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Executive Summary
Since 1997, Nashville has witnessed several large public and private low-income housing redevelopment projects.  The public version has come in the form of two federally funded HOPE-VI projects, planned and administered by Metropolitan Development and Housing Agency.  These projects have demolished dilapidated public housing projects and, in their place, built mixed-income, part-homeowner single-family dwelling neighborhoods with community centers and other amenities nearby. HOPE VI’s goal is to reduce concentrations of poverty by (a) encouraging working families to move out of public housing and into the private rental market and (b) encouraging a greater income mix, including home ownership, in the renovated public housing developments.  Concerns have been raised about the displacement of residents as fewer housing units are built to replace what has been torn down.  Similar redevelopment projects have been organized by private Community Development Corporations, such as Banc of America CDC.  Unlike the HOPE VI projects, all units in the CDC projects remain low-income.

In the fall of 2001, students in the course HOD 2600/3600: Community Development & Urban Policy in the Department of Human and Organizational Development at Peabody College of Vanderbilt University conducted a study of the impact of low-income housing redevelopment projects on resident displacement and surrounding neighborhood property values.  We approached the two largest developers of such projects in Nashville, TN: the Banc of America CDC and MDHA’s HOPE-VI.  This report examines the effects of two HOPE VI projects, Preston Taylor and Vine Hill, and three CDC projects, Park at Hillside, Lane Gardens/River Chase, and Park at Melrose. 

Relocation Of Residents Due To Housing Redevelopment Projects

Vine Hill.  The city of Nashville received a HOPE-VI grant to redevelop the Vine Hill public housing project in 1997 for $13.6 million. This project was originally built in the 1940s, intended as temporary housing for defense workers. There were originally 280 units for low-income residents.  The replaced units available for this population became 152 onsite and 40 off-site, a net loss of 88 units. There were 18 single-family homes developed on-site and 82 developed off-site.

Preston Taylor.  The grant for Preston Taylor Homes was received in 1999 for $35 million.  There were 550 public housing units before the demolition.  The planned replacements for low-income residents are 310 units for low-income residents, a net loss of 240 units.  An additional 40 single-family units for market-rate renters are being developed.  MDHA supplied our project with contact information on former Preston Taylor residents so that we could possibly help MDHA locate some of those with whom they had lost contact.  We took the opportunity to briefly interview a small, random sample of former residents.  Most reported greater satisfaction with their current homes than their old Preston Taylor homes in terms of floor space, building condition, neighborhood, and location. The differences in housing cost were about evenly split among those paying more, less, and about the same.  We were somewhat surprised that 40% said they did not receive any assistance in relocating. Desire to return to the renovated Preston Taylor property was about evenly split.

Park at Hillside.  Banc of America CDC purchased Edgehill Village in 1998 for comprehensive redevelopment.  It was a Section-8 property with 290 one- to four-bedroom units.  The CDC also purchased investor-owned properties interspersed with Edgehill Village.  The 11 units of housing on these properties were removed.  The redeveloped property is now named “The Park at Hillside.”  It comprises 290 one- to three-bedroom units, equal to that previously established.  Six single-family homes were also developed.  

RiverChase.  Banc of America CDC purchased the 212-unit one to four bedroom Lane Gardens complex in February of 2000, along with an additional surrounding two blocks for development of single-family homes.  It was renamed RiverChase, and replaced with 212 units ranging from one to three bedrooms, equal to those previously established.  Data were not available on the additional developments.

The Park at Melrose.  The Sherwood Terrace apartment complex in the Melrose area required only moderate rehabilitation.  After Banc of America CDC purchased it, residents were allowed to stay in place, and repairs for each of the 237 units was accomplished as each was vacated through turnover.  

Impact of Nashville Housing Redevelopment Projects on Property Values


In addition to reviewing the general displacement-replacement cycle, we were interested in the spillover effects of the various HOPE-VI and Banc of America projects.  The increase in surrounding property values was used to assess how the neighborhoods were being affected by the refurbished areas.  Compared to the city average, the area surrounding the Preston Taylor HOPE-VI site has not yet appreciated significantly, the Lane Gardens CDC area appreciated slightly, the homes near the Park at Melrose appreciated a moderately high amount, and those around the Vine Hill HOPE-VI site and Park at Hillside CDC sites have appreciated quite markedly.  While these appreciations are good news for most home owners and for property tax revenues, it is important to recognize that they may be seriously burdensome for renters and those homeowners on fixed incomes who do not plan to move, but must cope with higher taxes.

