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FOREWORD

HOPE VI, also known as the Urban Revitalization Demonstration, is a bold attempt to transform
distressed public housing. In HOPE VI, the Congress and the Department of Housing and Urban
Development (HUD) have shown that they are willing to erase 60 years of program rules and let
local actors decide the best way to house and provide social and community services to their poorest
citizens. The task of revitalizing the most distressed public housing in America is not an easy one.
The easing of Federal requirements for public housing alone does not reverse the conditions that
have come to prevail in these distressed developments.

Sixty years of experience with public housing has taught policy makers what does not work for
public housing and what might work. HOPE VI provides an opportunity to test ideas that have
promise. These ideas must not only avoid the mistakes of the past, but they must also repair the
damage that has already been done. Some of the challenges faced include welfare dependency, the
decline of many center cities, poor public housing management, decreasing operating subsidies,
crime, the dramatic increase in single parent households, poor design of buildings, inappropriate unit
size, and racial and economic isolation. Doug Rae eloquently addresses these conditions in his EIm
Haven HOPE VI case study: “A great deal is to be expected of HOPE VI, but we should not expect
even the wisest use of HOPE VI funding to quickly reverse problems which have been given two
generations’ head start”.

HUD has thus taken a long-term approach for evaluating the program. This report, An Historical
and Baseline Assessment of HOPE VI, is the first step in an evaluation that will closely track the
interventions and outcomes at 15 of the HOPE V1 grantees for a minimum of ten years. In the long-
term, this evaluation will document activities and changes in the sites, the neighborhoods, and, most
important, the families, to provide local and national policy guidance on strategies for housing poor
families.

This first report explores the first few miles of the HOPE VI journey. It describes the sites as they
began the program and identifies the plans for revitalizing each development. One challenge for this
assessment is capturing the uniqueness of each site, both in terms of the characteristics of the
developments and the residents, as well as in the plans for carrying out HOPE VI. This study
addressed this challenge by involving researchers who live near the HOPE VI communities in the
evaluation. These local researchers collected historical and baseline information for each of the sites
and prepared the case studies that appear in volume two of this report. Each of the case studies is
clearly unique in its focus and assessment.

At the same time, national policy-making requires an assessment of the overall effect of HOPE V1.
VVolume one of this report draws from the case studies and provides insights that can only be learned
by comparing and contrasting the site characteristics and the challenges that each faces.

This three volume report shows the conditions that HOPE VI is designed to improve. It describes
15 HOPE VI sites, the processes they used to prepare revitalization plans, and the vision each
developed for transforming highly distressed public housing into vibrant urban communities. The
report also outlines many of the challenges they will face as they continue to move forward.

Michael A. Stegman
Assistant Secretary



The contents of this report are the views of the contractor and do not necessarily reflect the views or policy of

the Department of Housing and Urban Development or the U.S. Government.
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Executive Summary

It is important to note that more than half of the PHASs in the baseline sample experienced turnover
of their Executive Director after the initial HOPE V1 application was submitted. At nine of the sites
(Atlanta, Baltimore, Boston, Chicago, Detroit, District of Columbia, New Haven, New Orleans, and
San Francisco) that experienced senior staff turnover, the subsequent upheaval created serious
problems and delayed implementation of the HOPE VI program in all but Baltimore and Atlanta
(where the new Executive Director has pushed for rapid change) and in New Haven (where the new
Executive Director has been part of the redevelopment effort). In four sites (Chicago, Detroit,
District of Columbia, and New Orleans), HUD was forced to intervene in the overall management
of the PHA. In contrast, most of the PHAs without Executive Director turnover appear to have made
substantial progress on implementing their HOPE V1 plans over the 15 months of the baseline study
period.

The amount of resident involvement in developing the HOPE VI plans could generally be classified
into three tiers. Eight PHAs (Baltimore, Camden, Charlotte, Cuyahoga Metro, District of Columbia,
New Haven, Oakland, and San Antonio) willingly involved residents extensively in the planning
process and developed strong collaborative relationships among residents, community groups, and
the PHA administration. Milwaukee and New Orleans are also probably in this tier, although little
is mentioned in the case studies about inclusion of community groups in the planning process. Two
PHAs (Boston and Detroit) involved residents more peripherally; a few meetings were held to inform
residents of the developing plans. Three PHAs (Atlanta, Chicago, and San Francisco) appeared to
discourage resident and community involvement. Residents in Atlanta and Chicago required legal
representation to participate in the HOPE VI planning.

Indicators of Long-Term Impacts

Each LRA proposed appropriate site-specific indicators for tracking the long-term impact of the
HOPE Vl initiatives.® Indicators of the long-term impacts of the HOPE VI program on the physical
structures will include process measures such as management of the revitalization process; and
accomplishments such as rehabilitation, new physical additions, and replacement units. Ultimately,
another question will emerge: are these physical changes sustainable? Management indicators will
include: assessment of management strategies put in place, such as tenant selection, lease
enforcement, maintenance efficiency, and resident involvement. Indicators of HOPE VI impact on
residents will include measures of social welfare, resident satisfaction, and community involvement.
Supportive service and employment impacts may be assessed by identifying the extent of access to
services and jobs realized by the developments’ residents. It will also be important to track
neighborhood changes in resident characteristics, business activity, and levels of community
collaboration.

Prospects for Success
HOPE VI was conceived to be a partnership among HUD, the PHAs, local government, the private

sector, non-profit organizations, and residents. The prospects for the program’s success in each
community will depend on the capacity of these community partnerships to envision and implement

® Asnoted previously, HUD has no formal mechanisms in place for on-going monitoring of the sample PHAs.

vii







































4"

Exhibit 1-1

FY 1993 through FY 1995 Funding Allocations for HOPE VI and
HOPE VI Grants by Type and FY

HOPE VI Funding Allocations

FY 1993 FY 1994 FY 1995
Appropriation: $ 300 million $ 755 million $ 500 million
Cumulative Funds: $ 300 million $ 1.05 billion $ 1.55 billion
|
HOPE VI Grant Awards
FY 1993 FY 1994 FY 1995
i
I 2 Planning
|
I 15 Funded 6 F-Funded-I
13 F-Funded-I
FY 1993 7 P-Funded-I
Application —_—
Process 34 F-Funded-|
41 (4 Amended)
Applications 6 Planning
19 Funded
13 F-Funded-I
26 Rejected
FY 1995
Application
7 Rejected Process
Key: F =full, P = partial, | = implementation. 27 Planning
5 Leveraged-I

we.boid |\ 3dOH U3 0} U0 INPOU|

































Introduction to the HOPE VI Program

Exhibit 1-6 shows the amounts and sources of incomes for households living in the HOPE VI
developments. As with all the other development characteristics, household incomes range widely,
from an annual median household income in Puerto Rico’s Crisantimos development of $1,200, to
a high of $10,164 at Lower Fruitvale in Oakland. The median household income for residents of
HOPE VI developments is $5,350, compared to a national median of $6,238 for public housing.

The total household income for families with earned income averages approximately twice as much
as that of households with public assistance income, as shown in Exhibit 1-6. Nonetheless, only 18
percent of the HOPE VI households had earned income, compared to 66 percent receiving public
assistance.®* Most of the households in the HOPE V1 developments are economically distressed, but
only somewhat more so than the public housing population nationally. Indeed, some of the sites
have a surprising number of households with earned income; developments in El Paso, Los Angeles,
New York, Puerto Rico, and San Antonio all have more than 30 percent of households with earned
income. At the other end of the spectrum, HOPE VI developments in Cleveland, Detroit, Oakland,
Pittsburgh, and San Francisco have less than 10 percent working households. Similarly, Baltimore,
Milwaukee, Oakland, San Francisco, Springfield, and St. Louis have extremely high levels of
dependence, with over 80 percent of their households on public assistance.

1.2.3 HOPE VI Local Plans

What plans are these PHAS pursuing for the very diverse developments under HOPE VI? The plans
are as varied as the developments themselves—some the product of local initiative, some the product
of Congressional and HUD policy priorities, and others the result of local and federal compromises.
The first winners (of the 26 FY 1993 implementation grants) were constrained to redeveloping only
500 units with HOPE VI funds. The eight implementation grants provided later (to the sites initially
awarded planning grants) did not have such a constraint. Another major change in federal rules
occurred in the FY 1995 Rescission Bill. That bill did not rescind money from HOPE VI, but it did
eliminate a long-standing statutory requirement that all demolished public housing units be replaced
on a one-for-one basis. The cancellation permitted all of the housing authorities with HOPE VI
grants the option of removing units without replacing them.

Each HOPE VI plan has multiple components, focusing on three general areas: physical
improvements, management improvements, and social and community services. Chapter 5 explores
all three areas in more detail. As indicated previously, at least 80 percent of the HOPE V1 funding
is to be spent on physical improvements in the development(s). Exhibit 1-7 shows the proposed
initiatives for physical revitalization. The different basic options are: rehabilitation; reconfiguration;
demolition with some type of replacement (on-site, off-site, Section 8); and using the HOPE VI grant
money to leverage private capital for development of additional low-income and market-rate housing
units. Some or all of these options can be combined in the plan for a single site.

31 Households may have multiple income sources and appear in more than one column.
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Exhibit 2-2
PHA Characteristics: Number of Developments and Size of Developments

Number of Developments with

Total Total

PRA Developments | S&ered| 1100 | 101300 | 301500 | 501700 | 700+

Units Units Units Units Units
Atlanta 48 4 8 19 7 7 3
Baltimore 62 17 4 23 7 6 5
Boston 50 2 21 15 5 2 5
Camden 10 0 2 5 2 1 0
Charlotte 16 0 4 8 4 0 0
Chicago 97 13 5 48 9 4 18
Cuyahoga Metro 65 10 25 16 6 6 2
Detroit 64 8 15 27 12 2 0
DC 22 4 2 11 1 0 4
Milwaukee 28 10 2 12 2 1 1
New Haven 32 1 19 11 1 0 0
New Orleans 33 17 0 2 1 3 10
Oakland 75 38 32 3 2 0 0
San Antonio 62 9 32 16 3 1 1
San Francisco 41 4 15 20 1 0 1

Source: SMIRPH, 1995
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Public Housing Authority Overview

Exhibit 2-2 shows that even some of the smaller PHAs (e.g., Oakland and San Antonio) have a large
number of developments, although in the case of Oakland, many are small scattered-site develop-
ments. The last five columns of Exhibit 2-2 show the developments broken down by size ranging
from small developments (1 to 100 units) to large developments (over 700 units). Chicago and New
Orleans have the largest number of developments with 500 or more units. In contrast, Charlotte,
New Haven, and Oakland have no large developments.

Despite the stereotype that most distressed public housing consists of high-rise developments, nearly
all of these sample PHASs have primarily low-rise or rowhouse buildings in their portfolios.® Chicago
and Baltimore are the only sites that have a significant number of large, high-rise family
developments. San Francisco has some high-rises, but its stock is predominantly mid- and low-rise.
A number of other places (Atlanta, Camden, Detroit, Milwaukee, and New Orleans) have high-rise
senior buildings, but no high-rise family housing.

2.2 MANAGEMENT INDICATORS

Examining management indicators from these 15 PHAs is important because it reflects their capacity
to carry out modernization efforts under HOPE VI. This section describes HUD’s assessment of
these PHAS’ management capabilities and focuses on Executive Director turnover, a serious
management problem that affected more than one-half of the PHAs in the sample during the baseline
study period. The issue of turnover provides an opportunity to review some of the historical issues
at the 15 baseline PHASs as well as to describe the implications this problem had for these agencies’
ability to implement their HOPE VI plans.

2.2.1  Public Housing Management Assessment Program Scores

The Public Housing Management Assessment Program (PHMAP) is the means established
by HUD for evaluating and comparing the management performance of PHAS across the
country. Each year, HUD evaluates PHAs on a number of different management criteria,
including vacancy rates, modernization expenditures, uncollected rents, energy
consumption, unit turnaround, outstanding work orders, inspection/condition of units,
tenant accounts receivable (TARS), operating reserves, routine operating expenses, and
resident initiatives and development. A composite score is created for each authority and
PHAs are given an opportunity to appeal their rating. PHAs whose scores fall below 60
are considered “troubled”; those with scores of 90 or above are considered to be “high-
performers.” Each troubled PHA is monitored by HUD under a Memorandum of
Agreement (MOA).

% Source: HOPE VI Baseline Case Studies.



Public Housing Authority Overview

Exhibit 2-3 shows the PHMAP scores for each of the 15 baseline PHAs for FY 1992 and FY 1993.*
Despite the fact that all of the 15 sites included in the baseline sample have at least one severely
distressed development in their portfolio, HUD considers a few (Charlotte, Milwaukee, and San
Antonio) to be well-managed. As the first column of Exhibit 2-3 shows, however, eight of the 15
sites (Atlanta, Camden, Chicago, Cuyahoga Metro, Detroit,> DC, New Haven, and New Orleans)
were considered “troubled” in 1992. Cuyahoga Metro showed a dramatic improvement in
management performance in 1993; its PHMAP score rose nearly 17 points to 76.5, taking it off the
troubled list. Camden also came off the troubled list in 1993, with its score increasing by about 8
points to 65.12. Oakland’s score of 60.34 in 1992 placed it barely above troubled; it too underwent
significant improvement between 1992 and 1993, rising nearly 18 points to a score of 78.30. It
should be noted PHMAP is based on ratings on a number of factors including tenant accounts
receivables (TARS), vacancies, unit turnaround, and modernization spending. PHA’s frequently
appeal HUD’s rankings on specific items, often leading to substantial changes in PHMAP scores.
Only two agencies’ PHMAP scores declined from 1992 to 1993. San Francisco’s score in 1992 was
middle-range and declined only slightly. However, Washington, DC’s scores of 25.60 in 1992 and
22.38 in 1993 made it the “worst-managed” large housing authority in the nation at that time.

