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Introduction 

 
Urban poverty has become increasingly concentrated in the inner-city. Jargowsky shows that 

from 1970 to 1990, the number of high-poverty neighborhoods more than doubled. The number 

of people living in these neighborhoods of concentrated poverty increased to over 8 million from 

4.1 million (Jargowsky, 1996; Goetz, 2000, p.159). Most scholars view concentrated poverty as 

communities, or census tracts, where more than 40% of the population lives below the poverty 

level (Goetz, 2003).  In 1984, John S. Adams highlighted the spatial separation of race and class 

in American cities: “to be poor is to be isolated” (p. 519). Policymakers have justified the 

implementation of various housing programs to alleviate the effects of concentrated poverty. 

Public housing, launched in an era of ‘separate but equal’, actually may contribute to the 

problem of concentrated poverty rather than alleviate it (Massey and Kanaiaupuni 1993). 

Scholars widely demonstrate how concentrated poverty disproportionately impacts African 

American communities. Between 1970 and 1980 alone the population of low-income blacks 

living in extreme poverty increased by 164 percent, while poor white populations only 

experienced a 24 percent increase (Wilson, 1987). In his address to the Association of American 

Geographers, Adams (1984) illustrates: “Thus, as a weapon of social exclusion, housing 

normally works extremely well” (p. 519)   

While the causes and exacerbation of poverty concentration is widely debated from schools 

of structural, cultural, and social capital theorists (see Literature Review), it is unanimously 

viewed that residing in areas of concentrated poverty leads to adverse life outcomes. Ta-Nehisi 

Coates (2014) perfectly captures the importance of housing as it “determines access to 

transportation, green spaces, decent schools, decent food, decent jobs, and decent services. 

Housing affects your chances of being robbed and shot as well as your chances of being stopped 
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and frisked” (p. 2). Housing policy has the ability to shape, and hopefully prevent these adverse 

impacts. However, the practice of “routinely locating housing for low-income people in the 

poorest neighborhoods of a community where their neighbors will be other low-income people 

usually of the same race” perpetuates poverty concentration (Wilson, 1987, p. 158). William 

Julius Wilson’s The Truly Disadvantaged spurred two decades of scholarly debate surrounding 

the dynamics of poverty in America’s inner-cities. Wilson’s work sparked a large body of 

research that suggests a range of adverse social, political, and economic effects of concentrated 

poverty in urban areas. Concentrated poverty is defined as “the confinement of the poor to a 

subset of neighborhood locations rather than their dispersion across all parts of an urban area” 

(Greene, 1991, p. 1). Wilson, Jargowsky (1996) and countless other scholars show that urban 

poverty concentration is virtually never experienced by white people in cities.  

Thus, the racial character of inner-city neighborhoods and more importantly, the historical 

context that birthed these urban ghettos is critical to understanding the whole picture of 

concentrated poverty (Wilson, 1987; Jargowsky, 1996; Massey & Denton, 1993; Goetz, 2000). A 

wide body of subsequent scholarship finds that living in areas of concentrated poverty leads to a 

variety of negative life outcomes such as lower educational attainment, increased joblessness, 

lower economic opportunities, physical and psychological health disparities, and criminal 

delinquency (Briggs, 2010; Crump, 2002; Goetz, 2003; Galster et al., 2008). For example, 

Rosenbaum, Reynolds, & DeLuca found that residents of concentrated poor neighborhoods have 

a much steeper risk of depending on public assistance. They also found residents in high-poverty 

areas to experience higher rates of obesity, teen pregnancy, criminal behavior, and high-school 

dropouts (Rosenbaum, Reynolds, & DeLuca, 2002). However, scholars view these negative 

externalities as reversible with a deliberate focus on housing policy. The question of how to 
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achieve poverty deconcentration, however, remains widely contested.  

Given the variety of negative impacts concentrated poverty has on communities and 

individuals, policy makers have shifted their paradigm on how to best address the issue of urban 

concentrated poverty, through diverging schools of housing policy intervention. Over the last 

two decades, local housing authorities have demolished and redesigned some of the country’s 

most distressed public housing. These demolitions and redevelopments were a part of the U.S 

Department of Housing and Urban Development’s (HUD) “Homeownership Opportunities for 

People Everywhere” (HOPE VI) program. By 1992, scholars and policymakers were hopeful that 

the program would help transform blighted neighborhoods, impacted by extremely distressed 

public housing projects. The program was supposed to deconcentrate area poverty, by 

demolishing distressed public housing, and transform these developments into thriving mixed-

income communities, while promoting resident self-sufficiency.  

I will address the shifting policy paradigm over the past several decades in hopes to clarify 

the literature surrounding my underlying research question: To what extent has housing policy 

been effective at deconcentrating area poverty or improving the life outcomes of program 

participants? To evaluate the program’s effectiveness, a large part of this thesis project will 

include a case study of HOPE VI revitalization in Philadelphia, to better answer my primary 

research question: Has HOPE VI been an effective policy to ameliorate the effects of 

concentrated poverty at the individual and neighborhood levels? Before taking a closer look at 

the program’s outcomes in Philadelphia, I will first address the theoretical causes of concentrated 

poverty, and how different housing policies have been employed to address this urban crisis.  
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Literature Review Part I: Concentrated Urban Poverty 

Different theoretical foundations explain the causes of concentrated poverty. 

Concentrated poverty scholars generally fall into one of three different camps: structural, 

cultural, and social or human capital theorists. Understanding these theoretical foundations is 

critical to understanding the evolution of housing policy in the United States and the rationales 

used to justify their implementation. The first part of my literature review will address the 

underlying question: what are the causes of concentrated poverty, in the American urban arena? 

Structural Theory 
 
Economic Transition 
 

Wilson first argues that the shift of the American economy, and the suburbanization of 

the middle-class resulted in the concentration of poverty among the urban black population. 

From the 1940s to the 1960s, urban neighborhoods were comprised of mixed lower, working and 

middle-class black families. Mass-suburbanization of jobs and a dwindling need for low-skilled 

work, pushed urban blacks to the economic margins (Wilson, 1987). Greenstein (1987) explains 

that “Large numbers of baby boomers and white women flooded the labor market, allowing 

employers to be especially choosy and forcing blacks with less education and fewer job skills to 

the back of the labor queue”(p.1). The Great Migration, from 1910 to roughly 1970, brought a 

record number of blacks from the rural South to Northern industrial cities, as agricultural jobs 

disappeared in the South. However, these manufacturing jobs also experienced a mass exodus 

“moving to lower-wage areas, often in the South or overseas. Meanwhile, large numbers of low-

skilled jobs once found in the cities migrated to the suburbs and exurbs” (Greenstein, 1987).  In 

the two decades that followed, middle-class and later working-class blacks left inner-cities, 

which became the new hubs for financial and professional services. As a result, the new 
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American city left the most disadvantaged population behind––who Wilson refers to as the 

“urban underclass.” He contends that as urban social structures shifted between 1960 and 1970, 

the number of inner-city blacks aged 14 to 24 increased by 78 percent (while only 23 percent for 

whites). The new inner-city black population lacked basic municipal services such as quality 

education and access to employment. Curley (2006) explains that urban blacks were hit the 

hardest by this structural shift, as “more jobs began requiring formal education and credentials 

that many inner-city residents lacked” (p.99).  Lost jobs, and a waning middle-class black 

population increasingly isolated neighborhoods from working role models, mainstream 

institutions, and job networks (Wilson 1987, p. 36).  

A waning industrial economy eliminated employment and income opportunities for many 

low-income households by creating a “spatial mismatch” (Goetz, 2000). The new American 

economy shifted to a “high skill, technology-oriented economy whose job base is in suburban 

areas” (Goetz 2000, p. 158). Goetz highlights that in the Minneapolis-St. Paul metropolitan area 

“there was a 50% increase in the number of census tracts with concentrated poverty” between 

1970 and 1980 (Goetz 2000, p. 162). Under this school of thought, Wilson and his academic 

followers emphasize the significance of economic restructuring as the primary cause of 

concentrated poverty. Another group of scholars seeks to explain the roots of concentrated 

poverty by highlighting the impact that structural racism has played.  

 
Residential Segregation and Racism  
 

In another work, Massey and Denton argue in their influential book, American Apartheid 

(1993) that residential segregation and racism are the two key factors responsible for 

concentrated poverty and urban black plight. Unlike Wilson, who famously contended that race 

was of declining significance, they contend that economic shocks of the changing economy 
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during the 1970s were institutionally concentrated in black neighborhoods: “the black ghetto was 

constructed through a series of well-defined institutional practices, private behaviors, and public 

policies by which whites sought to contain growing urban black populations” (Massey & 

Denton, 1993, p. 10). The National Commission on Severely Distressed Public Housing’s 1992 

report to Congress wrote that  public housing was “not simply a matter of deteriorating physical 

conditions, it is more importantly one of a deteriorating severely distressed population in need of 

services and immediate attention” (Popkin et al 2004, p 8). These practices sought to subjugate 

minority populations to the physical and economic fringes of cities.   

According to Massey and Denton, American politics has systematically prevented the 

spatial mobility of black people, confining large black populations to urban ghettos. They argue 

this was in part due to the structural isolation of low-income minorities in high density public 

housing developments. Also, they argue that a sharp difference in housing preferences between 

blacks and whites causes racial and socioeconomic isolation of poor minorities. In their study of 

residential segregation in Chicago they found that both whites and blacks favor residential 

integration but diverging definitions of what that actually looks like. Massey and Denton (1993) 

find that blacks prefer to reside in neighborhoods that are roughly 50% black, but white residents 

prefer neighborhoods that are 10-20% black (p. 78-81). This, in turn, leads to discriminatory 

lending and neighborhood steering practices in the real estate market. Robert Sampson adds in 

Great American City “throughout the twentieth century—and perhaps even in the 21st—there 

was no more practiced advocate of housing segregation than the city of Chicago”(Moser). He 

adds that [Chicago’s] “mayors and aldermen razed neighborhoods and segregated public 

housing. Its businessmen lobbied for racial zoning. Its realtors block-busted whole 

neighborhoods, flipping them from black to white and then pocketing the profit. Its white 
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citizens embraced racial covenants”(p. 16)          

  When looking at the demographics of the severely distressed public housing 

developments, a staggering 88 percent of the surrounding residents were minorities (Popkin et. al 

2004, p. 8). Massey and Kanauaypuni (1993) argue that historically, the planning and placement 

of public housing and the concentration of urban poverty are largely interdependent (See also 

Oakley, 2009). America’s federal housing programs helps explain the causes of concentrated 

poverty. Dreier and Atlas (1996) identify three turning points for federal intervention in U.S. 

housing policy. The first occurred at the turn of the 20th century, when “tenement reform laws 

set the precedent that local governments would set standards and regulate housing safety” (p. 

343). Housing at this time was often characterized by squalid conditions. These slums were 

densely overpopulated with immigrant populations, dark and poorly ventilated (McGovern, 

2016). Jacob A. Riis, a muckraking journalist, was instrumental in exposing the horrors of 

immigrant ghettos (McGovern, 2016) which sparked widespread public demand for housing 

reforms.   

 The second turning point was brought on by the Great Depression. In response to the 

economic collapse during the Great Depression, President Franklin D. Roosevelt’s 

administration established the public housing program in 1937. The United States Housing 

Authority Act of 1937 sought to enable local authorities to locate and construct public housing 

units, with a $5,000 cap on per unit spending. This cap was the most contested feature of 

Roosevelt’s bill, and represented a significant reduction from the previous Public Works 

Administration (PWA) spending (Baumen and Biles, 2000). Over 50,000 housing units were 

constructed in 1939 alone, which was more than twice the number of units build under the entire 

tenure of the PWA Housing Division from 1933-1937 (Keith, 1973). Public housing operations 
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were intended to be sustainable on tenant rents. To prevent cannibalization of the private housing 

market, a statute was implemented, requiring that families who sought to live in public housing 

did not have household incomes that exceeded five times the rental rates (McCarty, 2014). 

Additionally, the law mandated a concept known by scholars as ‘slum clearance:’ for every new 

housing unit built, one dilapidated unit must be razed. Public housing served as a cornerstone 

policy to Roosevelt’s New Deal plan. It was one of numerous federal policies that sought to 

promote social reform and widespread economic recovery.  

During the Second World War, the federal government shifted some of the jurisdiction 

over public housing developments to the War and Navy Departments, who were responsible for 

ensuring that these units were converted to civilian use by 1945. Between 1939 and 1949, the 

Housing Act of 1937 constructed over 160,000 units for war workers, regardless of income 

(Shester, 2011). The Housing Act of 1949, virtually unchanging the provisions of 1937’s act, 

was even more far-reaching and sought to construct 810,000 units in increments of 135,000 over 

the following six years. Shester (2011) adds that these lofty goals were not timely addressed, as 

only 321,000 units had been completed or contracted by 1961 (p. 14). Historical literature 

suggests that the 1949 legislation decreased the “quality” of public housing residents, as new 

income limits rendered more economically stable tenants ineligible for public housing. Tenant 

restrictions were altered again in 1956, allowing elderly residents who were previously excluded 

to live in public housing.  

The Housing Act of 1959 decentralized authority to local PHAs who now could set their 

own rents and income limits. Most housing authorities at the time used a proportion of tenant 

income set rents to cover operational costs. Shester writes, “the escalations in rent with income 

blunted work incentives. This may have put additional downward pressure on the income and 
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quality of public housing tenants throughout the 1960s” (2011, p. 15). Median family incomes of 

public housing tenants fell from 63.5 to 42.4 percent of the national median, between 1950 and 

1969. Additionally, residents of color increased during this time from 38 to 52 percent, and 

single-parent families in public housing increased from 19 percent to 31 percent (Silverman 

1971).   The third major turning point, according to Dreier and Atlas (1994), occurred during the 

Ronald Reagan administration’s budgetary retrenchments for housing programs. The curtailing 

of federal spending on housing continued throughout Clinton’s tenure in office. By 1996, public 

housing was at its peak, with more than 1.4 million public housing units nationwide. As of 2006, 

over 2.6 million people, and 1.2 million households people lived in public housing (Schwartz 

2006). Unfortunately, these developments were seldom sited in areas of opportunity.  

Subsidized public housing has been historically sited in lower-income neighborhoods 

with higher concentrations of minorities (Goetz 2000). When evaluating the strongest predictors 

of a community receiving a public housing project, the percentage of African Americans present 

in 1950 and median income were the two strongest factors. When looking at 16 major 

metropolitan areas in 1980 (including 6 of the 10 largest U.S. metropolitan areas), they found 

that blacks were hypersegregated—scoring an index greater than 60 on at least four of the five 

dimensions of segregation. People living in hypersegregation are socially isolated from the city’s 

mainstream economy, which they equate to white people (Massey & Denton, 1993).  

 Simply put, these housing developments were sited in “low access areas” which barred 

minority populations from accessing transportation and jobs. Excluding elderly populations, the 

National Commission on Severely Distressed Public Housing found that some 80 percent of 

public housing residents were living below the poverty line. They also found that in just one 

decade (1981-1991), the share of the very poorest families living in public housing increased 
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eightfold (Popkin et al 2004, p. 9). In Massey and Kanauaypuni’s (1993) powerful concluding 

words, public housing in America represents a “federally funded, physically permanent 

institution for the isolation of black families by race and class, and it must be considered an 

important structural cause of concentrated poverty in US cities” (p. 120).  

Fair Housing Discrimination  
 

Massey and Denton also address the ambiguity surrounding fair housing legislation. They 

contend that the narrow interpretation of federal legislation, coupled with poor funding and 

organization of enforcement mechanisms perpetuate concentrated poverty. Enforcement has 

historically relied on the efforts of residents to turn to the court system for victim relief in 

instances of housing discrimination (Massey & Denton, 1993; Galster et al., 2008). Even a 

quarter century after the passage of the Fair Housing Act, home-seekers of color face 

discriminatory housing practices. Cisneros (1999) explains “[blacks] are told about fewer 

available units than are comparable white home-seekers, provided with less information and 

assistance, and steered away from affluent white neighborhoods” (p. 10). In fact, when these 

home-seekers visit real estate or rental agents, and inquire about advertised housing, they 

experience discrimination more than half the time”(p. 10). As a result of structurally 

discriminatory real estate practices, minority communities became confined to these low-income 

areas riddled with the high incidences of crime, sparse access to public resource, under-funded 

and under-performing schools, among other problems. 

Wilson disagrees with Massey and Denton, and Cisneros on the role that racial 

discrimination played in causing urban poverty. Wilson writes, “…people who argue that current 

racial bias is the major cause of the deteriorating economic plight of the black poor fail to 

recognize how the fate of poor blacks is inextricably connected with the structure and 
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functioning of the modern American economy” (Wilson 1987, p. 134). However, Wilson pivots 

his argument by adding those living in spatial environments with high concentrations of poverty 

develop “ghetto-specific behaviors” that are passed down generationally. The social pathologies 

he describes force poor people to develop a different value system that isolate them from 

mainstream American ethics and economic activity, which in turn perpetuates a cycle of poverty. 

This idea created a “culture of poverty” theory where poor people have been pegged as lacking 

character and discipline, and are thus socially and economically isolated from the mainstream 

economy (Wilson, 1987). Although he argues that these impacts are created structurally and 

institutionally, it aroused a school of thought concerned with cultural theories of poverty. 

 

Cultural Theory 
 

Cultural explanations posit that the concentration of poverty is driven by defective 

behaviors, values and beliefs that trickle down over generations within certain populations. 

Jargowsky dismisses the notion that neighborhoods create a culture of poverty. Rather, he argues 

that the poor and, or minority groups demonstrate certain characteristics (“social pathologies”) 

which are not tied to geographic location (Jargowsky, 1997). This end of the theoretical matrix 

fundamentally blames-the-victim by asserting that the poor inherently lack the ability, and 

initiative to pull themselves up by their bootstraps (DeHaven-Smith, 1998).  

While Jargowsky (1997) does not explicitly blame this population, he argues that three 

main manifestations of ‘under-class’ behaviors exist: unstable family patterns (female-headed 

households), work disconnections (school dropout, welfare dependency), and self-destructive 

behaviors (substance abuse and crime). Jargowsky adds that living in concentrated poverty has a 

“snowball effect” which exacerbates the negative effects a neighborhood can have on life 
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outcomes: “families have to cope not only with their own poverty but also with the social 

isolation and economic deprivation of. . .other families who live near them. This spatial 

concentration of poor people acts to magnify poverty and exacerbate its effects” (Jargowsky, 

1996, p. 985) These communities are suffering from the effects of concentrated neighborhood 

poverty. Thus, the concentration effect has led to a geographically ostracized underclass where 

“certain social pathologies among the poor are ascribed to their geographic confinement and 

social isolation from the mainstream” (Greene, 1991, p.1). 

Human and Social Capital Theory 
   

Human-Social capital theory suggests that an individual’s social network enables the 

creation of direct and indirect support structures which can improve labor market outcomes 

(Granovetter, 1973). Granovetter and Putnam point to “weak ties” as an important neighborhood 

factor which links people to a wider, more diverse network of resources (Granovetter, 1973; 

Putnam, 2015, p. 208). Putnam highlights that while more affluent neighborhoods have “wider 

and deeper social networks,” people living in communities that are economically disadvantaged 

have “sparser, more redundant social networks, concentrated around their own family” (Putnam, 

2015, p. 207-208). In communities of concentrated poverty, it is argued that individuals lack the 

necessary human capital that would enable these communities to improve their economic 

opportunities.  

