-5 below describes the utilization and
awareness of the supportive services within the communities. For all of the sites combined, 56% of the

residents were aware there were services and 45% of the residents utilized the services. Those living in
100% public housing developments were about 10% more aware of the services and more likely to be

utilizing the services than those living in the mixed-income developments. The most popular service at
nearly all of the sites is the youth/ after school programs followed by adult education and childcare.
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Figure 8 Source: (Holin, 2003 )

Safety and security is another factor to consider when determining the success of a

development. Many of the developments had high crime rates before HOPE VI. It was a goal of the
program to help decrease the crime within the area by revitalizing, and thus increasing, the

neighborhood safety. The table below looks at the crime rates in the developments and citywide, or at
other public housing sites within the city. In each of the locations, both before and after the

development was introduced the crime rates at each of the HOPE VI sites decreased. The crime rate

decreased at a faster rate at the HOPE VI sites when compared to other public housing or city-wide data.
The decrease in crime at the city or other public housing sites after HOPV VI was introduced to the area

could suggest a linkage, including the possibility that HOPE VI has spillover effects within the community
as a whole. As shown, the crime levels decreased significantly at the HOPE VI developments, but what
21 | P a g e

might be even more telling and important is the residents’ perception of crime and safety in the area.

Also shown below is a table from the cross-site analysis on the residents’ perception of safety outdoors

both before and after the HOPE VI development. Oakland is the only neighborhood where the residents

reported they felt less safe outside since the development was introduced. One potential reason for this
may be due to the diversity of the residents that now live within the development. If there is a large mix
of new residents who potentially moved from elsewhere, they may be more likely to report they feel
less safe depending on where they previously lived. Overall, there was a 14% increase in how safe
people felt outdoors at night pre-and post- HOPE VI development, which is encouraging.

Figure 9 Source: (Holin, 2003 )
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Figure 10 Source: (Holin, 2003 )

In addition to the satisfaction, safety, and supportive services results, the cross-site analysis

tracked results such as ethnicity, own/renter occupied housing, vacancy rates, number of residents with
a high school diploma, and unemployment. Many of these topics are addressed in the case studies in
this paper as well. They help shed light into the neighborhood as a whole so the development is not

looked at in a vacuum, but rather to see if it made an impact on a larger scale. When analyzing the data

in the charts below, it is important to note a few factors. The first is that the results are showing general

overall changes in the neighborhoods. Some of the neighborhoods that showed significant improvement
may still be worse off than those that did not show as drastic an improvement, depending on the

conditions of the neighborhoods before the redevelopment. Another factor to consider is that the

census data after the HOPE VI development from the year 2000 is also highly reflective of when re-

occupancy of the site took place. For instance, First Ward Place in Charlotte was fully reoccupied by the

time the 2000 census took place, whereas The Townhomes on Capitol Hill only had limited occupancy by
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the census data collection. Nonetheless, this data is still able to provide a great snapshot of what the

HOPE VI development accomplished in an area. In general, the neighborhoods saw a decrease in poverty
rates, unemployment, female head of households with children, and residents with less than a high
school diploma. The neighborhoods overall saw an increase in owner occupancy, employment, and

diversity. All of these numbers indicate less social isolation or social mobility among the residents. Social
isolation refers to the ability for one to move upward socially and economically within a community.
With the redevelopment efforts the residents became more socially connected to resources and the

mainstream social environment, rather than isolated in impoverished conditions. Also depicted in the
charts are the results from a citywide approach. The results show that, although not as dramatic, the

developments had spillover effects within the cities as well. The percentages in the cities mirrored those
within the neighborhoods.
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Figure 11 Source: (Holin, 2003 )

Conclusions from the Cross-Site Analysis:
After analyzing the cross-site analysis by the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban

Development (HUD), it is clear that each of the neighborhoods were in distress and had numerous

economic and social challenges facing them. The residents were in highly concentrated pockets lacking
stable incomes, education, home-ownership, employment, and diversity. The HOPE VI developments
began to enter the areas and transform them. With the belief that the success of the development

extends beyond the actual housing units, they provided social services, connected neighborhoods with
nearby resources, incorporated mixed-income housing, and introduced architectural and site design

principles that increased safety and security in the neighborhoods. HOPE VI was implemented under the
belief that the overall success of the developments was also linked to the overall health and welfare of
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the surrounding community. The results from the cross-site analysis showed that while some of the

developments experienced significant improvement, others only saw slight increases due to the timing

of the surveys, the new resident mix, and the initial condition of the neighborhood. One constant among
each of the sites was that the developments seemed to act as a catalyst for overall success within the

community. They provided spillover effects that reached beyond the boundaries of the development.

Many of the cities experienced decreases in crime, poverty, and unemployment, and improvements in

education, home-ownership, and diversity. The positive changes in the communities reflect the efforts
and successes of the HOPE VI program.

Future HOPE VI Challenges
To maintain the viability of the development and community, the HOPE VI projects have various

challenges they must overcome.

After the redevelopment, each of the sites were in good physical condition, but this needs to be

maintained to ensure continued success. The housing authority or private property manager of each
development must make sure they perform the necessary background checks on incoming tenants,

ensure adequate property maintenance, and keep a budget for operating expenses. Some of the sites
may require a larger operating budget and greater property maintenance because they are located in
more vulnerable areas town, or have a higher percentage of extremely low-income residents living in
the units. When located in a vulnerable area of town the development is opened up for a higher
likelihood of vandalism that requires a greater budget for maintenance.

Another challenge the developments face is controlling the crime in the area. Because many of

the sites were originally located in crime-ridden areas, they still face a higher than normal crime rate

compared to other areas even though the crime in developments and neighborhoods have decreased.
Once again, the continued success of the development is partially tied to being able to maintain a low
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crime rate so residents do not feel threatened or insecure in their neighborhood. Crime breeds crime

and once it begins to get out of control, the neighborhood could quickly return to what it once was. The
difficulty with maintaining and lowering the crime rates is that it comes at a cost. Once initial funding

begins to wear thin and the initial crime reduction efforts fade out after the developments are fully built
out, the property managers and housing authorities need to look elsewhere to continue the security
measures.

Another element that is tied to the community success of the developments is the supportive

services that are provided at many of the community facilities within the developments. The fear is that
once the funding begins to wear thin, these services will also deplete. As shown by the analysis results,

the services provided are adequately utilized by residents and help foster not only the continued success
of the development, but the overall health of the community and neighborhood. It is essential that

these services continue even after the grant money begins to fade. As many of the residents benefit

from the services, they begin to become more self-sufficient and move on while others move into the

development. It is crucial that during turnover the new residents also have access to the same services
so the development can have continued success. HOPE VI Grant money should not be essential to the
continuation of the community and supportive services. To make this work, it is important that the
housing authorities plan in advance for this and find creative solutions to allow for the services to
continue. Many times these services are often provided by local and well-established agencies.

Addressing neighborhood concerns and continuing revitalization efforts will affect the success of

the developments as well. Because many of the developments were located in areas lacking amenities

and services for residents, it is important the housing authority and developers continue to improve and
revitalize the neighborhood as a whole. This means addressing concerns for lack of retail activity in the
area and working to bring in more services such as grocery stores, banks, and restaurants that are

crucial to the stability in the community and for the residents. The commercial components of the
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communities are also fundamental for bringing in more market rate housing and ownership properties.
They also help create a more stable environment, both economically and socially.

Poverty Conditions in Inner-City Neighborhoods
Poverty is defined by Webster’s Dictionary as, “the state of one who lacks a usual or socially

acceptable amount of money or material possessions.” This definition can be called the social definition

of poverty, where as the Census Bureau seeks to define poverty more definitively with statistics, such as
income and measure of need. The family’s income calculation includes, “earnings, unemployment

compensation, workers' compensation, Social Security, Supplemental Security Income, public assistance,
veterans' payments, survivor benefits, pension or retirement income, interest, dividends, rents,

royalties, income from estates, trusts, educational assistance, alimony, child support, assistance from
outside the household, and other miscellaneous sources.





Noncash benefits (such as food stamps and housing subsidies) do not count.
Before taxes

Excludes capital gains or losses.

If a person lives with a family, add up the income of all family members. (Non-relatives, such
as housemates, do not count.) (U.S. Census Bureau, 2011)”

The other unit of measure that the Census Bureau uses to compute a family’s poverty level is

their measure of need. This can be called a poverty threshold. A poverty threshold is defined by the
Census Bureau as the dollar amounts used to determine poverty status. “Each person or family is
assigned one out of 48 possible poverty thresholds [XLS - 48k]. Thresholds vary according to:



Size of the family

Ages of the members

The same thresholds are used throughout the United States (do not vary geographically).
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Updated annually for inflation using the Consumer Price Index for All Urban Consumers (CPI-U).
Although the thresholds in some sense reflect families needs,



They are intended for use as a statistical yardstick, not as a complete description of what
people and families need to live.

Many government aid programs use a different poverty measure, the Department of Health
and Human Services (HHS) poverty guidelines, or multiples thereof (U.S. Census Bureau,
2011).”

The income and measure of need are computed together to determine the poverty level among

families. If the total family income is less than the threshold that is appropriate for that family, then the

family is considered to be in poverty. When looking at poverty statistics across America, we typically are
looking at numbers that represent poverty levels that are calculated by the Census Bureau. It is

important to recognize the looser social definition of poverty may apply to many additional families, but
those families may not have all of the same statistical struggles as those the Census Bureau considers to
be in poverty.

It is important to study those that are in poverty for many reasons, the most important of which

is to help reduce poverty. Many of those living in poverty must deal with harsh living conditions and

situations that many other people do not think about in their daily lives. Often these families have to

worry about putting food on the table, maintaining a minimum wage job, violence, drug abuse, broken

families, quality medical care, and more. “One in seven Americans receives food stamp benefits, and in
2010, nearly 32 million children received free or reduced price lunches through the National School

Lunch Program.” (Nikolai Barrickman, 2011) These are the people who live in poverty, struggling to put
food on the table even when they are receiving governmental support. Many of the families receiving
food stamps have not only themselves to feed, but a family as well. Many of these homes are also
broken families where there is a single mother as head of household caring for her children. The
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mothers have difficult time finding adequate and convenient childcare for their children. Childcare
services have to be affordable and in close proximity, as many of the families often lack their own

personal transportation. As stated by Global Research.ca, “Access to affordable, quality childcare and

early childhood care is extremely limited. For example, in 33 states and Washington DC, the annual cost
of center-based childcare for a four-year-old child is more than the annual cost of in-state tuition at a

public four-year university.” (Nikolai Barrickman, 2011) These high costs of childcare would be difficult
for a two-income household to afford, let alone a single parent on one income. If the mothers do not

have easy access to quality, affordable daycare, they are unable to hold even an entry level position and
thus become even further impoverished.

Last year the Census Bureau declared that 43.5 million people were living in poverty, and

around one in 70 poor people were homeless at any specific time during the last year, according to the

U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development. Poverty conditions were much more concentrated
when looking at inner-city neighborhoods. Between 1970 and 1990 conditions only worsened. In 1970
5% of the population in the 10 largest cities lived in extreme poverty census tracts. (A Census Tract is

how the Census Bureau divides up areas of a county. They are small statistical geographic areas within a
county that usually coincide with sit limits within the census data is collected and analyzed.)This was

defined as those census tracts with more than 40% poverty. The number living in poverty increased to
8% in 1980, and 11% in 1990. The conditions in those cities were telling as well, According to HUD:


“More than half of all adults have less than a high school education, compared to 20 percent
of adults in other urban neighborhoods.

 More than 40 percent of working age males, ages 16 to 64, were unemployed in 1993,
compared with just over 19 percent in other urban neighborhoods.

 One in three households receives welfare benefits, compared to only 11 percent of all urban
households (HUD, 1996).”
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Today, according to the U.S. Census Bureau one in every six Americans is living in poverty, and

nearly 20% of children are living in poverty. Moreover, one in every six Americans is on food stamps. For
comparison, back in the 1950’s one in every 50 American was on food stamps (Snyder, 2013).

Many of the people living in poverty live in some type of affordable or subsidized housing. A

baseline study completed in 1996 sponsored by HUD looked at the living conditions of 15 different

affordable housing complexes. Ironically, although these developments were supposed to provide a
decent and affordable place for the lower-income families, many were found to be “severely

distressed.” The housing developments were largely vacant, showed signs of poor construction,

dilapidation, inadequate maintenance, and vandalism. Besides the exterior signs of despair, many of the
residents reported serious problems with bug infestations, mold, and heating and plumbing problems,

making life more stressful, unsanitary, and unhealthy. The residents that were found to be living in these
conditions were the most impoverished. They had no other living options and it was a last resort for

many. The National Commission on Severely Distressed Public Housing cited evidence that more than 80
percent of public housing residents lived below the poverty threshold, and most earned less than 20

percent of what unsubsidized residents in the same communities earned (Susan J. Popkin, 2004). Some
even argue that poverty is a human rights violation as stated on the United Nations Human Rights

Dimensions of Poverty webpage, “no social phenomenon is as comprehensive in its assault on
human rights as poverty. Poverty erodes or nullifies economic and social rights such as the right
to health, adequate housing, food and safe water, and the right to education (United Nations
Human Rights , 2016).”

In an interview with popular American Rapper Jay-Z he shares his experiences growing up poor

in America. He went from growing up in a well-known low-income housing development to making it
out of poverty and earning millions.

“I don't remember exactly where I was in August 2005, but at the end of that month I was mostly in front
of the television, like most other people, transfixed and upset by the story of Hurricane Katrina. Most
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Americans were horrified by what was happening down there, but I think for black people, we took it a
little more personally. I've been to shantytowns in Angola that taught me that what we consider to be
crushing poverty in the United States has nothing to do with what we have materially — even in the
projects, we're rich compared to some people in other parts of the world. I met people in those

shantytowns who lived in one room houses with no running water who had to pay a neighbor to get

water to go to the bathroom. Those kids in Angola played ball on a court surrounded by open sewage,
and while they knew it was bad, they didn't realize just how fucked up it was. It was shocking. And I
know there are parts of the world even worse off than that.

The worst thing about being poor in America isn't the deprivation. In fact, I never associated Marcy with
poverty when I was a kid. I just figured we lived in an apartment, that my brother and I shared a room
and that we were close — whether we wanted to be or not — with our neighbors. It wasn't until sixth

grade, at P.S. 168, when my teacher took us on a field trip to her house that I realized we were poor. I

have no idea what my teacher's intentions were — whether she was trying to inspire us or if she actually
thought visiting her Manhattan brownstone with her view of Central Park qualified as a school trip. But
that's when it registered to me that my family didn't have as much. We definitely didn't have the same
refrigerator she had in her kitchen, one that had two levers on the outer door, one for water and the
other for ice cubes. Poverty is relative.

One of the reasons inequality gets so deep in this country is that everyone wants to be rich. That's the

American ideal. Poor people don't like talking about poverty because even though they might live in the
projects surrounded by other poor people and have, like, ten dollars in the bank, they don't like to think

of themselves as poor. It's embarrassing. When you're a kid, even in the projects, one kid will mercilessly
snap on another kid over minor material differences, even though by the American standard, they're
both broke as shit.
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The burden of poverty isn't just that you don't always have the things you need, it's the feeling of being

embarrassed every day of your life, and you'd do anything to lift that burden. As kids we didn't complain

about being poor; we talked about how rich we were going to be and made moves to get the lifestyle we
aspired to by any means we could. And as soon as we had a little money, we were eager to show it.

I remember coming back home from doing work out of state with my boys in a caravan of Lexuses that
we parked right in the middle of Marcy. I ran up to my mom's apartment to get something and looked

out the window and saw those three new Lexuses gleaming in the sun, and thought, "Man, we doin' it."
In retrospect, yeah, that was kind of ignorant, but at the time I could just feel that stink and shame of

being broke lifting off of me, and it felt beautiful. The sad shit is that you never really shake it all the way
off, no matter how much money you get.

I watched the coverage of the hurricane, but it was painful. Helicopters swooping over rooftops with

people begging to be rescued — the helicopters would leave with a dramatic photo, but didn't bother to
pick up the person on the roof. George Bush doing his flyby and declaring that the head of FEMA was

doing a heckuva job. The news media would show a man running down the street, arms piled high with
diapers or bottles of water, and call him a looter, with no context for why he was doing what he was
doing. I'm sure there were a few idiots stealing plasma TVs, but even that has a context — anger,

trauma. It wasn't like they were stealing TVs so they could go home and watch the game. I mean, where
were they going to plug them shits in? As the days dragged on and the images got worse and worse —
old ladies in wheelchairs dying in front of the Superdome — I kept thinking to myself, This can't be
happening in a wealthy country. Why isn't anyone doing anything?

Kanye caught a lot of heat for coming on that telethon and saying, "George Bush doesn't care about

black people," but I backed him one hundred percent on it, if only because he was expressing a feeling
that was bottled up in a lot of our hearts. It didn't feel like Katrina was just a natural disaster that
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arbitrarily swept through a corner of the United States. Katrina felt like something that was happening to
black people, specifically.

I know all sorts of people in Louisiana and Mississippi got washed out, too, and saw their lives destroyed
— but in America, we process that sort of thing as a tragedy. When it happens to black people, it feels
like something else, like history rerunning its favorite loop. It wasn't just me. People saw that Katrina

shit, heard the newscasters describing the victims as "refugees" in their own country, waited in vain for
the government to step in and rescue those people who were dying right in front of our eyes, and we
took it personally. I got angry. But more than that, I just felt hurt. In moments like that, it all starts

coming back to you: slavery, images of black people in suits and dresses getting beaten on the bridge to
Selma, the whole ugly story you sometimes want to think is over. And then it's back, like it never left. I
felt hurt in a personal way for those people floating on cars and waving on the roofs of their shotgun

houses, crying into the cameras for help, being left on their porches. Maybe I felt some sense of shame
that we'd let this happen to our brothers and sisters. Eventually I hit the off button on the remote
control. I went numb (GROSS, 2010).”