2.2.2 Executive Director Turnover

As Exhibit 2-3 shows, more than half of the PHASs in the baseline sample experienced turnover of
their Executive Director after the initial HOPE VI application was submitted.

Staff turnover is typical of PHAs experiencing management problems: Washington, DC,
has had 13 Executive Directors in just 16 years; and Atlanta has had 3 Executive Directors
just since 1991. Detroit has lost 2 Executive Directors in the period since applying for its
HOPE VI award. Generally, turnover exacerbates existing problems, at least in the short-
term, as new, less-experienced staff struggle with entrenched problems.

While this phenomenon is more common among troubled PHASs, two of the better-
managed authorities (at least by their PHMAP designation) in this sample also experienced
turnover during the study period (Baltimore and San Francisco).

* FY 1994 scores had not been fully negotiated between HUD and PHASs at the time of this report.

® DHD’s 1992 PHMAP score was unavailable, but the agency has been on HUD’s troubled list since 1979.
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Public Housing Authority Overview

Detroit Housing Department (DHD). Like the other authorities described here, Detroit
has a long history of management problems; DHD has been on the troubled list since 1979.
The agency has experienced a great deal of turnover at the executive director level and has
been managed under a HUD MOA for many years. Despite this monitoring, DHD has
continued to experience severe management problems; HUD nearly took control of the
authority in 1993. In an attempt to address these problems, a new Executive Director was
appointed in 1994. HUD negotiated a new MOA with the authority during the summer of
1995 and announced intentions to form a five-member “recovery team” to oversee DHD
operations. However, the agency experienced another major setback when its relatively
new Executive Director resigned in September 1995. DHD is still in the process of revising
its HOPE V1 plan and has made no progress on implementation. However, despite all of
its problems, Detroit was awarded a second HOPE VI grant in 1995.

Department of Public and Assiged Housing—Washington, DC (DFAH). In 1993,
HUD ranked DPAH as the worst-managed PHA in the nation. DPAH has a long history
of management problems including an incredibly high rate of senior staff turnover; between
1979 and 1995, DPAH had 13 Executive Directors, whose length of tenureranged from
19 daysto 16 months. The agency has 10 severely distressed developments and a waiting
list of 15,000. In 1994, a management review reported that of 50,000 work orders
generated in 1991; 30,000 remained to be addressed. Further, 20 percent of DPAH’s units
were vacant. Because of the severity of these problems, the reviewers recommended that
the agency sever ties with city government, but retain the current Executive Director.
Shortly after this review, the Mayor fired the Executive Director, and a judge began
proceedings to put the agency into receivership. HUD offered an advisory board as an
alternative, but this option was rejected and DPAH was put into receivership in May 1995.
The agency was separated from the city government and renamed the “District of Columbia
Housing Authority” (DCHA).® At the outset of the HOPE VI program, Ellen Wilson
appeared to be one of the most promising projects, despite DPAH’s management problems.
However, because of the turmoil that overwhelmed the agency during 1994 and 1995,
demolition had been delayed numerous times and is now scheduled for fall 1995.
Community opposition to the redevelopment may delay the demolition even further.’

Housing Authority of the City of New Haven (HANH). While HANH’s plan remains
in the planning process, the story of the Housing Authority of New Haven (HANH) is more
hopeful. A new Executive Director was appointed in 1994, bringing with him professional
training, political experience, and resident support. He has been actively working with
residents and the EIm Haven Redevelopment Corporation. However, despite the fact that
his appointment holds much promise, HANH is still refining its HOPE V1 plan and has yet
to begin implementing any of its components.

Housing Authority of the City of New Orleans (HANO). HANO has also experienced
serious management problems for a number of years; a variety of solutions have been
attempted to improve the management of the authority. Considered a severely troubled

6 Throughout this report we use the newer name, DCHA.

" Demolition finally began in April 1996.
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Exhibit 2-4

Security and Crime - Baseline

PHA

Nature of Crime Problem

PHA Security Programs

Drug Treatment and
Prevention Programs

| |

AHA developments experienced a large increase in crime AHA has a small security force that serves elderly high- None.

Atlanta during late 1980s. rises only and hires 45 city police officers for a commu-
nity policing program.

Crime problems are worst in high-rise developments; HABC has its own police force and hired a Nation of HABC has extensive resident services including

Baltimore many low-rises are low-crime. Islam-affiliate to provide security guards for its high- substance abuse programs.
rises.

Rates of violent and property crime are generally lower BHA has its own PHA police force and is developing a Unclear from case study?
Boston than the city average, but Mission Main development is community policing program.

a major drug trafficking site.

Most developments have a lower-crime rate than the city City is supposed to provide extra patrols, but because of Drug prevention program is only offered once or twice
Camden average, but problems are concentrated in the two largest limited funds, can only offer minimal service. a year.

developments.
Charlotte CHA developments have a problems with violent crime CHA’s SNAP program involves residents, management, DATOP program includes both prevention and out-

and drug trafficking. and police in crime prevention. patient treatment.

High-rise developments are extremely high-crime; many CHA has extensive programs including: sweeps, police CADRE centers offer a variety of prevention programs
Chicago low-rise and rowhouse developments also have high force, community policing, security force (guards), aimed at youth, sponsor AA and NA programs, and

g crime rates. Drug trafficking and gang activity are very contract security guards (some Nation of Islam-affiliat- provide referrals for in-patient treatment.

serious problems in most developments. ed), tenant patrols, and target hardening efforts.

Cuvahoga Metro Crime is a major problem, but CMHA does not have CMHA has a police force and security guards, police foot Substance abuse prevention and treatment programs are
y g significantly higher crime rates than the rest of the city. patrols and police substations in some developments. offered on-site in many developments.

Detroit No site-level crime data were available, but crime is a Security force was cut because of costs. City police Some programs for teens offered on site.

serious problem. provide 41 officers trained in community policing.

I Exhibit 2-4 continues I
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Exhibit 2-4 (continued)
Security and Crime - Baseline

Nature of Crime Problem

PHA Security Programs

Drug Treatment and
Prevention Programs

DC

Some developments are high in crime.

DCHA has some resident security councils and experi-
mented with Nation of Islam-affiliated guards in one
development (they were run out by the drug dealers).

DCHA has no programs.

Milwaukee

Crime is unevenly distributed across developments;
mainly a problem in family developments.

HACM has a public safety staff and coordinates services
with the Milwaukee Police Department.

Referral services are offered on-site.

High-crime developments, but crime rate is not signifi-
cantly higher than that for the city as a whole.

There are 12 city police substations in the city, 3 of which
serve public housing. Community policing effort
includes trying to get officers to move into developments.
HANH also has some tenant patrols.

positive alternatives for teens.

New Orleans

HANO’s developments are extremely high-crime.

City has a community policing program that targets the
three worst developments and maintains substations in
those developments.

HANO offers some youth services.

Oakland

East Oakland is a major drug market. Violence peaked in
1991, but is still very high.

OHA has a PHA security force and a community policing
program.

OHA is experimenting with on-site services.

San Antonio

i
i
| New Haven

Developments are regarded as high-crime relative to the
rest of the city.

SAHA hires off-duty police to patrol some developments,
uses private security guards, and has some neighborhood
watch programs.

SAHA provides information and referral services.

i
i
HANH sponsors a “youth diversion” program to provide |

San Francisco

Some developments have extreme problems with crime
and drugs. The tenant council for the Bernal St.
Apartments is currently controlled by a convicted drug
dealer and his family.

Hires city police to patrol the developments and has
security guard

MaIABAQ Allloyiny BuisnoH 21ignd



























Baseline Characteristics of HOPE VI Devel opments

Exhibit 3-1
Project Physical Characteristics - January 1995 :
Total Number
PHA: HOPE VI Development Year Total Number of | of Units
Opened Acreage o
Units per Acre
Atlanta: . Tecwood | 1937 ) 289 L 457 ) 2T
Clark Howell 1941 36.0 624 17.3 I
Baltimore: Lafayette Courts 1955 21.5 807 37.5
Boston: Mission Main 1940 19.6 822 41.9
Camden: McGuire Gardens 1954 18.5 367 19.8
Charlotte: Earle Village 1967 35.8 409 114 I
Chicago: Cabrini Homes Ext. 1943 36.4 1921 52.8
.Cuyahoga:  OuthwaiteHomes | 1987|294 L 1028 |...350 .
King Kennedy 1971 17.8 216 12.1
Detroit: Jeffries Homes 1952 47.0 2170 46.2 I
DC: Ellen Wilson Dwell. 1941 5.3 134 25.3
Milwaukee: Hillside Terrace 1950 24.5 596 24.3
New Haven: Elm Haven 1941 19.2 462 24.1
New Orleans: Desire 1956 97.0 1832 18.9 I
Oakland: 1905 Seminary . 1972 Lo 06 . fo 28 ]300
e 2139 Sominary L 1969 Lo 05 22 ] 280
o 5126 Elizabetn | 1970 L L0 Lo 20 o 200 ..
e COliSOUM Gardens | 1963 .| 94 L ve |10 |
________________________________________ Lockwood Gardens | 1942 | 220 | . 872 | 169
3634 Foothill Blvd. 1969 0.6 16 26.7
San Antonio: Springview Apts. 1953 49.3 421 8.5
.San Francisco:  Bernal Dwellings | . 1953 Lo 39 208 . l....589 .. I
Yerba Buena Homes 1956 3.6 276 76.7 I
Average 1954 22.4 656 29.1

Source:
“Note:

HOPE VI Baseline Data Form
The unit counts shown in this table are based on the HOPE VI Baseline Data Form. There may be some

inconsistencies with HUD’s unit counts, due to the time when the counts were made and the number of units
that were considered on-line.
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Baseline Characteristics of HOPE VI Devel opments

Exhibit 3-2

Construction Materials - Baseline

| |
PHA: HOPE VI Development Wood C%ngite Ré’gr:grrectid Brclaikolzt?\?rlde
Masonry
Atlanta:  Techwood L AR DA
Clark Howell v I
Baltimore: Lafayette Courts v v
Boston: Mission Main v v
Camden: McGuire Gardens v v v
Charlotte: Earle Village v I
Chicago: Cabrini Homes Ext. v v v
Cuyahoga: . OuthwaitetHomes | L CA VO AN
King Kennedy v v
Detroit: Jeffries Homes v I
DC: Ellen Wilson Dwell. v
Milwaukee: Hillside Terrace v v
New Haven: Elm Haven v v
New Orleans: Desire v v I
| Oakland: 1905 Seminary | ... AN N R E——
e 2239 Seminary AN NSRS N SR
e D120 Elizabeth L A N S S
e ONISEUM Gardens | CAR N AN N A l
________________________________________ Lockwood Gardens | e
3634 Foothill Blvd. v
San Antonio: Springview Apts. v v v
San Francisco:  Bernal Dwellings | L A I
Yerba Buena Homes v I
Total 11 9 7 14

I Source: HOPE VI Baseline Data Form I
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Baseline Characteristics of HOPE VI Devel opments

Exhibit 3-3

Distribution of Building Types by Number of Buildings - Baseline

PHA: HOPE VI Development (;Igs?o:::) (4’§A6isd£g|[?:s) (i_g\gltglrs;zs) (TESanhHogzie) Se?ﬁﬁg?aecdr:ed
Atlanta:  Techwood L £ W N
Clark Howell 63
Baltimore: Lafayette Courts 6 17
Boston: Mission Main 39
Camden: McGuire Gardens 43
Charlotte: Earle Village 409
Chicago: Cabrini Homes Ext. 23
.Cuyahoga: OuthwaiteHomes | L A Lo
King Kennedy 22
Detroit: Jeffries Homes 13* 4 11 41
DC: Ellen Wilson Dwell. 13
Milwaukee: Hillside Terrace 1* 88 15
New Haven: Elm Haven 31
New Orleans: Desire 262
Oakland: 1005 seminary. | A 3
e 2289 SeminArY {50 N I
I -1 L .. X A N N0 S S
e SONSEUM GATDENS | 16 L
........................................ Lockwood Gardens | | B2 A
3634 Foothill Blvd. 2 2
San Antonio: Springview Apts. 158
San Francisco: _ Bernal Dwellings | L 12 e
Yerba Buena Homes 2 1 1
Average 8 3 32 76 11

Source: HOPE VI Baseline Data Form
There are no family high-rise buildings.