This is especially important for child development as residing in concentrated poverty 

have extremely limited access to supportive mentors (Putnam, 2015, p. 213-216). Dietz (2002) 

also addresses this theory through his collective socialization model. This model posits that 

positive social behavior spreads with heterogeneous social interaction. That is, people who move 

from low-income, racially homogenous communities can expect to benefit from the social capital 
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in richer neighborhoods. One of the primary goals of income-mixing is to broaden residents’ 

social networks, in order to build social capital that may enable some to escape poverty. These 

“informal, interpersonal networks” can steer disenfranchised dwellers to stronger role models, 

and stable work contacts (Chaskin & Joseph 2015, p. 43).  

The heterogeneous social interaction idealized in federal public housing’s inception, fell 

by the wayside as housing conditions worsened. Baumen and Biles (2000) argue that by the late 

1960s public housing was no longer considered a means to improve one’s socioeconomic status. 

Rather, public housing became an entitlement and, to the American public, it “had 

metamorphosed into a dumping ground for society’s unfortunates” (p. 152). Public housing 

projects, especially high-rises, in American cities were characterized by “minorities dependent 

on welfare, suffering from high unemployment rates, teenage pregnancy, single parenthood and a 

climate of serious crime” (Atlas & Dreier, 1994 p. 1). They add that housing assistance increased 

during every Democratic and Republican administration between Roosevelt and Carter. The 

“Severely Distressed” public housing developments were characterized by high vacancy rates, 

ubiquitous vandalism, rampant molding and cockroach infestations. Poor construction of the 

developments, coupled with managerial neglect and almost non-existent maintenance added to 

housing ills such as heating and plumbing issues (Popkin et al 2002). 

 High vacancy rates often accelerated deterioration rates of housing conditions. For local 

housing authorities, vacant units worsen cash flows and stifles rental incomes. Additionally, 

vacant units are inviting to vandals and criminals. This has a profound effect on residents, as 

many live in constant fear. These developments, however, did not only become distressed 

because they were sited in areas of disadvantage. Popkin cites several reasons for their 

deterioration including, “lack of political clout, deliberate neglect, and prejudice” which 
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contributed to residents’ high levels of social and physical distress (Popkin et al 2004, p. 8). This 

only contributed to the poverty concentration of these sites. As the developments became more 

dilapidated the most vulnerable and economically disadvantaged families were the only ones 

willing to live there and alternatives for them were scarce (Popkin et. al 2004, p. 9). 

Hayes (1995) shows that housing policies have taken three forms. The first form was the 

aforementioned government owned and operated Public Housing. As a “discourse of disaster” 

emerged from decrepit public housing developments, programs shifted as policymakers 

highlighted the widespread failures and social ills that were associated with traditional public 

housing (Hayes, 1995; Goetz 2013, p.2-5). These efforts have taken two shapes. The first 

emphasizes dispersal strategies, where public housing residents move “across the urban 

landscape into neighborhoods meant to have lower poverty rates and higher levels of racial, 

ethnic, and (especially) economic diversity than those they came from” (Chaskin & Joseph 2015, 

p. 8).  In the 1970s, this spurred “scattered-site” housing, but in the recent decades, policy has 

shifted to subsidies in the private rental market through vouchers where recipients only pay 30 

percent of their income on monthly rent (Hayes 1995). The Housing Choice Voucher program, is 

commonly referred to as Section 8 in the literature. Instead of concentrating subsidized housing 

in smaller, scattered-site developments or large high rise complexes managed centrally by the 

housing authority, the shift to voucher based subsidies was meant to increase the poor’s access to 

the private real estate market and to reduce concentrated poverty in urban neighborhoods 

(Chaskin & Joseph 2015, p.6-8).  In addition, there have been several housing experiments that 

aimed to deconcentrate urban poverty. As mentioned in my review of the literature, programs 

such as Gautreaux, Yonkers, and Moving To Opportunity (MTO) sought to utilize Section 8 

vouchers to move former residents of public housing to neighborhoods of increased 
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socioeconomic opportunity. 

In the 1990s a third approach emerged, which shifted the emphasis of poverty 

deconcentration to place-based renewal and redevelopment. As neglected public housing projects 

rapidly deteriorated, the policy framework constructed mixed-income developments, which are 

partially designated to house low-income residents. The two major programs associated with this 

wave are the Low Income Housing Tax Credit (LIHTC) and Hope VI (Housing Opportunities for 

People Everywhere) programs. For the first time in public housing history, HOPE VI enabled 

residents of public housing to live alongside market-rate residents. Using over $16 billion in 

private and public funding, HOPE VI is the most comprehensive public housing initiative since 

its inception in 1937. When the program was initially established in 1993, the maximum grant 

awarded was $50 million. Oluku (2011) shows that as public housing authorities leveraged 

private funding for the developments, these maximums decreased over time. Every $1 of a 

HOPE VI grant leveraged more than $2 from other sources including private sector investments 

which drastically increased the scope of the program (p. 58). By 2001, the grants were capped at 

$35 million, and down to $20 million by 2002 (Oluku, 2011). These programs often contract 

private developers to construct units. These policies have all, at least in part, attempted to 

deconcentrate urban poverty or promoted both racial and socioeconomic integrated 

neighborhoods.  

In the next section of this analysis, I will address my second research question: How has 

housing policy been utilized to remedy the problem of concentrated poverty in American cities? I 

will explore different policy approaches to poverty concentration. Using a wide body of 

scholarly literature, this section seeks to evaluate program outcomes, and how their effects 

spurred other policy strategies leading up to HOPE VI’s implementation.  
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Literature Review Part II: Housing Policies and Their Impacts 

 
Policy approaches to poverty deconcentration are based on a substantial body of 

scholarship that links life outcomes to the characteristics of residential neighborhoods. Policy 

makers have turned to two distinct approaches to alleviate concentrated poverty. The first, as 

exemplified by programs such as Section 8 vouchers, Gautreaux, Yonkers, and Moving To 

Opportunity (MTO), seek to disperse people from public housing in high-poverty concentration 

areas to less impoverished neighborhoods. These efforts shifted the policy strategy from the 

development of new units to a deconcentration policy approach, like income-mixing in existing 

public housing, tenant-based subsidies and vouchers, and mixed-income housing developments 

(Goetz 2003). The other main approach seeks to transform these densely concentrated 

neighborhoods by demolishing existing high-density public housing developments, and 

constructing lower-density, mixed-income developments. Programs like Hope VI fall into this 

camp. A great deal of literature examines the benefits or costs at the individual level, and how 

these program impact neighborhood concentration of poverty. The first programs that measured 

the individual impacts of housing mobility, emerged from civil liberties legislation.   

Gautreaux 

 
In a landmark housing decision Gautreaux v. Chicago Housing Authority (1976), the 

Supreme Court found that the Chicago Housing Authority intentionally sited public housing in 

impoverished black communities in the city in violation of the Equal Protection Clause of the 

14th amendment. While housing mobility discourse generally targets its participants by class 

(income-based), Gautreaux is the only significant policy that places a specific emphasis on racial 

integration. The Gautreaux program, aimed to mobilize disadvantaged Chicago residents with 
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vouchers or Section 8 housing certificates, gave participants the opportunity to seek affordable 

housing, frequently in predominantly white suburbs, with the aid of placement counselors. Over 

half of the 7000 participating families moved to predominantly white suburbs outside of Chicago 

(Rosenbaum, Reynolds, & DeLuca, 2002). 

Positive Impacts 

Residents who relocated experienced increased economic and educational outcomes 

(Rosenbaum, 1993; Cashin, 2004).  Rosenbaum et al.  found statistically significant impacts on 

participants’ (and their children’s) educational attainment, and employment retention (14% more 

for adults). They also found that youth participants experienced significant increases in high 

school graduation with a five percent dropout rate compared to a 20 percent drop-out rate. Youth 

movers also experienced a 61% increase in college enrollment (Rosenbaum 1995). Popkin et al. 

also found that when moving into these new, racially integrated neighborhoods participants 

experienced improved educational attainment and performance, seven to ten years following the 

program. This is largely attributed to enrolling in better school districts, surrounded by more 

motivated peers (Popkin et al., 2000).  

Negative Impacts 

While some scholars applaud Gautreaux’s contribution to housing mobility literature at 

the individual level, the experiment had significant limitations. Tursi (2011) writes that, “the 

program was relatively small-scale, and the quasi-experimental nature of the research design, as 

typical, makes it difficult to confirm causality” (p. 55). Additionally, Gautreaux receiving 

neighborhoods were determined based on racial composition, as opposed to socio-economic 

factors, so the studies failed to include effects on deconcentrating area poverty. Additionally, 
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when evaluating employment outcomes, Popkin, et al. (2000) found that earned wages were on 

par with those who remained in city-neighborhoods. These findings cemented in the minds of 

policy makers that the spatial dimensions of opportunity positively impact life outcomes of the 

poor. It is important to note that Briggs et al. (2010) wrote, “there was no credible, independent 

evidence on either how counseling worked or on the benefits of desegregation to the 

participating families” (p. 48).  

Yonkers program 

 
Another mobility program that emerged from litigation was The Yonkers program. 

Yonkers was a scattered-site public housing initiative spurred by a 1985 court case which linked 

public school attendance to the racially segregated siting of public housing projects. The Yonkers 

program spurred the construction of roughly 200 public housing units and set aside 600 homes 

for low-income families across seven primarily-white communities. The YMHA (Yonkers 

Municipal Housing Authority) selected tenants from a pool of public housing residents or those 

waitlisted for public housing. To be eligible for the lottery, families had to meet certain income, 

payment record, family composition, and housekeeping requirements. Those selected moved to 

advantaged areas, into public townhouse units in eight white, middle-class neighborhoods. These 

neighborhoods had significantly lower youth unemployment and poverty rates (Briggs & Aidala, 

1999).  

Positive Impacts 

Early results of the Yonkers program highlight the effects of different youth cohorts, and 

experienced mixed results. Fauth et al. (2005) demonstrates positive effects for eight to eighteen 

year olds who moved from poverty to middle-income neighborhoods. This cohort reported fewer 

instances of disorder, victimization, and access to illicit substances compared to their youth 
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counterparts who remained in high-poverty neighborhoods. For the youth population between the 

ages of eight and nine, the movers demonstrated less family relationship problems, behavior 

problems, and delinquency. In a follow-up study, Fauth el al. (2008) found that all but 11 of the 

200 families studied moved in the first place. After seven years, 85% of movers stayed in their 

relocated housing. The movers were also significantly more likely than stayers to be employed, 

and less likely to be recipients of welfare.  

 

Negative Effects 

For teens, between 16-18 years old, Fauth et al. (2005) found an adverse impact on each 

of the aforementioned outcomes. The stayers in this cohort were better off than the movers. For 

the ten to fifteen-year-old population studied, the impacts were only marginal. Also, due to the 

small sample size, and the non-randomized nature of the “stayer” cohort, research on housing 

mobility tends to discredit the early findings from Yonkers (Tursi 2011). However, the research 

on the effects of Yonkers have contributed to subsequent mobility program research (particularly 

MTO literature) in that impacts must be evaluated (separately) over time. Briggs et al. conclude 

that movers under the Yonkers program did not demonstrate improved access to their new 

neighbors’ social capital due to limited interaction. They add that because most of the movers 

were geographically close to their original neighborhoods, movers favored their old social ties by 

remaining in the same congregations and schools. Briggs and Aidala also find that little evidence 

suggests that participating adults benefited economically from relocating (1999). 

 

 

The Moving to Opportunity Experiment (MTO) 
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Inspired by Gautreaux, MTO expanded the experiment by implementing on a larger scale 

(across five cities), and was the first genuinely randomized assignment (Clampet-Lundquist & 

Massey, 2008). Unlike Gautreaux’s goal of moving residents to racially and economically 

integrated communities, MTO’s experimental cohort was only required by the parameters of the 

study to remain in these new, low-poverty (less than 10% poor) neighborhoods for a year 

(Clampet-Lundquist & Massey, 2008). While MTO appears to be a powerful idea, Briggs et al. 

argued that the experiments lacked the implementation of community support services for 

participants in the program. This took an especially tough toll on adolescent men. Due to a 

shortage of affordable housing, not all participants were able to move to low poverty 

neighborhoods. This school of thought often critiques the program for dispersing poverty, rather 

than deconcentrating it.  

 

Positive Impacts 

In an early study of the impacts of the MTO intervention in Los Angeles, Pettit et. al 

(1999) found that the experimental group, did move to better socioeconomically positioned 

neighborhoods. They found that more than half of participants (67 percent) actually moved. The 

experimental group was both more likely to move to low-poverty neighborhoods (58 percent vs. 

1 percent) and more likely to remain in high-poverty neighborhoods (32% vs. 17%). They were 

able to find improved economic conditions for participants also with an increase in earnings, 

hours worked, and a decrease in unemployment rate.  In terms of safety, Pettit et. all (1999) 

found that the movers also reported higher perceived safety post-move, and experienced lower 

violent crime rates. They also corroborated positive health effects as MTO movers experienced 

less emergency hospital care (Pettit et. al 1999). In an interim evaluation of MTO, Orr et al. 
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(2003) found that just one year after random assignment, families in the two MTO treatment 

groups lived in Census tracts with average poverty rates (25-30 percent) 11-13 percentage points 

below those of the Control group. Briggs et. al also demonstrates positive outcomes on quality-

of-life: “MTO participants cited neighborhood safety as their top reason for entering the 

program, and it was clearly their biggest and most immediate gain” (p. 224). They discuss how 

women respondents reported much lower levels of what Gordon and Riger (1989) call “female 

fear”–fear of sexual coercion, harassment and rape. Orr et al. (2003) corroborated that females in 

the experimental group had significantly lower levels of psychological distress and were less 

likely to report using drugs or be arrested for property crime.  

According to Kling et al. (2008), when looking at the average levels of neighborhood 

poverty, the participants lived in marginally less impoverished areas than the controls (30 percent 

versus 39 percent). When looking at health outcomes, Kling et al. (2004) only found positive 

effects among female adolescent participants who reported a decrease in “risky” sexual and 

social behavior, and increased sense of physical security. Chetty et al. (2016) proves to be the 

most recent study evaluating the impacts of the MTO experiment. Although they found that 

moving had no effect on parents’ earning, they found substantial positive outcomes for the 

children who were raised (moved before age 13) in the new, less impoverished neighborhoods. 

These children fare much better as adults, with 30 percent higher earnings ($100,000 gain over 

life in present value), and were 27 percent more likely to attend college. The early-movers also 

were found to be 30 percent less likely to become single parents, and pay $400 more in taxes 

annually on average (Chetty, Hendren & Katz, 2016). In contrast, moving had little effect on the 

outcomes of children who were already teenagers. This study is significant to the earlier research 
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on MTO because it demonstrates that enabling low-income families to move using vouchers 

produces substantial long-term gains. 

 

Negative Impacts 

Briggs (2005) found few indications of meaningful interactions among people living in 

mixed- income neighborhoods. Because of a clear lack of social ties, program participants 

needed more social services, such as job matching, in order to get more out of their new 

neighborhoods. Kling et al. (2008) also found that less than half (47 percent) of the experimental 

group actually used their MTO voucher to move. They also remained in areas that were still 

overwhelmingly minority census tracts––83 percent for the experimental group versus 88 percent 

for the controls (Clampet-Lundquist & Massey, 2008, p. 110; Kling et. al 2008). 

 In chapter 9 of Briggs, Popkin and Goerning’s book Moving To Opportunity (‘Finding 

Work’) the authors evaluated how MTO relocation affected employability and job prospects for 

participating adults and young-adult children of the program, concluding that the experiment 

yielded no measurable effect on employment networks, or earnings (2010, p. 224).   In 

evaluating the participants, who were primarily Hispanic and Black females, Kling et. al came to 

the conclusion that MTO did not have a significant impact on participant earnings, employment, 

or future public assistance (2004). However, scholars warn that results of the experiment may be 

understated as program participants only had to stay for a year (Clampet-Lundquist & Massey, 

2008). A significant contingency of the moved residents had moved back to their original 

(starting) neighborhood within five years, for the sole reason that they felt like they lacked 

services and social support in their MTO neighborhoods (Kling et al. 2004). Thus, advocates of 

the experiment argue that MTO participants frequently did not remain in their low-poverty 
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neighborhoods for enough time to experience the benefits of their new community, or moved 

several times.      

While some scholarship found that MTO positively improved a variety of life-outcomes 

for experiment participants, many scholars argue that these mobility programs, in fact, do very 

little to deconcentrate poverty. Goetz (2003), the most prominent critics of housing dispersal 

programs, argues that decreased federal support for integration efforts under the Nixon 

administration gave rise to a series of litigation efforts, such as Gautreaux v. Chicago Housing 

Authority and the Hollman v. Cisneros case in Minneapolis. In his analysis of Minneapolis, 

Goetz finds that voluntary and involuntary efforts to deconcentrate urban poverty are 

significantly challenged due to resistance from receiving communities, displaced individuals and 

political opposition. For residents, moving from their home neighborhood with strong, 

established social ties, poses a significant psychological and social hardship. Also, Goetz writes 

that the use of Section 8 mobility vouchers is limited in low-poverty areas due to an 

overwhelming shortage of affordable housing. He adds that persistent discriminatory measures 

and landlord reluctance to accept Section 8 certificates pose further barriers to these dispersal 

programs (Goetz, 2013). He finds that the implementation of these mobility programs often ends 

up re-concentrating low-income residents to poor areas with more affordable housing as opposed 

to positive integration into less impoverished, mixed-income units and neighborhoods 

neighborhoods. Due to their severe limitations, Goetz (2003) warns that, “Mobility programs like 

MTO and Gautreaux face a paradox––they must remain small to remain politically viable, but 

smallness ensures that they will never adequately address the problem of concentrated poverty” 

(p. 243). Goetz concludes that these policies fail to address the causes of concentrated poverty, 
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and thus strategies must also focus on improving the spatial conditions of inner-city 

neighborhoods that are victim to concentrated poverty. 

 

HOPE VI and Its Effects 

 

In the 1990s, policymakers came to the consensus that the concentration of poor, 

minority residents in inner city public housing projects were the fundamental dilemma in U.S. 

cities and to solve the crisis, public housing must be demolished and the residents moved (Crump 

2002). Under the New Urbanist movement which sought to “promote more vibrant, well-

integrated social environments through physical planning,” HUD launched HOPE VI under the 

George H.W. Bush administration in 1992 (Chaskin & Joseph 2015, p. 9). Embraced by the 

Clinton administration in 1993, HUD’s federal block grants dismantled distressed public housing 

projects, primarily through demolitions (Goetz 2013). Local public housing authorities 

nationwide apply for HUD grants and use the funding to leverage other financial resources from 

the public and private sector. HUD identified four key goals to transform the state of American 

public housing. First, to change the physical shape of public housing, (2) empower residents by 

establishing resident self-sufficiency through positive incentives, (3) to promote communities 

with mixed-income residents to ameliorate the concentrations of poverty, and (4) to establish 

neighborhood resources and support services through local partnerships (HUD, 2007). In short, 

HOPE VI sought to transform neighborhoods of extreme poverty into functioning, sustainable 

mixed-income neighborhoods by linking housing improvements with appropriate services, 

schools, public assets, transportation, and access to jobs (The White House 2009, p. 267).  
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However, Goetz, and a number of other progressive reformers, criticize the “discourse of 

disaster” surrounding public housing and how that gave rise to the dismantling of public housing 

stock. Goetz (2011) writes that: 

This narrative of the public housing experience, highlighting its spectacular decline and 
the horrific living conditions that generally prevailed accurately captures the history of 
the program in some of the nation’s largest cities. Large-scale failures in cities such as 
Chicago, Atlanta, New Orleans, Baltimore, and Philadelphia have produced a sense that 
the decline in public housing and the problems of crime and extreme poverty are system 
wide. (Goetz 2011, p. 270).          