Excerpted from Decoded by Jay-Z. Copyright 2010 by Shawn Carter. Excerpted by permission of Spiegel
& Grau

In addition to all of the poor physical conditions of the buildings, crime and drug trafficking was

extremely high in the distressed public housing developments. The residents that were living there were
living in constant fear because of the high crime levels. The crime was brought about by an

overconcentration of poor and troubled residents, inadequate policing in the areas, and poor

management by the housing authorities. To combat some of the crime at the sites, the Public Housing

Drug Elimination Program helped the housing authorities pay for drug prevention efforts that included
their own security and police forces. This was just a start, as HUD also revised their lease rules, which
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would then put more emphasis on tenant screening beforehand, and lease compliance measures. One
of the controversial measures put in place was the “one strike” policy. This policy allowed the housing
authorities to evict a household if a member showed any evidence of drug related activity. This policy

was meant to make significant strides in ridding the neighborhoods of drugs and crime, making them a

much better place to live. Unfortunately, the program received a lot of criticism since entire households
were displaced rather than just the problem tenant. If only one member showed signs of drug activity.

The other criticism of the program was that they could evict households even if the leaseholder was not
aware one of the members was involved in drug related activities. A more recent example of how this

policy is enforced is displayed in the 2011 Huffington Post news article, “One Strike Public Housing Policy
Hits Virginia Woman Who Needs Kidney Transplant.” A woman named Shelly Anderson had stage 5
renal failure and was in need of a kidney transplant. She had recently found out her mother was a

match, but was facing the possibility of losing her home for herself and three kids because of the “one
strike” policy. Shelly’s mother and her children’s father took care of the children while she received

dialysis treatments at which time they were found of drugs and drug paraphernalia. Unfortunately, her
lease contained the “one-strike clause that allows the public housing authority to evict her if any

member of her household or any guest engages in certain kinds of criminal activity (Greenwood, 2011).”
This is just one unfortunate story among many where tenants are responsible for not only their own

actions but those of their guests as well. Although this is unfortunate, and some call it unfair, the policy

is serving its purpose and many are glad to see residents kicked out who are involved or associated with
drugs, helping to make the neighborhoods safer for them and their children.

Hope VI Background
The basic goal of the HOPE VI program was to transform the severely distressed, poorly

managed, and dilapidated public housing into high quality living areas that people would want to choose
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to live in. This in many cases meant that they had to demolish many older buildings so they could be

replaced. The replacement buildings were lower in density to reflect more modern design standards and
rid the development of the prison-like appearance. It can be argued that HOPE VI is one of the most
successful urban redevelopment programs over the past half -century. The program has helped

transform hundreds of distressed communities and public housing developments, but it endured a long
road to success. Public housing was originally intended to provide decent affordable housing for the

lower-wage residents in a community, but by the end of the 1980’s public housing was widely perceived
as a failure. Although some of the housing developments were successful, many of the living conditions
were some of the most dilapidated in the country. The developments were also grounds for extreme
racial and economic segregation, poor sanitation, unemployment, and crime.

HOPE IV was created during a time of intense urban crisis in the United States when there was

extreme poverty in the inner cities and the public housing projects were considered intolerable for

people to live in. Many of the public housing projects had excessive mold in the units, cockroach and

mice infestations, extreme vandalism, and heating and plumbing problems. In addition to the physical
problems, other issues were revealed in a recent survey by (Popkin Susan, 2002) the HOPE VI Panel

Study: Baseline Report asked residents of five HOPE VI developments about their development prior to
revitalization efforts. “Nearly three-quarters of the residents in a sample of HOPE VI developments
reported major problems with drug trafficking and drug sales in their developments. Two-thirds of
survey respondents reported that shootings and violence were also big problems, and half the

respondents reported that they did not feel safe just outside their own buildings (Allison, 2002).”

HOPE VI began as the National Commission on Severely Distressed Public Housing back in 1989.

The commission’s task from Congress was to not only identify “severely distressed” public housing, but
to assess and develop strategies to improve the conditions in the developments. In 1992, the National
Commission on Severely Distressed Public Housing estimated that approximately 6% of the public
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housing stock was distressed and recommended that Congress fund a 10-year full range effort to

address not just the housing, but neighborhood issues and resident services as well. Based on these

findings, Congress brought to life the HOPE VI program at $750 million per year to address the housing
concerns. The HOPE VI program combines grants for the physical revitalization, managerial

improvements, and providing supportive services to residents. The initial goals of the HOPE VI program
included the following:


“To improve the living environment for residents of severely distressed public housing

through the demolition, rehabilitation, reconfiguration, or replacement of obsolete projects




(or portions thereof)

To revitalize sites on which such public housing projects are located and contribute to the
improvement of the surrounding neighborhood;

To provide housing that will avoid or decrease the concentration of very low-income
families; and

To build sustainable communities (Holin, 2003 ).”

During the 1990’s, the HOPE VI program evolved from initially focusing on the reconstruction

and promoting resident self-sufficiency into goals much broader that focused on economic integration,
poverty de-concentration, and inner-city revitalization. Beginning in 1996 the HUD Notice of Funding
Availability started to evolve. The Notice of Funding Availability (NOFA) states the amount of funding
available and establishes the funding criteria for the fiscal year. The 1996 NOFA encouraged the

applicants to explore options that would involve mixed-financing strategies, such as combining public

housing and units that would be financed through subsidies such as the Low Income Housing Tax Credit

(LIHTC), as well as market-rate units. In addition to encouraging mixed finance projects, HUD introduced
and began promoting their new urbanism design concepts. These initially included; neighborhood wide

revitalization strategies, homeownership opportunities, and later included supportive resident services,
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and relocation services. Changes occurred at the federal level as well in the 1990’s. Federal laws

changed to reduce the concentration of extremely poor households in the public housing developments,
place emphasis on the promotion of self-sufficiency, increase employment among the public housing
residents, and repel the one-for-one replacement rule. Further, Congress repealed federal admission

rules that required the local housing agencies to give preference to very poor families in their resident
selection. This was initiated as part of HUD’s mission to promote economic integration, and reward

work. Finally, the Quality Housing and Work Responsibility Act of 1998 (QHWRA) allowed the housing
authorities to take measures to attract higher-income residents. One particular measure taken was

establishing “ceiling rents.” This technique places a cap on rent levels so that rent does not constantly
increase as the resident’s income rises, helping to promote longevity and stability in the complex

allowing residents to stay there longer and creating a mixture of incomes in the development (Susan J.
Popkin, 2004).

Hundreds of severely distressed housing developments have been targeted for demolition and

revitalization. Many of them have now been re-designed with much higher quality and are now held to a
higher standard. They are now much better designed than the original developments and incorporate

mixed-incomes, green space, defensible space, supportive services, and better management. Many of
the revitalization efforts have helped to turn around and make a difference in not only the
neighborhood, but the entire community.

“Since the inception of the HOPE VI program, there have been a total of 262 revitalization grants

awarded between FYs 1993-2010, totaling approximately $6.2 billion (HUD).”

HOPE VI Park DuValle: Louisville, KY
Location:
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Park DuValle is located along the Western edge of Louisville, Kentucky. The community is

adjacent to the City’s two largest parks, Algonquin Park, and Russell Lee Park. Algonquin Park is on the

eastern side of the neighborhood and was developed by the renowned Fredrick Law Olmstead. Russell

Lee Park is located to the north of the community. Also designed by Fredrick Law Olmstead is Algonquin
Parkway, which is a residential parkway that runs through the community along the southern edge.
Finally, the Park DuValle neighborhood is located just six miles from the central business district in
downtown Louisville, and has easy access to the freeway.

Figure 12 Source: MapQuest
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History:
Hailing from the Park DuValle area in Louisville, Kentucky is boxing legend Muhammed Ali, who

can epitomize the struggles and success of the neighborhood. Much like winning or losing a boxing

match, Park DuValle has had a bit of a rough start, but has managed to see success and prosperity. This

neighborhood has a history that dates back more than a century to the 1880’s. Many of the newly freed
African Americans began moving to the city from the countryside in search of new jobs, and settled in

the Southwest Louisville suburb which later was nicknamed “little Africa.” The housing in the area at this
time included 700 little wooden shacks that were lacking indoor plumbing. This community managed to

grow even through some tremendous setbacks, including a tornado in 1890, which destroyed nearly the
entire infrastructure system of the community. The tornado would not be the end for residents in the
community, who worked hard to rebuild the entire area and expand their population. By 1917 the

community had built six churches and over 700 homes. The population continued to expand and over
$15 million was spent between the years 1953 and 1958. The community became self –sufficient and

had built its own shops, gas stations, bakeries, and a bank. The community had also gained two multifamily housing projects to help try and house the quickly growing population. In the late 1960’s, the

neighborhood took a turn for the worse once again, though this time the disaster was man-made, not
natural. Martin Luther King Jr. had just been assassinated in April, racial tensions across the country
were at an all time high, and Louisville was no different. After what police called an “inflammatory
speech” by Stokely Carmichael, a black power advocate, race riots occurred, store windows were

shattered and ransacked, and two teens ended up dead. The National Guard occupied the area for a

week afterward. People young and old remember the day vividly. Vivian Landrum, who lives on Cypress,
was in her second-grade class at Parkland Elementary when the rioting started. "I knew something was

wrong because I always walked home from school, but the teachers made my mother come and get me
that day, and she got me and some of my friends," Landrum, 28, said. "There were police and soldiers
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everywhere. That night the whole neighborhood was blacked out and the National Guard was running
all through our yard. We didn't go back to school for a week (Pillow, 2007)." These were times of civic

uneasiness and rising tensions, leading many of the businesses to close their doors for good. Between

these events, the neighborhood took a turn for the worse. By the early 1980’s, Park DuValle had earned
the reputation for being Louisville’s poorest and most dangerous area, and the area needed help
quickly.

Cotter and Lang Projects:

Figure 13 Source: (Turbov, 2005)
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Figure 14 Source: HUD.gov (HUD)

The Cotter and Lang homes were built in 1952 and 1958 as a result of 1950’s slum clearance.

They were built in the back section of the Park DuValle area specifically for black housing. The two

housing projects however were both socially and physically isolated from the rest of the Park DuValle

neighborhood. The Cotter Homes had 620 apartments in 55 identically designed buildings on a 34-acre

site. Lang Homes was comprised of 496 apartments in 63 identically designed buildings on a 41-acre site.
By the time that the Cotter homes were finished, the area was already a booming business area. The

area had bumper to bumper traffic and people had to park blocks away in order to find a parking space.
“It was just about the busiest spot in town, next to Fourth Street," said Willard Downs, operator of the

Parkland Gulf Station, 2714 Dumesnil St., since 1959. "There was just about every type of shop you could
name -- theaters, bakeries, hardware stores, a bank, a record store (Pillow, 2007)." By the end of the

1950’s the area had more than 1,500 units of federally assisted affordable housing. The development

was designed with superblocks, interior streets, and poorly oriented building footprints. The superblock

nature of the project disrupted the small traditional grid pattern of the surrounding neighborhoods. The

poorly oriented building facilitated criminal activity because they did not create defensible space for the
residents. The design and size of the public housing complex made it impossible to blend with the
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existing neighborhood; therefore, they became their own neighborhood of low-income residents. The

projects even gained the nickname “The Bricks”, which contributed to the isolation among the residents.
Maintenance took a toll on the development over the next few decades and as the buildings became

dilapidated and severely distressed, the crime in the area rose and also became a serious issue. One of
the nearby corners of Lang and 34th Street became known as the “meanest corner in Louisville.” In
addition, it was no better on the other side of the development; the west side had the most police

reports per square mile in all of Kentucky. For a while, the housing authority was able to maintain an
incredibly low vacancy rate of just over 2%, but by the 1990’s the conditions in the project had

deteriorated so much that the annual turnover rate was 24%. In 1990 the census tract that contained
the Cotter and Lang homes had a median income of just $7,744. The poverty rate in the area was an

outstanding 78% and the unemployment, 34.6%. These projects were in need of a desperate makeover.

Figure 15 Source: (US Department of Housing and Urban Development Louisville Field Office, 2009)

The Cotter and Lang developments had significant negative impacts on the surrounding

neighborhoods. In 1990, the median household income for the census tract that included Cotter and

Lang was just $7,744. This was just 26.5% of Louisville’s median household income, and 19.3% of the
median for the Louisville region. Park DuValle’s median household income was barely a third of the
adjacent areas to the north ($25,012) and east ($22,499). The poverty rates in the area were also

astonishing. More than 78% of the development’s population lived in a household with an income that
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fell below the poverty line, compared to 22.6% for the city and 12.7% for the region. Finally, the

adjacent north and east area’s poverty percentages were 13.4%, and 31.8%, respectively. The rates of

those who were unemployed in the area were also extremely high. Only 50% of the eligible adults in the
area were in the labor force, compared to Louisville at 59.3%, and 65.3% for the region. Even with this

small percentage of those in the labor force, the unemployment was 34.6%, which was nearly four times
the city’s rate and five times the region’s unemployment level. The city of Louisville had an

unemployment rate of just over 8% and the regional unemployment rate was just 6%. Because of the
significant amount of affordable rental housing in the area, the homeowner percentage was also

extremely low compared to the adjacent areas. In the Park DuValle area only 12% of the homes were
owner-occupied, compared to between 64%and 79% in the adjacent areas (Turbov, 2005). The large

amount of public housing was reflected in the area’s rental rates. The Park DuValle area’s high-end rent
price of $224 was lower than that of the city’s lower end rent of $226. The final impact resulting from
the amount of distressed public housing in the area was the commercial activity and schools around
town. Because the tenants had very little disposable income to spend around the community, the

neighborhood struggled to attract or retain commercial businesses. The only business in this desperate
poverty-stricken area was a Kentucky Fried Chicken restaurant. The schools in the area were weak and
in need of major renovations and refurbishing, and the middle school was slated to be closed. This
forced children to either attend very poor quality schools or be sent to other schools in the area.
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The Rebuilding:

Figure 16 Source: Flickr (Klayko, 2003)

In 1994, the city began taking steps to end the downward spiral of the community. The Housing

Authority of Louisville began by demolishing the barrack style buildings that were the old Park DuValle.
This would be the beginning of creating the new revitalized mixed income community. The planning

process for the new neighborhood commenced in 1996 after the Housing Authority of Louisville was

awarded $20 million from HUD in a HOPE VI grant. The Housing Authority of Louisville also brought in

another $14.8 million of previously approved development funds, and another $9 million in grant funds

for resident relocation and demolition costs. Finally, the city of Louisville pledged to support the project
with $10 million in infrastructure improvements over the course of the build out. One of the unique
opportunities that was presented in the Park DuValle neighborhood was the stable and healthy

communities with high home-ownership rates that surrounded the area (Louisville Metro Housing

Authority, 2010). This provided for a great start to a successful revitalization plan. By 2003 the former

site of the Cotter and Lang housing projects, which was now the new Park DuValle was unrecognizable
to the previous residents.
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“The Revitalization Plan includes 1213 new houses with 63 percent rental and 37 percent in

homeownership, in a multi-phase program. Phase II, consists of 213 units with the following mix of types
of subsidy:





74 low income units with public housing operating subsidy serving families up to 30percent AMI.
18 moderate income units with public housing operating subsidy serving families up to 30
percent AMI

56 low income housing tax credit units serving families between 30 percent AMI and60 percent
AMI

65 market or unrestricted units (Urban Land Institute, 2000).”

Figure 17 Source: Flickr (Klayko, 2003)
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Figure 18 Source: HUD.gov (HUD)

The new development fit in with the goals and objectives of HOPE VI projects. The first goal of

HOPE VI projects is to change the shape of public housing. This was accomplished when the old housing
was torn down on the site. The large, flat roof, concrete, block walled housing was taken down and

transformed into wood, brick, and veneer, human scaled townhomes and detached housing. The new

urbanism focus of HOPE VI also dictates that the new styles need to fit in with the current surrounding

context of the neighborhood. The Park DuValle development accomplished this by basing their designs
on three prominent architectural styles in the Louisville area. These styles included Colonial Revival,
Victorian, and Craftsman. The new Park DuValle development now has sociable front porches, rear
yards, narrow streets, and is a walkable community.

The second goal and objective of HOPE VI developments is to reduce the concentrations of

poverty. This was also accomplished in the new Park DuValle development. The Cotter and Lang Housing
projects averaged 17 and 12 dwelling units per acre, and the new development averages 7-8 dwelling

units per acre. In 1994, the average median income for a resident living in the Cotter and Lang housing
projects was about $5,000. This is compared to the average median income of the residents in 2000 at

$21,500. According to Mindy Turbov and her study on the HOPE VI Park DuValle area, “The poverty rate

fell nearly 50 percentage points to 28.5 percent. The neighborhood workforce participation rate was up,
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and its unemployment rate dropped to 7.2 percent—a rate lower than the city’s rate of 7.4 percent.

Crime also fell dramatically—from an average overall crime report rate of 541 a year from 1990 to 1996
to an average of 64 a year from 1997 to 2002 (Turbov, 2005).” Within the nearby area, the major
commercial areas have been modernized and commercial activity has increased.

Figure 19 Source: Flickr (Klayko, 2003)

Figure 20 Source: HUD.gov (HUD)

Often one of the biggest criticisms of the HOPE VI program is the displacement that comes with

the revitalization of areas. Displacement was almost inevitable with the new development. "Any loss (of
public-housing units) puts more people at risk. And that's the largest disappointment about Park

DuValle," said Jane Walsh of the Metropolitan Housing Coalition (Courier Journal, 2009). According to

data provided by the Louisville Housing Authority 1,304 families were displaced in the demolition and
construction of Park DuValle. More than 400 families moved out before demolition even began and
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officials were able to move them to alternate housing. Most of the remaining families were moved to

other public housing (2/3), or given a voucher (1/4) allowing them to find their own housing. The largest
group of residents was moved to Beecher Terrace. This development was empty because it had recently
undergone its own $14 million transformation. Of the families that were displaced, the housing

authority reports that only 75 returned to the new neighborhood once it was complete. Some of the

residents indicated that they wanted to return to the complex, but they never followed through. Other

residents were no longer able to return due to a criminal background or bad credit. These rules were set
in place to help the new development thrive and avoid returning to its old ways. Finally, many residents

choose not to return because they did not want to be uprooted and moved again. Although so many did

not return to the new development, most of the former Cotter and Lang residents stayed in the Western
Louisville area, even though the neighborhoods they moved to are some of the poorest in the

community. The housing officials say that it is not surprising that they stayed around the area though,

because this is where all their connections were. No matter where the residents moved, advocates state
that it is not surprising that many of the former Cotter and Lang housing residents state that they are
now satisfied with their current housing.