“Note:
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Baseline Characteristics of HOPE VI Devel opments

Exhibit 3-4
Internal Circulation - Baseline

|
! PHA: HOPE VI Development Through Streets Cul-de-Sac No Streets
I..At.lan.ta..z .................... Techwood i AN R S
Clark Howell
Baltimore: Lafayette Courts v
Boston: Mission Main v
I Camden: McGuire Gardens v
Charlotte: Earle Village v v
Chicago: Cabrini Homes Ext. v
Cuyahoga:  OuthwaiteHomes | AN N N
I King Kennedy v
Detroit: Jeffries Homes v v
DC: Ellen Wilson Dwell. v
Milwaukee: Hillside Terrace v v
I New Haven: Elm Haven v
New Orleans: Desire v
JOakland: | 1905Seminary L e L
e 2239.S8MNALY e AN R A
T R R
e S0NSEUM Gardens L AN N N
________________________________________ Lockwood Gardens | e
3634 Foothill Blvd. v
I San Antonio: Springview Apts. v
.San Francisco:  BeralDwellings L e
Yerba Buena Homes
Number 16 6 7
Source: HOPE VI Baseline Data Form
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Baseline Characteristics of HOPE VI Devel opments

Exhibit 3-5
Parking - Baseline !
. Number of Spaces Park_ing
PHA: HOPE VI Development Available Spaces Needed? Con\_/enlent_to
Housing Units?
Atanta:  Techwood L. NAY ] NA i YES
Clark Howell NA NA Yes I
Baltimore: Lafayette Courts NA More Yes
Boston: Mission Main NA More No
Camden: McGuire Gardens 80 More No
Charlotte: Earle Village 300 Less Yes I
Chicago: Cabrini Homes Ext. NA NA NA
_Cuyahoga: | Outhwaite Homes | 148 oo More ol YOS
King Kennedy 112 More Yes
Detroit: Jeffries Homes 1000 NA No I
DC: Ellen Wilson Dwell. NA More NA
Milwaukee: Hillside Terrace 300 More No
New Haven: Elm Haven 107 More Yes
New Orleans: Desire 1300 More No I
.Oakland: 1905 Seminary | ... 18 ] NA o YES o
________________________________________ 2139 seminary |22 NA Y
S -1 -1, N N 20 NA YES.
........................................ ColiseumGardens | 183 1 L NAL .. YeSI
________________________________________ Lockwood Gardens | 318 Lo NAL o XS
3634 Foothill Blvd. 16 NA Yes
San Antonio: Springview Apts. 284 More No
.San Francisco:  Bernal Dwellings | 4 More il YES I
Yerba Buena Homes 76 More Yes I
Average 252

Source: HOPE VI Baseline Data Form
Note:

NA* = Information not available from Baseline Data Form
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Baseline Characteristics of HOPE VI Devel opments

Exhibit 3-6
Resident Characteristics - 1993

Proent | porcent | percent | median | win | Pereenton
PHA: HOPE VI Development :r;z:iir;-n Hispanic Other Income Earned ASZEJsl:!aIr?ce
Income
Atlanta: Techwood 95 0 5 $3,960 15 51
"""""""""""""""""""" ClarkHowell | 9 | o | 2| sage0 | 14 | 62
Baltimore: Lafayette Courts 100 0 0 $4,644 16 81
Boston: Mission Main 38 57 5 $6,641 24 73
Camden: McGuire Gardens 49 45 6 $6,093 18 75
Charlotte: Earle Village 100 0 0 $5,064 28 60
Chicago: Cabrini Homes Ext. 100 0 0 $6,000 7 90
Cuyahoga: Outhwaite Homes 99 0 1 $4,092 7 77
"""""""""""""""""""" KingKennedy | 100 | 0 | o | s$54e8 | 7 | 77
Detroit: Jeffries Homes 99 0 1 $5,508 10 43
DC: Ellen Wilson Dwell. \% \% \% \Y \% \%
Milwaukee: Hillside Terrace 97 1 2 $7,404 17 83
New Haven: Elm Haven 95 4 1 $6,972 18 67
New Orleans: Desire 99 1 0 $3,792 15 78
Oakland: 1905 Seminary 92 0 8 $7,596 25 86
"""""""""""""""""""" 2139 Seminary | 94 | 3 | 3| se9r2 | 18 | 82
N A 8 | 1| 13 | s10064 | 30 | 66
"""""""""""""""""""" ColiseumGardens | 60 | 0 | 40 | so75 | 9 | 90
"""""""""""""""""""" Lockwood Gardens | 82 | 2 | 17 | s7488 | 12 | 78
© 3634Foothill Bivd. | 56 | o | s | s11g4 | 13 | 87
San Antonio: Springview Apts. 74 23 3 $2,952 20 62
San Francisco:  Bernal Dwellings 75 12 12 $7,384 9 89
© YebaBuenaHomes | 0 | 5 | 6 | s2 | o | 8

Source: HUD MTCS Database December 1993
Note:

V = Vacant
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Baseline Characteristics of HOPE VI Devel opments

Exhibit 3-7

Condition of the Facilities - Baseline

|
I PHA: HOPE VI Development Excellent Good Fair Poor ng
|
I___A_t_!aﬂ_t_ﬂ______________________T_?_G_hwq_t?_q _______________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________ ‘o
Clark Howell v
I Baltimore: Lafayette Courts v
Boston Mission Main v
I Camden: McGuire Gardens v
Charlotte: Earle Village v
I Chicago: Cabrini Homes Ext. v
Cuyahoga: OuthwaiteHomes | 1 o A N
I King Kennedy v
Detroit: Jeffries Homes v
DC: Ellen Wilson Dwell. v
Milwaukee: Hillside Terrace v
New Haven: Elm Haven v
New Orleans:  Desire
Oakland: 1905 Seminary
2139 Seminary

3634 Foothill Blvd.

Springview Apts.

Bernal Dwellings

Yerba Buena Homes

Source: HOPE VI Baseline Data Form
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Baseline Characteristics of HOPE VI Devel opments

Exhibit 3-8
Total Modernization Dollars Spent Since 1980 (in millions) thru 1994
PHA: HOPE VI Development Amount Source Year All Units
| ||
(Atlanta:  Techwood | SN N e A N
Clark Howell $88 CIAP 1981 No
Baltimore: Lafayette Courts Not Available
. i : $35.8 CIAP ‘82-94 Yes
Boston: Mission Main $01 cap ‘§2-494 Yes
Camden McGuire Gardens $18.9 CIAP ‘84-90 Yes
I Charlotte: Earle Village Not Available I
. - $37.4 CIAP ‘80-01 Yes
I Chicago Cabrini Homes Ext. 233 cep ‘9293 Yes I
$10.6 CIAP 1991 Yes
Cuyahoga: Outhwaite Homes $50 CIAP ‘91-'92 Yes
.................................................................................................... $128 e MROP 1992 s
$18.6 CIAP 90,°94 Yes
King Kennedy $50 MROP 1993 Yes
$12.0 CGP 92-94 Yes
. . $4.0 CIAP 90-°91 No
Detroit: Jeffries Homes $23.1 cap 92-'94 Yes
| DC: Ellen Wilson Dwell. <$1.0 CIAP No |
. ) - $7.9 CIAP ‘80-92 Yes
Milwaukee: Hillside Terrace $4.0 cap 93104 Yes
| New Haven: Elm Haven $8.2 CIAP ‘83-:93 Yes |
; $1.3 CDBG ‘80-89 Yes
New Orleans Desire $30 CIAP 82,'87 Yes
Oakland: . 1905 Seminary |l S DR VR s S
e 2L39 SEMINAYY S AN SN WA
e D 2O ENiZADRtN $06 ORI
ICollseumGardenS ....................................................................... NOUAVAIGDIE s I
________________________________________ Lockwood Gardens | o AVl e
3634 Foothill Blvd. $0.0 Yes
. Lo $2.0 CIAP 82-:92 Yes
San Antonio: Springview Apts. $01 cap 1992 Yes
.San Francisco:  Bernal Dwellings | NOEAVAIADIE | e
Yerba Buena Homes Not Available

I Source: HOPE VI Baseline Data Form I
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Baseline Characteristics of HOPE VI Devel opments

Exhibit 3-11 (continued)
Vacancy Rates Prior to HOPE VI Grant Award

Percent Just Before HOPE VI
Grant Reasons for Vacancies at

HOPE VI HOPE VI Developments
Development

PHA: HOPE VI Development
PHA-wide

In February 1994, the PHA stopped
admitting new tenants to the Elm Haven
development; this policy was intended to
facilitate the structural revitalization
called for by the HOPE VI plan. Primary
reasons for vacancies over the past five
New Haven: Elm Haven 12.2 18.0 years include: eviction; entry into elderly
housing; enrollment in a treatment pro-
gram; availability/desirability of Section
8 or private housing. It is worth noting in
this last instance that Section 8 and
Connecticut RAP housing cluster very
densely around this project.

Reasons include: flawed design/
construction; increasing blight; violence;
New Orleans: Desire 23.9 74.0 drug activity; and size of the site. There
is no discernable pattern to vacancy
locations.

Oakland: 1905 Seminary

3634 Foothill Blvd.
San Antonio: Springview Apts.

Reasons include: crime; condition of
housing; and urban renewal plan.

Vacancy rates are reportedly due to high
crime and drug activity, deteriorated
San Francisco: Bernal Dwellings 2.0 6.0 buildings, inadequate maintenance,
limited handicapped access, and an
extreme garbage problem.

Reasons include:  high crime; drug

activity; deteriorated buildings;
Yerba Buena 2.0 2.0 inadequate maintenance; limited
handicapped access; and an extreme
garbage problem.

Homes

Average 14.4 43.0

Source:  SMIRPH 1995 and Office of Distressed & Troubled Housing Recovery Files
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Baseline Characteristics of HOPE VI Devel opments

I Exhibit 3-12 I
Overall Maintenance - January 1995

| ||
I PHA: HOPE VI Development Excellent | Good Fair Poor }’g?r’ I
| ||
I...At_l_an_t_a; ____________________ TeChWood e e o I
Clark Howell v
I Baltimore: Lafayette Courts v I
Boston: Mission Main v
I Camden: McGuire Gardens v I
Charlotte: Earle Village v
Chicago: Cabrini Homes Ext. v I
| Cuyahoga: OuthwaiteHomes | ol A N R
King Kennedy v I
Detroit: Jeffries Homes v
DC: Ellen Wilson Dwell. v
Milwaukee: Hillside Terrace v
New Haven: Elm Haven v
New Orleans:  Desire v
Oakland:  190sSeminary | [ [ [ ool I
........................................ 2139 seminary Lo
I ________________________________________ s726lizabet | |l _ I
........................................ ColiseumGardens | e
I ________________________________________ Lockwood Gardens 1 .. /A S N R I
3634 Foothill Blvd. v
I San Antonio Springview Apts. v I
| San Francisco:  Bernal Dwellings | Ll AN
Yerba Buena Homes v I
Number 0 5 4 6 8

Source: HOPE VI Baseline Data Form

3-20



Baseline Characteristics of HOPE VI Devel opments

Exhibit 3-13
Trash Removal - January 1995

|
PHA: HOPE VI Development Excellent Good Fair Poor \P/S(?I{ I
|
Atlanta: L TeCWO0d e A I
Clark Howell v
Baltimore: Lafayette Courts v I
Boston: Mission Main v
Camden: McGuire Gardens v I
Charlotte: Earle Village v
Chicago: Cabrini Homes Ext. v I
Cuyahoga:  OuthwaiteHomes | e
King Kennedy v I
Detroit: Jeffries Homes v
DC: Ellen Wilson Dwell. v I
Milwaukee: Hillside Terrace v
New Haven: Elm Haven v I
New Orleans:  Desire v
Oakland:  190sseminary | [ | -, [ [ I
e 223980000 L e e A
o BTENzabeth | | ] ] ool I
e SONSEUM Gardens 1
________________________________________ Lockwood Gardens | Lo I
3634 Foothill Blvd. v
San Antonio Springview Apts. v I
 San Francisco:  Bemal Dwellings | 1 e o
Yerba Buena Homes v I
Number 0 5 5 8 5

I Source: HOPE VI Baseline Data Form I
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Baseline Characteristics of HOPE VI Devel opments

Exhibit 3-14

Reputation of the Development (Over the Past Five Years)

One of About One of the
PHA: HOPE VI Development Worst Worst Average Better Best
Ones
| | |
Atlanta:  Techwood e
Clark Howell
Baltimore: Lafayette Courts
I Boston: Mission Main v I
Camden: McGuire Gardens v
Charlotte: Earle Village v
Chicago: Cabrini Homes Ext. v
I_..99.3.(?}.'19.9.%5...............QHF.U.YY?!FI?.HQH".'?:?' ................................................... AN S E W I
King Kennedy v
Detroit: Jeffries Homes v
DC: Ellen Wilson Dwell. v
I Milwaukee: Hillside Terrace v I
New Haven: Elm Haven v
New Orleans: Desire v
 Oakland: 1905 Seminary | i Y e
o esemtay | A VU S W S |
s ST26 Elizabeth )L AR VU NS W
e 0NISEUM Gardens /AN SRS NS N
........................................ Lockwood Gardens | ol e
I 3634 Foothill Blvd. v I
San Antonio: Springview Apts. v
| San Francisco: _ Bernal Dwellings | 1 AN U R S
Yerba Buena Homes v
Number 4 17 2 0 0
Source: HOPE VI Baseline Data Form
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Baseline Characteristics of HOPE VI Devel opments

Exhibit 3-15 (continued)
Reputation Change Over Time

Has
PHA: HOPE VI Development Reputation Description
Changed?
| |
Oakland: 1905 Seminary Yes Since community policing, some decrease in crime is evident.
............................................. 2139 SBMINANY. N0 ettt
5726 Elizabeth Yes Community policing and several lease terminations have helped.
Positive improvements from the addition of social agencies. There
. have also been site improvements: painting; new windows; and
Coliseum Gardens Yes security doors. Resident organization has also flourished during
ceeeeneeeeeeeseseeesesemmeesesesesesessssesssnsnesssesssssesesssesssmmmseesssessdoeesseseeseseseneseneseseseeed O A YL eeeeeeeeeeeeemee e seeeeeseeeee s eneeee
Increased resident involvement, site improvements, 24-hour
Lockwood Gardens Yes security have all assisted in bringing about an improvement within
e eeeseeseeeesemmeee s esessseessenenesesesseesesesssessssnneeesesess oo . 1€ dEVEIOPMeNt since the peak of violence in 1991
3634 Foothill Blvd. Yes Two evictions have occurred for problem tenants.
Violent crime in the development has increased. It became known
San Antonio: Springview Apts. Yes as a hot spot for the SAPD. Elderly potential residents’ turndown
of openings are frequent.
San Francisco: Bernal Dwellings Yes The reputation of the Bernal projects has worsened over the years,

Yerba Buena Homes

due to increased crime and drug activity.

The drug trade has increased. Crime incidents have increased, and
safety for individuals has decreased.

Source: HOPE VI Baseline Data Form
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Baseline Characteristics of HOPE VI Devel opments

office with a multi-ethnic staff. This office provides services including community organizing,
education, employment, assistance with welfare programs, legal advisory services, counselling
referrals, youth programs, and recreational and cultural activities. In Detroit, one of two
organizations, the Jeffries Residents Empowerment Committee, has a grant to fund needs
assessments and an infant and toddler care program. The resident council in EIm Haven plays no
role in management of the development, but the group’s president has played a major role in the
development of the HOPE VI plan. According to the Baseline Case Study, the Desire Area Resident
Council (New Orleans) is a very political group, which has been very active in the HOPE V1 effort.
This group is also in the process of trying to form a Resident Management Corporation (RMC).