In addition, Goetz and other critics of HOPE emphasize another key cost of the program. 

The Mixed-income nature of HOPE VI often means a net loss of public housing units, as the 

developments are not replaced with 100 percent public housing. When he testified before the 

House of Representatives in 2009 prior the program’s conclusion, Goetz maintained that since its 

establishment, the HOPE VI program had resulted in the demolition of more than 159,000 units, 

almost double the 86,000 units designated as severely distressed by the NCSDPH in 1992. He 

argued that these demolitions were justified in the early years of the program, but a recent focus 

on rehabilitation of housing rather than demolition would eliminate the displacement of 

residents, and “where demolition is absolutely necessary, it could mean the construction of 

replacement housing prior to demolition rather than years afterward” (p. 16). 

 HOPE VI represents the departure from project-based policy to tenant-based assistance, 

as HOPE VI has depleted the nation’s public housing stock by over 20% (Vale & Kelly 2016). 

Certain cities, such as Atlanta, have already demolished all of their public housing stock 

(Oakley, 2009, 2011; Goetz, 2013, p. 4). As Goetz (2003) shrewdly observed, “Over time, focus 

has shied away from the causes of concentrated poverty toward the behavior of the poor in 

response to concentrated poverty” (p. 160). He adds, “When accepted as a political strategy, 
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deconcentration justifies the redirection of community development efforts away from the 

declining housing stock of poor neighborhoods and/or away from poor residents” (p.252).  This 

school of thought argues that the loud failures of public housing overcrowd the quiet, but 

significant successes of affordable, public housing.  

In response to the “discourse of disaster” surrounding public housing debate, Goetz and 

others argue that in reality, public housing worked in most places. HOPE VI was supposed to 

target what HUD called “severely distressed public housing.” The 1992 HUD report stated that 

only 6 percent of the nation’s public housing were severely distressed. They wrote that, “94 

percent of the units are not in such a state; thus, the public housing program provides an 

important rental housing resource for many low-income families and others” (Goetz 2013, p. 2). 

Despite their goal of demolishing severely distressed public housing, several of the demolished 

developments scored at least 90 and even 98 or higher on HUD’s own 100-point public-housing 

assessment system (Semuels, 2015). For one, people who need it, value it.  

Despite deteriorating conditions, and crime, people build communities and networks that 

they greatly value (Goetz, 2013). Goetz adds that in practice, HOPE VI “was never really about 

improving the lives of residents. It was really about reactivating real-estate markets in central 

cities that were beginning to be rediscovered” (Semuels, 2015). Crump agrees with this notion 

that conceptions of spatial influences on poverty are misguided. He adds that destroying public 

housing was marketed as a physical fix of poverty, but merely clears valuable land to advance 

the neoliberal political agenda. These razed projects become sites of profitable construction for 

mixed-income housing developments, aimed to repopulate city centers with wealthier dwellers 

and perpetuate residential segregation for lower-income residents (Goetz, 2013, p. 9; Crump, 

2002). 
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Poverty Deconcentration and Neighborhood Outcomes 

 Studies have consistently demonstrated that public housing residents who relocated with 

vouchers end up in neighborhoods with marginally lower poverty rates, but are largely still living 

in racially segregated, concentrated poverty. Through his case study of public housing 

demolition and resident relocation in Minneapolis–St. Paul, Crump (2002) found that 55 percent 

of the moved residents continued to live within three miles of their old neighborhoods, which 

were still overwhelmingly impoverished areas. Additionally, Goetz and Chapple (2010) 

demonstrate that concentrated poverty is largely unaffected by these moves, as the poverty rate 

was between 30 and 35 percent among public housing residents who relocated with a voucher. In 

their analysis of Chicago’s Plan for Transformation, Chaskin and Joseph (2015) add that only a 

tenth of residents had settled into one of CHA’s mixed-income communities: “the majority of 

voucher holders have relocated to traditionally African American neighborhoods on the south 

and west sides of the city…leaving them in more racially segregated neighborhoods than those in 

traditional public housing developments” (p. 2, 4). 

 Goetz and Chapple (2010) also contend that the assumptions surrounding dispersal 

strategies are fundamentally flawed. They argue that dispersal policies both disrupt residents’ 

social networks, and the patterns of their daily lives. While these policies do provide increased 

levels of safety, there is no significant impact on earnings due to mentioned factors such as 

distance from employment hubs, and inadequate access to public transit. Vale and Kelly (2016) 

corroborate that wages lag significantly behind housing affordability. This camp posits that 

dispersal is a severely limited solution due to discrimination of the housing market, a tight 

housing market that is not conducive to many choices for voucher holders, and the 

aforementioned disruption on family and social ties (Goetz & Chapple 2010). Utt (2009) adds to 
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the literature with his critique of HOPE VI. While his study recognized that the HOPE VI mixed-

income approach inherently ameliorates concentrated poverty, he argues that the benefits of this 

strategy are only experienced in the short term.  

Utt contends that the program failed to yield “self-betterment that would encourage 

program beneficiaries to become financially self-sufficient” (p. 257). He also uniquely 

recognized an overlooked issue: “whether the presence of troubled, low- income households in 

mixed-income projects is likely to have a deleterious effect on families of other income classes, 

most notably on those just above them [the working poor]” (p. 256). This questions whether 

social influences move in both directions. Utt maintains that any reduction in crime in HOPE VI 

developments or the surrounding neighborhoods can be attributed to the dispersal and demolition 

elements of the program. In conclusion, Utt argues that the positive outcomes that are often 

attributed to HOPE VI would be experienced through HUD’s already existing Section 8 voucher 

program, at a significantly lower cost.   

 Scholarship in this school largely attributes this failure to a shortage of affordable 

housing under the new policy paradigm. For example, “81 HOPE VI sites approved in 1998 

involved the demolition of 37,449 units, with a total loss of 9,923 public housing units” (Curley, 

2006, p. 102-103). Oakley (2009) also illustrates that most of the former public housing residents 

“will not have the opportunity to return to the new developments because only about 20 percent 

of the new units are set aside at the low-income levels of former residents” (p. 825). Vale and 

Kelly (2016) add that only 23% who are income-eligible for a housing subsidy actually receive 

one. In her analysis of a panel survey of residents from five substandard HOPE VI public 

housing developments, Comey (2007) finds a low return rate to revitalized housing sites. Apart 

from decreases in affordable housing availability, and a waning confidence among residents that 
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the quality improvements were actually made of the redeveloped sites, she mainly attributes the 

the low return rates back to more stringent renter requirements. Goetz (2013) adds that once 

residents moved out, the commissions altered screening criteria which significantly restrained 

residents to return post-redevelopment (See also Comey, 2007). 

Zielenbach’s (2003) research evaluates the impact HOPE VI has had on neighborhood 

transformations across eight program developments. By interviewing participants and analyzing 

housing and economic data, Zielenbach found that the rate of violent crimes declined in the 

HOPE VI neighborhoods, while per capita incomes increased. Between 1997 and 2003, violent 

crime decreased by 22 percent in HOPE VI neighborhoods, while citywide rates fell by 13 

percent on average, over the same time period (p. 52) He adds, however, that the HOPE VI 

developments were only a small snapshot of the entire picture that helped transform these 

neighborhoods. He cites other important factors in determining a HOPE VI neighborhood’s 

effectiveness, relying on the community’s location, presence of a critical mass of middle-income 

residents, the tightness of the housing market, and the effectiveness of a neighborhood marketing 

strategy (p. 44). In his conclusion, Zielenbach writes that, “HOPE VI neighborhoods have shown 

considerable improvement but still fall far below their respective city economic averages” (p. 

622). 

Turbov and Piper (2005) found similar results in their evaluation of the Murphy Park 

neighborhood transformation in St. Louis. In the revitalized multifamily public housing 

development, residents experienced higher quality of life (measured by perceptions of safety and 

overall happiness) and decreased rates of unemployment. More importantly, Turbov and Piper’s 

research demonstrated significant growth of private business investment following the new 

HOPE VI development. They wrote that following the renovation, “a new commercial strip was 
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constructed with a small grocery store, laundry facility, and dry cleaner” (p. 19). Gilderbloom et 

al. (2005) also evaluated resident satisfaction and found that an overwhelming majority of 

returning residents at Park DuValle in Louisville preferred the new neighborhood and HOPE VI 

housing. In an area notorious for high rates of concentrated poverty and crime rights, the 

transformed neighborhood experienced poverty reductions evidenced by growth in “median 

yearly household income of about $30,000” (p. 21). Residents also reported significant 

improvements in security around the new development. 

Individual Outcomes 

Due to the recent development of many of these mixed-income developments there is a 

small body of literature that has found positive individual outcomes of the policy. Popkin et. al 

(2009) did report improved subjective perceptions of safety among experimentals. When looking 

at economic outcomes, however, Popkin et. al found virtually no improvement (Popkin et al 

2009). Chaskin and Joseph (2015) interviewed 500 residents of newly-built, mixed-income 

developments, and Chicago Housing Authority administrators. What they found is that of the 

few former residents of public housing high rises who relocated to the mixed-income 

developments, there are some clear benefits. In their eyes, public housing discourse emphasizes 

that people should become integrated “into economically diverse, well-functioning 

neighborhoods” (p. 42). For one, they find that the housing is much better maintained. Also, 

these developments experience less violent crime.  In Chicago, Hartley (2008) studied the effects 

of HOPE VI intervention on crime rates. Across the eight neighborhoods he studied, he found 

drastic declines in murder rates, armed crimes, robberies, assaults, and sexual assaults. In his 

estimation of the effects of HOPE VI on nationwide murder rates (looking at 121 cities), Harley 
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also found that public housing demolitions are associated with reductions in city-wide murder 

rates” (p. 2). 

Susan Clampet-Lundquist (2010) conducted in-depth interviews of movers in 

Philadelphia, and found that respondents widely perceived less violence and crime in their new 

neighborhoods. However, she additionally notes that many respondents felt even more 

vulnerable to crime and violence, as they were still widely living in poor communities and they 

lacked protection of their familiar neighborhoods where, “everyone had your back.” Libson 

(2007) also documents that residents returning to redeveloped public housing sites in an 

unnamed New Orleans HOPE VI development reported feeling safer than they had felt in the 

original development. 

 When looking at these social ties, Chaskin and Joseph (2015) find that proximity to new, 

more opportune social networks does not necessarily enable residents to access this social capital 

as feelings of isolation and fragmented community are common among interviewees.  

They argued that residents of public housing in these mixed-income developments felt 

frequently disconnected from and looked down upon by their new neighbors: “the mixed-income 

public housing redevelopments we examine...are tending to similarly ‘de-democratize’ the poor 

as citizens and conduct them ‘into positions of civic inferiority and isolation,’ but in this case 

through explicitly integrative efforts that shape such exclusion within the context of spatial 

incorporation” (42). They find that the social architecture surrounding policy objectives like 

Hope VI creates a kind of “incorporated exclusion,” a term that they coin in which spatial 

integration reproduces social marginalization. They add that incorporated exclusion causes more 

alienation and withdrawal than engagement for the surveyed relocated public housing residents.  
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Depending on the site, households that are relatively higher-income are usually 

categorized as anywhere from 51 percent to roughly 200 percent of AMI. Usually, HOPE VI 

sites have two, three, or more income brackets that they seek to mix. Units set aside for the 

lowest-income families can also range from a “small percent of all units to more than half” 

(Levy, McDade & Dumlao, 2010 p. 4). Scholars have noted that varying levels of income mixing 

can affect residents’ ability to bridge differences with their neighbors. Lawrence Vale (2006) 

raises the most interesting questions regarding the extent to which certain levels of income 

mixing are required to achieve HOPE VI’s desired results. He argues that residents are unlikely 

to be able to bridge social gaps if differences in resident incomes are too great. These gaps are 

especially pronounced, he argues, in areas where racial tensions and language diversity are 

present (See also, Levy, McDade & Dumlao, 2010). To that end, Joseph, Chaskin and Webber’s 

work (2007) also stresses the importance of income strata in HOPE VI developments. They add 

to Vale’s argument that an even mix of high-income, moderate-income, and low-income is 

valuable so that residents are more prone to socially mixing with relative socio-economic 

neighbors. 

On the other hand, Galster (2007) rejects this notion of optimal income-mixing. Instead, 

he widens the debate by considering mechanisms of social influence. Galster looks at two major 

mechanisms in neighborhoods; internal social interactions and external forces. He divides social 

interactions into seven separate mechanisms by which communities can impact resident and 

argues that the mix of incomes that best serves a community is dependent on the neighborhood’s 

goal (equity versus efficiency, for example) and the mechanism at play (Galster, 2007). Brophy, 

Garcia and Pooley (2008) add to the discussion by focusing on the importance of market strength 

in determining the appropriate levels of income mixing. They argue that these decisions by 
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public housing authorities must consider the market conditions. They find that the stronger 

markets are able to support a wider range of incomes than weaker markets. Briggs also finds that 

specific elements of physical design may foster stronger interactions among mixed-income 

neighbors. In his discussion of physical determinism, Briggs highlights several design principles 

that may produce stronger interactions such as common areas, benches, and narrower hallways in 

developments, to name a few (Briggs, 1997, 2005; Levy, McDade & Dumlao, 2010, p. 5). 

Another proposed benefit of mixed-income communities is that residents can gain utilize 

better quality and more community resources and services (Levy, McDade & Dumlao, 2010, p. 

8-9). The argument follows the logic that an influx of higher-income residents into a 

neighborhood attracts higher quality community amenities and thus lower-income families living 

among them can access and benefit from these services, such as better schools and responsive 

public agencies (Briggs, 1997; Levy, McDade & Dumlao, 2010). 

In summary, this literature review demonstrates the widely debated merits and flaws of 

different housing policies, given the rise of literature on the adverse effects of concentrated 

poverty and the neighborhood effect. Jargowsky leaves us with the bleak finding that 

concentrated poverty has only gotten worse: “Overall, the number of high-poverty tracts has 

increased by 50 percent since 2000” (Jargowsky 2013).  These policies operate under the 

assumption that dispersal from areas of disadvantage can ameliorate concentrated poverty and 

positively impact life-outcomes. However, a number of scholars warn against turning our backs 

on project-based reforms and redevelopments. Each policy examined in this literature 

experienced some benefits, and plenty of shortcomings. These strategies help shed light as to 

why areas of concentrated black poverty are commonplace in American inner-cities, and why 

minorities in the inner-city are disproportionately impacted by a web of poverty. My research 
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hopes to highlight whether HOPE VI has been effective at deconcentrating poverty and 

improving life-outcomes. This will hopefully expand my capacity to articulate future, 

comprehensive policy strategies that could effectively address the mounting challenges that 

American cities face in the realm of housing.  

Research Design 

 
Given my research on concentrated poverty and the merits and shortcomings of various 

federal housing policies, this thesis seeks to determine whether HOPE VI has been effective at 

deconcentrating area poverty and improving resident life outcomes in Philadelphia.  I 

hypothesize that HOPE VI, which physically revitalized severely distressed former public 

housing sites, has and will continue to improve life outcomes at the individual level and 

positively transform the quality of the neighborhoods around Philadelphia. Subsidized public 

housing has been historically sited in lower-income neighborhoods with higher concentrations of 

minorities (Goetz 2003). Because HOPE VI aims to deconcentrate poverty by demolishing high-

density public housing in place of lower-density, mixed-income communities, I expect the 

transformed physical landscape to spur investment into historically neglected parts of the city, 

and increase access to more meaningful human capital and local resources.  

However, given that HOPE VI ultimately leads to fewer available housing units for low-

income residents, I also hypothesize that the benefits will only be experienced by those who 

qualify or are able to resettle in the new, low-density developments. As for the other population 

who are given Section 8 vouchers to move elsewhere, I expect this population to relocate to 

neighborhoods with marginally lower poverty rates, but still in largely racially segregated areas 

of concentrated poverty (Goetz 2013; Chaskin & Joseph 2015; Oakley 2009 & 2011). Due to 
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discrimination in the housing market, a tight housing market that is not conducive to many 

choices for voucher holders, and disruption to previous social ties, I expect to find that voucher 

holders will not experience the same positive life outcomes that residents in the newly 

redeveloped HOPE VI sites experience (Goetz & Chapple 2010). 

  

 II. Hypothesis Formulation 
 

My analysis of the efficacy of HOPE VI will require me to look at three populations. 

Population 1 is the census tracts that contain some or all of the HOPE VI redevelopments in my 

case analysis. Population 2 is the group of neighboring census tracts, of similar economic 

standing, that did not receive HUD funds for redevelopment. Lastly, a third population using 

Countywide data for the city of Philadelphia will be used for comparison. 

 

Hypothesis 1: The HOPE VI revitalization of Philadelphia’s most distressed public housing has 

lead to better life outcomes, at the individual level. Because the city of Philadelphia spent 

millions of dollars to revitalize these former sites of destitution, and allocated community and 

supportive services to residents, the new HOPE VI developments should enable residents to 

experience a myriad of benefits at the individual level, such as improved household income, 

reduced joblessness, and increased educational attainment among residents. 

 

Hypothesis 2: The HOPE VI revitalization of Philadelphia’s most distressed public housing has 

fostered positive neighborhood development. I hypothesize that these redevelopments will help 

transform neighborhoods into less vacant, less impoverished communities. By attracting mixed-

income families to HOPE VI sites and reducing the high density of low-income residents, the 
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program helps reduce poverty concentration. Increased racial and economic diversity in a 

neighborhood should bolster social networks, access to vital resources and public goods, and 

improve neighborhood characteristics. Additionally, the physical redevelopment of the sites 

should also improve each neighborhood’s competitiveness in the real estate market, spur more 

private investment in these communities, and attract new businesses. This not only benefits the 

economic performance of the community, but should improve job prospects for residents of the 

new public housing, and bolster access to vital neighborhood resources such as transit, grocery 

stores, community centers, and quality schools.  

 

III. Definition of Concepts 

Concentrated poverty is defined as “the confinement of the poor to a subset of 

neighborhood locations rather than their dispersion across all parts of an urban area” (Greene, 

1991, p. 1). Most scholars view concentrated poverty as communities, or census tracts, where 

more than 40% of the population lives below the poverty level (Jargowsky 1997; Goetz 2003; 

Briggs, 2010; Chaskin & Joseph 2015). As the HOPE VI program sets aside housing units for 

different income tiers, Income-mix is another term that will be frequently used in this study. One 

of HOPE VI’s primary goals is the creation of mixed-income developments and income diverse 

communities. Some scholars view this neighborhood characteristic as beneficial to individuals 

and the larger neighborhood by improving social networks, social control, behavioral effects, and 

political economy of place (Chaskin & Joseph 2015; Galster 2008; Popkin, Levy, Buron, and 

Cunningham 2000).  
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By mixing higher-income residents to public housing, the program should inherently 

deconcentrate neighborhood poverty. Residents who do not return to the new redevelopment, 

utilize Section 8 mobility vouchers to move to other public or rental-market housing in less 

impoverished areas. There is no one definition of mixed-income developments. HOPE VI sites 

vary in their levels of income mixing. Unfortunately, this project is significantly constrained by 

PHA’s failure to collect data on socioeconomic composition across their redevelopments. 