The third goal of HOPE VI developments is to provide residents with supportive services in

helping them on their way to self-sufficiency. Park DuValle participates in a resident self-sufficiency
program. This allows them to begin to get back on their feet and encourage self-sufficiency, and
economic investment through employment, education, and health services.
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Figure 21 Source: (VBN Architects )

The fourth objective of HOPE VI is to maintain high standards of personal responsibility. This

standard evolved out of President Clinton’s “one strike and you’re out policy.”This helps to keep drug

dealers and criminals out of the public housing developments. The HOPE VI Park DuValle development
has strict guidelines when selecting prospective residents. They require background checks, credit

checks, rental history checks, employment/job training/self-sufficiency, and housekeeping inspections.
This once underserved community now has access to many new features. The residents now

have access to a new medical center, shopping, and restaurants. The community is also working

together with city officials to help protect their new neighborhood from crime. The neighborhood watch
program has gained a tremendous number of volunteers in Louisville. Groups increased from 300 to 450
since the program was assigned to the police department in 2005. This program is vital in previously
distressed communities so people take initiative and ownership in their neighborhoods, helping to

reduce crime and violence. In 2006, the Louisville Neighborhood Watch Program further expanded. They
received a $50,000 grant from manufacturer Alcoa for West Louisville’s Crime Prevention Program. This
allowed police and the block leaders to examine Park DuValle’s subdivisions to assess neighborhood

safety and offer crime prevention training. It allowed residents who the police deemed to be at risk from
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crime to receive assistance in installing deadbolts, windows, doorbells, and exterior lighting. It also

allowed the officers to work with volunteers in the neighborhood to promote neighborhood watch

membership and increase awareness. Watch block captain Letha Reed, who built a home near the Park
DuValle development eight years ago, expressed a sentiment shared by many area residents: “I moved

here to be close to my daughter, and I've never regretted my decision. I live on a nice, quiet street, and
the area has become safer as well, thanks to good neighbors and responsive law enforcement
(USAOnWatch, 2008).”

Demographics Before and After: Census 2000 and 2010
Park DuValle is located in census tracts 14 and 15 in Jefferson County, Kentucky. The

demographic change between 1990 and 2000 was drastic. The decline in population, 68.8%, is more
than 12 times that of the city of Louisville. This can be attributed to the timing of the Park DuValle

development and the timing of the census. By the 2000 census, almost 1,500 distressed housing units

had been cleared out, and only a small portion of the new development had been built. In 2000, there

were 4,494 residents. Of these residents, 100 were white, 4,313 were black, and 52 were of other races
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or ethnicities. In 2000, the largest cohort was between ages 25-44, accounting for 24% of the

population. In the 2010 census, the largest cohort was between the ages of 5-14, with about 19% of the
population in this group.

1

The median age in 2000 was approximately 30 years old. By 2010, the total population increased

to 5,494 residents, and of these 287 were white, 5,103 were black, and 104 listed themselves as other
races or ethnicities. The median age also increased to 32 years in 2010. By comparison, in 2000,

Jefferson County’s population was 693,604 and that increased to 742,172 by 2010. Some of these
changes can be attributed to the government changes that took place. In 2003, the Louisville city

government merged with the county government. Louisville became the largest city in three decades to
merge its city and county governments (US Census Bureau).

The table shows census data for Park DuValle and surrounding areas. The data that is presented in the paper
includes Park DuValle(CT14) and the Area to the East (CT15) as combined together.
1
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Louisville – Before and After Merger
(U.S. Census Bureau, 2011)
(sq. miles)

Population

Rank in U.S. City Size

Median household income

Before
60

256,231

67

$28,843

After
386

693,784

16

$39,457

Figure 22 Source: HUD.gov (HUD)

The statistics above show that between 2000 and 2010 the population in the Park DuValle

neighborhood had an increase in the younger populations, yet the median age only increased slightly.
The community is still primarily African American, with little diversity. The government merger had a
large effect on the overall population in the community, but did not change the statistics of the Park
DuValle neighborhood as drastically.
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Households:

The number of households increased in the Park DuValle neighborhood between 2000 and 2010

from 1,681 to 2,326, is a 138% increase. In 2000, most of the households were made up of two people,
with 479 households in this category. In 2010, the majority of households were made up of just one
person, with 760 (about 33%) households in this category. This area has a large number of female

householder families. In 2000, 41% of the households were female led and this number dropped only
slightly to 38% by 2010. Of these female households in 2010, 23% had children under age 18 in their
homes. This increase in single person households is a contributing factor to the increase in total
households in the neighborhood (US Census Bureau).
Households by relationship:

When determining what type of housing needs to be provided for a community we need to look

at the composition of the households as well. In 2000, about 9% of the households in Park DuValle had

non-relatives living with them in their households. That number remained at 9% through 2010. This area
has no residents that are living in group or institutionalized housing (US Census Bureau).

These statistics show that many of the households that are larger probably have non-relatives

living together for cost savings. These households also would appear to be considered over crowded

because the bedrooms may be doubled up with separate families. These homes are being treated as

apartments even though they are single-family residences. With many of the households being female
single parent families, special services and amenities are needed nearby. This could mean affordable
daycare options so the mothers can work since they are the only source of income, or a nearby WIC
(Women Infants and Children) facility and doctor’s office.
Age of Housing Structures:

Most of the households in this neighborhood are living in much newer structures compared to

the rest of the county. In Jefferson County, the median year the housing structure was built was 1964.
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This is compared to the median year of 1975 in the Park DuValle area, but the largest amount of homes
in the Park DuValle neighborhood, 711, were built in 2000. This could account for the time when Park
DuValle opened its first phase of development, adding many of those newer structures to the

neighborhood. With the significant amount of new housing that was built in the year 2000, the median
housing structure age also increased (US Census Bureau).

Proportion of elderly population in the community:
The elderly population in Louisville is a special population group that needs to be addressed. As

the population continues to age, many want to be able to live in the comfort of their own home. This

raises two main concerns: affordability and accessibility. Many older people cannot afford to maintain
their property or pay for necessary remodeling to help accommodate them in their home. Older

residents also often can no longer drive their personal vehicles and must rely on public transportation.
Studies have shown that there is a lack of accessible public transportation for the elderly around the

city, and a severe lack of transportation in the more rural areas. This is important for seniors as it is their
access to health care and medical treatment, as well as basic grocery supplies.

The elderly population in the Park DuValle area is not significant, but does still require

consideration. Aging in place planning is crucial for helping to keep the current residents in the

neighborhood. Keeping the elderly in the neighborhood means better stabilization, socialization, and

safety in the area. By ensuring there is enough adequate housing in the area available to those who are
older, it allows for more of a diverse neighborhood, and it allows those who grew up in the area to

continue to live in the neighborhood they consider home. The elderly population (those 65+) in 2000

was about 12%, and decreased to 11.5% by 2010. This shows a relatively stable elderly population, but
as baby boomers age the elderly population is likely to grow (US Census Bureau).
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Poverty:

2

Poverty rates between 1990 and 2000 declined sharply. Once again this can be traced back to

the demolition of many of the housing units, as Park DuValle was just beginning to take shape in 2000.
The decrease in poverty, however, did bring the area’s poverty statistics closer to that of the city. The

percentage of those in poverty in the Park DuValle area has slightly risen between the 2000 census and

the 2006-2010 census estimate. In 2000 the total population was 4,466, and of those people 1,347 were
considered in poverty sometime over the past 12 months. This is 30% of the Park DuValle residents. In
the 2006-2010 census estimate, the area had a population of 5,494. Out of the total population, 1,780
people were in poverty, coming out to 32% of the residents. The percent of population below the

poverty line in 2000 tells a similar story in the surrounding areas of Park DuValle. In the census tract to

the north, the poverty rate was 25%, and to the east it was 31%. Park DuValle is roughly in line with, and
reflecting the mix of, incomes in the development. In 2000, the overall city poverty rate was
approximately 22% (US Census Bureau).

The 2000, and 2010 Park DuValle statistics in the paper combine the Park DuValle column and the East
Neighborhood column.
2
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The causes of the poverty can be attributed to various factors. A large factor is most likely the

economic recession of 2008 that hit communities everywhere hard. This was the cause of many job

losses, rising food and gas prices, and multiple foreclosures across the country. Poverty levels can also
be attributed to educational attainment in the community. In 2000, 24% of the Park DuValle area

population had a high school education, but no college degree. In 2010, those with only a high school
education and no diploma decreased to just 10%. In 2000, 26% of the residents had some college
experience or an associate’s degree. This number jumped to 40% by 2010. Finally, those with a

bachelor’s degree or higher in 2000 was 7% and that number increased to 16% by 2010. This shows

much progress in the education attainment levels in the community. When education levels increase,

the population is better qualified for a wider range of jobs. However, the increase in educational levels
was not evident in the job force. In the 2000 census, 53% of married couples had a husband employed

or in the armed forces, and 40% had a wife working or in the armed forces. Also, less than half (46%) of
the married couples had a family where the householder worked full time. In the 2010 census, this

number remained unchanged in the Park DuValle neighborhood. In the community, only 50% of married
couples were able to have both partners employed, sometimes making it difficult to support a family on
one income. That number is quite high, but even more frightening is that 26% of the families did not
have either the husband or wife in the work force (US Census Bureau).

Although poverty has decreased in the area since the inception of the new Park DuValle

development, these poverty numbers do not show those residents who may have been displaced due to
the development, and have transitioned their poverty statistic to another area in town. Displacement
usually begins with voluntary move-out’s prior to construction and eviction notices to all tenants that

are behind on rent payments. These evictions notices in turn then create a hardship for the families to
gain housing elsewhere. Even if no voluntary move-out’s or evections happen, nearly always
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displacements happen when the new development is placed merely due to the fact that the same
number of units is not replaced (National Economic and Social Rights Initiative, 2014).
Median Income/Rent:

In the Park DuValle neighborhood the median income began extremely low at just $7,744. This

rose 193% by the 2000 census to $21,500. This income increase helped to bring the Park DuValle
neighborhood closer to the other median incomes in the area and the city. In the Park DuValle

neighborhood, the median household income rose from about $21,500 to about $26,000 between 2000
and 2010. This is compared to Jefferson County Kentucky, where the median household income also

rose from about $39,500 to $42,300. Park DuValle has a significantly lower median income than that of
the rest of the county. This led to lower housing values and distressed conditions compared to other
areas of the county (US Census Bureau).

3

Retrieved from the Census Bureau. The Park DuValle statistics presented in this paper for 2000, and 2010
combine the Park DuValle column and the East Neighborhood column.
3
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The median gross monthly rent in 2000 was $432 in the Park DuValle neighborhood and

increased to $648 by 2010. This makes the average total rent per year $7,776. These rent prices are

slightly lower than those across the county. In 2000, the median county rent was $494 and rose to $670
in 2010. This makes the average total rent paid per year $8,040. When comparing the rent prices to the
median household income, there is a large discrepancy between the neighborhood and the county

levels. Those living in the Park DuValle area pay much more of their income to rent than those living in
the other parts of the county. This is because the median income is almost $20,000 less in the Park

DuValle neighborhood than the median income in Jefferson County. However, the rents are very similar,
and differ by just $22 (US Census Bureau).

When deciding if housing is affordable in an area residents should not be paying more than 30%

of their total income on rent. When looking at the Park DuValle area we multiply the total income
($26,000) by 30% and see that the average resident should not be spending more than $7,800 on
housing per year. This means that the average family living in the park DuValle neighborhood is

spending just under 30% of their income on housing each year at $7,776. For those living in Jefferson

County we take 30% of the median income of $42,300 in 2010 and get $12,690. We can see that 30% of
the average county income is much higher than the average that is actually being paid at $8,040. Those
living in the Park DuValle neighborhood may be faced with a higher housing cost burden than those
living elsewhere in the county.
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Median Income To Rent

60000
50000

8040

5928
39500

40000
30000

42300
5184
21500

20000
10000

0

2000

7776
26000

2010

2000

Jefferson County

Rent

Income
2010

Park DuValle

Jefferson
County

Park DuValle

Average Rent Paid Compared to 30%
of Median Income
2010
5184

2000

7776
7800
8040

2010
5928

2000
0

5000

10000

12690

Average Rent/ Year
30% of Income

15000

Median home prices:
When comparing median home values in the Park DuValle neighborhood to the median income

in the area we see that the home values are not affordable to those living in the community. The median
home value between 2005 and 2009 was $94,900 and that rose to $96,000 in 2010. The growth, though
small, is still a good sign for the neighborhood. The properties in the area are not depreciating. When

investing in a neighborhood, residents would like to be able to make equity on their home purchase. The
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increase in the median home value can also be attributed to the mix of units that the project provided.
The neighborhood now is not all lower- income, but also includes market rate homes as well. A good

general rule of thumb when purchasing a home is spending no more than 2.5 times your income. When
we compare this rule to Park DuValle in 2010, the median income is $26,000 and the median home

value is $94,900. Two and a half times the median income is $65,000; this is significantly lower than the
median home value. This indicates that many residents in the median income bracket in the
neighborhood cannot afford to own a home in the neighborhood (US Census Bureau).

4

Housing Vacancy:

Jefferson County faces a high rental vacancy rate. In 2000, for-sale homes had a vacancy rate of

just 1.5% and the rentals had a vacancy rate of 7.6%.By 2010, those numbers had jumped to 2.3% and

9.3%, respectively. In the Park DuValle neighborhood, the total percentage of vacant homes was 13.5%

in 2000. Of these homes, 41% were rentals, and 42% were for-sale units. This makes the total number of
vacant rental homes 5.5% within the neighborhood, and the amount of for-sale homes 5.7%. In 2010,

18% of the total housing stock in the Park DuValle neighborhood was listed as vacant. Out of the total
4

The Park DuValle statistic presented in paper combine the Park DuValle column and the East area.
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vacant housing, Park DuValle listed 35% of the total vacant structures to be rental properties, and 7% as
for-sale homes in 2010. The total number of vacant rental homes was 6.5% and was just 1.3% for the
for-sale homes when compared to the total housing stock in the census tracts. These numbers show

that the vacancy rates are lower in the Park DuValle neighborhood when compared to the county rates.
Between 2000 and 2010, there was a significant drop in the vacancy rate in for-sale homes at the
neighborhood level. The vacancy rate dropped to 4.4% to just 1.3% (US Census Bureau). The low

vacancy rate in the owner occupied housing units shows the neighborhood has had success in getting
people to take ownership in the area, helping to create a more stable neighborhood. When a
neighborhood becomes safer and crime rates decrease, more people want to live there. This

neighborhood became a much more desirable place to live and raise a family. This meant that more
people were buying into the homes in this area. With this development also bringing in a mix of

incomes, the likelihood of turnover rates is going to decrease because there is a larger percentage of the
population in the area who can afford to stay in their homes.
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Proportion of population in rental housing:
The total number of housing units in the Park DuValle area in 2010 was 2,573. The total split

between rental and owner occupied housing in the Park DuValle area was almost exactly split 50/50.
The community had 1,044 owner occupied units in 2010 and 1,050 renter occupied units in 2010 (US

Census Bureau). This shows that the community has a fair number of residents that rent. When there is
a majority of rental housing in a community, the turnover rate is higher. This means that people’s

neighbors are changing on a fairly consistent basis and some parts of the community may lack the

stability that ownership can provide. When neighbors change frequently, it makes it hard to get to know
the people in the community, which decreases socialization and safety. This instability is also passed

down to children and their school environments. It is very difficult for children to learn well when they
are constantly being moved to different schools. They are never able to become comfortable with a

group of friends or the teachers. This affects the social structure and organization in the community and
in schools for the children when they are in an unstable environment. When the residents in the

neighborhood are able to live next to the same people for longer periods of time, they begin to socialize
more as they get to know each other, which helps increase neighborhood safety. Knowing one’s

neighbors produces an unofficial neighborhood watch program. People are more likely to report and
recognize suspicious behavior when they know who lives in their neighborhood. As stated in the
Neighborhood Safety Report, “Neighborhoods with high levels of crime….often have a transient

population… Children and adolescents living in neighborhoods characterized by crime or disorganization
are more likely to become victims of violent crime and to perpetrate acts of violence. Children who
witness crime and violence are more likely to experience social and emotional problems such as

aggression, stress, and withdrawal, as well as delinquency and low school achievement (National Survey
of Children’s Health, 2013).”
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Resident Satisfaction:
John Gilderbloom, Michael Brazley, and Zhenfeng Pan researched the residents’ satisfaction

levels with the HOPE VI Park DuValle redevelopment project. This study examined not only the physical
planning aspects that changed with the new development, but also the social aspects. The social

planning aspects included the opportunity to receive self-sufficiency services including youth services,

employment and job training, GED training, case workers, childcare, and health services. This research is
important to study to ensure that the HOPE VI developments are serving their purpose. The data was

analyzed the following way: “The total Park DuValle population (Phase II), of three hundred twenty (320)
households were contacted, resulting in the collection of one hundred seventy-seven surveys returned.