Atthe developments in Camden, San Antonio, and San Francisco, resident organizations were much
less organized. In McGuire Gardens, participation in the tenant council was very limited; most
officers on the council came from a single family and residents generally did not know when
meetings were held. The situation in the Springview Apartments was similar, with the only tenant
organization being a very small group that failed to represent the range of residents’ views.
According to the Baseline Case Study, this group maintains control over the other residents through
threats and intimidation. The situation in San Francisco was the most extreme. While the tenant
association in the Yerba Buena development was well-organized and cooperating with the SFHA
on the HOPE VI plans, the tenant association in the Bernal Dwellings had been taken over by two
convicted drug dealers. Asdiscussed in Chapter 2, these men and their associates were intimidating
other residents and maintained a highly adversarial relationship with the PHA.

3.7 SOCIAL AND COMMUNITY SERVICES ON SITE

The 15 PHAs varied considerably in terms of the range and level of services offered in their HOPE
VI developments. Exhibit 3-17 shows that most developments had at least some recreational
opportunities, although the facilities in Mission Main, McGuire Gardens, Ellen Wilson, Hillside
Terrace, and Lockwood Gardens were very limited. Ellen Wilson had only green space and Hillside
Terrace has only tot lots and a recreational building.*’

Detailed information about specific services provided on-site at these HOPE VI developments is
provided in the Technical Appendix. However, the pattern of services available at the developments
mirrors the level of services offered by the PHA as a whole. With the exception of McGuire
Gardens and the scattered site developments in Oakland, at least some minimal services are available
at all of these developments. At many of these developments, these services are provided through
partnerships with outside providers.

17HEMMMmMMm%M%wmw%HBNMW%mwmm
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Baseline Characteristics of HOPE VI Devel opments

Exhibit 3-17

Recreational Facilities on Site - January 1995

Play-

PHA: HOPE VI Development gl I I I iét: “%mty se | Se | o
cents ults ens ing
(Atlanta:  Techwood Lol /...
Clark Howell v I
Baltimore: Lafayette Courts v v v
Boston: Mission Main v
Camden: McGuire Gardens v v
Charlotte: Earle Village v v v v v I
Chicago: Cabrini Homes Ext. v v v v
Cuyahoga: OuthwaiteHomes | | | odododolo ] v
King Kennedy v v v
Detroit Jeffries Homes v v v v v I
DC: Ellen Wilson Dwell. v
Milwaukee: Hillside Terrace v v v
New Haven: Elm Haven v v v v v v v v
New Orleans: Desire v I
| Oakland: 1905 seminary L e A AN
e 239, S0miNAYY e A0 I N
s ST26 Elizabeth | O U W W N N A A
e SONSEUM Gardens | L Cododdo l
________________________________________ Lockwood Gardens | | /|l o
3634 Foothill Blvd. v v v
San Antonio: Springview Apts. v v v v v
San Francisco:  BernalDwellings | | v e e I
Yerba Buena Homes v v v I
Number 8 10 9 9 8 2 12 12 12

I Source: HOPE VI Baseline Data Form I
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Neighborhood Baseline Characteristics

Exhibit 4-1 (continued)
History of the HOPE VI Developments

PHA Local Description

San Francisco Bernal Dwellings, built in 1953, is located at the southern edge of the Mission District.
Prior to construction, the site contained small-scale industry and commercial building.
Bernal Dwellings occupies an entire city block zoned for low-density residential use.
Instead, on 3.86 acres, there are 12 three-story and 1 eight-story buildings with 208 units
or 53 units per acre. When built, the purpose was to provide low-cost housing to working
class families, including returning veterans and their families.

Yerba Buena Plaza East, built in 1956, is located in the Western Addition of the city.
This area was the focus of redevelopment projects in the 1960s and 1970s when most of
the other housing in the area was demolished and not rebuilt for nearly a decade. During
this time, stores and businesses closed, and hundreds of jobs were lost to area residents.
The development contains 276 units on 3.58 acres—a density of 77 units per acre.
Although the low-rise building are congruous with the low-rise character of the
surrounding neighborhood, the mid- and high-rise buildings are vastly over-sized and
easily identified as public housing.

4.2 NEIGHBORHOOD DESCRIPTION

Selected characteristics of the neighborhoods surrounding the HOPE VI developments in the
baseline assessment are summarized in Exhibit 4-2. The descriptions of the neighborhoods do not
include the developments in the estimates of land use or condition of housing. Most of the
developments are located in communities with a mix of land uses; however, roughly half the land
is used for residential purposes. Milwaukee’s and Cuyahoga Metro’s® HOPE VI-targeted
neighborhoods are the least residential (16 percent), while the neighborhoods in Camden, Charlotte,
New Haven, and Oakland are all more than three-fourths residential. On the other end of the
spectrum, the Atlanta HOPE VI developments have no residential neighborhood per se beyond the
borders, but are surrounded by a university and Coca-Cola Headquarters.

Commercial uses occupy roughly 10 percent of the land surrounding the HOPE VI developments,
and institutional uses (such as hospitals and universities) account for 14 percent of land use.
Industrial activities occupy almost an additional eight percent. The neighborhoods surrounding the
HOPE VI sites in Atlanta, Cleveland, Detroit, and San Antonio have substantial amounts of vacant
land (totaling 20 percent or more of total land area).

% The Cuyahoga Metro Housing Authority serves the City of Cleveland.
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tial; 50 percent
institutional

of types and quality; 80
percent is in sound to
somewhat-
condition.

deteriorated

crime rate. Violent
crime rates have de-
clined since 1989, but
they are still above the
city-wide average.

*Includes condition of streets, presence of trash and vacant lots.
Note: Exhibits A-143, etc. are in Volume IlI.

Exhibit 4-2
Summary of Neighborhood Characteristics - January 1995
PHA Location Neighborhood Land Uses Type/Condition of Condition of Level of Neigh-
Housing Physical borhood Crime &
Environment* Social Disorder
Data Sources Case Studies Windshield Windshield Survey Windshield
Survey (Exhibit | (Exhibits A-144, Survey
A-143) A-145, A-148, A- (Exhibits A-149,
153). A-150, A-151)
Atlanta Georgia Institute of Institutional Excellent
Georgia Institute | Technology (GIT) o
The only housing is
of Technology public housing and GIT
______________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________ student housing.
Techwood Park Techwood Park Commercial/ Fair.  This is not | There is a history of
Industrial considered a “clean” | some crime associated
area. with homeless popula-
tion, but they have large-
................................................................................................................................................................................................................. ly been displaced.
Coca-Cola Headquarters Commercial Excellent
Baltimore East Baltimore Mixed - 50 percent | Approximately 75 per- | Fair There are high levels of
residential cent are multifamily violent personal and
buildings (primarily property crimes.
public housing) with
more than 10 units; they
are average to low
quality.
Boston Mission Hill District 40 percent residen- | There are a wide variety | Fair There is a high property-

Exhibit 4-2 continues
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Exhibit 4-2 (continued)
Summary of Neighborhood Characteristics - Januar

y 1995

PHA Location Neighborhood Land Uses Type/Condition Condition of Level of Neigh-
of Housing Physical borhood Crime &
Environment Social Disorder

Camden East Camden 78 percent residential; | About 80 percent of | Fair to Poor There is a high level of

some commercial stock was built prior to prostitution and limited
1945; 55 percent are police presence due to
rowhouses, 30 percent lack of city resources.
are 5-10 unit apartment
buildings. This is
considered a low-
quality residential area.

Charlotte First Ward Earle Village develop- | All public housing | Good See Chapter 3.
ment accounts for rowhouses, built since
entire neighborhood. 1961; they are in sound

condition.

Chicago Old Town Half residential, 40 There are mixed types | Good There is limited informa-
percent commercial; and quality levels; the tion, but the neighborhood
extensive vacant land range is from sound to is perceived to have a
(although some has dilapidated condition. lower crime rate than the
recently been development.
purchased for
development)

Cuyahoga Metro Central Neighborhood | Mixed uses, only 16 | Predominantly 10+ unit | Fair A lot of vacant land and
percent residential; | multifamily buildings; buildings, with dumping
extensive vacant land 78 percent have major of debris and litter. There

deterioration or are are high property, narcot-
dilapidated/abandoned. ic, and violent crime
rates.

Detroit Near West Side Mixed uses; 30 percent | There are mixed types of | Good to Fair This area has the highest

; residential; extensive | housing; roughly one- violent crime rate in the
East Jeffries vacant land half single-family; 80 city. Also, it has the
Homes percent of stock were highest drug trafficking,
built prior to 1945; 70 prostitution, and levels of
percent is in sound public intoxication.
condition or has
minor/some
deterioration.

Exhibit 4-2 continues
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Exhibit 4-2 (continued)
Summary of Neighborhood Characteristics - January 1995

PHA Location

Neighborhood

Land Uses

Type/Condition of
Housing

Level of Neigh-
borhood Crime &
Social Disorder

Detroit
West Jeffries
Homes

Near West Side

Mixed uses, 54 percent
residential

There are mixed types of
housing; roughly one-half
single-family dwellings;
80 percent of stock were
built prior to 1945; 80
percent is in sound condi-
tion or has minor/some
deterioration.

This development also has
a high violent crime rate.
Assault and robbery are
problems.

DC
North of
Expressway

South of
Expressway

Capitol Hill

Capitol Hill

Mixed; 38 percent resi-
dential. Also retail and
government buildings.
Ellen Wilson is a
vacant public housing
development in a
wealthy neighborhood
north of expressway.

The neighborhood is
split literally in half by
an expressway. The
southern neighborhood
is lower income mix of
residential, light
industry, and the U.S.
Navy Shipyard.

Housing is 75 percent
rowhouses; 80 percent
were built prior to 1945.

Mixed,; structures include
public housing, run down
private homes and small
industry. The condition
ranges from sound to
dilapidated or aban-
doned; it is considered a
“fair” residential area.

There is little information
in the case study. It men-
tions drug-related crime
and robbery.

Milwaukee

North Side

Mixed; 16 percent resi-
dential; 40 percent
industrial

Housing is of the mixed
types; all is in sound
condition to minor/some
deterioration; there is
considered a “fair” resi-

dential area.

Condition of
Physical
Environment
Good to Fair

Fair

Fair

Good

This is considered a low-
crime area.

Exhibit 4-2 continues
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Exhibit 4-2 (continued)
Summary of Neighborhood Characteristics - January 1995

PHA Location Neighborhood Land Uses Type/Condition Condition of | Level of Neighbor-
of Housing Physical hood Crime &
Environment Social Disorder
New Haven Dixwell 81 percent residential Range of housing types | Good to Fair It has a very high homi-

(roughly one-half
single-family); 84
percent in sound to fair
condition.

cide rate and there is lots
of gang activity.

New Orleans

Desi-Flo/Press Park

Mixed; 60 percent resi-
dential. Florida public
housing development
and Press Park single
family home
development account
for most housing.

It is 60 percent single-
family; 75 percent of
all stock are average to
below average quality.

Fair to Poor

The homicide rate is high-
er than city-wide rates; the
rates for other crimes are
similar to city-wide rates.
The problems include
drug dealing, public
intoxication, loitering.

Oakland
Seminary Avenue;
Elizabeth Avenue

Coliseum
Gardens;
Lockwood

3624 Foothill
Blvd.

Central East Oakland

Fruitvale

85 percent residential

70 percent residential

The area is mixed; 55
percent are single-
family homes in sound
to fair condition, but
are considered average
to poor quality.

It is 80 percent single-
family dwellings but
are considered average
to poor quality.

The area housing is
mixed; 60 percent are
single-family in sound
to fair condition, but
the area is considered
average to poor quality.

Fair

Sound to fair condi-
tion

offenses, weapons offens-
es, and murder.

Highest-crime area in City
of Oakland; heavy drug
market.

Exhibit 4-2 continues

The area has a higher than
city average rate for drug
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Exhibit 4-2 (continued)
Summary of Neighborhood Characteristics - January 1995

PHA Location Neighborhood Land Uses Type/Condition Condition of | Level of Neighbor-
of Housing Physical hood Crime &
Environment Social Disorder
San Antonio East Side 63 percent residential; | The area is 95 percent | Fair This area has high crime

extensive vacant land

single-family housing of
average to low quality; it
is considered a “fair”
quality residential area.

rates, especially for
drugs, theft, assault, rape,
and murder.

San Francisco
Bernal Dwellings

Yerba Buena

Inner Mission District

4 distinct
neighborhoods around
the development

70 percent residential

70 percent residential;
densely populated

4-11

There are approximately
65 percent 2-4 unit
apartment buildings; the
stock is in sound to fair
condition.

The area is 60 percent
rowhouse; 30 percent
are 10+ unit apartment
buildings; and 90
in

percent of stock
sound condition.

Good

There is extensive
graffiti. Gang-related
violence, including drive-
by shootings, has been a
problem.

Litter, graffiti, drug
dealing and use, and
loitering are problems.
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Exhibit 4-3

Summary of Neighborhood Demographics and Resources - January 1995

PHA Location Neighborhood | Neighborhood Residents’ | Community Resouces | Economic Activity
Demographics
Sources ofData Case $udies | Case $udies, Bureau of CaseStudies Case Studies, Baseline

the Census Data com-
piled by HUD

Data Form (Exhibits A-2
through A-5, A-28)

Atlanta

Georgia Institute of
Technology; Tech-
wood; Coca-Cola

There are virtually no residents,
other than students and public
housing residents in Clark-Howell.

The resources are limited due to
limited population. The full
range of services is available in
the CBD, one mile away.

Approximately one mile away,
there are some retail stores catering
primarily to downtown office work-
ers and tourists. Low-paying jobs
are available. Atlanta’s economy is
generally expansionary.

Baltimore

East Baltimore

Most of the residents live in other
public housing. 1990 Census: 95
percent rent, 94 percent minority,
36 percent with public assistance,
66 percent in poverty.