Varady, Raffel, Sweeney, and Denson (2005) even note that HUD themselves have yet to 

internally define mixed-income. However, scholars have widely used Brophy and Smith’s (1997) 

definition of mixed-income developments as “deliberate effort to construct and/or own a 

multifamily development that has the mixing of income groups as a fundamental part of its 

financial and operational plans” (p. 5). 

Looking at redevelopment, the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development 

(HUD) provided federal grants to various local housing authorities to redevelop severely 

distressed public housing sites. Redevelopment refers to the HUD HOPE VI grants that account 

for both the demolitions of sites and the development of lower density, mixed-income housing 

developments. However, these redevelopments almost never take place in isolation, as 

Zielenbach (2010) explains: “Most occur in conjunction with other efforts to improve the 

communities” (p. 99). I will frequently use redevelopment and revitalization interchangeably 

throughout this thesis. It is important to note that HOPE VI redevelopment may also foster other 

neighborhood redevelopment. Lastly, neighborhood and community are frequently used 

interchangeably as both spatial and social constructs in literature. Both communities and 

neighborhoods are places that aim to spatially link proximate residents to develop 



40 

interconnectedness across socioeconomic, ethnic, or racial lines, and to utilize a range of 

localized resources (Levy, McDade & Dumlao, 2010, p. 6; Briggs, 1997, 2005). 

 

IV.  Case Selection 

 I will be looking to HOPE VI redevelopments only in Philadelphia. Philadelphia has the 

United States’ fourth largest housing authority and the third highest individual poverty rate in 

among the largest 20 U.S. cities (Clampet-Lundquist 2004). Between 1993 and 2010, 

Philadelphia won five HOPE VI implementation grants totaling more than $150 million 

(Clampet-Lundquist 2004). I will conduct a comparative analysis of a several redeveloped sites 

in Philadelphia that vary by crime rates, mixed-income levels, and local property values. The 

HOPE VI sites I will study are the Richard Allen Homes, Schuylkill Falls (now Falls Ridge), 

Mill Creek Apartments (now Lucien E. Blackwell Homes) and Martin Luther King Plaza, as 

these cases demonstrate a full range of variation across my variables.  I decided to exclude the 

fifth HOPE VI site in Philadelphia, Ludlow, due to its proximity to Richard Allen Homes in 

North Philadelphia.    

 

V. Measurement of Variables 

  HOPE VI is the central focus of my analysis as it aims to both deconcentrate poverty and 

improve the quality of life for residents.  This evaluation will require me to look at both resident 

outcomes and neighborhood level impacts. At the neighborhood level, the variables include 

vacancy rates, median home values and contract rental rates, population living below the poverty 

line, and racial demographics. At the individual level, my analysis will illustrate changes in 

median household incomes, unemployment rates, and access to local amenities and supportive 
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services. Health and education metrics would have greatly advanced this thesis, but data was 

limited as these categories are only collected at the county level. For each of the aforementioned 

variables, data was selected at the census tract level which include HOPE VI housing 

redevelopment. 

 A separate group of nearby tracts, without HOPE VI redevelopment, were selected for 

comparison, as the control group. Lastly, I will compare these two tract cohorts against citywide 

data from Philadelphia County, to serve as a benchmark for outcomes and trends. Variation 

among these variables should causally explain my dependent variable: the efficacy of the HOPE 

VI program.  I will also qualitatively analyze the site’s proximity to neighborhood resources such 

as parks, community centers, transit routes, and schools. This research framework provides a 

reliable and valid model that is applicable to future scholarship. These variables produce a 

holistic picture of the program outcomes at both the individual and neighborhood levels in 

Philadelphia. However, this model may not be entirely reliable in a multi-city analysis. It is 

important to note that each and every HOPE VI site is unique, under different private and public 

management structures. Thus, the outcomes of certain cases should not be extrapolated as I do 

not expect this research design to yield the same results in every HOPE VI city. 

  
VI. Data Collection and Analysis 

In evaluating the impacts of the HOPE VI program on neighborhood and individual level 

effects, data was collected from Social Explorer, and the National Historical Geographic 

Information System operated by the University of Minnesota’s Population Center. Data was 

extracted from 1980, 1990, 2000, 2010, 2013, and 2016 across various topics. Additionally, 

Laura Hildebrandt’s (2015) real estate market analysis of HOPE VI sites will aid my analysis in 



42 

her description of outside neighborhood redevelopment initiatives in various Philadelphia 

neighborhoods. 

I will draw significantly from original Philadelphia Housing Authority HOPE VI 

applications, submitted to HUD.  Philadelphia Housing Authority produced a series of reports for 

HUD called, HOPE VI Quarterly Reporting Quality Assurance Production Detail Report(s) that 

demonstrate the aforementioned evaluation factors. These documents were acquired at the 

PHA’s Grays Ferry office and reports on unit production, service administration, resident success 

stories, and any noteworthy news at each PHA redevelopment. These documents will also enable 

me to delve into the design plans, timelines, budgets, as well as some narrative reports at each of 

my cases. This data is important in assessing successful implementation. Separate PHA reports 

also highlight the administration of community and supportive services (CSS), which will be 

useful in evaluating local amenities for residents. Additionally, the PHA has “New Look” 

brochures, and fact sheets on each of their HOPE VI developments that highlight design 

specifications, images of the developments, and community amenities.  

 For more qualitative elements of my study, I draw from personal communication and 

interviews that I conducted throughout the semester. I was fortunate enough to speak, in detail, 

with Kyle Flood, Senior Advisor to the President & CEO, at the Philadelphia Housing Authority. 

He also provided me access to the PHA’s South Ferry office where I could view and report on 

various aforementioned PHA documents. I also interviewed a Philadelphia-based urban 

development scholar, Susan Clampet-Lundquist. Clampet-Lundquist is an Associate Professor of 

Sociology at Saint Joseph’s University and has spent her career studying urban neighborhoods 

and social policy. Lastly, I met with the City of Philadelphia’s Director of Housing on the 
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University of Pennsylvania campus where he teaches at the Fels Institute of Government. 

Kromer served as director from 1992 to 2001, at the beginning of HOPE VI implementation.  

 

Case Analysis: HOPE VI in Philadelphia 

In my analysis of HOPE VI’s effectiveness, this case study will delve into various 

indicators of neighborhood and individual level success. In the first part of my case study, I will 

introduce each of my cases and their history leading up to the HOPE VIs revitalization 

initiatives. Then, I will analyze any additional or outside development that coincided with HOPE 

VIs redevelopment to demonstrate how these neighborhoods have transformed since the 

program’s implementation. Next, this case study will address community and supportive services 

made available to residents of the new redevelopment. As the PHA seeks to promote resident 

self-sufficiency, the presence and use of these services are critical for assessing resident 

outcomes. Lastly, the largest portion of this case evaluation will look to a variety of indicators at 

the neighborhood and resident levels. Each indicator will be followed by data from each of the 

HOPE VI developments from 1980 to 2016. This will provide my analysis a clear before and 

after picture of each Philadelphia HOPE VI case.  

Hildebrandt (2015) explains that public housing authorities came under attack in 1998 

after Congressional hearings revealed “widespread mismanagement, extreme budgetary 

constraints, and corruption” (p. 10). She adds that Philadelphia Housing Authority (PHA) among 

others, “used HOPE VI as an opportunity to expand the reach of their programs and change the 

paradigm of public housing” (p. 10). Currently, the Philadelphia Housing Authority (PHA) is the 

country’s fourth largest housing authority. The PHA serves over 80,000 low-income households, 

many of whom are disabled or elderly in the city of Philadelphia (Hildebrandt 2015). HUD 
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awarded Philadelphia five HOPE VI revitalization grants and nine demolition grants between 

1993 and 2004. The grants totaled $153,515,833 and $22,998,890 respectively (HUD “HOPE VI 

Revitalization Grants,” 2011; “HOPE VI Demolition Grants,” 2004). In the program’s 

implementation, PHA deviated from HUD goals and did not prioritize income-mixing in their 

redevelopments.  Kyle Flood explained, “I wouldn't say HOPE VI has been particularly 

successful as far as that went [income mixing]. At least in Philadelphia, for the most part, we 

only included sought to actively mix-incomes of residents in the market rate component at Falls 

Ridge and MLK. But those 

were separate phases 

typically done by separate 

developers. So there was 

not, at that time, really an 

emphasis on mixing within 

the same building or same 

structure” (K. Flood, 

personal interview, March 

14, 2018). The four HOPE 

VI sites in my case study are 

scattered about the city, as displayed in the graphic on the following page: Richard Allen Homes 

(6), Lucien E. Blackwell Homes (26), Falls Ridge (18), and Martin Luther King Plaza (22).  

Through HOPE VI’s implementation, the PHA lost more than 7,000 public housing units 

since the late 1990s (K. Flood, personal interview, March 14, 2018).  Clampet-Lundquist says 

that in Philadelphia “these developments were really struggling because of governmental neglect 
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and when they were imploded...there was a real shrinking in terms of hard units for affordable 

housing, despite the fact that the surrounding neighborhoods may look more aesthetically 

pleasing” (S. Clampet-Lundquist, personal interview, March 28, 2018). John Kromer adds a 

rejoinder to that criticism: “Many of those existing units have been vacant for years, and they 

were never going to be fixed up so the reality is, it was already shrunk” (J. Kromer, personal 

interview, March 17, 2018). Prior to delving into the individual and neighborhood level effects 

of HOPE VI in Philadelphia, it is critical to understanding the history of my case studies, in 

addition to supportive services offered to residents, and additional neighborhood development.  

         (New Look, 2017) 
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Richard Allen Homes 

The Richard Allen Homes are located in the Poplar neighborhood of North Philadelphia 

within census tracts (CT) 131 and 132. To the north and south, census tract 131 is bound by 

Poplar Street and Green Street. To the east and west, it extends from 6th and 10th streets. Census 

tract 132 lies adjacently bounded by 10th and Broad Streets to the east and west (Hildebrandt 

2015, p. 29). These tracts will be compared with CT2 and CT140. CT2 is located in the 

Chinatown neighborhood, and CT140 is located northwest of the Richard Allen Homes, between 

W Jefferson and Poplar Streets (N-S), and Broad and 19th Streets (E-W).  Eichel (2005) writes 

that the neighborhood “just north of Center City, just south of Temple University - always had 

development potential based on its location. The problem was the public housing” (p. 6).                    

 

 

(Google Maps, 2018) 
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History of Richard Allen  

One of the earliest housing projects in Philadelphia, the Richard Allen Homes (RAH) 

were constructed in 1941 for working-class and low-income families. Located in North 

Philadelphia’s Poplar Neighborhood, the Richard Allen Homes were sited between 9th and 12th 

Streets (east to west), and Poplar Street and Fairmount Avenue (north to south). The site totaled 

1,324 units between 53 three- and four story low-rise apartment buildings. The barrack-style 

apartments covered 26.7 acres of land (Hildebrandt, 2015 p. 11; The Transformation of Richard 

Allen). By the end of 1943, only a quarter of the residents were employed. Of these people, over 

half worked to aid the war efforts, in some capacity. At the time, crime at RAH decreased far and 

were viewed as an icon of how low-rise public housing better served their residents than high-

density towers. In the following decade, Richard Allen Homes became infested with vandalism 

and litter, and were extremely noisy due to the abundant resident population. Crime notably 

increased in this facility, demanding increased security presence by PHA Police. A lack of 

investment into facility maintenance caused Richard Allen’s deteriorating conditions and 

mounting crime by the 1980s (History & Design of Richard Allen Homes). Eichel (2005) writes, 

“At one point in the 1980s, only one in every 14 households in Richard Allen had even one 

person working. It was a depressing and frightening place” (p. 7).  

 Over 500 rental units were vacant by the early 1990s, which depressed the surrounding 

Poplar community; Lots were boarded up everywhere. The neighborhood was plagued with 

vandalism, theft, and gang related violence. Richard Allen was Philadelphia’s first application 

for HOPE VI funding and among the earliest grant recipients nationwide in 1993. The PHA 

secured $50 million to revitalize RAH and awarded $3.4 million in 1998 for additional 

demolitions around the site (Hildebrandt, 2015 p. 10-12). PHA budgeting records indicate that 
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Philadelphia contributed $30 million of its own public housing fund, and $17 million in private 

sector funding. For the Richard Allen Homes, the total available funding for the development 

was over $98 million, and it allocated $90 million as of the 2008 publishing of the HOPE VI 

Quarterly Reporting Quality Assurance Production Detail Report. The decomposing 1,324 units 

were replaced with 408 units over three development phases. The new units showcased 

rehabilitated townhomes, semi-detached suburban style houses and a mid-rise senior building 

(Hildebrandt, 2015 p. 12; Richard Allen Homes).  

In October of 1996, the developers broke ground on the Gladys B. Jacobs Senior 

building. This was off site the Richard Allen projects, but given its inclusion in HOPE VI grant 

funding, it will still be considered in my analysis. The constructed 80 new units were completed 

by April of 1998 and used $6.3 million of the grant strictly for elderly residents. The second 

phase of development began in May of 1996 and restructured 314 units into 150 rental-based 

townhouses. These units cost $29.7 million and were completed by December of 2006. The last 

stage of RAH redevelopment erected 178 multi-family units to replace 1,009 former units. The 

stark reduction in units, from 1,696 to 532, represents a development strategy that sought to turn 

its duplexes, twins, townhouses and single homes to look like suburban homes with front lawns 

and porches. 

To accommodate single mothers, the developers built mixed one-, two and three bedroom 

units. Per complaints from former residents, the PHA made these units handicap accessible, and 

four units were specifically equipped for residents with vision or hearing impairments 

(Hildebrandt, 2015 p. 13). These were also mixed public housing and LIHTC units, and were set 

aside for tenants fell between 40 and 50 percent of Area Median Income (AMI). According to 

the U.S. Census Bureau: “HUD uses the median income for families in metropolitan and non-
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metropolitan areas to calculate income limits for eligibility in a variety of housing programs” 

(Area Median Income). 85 of these will become available for homeownership when the LIHTC 

compliance period expires in 2018, after a 15 year waiting period which prioritizes current 

residents (HOPE VI Quarterly Reporting, 2008). Additionally, $920,000 of the grant was 

allocated to building a brand new community center. This local resource offers office space, 

tenant council and meeting rooms, in addition to computer labs and a daycare center. This came 

out of a separate support services grant that also sponsored the construction of a new park and a 

PHA police office building.   

The final site development included 408 revitalized and new units on the former Richard 

Allen Homes and its adjacent streets. Of the 178 homeownership units, 30 are handicap 

accessible (Richard Allen Fact Sheet). The new HOPE VI site boundaries lay between 9th and 

12th Streets to the east and west, and W Harper Street and Fairmount Avenue to the north and 

south (Hildebrandt, 2015 p. 13). The whole redevelopment relocated 679 residents, 313 of whom 

eventually returned to the rehabilitated site (HOPE VI Quarterly Reporting, 2008). There has 

been widespread community approval for these drastic changes: “Most people appreciate the 

change, and they are taking care of their places” (Eichel, 2005). However, public housing 

redevelopment in Poplar have far from remedied every neighborhood problem. Eichel (2005) 

adds, “West Poplar still struggles with drugs and violence; neighbors point in particular to two 

corners - 11th and Parrish, 10th and Brown - where young men hang out day and night” (p. 8). 

Posters that read “Drug Free Zone” hang from every street sign in the area, demonstrating the 

community’s resolve to be substance-free.  
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Outside Development 

In 1996, Drexel University formed a partnership with the PHA to improve health services 

for residents of public housing in North Philadelphia. By 2002, the Stephen and Sandra Sheller 

11th Street Family Health Services at Parish Street opened. The Center partnered with the 

Family Practice and Counseling Network “into a linkage agreement...which gave the center 

access to cost based reimbursement and grant funds for the uninsured through their Federally 

Qualified Health Center (FQHC) status” ("Stephen & Sandra Sheller,” 2014). In 2014, The 

Reinvestment Fund used a $9.5 million tax credit deal to double the size of the facility, which 

increased the center’s capacity to 40,000 patient visits, annually ("Stephen & Sandra Sheller,” 

2014).  The goals of the expansion are highlighted by Drexel University: 

“The Shellers’ gift will provide a two-story expansion to serve our patients and increase space 
for Drexel students undergoing educational and clinical training. Dedicated space will be 
available for more integrated primary and subspecialty care visits as well as for behavioral 
health, couple and family therapy services, plus new studio space for art, dance movement and 
music therapies. More space also opens the potential for developing enhanced and new healthy 
lifestyles programming and services as the community’s needs evolve” (Stephen & Sandra 
Sheller, 2014)               

Cambridge Plaza is also located in Poplar towards the north end of the Richard Allen 

Homes. Cambridge Plaza did not receive HUD HOPE VI revitalization funding. Instead, the 

PHA renovated the most distressed units with LIHTC and Section 8 funding. Cambridge Plaza 

once was home to 372 units between two high-rise towers. However, in 1999, the PHA leveraged 

$2.5 million in leftover cash from Richard Allen’s demolition grant to raze the towers at 

Cambridge, in the summer of 2001. Through 2005, the PHA reconstructed 124 duplexes and 

suburban-style townhomes in their place (Benson, 2003). An affordable housing project nearby, 

West Poplar Nehemiah, was also redeveloped when the Richard Allen Homes were under 

construction.     



51 

A joint venture between HUD, West Poplar Neighborhood Committee and Enterprise 

Community Partners, Inc. also sought to transform vacant land into affordable homes for sale. 

HUD granted the project $20 million, and Enterprise Community Partners leveraged additional 

private and public funding to complete the project. 176 homes were developed between 1994 and 

2001, and sold as a subsidy to families earning up to 80% of AMI (Viola, 2010). Hildebrandt 

(2015) notes that in each phase of the development, the homes were often sold out immediately, 

before the construction had begun.  From PHA budget reports, part of Richard Allen’s HOPE VI 

grant was intended for the use of supportive services. This section of the grant financed the John 

F. Street Community Center located at the corner of Marvine and Polar Streets, pictured below. 

The center was completed in January of 2009, and serves as a community library with twelve 

computers and thousands of donated books (Schaefer, 2009). While the center offers many 

important youth and adult programs, many PHA residents have been frustrated by the center’s 

programming. 
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In January of 2013, a group of Philadelphia Housing Authority residents showed up for 

their regularly scheduled GED class at the John F. Street Community Center, only to find that it 

was cancelled and moved across the city to South Philadelphia. The PHA sponsored the free 

program, run by the Center for Literacy. The PHA did not renew its contract with the Center for 

Literacy, and now uses its own teachers at the new, South Philadelphia location. Nicole Tillman, 

PHA’s former spokeswoman, said the Center for Literacy did not perform how they had hoped: 

“the contract says they [Center for Literacy] should graduate 100 students in 2012. 

Unfortunately, they only graduated two” (Bernstein, 2013). 