Two of the surveys were removed for lack of completeness, leaving one hundred seventy-five surveys or
55% of the sample. The sample was divided into two groups, one group being public housing residents
and the second group composed of non-public housing residents. Public housing residents had a total

population of 69 families; we surveyed 86% of that population (59 families). One hundred and sixteen
families of the non-public housing group were surveyed or 46% of their total population (John
Gilderbloom, 2005).”
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The following table (Table 2) shows the resident satisfaction with various services around the

community. The majority of residents were satisfied with the location of the following services: public

transportation, schools, churches, childcare, employment, and medical services. Many of the residents
were dissatisfied with shopping and entertainment locations around the community. The table shows

that those in public housing were more dissatisfied with the school system than the non-public housing
residents, and the non-public housing residents were more dissatisfied with the medical services than
public housing residents.
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Figure 23 Source: (John Gilderbloom, 2005)

The following table shows the residents satisfaction with their present housing. This measures

factors such as lighting, sidewalks, cleanliness, and recreation. As shown in the previous table, much of
the home satisfaction comes from the environmental influences around the neighborhood, not the
actual house. Both the public housing and non-public housing residents were satisfied with the

neighborhoods’ lighting, sidewalks, recreation, and cleanliness in general. Adult and child recreation was
split between both groups though- almost 40% of both groups of residents were not satisfied with the
recreation options in the community.
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Figure 24 Source: (John Gilderbloom, 2005)

According to Table 4, residents were asked to compare their new housing arrangement with

their previous housing arrangement. Nearly all of the residents rated their new environment a “much
better” place to live. This is very reassuring to see that even those not living in public housing believe
that Park DuValle is a better living environment than their prior housing. This shows that the public
housing is doing its part to provide residents of all income levels a better living environment.
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Figure 25 Source: (John Gilderbloom, 2005)

The final table (Table 6) shows the residents’ satisfaction with various safety features in the

neighborhood. The majority of all residents were either satisfied or very satisfied with all of the safety

features in the community. This is important when attracting people to a neighborhood. Families want
their neighborhood to be a safe place where they can raise their children. The increased safety also

helps to provide more stability in the neighborhood and gives these residents a new brighter outlook on
life compared to their prior housing.
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Figure 26 Source: (John Gilderbloom, 2005)

Conclusions:
The HOPE VI Park DuValle development appears to have accomplished what it set out to do.

Developers of HOPE VI areas have successfully changed the shape of the public housing, reduced

poverty concentrations, improved safety, and provided supportive services for residents. The housing

values in the area have also increased while rental rates are now competitive to those around the city.

Finally, the development provided residents with a neighborhood that satisfied them in various aspects.
It created a neighborhood that welcomes all people and income levels, and is a family friendly place to
raise children.

The development has many successful aspects; but there are still housing issues that can be

further improved. Based on the analysis of the housing statistics and demographics of the Park DuValle

area, there are still unmet housing needs in the community. These housing needs include those living in
poverty, the home ownership rates, and home sale and rental prices compared to the median income
(affordability).

The families living in poverty in Park DuValle is a housing issue that needs to be further

addressed. Between 2000 and 2010, the poverty rate rose higher than expected. In 2000, about 30% of

the residents were considered to be living in poverty, and in 2010 32% were living in poverty during the
previous 12 months. When people are living in poverty, they have greater difficulty providing for their

families and earning sufficient income. Poverty often leads to homelessness- either becoming a visible
homeless person on the streets or in a shelter, or becoming part of the invisible homeless community
that could be placed in overcrowded homes with relatives or friends. The poverty rates in the Park

DuValle area were also at least 10% higher than that of the city, which has a high poverty rate of 22%.

This is an issue that should have been addressed after the Park DuValle housing development was built.

Although the development did help provide affordable housing for many families, the poverty rate is still
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higher than that of the city and should be further evaluated. Learning to reduce poverty rates without

displacement is an issue needing to be tackled. Is it possible to provide the same number, or more, units
of housing in a new development than what were removed? If this is possible it may help eliminate
some of the displacement.

The second housing issue that needs to be addressed is the homeownership rates in the

community. The Park DuValle community has almost a 50/50 split between owner-occupied and renter
housing in the community, which is an improvement from the 2000 census. Although the community
has had an increase in ownership rates, the community would become more stable if more residents
were able to have the opportunity to own a home. When people own a home in a community, they

become more of a stakeholder in the neighborhood and in turn become more dedicated to the area.

When people have ownership in a community, it also provides a natural neighborhood watch program.
People are more familiar with their neighbors and the neighborhood, and are more likely to call and
report suspicious behavior of those people they do not recognize in the community. The stability of

having people take ownership in a community also encourages them to take political stands in their
neighborhood and schools. Finally, when people own their own home, they take more pride in

maintaining and improving their home, especially if they are of lower income and live in a mixed income
neighborhood. This is best summarized by two quotes:

“Overwhelmingly the city dweller is not a homeowner, and since a transitory habitat does not generate
binding traditions and sentiments, only rarely is he truly a neighbor.” –Luis Wirth (Wirth, 1938)

“Expanding homeownership is vitally important to our country, because homeownership is critical to

both individual economic opportunity and also to the building of strong communities.” –Henry Cisneros
(Cisneros, 1995)
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Although all housing issues should be continually addressed and reevaluated, the third primary

housing issue that should be addressed is the rental and ownership affordability factor. The median
rental prices compared to the median income in the Park DuValle area make renting a difficult task.

Families should not spend more than 30% of their income on housing or they are considered to be in

unaffordable housing. In the Park DuValle area, the median income is $26,000 and 30% of that is $7,800.
The average amount paid in rent is $7,776. This demonstrates that many residents in the area pay much
more than 30% of their income to their housing. When we compared this to the county, 30% of the

median income is $12,690 and the median amount paid in rent is just $8,040. This shows that overall in
the county many people are able to rent under the 30% income mark, and thus live in more affordable
housing (US Census Bureau).

The same analysis can also be applied to the ownership market in the Park DuValle area. The

median income does not match up with the home prices in the neighborhood, making it very difficult for
residents to own a home. The median home value is $94,900 and the median income is $26,000. To
ensure people do not purchase a home that is too expensive for them, they should not buy a home

worth more than 2.5 times their income. This means that people making the median income in the area
should not spend more than $65,000 on a home. As shown, this is much less than the median home
value $94,900 (US Census Bureau).

These issues should be addressed in a long-term comprehensive plan with action steps. Overall,

the Park DuValle development has increased the viability of the neighborhood. The statistics show that

it has made significant improvement between its creation and present day. Residents are satisfied with
their new housing. The safety has greatly improved, rents are competitive with the rest of the city,
ownership rates have increased, services are provided to residents, education has increased, and

poverty has greatly decreased. The low-income families are now integrated with market rate units and
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have a reason to take pride in their neighborhood and home. They also no longer look out the window
to see as much criminal activity, helping to improve their life chances. Finally, they are able to take

advantage of the social services that are provided to help them better manage money and one day own
a home of their own.

HOPE VI Newport, Kentucky
Location:
The small Ohio River community known as Newport, Kentucky is located in the North Eastern

part of Kentucky just across the Ohio River from Cincinnati. This HOPE VI project is unique in that it is the
smallest city in the United States to secure a HOPE VI grant. The city of Newport had a 2000 population
of just 17,048 according to the United States Census. Newport is the county seat of Campbell County,
which has a population of 88,616, according to the 2000 Census, and has decreased to 86,858 as of

2010. Campbell County is the only county to experience a population decrease in Northern Kentucky

between 2000 and 2010. This HOPE VI project is different from the previous case study discussed in that
the Newport Housing Authority bought several sites across the city for scattered site development. The
goal was to purchase the scattered sites to help deconcentrate the poverty areas within the city.
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Figure 27 Source: bestplaces.net

Figure 28 Newport Location Source: Google Maps

History:

Newport’s history can be dated back to 1785 when Colonel James Taylor and his son Hubbard

claimed approximately 1,500 acres of land that make up present day Newport, Bellevue, and Dayton
(The General James Taylor Mansion, 2011). They chose the location because it was a flourishing

economic and commercial center located just at the mouth of both the Ohio and Licking Rivers. In 1791,
Hubbard established the community later to be known as Newport. He named it after Captain

Christopher Newport who was the commander of the first English ship to settle Jamestown, Virginia.
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Taylor applied to the Kentucky legislature to have Newport and Campbell County incorporated, and in

1795 Newport became the seat of Campbell County. Newport continued to expand and rapidly grew in
the 1800’s after the invention of steam powered riverboats. These lead to the area becoming a center

for trade and industry. In the 19th century, Newport had outgrown its pioneer roots and had turned into

a military outpost with barracks. Prominent officers during the War of 1812 spent time in the barracks in
Newport. Newport went through a prosperous period during the Victorian time period and then took a
turn for the worse beginning in 1910 and continuing through the Depression era. Industry,

manufacturing, and employment levels all began to fall and the residents began to turn towards
gambling and prostitution (Hanka, 2009).

According to Time Magazine, 40 years ago Newport was once known as the “Sin Center” of the

south. The 1940’s through 1980’s were trying times for the community. The downtown was a depressed
area that was filled with sexual oriented businesses, prostitution, mob activity, and gambling running

along Monmouth Street, the main street of Newport. As many as 23 adult entertainment establishments
and 80 bars could be found in Newport’s downtown during this period (Hanka, 2009) . Newport was so
notorious for corruption that the Attorney General, Robert Kennedy brought national attention to the
city by cracking down on the illegal activities that made the city so well known.

The Newport Civic Association and Social Action Committee were created in hopes of turning

the city around. Their goal was to remove organized crime, crime leaders, and gambling syndicates, but

proved to be ineffective. These failures led to the creation of the Committee of 500. The Committee was
made up of businessmen, civic leaders, and ministers who had hopes to work together to clean up the
prostitution, gambling, and political corruption bringing the city down. Attorney General Robert

Kennedy was also instrumental in cleaning up Newport, as he took a stand against the organized crime

problem facing the city. Unfortunately, the city’s government was just too overwhelmed to handle all of

the mounting problems. Eventually, tremendous public outcry and the election and leadership of Mayor
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Thomas Guidugli lead to vast political and social change to clean up the city and turn it into the booming
development and redevelopment area it has become today. The riverfront has been developed with

multiple tourist attractions, including the Newport Aquarium, World Peace Bell, and Newport on the
Levee.

Figure 29: Former Public Housing Authority site before demolition

Scattered site housing helps decrease the concentration of poverty in an area as well as

removes the negative identity that is generally associated with those living in public housing. Many of

the first public housing developments were failures like Cabrini Green and Pruit Igoe. The building of the
public housing developments resulted in high pockets of low-income housing and were located in

isolation because of the “not in my backyard” (NIMBY) syndrome that many people have. Those not
living in the housing generally do not want those in public housing located in their neighborhood for
fears of what is perceived to be associated with the lower income housing tenants. This makes the

scattering of the low-income housing difficult to accomplish. It needs to be done strategically so the

middle and upper class do not migrate elsewhere- once again leaving a concentration of poor. When
scattered site housing is done successfully it can provide great benefits for the residents. Firstly, it

removes the large concentrations of public housing, allowing the area to be redeveloped into a more

economically stable area. It has also been proven that where a person lives directly impacts their life by
influencing their choices quality of life, and opportunities. Those surrounded by others like themselves
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continue to stay as they currently are, and those surrounded by a more diverse group of individuals

(lower and higher) are more likely to continue to strive to improve their lives. This supports the theory
that the deconcentration of lower-income residents would be beneficial. The deconcentration of

poverty pockets and relocating residents into more affluent areas increases the economic integration
and reduces the income gap.

Re-Organizing Affordable Housing in Newport:

In 2000, the Newport Housing Authority received the HOPE VI Revitalization grant totaling over

$28 million to revitalize the Peter G.Noll, Booker T. Washington, and Mc Dermott-McLane public housing
projects. The July 26, 2000 HUD report for the allocation of the FY 2000 HOPE VI Revitalization Grants

specifies how the grant monies would be utilized. The housing developments would utilize the tightly-

knit historic fabric of the city and be located throughout Newport, Liberty Row, Saratoga Street, Corpus
Christi, City Wide, and Central Housing. The grant was used as leverage for funding economic and
commercial development in and along Newport’s waterfront and the city’s overall neighborhood
revitalization plan. In addition to the City of Newport initiating $300 million worth of economic

development, other funding partners that helped make the project possible included the State of

Kentucky and Fifth Third Bank. The plan included the demolition of over 200 severely distressed housing
units clustered in the three complexes. The housing complexes were contiguous and boarded the

riverfront but were isolated from the rest of the community by flood walls. The plan called for the units
to be replaced with 313 new units that were to be spaced out amongst the city. The units would be

located in nine different sustainable, mixed-income, mixed-finance developments. Like many of the
other HOPE VI projects, these developments sought to build 67 affordable units and 96 market rate

units. They also included 69 units that would be for sale for home ownership, thus providing a mix of
rental and ownership in the community and decreasing the transient nature of the community (U.S.

Department of Housing and Urban Development, 2000). Much of the housing to be developed in Liberty
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Row, Saratoga Street, and Corpus Christi would consist of single family homes, townhouses, clusters of

duplexes, and multi-unit apartments to be available by rental or Section 8 Vouchers. New housing would
be available on the open housing market and to housing authority residents who are participants in the
Community Supportive Services Program. To continue to help foster the success of the project, the
Housing Authority of Newport established several principles for management of the HOPE VI
developments, including:

• The encouragement of active resident councils that communicate regularly with management;
• Strict enforcement of lease provisions, especially the one-strike provision;

• Requirements that HOPE VI public housing residents be employed or participating in the CSS
programs;

• Excellent standards of property and housing maintenance and provisions of opportunities for
residents to learn home maintenance and repairs; and

• Specific commitment to helping motivate public housing residents to become homeowners
(Hanka, 2009).
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Figure 30 Source: (Center for Sustainable Urban Neighborhoods)

Demographics Before and After: Census 2000 and 2010
Households:

To begin the demographic analysis, the United States Census from the year 2000 was studied for

both Newport and the neighboring city of Covington. The total population of Newport, Kentucky in the
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2000 census was just over 17,000 residents. Of these residents, 91.7% were white, and 5.5% were

African American. These demographics are contrary to the other case studies presented where the

majority of residents were of African American descent. By comparison Covington, Kentucky which has
a larger population of 43,370, has 87% white and 10.1% Black or African American. Covington has also
been on the receiving end of HOPE VI funding for affordable housing projects. Shifting to the 2010

census, after the redevelopment, the total population of Newport had decreased to 15,273 residents. Of
these residents, 86.3% were white and 7.6% were black. There was a slight increase of those with Asian
descent. In 2000, .4% of the population was Asian and this increased to .7% by the 2010 population.

These changes in demographics show that the population was slightly altered after the redevelopment
in the area.

The male female split was about even in the 2000 census with a female population of 51.3% and

male population of 48.7%. In the 2010 census, the percentages flipped. Females made up 48.5% of the
population and males represented 51.5% of the population.

The largest age cohort in the year 2000 was those between 25 and 34 years old, with 16.2% of

the population falling in this category. The neighboring city of Covington also had the majority of their
population within the 25-34 cohort. The median age of Newport in 2000 was 32.9 years old, whereas

the median age of Covington was 33.1 years old. By the 2010 census the largest cohort in Newport was
ages 25-29. The overall population became a bit younger by 2010, but the median age increased just

slightly to 34 years. This is most likely due to the largest cohort in 2000 (ages 25-34) increasing in age
(US Census Bureau).

Household by relationship:

In 2000, the total number of households in Newport, Kentucky was 6,975. This number

decreased slightly to 6,194 in the 2010 census. The decrease in the number of households follows the
trend of the decrease in total population.
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The household size remained almost stable between 2000 and 2010. In 2000, the average

household size was 2.38 people, and in 2010 it was 2.32 people. This means that the family sizes
remained fairly consistent over the decade (US Census Bureau).
Make up of households

In the year 2000, many of the households, 42%, were non-family households. The census

defines this category as “people living alone and households which do not have any members related to
the householder” (US Census Bureau). Married-couple households were the second most populous

group with 32.4% of families included in this category. More noticeably, 20.2% of households had a

female householder with no husband. Of those 1,407 households, 877 of them, or 12.6%, had children
under the age of 18 living with them. In 2010, the majority of households were still non-family

households, with 47.2% of the residents falling into this category. This is a slight increase from the

previous census. This could potentially be due to the increase in same-sex marriage between 2000 and

2010. The Census Bureau does not recognize same-sex couples as “family households” unless they have
at least one additional member related to the householder by birth or adoption. The second most

populous group remaining as married couple households. They made up 28.7%, or 1,779, of households
in 2010. Of these households, 17.3% were female-led and had no husband present. Of those

households, 10%, or 618 of them, had children under the age of 18. When comparing the two years,
there was a decrease in both the married couple households and those households led by a female

without a husband. This means there was an increase elsewhere. This could potentially be accounted

for in the same-sex households, or those living alone, both of which are represented by the nonfamily

households category. Another category that represents a larger percentage of the population is those

living alone. In the year 2000, those living alone made up 34.8% of the total population in Newport. This
group remained almost unchanged in 2010, but did increase mildly to 37% (US Census Bureau). Even
with the slight increase this is an important group to consider when redeveloping an area. With a
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significant portion of the population living alone, more of the housing stock should be devoted to one

bedroom units and smaller units. If the household makeup is not considered when developing, there is

the potential for an over abundance of multi bedroom units that will sit vacant. HOPE VI has recognized
this through the years and a large part of the application process to gain the grant money involves

submitting an approved housing mix determination. This mix is determined based on both the current
and anticipated needs of the community.
Age of Housing Structure:

In the 2000 census, over 50% of the housing stock was built in 1939 or earlier. This made up

4,265 housing structures. The age of the housing stock is an important consideration for a

redevelopment area. Once the majority of the housing stock becomes outdated the level of

maintenance greatly increases. In addition, when these older homes are located in areas of lower

economic status, the residents living in them are often not able to afford the upkeep. When looking at
the housing data from the 2006-2010, the American Community Survey shows approximately 379
housing units were built in 2000 or later. This number is consistent with the Newport HOPE VI

development process. In 2000, the housing authority received money to demolish the public housing
projects and scatter 313 housing units across the community (US Census Bureau).
Poverty:

Among other things, poverty is a factor that is extremely important to look at when determining

if a project has impacted the community in a beneficial way. As shown in this document poverty alone

cannot be the sole determining factor for a project’s success, but it does provide some insight. In 2000,
approximately 20% of Newport families lived below the established poverty level. Those with related
children below the poverty level were 30%. Another significant group below the poverty level was
families with a female householder and no husband present. That group had 41% living below the
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census- defined poverty level. Finally, those living individually had 22.3% of their group below the

poverty level. When comparing these numbers with the 2010 census data, approximately 21% of the

families were living in poverty, 34.7% of families with related children, 44.3% of families with a female

householder and no male present, and 23.4% of individuals. Although these numbers are slightly higher,
it should be noted they are taken from the 2006-2010 American Community Survey, which is a five year
estimate (US Census Bureau).
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Crime:

It may be difficult to imagine that one public housing development could have a telling impact

on crime, and many people argue that the redevelopment of an area just pushes the crime elsewhere in
the city. This led researchers to study the crime in Newport both before and after the development.