Currently they have wide array of
social services; substantial invest-
ments are being made in housing
and services to benefit low- in-
come people.

The primary activity is located in
the urban renewal area; an Empow-
erment Zone is nearby. Currently
there is very limited economic
activity—mostly in a few retail
stores and limited industry.

Mission Hill Dis-
trict

The residents are ethnically
diverse. They have lower incomes
than city-wide median—already
low because of large student
population. 1990 Census: 89
percent rent, 52 percent minority,
17 percent with public assistance,
28 percent in poverty.

The area is surrounded by hospi-
tals and universities; it has easy
access to public transportation;
there are some retail services for
neighborhood residents. There
are also a few churches and some
social services.

Despite location near major medical
institutions and universities, there
are few employment opportunities
for neighborhood residents other
than low-wage, low-skill jobs.
Some new development is on-going
in the nearby Ruggles Center.

Camden

East Camden

1990 Census: 56 percent rent, 96
percent minority, 23 percent with
public assistance, 35 percent in
poverty.

There are schools, a park, and a
police mini-station. There are
some services locally; other
services are available a short
distance away in downtown
Philadelphia or in Cherry Hill,
NJ

There are very limited employment
opportunities in Camden; an Enter-
prise  Community may provide
opportunities in the future.

‘ Boston

Exhibit 4-3 continues
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Exhibit 4-3 (continued)
Summary of Neighborhood Demographics and Resources - January 1995

PHA Location Neighborhood | Neighborhood Residents’ | Community Resouces Economic Activity
Demographics
Charlotte First Ward Earle Village dominates the | There are schools, churches, and | Charlotte’s economy is expansionary
Census Tract. a few convenience stores, but [ and CBD is close-by.
basic services are generally lack-
ing.
Chicago Old Town The neighborhood is diverse at the | There are parks, churches, | There are some employment opportu-

macro level, but there is consider-
able racial and economic
segregation within the community.
1990 Census: 92 percent rent, 61
percent minority, 18 percent with
public assistance, 40 percent in
poverty.

YMCA, Children’s Center, and
schools. The retail stores in the
immediate neighborhood tend to
be “seedy;” there are an array of
social services in and around
development.

nities; the broader neighborhood in-
cludes economic activities ranging
from industrial to upscale retail-
/commercial.

Cuyahoga Metro

Central Neighbor-
hood

1990 Census: 89 percent rent, 97
percent minority, 53 percent with
public assistance, 71 percent in
poverty.

There are a wide range of re-
sources including educational
institutions, retail, recreation, etc.

There are a lot of deteriorated and
abandoned industrial properties;
there are few current employment
opportunities for people with limited
skills. The Federal Empowerment
Zone may provide future
opportunities.

Detroit
East Jeffries
Homes

West Jeffries
Homes

Near West Side

Near West Side

The residents have low incomes
and are minority group members;
41 percent are unemployed. 1990
Census: 95 percent rent, 68 percent
minority, 31 percent with public
assistance, 53 percent in poverty.

The residents have low incomes
and are minority group members;
18 percent are unemployed. 1990
Census: 81 percent rent, 76 percent
minority, 37 percent with public
assistance, 39 percent in poverty.

Municipal recreation center;
several schools; parks (although
they suffer from neglect); hospi-
tal; social

services, churches

There has been a severe loss of
manufacturing jobs in past 30 years;
currently there are limited job
opportunities in the neighborhood and
some retail services. This location is
near the CBD and is in a Federal
Empowerment Zone.

Exhibit 4-3 continues

4-14



Neighborhood Baseline Characteristics

Exhibit 4-3 (continued)
Summary of Neighborhood Demographics and Resources - January 1995

PHA Location

Neighborhood

Neighborhood Residents’
Demographics

Community Resouces

Economic Activity

Capitol Hill

Capitol Hill

Incomes are more mixed away
from the development; a freeway
divides the neighborhood into two
distinct parts, this one containing
Ellen Wilson has distinctly higher
incomes. 1990 Census: 52 percent
rent, 23 percent minority, 1 percent
with public assistance, 7 percent in
poverty.

The residents near the development
have low incomes; a freeway
divides the neighborhood into two
distinct parts, this one has distinctly
lower incomes. 1990 Census: 36
percent rent, 36 percent minority,
40 percent with public assistance,
54 percent in poverty.

There are churches, social
services, and community
organizations.

There is some retail activity near the
development, although stores are
small and expensive; other parts of
neighborhood have extensive federal
government buildings and uses.
There are also a few more upscale
commercial/retail entities.

There is an industrial area south of
freeway, including the U.S. Navy
Shipyard. Only low-wage jobs are
available.

North Side

They are generally low income, al-
though there are pockets of moder-
ate-income households. 1990
Census: 89 percent rent, 97 percent
minority, 51 percent with public
assistance, 58 percent in poverty.

There are a Boys and Girls
Club, a large park, churches,
schools, and well-served by
public buses.

There has been a severe loss of man-
ufacturing jobs in last 30 years. An
Economic Development Zone (using
city and state funds) is developing
some new job opportunities nearby.
Some neighborhood merchants pro-
vide retail/commercial services to
residents.

Dixwell

There has been a significant
population loss; 90 percent of the
residents are minority; 13.5 percent
are unemployed.

There is a reasonable array of
retail services, includinga large
supermarket. There are also
social services, recreation,
medical, library, and day care
available.

The economy has been contracting
along with population. Few neigh-
borhood jobs have been created by
Science Park facility; some low-
wage jobs are available at Yale.

DC
North of
Expressway

""""""""""" Southof
Expressway

‘ Milwaukee

| New Haven

Exhibit 4-3 continues

4-15



Neighborhood Baseline Characteristics

Exhibit 4-3 (continued)
Summary of Neighborhood Demographics and Resources - January 1995

PHA Location

Neighborhood

Neighborhood Residents’
Demographics

Community Resouces

Economic Activity

New Orleans Desi-Flo/Press Park | The residents are predominantly Afri- | The resources include a community | The CBD is a 20-minute bus ride
can-Americans who have low to very | center, churches, universities,anda | away. Some industry is in the
low incomes. 1990 Census: 53 percent | reasonably good bus service. neighborhood, but there are few
rent, 100 percent minority, 32 percent job opportunities for residents
with public assistance, 58 percent in other than services.
poverty.

Oakland Central East The residents are ethnically diverse and | There are several strong community | The shabby commercial strips with

Seminary; Oakland have some diversity of ing:om_e, and cultural organizatiops. few _banks or ba}sic services
. ’ although the unemployment rate is still | Churches and CBOs provide | contribute to “capital leakage”
Elizabeth high. services and political leadership. (residents shop and do business
1990 Census: 62 percent rent, 98 outside neighborhood).  There
percent minority, 39 percent with public have been substantial declines in
............................................................................................... assistance, 28 percent in poverty. manufacturing ~ employment in
. recent years. Some growth in jobs,
COlISEUfT] CC)(;riltI;ar:dEaSt but new jobs either high skill/high
Gardens; wage or low skill/low wage. Have
Lockwood federal Empowerment Zone.
SN C1: 0.1
3624 Foot- | Fruitvale The residents are ethnically diverse and | There is good transit access, several
hill the population is growing. churf:he_s and community
organizations.
San Antonio East Side The residents are predominantly Afri- | The resources include churches, | There is a lot of abandonment and

can-American; of the 36 percent who
have year-round employment, only 39
percent make more than $15,000.
1990 Census: 42 percent rent, 95
percent minority, 24 percent with public
assistance, 45 percent in poverty.

schools, YWCA, medical clinic and
a good bus service.

deterioration of commercial
property.  The available jobs
require high skills or are low-wage
and low-skill jobs. There are few
employment opportunities in
neighborhood; most residents who
work, work outside the neighbor-
hood. There is an Enterprise Zone.

Exhibit 4-3 continues
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Exhibit 4-3 (continued)
Summary of Neighborhood Demographics and Resources - January 1995

PHA Location

Neighborhood

Neighborhood Residents’
Demographics

Community Resouces

Economic Activity

San Fandsm
Bernal
Dwellings

Inner Mission District

The residents are predominantly
Latino with low to moderate incomes.
1990 Census: 72 percent rent, 83
percent minority, 20 percent with
public assistance, 22 percent in
poverty.

There are two major parks. The
shopping district consists primarily
of small, independently owned
shops.

The CBD is a 20-minute bus ride
away. Some industry is in the
neighborhood, but there are few
job opportunities for residents
other than services.

San Fandsm
Yerba
Buena

Western Addition

The residents of the four surrounding
neighborhoods are ethnically diverse
with a wide range of incomes from
high to low.

1990 Census: 83 percent rent, 64
percent minority, 19 percent with
public assistance, 18 percent in
poverty.

4-17

There are playgrounds, tennis
courts, a child-care facility, and a
fairly large supermarket.

The shabby commercial strips with
few banks or basic services
contribute to “capital leakage”
(residents shop and do business
outside neighborhood). There have
been substantial declines in

manufacturing employment in
recent years. Some growth in jobs,
but new jobs either high skill/high
wage or low skill/low wage. Have
federal Empowerment Zone.
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Exhibit 4-4 (continued)
Factors Affecting the Communities Surrounding HOPE VI Developments

PHA Location

Negative Features

Positive Features

|
Scrap yards and abandoned | Many churches, social service
Cuyahoga: Outhwaite Homes & ir!dustrial t_)uildings. Lack o_f agen_cies, job training facilities.
) King Kennedy viable neighborhood retail | Public transportation routes.
operations. Few symbols of hope
and investment.
Detroit: East Jeffries Homes “Skid row” elements; large non- | Area contains large
residential and residential vacant | entertainment-educational
............................................................................................. buildings. ____........].Ccomplexaroundpark
West Jeffries Homes Incompatible land use mixes; | Area contains sports fields of
fumes/noise from adjacent | Wayne State University.
freeway.
DC: Ellen Wilson Dwellings, Highway divides neighborhood, | Several parks. It is only four
North of Expressway lots of traffic. blocks to the Metro and adjoins
.............................................................................................................................................................. an affluent neighborhood.
Highway divides neighborhood, | Several parks, though only two
South of Expressway lots of traffic, large abandoned | arewell-maintained; Navy Yard.
commercial and industrial areas, | It is only four blocks to the
commercial areas only on a few | Metro and adjoins an affluent
major streets—Ilack of access | neighborhood.
without a car.

Milwaukee: Hillside Terrace Highways to the west and the | None in the neighborhood as
south. Dominance of | defined. However, immediately
commercial/industrial land use | to the east and south, the
exacerbates Hillside Terrace’s | Milwaukee downtown begins.
“stark” look in some areas. This is regarded as a high

development area.
I New Haven: Elm Haven Vacant land left by earlier ElIm | Track and playing field
Haven high-rise demolition.
New Orleans:  Desire Landfill and Superfund site Park/playground.
Oakland: 1905 Seminary, Liquor stores, empty store fronts | Creek, if cleaned up and
2139 Seminary, & landscaped.
...................................... ST26Elizabeth L
Coliseum Gardens & Highway nearby. Empty | Transit, baseball field, schools,
Lockwood Gardens storefronts. Industrial land use, | social service agencies.
vacant land. Proximity to airport, port, and
). O2KIGND ColiseUM,
I 3634 Foothill Blvd. Dangerous traffic, abandoned lot, | Park, shopping, restaurants
auto repair shops
San Antonio:  Springview Apts. Vacant property and boarded up | Vacant land could be developed

buildings. Active freight railroad
borders eastern boundary.

into a park, playground or
recreational area. Two major
community centers are within
boundaries of neighborhood.

Exhibit 4-4 continues
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The HOPE VI Plans

Exhibit 5-12
Progress on Physical, Management, Resident Services, Community Service and Economic Development Plans Through
August 1995
PHA Physical Plans Management Resident Services | Community Service | Economic Develop-
Plans Plans Plans ment Plans

The demolition of Tech-
wood began in May
1995. The replacement
housing drawings are
being developed.

This is not scheduled
until construction is
partially complete.

This is waiting for HUD
approval of plan.

This plan is waiting for
HUD approval.

[Although the economic
development plan proposes
2 programs, there is no
mention of progress in the
case study.]

All residents have been
relocated. Demolition of
6 high-rise buildings was
completed August 1995.
An ACLU lawsuit is
pending that alleges
housing discrimination
and would prevent
replacing housing on the
site.

The wiring for com-

They already had a
Family Support Services
Division so they were
able toaugment services.
They are developing
supportive service plans
for residents.

There was some confusion
about distinction between
resident and community
services. A task force is
working on developing a
community service plan.

[Although the economic
development plan proposes
to use Empowerment Zone
money to establish busi-
nesses and employment
opportunities, there is no
mention of progress in the
case study.]

The original architectural
firm underestimated the
costs of improvements by
$10m. As aconsequence
the PHA is rethinking
HOPE VI strategy, both
physical and financial.
There isan increased em-
phasis on neighborhood
revitalization and
leveraging of additional
resources. Physical
improvements are
currently on hold.

puters has begun.
There is no other
progress on planned
“dual management”
plan.

There have been
significant improve-

ments in management
since a new manager
was named in May
1994. There has been

limited resident
involvement in the
management  plan,
however.

There is some progress
on social services, al-
though there are
problems with limited
participation and
contracting issues. The
delay in construction of
the planned community
center has created a
space crunch for provid-
ers.

According to the case
study, this appears to be
considered part of social
services. There is no dis-
cussion of community
service specifically.