 A shopping plaza at 11th Street and Girard Avenue, the Girard Towne Center, was 

developed in 2001, left vacant, and condemned in 2007. Later that year, the two-story 

commercial complex was sold for $3 million (p. 36). Today, a fully operational shopping center 

stands (1100-38 W Girard), housing a dollar store, beauty shop, two restaurants, and a daycare 

center. After walking around the Poplar neighborhood, I observed a significant amount of 

redevelopment. The Poplar neighborhood feels increasingly suburban, with amble green space. A 

large community garden can be found southeast of Richard Allen, at 12th and Brown Streets. 

The neighborhood is bounded by a revitalized commercial strip around the intersection of N 

Broad Street and Girard Avenue. Now a new CVS, RiteAid, and two grocery stores are located 

three blocks west of the new Richard Allen Homes.  

On Broad Street, Brightside Academy, an early education and child care institution, 

expanded by acquiring the neighboring Community Preschool and Nursery. Restaurant options 

are pretty limited to fast food chains like McDonalds, Checkers, KFC, Dunkin Donuts. Just north 

on Girard Avenue, adjacent to Temple University’s Athletic Fields, lies many local businesses 

such as an electronics shop, several beauty salons, and financial service offices. City Councilman 
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Darrell Clarke notes that “There is no way you would have seen these plans without the changes 

in public housing” (Eichel, 2005).  

Community and Supportive Services 

In the PHA’s close-out report, prepared for HUD, officials highlight strengths and 

weaknesses of the program’s implementation at Richard Allen Homes. The PHA gave the 

contract to the Ramsey Educational Development Institute (REDI) in Poplar. REDI aims to teach 

skills that “encourage self-respect, a positive attitude and work ethic, and improved time 

management techniques for personal responsibilities” (HOPE VI CSS Report, 2012). In addition, 

“pre-employment techniques, resume writing, and basic communication skills are offered. REDI 

[also] provides training linkages with organizations such as labor unions for apprenticeship 

programs that lead to permanent positions” (HOPE VI CSS Report, 2012). In the PHA’s 

assessment of service delivery at Richard Allen, they highlight several strengths. Both the PHA 

and REDI noted that “residents responded positively to recruitment efforts via mailings, 

telephone contacts, and door-to-door recruitment” (HOPE VI CSS Report, 2012). The PHA 

commended REDI’s ability to gather information and assess resident needs. These services were 

made available to residents both through referral and on-site. The table below highlights services 

offered by REDI to residents of Richard Allen: 

○ GED Preparation and computer classes 
○ Credit Repair/Homeownership counseling and assistance, referrals for 

utility assistance, and housing support 
○ Tokens and trans passes to cover initial transportation needs 
○ Drug and alcohol treatment, mental health treatment, and child care 

services 
○ Pre-Apprenticeship Program for building trades and Certified Nursing 

programs 
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○ Training available through the Department of Public Welfare, 
Welfare-to-Work programs 

○ Employment and training opportunities through Philadelphia 
Workforce Development Corporation and the Philadelphia Career 
Link 

○ Entrepreneurship Skills, business plan development, and monies for 
eligible residents through the Enterprise Center 

○ Eligible RAH HOPE VI residents could apply for the HOPE VI 
Scholarship to pay for past educational debts and present educational 
costs 

 

The PHA also informed HUD of pain-points for service administration. For one, the PHA 

experienced difficulties with consistent resident follow ups. The PHA noted frequent “inability 

to connect residents with resources when residents could no longer be contacted, lost contact 

and/or communication” (HOPE VI CSS Report, 2012). REDI’s emphasis on initial referrals 

rather than the PHA’s case management model was less effective at identifying and resolving 

self-sufficiency problems. Kyle Flood, Senior Advisor at the PHA, also notes that these services 

were unable to maintain resident participation in designated programs (K. Flood, personal 

interview, March 14, 2018). 

Kyle Flood, also adds that “for Richard Allen we built a large community center which 

has a Boys and Girls Club, as a kind of anchor, and additional services in the building. With the 

state of the art facility, we were able to get service providers [such as REDI and Boys and Girls 

Clubs (BGCP) of Philadelphia] in there” (K. Flood, personal interview, March 14, 2018). 

According to the PHA website the BGCP “provides programs and activities...for 1st through 5th 

graders from 3:00 PM to 6:00 PM, and for 12-18 year olds from 6:00 to 8:00, Monday through 

Friday” (PHA Resident Services). They add,  “activities at the centers focus on five core areas: 

education and career development; character and leadership development, health and life skills; 
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the arts; fitness and recreation. There is no charge to families for their children's participation in 

the BGCP programs at the PHA locations.  The programs provide places where youth of all ages 

and backgrounds can develop the intellectual, social, emotional and moral skills to become 

responsible, caring and productive citizens” (PHA Resident Services). 

The PHA also reported to HUD that 20 residents at Richard Allen received partial HOPE 

VI scholarships and 1 RAH resident attained a GED through their programming: “She went on to 

become the first person in her family to attend college “after working for 2 years to complete her 

pre-coursework at 1199C. E. Graham, and completing the PHA Pre-Apprenticeship program” 

(HOPE VI Quarterly CSS Report, 2010). In their Community Supportive Services (CSS) report 

to HUD, the PHA added that these residents “were all considered to be on the right track to 

fulfilling careers. Combined with the 30 job placements, the percentage of enrolled residents 

linked to jobs with a career path is 32.1% of the caseload” (HOPE VI Quarterly CSS Report, 

2010). To quantify their programming’s impact on employment, PHA reported that “this yields 

81.89% employment among those that accepted services; 16.1% of the total potential original 

and new caseload. Compare it to the 80 Phase III individuals employed, this represents a 64.7% 

increase. Compared to the 15% employment in 2000, the relocatees, re-occupants and new 

residents have increased employment by 1.1%” (HOPE VI Quarterly CSS Report, 2010).  
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Schuylkill Falls –– Falls Ridge 

 
The former Schuylkill Falls site, now called Falls Ridge, is located in the East Falls 

neighborhood of Northwest Philadelphia. The entire Falls Ridge site is located within census 

tract 207, between Henry Avenue, Kelly Drive, West Schoolhouse Lane, and Roosevelt 

Boulevard. This was compared with CT210, which did not contain HOPE VI redevelopment but 

lies in the neighboring community of Manayunk. Both of these tracts will be compared with 

citywide data from Philadelphia county. 

 

(Google Maps, 2018) 
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History of Schuylkill Falls 

In 1954, The Schuylkill Falls housing project was built in the East Falls neighborhood of 

Northwest Philadelphia. The original design included 448 units in two 15-story high-rise towers 

and an additional 266 low-rise apartment units. Hildebrandt (2015) writes that the development 

was once renowned for their “modernist design and were designated National Historic Landmark 

status (p. 14). Although the towers stood until their implosion in December of 1996, Schuylkill 

Falls was evacuated and condemned in 1976 due to high vacancy rates, poor maintenance and 

physical deterioration. As the towers stood vacant for twenty years, crime became rampant in the 

developments. The city of Philadelphia was rocked by tragedy in 1980 when the body of missing 

five-year old Naja Smallwood was found sexually assaulted and strangled in a closet on the 11th 

floor of one of the abandoned towers (Hildebrandt, 2015 p. 14). When the PHA first applied in 

1996 for a HUD HOPE VI grant, it was rejected.  

The PHA reapplied in the following year and received a $26.4 HOPE VI revitalization 

grant. According to the FY 2010 HOPE VI Quarterly Reporting Quality Assurance Production 

Detail Report, the PHA secured $15 million in private funding and used $4 million in additional 

public funding to complete the revitalization. Phase 1 of the development broke ground in March 

of 2001 which included 135 on-site public housing rental units which was completed in 

December of 2003. The second phase of the construction launched in September of 2006 and 

included an additional 28 on-site public housing units for income-restricted homeownership. 

This phase was completed in August of 2007. A lawsuit emerged in 2001 and forced the PHA to 

sell the remaining 16.7 acres of hilltop land to the Westrum Development Company which 

reduced HOPE VI funds by $10.7 million. Although the PHA assured residents that Westrum 

would build low-income housing first, residents of East Falls filed suit “to force the PHA to 
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make good on its pledges” (Eichel, 2005). Due to the lawsuit, the final phase was not completed 

(Hildebrandt 2015, p. 14-15).   

Outside Development 

East Falls is characterized by densely populated, diverse communities. Many large 

Tudor-style homes are situated between avenues of row houses in East Falls’ historic district. 

Apart from HOPE VI funding, the area has attracted significant private and public investment. 

Recently, East Falls has attracted college students, due to its proximity to Philadelphia 

University, young professionals, and families. A local real estate investor, Mark Sherman, has 

invested over $30 million to rehabilitate a large industrial complex, into commercial and 

residential lofts. The new site includes 75 art and office studios, and over 40 residential spaces. 

Midvale and Ridge Avenues serve as the neighborhood’s commercial hub, and is teeming with 

swanky shops, restaurants, and brew pubs (Hildebrandt, 2015). While decrepit public housing in 

East Falls once steered businesses away from investing in the community, the program’s 

implementation has spurred significant neighborhood investment since. In 2003, a Houston-

based holdings company, Winther Investments Inc., purchased the former textile mill on Ridge 

Avenue, to be redeveloped into luxury apartments. The $63 million renovated “Dobson Mills” 

site was completed in 2007, including 7,000 square feet for retail, and 285 apartment units. The 

site hit the market in 2014, receiving valuations of $90 million (Kostelni, 2014). In 2006, the 

Philadelphia Youth Tennis organization opened he Arthur Ashe Youth Tennis & Education 

Center on Ridge Avenue, just a short walk from Falls Ridge. The $12 million facility was 

recently renamed, now called the Legacy Youth Tennis and Education center, houses a library, 

computer lab, eight outdoor tennis courts, and eight indoor courts (Clark, 2012). 
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Just this past week, the PHA celebrated the completion of the Strawberry Mansion 

Apartments, a 55-home development just northwest of Falls Ridge that is “experiencing a major 

change as a result of private investment and other capital improvements” (“PHA Celebrates 

Completion of New Homes in Strawberry Mansion,” 2018).  These neighborhood improvements 

were made possible by HOPE VIs revitalization of public housing in the northwest section of the 

city, around Fairmount Park. The PHA added that the “new homes have easy access to the Girard 

Avenue commercial corridor, educational institutions, such as Temple University, and 

transportation, including the recently expanded and modernized 33rd Street transportation hub” 

(“PHA Celebrates Completion of New Homes in Strawberry Mansion,” 2018).  

Community and Supportive Services 

The community in East Falls has a myriad of support services and neighborhood 

amenities such as the Strawberry Mansion Health Center, the Falls of Schuylkill Library, and 

local welfare assistance and social security offices. The PHA had plans to construct a community 

center for PHA residents in East Falls. Due to a shortage of funding, no plans for the new 

community center have been put into motion yet, but due to the geographic landscape of East 

Falls, the PHA had to divert more resources away from their supportive service initiatives. Falls 

Ridge was not granted their own demolition grant to take down the old Schuylkill Falls site. Kyle 

Flood explained that leftover funds from previous demolition grants were used (K. Flood, 

personal interview, March 14, 2018). However, these funds were inadequate due to the 

topography of East Falls. John Kromer, Former Housing Director of Philadelphia, explains that 

“with Falls Ridge, the Housing Authority was very constrained by the rocky topography. They 

couldn't use dynamite to straighten that out, so I think that dictated what the design had to be” (J. 

Kromer, personal interview, March 17, 2018). Flood added that these topographical constraints 
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hiked up the demolition costs and constrained how much of the revitalization grant money could 

go to supportive services (K. Flood, personal interview, March 14, 2018). The PHA also 

highlights other community amenities, included in the graphic below. This includes several 

quality schools, a commercial center on City Avenue, and several bus lines available to 

neighborhood residents. These amenities are crucial for linking East Falls residents to jobs and 

resources in Center City Philadelphia.  

(Falls Ridge, PHA Fact Sheet)                                                  
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Mill Creek –– Lucien E. Blackwell Homes                       

The New Lucien E. Blackwell Homes stand where the once derelict Mill Creek public 

housing development stood in West Philadelphia’s 105th census tract. CT105 is situated between 

Girard and Haverford Avenues (N-S), with a small sliver bounding 44th and 48th Streets (E-W), 

and extending down to south Market Street. The comparative tract selected, without HOPE VI 

redevelopment is CT94, in the neighboring West Philadelphia neighborhood of Haddington. 

Census Tract 94 lies between Vine and Market (N-S), and 54th to 58th Streets  (E-W).   

 (Google Maps, 2018) 

History of Mill Creek  

In the heart of West Philadelphia once stood the Mill Creek Apartments. Constructed in 

the early 1950s, Louis I. Kahn had high hopes to transform the area, known for a creek running 

below the city streets, into affordable housing for West Philadelphia residents.  
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The site was between 44th Street to 47th Street (to the east and west), and extended from Brown 

Street to Fairmount Avenue (to the north and south) (Hildebrandt, 2015 p. 27). In four 17-story 

high-rise towers and low-rise buildings, the Mill Creek Apartments originally sited 444 units, 

occupying 12.6 acres of land (Mill Creek Revitalization). However, the neighborhood suffered 

dramatically high vacancy rates, illicit activity and violent crime scandals by the mid 1990s. In 

1998 the low-rise apartments were vacated and demolished a year later. Perhaps most notable 

was a widely publicized incident known to Philadelphians as the “Lex Street Massacre.” In 2000, 

the neighborhood was rocked by a shooting in a Mill Creek crack house that left three hurt and 

seven dead. The execution style Lex Street Massacre is the worst mass murder in the city’s 

history (Eichel, 2005). This spurred an immediate desire for the city to take revitalization action. 

In 2001, HUD granted the PHA a $34.8 million HOPE VI revitalization grant coupled with a 

$1.2 million demolition grant (Hildebrand, 2015 p. 19-20). By 2002, the city and PHA decided to 

implode the high-rise towers in anticipation of a major HOPE VI grant.  

Eichel (2005) notes that the new “Lucien E. Blackwell homes are a stunning upgrade. In 

a 100-year-old neighborhood with dozens of abandoned and crumbling homes, the low-rise, red-

brick, suburban-style development around 46th and Fairmount represents urban revitalization at 

its most ambitious” (p. 10). Reverend Terrence Hensford of Ward A.M.E. Church, located at 

43rd and Aspen Streets, explains that “the redevelopment is a welcome change. The 

neighborhood needs it. No one is really against it” (Eichel, 2005). Some tensions during the 

redevelopment did arise, as the PHA sought to extend the area eastward, beyond the footprint of 

the former Mill Creek Apartments. The PHA and with the help of the city’s Redevelopment 

Authority bought other vacant lots and existing houses throughout the neighborhood. To this 

end, the HOPE VI site in Mill Creek does not occupy one contiguous mass; rather it occupies 
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clusters of new homes throughout the community (Eichel, 2005). This sparked fears among long-

time Mill Creek residents: “They want to push out the people who grew up here,” said Rosetta 

Winston, 67, in a 2005 interview with the Philadelphia Inquirer (Eichel, 2005). At the time, the 

city assured disgruntled homeowners that “no owner-occupied structure would be taken without 

the owner’s consent” (p. 10-11).  

 

Other Development 

The City of Philadelphia, with aid from the PHA, has made a larger effort to revitalize 

neighborhoods in West Philadelphia over the past decade. The Lucien E. Blackwell Homes are 

sited just south of West Philadelphia’s Empowerment Zone, an area that HUD chose to receive 

grants and Federal tax incentives in hope to spur local economic growth. The HOPE VI 

redevelopment of the Mill Creek projects coincided with several additional private and public 

development ventures in West Philadelphia. B&T Home Builders Inc. purchased a 2-acre 

industrial lot just one block West of the Lucien E. Blackwell Homes in 2007. By the time the 

development is finished, B&T will have built 120 multi-bedroom units now known as “West 

Village.” This development’s leases run upwards of $1,500 per month and are frequently sought 

after by graduate students and other young professionals from Center City (Burdo, 2013). While 

the investment is great for revitalizing the neighborhood, residents fear that the effects of 

gentrification will drive up their rents, and force residents to relocate to more affordable 

scattered-site public housing (J. Kromer, personal interview, March 17, 2018). Many of the 

housing that surrounds Lucien E. Blackwell remains boarded up, with seemingly ubiquitous 

vandalism.  
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 Burdo (2013) also writes of a once abandoned warehouse at 4800 Brown Street that 

stood vacant for over 50 years. The warehouse is currently being converted into “Brown Street 

Lofts,” that will house over 35 one- and -two bedroom loft-style apartments with average 

monthly rents around $1,100. At 49th Street, the Aspen Village Apartment complex also sat 

vacant for over a decade until the lot was acquired in 2012, with hopes that private development 

will soon transform the space.  

In the heart of Mill Creek, at 48th Street and Haverford Avenue, the City of Philadelphia 

recently opened its Juvenile Justice Center. Hildebrandt (2015) notes that the $110 million 

detention center opened in 2012, and regularly houses and transports up to “150 individuals 

between the ages of 13-20 who are awaiting trial or transfer to another facility. Residents of Mill 

Creek felt their voices and objection to the facility being built in their community were ignored 

by the city”(p. 54).  

On the flip side, the Children’s Hospital of Philadelphia (CHOP) opened its outpatient 

clinic, the Karabots Pediatric Care Center, at 48th and Market Streets in 2013. The facility cost 

$27 million and includes over 60 examination rooms and provides quality healthcare to 

underserved communities of West Philadelphia  (Jones, 2013). The neighborhood has ample 

green space with many parks that lie south Lancaster Avenue. Lucien E. Blackwell is situated 

just a few blocks from the bustling Lancaster Avenue, which hosts a myriad of retail spaces. 

However, this strip of Lancaster is still visibly struggling with many vacant storefronts. This area 

appears to be in dire need of commercial revitalization.  
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Community and Supportive Services  

Although planned in 2007, the the long-awaited Lucien E. Blackwell Community Center 

has broken ground at 47th Street and Fairmount Avenue, at the closed Sulzberger Middle School. 

By the time of its completion 

the new, 30,000 square foot 

facility will house a “meeting 

rooms, offices and a 

demonstration kitchen which 

will be used for cooking 

classes”(Mill Creek Community 

Center, 2017). The Housing 

Authority is still seeking 

additional funds for the project, 

and plans to include classrooms, 

recreation facilities and a 

computer lab. The Philadelphia Tribune reported in May of 2017 that “the site will also contain 

parking spaces and an INDEGO bike station, and have LEED (Leadership in Energy and 

Environmental Design) certification” (Mitchell, 2017). Under the PHA’s management, it is the 

hope that the center will sponsor an after-school program, and job training resources (Mill Creek 

Community Center, 2017). The community center’s proximity to the redeveloped Lucien E. 

Blackwell homes will enable local residents to have seamless access to the center’s amenities, 

demonstrated above. 
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Lucien E. Blackwell residents also benefit from the PHA’s partnership with Brightwood 

Career Institute. The program offers diploma programs for aspiring dental assistants, medical 

assistants, computer support technicians, and electrical technicians. The PHA also offers merit-

based scholarships of HOPE VI teens in Mill Creek. These scholarships award residents up to 

$5,000 to pursue their degrees. For adults of Lucien E. Blackwell various education and career 

development programs are offered. The education program prepares residents for GED testing. 