Crime statistics were collected from the Newport Police Department from 2000 to 2007, and ten types
of Part I criminal offenses occurred in the area’s four police precincts. These included personal crime,
property crime, and drug violations. “These four districts are located in the west and northwestern

portions of Newport and shown below on the map. The old north-site housing units of the Housing

Authority of Newport are located in District 2A. The boundaries of District 2A are the Riverwalk to the
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north, the floodwall and Licking River to the west, Fifth Street to the south, and Columbia Street to the
east. This district is primarily residential and once included the former north public housing site for the

HAN. The remaining residents vacated the north-site on June 30, 2006. District 2B is immediately to the
east of District 2A, which includes the Levee, Campbell County Courthouse and the northern section of

the Central Business District. District 2C and 4A are immediately south of District 2A and 2B. District 2B
and 2C are non-HOPE VI areas, while the current Newport public housing areas are located in both

Districts 2C and 4A. District 4A includes much of the new HOPE VI developments such as Liberty Row (I),
Liberty Housing (II) and the Brighton Center Family Development Center (Hanka, 2009).”

Figure 31: Newport Police Precincts. Source: (Hanka, 2009)

According to From Vice to Nice a case study of Newport’s HOPE VI Program and the Newport

Police Department, nearly all types of crime decreased overall between the year 2000 and the re84 | P a g e

examination in 2007. Vehicle theft and drug related violations increased, but drug related violations
continued to remain below the national average (which also increased during that time frame).
Differences can be seen when the crime rates are broken down by precinct.
Changes in Crime Rate between Precincts
Precinct

2A

2B

2C

4A

Overall Total

Change in crime rate

-57% -5% -58% -10% -31%

(Source: Newport Police Department)

Precinct’s 2A and 2C saw the most drastic decrease in crime. Precinct 2A was the old public

housing site and many of those residents were displaced by the redevelopment, so the sharp decrease
was expected. The 2C precinct includes a large non-HOPE VI area of the city on the southern side, and
parts of the Central Business District. The drop in crime in this precinct was higher than expected, but

there are fewer people living in the area due to the redevelopment on the eastern side of the precinct.

The two precincts that experienced the smallest change only include a small portion of HOPE VI housing,
so naturally the results are not as drastic in those areas.

Percent Change in Crime all Four Police Districts in Newport 2000-2007
Number of

Number of

Percent

Robbery

13

25

92%

Aggravated

56

8

-86%

Simple Assault

220

138

-37%

Offenses (2000)

Assault
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Offenses (2007)

Change

Burglary

64

41

-36%

Shoplifting

74

6

-92%

Theft from

41

12

-71%

Theft from Vehicle

61

32

-48%

Theft All Other

98

99

1%

Vehicle Theft

17

34

100%

Drug Violations

103

124

20%

Total

747

519

-31%

Building

(Source: Newport Police Department (Hanka, 2009)

Many of the police officers in the areas had positive reports relating to crime. Crime is

inevitable, but when there is a noticeable decrease it can be considered a success. Since the old north

site housing was demolished at the beginning of the HOPE VI project, the south site in precinct 2C has

experienced a drop in police visits. A Newport police officer stated that there were not any fights from
January 2007 through July 2007 (Hanka, 2009). In prior years the police would respond to regular

altercations often involving as many as ten people. District 2B experienced an increase in robberies,

most likely due to the Newport on the Levee’s rise as a tourist destination which serves as a site for easy
robbery opportunities and access to the state border. According to Officer Jonson and Captin Niemeier,

the overall the crime rates in the Levee area has remained low and consists of teens stealing inexpensive
jewelry and intoxicated tourists at night (Hanka, 2009). Below is a chart that breaks down the crime

changes in surrounding areas, the State of Kentucky, and the U.S. as a whole. The Newport area had a

decrease of 31%, which is consistent with the HOPE VI study area’s decrease of 31%. This helps to show
that the HOPE VI project indeed had a widespread affect on the community.
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Total Crimes

Part I Offenses
(2000)

Total Crimes Part I
Offenses (2007)

Percent
Change

Covington

3188

2642

-17%

Newport

1798

1235

-31%

2A

219

94

-57%

2B

85

81

-5%

2C

157

86

-58%

*4A (HOPE VI neighborhood)

286

258

-10%

Total

747

519

-31%

Cincinnati

22,212

24,678

11%

Cincinnati Metropolitan Area

48,321

47,829

-1%

119,165

117,607

-1%

11,608,872

11,251,828

-3%

Newport Neighborhoods in HOPE VI Study

Kentucky
United States

Sources:
Lt. Daniel Ogilvie, Cincinnati Police Department; Lt. Jane Poynter, Newport
Police Department; Lisa Shoaf, Ohio Crime by County Statistics, Ohio Office of
Criminal Justice Services (CJS); Crime in Kentucky 2000 and 2007 Crime Reports,
Kentucky State Police, Frankfort, Kentucky

Median Income/Rent:

The median income in Newport was $27,451 in 2000. For reference, in the nearby city of

Covington, the median income in 2000 was a bit higher at $30,735. The median income rose significantly
to $37,222 by the 2010 census in Newport, and increased in neighboring Covington to $37,414. This

increase in Newport allowed the incomes to become inline and balanced with neighboring areas. This
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demonstrates more stability, represents a change in demographics and housing, and helps erase stigma
previously associated with the area.

When comparing the median income with median rent in Newport in the year 2000, the median

rent was $442 per month, and over 30% of the population paid more than 35% of their income to rent
each month. By comparison, the median rent for Covington in 2000 was slightly higher at $451 per

month and just under 30% of their population paid over 35% of their income in rent. This can tell us that
Newport was not an anomaly in the area. By the year 2010, the median rent in Newport had increased

to $549 per month and slightly higher to $604 per month in Covington. Even though there were still over
more than 30% of the residents paying at least 35% of their income in rent each month in Newport, it is
reassuring that these numbers stayed below that of the Neighboring city, Covington, which had over

44% of its residents paying at least 35% of their income to rent each month in 2010 (US Census Bureau).
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As a baseline standard residents ideally should not pay more than 30% of their income to rent.

This allows them to have enough to pay for other necessities like bills, food, and transportation to work.
If we multiply the 2010 total median income of $37,222 by the affordability percentage of 30%, we

arrive at $11,166. This amount is the most that residents should be paying per year in rent. If the median
rent is multiplied by 12 months, the total amount paid is $6,648. Even though there are many residents
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that are paying over 35% of their income in rent, the median income and rent affordability index tells us
that there are options that are within the affordability range for households in Newport.
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Median Home Prices:

The median value of a home in Newport, Kentucky rose from $67,500 to $109,500 between

2000 and 2010, which is a significant increase. By comparison, the median home value in Covington rose
from $71,900 to $103,900. Although both cities seen increases in their median home values, it is

interesting to note that the values increased by $42,000 in Newport and only $32,000 in Covington (US

Census Bureau). To determine the affordability of the housing stock, the median home value should be

compared to 2.5 times the median income. Residents should try to buy a home that is no more than 2.5
times their income to retain enough money to afford living expenses.
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Housing Vacancy:

In 2000, the housing vacancy rate was 10.9%, which accounted for 853 of the 7,828 housing

units in Newport. This vacancy rate is almost equal to that in Covington, KY, which had a vacancy rate of
10.7% in 2000. Those vacant housing units in Newport were 46.3% rentals and 14.3% for-sale units.

After an affordable housing project is built in a city, it is the hope that the vacancy rate will decrease.

Unfortunately, in 2010 Newport’s vacancy rate increased about 3% to 13.3%. What is not told through
these census statistics is where those vacant units are located. It is possible that all of the new

affordable housing is occupied and some of the vacancies are due to people moving out of the older

housing. Out of the total 954 vacant housing units in 2010, 43% were vacant rentals and 16.4 % were

vacant for-sale units. Rental vacancies decreased and ownership vacancies slightly increased between
2000 and 2010 (US Census Bureau). It is possible that the economic downturn between 2008- 2010,

could have attributed to the increase in ownership vacancies. During this time, more people were likely
to be renting due to an inability to afford a home.
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Proportion of population in rental housing:

The owner-renter split is also important when comparing the change from before and after a

housing development. In 2000, the owner-renter split was 44.2% owner and 55.8% renter. These

numbers stayed about the same through 2010. Those owning a home accounted for 45.3%, just a slight
increase, and those renting accounted 54.7%, which was a slight decrease from 2000. Overall the

proportion of the population owning and renting stayed consistent. By comparison, Covington had an

owner-renter split of 49.3% ownership and 50.7% rental in 2000. These numbers swapped majority by
2010 with an ownership rate of 52.9% and rental rate of 47.1%. Overall, both communities saw

comparable numbers in both 2000 and 2010. They also both saw the ownership rates slightly increase
and rental rates slightly decrease in 2010 (US Census Bureau).
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Conclusions:
“The use of the HOPE VI program in combination with a strategic economic development effort

has caused what a report by the University of Louisville's Center for Sustainable Urban

Neighborhoods describes as a transition from "vice to nice, and from hips to hip” (Simes, 2010). Before

the transformation, Newport was a city that struggled with crime, poverty, and gambling on their main
corridor through the city; now the community hosts thousands of visitors each year to Newport on the
Levee. One of the most significant successes recognized by the Center for Sustainable Urban

Neighborhoods was what the neighborhood foundation was able to achieve for its small size. The

Housing Authority of Newport was the smallest Housing Authority to receive a HOPE VI grant, and it was
named the best Housing Authority in Kentucky in 2009.
Corpus Christi

The Corpus Christi Apartments property was renovated with HOPE IV, and in part with the Low

Income Housing Tax Credit program, which is a program that incentivizes investors to take part in

investing in rental apartments for low income tenants. The Corpus Christi property received a tax credit
allocation of $208,000 in 2004.The 10 year value on the tax credits was $2,080,000. After renovations,
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the property is now home to 20 one bedroom assisted living units for home of the community. The units
are marketed at 50% of the area median income, making them an attractive option for seniors.

According to From Vice to Nice, the units have remained at 100% occupancy since they opened (Hanka,
2009).

Liberty Row

Liberty Row was completed in August, 2008 and features 39 rental units, both new construction

and renovations. Like the Corpus Christi apartments, Liberty row also utilized the LIHTC program and is
9% LIHTC project. The project also received a grant to develop 12 of the units for disabled residents.

These units are not restricted to families with a disabled head of household, but rather for any family
with a disabled member.

Central Housing

The central housing portion of the redevelopment was a scattered site development. The

Housing Authority of Newport worked to develop 18 units including new and historic rehabilitations that
were not funded by any tax credits. Many of the scattered rehabilitated homes follow sustainability

practices and green urbanism principles to help provide the residents with lower energy costs and be

within close proximity to local amenities. These are attractive features to many as it allows them to get
to many places for necessity items without the use of a car.
City-Wide Project

The City-Wide Apartments represent the largest scattered site HOPE IV development that was

undertaken by the housing authority. Like some of the other developments, it includes both new

construction and renovations throughout the city. The City-Wide development includes 103 units and 54
units specifically for homeownership. The ownership units were sold to families that make up to 80% of
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the area median income. The development of the project began in March, 2008 and by April, 2009 14
homes had been built and occupied.

Many HOPE VI projects were criticized for continuing to segregate the population in the

redevelopment efforts, but Newport strategically placed new residents in the scattered site housing
across the town, fully integrating all social economic levels. The Newport HOPE VI developments in
Liberty Rowand Saratoga Street are located within walking distance of the downtown businesses,

restaurants, shops, and Newport on the Levee. “HOPE VI integrated into the Liberty Row neighborhood,
which represents approximately 22 percent of the total number of properties in the neighborhood, and

the Saratoga Street HOPE VI neighborhood, which represents nine percent of the total properties in the

neighborhood. These HOPE VI developments are contributing to the increase in property values in these
HOPE VI neighborhoods, the non-HOPE VI neighborhoods in our comparison, (East Row Historic District
and Southwest Downtown) the rest of Newport, and the Cincinnati metropolitan area” (Hanka, 2009).

“Newport's HOPE VI was criticized for removing more public housing than it replaced. However,

the HOPE VI program in Newport fulfilled its main objectives of reducing the concentration of poverty,
revitalizing distressed communities, removing the old physical structure of the housing, providing

support services to residents, promoting personal and community responsibility and developing public
and private partnerships (Hanka, 2009).”

After the success of the HOPE VI project, the City of Newport and Neighborhood Foundations

continued efforts to foster change and development within the community. They began to turn to

smaller focused development pockets throughout the city. One of these locations is Hamlet Street,

which at one time was one of Newport’s worst streets. The redevelopment renovated three properties
and constructed five new construction homes. This is a continuing effort around the city to slowly
redevelop multiple smaller areas, all working towards the overall goal of redeveloping the city of
Newport as a whole.
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Another notable component to the success of the area is the Community and Support Services

program (CSS), which is conducted by the local non-profit organization Brighton Center, Inc. They help
educate the current and future homeowners on the process and management of owning a home. The

primary objective of the CSS program is to assist residents and their families to pursue self-sufficiency so
that they can become more responsible homeowners in the community.

Finally, the University of Louisville, Center for Sustainable Urban Neighborhoods conducted a

survey on resident satisfaction after the completion of the development efforts. The survey results are
shown on the subsequent pages.
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When looking at the neighborhood satisfaction scores the majority of residents seem to be

happy with their new neighborhood. Over 70% of the residents like living in their new neighborhood and
stated they knew their neighbors. Knowing ones neighbors relates back to a safe community where
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residents tend to look out for one another. Over 60% of residents agreed that they could walk or easily
ride their bike to work and the grocery store, showing that the redevelopment has made these

necessities more easily available to residents. Over 40% of those surveyed also reported they had more
recreation and entertainment choices in the neighborhood than they previously did. This allows

residents healthy and constructive activities helping to deter crime and drug related activities. The

survey also shows that residents are taking advantage of the community services offered, as many of

them stated they have better job and educational opportunities now and the program has made their
lives better. Finally, nearly 40% of the residents polled stated that they wished to stay in the

neighborhood and purchase their home. A telling sign for how far the community has come.

When studying the community resident and safety portion of the survey over 50% of residents

agreed with each of the statements. They agreed there was adequate street lighting, police presence,

safe places for the children to play, and they could relate well to their neighbors who shared difference
backgrounds and experiences from themselves. These various backgrounds all help to alleviate

stereotypes within the community among neighbors. Finally, over 75% of those surveyed stated they felt
safe within their community. This is a huge accomplishment considering how many of the residents use
to live in fear in their own front yard. Now the community is a place where people bike and walk to
work, the neighbors know each other, and the children can play safely.
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The next section of the survey-community activity- relates to the various groups and social

events within the community. Social events and organizations all help to build the bonds between

residents and neighbors. Over 50% of the residents are registered to vote and had attened a community
meeting or festival. The most impressive number is 75% of the residents agreed they take pride in their
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neighborhood. When residents take pride in where they live spirits are higher and the neighborhood
maintains its value as the residents feel an obligation to maintain their home.
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The safety portion of the survey is also telling based on what the community was built upon.

Residents agreeed that their buildings are well maintained, there is a greater amount of affordable
housing available with a shorter waiting period, there is less graffitti, and less gun violence. The

residents also stated they are now comfortable allowing their children to play outdoors. Now parents no
longer need to feel worried when their children just want to be kids and play with their neighborhood
friends in the front yard.
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The final section of the survey was related to the Brighton Center’s services. Over 55% of the

residents stated that the services have helped improve their job and educational skills, improved their

quality of life, connected them to job opportunities, and helped them become more employable. All of
these are extremely important when considering the long term effect of the housing development. If
services like these are not provided, how are the residents suppose to succeed? These services allow

those in some of the lowest income brackets get connected with opportunities to get on their feet and
move towards self sufficiency.

Overall, Newport was a tremendous success when it comes to evaluating the HOPE VI funding

for the projects. Between the Community Support Services, deconcentration of poverty through

scattered-site housing, redevelopment and new construction, and continued smaller focus areas, this is
a project that others may find worthwhile to study when working to redevelop their cities. Newport’s
HOPE VI project success demonstrates the tremendous impact a federal program can have on a small
community when planning is done properly.
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HOPE VI High Point Seattle: Seattle, Washington
Location:
The HOPE VI development of High Point is located in West Seattle, Washington. The

neighborhood gained its name because it contains the highest point in Seattle. The intersection of 35 th
Avenue and Myrtle Street is 520 feet above sea level. The community actually sits on a peninsula that

jets out into Puget Sound and is the dividing line between affluent white West Seattle and the poorer,

more racially diverse Rainier Valley and South Seattle. The neighborhood is located on the eastern side
of 35th Avenue, with its northern border at SW Juneau Street and its southern border at SW Myrtle

Street. This neighborhood is one of Seattle’s most diverse neighborhoods, including a large number of
immigrants from Southeast Asia, and East Africa. The residents of the High Point community benefit

from the presence of many community and supportive services amenities including, but not limited to, a
library, health center, and retail establishments within walking distance. The residents also have a
transit service that provides transportation to West Seattle, downtown, and the surrounding
communities.