According to the case
study, no economic devel-
opment activities have been
initiated except job training
programs through ABCD
and Harvard Medical
School.

i

i
Atlanta
Baltimore
Boston

Exhibit 5-12 continues
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Exhibit 5-12 (continued)
Progress on Physical, Management, Resident Services, Community Service and Economic Development Plans Through
August 1995

PHA

Physical Plans

Management Plans

Resident Services

Community Ser-

Economic

Plans vice Plans Development Plans

Camden Some pre-construction They have appointed a | Potential state budget [ The plan is “almost | [Although the case study
engineering work has | temporary board, although | cuts are threatening | under agreement” with | contains the outline of an

been done. its legal relationship to the | services. CNCS. AmeriCorps | economic development

CHA has not been estab-
lished. They are exploring
hiring a legal counsel for
the board. HUD initially
approved the nonprofit
entity idea, but then pulled
back. They are still negoti-
ating. They are reorganiz-
ing the resident council.

staff are reported to have
been “heavy-handed”
with local staff.

plan, there is no informa-
tion on progress.]

The relocation began in
August 1995.

[No progress was indicated
in case study.]

The plan is to build on
existing services provid-
ed by PHA and other
providers. There is no
progress yet.

Plan to build on existing
Community Assistance
Program’s peer coun-
seling model. The
residents are to decide on
mix and form of
augmented services.
There is no progress yet.

According to the case
study, no final plans for
economic development
were available at the time
of the baseline data
collection.

Major changes in plans
have hinged on ability of
nonprofit lead agency to
issue tax-exempt bonds to
leverage new housing.
HUD ultimately rejected
this plan.  Demolition
began in September 1995.
The sites for replacement
housing are being bought
up by other entities.

They have been slow to
hire staff. Eventually, they
contracted with a local
nonprofit. ~ (The HUD
take-over also has created
problems.)

The planiis to “farm out”
resident services to the
United Way. There is
no real progress.

[The community service
plan described in the
case study is a supportive
services plan.]

[The case study does not
indicate any progress.]

i
I
| Charlotte

Exhibit 5-12 continues
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Exhibit 5-12 (continued)
Progress on Physical, Management, Resident Services, Community Service and Economic Development Plans Through
August 1995

PHA

Physical Plans

Management Plans

Resident Services
Plans

Community Ser-
vice Plans

Economic Develop-
ment Plans

Cuyahoga
Metro

Targeted units as
Outhwaite are vacant and
awaiting interior

demolition. Good progress
is being made at King
Kennedy; the first 4 floors
are to be ready by winter
1995-96.

Nothing is planned until
construction is completed.

The resident services con-
tracts have been complet-
ed. Many initiatives were
already underway or are
extensions of existing
programs.

They have hired 17
VISTA volunteers plus a
coordinator.

[There is no economic
development plan included
in the case study.]

They are currently working
on relocation. They are
also developing a revised
plan with a new contractor.

They are still developing
plans, but will probably
propose a “village” app-
roach.

The original plan was re-
vised and service provider
contracts developed.
HUD has released funds
for these programs.

Two of the service pro-
viders will operate the
community service pro-
grams. (No details)

[There is no economic
development plan included
in the case study.]

There has been no progress

due to DPAH’s receivership. CDC is working on pre-development plan, but has no access to HOPE VI funds

Demolition was initiated March 1996.

Milwaukee

They are making good
progress on the demolition;
this is expected to be com-
pleted by mid-August
1995.

The staff have been hired.
The management plan
committee has completed
several preliminary tasks
such as revising lease
agreements and the scree-
ning standards.

They are seeking legal
commitments from
service providers.

List of agencies and
organizations where
residents may serve has
been drawn up, but no
further progress has been
made on the recruitment
or implementation.

[There is no economic
development plan included
in the case study.]

New Haven

They had just presented the revised plans to resi

dents in July 1995.

New
Orleans

They began some demoli-
tion, but they had to stop
due to asbestos problems
and a fired contractor. The
original plan was abandon-
ed. The new plan calls for

single-family homes.

They are proposing the
Public Benefit Corpora-
tion to manage develop-
ment. They are in the
process of hiring a grant
manager.

[The New Orleans case
study provides no specific
information about
supportive services plans
or progress.]

[The New Orleans case
study provides no
information about
community service
plans.]

The plans are to develop a
commercial hub; but
details and whether there
should be two commercial
clusters in the development
have not been decided.

i

I
Detroit
District of
Columbia

Exhibit 5-12 continues
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Exhibit 5-12 (continued)
Progress on Physical, Management, Resident Services, Community Service and Economic Development Plans Through
August 1995

PHA

Physical Plans

Management Plans

Resident Services
Plans

Community Ser-
vice Plans

Economic Develop-
ment Plans

The overall plan places heavy
emphasis on services and less on
physical changes. The
architectural work is underway
for all sites. The final approval
for changes in demolition and
construction has not yet been re-
ceived.

Extensive security improvements
have been undertaken, although not
necessarily with HOPE V1 funds.

The two-year delay has been a
problem for some providers
who intended to fund staff with
HOPE VI money that has not
materialized. Most of the con-
tracts are now signed. The
work plans are in progress.

There has been confusion over
distinction between supportive
and community services.

After much confusion over
definitions with CNCS, many of
the community service activities
are being carried out in conjunction
with  “economic development
activities” such as remedial
education or career counseling.

San Antonio

i
i
| Oakland

The plan is to begin demolition
by the end of August 1995. The
PHA will also demolish an aban-
doned nursing home at the same
time. HA has also acquired near-
by county-owned property for
development of replacement
housing.

The new site manager has improved
operations  significantly, including
maintenance, communication with
residents, and security.

The Family Self-Sufficiency
program has 32 participants,
with 36 others waiting to devel-
op contracts. They are establish-
ing linkages with training pro-
grams.

The site has been unable to
establish a plan acceptable to
CNCS, despite several revised
plans and meetings with CNCS.

[The case study does not indicate
any progress.]

San Francisco

They have made very limited
progress. There have been signif-
icant problems with the resident
groups. They have selected archi-
tects, although the process was
slow. They anticipate beginning
relocation in October 1995.

The interim plan was submitted
February 1995. Two project
managers were hired to work with
existing staff. It is not clear who will
manage the development after rede-
velopment. Tenant’s Union has ex-
pressed interest in buying Bernal
Dwellings and the PHA is reportedly
on.

considering this opti

The plan was submitted April
1995. Residents complained
they were not involved in issu-
ing the RFP for services.

The Plan was submitted as part
of resident services plan in
April 1995. It appears that the
RFP issued for support services
also included community ser-
vice.

[The case study does not indicate
any progress.]
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Other HOPE VI PHAs hired new site managers early in the HOPE VI process and are implementing
management improvements more aggressively. For example, the site manager for Mission Main in
Boston, hired in May 1994, has improved maintenance responsiveness, reduced graffiti and
vandalism, and started preparing for resident relocation (despite delays in physical construction
plans). San Antonio’s new site manager has improved operations considerably, including addressing
the backlog of maintenance problems, developing better communication with residents, and
improving security. Oakland has implemented significant security improvements, particularly at
Lockwood Gardens, using other sources of funds.

Some HOPE VI sites have experienced significant delays due to the need to revise revitalization
plans and management strategies under HOPE V1. Chicago’s housing authority planned to hire new
CHA staff members to coordinate the HOPE VI program from within the agency, but it was
unsuccessful in recruiting qualified personnel. The CHA then contracted with a local nonprofit
housing development organization to manage HOPE VI. But HUD’s take-over of the CHA has put
this plan in doubt and delayed HOPE VI implementation. Camden’s initial plan, to set up a
nonprofit entity to manage the redeveloped site, was subsequently questioned by HUD. Camden
staff established a temporary board of directors for the nonprofit organization, but as of August 1995
they were still negotiating with HUD over the organization’s legal relationship to the Camden
Housing Authority. In San Francisco, it is still unclear who will manage Bernal Dwellings following
the site’s redevelopment. The Tenants” Union has expressed interest in buying the redeveloped site
and has indicated they have some financial backing to pursue the purchase. The PHA is reportedly
considering the offer. The proposed revised plan for New Orleans also calls for an alternative
management structure, in which a “public benefit corporation” would manage the development.

5.8.2 Progress on Physical Plans

As of August 1995, some demolition and/or construction had begun in four of the 15 sites: Atlanta,
Baltimore, Cuyahoga Metro, and Milwaukee.? By August 1995, all of the units designated for
renovation at Cuyahoga Metro’s Outhwaite Homes were vacant and ready for interior demolition.
Substantial progress had been made on site demolition, utility line installation, and renovations to
King Kennedy’s South High-Rise building, Cuyahoga Metro’s second HOPE VI site. Demolition
at Atlanta’s Techwood Homes began in May 1995 and at Baltimore’s Lafayette Court in August
1995. Milwaukee’s demolition effort was scheduled for completion in May 1995. In addition, three
replacement units (new construction) were completed; residents moved into these units in January
1995.

Several sites had not finalized their physical design plans, even though in some cases construction
or demolition had begun. In all, eight sites did not have final, approved physical plans for
redevelopment of HOPE VI developments as of August 1995.% Atlanta, the District of Columbia,
and Oakland had incomplete plans, Boston, Chicago, Detroit, New Haven, and New Orleans had
abandoned their initial plans entirely and were developing new strategies.

2 San Antonio planned to begin construction by the end of August 1995.

3 Chicago began demolition in September 1995.
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APPENDIX A

SELECTION OF 15 PHAS FOR IN-DEPTH ASSESSMENT

A committee of HUD staff was assembled in March 1994 to select 15 HOPE VI implementation
grants for in-depth assessment. That committee was comprised of Todd Richardson (PD&R
Evaluation), Milan Ozdinec (HOPE VI Office), Bobby Benjamin (PIH Policy Office), Elena Van
Meter (PD&R Policy Office), and Kevin Neary (PD&R Evaluation). The committee’s mission was
to select 15 diverse grantees based on their location, development type, types of distress, and
proposed interventions.

The committee made its selection from the 26 implementation grants that had full funding at the
time. The committee noted the characteristics of each site and grouped the sites according to those
characteristics. One or 2 sites were then selected from each grouping. The committee initially
agreed on the selection of Atlanta, Baltimore, Boston, Camden, Charlotte, Chicago, Cleveland,
Detroit, Houston, Milwaukee, New Orleans, Oakland, Pittsburgh, San Francisco, and Washington,
DC. (Thesites not selected were Columbus, Dallas, Denver, Kansas City, Los Angeles, New Haven,
Newark, Philadelphia, Puerto Rico, San Antonio, and Springfield.)

In August and September 1994, Abt Associates contacted each of the sample grantees to identify
potential local researchers. In those initial site contacts, Abt staff learned that Pittsburgh and
Houston were both in political stalemates with residents, which appeared likely to drag on
indefinitely. Abt staff suggested to HUD that alternates be selected for those sites. HUD agreed;
San Antonio was selected to replace Houston; while New Haven was selected to replace Pittsburgh.



APPENDIX B

EXECUTIVE SUMMARIES OF HOPE VI BASELINE CASE STUDIES

For each of the 15 HOPE VI study sites, a Local Research Affiliate (LRA) prepared a Baseline Case
Study Report. The LRAs were asked to develop the case studies within a general outline developed
by Abt Associates. The LRAs were encouraged to expand beyond the outline and focus on the issues
considered most central to the HOPE VI site they were studying. As a result, the case studies in
Volume Il are similar in format but quite different in focus. The executive summaries from those
case studies tend to reflect the issues each LRA felt was most important to explore at the site they
were studying.

In general, the executive summaries should be seen as a baseline through May 1995. While some
later events have been noted, most activities at the sites since May 1995 are not included. A future
report will capture changes and events that have occurred since that time.

The opinions expressed in the following executive summaries are those of each Local Research

Affiliate. They do not necessarily reflect the views or policy of the Department of Housing and
Urban Development or the U.S. Government.
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TECHWOOD AND CLARKE HOWELL - ATLANTA, GA
Larry Keating, Larry Keating Associates

The redevelopment of the Techwood and Clarke Howell communities is, as of this writing, a work
in progress. The demolition of Techwood Homes has begun and current plans are to demolish all
1081 units of both communities and replace them with 900 units of mixed-income housing. Mixed
income is defined as 40 percent public housing, 20 percent low-income tax credit units and 40
percent market rate units. Management of the public housing is to be contracted with a private, as-
yet-unnamed, firm. Replacement housing for the 721 public housing units not constructed on site
is to be in scattered site, mixed-income developments throughout Atlanta.

In many respects, the outcome of the revitalization plan depends on two things, (1) the successful
completion of redevelopment and (2) on negotiating and executing joint venture contracts with
private developers and owners of existing rental housing. If these tasks are completed, the public
housing will have been reconfigured into mixed-income communities. Significant variables which
will affect the completion of these tasks are the proportion of replacement housing which is owned
or leased by the Atlanta Housing Authority (AHA), the proportion of the replacement housing which
is supplied through the Section 8 program, the future funding of the Section 8 program and, finally,
the success of the pending AHA application for the final $36 million projected to be required to
complete the project.

In the past ten years, AHA has not been able to complete similar but smaller tasks: Replacement
housing for units lost to highway construction was not accomplished; development of new public
housing for which funding had been allocated was not accomplished; and replacement housing for
Techwood units demolished for Olympic athlete housing is incomplete. New management at AHA
hopes to reverse the past poor performance of the Authority.

During the past 5 years, planning for the redevelopment of Techwood and Clarke Howell has
proceeded through three phases, each of which came to different conclusions regarding the final
outcome. Simultaneously with the 3 planning processes, occupancy levels at Techwood Homes
declined from 92.8 percent in June 1990 to zero. The circumstances surrounding the emptying of
the development are unclear. Attrition accounts for an indefinite proportion. A former chair of the
AHA Board of Commissioners has indicated that more than attrition was involved, and the rates of
the decline in vacancies exceed typical AHA turnover rates, but no hard data on specific instances
of non-attrition departures has been uncovered. Those households who moved out of the
development prior to August 18, 1994 have surrendered whatever preferential rights they might have
had to be re-housed in the new mixed-income communities. Empowerment of existing residents is
one goal of the HOPE VI program; the opportunity to empower most of the former residents of
Techwood Homes was lost. Some previous residents appear to have been unjustly required to move.