Additionally, the Entrepreneurship Program Training offers “classes, individualized coaching, 

and a professional and nurturing environment for students with a desire to be gainfully self-

employed” (HOPE VI Quarterly Reporting, 2009). By the end of Q4 in 2009, 52 residents at Mill 

Creek were also enrolled in PHA’s entrepreneurship training (HOPE VI Quarterly Reporting, 

2009).  

Martin Luther King Plaza – Hawthorne 

In the Hawthorne neighborhood of South Philadelphia, Martin Luther King Plaza is 

situated within CT15, 18, and 24. The cluster of census tracts are bounded by South to Ellsworth 

Streets to the north and south, and by 

6th and Broad Streets to the east and 

west. These tracts were compared 

with neighboring census tracts 19, 23 

and 25 which received no HOPE VI 

redevelopment.                                                                                                

(Google Maps, 2018)   
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History of MLK Plaza 

Hawthorne Square was erected in 1960, but renamed the Martin Luther King (MLK) 

Plaza in 1970 in honor of Reverend King Jr. who delivered a powerful speech in the 

predominantly black Philadelphia neighborhood in 1965. MLK Plaza extended from Bainbridge 

and Catherine Streets (north to south), and 12th and Juniper Streets to the east and west 

(Hildebrandt, 2015 p. 16). Where four high-rise towers once stood and housed residents in 576 

units, more than 200 of units were vacant when MLK Plaza was razed (Philadelphia Daily News, 

1993).  

High-rise towers were the traditional physical layout of public housing developments in 

the 1960s due to their cost-effectiveness. Before long, MLK Plaza also became crime ridden, 

physically dilapidated and vacant. Despite its prime real estate positioning on the edge of Center 

City, “drug and crime activity was far worse at MLK Plaza than at any other PHA property in the 

late 1990s” (Hildebrandt 2015, p. 15). The Plaza was seen as a notorious landmark of black 

blight in Philadelphia. Former Executive Director of the Philadelphia Housing Authority, Carl R. 

Greene wrote, “concentrating large numbers of non-working people turned out to be something 

that just didn't work” (Mooney, 2007).       

In the mid-1990s, Philadelphia began to develop South Broad Street (which bordered 

MLK Plaza) into “The Avenue of the Arts.” South of city hall, the city of Philadelphia saw an 

opportunity to transform “South Broad Street into a cultural center that will attract restaurants, 

clubs, hotels - and tourists” (Mooney, 2007). The 11- and 15-story high-rise buildings starkly 

contrasted with the neighborhood’s two-story row houses. It was widely agreed that the spatial 
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mismatch of the MLK towers stuck out like a sore thumb in what was to become a new source of 

income for the city of Philadelphia.  

Thus, city planners advocated for the demolition of the towers in South Philadelphia. City 

Councilman Frank DiCicco commented that MLK is “so identifiable as a project - who would 

want to develop around there?” (Mooney, 2007). Other PHA planners noted that poverty may 

cause “uneasiness” in a neighborhood trying to become more “pedestrian-friendly.” However, 

public officials spoke more about how revitalizing the plaza would benefit the residents above all 

else.  PHA executive director John F. White Jr. wrote that, ‘“The families that live in King Plaza 

deserve better, and we are on the cusp of meeting that challenge for them” (Mooney, 2007). 

Mooney (2007) writes that the residents resisted the plans initially, with community meetings 

that frequently resulted in “shouting matches between residents and panelists.” This was largely 

due to the condemnation of other houses in the neighborhood and a lack of ample notification of 

the development (p. 10).  By this time 273 units were vacant. Despite the initial backlash from 

residents, the towers at Martin Luther King Plaza were imploded on October 17, 1999 (p. 11). 

HUD awarded the PHA a $25.2 million revitalization grant in 1998 and an additional 

$4.8 million demolition grant in 2000. In combination with the HOPE VI grants, the city of 

Philadelphia leveraged an additional $47.2 million in private funding and $8.5 million in city 

public housing funds for a total budget of just over $81 million (Hildebrandt, 2015 p. 16-17). 

Due to their experience with affordable housing in South Philadelphia, the PHA chose UPenn’s 

Universal Community Homes as a developing partner with the new HOPE VI project. The final 

design of Phase I included “included 245 new and rehabilitated units, 109 of which would be 

designated as homeownership units and the remaining 136 would serve as rental units” 

(Hildebrandt, 2015 p. 17).  The new units were configured primarily as townhouses, with one 
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mid-rise five story building with rental units with room set aside on the ground floor for retail 

(Martin Luther King Plaza, 1998).In a sample caseload of 250 residents of MLK prior to 

revitalizations, 46% (116) of the residents relocated to other public housing, 27% (68) relocated 

with Section 8 Vouchers/Certificates. Only 21% (53) were able to return after the revitalization, 

and the remaining 5% relocated without public assistance (HOPE VI CSS Report, 2012).  

 

Other Development 

Due to its proximity to Center City, Philadelphia’s central retail and business districts, the 

Hawthorne neighborhood has experienced rapid development and a massive influx of private 

investment. This graphic indicates the mixed-use of community space in Hawthorne (Mooney, 

2007). On the western boundary of Hawthorne lies Broad Street which has become 

Philadelphia’s “Avenue of 

the Arts” which revitalized 

the neighborhood over the 

past two decades. Under 

Mayor Ed Rendell, city 

planners and officials 

pursued a redevelopment 

plan for drawing investment 

to South Broad Street. They 

sought to reinvigorate the 

purpose and culture in South Philadelphia and founded the Avenue of the Arts in 1993 

(Hildebrandt, 2015). The corridor now hosts an assortment of shops, studios, art schools, 



70 

theaters, and concert venues and stretches from Hawthorne’s Washington Avenue past City Hall, 

into the Northern part of the city. 

Eichel (2005) writes that the PHA targeted Hawthorne as a neighborhood that was well-

situated for revival (p. 3). This redevelopment has spurred other luxury developers to invest in 

the area. In 2007, Dranoff Properties opened the Symphony House luxury condos and in 2010, 

opened 777 South Broad. This development replaced a five-story vacant lot with nearly 150 

luxury apartments, with a gated parking lot and over 19,000 square feet of ground retail space 

(Smith, 2015). With rental rates around $2,000 a month, the $80 million apartment complex has 

attracted young professionals and couples (Heavens, 2015). In the Spring of 2014, Dranoff also 

added to its portfolio the Southstar Lofts, a four-story apartment complex that houses 85 luxury 

rental units. Despite its exorbitant month rates, the property was already 40% rented within a 

year of its grand opening (Rooney, 2014).Additional projects from the William Penn Foundation 

and the Pennsylvania Horticultural Society have added features and installations to the park, 

which had its ribbon cut in the Summer of 2012 (Taurino, 2012). After a recently settled lawsuit 

Bart Blatstein, CEO of Tower Investments, Inc. purchased a 4.4-acre vacant lot on Washington 

and Broad Streets for over $20 million. This site has been at the center of attention for South 

Broad’s development as Blatstein plans to build 1,000 apartments and a 160,000-square-foot 

retail village, above a parking garage (Romero, 2017). 

 Mooney (2007) writes that these recent developments have spurred gentrification which 

has negative consequences for public housing residents of the Hawthorne: “These new 

developments are reversing the work of MLK’s design ideals of a mixed- income neighborhood 

with low-rise row homes. Instead, these new condominiums separate the wealthy from the rest of 

the community, similarly to how the old MLK towers separated the poor...Hundreds of poverty-
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stricken people were displaced throughout this process, and likely ended up in severally 

distressed public housing elsewhere but without the kinship ties that had helped sustain them in 

MLK Plaza. By displacing the poor and cleaning up one neighborhood, the problems of poverty 

are not overcome, but displaced” (p. 25-26).      

Despite the increasing gentrification in Hawthorne, Mooney (2007) adds that “crime has 

gone down and private development is taking off”(p. 25). The neighborhood is significantly 

more aesthetically pleasing, with a more suburban feel coupled with more green space for 

residents. As part of the HOPE VI grant for MLK Plaza, the PHA commissioned a new park in 

Hawthorne at 12th and Catherine Streets. The project was funded by the Pennsylvania 

Department of Conservation and Natural Resources, Pennsylvania Department of Community 

and Economic Development, and the City of Philadelphia for $2.2 million to provide community 

residents a free, safe 

outdoor space 

(Hildebrandt 2015). After 

spending an afternoon in 

the park, the space was 

teeming with residents of 

MLK Plaza. One woman 

noted that prior to 

Hawthorne Park, there was 

really no open, civic space 

for MLK residents. All neighboring parks in the surrounding area host private recreation centers, 

with expensive membership fees. She added that residents frequently barbeque and congregate at 
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the park in the summertime for free outdoor movie nights in the park.  In fact, due to crime rates 

prior to MLK’s demolition residents feared to wander the streets, at all (Eichel, 2005).  

Community and Supportive Services 

MLK’s community and support services used a case management model that focused on 

five key dimensions: 

1. Outreach and Communication: prior to demolition, weekly meetings were held with 

residents to inform them of project happenings, and the housing options that followed the 

site’s redevelopment. 

2. Career development: trainings and social services were sponsored by Universal 

Companies and the University of Pennsylvania. PHA reported “performance based 

accountability indicators on a quarterly basis” to HUD. 408 residents at MLK Plaza 

signed up for and received services such as job skill training, GED courses, higher 

education courses, and family counseling. 

3. Resident owned business development: PHA hosted business development and 

entrepreneurship trainings, and also provided employment opportunities to low-income 

residents with local projects and contracts with neighborhood partners. 

4. Homeownership: Also a part of outreach, this program provided financial literacy courses 

for residents. 

5. Supportive services: these programs ranged from transportation passes, to child care, 

health care, violence prevention, substance abuse support, family counseling, and 

household management. The PHA contracted these services to Universal Companies, and 

the University of Pennsylvania (HOPE VI CSS Report, 2012).          
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An unnamed PHA official observed,  “Rarely do you find an organization like Universal 

that does everything and does it well...they had a willingness to do everything. Other providers 

required technical assistance; people specialized in one area. They [Universal] had everything”   

(Comrie, 2013). On September 30, 2010 PHA reported to HUD that its partner, Universal 

Community Homes, has “continued to sustain supportive services to the residents of MLK and 

the surrounding community by maintaining contracts with the Commonwealth of Pennsylvania 

to provide homeownership counseling services. These services are being provided with non-

HOPE VI funds”(HOPE VI CSS Report, 2012). 

Tom Gallas, the Torti Gallas principal in charge of the redevelopment at MLK Plaza, 

observed: “Of the more than thirty HOPE VI redevelopments that the firm [Torti Gallas] has 

designed, MLK has likely done the best job of focusing on economic stability and support 

services for residents. A charter school and job training and placement center run by a nonprofit 

were built three blocks from the site. A program of extensive support services, including not only 

job and life-skills training but child care and transportation, was customized for each family and 

delivered through the center and other service providers, enhancing the community’s human 

capital. This comprehensive, neighborhood-wide revitalization has created a ripple effect 

throughout the entire neighborhood and its quadrant of the city” (Cisneros, 2009, p.55-56). 

Following the renovations at MLK Plaza, the city opened the Hawthorne Cultural Center, 

at the corner of 12th and Carpenter Streets. The Cultural Center serves as a community 

recreation facility that emphasizes the arts, dancing, theatre and other cultural programs such as 
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Tai chi and Kung Fu classes. A martial arts teacher at the Cultural Center, Mujah Rudi, explains 

that Hawthorne Cultural Center gives people in the community an opportunity to do things they 

have never done before. Additionally, all of the services at Hawthorne are either free or low-cost 

(Wharton & Zimmerman, 2010). Community services are essential for promoting resident self-

sufficiency and have the capacity to make a profound impact on neighborhoods. 

Individual Effects 

 Educational Attainment 

Educational attainment data was collected at the census tract level for groups containing 

each of the HOPE VI redevelopment cases, and a second cohort of neighboring census tracts that 

did not receive HUD funding. The data represents the percentage of residents with less than a 

high school diploma, and the percentage of residents with a bachelor’s degree or more. Data for 

“some college” was unavailable at the census tract level, and must be excluded from this 

analysis. For full educational attainment data, see appendix. In Poplar (Richard Allen Homes) 

between 1980 and 2000, the percentage of neighborhood residents with less than a high school 

diploma increased by over 10 percentage points, from 30.26% to 40.51%. In this time before the 

redevelopment, the group of residents with a bachelor’s degree or more decreased from 13.65% 

to 5.76%, when averaging census tracts 131 and 132. The tracts without development 

experienced an increase in the concentration of residents with less than a high school education, 

from 38.17% to 49.78% between 1980 and 2000. Over this time, the concentration of four-year 

college degrees in the non-HOPE VI tracts decreased from 21.63% to 14.84%, when averaging 

the data from census tracts 2 and 140. 

In the years after the redevelopment from 2000 to 2016, the concentration of residents 
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with a high school diploma or less halved, from 40% to 20%, in the Richard Allen census tracts 

that were granted HOPE VI funding. The share of residents with Bachelor’s degrees also 

increased significantly over this same time, surging from a meager 5.76% in 2000 to 26% in 

2016. The census tracts without HOPE VI redevelopment in Poplar (CT 2 & 140) experienced 

similar neighborhood-wide educational strides over this time period, as demonstrated in Table 1. 

However, the share of college graduates in the non-HOPE VI cohort increased at much higher 

rates than census tracts 131 and 132,  at 41% compared to Richard Allen Home’s 26%. 

Educational attainment at Mill Creek also improved, coinciding with the redevelopment 

of the HOPE VI funded Lucien E Blackwell Homes (LEB). Prior to the redevelopment, Census 

Tract 105, the only tract containing LEB, experienced a 13% spike in its share of residents 

without a high school diploma from 1980 to 2000. Its non-HOPE VI counterpart, CT94, 

increased its share of low-educated residents by 14%, up to 44% in 2000. Over this time the 

neighborhood’s share of bachelor’s degrees improved by 2% for CT105, while CT94 decreased 

by 4 percentage points down to 7.73%. When the decrepit former Mill Creek Apartments were 

imploded in 2002, and redeveloped by 2005, the residents of both census tracts 105 and 94 

improved their rates of high school completion by 12% and 29% respectively. Tract 105 

improved its share of college graduates by 3% to 12.7% while CT94 improved by only 2% up to 

9% total. It appears that the non-HOPE VI census tract experienced marginally more 

improvement in the realm of educational attainment, but residents in both neighborhoods 

significantly advanced their high school graduation rates. 

Educational Attainment Data was collected at CT 15, 18 and 24 all of which contain 

Martin Luther King Plaza. From the time the high-rise towers were imploded at Martin Luther 

King Plaza to 2016, the percentage of residents with less than a high school degree was cut in 
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more than half, down to 9%. During this same time period, the share of residents with a 

bachelor’s degree or more increased precipitously from 38% to 64%. The neighboring census 

tracts without HUD grant money also improved the educational character of the Hawthorne 

community. At the time of the demolition, nearly 34% of residents in tracts 19, 23, and 24 had 

obtained less than a high school diploma. By 2016, that number was down to 7%. These tracts 

also attracted more college graduates, improving from 20% to 54%, over that 16 year period 

following HOPE VI redevelopment.   

While Educational attainment went largely unchanged in both the HOPE VI and non 

HOPE VI census tracts between 1980 and 2000, the redevelopment of Schuylkill Falls attracted 

more educated residents (Census Tract 207). From 2000 to 2016, the population of residents with 

less than a high school degree fell by half, from 16% to 8% while the share of residents with a 

bachelor’s degree or more increased from 42% to 54% over the same sixteen year time period. 

The non-HOPE VI census tract experienced a similar improvement in educational attainment 

over these years. Compared with educational data from Philadelphia County, the residents at 

Falls Ridge are more than twice as likely to have a Bachelor’s degree. Additionally, the citywide 

average for individuals with less than a High School degree is 10 percent higher than the Falls 

Ridge census tract. This suggests that the HOPE VI redevelopment has spurred an influx of 

educated professionals living in the formerly blighted housing project. Drexel University College 

of Medicine’s acquisition of MCP-Hahnemann University School of Medicine in 2003 may have 

fostered a wave of graduate students to move to the redeveloped area in the past decade. East 

Falls is also home to Philadelphia University and serves as “the place where many students from 

Temple and Saint Joseph’s universities call their off-campus rental homes”(Hickey, 2015). Since 

the HOPE VI redevelopment, East Falls has become one of the most sought after neighborhoods 
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in the city for real estate.     

The PHA’s increased focus on education and resident self-sufficiency following HOPE 

VI clearly has benefited individuals. As residents now view education as a prerequisite to 

financial independence, these HOPE VI redevelopments have spurred and increased emphasis on 

educating residents of public housing through their myriad of social service programs (S. 

Clampet-Lundquist, Personal Interview, March 28, 2018). Additionally, increased investment in 

these areas have enabled school districts to bolster resources in neighborhood schools, leading to 

better funded and performing schools (Mooney, 2007). While critics of the program may argue 

that any increases in educational attainment reflect wealthier residents moving to each area, it is 

crucial to note that the PHA did not strategically implement income-mixing in these 

developments. It is the diligence, and commitment to self-improvement among residents, in their 

new housing of opportunity that primarily drives these educational improvements.  
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Unemployment Rates 

Unemployment data was collected for the population over 25 years old at each case’s 

HOPE and non-HOPE VI census tracts from 1980, 1990, 2000, 2010, 2013, and 2016. This data 

was compared with citywide unemployment rates in Philadelphia County, as illustrated in the 

table below. In the time coinciding with RAH’s redevelopment, Poplar’s unemployment rates 

have worsened. Between 2000 and 2010, the unemployment rate in Census Tracts 131 and 132 

increased by over three percentage points. I suspect that these changes can be largely explained 

by the bursting U.S. housing bubble, which led to the 2007 to 2009 recession. These tracts fared 

worse than the citywide average, which realized a 1.5% increase in unemployment in these ten 

years. Conversely, the non-HOPE VI tracts surrounding Richard Allen (CT 2 & 140) have 

experienced reduced joblessness by 4%, over the same time.  

At the Mill Creek HOPE VI site, unemployment rates more than doubled between 2000 

and 2010, but by 2016, joblessness came back down to its 2000 rate, 5%. This is 2.5% lower 

than Philadelphia’s citywide average. In West Philadelphia’s Mill Creek neighborhood, the 

HOPE VI tract also outperformed its non-HOPE VI counterpart, census tract 94, which held an 

unemployment rate 4% higher than the Mill Creek site in 2016.         

In the Hawthorne tracts containing HOPE VI revitalization, unemployment rates 

remained stable between 1980 and 2016. On average, the tracts have reduced their 

unemployment rates by just over 1% over that 36 year period. These tracts boast stronger 

employment rates than their non-HOPE neighbors. Although tracts 19, 23, and 25 have shifted 

almost identically to the rates at MLK plaza, the unemployment rate in these tracts are 2% higher 

than the rates at MLK, and over 3% higher than Philadelphia County’s average in 2016. 