Figure 32 High Point Location Source: Google Maps
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History:

Figure 33 Source: (Seattle Housing Authority, 2011)

High Point got its start in 1910 when William E. Boeing bought a shipyard on the Duwamish

River. This became his first airplane company. The business boomed when World War I came a few

years later, and the company survived the Great Depression even as many people became jobless. Many
people became homeless as the unemployment numbers rose, which forced people to live in a

shantytown in Seattle called “Hooverville”, which was named after President Herbert Hoover who

served when the depression began. In March, 1934, a census was taken of Seattle’s shantytown. In the
479 shanties, there were 634 men and just 7 women ranging in age from fifteen to seventy-three.
(Chelsey, 2009)Somewhat ironically, it “may have been the first fully integrated neighborhood in
Seattle”. The census revealed that the shantytown residents were composed of “292 Caucasian

(immigrants), 186 (native) Caucasians 120 Filipinos, 29 African Americans, three Costa Ricans, two

Mexicans, two Indians, two Eskimos, and one Chilean (Chelsey, 2009).” “There were nine non-English

languages spoken by residents, and approximately 8 other languages spoken by at least one household
on-site (Chelsey, 2009).” The city ended up “torching” ‘Hooverville’ twice. “After the squatters were

brought to the attention of the City of Seattle, the Seattle Health Department posted notices on every
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shack to vacate within one week. Seven days later the Seattle Police arrived with cans of kerosene and

burned down the shacks. The squatters immediately rebuilt. About a month later the city burned down

the shacks once again. This time the residents burrowed into the ground and constructed roofs made of
tin or steel. The city relented and allowed them to stay on the condition that they adhere to safety and
sanitary rules. (Lange, 1999).” “Hooverville” survived until the outbreak of WWII. In 1940, the threat of

World War II created a high demand for housing for defense workers. This inspired Congress to pass the

Lanham Act, which allowed housing authorities to build and manage housing that would meet the needs
of the defense workers. To qualify for funding, the community needed to demonstrate a need for

childcare resulting from production. High Point easily qualified and thus High Point as well as two other

neighborhoods were created in 1942. High Point created 1,300 apartments, and two years later a school
was opened. In 1949 Congress passed the Housing Act of 1949, which then allowed the construction of
locally owned homes to be used for low-income housing. Due to the 1949 Housing Act, Seattle gained
ownership of High Point in 1953. This then allowed them to begin converting the 2,700 units into

affordable housing. Over the next few decades, the High Point neighborhood had began to decline and

deteriorate into one of the most heavily concentrated poverty pockets in King County. “Less than half of
High point residents earned income from employment, and many cited lack of English as a barrier to

success (House, 2012).” The 1970’s were also a rough period for the area. Between 1970 and 1971, the

Boeing workforce was reduced by 50%, causing many more residents to lose jobs and no longer be able

to afford housing. This increased the need for affordable housing in the area once again, and the Seattle
Housing Authority continued to expand. In 1979, the community’s outlook improved, as Bill Gates and

Paul Allen brought their small company of Microsoft Inc., to Seattle. By 1995, Microsoft was the world’s
most valuable company. Also in the mid 90’s, Seattle’s Housing Authority’s success began to boom and

they received $135 million in funding from HOPE VI for the redevelopment of all three of the World War
II housing projects of Holly Park, Rainier Vista, and High Point.
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The irony about the torching of “Hooverville” is that recently (November, 2015) the City of

Seattle opened its first sanctioned homeless camps. Two camps were opened. One of which can hold 80
people and the other can hold 50. The mayor of Seattle stated that the camps were a much safer option
for the homeless rather than illegal encampment sites. Stu Tanquis stated, “I got my life together, was
self employed for 15 years…My business crashed in the recession and I never recovered from that

(Green, 2015).” Stu is also serving as move master for one of the sites. He explained that the camps will
be Democratic in nature and self-managed. Drugs, alcohol, and violence will not be tolerated. Social

services are connecting the residents to health and mental services helping to get them back on their
feet. Although this is a learning opportunity to study why the homelessness continues to happen and

what services are truly needed for the residents, they anticipate the health and behavioral services they
connect the residents to will transition them into permanent housing.

Figure 34 Source: King 5 News Seattle (Green, 2015)
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The Building of Today’s High Point:

Figure 35 Community input played an important part in the development process Source: (Seattle Housing

Authority, 2011)

“The redevelopment of the High Point Garden public housing project in West Seattle,

Washington, is a model for innovative and inclusive sustainable community development. The

redevelopment project highlights the importance of a community-driven planning process, the synergy
between the principles of low-impact development and New Urbanism, and the benefits of innovative
resource- and energy-efficient building design and construction (HUD User).” In 2001, the Seattle

Housing Authority received $35 million in funding from the US Department of Housing and Urban

Development (HUD) HOPE VI program to redevelop High Point. Together with other funding sources the
total funding reached over $550 million to house 4,000 residents across 120 acres in over 1,700 units

that were both market rate and affordable. From the time HUD awarded the Seattle Housing Authority a
HOPE VI grant for the High Point site in June of 2000, residents had roughly 3 years until demolition and
construction.
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Relocation:

The relocation process at High Point began with in-person outreach to each household on-site.

Bilingual relocation counselors from the Seattle Housing Authority spent the summer of 2001 traveling
to the residents’ homes to interview the family members to assess their needs, as well as explain their
relocation rights and the process of relocation.

Relocation: Preliminary and Final Choices and Actual Outcomes
Population (N = 665)
Sample (N = 200)
Preliminary choice
Stay or return
45%
60%
Leave
34%
40%
Unknown
20%
0%
Actual outcome
Stay or return
37%
49%
Move
62%
51%
Deceased
1%
0%

Note: Unknown includes those who refused to take part in the needs assessment or
those who moved offsite
between the June 2000 grant date and the needs assessment in the summer of 2001.
The table includes
26 evictions among the population and 2 evictions in the sample. Totals may not equal
100 percent because of
rounding.
Source: (Manzo, 2006)

A study was conducted to track the actual outcomes of the resident’s relocation. As shown in

the table above, the researchers used a sample population of 200 residents that were interviewed about
their choices before and after. They also tracked the total population through surveys. Looking at both
the sample population and total population, the majority of residents stated that they would return to
High Point after re-development. When this data is compared to the actual decisions the residents

made, more residents ended up leaving or moving than actually returning to the area. Thirty-seven

percent of the total population returned to High Point, and 49% of the sample population returned after
development. The relocation process for redevelopment occurred in two phases. Rather than

evacuating everyone at the same time, phase one was evacuated and redeveloped first. The residents
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could either move off-site permanently, or remain on-site during the redevelopment in a different unit.

The phase one residents that decided to move away permanently were able to use a housing voucher to

locate to other Seattle public housing, go to non-profit owned low-income housing, or purchase a home.
The Seattle Housing Authority gave priority to the residents who indicated in the 2001 interview

assessment that stated they wanted to move permanently using a housing voucher. The residents that
wished to move by means other than a housing voucher were then relocated off-site, and those who

wished to remain on-site during redevelopment were moved into a unit in phase two. However, those

that did remain on-site were advised that there was no guarantee that they would be able to live in the

new community because of the lottery system. Using fliers and meetings, the residents worked with the
Seattle Housing Authority staff to devise a priority list for the returning families, as well as a lottery

system for each priority category. Seniors had first priority for placement according to their date of

entry into High Point; other, non-senior residents were next prioritized by bedroom size, also in order of
their date of entry into High Point. In addition, in December 2003, staff held community meetings to

explain the screening criteria for entry into the new development so that residents could make efforts to
become tenants “in good standing.” As a result residents who had left by December 2003 had made

both their preliminary decisions and their actual moves without knowing the criteria for living in the new
development. Preliminary choices, therefore, likely reflect what residents actually wanted. Those moves
made up to December 2003 likely reflect some combination of preferences, market availability, and the
impetus to move because their houses were being torn down with only a few movers knowing they

might not qualify to remain on-site. By December, 2003, the bulk of original residents who were going to
leave High Point had already done so (Manzo, 2006). In the end, relocation is going to be an issue in

almost any redevelopment project. In order to redevelop an area, some current residents are going to
be displaced. How the relocation process occurs and whether the residents are given opportunities
following relocation can affect the quality of life for the families. While many of the family’s initial
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preferences are driven by place dependence and are not influenced by actual moving limitations, the

final outcomes are affected by actual moving limitations. Larger families, older head of households and
those with children have harder times finding alternate housing to accommodate them. Those that

typically move are younger and more mobile with zero or few children, and already have the desire to
move before the redevelopment.

Figure 36 Source: (Seattle Housing Authority, 2011)

Development:

The High Point project was developed in two phases, with construction of phase one beginning

in 2004 and phase two beginning in 2006. As the master developer of the project, the Housing Authority

removed the existing public housing on the site, financed the infrastructure, and was responsible for the
creation of 600 affordable housing units. Forums and meetings were held regularly to integrate the
residents’ wishes with the planners’ ideas. The community engagement resulted in the planning
framework for the new development, including the following principals:





Reintegrate High Point into West Seattle

Create a Vibrant Community at High Point
Build Diverse and Safe Housing

Create a Community of Open Spaces.
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Based on these principles, one goal of the project was to realign the street network in High Point

with the rest of West Seattle. They also wanted to ensure that housing was mixed income so it could

serve a multitude of families. Finally, protecting the natural resources became another top priority. The
development team worked to create a natural drainage system to minimize stormwater runoff and

protect the salmon population and habitat in Longfellow Creek. With these goals in place, the Housing
Authority began to develop a 34-block master plan for the redevelopment of High Point (HUD User).
The development team utilized New Urbanist principles. New Urbanism is a framework that

promotes inclusive, livable neighborhoods through mixed land use, diverse transportation

infrastructure, and human-scale design principles. These design principles can be seen in various aspects
of the development. The linear street network helps promote circulation within the development, and

connects it to West Seattle. There is also a diverse stock of housing, including single family attached and
detached, duplexes, and multifamily units. The housing types and architectural styles help the

development to blend in well with the existing housing stock in the area. The design team placed 16-25

units per acre, which helped to break up the massing for buildings, keeping the development pedestrian
friendly. Finally, the planners utilized minimal setbacks and frontage requirements. This allowed the

homes to be built close together and accentuated the sidewalks to create a defined pedestrian network.

The open green spaces throughout the community, ranging from small pocket parks to a 3 acre common
area, provides over 20 acres of active and passive open space for residents (Welcome to the Highpoint
Neighborhood ) .
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Figure 37 Narrow streets and short blocks for pedestrian friendly neighborhood. Source: (Seattle Housing

Authority, 2011)

Phase one included the development of 700 housing units, a new public library, and

neighborhood medical and dental clinics. Of the housing, 344 units were developed for very low-income
residents. The primary financing came from $27 million in tax credit equity, $14 million from the sale of

land to private developers, and $8.5 from the HOPE VI grant. The 350 privately constructed units were a
combination of market-rate rentals and owner-occupied housing built by four developers. The new

library, built on the western side of the High Point development, helps to further integrate High Point

with the larger West Seattle neighborhood. The first units in the new development were available in the
summer of 2005.
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Figure 38 some of the completed phase one development Source: (Seattle Housing Authority, 2011)

Phase two of the redevelopment included 900 mixed-income housing units and a neighborhood

services center. Of the housing units, 266 serve low-income renters, and an additional 75 units
accommodate very low-income seniors. The low-income housing units were financed with

approximately $29 million in low-income housing tax credit equity, and the senior housing project

received a HUD Section 202 grant. The High Point Services Center was completed in 2009. It offers a
wide range of programs and activities for High Point and West Seattle residents. The center is a

community gathering place that is home to an environmental learning center, a family center, a teen

center, Head Start programs, youth tutoring and enhancement programs, Seattle Housing Authority’s
Job Connection program, and a variety of neighborhood associations (HUD User).
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Figure 39 Construction of rental homes here were completed in 2010 Source: (Seattle Housing Authority, 2011)

Sustainability:

Sustainability in High Point was a huge component of the redevelopment. The developers

worked hard to make this affordable housing project different from the normal. Not only did they work

to make the community environmentally sound, but included features to make it more affordable to the
residents as well. The community is Seattle’s first green community and represents a model for future
urban and neighborhood development efforts.

Another major component to the plan was protection and incorporation of Longfellow Creek.

The High Point community is located within the sub-basin of the Longfellow Creek watershed. The City
of Seattle partnered with the Seattle Housing Authority to provide a special systems natural drainage

approach to help reduce peak drainage flows into the creek and enhance the overall water quality. The

following graphic shows exactly how the High Point community works to not only protect the creek, but
also help improve water quality. Some of the main elements include the swales, rain gardens, porous
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surfaces, and the streets. The streets in the neighborhood are designed to have a slight slop to one side.
This feature directs the rainwater to the curb cuts and into the designated planted and grassy swales.
The swales on the sides of the road help to not only collect and filter the water from the roads and
homes before it moves into the storm drain, but help slow the flow as well. The porous surfaces

throughout the vehicular and pedestrian areas allow the water to filter down into the soil. This allows
for more even distribution of water into the ground, and allows it to be filtered in the soil before

heading into the drain. Finally, the rain gardens in the community are an attractive and cost effective

method for containing storm water. These are slight depressions in the landscape that are planted with
small trees, shrubs, and perennials that can withstand periodic large amounts of water. This method

once again helps to filter and slow the flow of water before it goes into the storm drain system (Seattle
Housing Authority, 2011).

Table 1 Source: SVR Design Company (SVR Design )

Other low-impact sustainable design features include the preservation of trees and open space,

breathe easy homes, and other construction strategies. Over 100 mature trees were saved during the

construction process in High Point. This provides healthy, functional, and esthetically pleasing trees in
118 | P a g e

the community, creating a unique character compared to other new developments. The value of the
trees preserved was assed at $1.5 million. High Point also put substantial effort into preserving and

creating open space in the plan. The plan includes more than 20 acres of open space in front and back
yards, pocket parks, gardens, and larger neighborhood parks. This not only positively influences the
environment, but the residents overall happiness as well. The community includes 60 breathe easy

homes. These homes are built to further decrease the risk factors that cause asthma among low-income
children. The features unique to the breathe easy homes are as follows,


“Positive pressure house ventilation systems with air filtering, tempered fresh air supply, and heat
recovery to improve indoor air quality.



Linoleum flooring in living areas and bedrooms, recycled content vinyl flooring in bathrooms and
kitchens, and low-pile carpeting in stairs and halls to reduce allergens.



Low/no off-gas trim and millwork to reduce urea formaldehyde bonding agents.



Low/no off-gas or VOC cabinet construction.



HEPA filter vacuums to remove allergens.



Walk-off doormats to reduce dirt in the homes.



Construction sequences that include extra dry-out time to minimize mold growth; weather protection of
on-site materials; ductwork protection to minimize dust; extra cleaning cycles with low/non-toxic and
non-allergenic cleaners; and flushouts to allow the evaporation and off-gassing of materials (Seattle
Housing Authority, 2011).”

Other construction features that were implemented included the reuse of topsoil and

demolished paving and narrower streets. The construction also included the use of environmentally
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friendly low-VOC paint, adhesives and cabinets, native plants, and airtight drywall. In addition to all

these environmental features, the residents enjoy features that help cut energy costs for them. The

homes were equipped with compact fluorescent lights, whole house fans, tankless hot water heaters,
higher R-value windows, and energy star rated appliances (Seattle Housing Authority, 2011).

Demographics Before and After: Census 2000 and 2010
The HOPE VI High Point, Seattle development is located in census tract 107 in King County,

Washington. When comparing the demographics before development in 2000 and after development in
2010, there is an increase in residents. In 2000, the total population was 6,140 people and the resident

split was 47% male and 52% female. Of these residents, 2,176 were white, 1,636 were black, 1,762 were
Asian, 289 were American Indian or Alaskan Native, 149 were Native Hawaiian or Pacific Islander, and
737 were of other races or ethnicities. In 2010, the total population increased by over 1,000 to 7,064,

and was split 51% female and 49% male. Of these residents, 2,745 were white, 2,319 were black, 1,058

were Asian, 85 were American Indian or Alaskan, 119 were Hawaiian or Pacific Islander, and 308 were of
other races or ethnicities. This shows an increase in whites and blacks and a decrease in Asians,

American Indian, Hawaiian, and other races. In 2000, the largest cohort was ages 25-34, with 16.8% of

the population falling into this category. The population was relatively young, with a median age of just
28.4 years. In 2010, the largest cohort was 30-34 years old, with 9.8% of residents in this category. This
brought the median age up to 30.25 years from the previous median age of 28.4 years. The increase in
the largest cohort and median age could be attributed to many of the residents returning to the new
development, now a few years older (US Census Bureau).
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Households:

The number of households increased between the year 2000 and 2010 from 2,111 to 2,624. This

is an 80% increase in the community. In 2000, the average household size was 2.89 people. In 2010, this
decreased just slightly to 2.66 people. The majority of the households in the community area consisted
of just one or two people. This would most likely signify a younger population of singles and recently

married without children. Roughly about 10% of the population falls in the 25 to 34 year old age group.
By looking at the most common household size and the age of those in the community, it helps to

determine what types of housing stock and amenities are needed or will be needed in the near future
(US Census Bureau).