The present redevelopment plan is predicated on the hypothesis that mixed-income communities will
enhance the lives of their poorest residents. This proposition incorporates many complex issues,
some of which are examined in greater detail in the concluding sections of the report. In general,
if AHA is able to implement its plans successfully, the primary test of the redevelopment will turn
on the extent to which the hypothesis is verified for those poor households who are able to
participate.
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LAFAYETTE COURTS - BALTIMORE, MD
Tony Whitehead & Linda Kaljee, Cultural Communication Systems

Lafayette Courts, built in 1955, is both the largest and the oldest of 4 family high-rise public housing
developments in Baltimore City. The other 3 high-rise family developments, built in the 8 years after
Lafayette Courts, are Murphy Homes, Lexington Terrace, and Flag House. In addition to the 4 high-
rise developments, there are 27 other family public housing developments. Lafayette Courts
currently consists of 6 eleven-story high-rise buildings (645 efficiency, one-, two-, and three-
bedroom units), and 17 low-rise buildings (162 three and four-bedroom units). In 1990, there were
2,277 individuals living in Lafayette Courts. One hundred percent of the residents are African-
American.

Lafayette Courts and the other family high-rises share a multitude of problems including antiquated
plumbing and heating systems, high maintenance costs and an extensive backlog of maintenance
orders. Management problems endemic to the high-rises are high rates of vacancy, ‘turn-downs’,
and past-due rent. Lafayette Courts also has a high crime rate, particularly in regards to drug
trafficking, a lack of recreational space for children and youth, high unemployment, and lack of
neighborhood resources, i.e., grocery stores. While Lafayette Courts represents only 5 percent of the
HABC housing stock, maintenance and management costs at Lafayette Courts account for 25 percent
of HABC'’s operating costs.

In 1989, Mayor Schmoke commissioned a Family High-Rise Modernization Task Force. The 1992
task force report concluded, “that high-rise living was not conducive to nor supportive of family
living.” Its members recommended redesigning and implementing an alternative living environment.
In 1993, HABC responded to the HOPE VI initiative, and were granted $50 million to redevelop
Lafayette Courts. Since HOPE VI was awarded to HABC, residents, the housing authority, and
private and public institutions have continued to work together to refine the goals and objectives of
HOPE VI at Lafayette Courts. Residents and HABC continue to meet, and close ties have been
developed between the Tenant Council, residents, management, and HABC. The HOPE VI project
has provided an opportunity for establishing a new process of resident-management-administrative
cooperation and communication.

Under the HOPE VI program, the Housing Authority of Baltimore City (HABC) will demolish all
of the current construction and rebuild townhouses, a community center, and an elderly low-rise
(three-story apartment complex). The current construction plan will reduce the density at Lafayette
Courts by almost 60 percent. The new on-site management will be a dual management structure, and
will include both residents and non-residents. Inaddition, there will be amanagement/resident board
which will include 2 residents, 2 managers, one individual from Family Support, and one “outsider.”
It is anticipated that the new construction will require less maintenance, and that residents will be
more involved in that maintenance both as employed at the development, and through training
workshops which will help individuals to do minor maintenance repairs on their own unit. Within
the HOPE VI project, the HABC Family Support Services Division will initiate a family-based case
management program to track families and assist them in receiving those services which they feel
they need. The overall philosophy of the resident and community services plan is to provide services
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which will enable residents to become self-sufficient, (i.e., childcare, job training, educational
opportunities).

At the time of this report, residents are being relocated out of Lafayette Courts, either into other
public housing, or Section 8 housing. Approximately 50 percent of current resident plan to return
to Lafayette Courts after redevelopment. The demolition date is set for August 19, 1995. Re-
occupancy of the new development is anticipated to be in approximately 3 years.
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MissION MAIN - BOosTON, MA
Langley Keyes, Charles Adams, Elsa Guttarier, Mary Quesada, and David Thatcher
Massachusetts Institute of Technology

This reports chronicles the year one progress, from September 1994 to September 1995, on the $50
million HOPE VI plan at Mission Main Public Housing Development located in Southwest Boston.
The purpose of the document is twofold: one to establish a baseline for future analysis of the project
five and ten years from now, and two, to document how the project has proceeded in its first year of
implementation.

In general, the history of the Boston Housing Authority (BHA) is not unlike that of the typical large-
city housing authority. Successes as well as failures marks its past. Like other Authorities, policy
changes motivated both internally, as well as externally, (from the Department of Housing and Urban
Development and Congress), have impacted management, resident characteristics and the physical
maintenance of the housing stock. Unlike other Authorities, however, the BHA operates without
a Board of Directors (a consequence of the Receivership of the organization from 1980 to 1984) and
the Executive Director serves at the pleasure of the Mayor. The city accordingly plays a very active
role in the affairs of the Authority. In the future, the BHA and the city will have to cope with a
number of challenges, including general confusion over the future of public housing, the loss of rent
control in the city, and the loss of leadership at the BHA, including the currently vacant position of
Executive Director. The reports shows that these Authority level challenges have impacted the first
year progress at Mission Main.

Mission Main, constructed in 1940 as family housing, is one of the BHA’s largest developments.
Currently, the development consists of 822 units spread throughout 39 three-story buildings. When
the HOPE VI application was written in May of 1993, the physical condition of the buildings was
extremely poor. The majority of roofs, doors and windows were in need of major repair or
replacement. Hallways were filled with trash and many wreaked of urine. Site condition were
equally squalid. Fences, trees, and bushes were long gone and no through streets crossed the
development. Trash and other debris littered the grounds. Consequently, the turndown rate for
residents offered a unit at Mission was 74 percent and the move-out rate was 21 percent. This made
for a vacancy rate of nearly 17 percent. Those residents who did live in the development were
young, poor, poorly educated, and predominantly African-American or Hispanic. Crime was
extremely pernicious—violent crimes of murder, rape, robbery and aggravated assault occurring
three time more often than in Boston as a whole. Drugs seemed to be the focal point for crime.
Mission was cited as the largest outdoor heroin market in New England by police authorities. Social
and community services were not well established to address the needs of the residents and the
Mission Main Tenant Task Force lacked the leadership to support families in need. Overall, Mission
Main was one of the most distressed developments in Boston in significant need of renewed
leadership, reform and repair.

Mission Main is located in a community rich with institutions. The development is adjacent to the
Longwood Medical Center—the largest medical complex in New England. Five colleges surround
the site as well. The Museum of Fine Arts is also just down the road. Opportunities for support
programs, jobs, and resources are significant, but few liaisons with local entities have materialized.
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Conventional housing in the area is architecturally distinct from Mission. The majority of the stock
Is privately-owned one- and two-family homes. Retail and commercial activity is not well developed
although plans are currently in the works for significant redevelopment of the commercial district.
Consequently, few jobs exist for residents in the neighborhood outside of the those at the medical
center. But the majority of residents do not have the educational background or job experience to
be competitive for them. Crime in the neighborhood is higher than the rest of Boston but not
epidemically so. Overall relations between the residents and the community have been strained.

The overall goals for the HOPE VI project went beyond the revitalization of the development.
Mission Main was to signify a new way of doing business for the BHA. The hope was that
reforming Mission would be a means for reforming the BHA as a whole and would improve the way
in which the Authority renovates developments, manages its properties, and delivers services to
residents. The redevelopment of Mission was to be comprehensive and would include physical,
economic, social, management, and security reforms all geared toward six major goals: make
Mission Main safe, make the housing sound and attractive, improve BHA responsiveness, integrate
the neighborhood into the community and reinforce community. The backbone of the plan was
assembled over the course of several Saturday workshops that brought residents and community
leaders together. Specifically the physical component of the plan called for reconfiguring the
buildings—creating a hierarchy of public and private spaces, increase entrances so no more than two
families shared an entryway, and redoing the facades of building to give residents a sense of
belonging. With respect to economic development, the plan called for the establishment of a
“Partnership for Economic Development” with the surrounding institutions that would support small
business activities. The Community and Social Services component called for establishing a Task
Force, comprised of resident and community folks that would identify the needs of the residents and
would locate on-site or off-site service for them. Management reforms included greater autonomy
for the on-site manager. Tools the plan specified as necessary for such independence included: the
ability to set and determine own budget and hire, train, and fire own staff, additional legal support
for evictions, and on-site screening of tenants. The BHA also would seek waivers to create a mixed-
income community and ceiling rents to keep residents from moving out. Finally, security reforms
for Mission Main included the establishment of a community policing program and the formation
of hallway monitoring committees that would be responsible for the maintenance and upkeep of
public areas around the development.

Progress on the Mission Main plan has been uneven with some components of the plan progressing
more rapidly than others. Physical redevelopment of the site has not begun but great strides have
been made in social services. Management has improved significantly with the arrival of a new
manager, Carol McCaffrey, but structural management reforms have not been forthcoming. Security
issues are only now being considered in a more comprehensive manner and economic development
activities have not yet been initiated, nor do they appear to be imminent. Many of the challenges
facing the BHA as a whole—namely a loss of leadership at the BHA and changing policies at the
national level have impacted the progress of the HOPE VI plan at Mission Main and caused the BHA
and the city to rethink some of the plans basic goals. New emphasis is being placed on thinking
about the project in the larger context of the neighborhood and possibilities for redeveloping some
of the land around the site are being pursued. Privatization of the redevelopment process and
management are also being evaluated.

B-6



Executive Summaries of HOPE VI Basaline Case Sudies

McGUIRE GARDENS - CAMDEN, NJ
Peter Hecht, Environmental Research Group

Peter J. McGuire Gardens is a 367 unit rowhouse-style public housing development in East Camden.
Built on the flood plain of the Cooper River and on the site of a former unofficial dump, it is an
unappealing development run by the Camden Housing Authority. With a residential population that
is very low on employment, income and education measures while at the same time very high on
crime and community fragmentation measures, it is a severely stressed and distressed development.
There is a high degree of resident apathy and withdrawal from any joint activities with other tenants.
The Camden Housing Authority which manages the development is itself a troubled agency with
long term operational problems that contribute to conditions at McGuire Gardens. The City of
Camden adds another layer of problems, with a devastated economic and tax base and a history of
political intrigues and scandal. This set of conditions made McGuire Gardens not only a candidate
for HOPE VI funds but also a truly uphill battle to improve.

The HOPE VI proposal outlines a wide range of social and community services to be implemented
at McGuire Gardens along with physical improvements. Part of this is development of a new
management organization separate from the Camden Housing Authority to run the site. This plan
recognizes the Authority’s inability to handle the site or the grant program. The breadth and scope
of the proposed program will be hard for any group to implement in its totality as it requires
tremendous organizational and political skills. Some matching funds and programs that would have
supported the HOPE VI project have already disappeared with political changes in New Jersey in
the past couple of years.

Implementation of the HOPE VI program at McGuire Gardens is just in the beginning stages. A
program administrator has been hired. Working with staff borrowed from the Housing Authority,
the program administrator is reworking plans according to changes in HUD’s approach to the HOPE
VI grants. This has brought another set of hurdles for those implementing the project through
changes in policies and requirements at the federal level. These changes may or may not address
local conditions, and almost certainly take away from local resources.

The potential for improvement is great given the low level functioning of the development to date,

but barriers at every level, from the site itself through the Housing Authority, City, State, and Federal
governments make managing and implementing the HOPE VI project a truly byzantine undertaking.
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EARLE VILLAGE - CHARLOTTE, NC
Deborah Weisel & Deborah Meager, Police Executive Research Forum

The Housing Authority of the city of Charlotte manages and operates 3,897 conventional public
housing units which house more than 11,000 residents. Of the authority’s 26 public housing
developments, Earle Village ranks as the largest and most troubled development.

Constructed in 1967, Earle Village’s 409 row townhouses stand in stark contrast to the modern
skyscrapers of its neighbor, Charlotte’s prosperous Central Business District. Other than a small
grant from the city of Charlotte for landscaping and porch enhancements, Earle Village has received
no modernization funds since construction.

Physical characteristics isolate Earle Village from the downtown area. The development sprawls
across 36 acres of urban land that is dotted by parking lots and vacant parcels of land, and is
dissected by major thoroughfares that feed commuters from the nearby interstate to the downtown
area.

Social as well as physical stress characterize Earle Village. Some 1,200 of Charlotte’s most
economically and socially-challenged residents call Earle Village home: the median annual income
in Earle Village is $5,639 compared to a city-wide median of $40,600; 67 percent of Earle Village
residents are unemployed while Charlotte boasts an unemployment rate of 5 percent; Earle Village
residents complete, on average, only nine years of school; and 95 percent of the heads of household
are female. Crime impacts the quality of life of Earle Village residents. While 1994 data indicate
that city-wide crime rates decreased, the violent crime rate in Earle Village remained 13 percent
higher than in the city. Part Il crimes, such as burglary, were 106 percent higher in the development
than in the city.

Solid physical structures, a prime urban location and a business sector interested in more downtown
residential development form a foundation for the revitalization of Earle Village through the
ambitious HOPE VI program, initially funded with $34.6 million in funds from the U.S. Department
of Housing and Urban Development. A later amendment to the grant increased its total award to
$41,740,155 to reflect changes in the Master Plan for Earle Village. The program, as the Charlotte
Housing Authority (CHA) envisions it, consists of a plan to address the physical distress of the
development as well as the social and economic distress of its residents. Through partial demolition
and landscaping, Earle Village will be altered to soften the scale of the development’s large expanse
and minimize the impact of major streets. In addition, renovation and new construction of units are
proposed to meet the housing needs of the elderly and families participating in the HOPE VI
program.

HOPE VI, however, is more than a physical renovation. The CHA has designed three specific
programs, the home ownership, self-sufficiency and elderly programs. An intensive case
management program troubleshoots problems residents may encounter in achieving their goals.
These programs are aimed at assisting residents, particularly in the self-sufficiency and home-
ownership programs, in becoming economically and socially independent and getting out of public
housing. As such, a variety of supportive and community service programs will be provided by
public and private agencies to Earle Village residents. Programs include job skills training, high
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school completion programs, day care services, nutrition and parenting classes, after-school tutoring
and senior and prenatal health care programs, among other services.