Unemployment at Schuylkill Falls has also remained stable between 1980 and 2016, only 
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increasing its joblessness rate by 0.69%. While the HOPE VI tract’s rate slightly worsened 

between 2000 and 2016, the unemployment rate still fares roughly 2% stronger than 

Philadelphia’s average. Tract 210, without the Falls Ridge site, boasted  the lowest 2016 

unemployment rate of all, with only 1.9%. While both, HOPE and non-HOPE VI tracts in 

Northwest Philadelphia East Falls fared better than the citywide average, tract 210 significant 

outperformed Falls Ridge in the realm of joblessness. The complete data tables for 

unemployment rates are included below to provide a complete picture of HOPE VI’s impact on 

joblessness. Supportive services provide a critical piece for resident self-sufficiency in 

Philadelphia’s public housing sites. This next section will address community support services 

and how these programs have impacted HOPE VI residents. Recent employment data from 

Social Explorer does not include active military personnel in their figures. This is problematic as 

the size of active military increased significantly in 2001 in light of President George W. Bush’s 

War on Terror in the Middle East. This may have skewed unemployment data to appear worse 

than it actually was, and explains why my unemployment data is inconsistent with the positive 

real estate indicators.  
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Median Household Income 

The last variable in my analysis is evaluating how median household incomes have been 

affected by the HOPE VI redevelopments. While in theory, HOPE VI’s goal to income-mix 

should skew household incomes upward following redevelopment, this is not true in the case of 

Philadelphia. In the program’s implementation, PHA did not prioritize income-mixing in their 

redevelopments.  Kyle Flood explained, “I wouldn't say HOPE VI  has been particularly 

successful as far as that went [income mixing]. At least in Philadelphia, for the most part, we 

only included sought to actively mix-incomes of residents in the market rate component at Falls 

Ridge and MLK. But those were separate phases typically done by separate developers. So there 

was not, at that time, really an emphasis on mixing within the same building or same structure” 

(K. Flood, personal interview, March 14, 2018). Thus, any increase in household incomes for the 

HOPE VI tracts should indicate improved self-sufficiency and socioeconomic diversification 

within neighborhoods, as a result of the program. For this evaluation, data was collected at the 

census tract levels for HOPE VI and non-HOPE VI tracts at each case from 1980, 1990, 2000, 

2010, 2013, and 2016. This data was compared with median household incomes in Philadelphia 

County over the same time period, illustrated in the table below. All figures were taken 

nominally, and adjusted for inflation in 2016 dollars. All percent changes were evaluated from 

1980 to 2000, and 2000 to 2016 which best captures pre and post redevelopment at each public 

housing case. Complete median household income data can be found in Table 8-8B. 

 At Richard Allen, median household incomes rose in the HOPE VI tracts by an average 

of 52% from 1980 to 2000, while the non-HOPE tracts (CT 2 & 40) experienced a decline of -

14.5%. In the next ten years, coinciding with the redevelopment period, incomes fell by -13.5% 

for residents in the Richard Allen tracts (131 & 132). This can be primarily explained by the 
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2008 economic crisis, which was the world’s worst recession since the Great Depression. Over 

this time, the non-HOPE VI tracts (CT 2 & 140) drastically outshined residents in the HOPE VI 

tracts  as median household incomes meteorically rose by 167% between 2000 and 2010. It 

remains a mystery as to why the non-HOPE VI redevelopment tracts fared better than Richard 

Allen residents during the recession. By 2016, median household incomes in Poplar’s HOPE VI 

tracts was $25,818 while tracts 2 and 140 averaged out to $37, 465. While both tract clusters fall 

below the citywide average in 2016, the tracts containing the redeveloped Richard Allen Homes 

lag significantly behind by $13,952 per year. 

 In terms of growth, the Mill Creek census tract (105) outperformed the non-

redevelopment tract (94) in both before and after the opening of the new Lucien E. Blackwell 

Homes (LEB). Up to 2000, CT105 grew its median household income by 10% while the non-

HOPE VI tract only grew by 3%. Despite this, median household income in tract 94 was still $6, 

946 higher than CT105, in 2000. Both of these median incomes were well below the city’s 

average. The tract at Lucien E. Blackwell was still $25,196 below Philadelphia’s citywide 

average. In the sixteen years following redevelopment, household incomes in CT 105 and 94  fell 

by -12% and -26%, while the Philadelphia average demonstrated a -8% drop-off. In 2016, 

median household incomes at Lucien E. Blackwell and the non--redevelopment tract were still 

well below the city average. LEB’s income levels were 2.5 times below the countywide average, 

and closed the gap to a  $2,682 deficit from CT94’s median household income. 

Of all the cases studied, the median household incomes at Martin Luther King Plaza and 

the non-redevelopment tracts in Hawthorne were most positively affected following the HOPE 

VI redevelopment. Between 2000 and 2016, median incomes in the MLK tracts rose by $20,000 

per household. This represents an increase of 39%, on average.  When averaged, the tracts 
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without the HUD revitalization funding increased their median household incomes by 83% over 

the same time, yet still sat $6,661 less annually than the MLK plaza tracts. In 2016, eleven years 

after MLK Plaza cut the ribbon for its grand opening, the median household incomes in the 

census tracts containing MLK Plaza was $70,739, roughly 1.8 times higher than the citywide 

average. On average, the tracts increased their median household incomes by 82% while the non-

HOPE tracts grew their annual wealth by 62%. These drastically outperform the citywide 

average which only increased by 8% over this time frame. These indicate the reality of the 

rapidly gentrifying Hawthorne neighborhood, just south of Center City. 

At the former Schuylkill Falls public housing project in East Falls from 1980 to 2000, 

median household incomes grew well above the citywide average before the development of 

Falls Ridge. Tract 207, encompassing the HOPE VI site, grew by 29% while the non-

development tract and the County average, increased their median household incomes by 19% 

and 8%, correspondingly. However in the sixteen years to follow, incomes fell at the new Falls 

Ridge by -10%, performing slightly worse than Philadelphia’s -8% slump between 2000 and 

2016. During this time, the non-HOPE tract (210) improved its median household income by 

28% to $73,723. This figure is $20,907 higher than the Falls Ridge tract, and $33,953 higher 

than the city’s average. Overall, residents at Falls Ridge fared better than the rest of the city in 

2016.  
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 Curbed Philadelphia corroborates in this graphic that Philadelphia City Planning 

Commission Districts have increased their share of concentrated poverty from 1970 to 2015. 

Romero (2017) explains that “it all began 

when working class residents began moving 

to the suburbs in droves, as the city’s 

industrial-manufacturing industry went from 

boom to bust. This mass exodus between 

1970 to 2000 totaled a loss of 431,059 

residents—a number that was 12 times 

greater than the number added of 

Philadelphians living in poverty” (p. 1). This 

stark population decline drove the poverty 

rate up to 23 percent by 2000 and is demonstrated in the graphic below. Romero adds that “if the 

residents had stayed put, the poverty rate would have been 17 percent” (p. 2). 

(Romero, 2017) 

 
 

 

 

 

  

 



86 

 

 

 

 



87 

Neighborhood Effects 

Concentrated Poverty 

Historically, public housing has been sited in areas of concentrated poverty, with a 

disproportionate amount of minority residents. Clearly some of the HOPE VI redevelopments 

successfully diversified neighborhood racial demographics, but how did it affect neighborhood 

poverty rates? Despite Jargowsky’s (2013) findings of increased concentrated poverty in the 

U.S., Philadelphia’s HOPE VI neighborhoods have experienced improvement at deconcentrating 

area poverty. Data was collected from each of my case’s HOPE VI and non-HOPE census tracts. 

The Social Explorer data indicates the population 18 to 24 for whom poverty status and is on full 

display below. At Richard Allen Homes in Poplar, the poverty rate in 1980 was over 60%. By 

2016, that rate had fallen to about 26%. From the redevelopments completion in 2003, 

concentrated poverty in Poplar has fell by roughly 16%. Although the neighborhoods adjacent to 

the former public housing were similarly blighted prior to the redevelopments, these census 

tracts have reduced concentrated poverty by 14%. However, due an increase in concentrated 

poverty between 1980 and 2000, these tracts had a concentrated poverty rate of 37% in 2016, 

which can be categorized as just below the threshold of extreme poverty (Jargowsky, 2013). 

The other HOPE VI site which has drastically improved its economic character is the 

Hawthorne’s MLK development. While concentrated poverty in Hawthorne was roughly 34% in 

1980, the neighborhood redevelopment in South Philadelphia has injected wealthier, middle-

class residents in the neighborhood. The non-HOPE VI tracts have improved more significantly 

than MLK plaza, reducing concentrated poverty by 16% compared with MLK’s reduction of 3% 

since its re-opening. Both census tract clusters have a poverty rate hovering at 10% in 2016, 

demonstrating a significant advancement in the financial stability of Hawthorne’s residents 
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following HOPE VI implementation. 

Two of the HOPE VI redevelopments have not experienced the same neighborhood-wide 

economic stabilization. Following the Mill Creek redevelopment in West Philadelphia, 

neighborhood poverty rates have actually worsened. Since the city’s completion of the Lucien E. 

Blackwell homes in 2005, the census tract containing the development has become 2% more 

impoverished, while the neighboring non-HOPE VI census tract has increased its share of 

poverty by 9% since 2000. Mill Creek still remains an area of extreme poverty, as 44% of 

Census Tract 105 falls below the poverty line. After walking around the area, the blocks that 

immediately surround Lucien E. Blackwell appear to be economically stable. Once, I walked six 

blocks both east and south of the development, poverty became increasingly apparent. This area 

still is considered one of the most racially and economically segregated parts of the city, as over 

90% of the residents are still black. This represents a failure by the PHA to successfully diversify 

the race and class based demographics of the community. While HOPE VI seemed to stabilize 

the area right around the redevelopment, the revitalization of the community’s public housing 

has not yet experienced wider neighborhood spill over effects like MLK or Richard Allen. 

While the Schuylkill Falls public housing and greater East Falls has never been as 

economically disadvantaged as other sites of Philadelphia public housing, the revitalization of 

the new Falls Ridge project has not improved the economic well-being of residents. Since the 

HOPE VI revitalization was completed, poverty has worsened by 2% in Census Tract 207. The 

tract containing Falls Ridge, however, has outperformed its non-HOPE VI counterpart as poverty 

has become 17% more concentrated in CT210 over the same time period. Despite the worsening 

conditions, both census tracts are faring better in 2016 than the Philadelphia county average of 

25%. Philadelphia still struggles on the national stage with poverty and is still recognized as 
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“America’s poorest big city” (Lubrano, 2016). For complete dataset on poverty concentration, 

see full table below.  

 

 



90 

Racial Diversity 

 
Several neighborhoods that received HOPE VI redevelopment have become significantly 

more racially diverse over the past decades. In 1980, 92% of residents at Richard Allen Homes 

were black. The Poplar neighborhood still has a predominately African American population in 

2016 at 68%. Longtime residents of the neighborhood “marvel at the sight of white people 

passing through on foot and on bikes, looking utterly comfortable and unhurried” (Eichel, 2005).   

On the other hand, the Mill Creek area of West Philadelphia has not experienced similar 

demographic changes, coinciding with the redevelopment of its public housing site. In 1980, 

over 98% of the residents at Mill Creek Apartments, and its neighbors in CT94 were black. By 

2016, these numbers have only decreased to 90 and 95 percent, respectively. Although the 

African American population at Schuylkill Falls in 1980 was only 18%, it has become less 

diverse in 2016 with only 13.31% of residents identifying as African American.  Comparatively, 

the black population in Philadelphia county has hovered between 37 and 44 percent from 1980 to 

present day. 

Martin Luther King Plaza appears to be the most interesting Philadelphia case concerned 

with racial demographics. The African American population in census tracts containing the MLK 

redevelopment and the non-HOPE VI tracts have decreased by 26 and 34 percentage points (see 

appendix for full data table). A massive influx of private development to this section of the city 

has spurred private developers to construct massive, expensive luxury apartments for the 

budding Hawthorne neighborhood. Mooney (2007) argues in her thesis that this wave of private 

development in South Philadelphia has catalyzed serious gentrification. Ironically, the 

neighborhood once characterized by dilapidated high-rise public housing towers has been 

replaced by high-rise luxury loft complexes, to attract wealthier dwellers to Center City.  Prime 
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location, close to the city’s center business district attract more investment than distressed 

communities (J. Kromer, personal interview, March 17, 2018). These areas are most susceptible 

to gentrification which prices lower-income minority residents out of the real estate market. One 

of HOPE Vis biggest implementation weaknesses at MLK was its ability to protect long-time 

residents from being forced out of the rental market. For future housing policy strategies, there 

must be safeguards to preserve both the racial and socioeconomic diversity in a given 

development. This was not done particularly well at MLK as many residents had to relocate with 

vouchers to other distressed neighborhoods (Mooney, 2007).  
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Real Estate Market Analysis 

 
In 2005, the Philadelphia Housing Authority contracted Applied Real Estate Analysis 

(AREA), Inc. to conduct a study assessing the impact of several revitalized public housing 

developments on the housing market in surrounding neighborhoods. Their analysis contains three 

of the four case studies, my own study will be evaluating: MLK Plaza, Falls Ridge (the former 

Schuylkill Falls), and Richard Allen Homes. Using property sale data from the Bureau of 

Revision of Taxes (BRT) database, AREA found that the average home price in Philadelphia 

rose by 63.4% between 1999 and 2004, while the median homes price climbed by 40.3%, 

adjusted for inflation. The sale prices of homeownership units at each HOPE VI development, 

indicates the neighborhood level success of stabilizing neighborhood real estate markets.  

Property values around Philadelphia’s HOPE VI developments experienced a more 

significant increase than the rest of the city. At Richard Allen, the average residential sale price 

increased by 100.4%, representing a +37% difference from Philadelphia citywide data collected 

for the same time period. Looking at the median residential sale price, Richard Allen Homes 

experienced a 57.4% increase and a +17.1% difference between citywide data.  At MLK Plaza, 

average residential sale price rose from $102,858 in 1999 to $265,645 in 2004. Adjusted for 

inflation, the average sales price at MLK appreciated 144%, outperforming citywide data by 

+80.6%. The median residential sale price for MLK rose by 146.4%, which represents a 

+106.1% difference from citywide data. 

 AREA found that the neighborhood development at Falls Ridge experienced the most 

dramatic improvement. From 1999 to 2004, the average residential sale price appreciated from 

$50,979 to $148,520, a 191.3% increase and a +127.9% difference from citywide data. The 
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median residential sale price rose by 180.5% increase, representing a +140.2% difference from 

citywide data. AREA compared these figures to six control sites over the same time period, 

which had not received significant neighborhood development or investment. The control sites’ 

average residential sale price appreciated +33%, while the average change in median residential 

sale price was +20.9%. This growth, was 29.8%and 19.4% less, respectively, than the increase 

realized in citywide data for Philadelphia (Hildebrandt 2015). Thus, AREA concluded that 

property value appreciation among redeveloped PHA properties far exceeded that of the study’s 

controls, and citywide figures. Overall, PHA investments in these properties positively impacted 

neighborhood housing markets. Despite these findings ,the authors caution readers that these 

neighborhood benefits cannot be attributed to HOPE VI funding, as significant private market 

forces were involved in the developments (Hildebrandt 2015, p. 26). My neighborhood effects 

analysis seeks to better analyze the real estate market by looking at vacancy rates, median 

contact rental rates, and median home values. My analysis also adds recency to Philadelphia’s 

AREA study, as I include data from 2004-2016. I will first look to vacancy rates at each of my 

case sits.                                                                       

Vacancy Rates 

 
Vacancy data was collected from each HOPE VI and non-HOPE VI census tracts for 

each of my four cases from 1980, 1990, 2000, 2010, and 2013. Vacancy rates can reflect the 

condition and overall performance of a property. Data at the census tract level in Philadelphia is 

not yet available beyond 2013. For the cases where HOPE VI redevelopment is contained within 

several census tracts, the figures were taken as averages. The table below offers a comparison 

with citywide data from Philadelphia County over the same time period. It is important to note 

that these figures do not express differences between the rental vacancy rate, homeowner 
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vacancy rate and homeownership rate. If the data were publicly available, it would be interesting 

to see the breakdown of these three indicators and how they have changed over time following 

HOPE VI redevelopments. For complete data, refer to the full table below. 

Vacancy rates peaked at Richard Allen in 2000, as 30% of all housing units in census 

tracts 131 and 132 were unoccupied. After the redevelopment, vacancy rates in the redeveloped 

area fell three points below the citywide average to 10% in 2013. The neighboring tracts without 

HOPE VI funding have remained largely unchanged, only falling by 2% since 1980. In 2013, 

census tracts 2 and 140 still were 7% more vacant than the countywide average.  

Mill Creek also experienced increased occupancy following the revitalization of its 

public housing developments. As indicated in the table below, vacancy rates in the 

redevelopment tract was cut in half between 2000-2013, coinciding with the transformation of 

the new Lucien E. Blackwell Homes. Both Census tracts 94 and 105, still  fall below the 

countywide average. However, to the naked eye, vacancy rates still remain high in Mill Creek 

once you head more than 5 blocks south or west of the site. While HOPE VI stabilized vacancy 

rates immediately surrounding the development, the larger neighborhood still appears to be 

somewhat distressed by boarded up housing and retail space.            

In the census tracts containing the Martin Luther King public housing, the percentage of 

vacant units were nearly twice as high as the rest of the city in 1980, on average. Following the 

rebuilding of MLK Plaza, vacancy rates in Hawthorne have actually increased by about 4%, on 

average. The 2013 vacancy rate was two points higher (15%) than the citywide average. This 

figure may be misleading as ongoing non-public housing real estate development is looking to 

fill many of Hawthorne’s newly constructed lofts and housing developments. The tracts without 
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HOPE VI funding in Hawthorne have outperformed MLK Plaza in reducing uninhabited housing 

units. In these tracts, vacancy rates have fallen from 17% to 9% between 2000 and 2013. 

Vacancy status has actually slightly worsened at Falls Ridge following the HOPE VI 

implementation, too. In 2000 the rate was around 11% and increased slightly to 13% in 2013, as 

demonstrated in the table below. This figure is on par with the citywide average in 2013. The 

non-HOPE VI tract has experienced a similar incremental uptick in vacancy, although these rates 

remain far better than Philadelphia county figures. In 2000, vacancy in CT210 in Northwest 

Philadelphia hovered around 5% and has grown to roughly 9% in 2013. Despite slightly 

worsened conditions, these low vacancy rates point to strong rental sales in the Falls Ridge 

neighborhood.           
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Median Contract Rental Rates 

 
Median Contract Rental data was collected at each of the HOPE VI census tracts, 

neighboring non-HOPE tracts, and compared with countywide rates in Philadelphia. The table 

below illustrates the changes at the county level.  The data spans 1980, 1990, 2000, 2010, 2013 

and the most recent figures from 2016. In evaluating the percent change of these rates, I analyzed 

the changes observed from 1980 to 2000, and from 2000 to 2016. These time periods roughly 

coincide with HOPE VI implementation phases in Philadelphia. All figures were taken in the 

nominal dollar amounts, then adjusted for inflation using 2016 dollars and are displayed in a 

table below. 