Household by relationship:

To help decide what type of housing should be provided in the community, we should also look

at whom the households are comprised of. In 2000, 44% of households had children under the age of
18. Of these, only 18.5% were married couples with children under 18. The difference can be seen in
female householder families. Female households with no husband present made up 27.9% of the
community, and of these, 77% had children under the age of 18. In 2010, 64% of the families had

children under the age of 18 living with them. Of these families, 30% of them were married couples with
children under 18. 36% of the total families are female led with no husband present, and of those
female led households, 79% of them have children under the age of 18. (US Census Bureau)

When looking at these types of statistics, there are similarities between housing, both before

and after redevelopment. The community is still very active with families that have children, and female
led households. This can mean that many of the families that were living in the area before High Point

was revitalized came back once it was complete, therefore, showing some success in helping revitalize
an area and without displacing too many people.
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Age of Housing Structure:

In 2010, the majority of King County residents lived in a housing stock that was built between

1980 and 1989. Based on the 2010 census tract of the new High Point development, the majority of the
residents were living in housing built in 2005 or later. This can be explained by the development and

revitalization of High Point. 2004 is when they received funding and began construction on today’s High
Point (US Census Bureau).
Poverty:

The poverty level is a measure that can be very helpful in determining if a project was

successful. The poverty level in the High Point community in 2000 was an astounding 30.3%, compared
to 5.3% for the county as a whole. Although a community would not ideally have any residents living
below the poverty line, the percentage of those living in poverty in the High Point community is

extremely high. However, in 2010 the poverty level decreased to 21% in the High Point community. This
is still high, but it does show that even in hard economic times the development accomplished what it
set out to do-reduce poverty levels. If the county as a whole was not experiencing such an economic

downturn in 2010, it is possible that this level would have fallen even further. King County actually saw a
slight increase in poverty levels in 2010 to 6.4%, which shows that the whole area is suffering from the

economic downturn and it is not just limited to the High Point neighborhood (US Census Bureau). That

being said, High Point still has a long way to go to further decrease their overall poverty levels, but in a
capitalistic system there will always be some citizens that will be in poverty. What High Point does

accomplish is providing individuals and families below the poverty line a place to live where they can
strive to enhance their quality of life.
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Poverty Levels
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Median Income/Rent:

In 2000, the median income in the High Point area was $27,574, compared to the King County

median income of $53,157. This shows that the High Point area residents were only making about 51%
of the county’s total median income before the revitalization. In 2000, 5.3% of the county’s families

lived below the poverty line, compared to the outstanding 30.2% of those living below the poverty level
in the High Point census tract, statically showing the distress in the area. However, by 2010 the median
income rose in both the county and the High point area. King County saw it rise to $68,065 and High

Point saw the median income rise to $40,746. Though this is still only 59% of the median income in the
county, it is noteworthy that the census tracts High Point is located in has a significantly higher

percentage of low-income housing from the development, therefore catering to those families and
lowering the median income in the immediate area.

The median gross rent in the High Point area in 2000 was $457, and the median rent in the

county was $ 758. When comparing rent to the percentage of income in a family, both the county and
High Point area had the majority of residents paying 35% or more of their income to housing. As

expected, the median gross rent increased between 2000 and 2010. In King County the median rent rose
123 | P a g e

to $999, and in the High Point area, the median rent increased to $693.50. Unfortunately, both locations
still had the majority of residents paying 35% or more of their income to housing in 2010.

In 2010, the average gross rent paid per year by those in High Point was $8,322, compared to

the median income of $40,746. This indicates that someone making median income and paying median

rent would be paying approximately 20% of their income to rent. This is just slightly higher than the King
County averages, where the average person making median income and paying median rent would be
paying about 17% of their income to rent each year. Generally speaking, people should not be paying

Dollars

more than 30% of their income to rent for the housing to be affordable to them (US Census Bureau).
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Median Home Prices:

Next, we look at the median home values of owner occupied units and compare them to the

median income. In 2000, the median home value in the High Point area was $159,700 and the median

income for the area was $25,574. The median income in the county was $53,157 and the median home

value was $236,900. The general rule of thumb is to avoid buying a home more than 2.5 times a family’s
income. If the median incomes are multiplied by this, the average King County resident should not pay
more than $132,892, and High Point area residents should not pay more than $63,935 for a home.

In2010, the same story can be told in the community. The median incomes increased to $170,162 for
King County, and $101,865 for High Point when multiplied by 2.5.The median home values increased
significantly though. King County’s home value increased to $407,700 and High Point’s increased to

$352,150 (US Census Bureau). These figures make it difficult for the average person in the community to
afford to live there. This leads to families being stretched for money in other areas and can lead to

people living outside the community and commuting in for work. Some of the increase in home values

should be recognized as part of the High Point revitalization. The demolition of so many units that held
little value were replaced with much higher values, therefore increasing the median values in the area.
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Housing Vacancy:

Vacancy is important to look at in a community as it can show if an area is depressed or if there

is not enough vacant housing to allow for filtering to take place. Filtering is the process by which people
of lower economic status are able to filter upward into greater value homes as those families move out
and up into different homes. In 2000, King County had 31,321 vacancies, or a 4.2% vacancy rate. Of

those vacancies, 97 were in the High Point census tract, which resulted in a similar 4.3% vacancy rate in
High Point. The chart below shows the percentage of the overall vacancies that were rentals versus

owner occupied. In 2000, the majority of the vacancies were in the rental units compared to owner

occupied homes in both locations. In 2010, the vacancies in the county increased to 53,587 and to 355 in
the High Point area, which increased the overall vacancy rate to 6.4% in the county and to 14% in High
Point. The county continued to have more rental vacancies, but High Point had more owner occupied
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vacancies. It should be noted that between the year 2000 and 2010, the county faced an economic
recession, so more vacancies should be expected as many people lost jobs (US Census Bureau).

80.00%
70.00%
60.00%
50.00%
40.00%
30.00%
20.00%
10.00%
0.00%

Vacancy Rates

67.00%

39.80%
16.20%

28.2%

2000

17.10%

2010

6.10%
2000

King County
Rental

10.80% 12.40%
2010

High Point
Owner Occupied

Proportion of population in rental housing:

The proportion of people in rental housing is another important factor for the success of a

community. If the community consists of mostly rental housing, it may lack the stability that owner

occupied units provide. There would be a much higher turnover rate among residents. In 2000, King

County had 59.8% in owner occupied housing and about 40.2% in rental housing. By comparison, the
High Point community had 31.3% of the population in owner occupied housing and 68.7% in rental

housing. In 2010, King County’s housing statistics only changed by a tenth of a percentage. There were

59.1% of the residents in owner occupied housing and 40.9% in rental housing. However, High Point saw
a rise in owner occupied housing after the re-development. The owner occupied housing percentage
rose by 9.5% to 40.8%., while the rental occupied housing saw a drop of 9.6% to 59.1%. This

encouraging statistic shows more people are eligible and want to take ownership in the community,
which helps stabilize the area (US Census Bureau).
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According to HUDuser.org, “The residents who remained at High Point were some of the most

impoverished and disadvantaged in the city, and they lived in an environment dominated by drugs,
crime, and other illicit activities. Nearly 51 percent of High Point residents lacked a high school

education, and according to administrative data from the Housing Authority, more than half of High

Point residents were unemployed. Nearly all the residents living in the development earned less than 50
percent of the area median income. The neighborhood surrounding High Point was socioeconomically
distinct from the larger West Seattle neighborhood and the city as a whole. According to 2000 census
data, 31 percent of residents in the High Point census tract were living in poverty, compared with 11

percent in the city and approximately 5 percent in the neighborhoods to the west. High Point and the
surrounding neighborhood were also home to a disproportionate number of minority residents;

approximately 70 percent of residents in the census tract were minorities, compared with 30 percent in
the city and approximately 15 percent in the adjacent neighborhoods to the west (HUD User).”
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Case Study Conclusions:
After analyzing the High Point community before and after redevelopment, it looks to have

accomplished what it intended to do. This community is used as an example for future developments.

The community is now reenergized with new life, energy, and value. It has helped to reduce poverty in
the area and provide a place not only for those of lower income, but moderate income as well, thus
creating a mixed income community where the residents provide synergy to one another.

Although High Point has many successful aspects, it is not perfect, and there are still matters

that can be learned to carry on to the next development area. Upon analysis of the demographics and
housing statistics, a few areas can be improved upon, such as the affordability factor for housing and
vacancy rates.

The average person making median income in the area will still have a difficult time being able

to afford the average home in the High Point community. This is a result of incomes not lining up with
the home values to make homes affordable to residents. This may cause residents to either live in

inadequate housing, or struggle to pay the rent or mortgage on a home that suits their needs. This is not
only a problem in the community, but the county as a whole. This may force some potential residents to
live in a neighboring community where housing is more affordable, which in turn then creates a

community where people leave the town after work since they live elsewhere. To help foster a healthy
and stable population, it is important to try and have people live and work in the same community.

Vacancy rates in the High Point community and King County are still higher than they should be.

The community did significantly lower the vacancy rates in both the rental and owner real estate

categories, but the vacancy rates should still be under 5%5. Vacancy rates much above 5% is often

considered to be an overabundance of rentals on the market (Belsky). Some vacancy is good to allow for
filtration within the community. This means that residents have some vacancy options available in the

The first to make this observation have been Blank and Winnick (1953) but it has since been reiterated by most
economists that have investigated the dynamics of the rental market.
5
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community if they wish to move due to either and increase or decrease in income. The economic

downturn between 2008 and 2010 may be a factor that restricted some people from being able to

afford housing at the time. To help combat the vacancy rates, advertising and incentives or promotions
can be utilized.

These issues can be addressed in long term planning efforts at the neighborhood, city, and

county level. This will allow for continued progression on all levels in the community. High Point has

gone through quite a transformation over the years, starting from people living in small shanties, to war,
to housing, to where it is today. Although some residents were displaced during the redevelopment
process, the developers worked hard to provide open communication with the residents, and allow

those who wanted to return the option to do so. It is virtually impossible to redevelop an area without
displacing and disrupting the lives of those already living there, but some of the techniques used to

communicate and provide options for residents can be utilized in future developments. The community
now provides a healthy place for residents to grow and live. The developers strived to create a

development that created a minimal carbon footprint and still provided above adequate housing for

residents. The residents now have access to parks and open space, neighbors of various income levels

inspiring ambition, green features such as energy efficient appliances, and a community with rental and
ownership options. These along with the community’s service center with head start options, teen

center, and job connection program all help to give residents better opportunities and confidence that
they do not need to be confined to a low-income lifestyle.
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Figure 40 High Point Master Plan - Source: Restoring a Community (Mithun)

Community Policing
Community policing is an approach that can be incorporated into the developments, as it is a proactive
way to partner the police and the residents together to help solve issues and ease tension within a

neighborhood. Community policing, or Community Oriented Policing, is a philosophy that incorporates
three different components: community partnerships, organizational structure, and problem solving.
Each of these components plays an important role in the success of the community policing efforts.

Community partnerships are relationships between law enforcement and both the individuals

and groups within the community to help develop strategies to solve the issues within the community

and instill trust with law enforcement. Community partnerships can include stakeholders such as groups
within the community, other governmental agencies, non-profits, private businesses, and even the

media. Each of these groups plays a very different role in reaching out to the community. Individual

groups and non-profits within have influential power and leadership within the community to help rally
and promote positivity among the community as a whole. These leaders and groups are also very

important in organizing group meetings to help identify the community’s concerns. The non-profits
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typically play the role of supportive services and often provide grief support services, financial help, and
service the faith community.

Organizational structure is the alignment of management, personal, and information systems to

help create a systematic and proactive approach to solving the neighborhood issues. Community

policing emphasizes a modern approach to departmental organization to increase the efficiency and

effectiveness. One of the biggest changes implemented are the geographic assignments. Geographic

assignments place officers in specific communities or neighborhoods on a long-term basis. This helps

build repertoire and enhance the relationships between the residents and law enforcement. Because of
the geographic approach to community policing, some de-specialization must also occur among the
officers. Officers need to be able to handle a wide range of issues that may arise within their area
without needing to call in a specialty take force.

Problem solving is the systematic approach of proactively identifying problems and developing

and carrying out effective responses to the problems. Community policing recognizes that building trust
within a community does not come from reaction-based results, but a proactive approach to solving

underlying issues before they become a larger scale problem. Officers are trained to constantly scan the
area, looking for current issues as well as potential issues that may arise. The problem can be an

individual, group, a place in the community, or a special event. Officers must determine the scope and
seriousness of the problem and identify the stakeholders affected. Once this preliminary step is

complete, the analysis begins to determine the who, what, when, where, and why of the issue as well as
the causes and effects of the issue to the community. After the problem is thoroughly analyzed, law

enforcement effectively creates a response to the issue. This response could happen in stages where,
depending on the issue at hand, they simply try to greatly reduce the problem in stage one and then
work to effectively and eventually eliminate the problem.
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Every area is expected to experience some difference in community policing based on location,

and how it is implemented, but in general community policing seems to instill trust in the police by the
residents. Below are results from an interview with a police officer in the Atlanta area where the
community policing technique is utilized.
What is community policing to you?

(Jon) “To me community policing is a type of policing that strives to not only involve the police

department, but citizens, community leaders, neighborhood associations/organizations, other city,state
and federal agencies. This is in cooperation in the hopes of suppressing and preventing crime as well as
providing services and programs to the communities that is being served.”
How does community policing differ from traditional policing efforts?

(Jon)“Community policing strives to involve the community as well as other organizations while
traditional policing focuses on preventing and responding to crimes and other incidents.”
How is it set up/work in your area?

(Jon) “Here we have a unit called Community Oriented Policing Sections (COPS) which focuses on

interacting and dealing with community issues. Within this section are several different units such as the
Police Athletic League which focuses on interacting with at risk youth.”

What are some positive results you have encountered using this policing method?

(Jon) “In using the community policing model I have discovered several positive aspects. The first positive
aspect being that it allows the community and officers to work more closely with each other. In certain

instances both groups may be alienated from one another with citizens not wanting to deal with police
and police not being proactive with the community.”
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What are some negative results that have occurred while utilizing community policing?

(Jon) “Some may say that having community policing programs use money that could be spent better on
other traditional police variables like for patrol operations and equipment.”
Do the residents seem happier with this method vs. traditional?

(Jon) “I feel that residents are happier with the community policing model and this is based on my

personal experience. With the community model you are interacting more with the community and try to
be viewed as someone who is there to protect and serve and not just serve in a pure enforcement role.”
Do you feel that utilizing community policing has helped change the resident's views towards police at
all? Why/ how?

(Jon)“Absolutely,it allows residents in that community or city that you serve to see that you are not just
an enforcer but also a regular person. Many feel that we are an occupying army in some communities
which can be true but it makes a huge difference when you come to an area to deliver bikes, footballs
and bored games instead of just hauling people away to jail.”

How far out are you able to notice and recognize the efforts of community policing? Within the
development/street/ a few blocks/ community/ city-wide?

(Jon) “When you are in a neighborhood sometimes you can tell if that area is working to better itself or
against itself. Community policing can help shape all of that.”
What makes it noticeable?

(Jon) “When the police drive through on routine patrol citizens wave or smile, they feel comfortable with
approaching the officer for help or to ask questions.”
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In your opinion, does community-policing work better than traditional policing?

(Jon) “In the complicated days that we live in now I feel that community policing does work better for we
are more separated from some of the communities we serve than we have ever been(especially lower
income areas). It’s important that we keep making efforts to show citizens that we are there to do
good. We also must keep some of our traditional ways because the bottom line is that are first
responsibility is the protection of life, property and the suppression of crime (Grubbs, 2015).”

Although this is only one example of community policing, it is a firsthand example that the

efforts of community policing can be an effective tool within communities. It is vital in lower-income
communities that were once plagued by crime and disorder to instill trust amongst the police and

citizens. It is also important that the police are present in positive ways within the communities to
attract the mixes of incomes and deter those who might otherwise cause disorder within the

neighborhood. Having police with their faces established in a neighborhood allows the residents to

become more closely knit with them. Studies from Community Policing, Chicago Style (Wesley G. Skogan
S. M., 1997)found that the officers who were involved in the neighborhood policing efforts quickly
learned from the residents that many of the problems they were concerned about within their

community were never even on the radar at the police department. There was a large disconnect

between what the officers at the department believed to be issues facing the neighborhoods versus

what the citizens actually living in the neighborhood actually saw as issues. It was determined that the
majority of the residents’ main concerns were the physical deterioration and social disorder in their
community. Issues such as these are not generally what typical police departments respond to.

Generally, traditional police departments respond to serious crimes which have already occurred, rather
than prevention of these crimes. Ironically, the issues that concern the residents are issues the police
should be paying more attention to because the physical and social disorder in the neighborhood is
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what leads to the more serious crimes. Many of the crimes could potentially be prevented if the social
disorder and physical decay of the community was kept under control.

Community Centers
HOPE VI did not only focus on building new and revitalized housing, but attempted to create ties

amongst the residents. To help accomplish this goal, many of the sites incorporated community centers.
These community centers are a hub for the supportive services offered to the residents. The services
provided at the community centers vary, but some of the programs include employment training,
childcare, after school programs, computer labs, recreational areas, and healthcare services.

Although there are no quick fixes for solving the housing problems, the community centers work

to introduce more positive variables into the communities. One of the goals of the HOPE VI program is
getting residents to self-sufficiency, and the services provided at the centers work toward getting the
residents to that end goal. It starts with the career coaching and employment training, which allows
community members to increase their skill sets, improve interview techniques, and find jobs. Since

there are a large percentage of residents with children, the easy access to daycare and after school

programs allows the parents to be able to get a job without worrying about what to do with their kids.
This also increases the probability that they will be able hold a steadier job since they know their kids

are in a safe place. The health services provided at many of the centers also allow much easier access to
care for many residents who may otherwise not typically seek care before they are sick enough to

require urgent care. These services also allow those with jobs to stay healthier, thus taking less time off
work and reducing the risk of losing their jobs. The children and school systems also benefit from the

residents’ access to healthcare. Prior to many of the redeveloped areas, access to transportation was
scarce for residents, making it difficult for ill children to see a doctor. With easy access to the health

centers, parents can bring their children to the clinic for both preventative care as well as urgent care,
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thus improving school attendance. Keeping the kids in school is a two-fold benefit: The children are kept
in an environment where they are actively engaged avoid trouble on the streets, and in turn they
become better citizens that are more productive and are led on the right path towards success.

Mixed-Income Housing
The concentration of poverty is believed to be a big factor in of social problems and distress in

affordable housing complexes. The HOPE VI program sought to try and rid the neighborhoods of these
social problems by deconcentrating poverty conditions with the introduction of mixed income
developments.