Revitalization of the entire community is seen as key to the success of HOPE V1. As part of a larger
community-wide revitalization scheme, the CHA is pursuing a variety of strategies, such as the
creation of a non-profit Economic Development Corporation, to involve the public and private
sectors in the redevelopment of this area. This plan to bring mixed-income and commercial
development to the Earle Village community intends to afford greater economic and social
opportunities to area residents.

Charlene F., a 28-year old mother of two small children in Charlotte, NC, has called the deteriorated
Earle Village public housing development home for nearly two years. She moved into public
housing because of the unpredictable nature of her job: seasonal layoffs caused her to develop severe
financial problems. She was happy to find a “safety net” at Earle Village, where she would not
worry about the small family being evicted.

“Being in public housing gives you the opportunity to go to school and get training to get out on your
own and not worry about being put out,” says Charlene. She views dependency on public housing
as a temporary condition.

Public housing has not been temporary for Frances R., 46, who has lived in Earle Village for more
than 20 years, raising two children to graduate from high school. Her nine-year-old granddaughter
lives with her now. Earle Village was a nice neighborhood when Frances moved into the
development, but drug problems and children with little parental supervision have changed the
neighborhood. The apartment “is not worth it any longer,” she says. She pays $390 per month for
rent (including utilities), based on the salary she earns working as a housekeeper for the county, a
job she has held for five years.

Vanessa B., 35, is unemployed and has lived in Earle Village for four years. Currently enrolled in
GED classes held on the development’s property, she wants to secure her degree, then get computer
training so that she can go to work in a local bank. “I’m sorry | waited as long as | did [to go to
school],” says Vanessa. “My children have been an inspiration to me.” Her son is in the military
and her daughter works in a bank. A third child, 13, lives with her now in Earle Village. But
Vanessa stopped working a year ago when health problems prevented her from continuing her job
at a nearby hotel.

The Charlotte Housing Authority’s HOPE VI overall goal is to develop economic self-sufficiency
for the residents of Earle Village -- assisting Frances with owning her own home and aiding Charlene
and Vanessa in getting back on their feet and moving out of public housing within five years. By
providing a battery of services including training and education, on-site day care, assistance with
money management, and one-on-one counseling to overcome any barriers facing these women, the
housing authority will require these residents and 209 other program participants to become
economically independent and self-sufficient within five years. It is a challenge for many of the
residents of Earle Village, some of whom are multi-generational occupants of public housing. But
the program provides hope for those residents who want a better life: “At last we’ll have something
that’s ours,” says Frances. “I’ll feel good [about it]—for once in my life, | can say | have
something—a house. It’s something I’ve always dreamed about.”
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CABRINI HOMES EXTENSION - CHICAGO, IL
Paul Fischer, Lake Forest College

The Cabrini Homes Extension is the Chicago Housing Authority’s (CHA) focus for the HOPE VI
revitalization effort. It is one of three developments that comprise the area nationally known as
Cabrini-Green. The Extension is considered the worst of the three developments. On the 36.4 acre
Extension site are 6 seven-story buildings, 11 ten-story buildings, and 6 nineteen-story buildings,
containing 1,921 units. Cabrini was designed to be separated from the outer world with only one
road that goes through the development.

The Cabrini Homes Extension has a population of 3,695 residents. Two-thirds of the residents are
children under the age of 19. Over 90 percent of households are receiving AFDC and/or are below
the poverty level. According to a 1991 study, only 22 percent of the adult resident population at
Cabrini had completed high school. The Cabrini Homes Extension is the type of development the
creators of HOPE VI were seeking to address - high density high-rises home to a vulnerable and
dependent population in a community experiencing high crime rates.

Although CHA has several other high-rise developments with similar distress to the Cabrini
Extension, the location of the Extension makes it a promising choice for HOPE VI. Located near
the Old Town neighborhood of the affluent Lower North area of Chicago, this area is experiencing
significant revitalization with many new stores and small malls under development. Currently,
however, Cabrini-Green remains isolated from its affluent neighbors. It is feared by its neighbors
for its crime ridden reputation and despaired by its residents who feel ignored and rejected by the
city. The preliminary HOPE VI plans for Cabrini Extension are to integrate it with its more affluent
neighborhoods.

At the time of this case study, the plans for Cabrini Extension were being revised. According to
CHA's original proposal, the plan is to physically revitalize the development, demolishing 3 high-
rise buildings and rehabilitating one. The rehabilitated high-rise would be converted into a mixed-
income, 60-unit structure. Fifty percent of the residents would be very low income (10-50 percent
of the median) and 50 percent would be low-moderate income (50 to 80 percent of the median). In
addition to the rehabilitated high-rise, 285 new units would be developed in a series of mixed-
income construction projects in the surrounding neighborhood. These units would blend in with a
much larger number of new market-rate units (approximately 852). An additional 48 replacement
units would be built in the larger Chicago metropolitan area. Another 167 units would be provided
via Section 8 certificates. One factor that may affect HOPE VI at Cabrini in the long-run, however,
Is that less than half of Cabrini Extension will be affected by HOPE VI (and less than one-quarter
of all of the units at Cabrini-Green will be affected). While the hope is that the revitalization efforts
funded by HOPE VI will be a catalyst for the redevelopment of the rest of Cabrini-Green as well as
the immediate neighborhood, a more pessimistic view is the remaining Cabrini-Green site will
negate the revitalization efforts of HOPE VI.

The HOPE VI plan also called for a number of management innovations. As part of the CHA-wide

effort, the plan calls for shifting to a site-based management model and the expansion of resident
management efforts, with the possibility of contracting with a private management company to run
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the site. The plan also called for income mixing, by instituting rent ceilings so those with increased
incomes would not be pushed out. Improved resident selection procedures with greater resident
participation and easier eviction processes would be instituted to assure greater resident stability and
fewer crime and vandalism problems, particularly in the low-density mixed-income off-site
developments. The social service package focused on expanding existing services and adding others
that addressed the social and economic needs of the residents.

The CHA'’s plans for Cabrini are ambitions, yet it is difficult at the time this case study is being
written to believe that HOPE V1, as described in the original plan, will ever come to fruition. Since
the HOPE VI grant was awarded, HUD has taken over the housing authority due to CHA’s long term
management difficulties. Furthermore, there has been very limited progress in finalizing a plan,
there is resistance to income and class integration in Chicago, the continued gentrification of the
surrounding neighborhood has taken away land planned for the new construction of mixed income
housing, and there is a past history of unfulfilled promises to CHA residents. In all probability, the
three high-rises will be torn down over the next year. It is possible that the fourth building will be
rehabilitated and it will eventually contain some working class families. It is becoming clear that
some low-rise public housing will be built on the site of the demolished high-rises and other vacant
land owned by the CHA in or near Cabrini. But it is not certain that market-rate families can be
attracted to low-rise housing on the Cabrini site. It remains uncertain whether significant numbers
of new public housing units can be built in the surrounding community, as well as the feasibility of
using Section 8 certificates to compensate for the absence of new public housing units. The easier
things will probably happen, like tearing down already abandoned high-rises. The rest remains in
doubt.
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KING KENNEDY ESTATES AND OUTHWAITE HOMES - CLEVELAND, OH
Darlyne Bailey, Sharon Milligan, & Linda Persse, Case Western Reserve University

King Kennedy Estates and Outhwaite Homes, the Cuyahoga Metropolitan Housing Authority
(CMHA) developments selected for comprehensive renovation through the HOPE VI Project, are
located on the near-east side of the City of Cleveland, an area that has become a focus of public and
private sector community revitalization efforts. The Project is being implemented by a public
housing authority that has undergone significant management changes since 1990. This report offers
a baseline overview of CMHA, the Project planning and implementation process and the
demographic, socioeconomic and physical conditions in the target developments and the surrounding
community prior to implementation of HOPE VI initiatives.

CMHA is a large public housing authority responsible for more than 20,000 dwellings, located
primarily in conventional public housing developments or estates. Throughout the 1980°’s CMHA
was a troubled housing authority based on the evaluation criteria of the U.S. Department of Housing
and Urban Development (HUD) and public perception. Problems cited included vacancy rates that
reached almost 50 percent, high crime rates in many developments, poorly maintained dwellings and
inadequate fiscal management. In 1990 Ms. Claire Freeman was appointed Chief Executive Officer
and charged with improving the overall management of CMHA and the conditions at the Authority’s
properties.

Positive changes promoted by Ms. Freeman and her administration enabled CMHA to be removed
from the “troubled public housing authority” list in 1993. By 1994, rent collection increased to 98
percent, vacancy rates fell to below 4 percent, emergency and routine maintenance backlogs were
significantly reduced, public safety personnel increased more than 10-fold and site-based
management was strengthened. Renovation and modernization funds were pursued aggressively,
resulting in more than 3,000 (26 percent) units being placed “under modernization.” Ms. Freeman’s
leadership has supported acommitment to developing the human capital of CMHA residents, as well
as improving the physical conditions in the estates. Many challenges lay ahead.

Outhwaite Homes was built between 1935 and 1939, a period in which public housing construction
included thoughtful site planning and the use of quality materials. The grouping of buildings around
courtyards was intended to create a sense of enclosure and relatedness among residents. King
Kennedy Estates on the other hand, constructed approximately 35 years later, was built to provide
the maximum number of units without sensitivity to the benefits of creating “village space.” The
buildings and grounds were stark and institutional in appearance, and common entryways, halls and
stairwells reduced the safety and orderliness of the development. In both estates, years of inadequate
maintenance and minimal upgrading of structures and grounds have caused physical decline. This
factor, along with the safety concerns and economic depression that extend into the surrounding
neighborhood, have resulted in the relocation of residents who have sufficient resources to do so.
Among the consequences of this selective out-migration are the absence of people who can support
a thriving local economy and a loss of role models and individuals with access to resources.

For the residents who remain in the target sites, median household incomes are considerably below
the federal poverty threshold, labor force participation is less than one third and the formal
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educational attainment is typically below that required by most employers. Households are most
commonly composed of single females or single females with children for whom public assistance
programs are the primary source of income.

Prior to being chosen as a recipient of HOPE VI funds, CMHA had undertaken efforts to improve
the condition and image of several of their properties, including part of King Kennedy Estates.
Renaissance Village is a transformation of 8 buildings into 66 renovated units with private doorways,
refinished exteriors, landscaped community spaces, decorative fencing that defines the “village”
boundaries, and resident initiated and monitored conduct expectations for all tenants. Completed
in 1993, it provides a model for future revitalization efforts such as HOPE VI.

Cleveland’s Central Neighborhood displays many signs of the economic decline that followed the
loss of almost 40 percent of the city’s manufacturing jobs over the past 2 decades. The neighbor-
hood is comprised primarily of vacant lots and residential, commercial and industrial properties that
are empty or in need of repair. Notable exceptions are a few recently constructed or renovated
homes, municipal buildings and commercial establishments, acommunity college branch and health
care and social service facilities. Numerous churches and several public schools and libraries are
additional assets. The anticipated expansion of major wholesale food distribution operations will
probably contribute to the area’s revitalization, and benefits are likely to accrue from the
neighborhood’s proximity to federally designated Empowerment Zones.

Most area residents live in public housing estates or low-income apartment complexes.
Unemployment is greater than 50 percent and the median household income is well below the federal
poverty threshold. Residents contend with one of the highest crime rates in the city. Choices in
retail establishments are limited and prices are typically inflated. Selective out-migration as
described in the target sites occurs throughout the community. Sustaining changes instituted by
HOPE VI interventions will be linked to the overall improved well-being of the Central
Neighborhood.

CMHA included input of leaders and stakeholders from resident organizations, the community,
neighborhood development groups, city government, academic institutions, philanthropic
foundations, businesses, churches and health and social service providers in the HOPE V1 Planning
Process. Improvements in the physical sites will include modernization of 126 units at King
Kennedy Estates and 374 units at Outhwaite Homes, construction of an Enterprise Center, renovation
of community and recreation centers and the creation of a Social Services Mall in the King Kennedy
South high-rise building. Additional programs and activities are intended to provide interventions
leading toward economic self-sufficiency, the strengthening of families, the empowerment of
residents to improve and sustain their community and increased resident participation in estate
management. Mr. Edwin Robinson, the HOPE VI Project Administrator, has convened meetings
with stakeholders to keep them apprized of the plans and implementation and to solicit their input.

Physical site renovations offer the most visible evidence of plan implementation to date. All

buildings designated for modernization are vacant, site demolition is completed on several and
interior framing has begun on two. Proposed improvements to community buildings have reached

B-13



Executive Summaries of HOPE VI Basaline Case Sudies

the design stage, and land has been acquired for construction of the Enterprise Center. The Social
Services Mall is scheduled for occupancy by Fall 1995.

Implementation of the Social and Community Services Plans is underway, also. Contracts with
providers were completed by early 1995, and most of the services are operational. Vista VVolunteers
and a coordinator for the program have been selected. The plans for site-based management and
maintenance are determined, but await completion of the renovations for implementation.

The creation and maintenance of a physical environment that elicits satisfaction and pride in
residents and supports a positive impression of public housing among the general public and
community stakeholders is a planned outcome of HOPE VI implementation. The extent to which
these views are sustained over the coming years is one long-term indicator of success.

Other long-term measures should assess the impact of the Project on residents’ economic self-
sufficiency, health and social well-being and involvement in community activities. The extent to
which they are able to improve their lives and their community are indicators of the long-term
success of the resident empowerment goals. Because the well-being of residents is closely tied to
the revitalization of the neighborhood, the ways in which they are connected and support each other
should be examined.

Even the successful implementation of the HOPE VI Project does not assure sustainable results. The
renovated dwellings and community buildings will not attract and maintain desirable residents over
time if social and economic conditions in the surrounding area do not improve. Plans for the
revitalization of nearby CMHA estates, and the successful implementation of neighborhood-wide
efforts will be essential supports to the sustainability of gains realized by HOPE V1.
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