At Richard Allen, median contract rental rates increased by 66%, on average, between 

2000 and 2016. Over the same time period, the census tracts in Poplar without HOPE VI 

redevelopment appreciated by an average of 111%. The rental real estate market within the 

HOPE VI tracts have become significantly more expensive and competitive, yet are considered 

extremely affordable when compared to Philadelphia County and the non-HOPE VI tracts that 

surround Richard Allen. In 2016, the average rental contract in census tracts 131 and 132 was 

$580, while the tracts without the HUD redevelopment funds are roughly $1,042. For 

comparison, the Philadelphia County median was $943 in 2016. Thus, the strength of the rental 

market in the non-HOPE VI parts of Poplar surpassed the citywide average, while the 

redeveloped public housing section of the census tract still lags behind. Tract 132 demonstrated 

its largest appreciation following the completion of the development, appreciating by 50% 

between 2000 and 2013. It is important to note that the share of public housing in Poplar’s 

census tracts 131 and 132 may have remained lower due to PHA rent restrictions. These rents are 

controlled to not exceed 30 percent of residents’ household incomes. This may possibly explain 
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some of the variation between the tracts with and without HOPE VI grant funding (Hildebrandt, 

2015). Eichel (2005) writes, “After years of focusing on survival, the old timers [residents of 

Richard Allen] are starting to worry about the side effects of revitalization, such as rising 

property-tax bills and higher rents” (p. 7). 

Rental rates at Mill Creek in CT105 have increased by 43% since the public housing 

revitalization. In 2016 rental rates were still well below city average for both HOPE and non-

HOPE VI tracts, at $388 and $540 respectively. In Mill Creek’s CT105, median rent prices were 

40% of the citywide average. In the heart of West Philadelphia, Mill Creek is still an incredibly 

affordable neighborhood for 

renters. Between 2013 and 2016, 

rental rates at the new Mill Creek 

Apartments have dropped by 

roughly $133 per month. 

However, Curbed Philadelphia 

recently reported that in the last 

twelve months, rents in Mill 

Creek have grown faster than any 

other neighborhood in 

Philadelphia. According to this 

citywide map, real estate is 

booming in West Philadelphia’s 

Mill Creek neighborhood despite the historically sluggish indicators below. Curbed reports that 

due to extremely affordable vacant lots, developers have a prime opportunity to refurbish 
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dilapidated houses in the area and turn a quick profit, while strengthening the real estate market 

in Mill Creek (Acitelli, 2018).  

Martin Luther King Plaza has experienced the most precipitous jump in rental rates, as 

demonstrated in the table below. When adjusting for inflation, rental rates have increased by 

nearly $1000 per month from 1980 to 2016. In the census tracts that contain MLK Plaza (CT15, 

18, and 24), median contract rental rates have surged by more than 80% since the site’s 

redevelopment. Similar growth rates have been realized in the nearby tracts without the grant 

funding, with rental rates averaging to $1,063 per month in 2016. Both the HOPE VI and non-

HOPE VI tracts are currently steeper than the citywide average of $943. Kyle Flood explained 

why the area surrounding MLK has seen such tremendous growth in the real estate market: 

I think a lot of it has to do with location. MLK is within walking distance of Center City     
so there's a lot more happening in the area. There's more foot traffic. There are new, and 
innovative small live-work spaces within that development that have been successful. In 
terms of residents’ access to transit, MLK is a block away from the Broad Street line and 
several bus lines. So, anecdotally I think that's why it has been so successful in expanding 
the housing market of Hawthorne. (K. Flood, personal interview, March 14, 2018).      

The former site of Schuylkill Falls has also experienced rapid appreciation of rental rates 

since its redevelopment with HUD HOPE VI funding. By 2016, local rents have skyrocketed by 

more than $800 a month from where they stood in 1980. From the time of the site’s 

redevelopment, the median contract rental rates at the new Falls Ridge site have appreciated by 

51%. In 1980, rent was more than $100 cheaper per month than the average market rental rate of 

Philadelphia County. Now, the average rental rates in Falls Ridge are $265 more than citywide 

averages per month. Due to its trending location for young professionals and graduate students, 

Falls Ridge has become a stable residential community following the HOPE VI renovation.
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Median Home Values 

 
Housing value data was collected at each case’s HOPE and non-HOPE VI census tracts 

from 1980, 1990, 2000, 2010, and 2013. This data will be compared with citywide Median Home 

Values of Philadelphia County to inform us on how the housing markets in HOPE VI 

neighborhoods fared, following redevelopment. All values were collected nominally, and 

adjusted for inflation in 2013 dollars and are on display in the full data table included below.  If 

housing values demonstrate a downward trend over time, that indicates a “soft” market. This is 

often referred to as a “buyers” market. If median home values trend upwards, this indicates that 

the market is increasingly hot and houses will often sell more quickly. In hot real estate markets, 

sellers have the obvious advantage  (J. Kromer, personal interview, March 17, 2018). 

Unfortunately, the data I collected from the National Historical Geographic Information System 

does not have more recent data at the census tract level in Philadelphia County. I encourage 

future scholarship to update these analyses using more recent trends. Despite this limitation, 

2013 data still enables me to illustrate meaningful impacts on home values, after HOPE VI 

redevelopment. 

At Richard Allen, Census Tract 131 demonstrated a mere 3% appreciation in median 

home value between 1980 and 2000. The revitalization of Richard Allen Homes took place 

between 1996 and 2006, which caused rapid appreciations of median home values in the 

neighborhood. By 2013, home values in tract 131 swelled by 162% in just thirteen years. While 

the other HOPE VI tract in Poplar (CT132) demonstrated steady growth between 1980 and 2013, 

the median home values also skyrocketed by 238% following HOPE VI funding and 

redevelopment. At this time, the average value of a house in Poplar was $101,400 more 

expensive than the citywide average.  



103 

In the tracts containing Richard Allen Homes, property values increased at a rate 

significantly above the citywide average, with an average growth of 200% compared to the city’s 

76%. The neighboring Poplar tracts without the HOPE VI redeveloped Richard Allen Homes 

performed even better, as home values soared by 270% over the same redevelopment period.  

In West Philadelphia, median home values grew sluggishly at Mill Creek between 1980 

and 2000, at just 12% for tract 105. It appears, however, between 2000 and 2013 the home 

values in the HOPE VI tract appreciated by 185% while its non-HOPE tract counterpart only 

realized a 43% growth. The median home value in the HOPE VI tract in Mill Creek is almost 

twice that of tract 94. While tract 105 significantly outperformed tract 94 after HOPE VI 

redevelopment, these home values still fall well below the citywide average. The median home 

value in Philadelphia County in 2013 was still $35,000 more than the average in Mill Creek’s 

HOPE VI tract. 

In East Falls, home values appreciated 25% between 1980 and 2000 in the census tract 

containing the former Schuylkill Falls public housing site (CT207). The redevelopment period 

between 2001 and 2007, coincides with significant price appreciation of home values in CT207. 

Between 2000 and 2010, the median home value soared by 136% in CT207 from $103,135 to 

$242,940.. The non-HOPE VI neighboring tract (210) also saw similar meteoric growth, surging 

114% to $228,275 over the same ten year period. By 2013, the home values in the tract 

containing Falls Ridge were $17,900 higher than the tract without HUD funding and $91,400 

higher than the citywide average. 
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Martin Luther King Plaza, in South Philadelphia’s Hawthorne neighborhood has realized 

the most dramatic improvement in median home values coinciding with the HOPE VI 

redevelopment between 2001 and 2011. While home values increased by 72%, on average, 

across the three MLK tracts between 1980 and 2000, the redevelopment period spurred a surge in 

median home values. While the citywide median increased by 76% between 2000 and 2013, the 

value of homes appreciated by an average of 164% in census tracts 15, 18, and 24. The non-

HOPE VI tracts performed even stronger in the redevelopment ‘era’ of Hawthorne. In the 

thirteen years following MLK’s demolition, median home values skyrocketed by 232%, when 

averaging the values from non-HOPE VI census tracts 19, 23, and 25. In 2013, the median home 

value of HOPE VI tracts containing MLK Plaza (CT 15, 18, and 24) was $339,733. On average, 

these values are $62,966 higher than the non-HOPE VI tracts of Hawthorne, and $197,233 more 

valuable than Philadelphia’s citywide average. Overall, median housing values were 2.3 times 

higher than the rest of Philadelphia County. 

Aside from MLK’s proximity to Center City, John Kromer explains that MLK’s physical 

design fostered tremendous value growth and can partially explain why it has outperformed other 

HOPE VI sites, from a real estate perspective: “I think MLK is the winner just in part because it 

is where it is, and in part because of the design. I think it's really creative in terms of the blending 

of the new and the existing, and the fact that you cannot really tell the public housing from the 

private housing, which is great” (J. Kromer, personal interview, March 17, 2018). Former United 

States Secretary of HUD, Henry Cisneros, wrote in his book From Despair to Hope that “One of 

the design goals [at MLK Plaza] was to make the new for-sale and rental homes similar to the 

existing Philadelphia-style row houses and to one another but not so indistinguishable that 

residents could not point to a house with pride and say, ‘That’s my home’”(Cisneros, 2009). 



105 

Cisneros also writes that the urban design firm Torti Gallas and Partners “addressed the 

challenge by matching the scale and materials of the existing homes—the red and orange brick, 

the front stoops—but adding the small architectural details that make homes distinctive—the 

color of a door, the details of a cornice, the color of the bricks and the mortar between the 

bricks” (p. 54).  Cisneros (2009) also demonstrates that “15 percent of the on-site homes are 

handicapped accessible, but through use of creative façades, unity of design, and streetscaping, 

modifications are not evident from the street” (p. 54) The meticulous design of the upgraded 

MLK public housing has certainly fared well in real estate markets. Kyle Flood, Senior Advisor 

to the PHA, told me in an interview that “From a real estate perspective Martin Luther King 

Plaza has certainly been the most successful” (K. Flood, personal interview, March 14, 2018). 

When asked what he would have changed about the MLK site, Kyle Flood said: 

What I wish we would have done is have a longer term resale restriction on the 
homeownership...because folks ten years ago would sell for around $280,000 and now they 
could sell them for the fair market value and keep all the proceeds. This is great for a lot of the 
homeowners who are public housing residents (which there were not that many that actually 
purchased in the homeownership phase), because the sales obviously built a tremendous amount 
of equity for them in a very, very short period of time. But you know, there are a lot of residents 
who are starting to sell their homes, and they are selling for four or five hundred thousand at this 
point. I really just wish that we had been able to have a longer term affordability on those 
homeownership units. (K. Flood, personal interview, March 14, 2018) 

While the real estate market has significantly benefited from HOPE VI redevelopment in 

each of my cases, MLK remains to be the stand out case when evaluating these factors. Residents 

of MLK Plaza have experienced a precipitous improvement in their real estate quality and 

overall value. To that end, the redevelopment has been wildly successful at improving the quality 

of neighborhoods.  
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Conclusion 

 
The formerly distressed public housing developments analyzed in this study once 

epitomized urban blight. They were riddled with crime, social dysfunction and poverty. After the 

city’s implementation of HUD HOPE VI revitalization funding to Philadelphia’s most distressed 

public housing, these communities have experienced quantifiably positive growth at the 

individual and neighborhood levels. Real Estate metrics in the tracts containing HOPE VI 

revitalization sites improved significantly following the completion of the projects. This 

neighborhood level outcome is unsurprising, as Susan Clampet-Lundquist explains: “If you 

narrow it down to thinking about their physical re-development goals, you can say that they 

[HOPE VI redevelopments in Philadelphia] were successful with that”  (S. Clampet-Lundquist, 

Personal Interview, March 28, 2018). For communities that have been historically devastated by 

disinvestment and population loss, the program was also successful in ushering in stability for 

local vacancy rates.  

Considering HOPE VI’s impact on real estate markets on the whole (through median 

contract rental rates, median home values, and vacancy rates) the redevelopment of Schuylkill 

Falls and MLK plaza appear to be the standout examples of program success. Hildebrandt (2015) 

suspects that positive real estate market outcomes in these cases are “most likely attributable to 

the high desirability of their neighborhoods as Hawthorne and East Falls are located within close 

proximity of Center City and Manayunk, respectively” (p. 66). Cisneros (2009) highlights that in 

early 2008, a Philadelphia Daily News article documented a 47 percent decrease in crime at 

MLK from 1999 to 2007 (p.55-56). Due to the remaining concentration of subsidized housing in 

Poplar and West Philadelphia’s Mill Creek neighborhoods, it is unsurprising that real estate 

metrics (such as rental rates) grew to a lesser extent.  
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Finally, one of HUD’s primary HOPE VI goals to deconcentrate area poverty, by creating 

racially and socioeconomically diverse communities, was only clearly achieved at Martin Luther 

King Plaza. The other three case studies still lag behind and cannot yet be characterized as 

communities of opportunity. Clampet-Lundquist adds that, “in addressing their [HUD] goals to 

provide housing for people who are most in need, I would say that they are unable to meet that 

goal when they're drastically reducing the amount of housing available” (S. Clampet-Lundquist, 

personal interview, March 28, 2018). This is the critical drawback to the program. In this 

analysis, I was unable to track or record outcomes for residents who were forced to relocate as a 

result of the decreased housing density from HOPE VI. Thus, the program also was responsible 

for disrupting valuable social networks in these public housing communities that were rooted in 

decades of community building. Venkatesh and Celimli (2004) remind us that for public housing 

residents, 75% of their social ties are with other residents of public housing. Clampet-Lundquist 

anecdotally addresses this issue of network disruption as a result of HOPE VI:  

 
 there were many people that were just broken by the fact that having to move from their 
homes... I think from the beginning, there's always kind of this assumption that the social 
ties within areas of high poverty can only be dysfunctional, and the more we separate 
people from one another the better. This misses out on seeing that there was also an 
incredible amount of social support going on and I think when the program comes in with 
a total deficit perspective and not thinking that there might be assets there, it negatively 
impacts the implementation because they are operating under a faulty assumption (S. 
Clampet-Lundquist, personal interview, March 28, 2018) 
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 On the whole, HOPE VI was a strategically successful program for 

the city of Philadelphia, but not for all of the residents. The beautiful new 

facades and green spaces cannot hide the fact that the PHA lost more than 

7,000 total units (K. Flood, personal interview, March 14, 2018). Eichel 

(2005) highlights the drastic loss of units at the outset of HOPE VI’s 

implementation has been met with the city’s swelling needs to provide low-

income residents with affordable housing. For those who were lucky enough 

to return to the redeveloped sites, they experience a drastic increase in both 

housing and neighborhood quality. For most of the residents who were 

forced to relocate to other affordable housing in the city, they were not so 

lucky. Although my analysis was unable to track this cohort, the literature 

suggests that these populations simply relocate to other areas of similar 

disadvantage and do not reap the benefits of the program that was supposed 

to benefit them and their communities (Kling et al., 2008; Clampet-

Lundquist, 2004; Crump, 2002). To that end, the HOPE VI program merely 

dispersed poverty in their deconcentration efforts. In applying for the grant 

funding, the city of Philadelphia identified and targeted the neighborhoods 

with real potential for investment and commerce. This is true in all of my cases, but especially 

pronounced in Hawthorne and Poplar due to their proximity to Center City commerce.  In short, 

HOPE VI was a successful redevelopment program but failed to adequately address the self-

sufficiency goals of public housing residents and the PHA.  
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Policy Implications 

It is clear from my research that residents at Martin Luther King Plaza benefited the most 

from the HOPE VI revitalization. This suggests that public housing with the best access to a 

city’s central business district are more poised to thrive after redevelopment. There are more 

resources, and community amenities pumped into these projects in hopes to increase downtown 

foot traffic and commerce. Distressed neighborhoods such as Mill Creek, which are spatially 

separated from Center City, fare the worst. Subsequent investment in the community has been 

stagnant, and neighborhood improvements appeared to be meager. While the program 

significantly improved the housing quality at this one development, the neighborhood has not yet  

experienced positive spillover effects. In addition, residents in Mill Creek are more 

geographically separated from community and supportive services. In areas that are not as 

ideally located within a city, it is crucial for local housing authorities to offer more hands-on 

supportive services for residents. These services will improve resident linkage to education, skill 

growth, and employment opportunities.  

Most importantly, the loss of hard units from the program indicates a clear and present 

need for more quality affordable for public housing residents. The only way to alleviate poverty 

rather than disperse it is to continue to revitalize distressed neighborhoods rather than relocating 

low-income residents elsewhere. This is presents a significant challenge as housing authorities 

are constrained by funding. Thus, there is a real opportunity for private investment to both 

transform blighted neighborhoods and drive social impact.  
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Limitations 

   While my results indicate that the redevelopment of each HOPE VI site in Philadelphia 

have positively affected neighborhood outcomes, future scholarship requires a heightened focus 

on resident level outcomes. After my analysis, it is still unclear how residents of the former 

public housing sites have fared, following HOPE VI redevelopment. My project was 

significantly constrained by my inability to secure PHA approval for resident interviews, and the 

time required to interview a large enough sample size of public housing residents. While 

analyzing the census tracts containing the HOPE VI sites helped shed light on how 

neighborhoods and residents are faring post-HOPE VI, these metrics cannot isolate public 

housing developments from neighboring properties, and fails to account for the high percentage 

of residents who were provided Section 8 vouchers to move elsewhere in the city. These 

methodological constraints pose questions for future scholarship to explore. For one, how have 

Section 8 voucher holders fared following their relocation? 

 Additionally, the city does not provide crime data at the census tract level spanning the 

time periods that coincide with redevelopment. Crime is a substantial problem that was rampant 

in dilapidated public housing. Studying the post-HOPE VI effects on neighborhood crime rates 

would have enabled me to further my research on the program’s overall efficacy. This gap in my 

research invites future scholarship to study the effects that crime has on the quality of housing, 

and overall resident satisfaction and safety. This poses another interesting question: Has HOPE 

VI redevelopment made neighborhoods safer? 

While this evaluation primarily analyzed neighborhood level socioeconomic factors, 

many scholars still suggest that HUD’s program has underperformed at improving quality of life 
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for residents and former residents of Philadelphia’s public housing. Between 1993 and 2008, 

Cisneros (2009) estimates that over 72,000 public housing residents have been displaced and 

relocated as a result of HOPE VI redevelopment. As two-thirds of the former residents are forced 

to relocate following demolition, the benefits from living in these redeveloped communities are 

only realized by a lucky few.  
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Appendix 

 
Transformation Photographs: Martin Luther King Plaza 
 

 
 
Tower #3 as seen from 13th St. (between Catharine St. 
& Fitzwater St.) Photo taken Friday, October 15, 1999, 
just 2 days before the implosion. (Martin Luther King 
Plaza - Before & After Photos, 1999) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
   
 
 
 
 
 

"7th floor hallway at Martin Luther King project" (McDowell, 1973). 
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Hawthorne Park, surrounded by MLK Plaza (New Look, 2017) 
 

 
 

Updated, mixed façades at MLK Plaza 
(Drueding, 2006) 
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Transformation Photographs: Richard Allen Homes 
 

 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
(McDowell, 1975) 
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Redeveloped Richard Allen Homes (PHA Fact Sheet) 
 
 
Transformation of Mill Creek (Lucien E, Blackwell Homes) 
 
 

 
(Romero, 2018) 
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  Louis Kahn’s blueprint for the Mill Creek public housing site, 1950 (Romero, 2018) 
 
 

 
(Lucien E. Blackwell Homes, 2018) 
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Transformation of Schuylkill Falls (Falls Ridge) 
 

 
(Architectural rendering of Schuylkill Falls housing project) 
 
 

 
  (Maicher, 1978).  
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       Revitalized Falls Ridge (New Look, 2017) 
 
 
 

 
                  (Falls Ridge – Pennrose, 2018) 
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