Policymakers and researchers hoped that the HOPE VI program could begin to erase the

decades of unsightly public housing developments that concentrated the poor, which in turn increased
the physical, social, and economic issues within the communities. The thought was by targeting the
occupancy of the new developments to a wider range of incomes, the properties would attract and

retain higher income residents, become better managed, and create a healthier social environment for
the residents. All of these factors would eventually bring better services such as schools, parks,

groceries, and additional retail to the communities, keeping the incentive for better management and

retention of the mix of incomes. As mentioned previously in some of the results from the interim study
(Exhibit 4-6 on page 17), mixed-income developments can be shown as effective methods for creating
well-managed communities. The study found that the mixed-income communities did in fact attract
higher-income tenants, created safer neighborhoods, and the positive effects of the developments

began to spill over into surrounding neighborhoods. The mixed-income developments also tended to
offer larger rooms, more innovative design features, and a greater number of amenities.

The mixed-income strategy tends to create more of an incentive for higher quality management

and maintenance of the developments. In order to continue to attract the diverse incomes and families,
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the developments need to be well managed and maintained. They tend to be safer and more secure, or
they risk a potential financial instability by losing their higher income residents. These factors help

provide for a better quality living environment and increase the sustainability of the housing for even

the poorest of residents. Moreover, because those with the means to choose where to live will generally
not choose to live away from amenities, the sites tend to attract retail and other services that those
people in the subsidized housing are able to enjoy as well.

Another advantage of the mixed-income strategy is that it is able to help diversify the project’s

cash flow. The project is able to reduce their reliance on the federal subsidies for revenue and paying

back debt. The mixes in incoming monies between subsidies and the market rate housing rents provides
a bit of a cushion in lapses in the housing market, shifts in maintenance costs, and subsidy levels.

The final push towards utilizing the mixed-income housing model relates to the socioeconomic

benefits they provide. Studies have shown that the mix of incomes provides role models, social

networks, a wider range of job opportunities, lower crime rates, and promotes better physical and

mental health. Living in a community where there is a mix of incomes and the majority of the residents

work has the ability to naturally provide role models for both the children and adults. These role models
help reiterate the importance of staying in school, finding or keeping a job, and help develop healthy

social habits. The social ties that are made throughout the neighborhood help connect those looking for
jobs or advancement with more opportunities within the community. In addition to the social benefits
provided, the mix of incomes tend to result in neighborhoods with lower crime rates. In order to

continue to attract the market rate tenants and others who have living options, the housing authorities

and property managers must keep the housing units and complexes in good condition. Because there is
better property management and a wider variety of incomes in the area, crime does not tend to occur

as frequently as it does in locations with all subsidized. The social ties within the neighborhood also tend
to encourage those who might otherwise start trouble to develop better habits and discourages them
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from their old ways. The social aspect also provides for more of a community dynamic. The residents
feel closer to the neighborhood and have a sense of pride in where they live, creating a natural
neighborhood watch program (Susan J. Popkin, 2004).

The following are quotes from the book, “There Goes the Hood” by Lance Freeman. The author

sets out to explore the implications that gentrification has on a neighborhood. He spent time

interviewing the residents that had seen the area go through changes, including the addition of mixed

income housing. Below is an excerpt from Ms. Johnson, a resident who describes the improvements she
has witnessed in the amenities in the Harlem neighborhood, and other excerpts from a handful of
residents on the diversity changes they’ve noticed.

Ms.Johnson: “But to me I think it’s, it’s helpful, because you see more policeman. They respond faster. So
here to me I enjoy the change in the neighborhood. Okay. As I, as I said, the supermarkets are different,
and I don’t see where it could hurt. I don’t have no reaction, except that I think the improvement is for

the best. Well it’s actually much better and since they’ve built it up it’s much cleaner. Because with the
empty lots, the people used to bring their garbage from all over, and there was all these rats would be
around. Now they’ve built it up with all these new homes, so that I think that it looks better and much
cleaner.

Lance: “Okay. All right, is there anything else we should know about this neighborhood or how it is
changing and how these changes might affect neighborhood residents?”

Ms.Johnson: “Well I-I imagine everyone don’t like it because we have other people living here. But to me
it helps because you have a better source of living. For example, if they weren’t here we would have still
had those old supermarkets with their dried out vegetables and spoiled meat.
Lance on Diversity in the Hood:

Lance: “When did you notice significant changes taking place in your neighborhood?”
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Kenneth: “And then I would walk along 125th street and notice (white) people just strolling, and there

used to be a time where it was a threat! You would be scared to be in Harlem and be white, it was like
known! But now I see them strolling like at midnight you know passing me by.”

Lance: “since you moved into the neighborhood (Harlem) have you noticed any changes?”

Takeesha: “Well obviously,um,in addition to, I guess the, um, rehabilitation to a lot of buildings I’ve

noticed that, uh, different types of people moving in, um, obviously a lot of white people…..so you, and

I’ve seen the, the thing that,that, uh, I guess shocked me the most was the day that I, um, got up, I was

out about six o’ clock in the morning, this was during the wintertime when it was cold, and I saw a young
white girl jogging down the street, which to me was shocking.
Lance: “Why did that schock you?”

Takeesha: “ Because, I mean, first of all a lot of people think of Harlem as being very dangerous,um, and
I wouldn’t, although I don’t feel threatened, I wouldn’t be jogging like that at that time of day”
Lance: “ It was still dark or-“

Takeesha: “ Yeah, it was just, the sun was just starting to come up and, you know, so to see, you know a
young white girl jogging through Harlem is just crazy to me.”

Most residents did not express any negative reaction towards whites moving into the neighborhoods
Nate: “ Well I’m a realist. I think gentrification is good in certain respects in that it brings things to a
neighborhood what it really never had. Like an all black neighborhood never had as much police

protection as their white counterpart. So it brings that. Plus it brings investment.Plus I have no problem
being in a neighborhood that’s um, you know, mixed.”

Ms. Johnshon: “I think it’s good. And why should we want a neighborhood that nobody lives but African
American. Just like some neighborhood are only Asian,Jewish, and you think people it shouldn’t be that

way. How can we learn each other if we gonna to be living separate. So- I think, in every neighborhood it
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should be you know different people…So then improvement I would welcome it. Because I don’t want to
live in Harlem but nobody live here but African American. So what’s wrong with Harlem so that nobody
else wanna live there in Harlem.”

Another man Anthony explains how the gentrification is good for the children to witness as well.

Anthony: “They think the whole world is like what they’ve seen and the males they see aren’t necessarily
the best role models I don’t think. And even though if you see a white man walking around doing a

certain thing (going to a job), maybe he doesn’t look just like you, but he’s still more positive than not
seeing anything at all. So I think it plays itself out as like a certain positive, I hope some of the kids can

come up. Like, for instance, make it a point to wear suits, or like khakis and stuff, not because I want to
simulate, just because I want people to see something different (Freeman, 2006).”

In order for mixed-income housing to be successful, the mixing of the incomes needs to be done

creatively. As stated in an article by City Metric, not all income mixes are successful, and there is a wide
range of what constitutes mixed.





“The distribution and range of household incomes included in the redevelopment effort;
The spatial strategy for mixing different income groups together;

The proportion of dwelling units designated for home owners and for renters;

The length of time that selected housing units are guaranteed to be subsidized for low-income
families;



The relative income levels of residents living in the surrounding neighborhood (Shamsuddin,
2015).”

Some HOPE VI proposals created a mix of incomes that dedicated an overwhelming amount of the

units to low and very low income residents and completely skipped market-rate units. This creates a

tiered system of low income housing and does not reduce concentrations of poverty or provide any of
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benefits (role models, pride in housing, greater educational opportunities, ect.) discussed to the lowerincome residents of living next to those in and above market-rate. Successful mixed-income housing

should incorporate all income levels and not favor a specific median income. The development should
also take into consideration the housing in the surrounding areas and the average income levels. The
entire area should have a mix of incomes, not just the new development. The housing should also
incorporate a good mix of owner and renter occupied units increasing stability.

HOPE VI Pitfalls- Where the Program Has Room to Improve
While multiple HOPE VI developments do appear to have produced better quality design,

lowered density, introduced mixed-income living, and improved overall quality environments for

residents, HOPE VI is not perfect and does have room for improvement. The lower density and mixedincome strategy has resulted in developments that have a loss of housing units that are permanently

affordable for the very low-income families. For example, according to “A Decade of HOPE V: Research

Findings and Policy Challenges” in 2004 a total of 95,100 scheduled to be replaced only 48,800 of those
units will receive a deep and permanent subsidy which allows the units to be utilized for households
with very low-incomes (Susan J. Popkin, 2004). The remaining units received a smaller subsidy and

would serve families who do not quite qualify for public housing, but still have lower-incomes, and some
would not receive any subsidy and therefore would be marketed to market-rate renters or homebuyers.
Another concern with the HOPE VI program is the redevelopment process. As expected, it is

much easier and quicker to demolish something than to build. As such, the demolition of buildings often
happened quickly and the rebuilding process was lengthy. This becomes problematic when many

families are then displaced and housing authorities must relocate them to other areas for lengthy

periods of time before the new units are built. Sometimes, it may take years for the redevelopment
process to be completed and move-in to occur due to the financial complexity of the program.
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In 2003, the Bush administration argued that the funding for the HOPE VI program should be

eliminated. The administration argued HOPE VI had achieved their initial goal of demolishing 100,000

severely distressed public housing units, the approach HOPE VI took towards the redevelopment of the

distressed public housing costs too much when calculated out per unit, and the long delay between the
grant being awarded and actual redevelopment caused many to be displaced for long periods of time.
The counter arguments behind the previous statements won; in 2008, the House reauthorized the

program for another 7 years. Even though the program has met its initial goal of demolishing many

distressed housing, there are over one million remaining housing units that were not demolished and
many of them have further deteriorated due to a lack of funding for redevelopment. If the program

were to be completely cut, all of the housing would continue to deteriorate. The argument of cost was
addressed by an Urban Institute analysis, which found that in most cases it would actually end up

costing the public sector more than doing nothing about the housing developments. Finally, the goal of
the program to provide better life outcome for the families would be difficult to achieve by doing

nothing to the housing units. Each HOPE VI grant represents a major investment in a community and the
policy makers should work to help the program achieve its full potential maximizing its results and

minimizing the negative impacts it may have on those families that have to be displaced in the process
(Sard, 2008).

The HOPE VI program also did not have a significant impact on racial segregation. Many of the

distressed neighborhoods that were targeted for redevelopment were primarily African American or

Hispanic, as well as the surrounding communities around the developments. Although it was the hope

the program would bring more diversity to the neighborhoods, the majority of residents are still living in

census tracts consisting primarily of minorities. Those that received housing vouchers also largely moved
into other areas that were primarily minority. It should be noted that the natural tendency of humans is
to congregate with those similar to themselves. Even though those that held vouchers to move where
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they pleased- if they were accustomed to living someplace with little diversity-the likelihood they would
position themselves in a new neighborhood with a greater diversity percentage is unlikely.

Although the program did not contribute much to the racial segregation, many of the residents

did end up moving into census tracts that were not as poor as those they were coming from with

housing vouchers, and the census tracts the redevelopment occurred in also tended to see a decrease in
poor residents.

Another issue related to the HOPE VI program relates to those that received vouchers to

relocate during the demolition and construction phase. These residents faced new challenges in paying

rent and utilities that were previously included in their public housing. The resident tracking study by the
Urban Institute found that 40% of the respondents who had been relocated were having problems
paying rent and utilities. An even greater number (over half of the respondents) reported having

difficulties affording food each month (Urban Land Institute, 2000). These residents face much larger

out-of-pocket living expenses than they previously had in the public housing, potentially making their

living situation more stressful than before they were re-located. Also, as previously stated, it should be
noted that because of the financial complexity and construction process, these residents did not just
temporarily experience these issues; some were left in this situation for years while waiting to move

back into a unit. To combat the issue many of the residents reported that they were forced to double up
with other family members or to move multiple times.

Finally, another less considered of issue that many of the relocated residents reported was their loss to
their social ties and support systems. These ties and support systems are extremely important to any
individual, but for those in public housing, they helped them cope with the hardships that were

associated with living in distressed public housing. These support systems included their friends,

neighbors, family, faith community, and other services within the community. The families knew where
and how to access food banks, social services, clinics, affordable healthcare, and social services. Once
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relocated, many were left feeling unstable, unsecure, and isolated from everything they once knew that
helped keep them stable. Because these ties and services are so important to the families, some critics
cite the loss of these social support systems as the most detrimental impact of the HOPE VI program,

since they are not something that can just be recreated anywhere and on short notice. The services and
connections take time to build within a community. The HOPE VI program does provide supportive
services to help combat this in their redevelopment. Often times the services include childcare,

recreational activities, job services, and additional self-sufficiency services. Although these do help the

residents significantly, they are not able to be beneficial to those who had to relocate in the interim and

are not fully functional until the redevelopment of the area has been completed (Susan J. Popkin, 2004).

CONCLUSIONS-HOPE VI Cross Site Analysis
Before the HOPE VI program and redevelopments, the targeted areas were severely distressed

and suffered a multitude of social and economic issues. Each of the neighborhoods suffered extreme

poverty conditions, lacked amenities, had high racial segregation, high crime rates, and poor education.

HOPE VI goals started very broad as just an effort to provide decent affordable housing to lower-

wage workers. This led to cheaply built crowded areas or high poverty concentration. The program
overcame a long road of transformation and evolved to include a much larger spectrum of goals.

As the HOPE VI plans and goals evolved over the years some communities began to incorporate

neighborhood revitalization goals into their redevelopment plans. These broader spectrum goals that
branched out from just the development’s boundaries helped foster much of the success to the

surrounding neighborhoods. The HOPE VI development projects acted as a neighborhood catalyst in

many scenarios as they created better integration of the housing between communities, helped deter

crime rates, contributed economically to the areas by spurring commercial development, and providing
social services to the residents.
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After examining some of the studies following the developments, some of the neighborhoods

experienced considerable improvement while others saw just slight improvements. Even though some
saw less improvement than others each of the sites was seen as a positive catalyst for development
surrounding the neighborhood.

It is important to continue to study the HOPE VI developments to see how and why each area

thrives or fails after many years have passed. It is also important to continue to monitor the affordability
of the developments and whom they are catering to. If the developments begin to lose their

affordability factor they are no longer assisting those they were built for and intended to help. If we

begin to let the units go more towards being market driven other affordable housing should be sought
after so we can continue to disperse poverty concentrations.

Case Study Conclusions Restated
This paper has explored multiple HOPE VI projects and the range of solutions to the problems

that the communities were facing. Some communities incorporated supportive services, community

policing, scattered-site housing, and mixed-income housing. There are always going to be people that
are living in poverty, and everyone deserves to have a roof over their head. What each of the

developments did accomplish is provide affordable housing to residents living below the poverty line
that would otherwise not have a place to live. They now can continue to strive towards making their

lives better and work towards self sufficiency. Although each of the developments had many successes,
they each had areas they could improve upon as well.

PARK DUVALLE
The HOPE VI Park DuValle development appears to have accomplished what it was set out to do.

The developers have successfully changed the shape of the public housing, reduced poverty

concentrations, improved safety, and provided supportive services for residents. The housing values in
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the area have also increased, while rental rates are now competitive to those around the city. Finally,
the development provided residents with a neighborhood that they were satisfied with in various

aspects. It created a neighborhood that welcomes all people and income levels, and is a family friendly
place to raise children.

The development has many successful aspects, but there are still housing issues that can further

be improved upon. After the analysis of the housing statistics and demographics of the Park DuValle

area, there are still unmet housing needs in the community. These housing needs include those living in
poverty, the home ownership rates, and home prices and rent compared to the median income
(affordability).

NEWPORT
Overall, Newport was a tremendous success when it comes to evaluating the HOPE VI funding

for the projects. Between the Community Support Services, deconcentration of poverty through

scattered-site housing, both redevelopment and new construction, and continued smaller focus areas,
this is a project that others may find worthwhile to study when working to redevelop their cities.

Newport’s HOPE VI project success is a demonstration of the tremendous impact a federal program can
have on such a small community when it is adequately planned.

The analysis of census data for Newport has shown that the development succeeded in many

areas, but there was still room to improve upon the affordability factor and vacancy rates. The median
income to rent ratio was still higher than what is considered ideal for an affordable housing

development. More than 30% of the residents were paying at least 35% of their income to rent after the
redevelopment.
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HIGHPOINT
After analyzing the High Point community before and after redevelopment, it appears to have

been successful. This community is used as an example for future developments. The community is now
reenergized with new life, energy, and value. It has helped to reduce poverty in the area and provide a
place not only for those of lower income, but moderate income as well, thus creating a mixed income
community where the residents provide synergy to one another.

Although High Point has many successful aspects, and there are still issues that can be learned

from to carry on to the next project. Upon analysis of the demographics and housing statistics, a few
areas can be improved upon, including the affordability factor for housing and vacancy rates.

Overall Conclusions to the Developments
The three sites studied in depth in this paper show that each of them was not perfect. Each of

the development sites could be considered a work in progress and continually has room to improve. In

all three of the sites, the affordability factor was an issue after the redevelopment. Each site still showed
a large percentage of residents who were paying more than 30% of their income to rent each month.

When citizens begin paying over 30% of their household income to rent, the housing starts to become a
burden and is no longer considered affordable. Even for families who are not struggling with poverty

conditions, paying more than 30% of their total income to rent is burdensome. Recognizing that these

developments are targeted towards those who are struggling with lower incomes, it should be a priority
of the developments to be sure the residents are not paying an onerous amount of their limited income
toward rent.
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Future Research and Questions to Answer
Even with the previous research that has been done regarding HOPE VI developments and their

successes and failures, there are still unanswered questions that should garner additional attention and
research. Some of the questions I would pose for future research include:
How do residents make choices about replacement housing?

What information did the residents have when they had to make their housing decision?
How involved are the residents in the overall revitalization process?
Is the utility allowance adequate?

Why are the older residents more likely to return to the newly revitalized development than the
younger population?

Did those needing to relocate get any help/ assistance from their families?

Do the residents have higher rent burdens than those who utilize the voucher system?

Did the resident’s household composition change by either an addition to the family or income
change where they were forced into a different housing situation?

How long do those returning to the revitalized area stay in the development?

Those site that include mixed-income housing- How many of the residents’ transition from the
lower-income housing into the market rate housing?

How do the supportive services offered affect the resident’s decisions?
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