Conclusions

This report provides a preliminary account of the impacts of large-scale redevelopment projects in Nashville. But the original goal of tracking displaced residents was impossible for this project to achieve in any comprehensive way.  Outside the small sample interviewed, we still know little about how families coped with the relocation and nothing about the vast majority of those former residents MDHA also has been unable to track.  We were left wondering why HUD had not instituted a one-for-one replacement policy and, given that they did not, why better tracking systems, and the resources to implement them, were not set up in advance.  It is important that the Nashville Metropolitan planning division, housing agency, or affordable housing office create or commission a complete, accurate, up-to-date, and accessible database, not only of those residents relocated by redevelopment projects, but of all public and private low-and-moderate-income housing units in Nashville.  Such a database is necessary to monitor progress on this critically important problem and to permit the thorough, comprehensive, and ongoing analysis necessary for informed policy. 

Relocation Of Residents Due To Housing Redevelopment Projects

Introduction

In recent years, there has been a sharp increase in both housing costs and people needing affordable housing here in Nashville, TN, and throughout the U.S.  To address this problem, Mayor Bill Purcell has targeted a significant increase in the development of new, low- and moderate-income housing.  The reality, however, has been a much smaller level of affordable housing being built and a decrease in the existing stock of low-income housing.  The destruction or transfer of low-income housing units as part of both private and Federal (U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development.) redevelopment projects has left many families and individuals scrambling to find adequate, affordable housing.  It may have left some homeless, but as important as that question is, it is one we are unable to address.

Some research has begun to appear nationally on both displacement and spillover effects of HOPE VI and similar private or public-private partnership programs (Denson, 2002; Ellen, Schill, Susin & Schwartz, 2001; Urban Institute, 2002).  But no independent research has yet been conducted on the several such projects in Nashville, TN.  As a class, we decided to look at the two largest low-income housing redevelopment organizations in Nashville: two HUD-funded HOPE VI Projects and Banc of America’s Community Development Corporation (CDC).  We began with the following questions:

1.
How many new units were built for each project (600 total in HOPE-VI)? Of those, what is the housing cost distribution?  What is the occupancy of the new units?

1. How many residents were displaced and how many moved back?  How much did their rent go up?

2. Where are displaced residents moving?

3. How adequate is the replacement in terms of…cost? Location? Space? Condition?

4. Are they receiving Section-8 vouchers?  If so, how hard has it been to find affordable Section-8 apartments?

5. What happened to property values in the project areas?  Were any properties rezoned commercial?

This part of our report looks at the success of the relocation efforts, as well as the improvements incurred as a result of the rehabilitation.

HOPE VI Projects

HOPE VI, also known as the Urban Revitalization Demonstration, was designed to revitalize public housing neighborhoods. The program showcases innovative mixed-income, mixed-finance housing developments and public-private partnerships that place schools, churches, civic and community services, and employment in or near the developments. HOPE VI’s goal is to reduce concentrations of poverty by encouraging a greater income mix among public housing residents, and by encouraging working families to move out of public housing and into new market-rate housing being built as part of the new neighborhoods.
Many critics perceive HOPE VI as a federal program that displaces residents.  It is thought that in changing the physical shape of public housing, fewer housing units are built to replace what has been torn down.  In fact, by the completion of the 1999 grants, HUD expected to have demolished 82,000 public housing units, and to have replaced 51,000 of those with affordable housing units. This report examines the effects of two HOPE VI projects: Preston Taylor and Vine Hill.


Vine Hill

Displacement.  Out of 193 households in the Vine Hill community, 164 total households were displaced as a result of the Hope-VI project. 

Assistance.  When the public housing projects were torn down, residents were offered, pending qualification, Section-8 housing certificates.  These vouchers allowed residents to move into the private sector, and have part or all of their rent subsidized by HUD, depending on income and the cost of rent.  HUD continually reviews the vouchers, and the amount allotted can change over time.  For instance, if a person’s income were to increase while receiving Section-8, and the government determines that less aid is needed, the amount of the voucher may be reduced.

There are some problems associated with the Section-8 program.  Landlords are not required to rent property to people with Section-8 vouchers, so receiving a certificate does not guarantee a resident housing acquirement. Additionally, many people who have lived in public housing for extended periods of time have trouble balancing their budget once they enter the private sector.

Sources indicated that when a resident decided to give up his/her spot in public housing receive Section-8, he/she is moved to the top of the waiting list for vouchers.  All of the residents had been on the list before the projects were torn down, but because they were willing to give up their public housing (HOPE VI) spots they were now given first priority.  This being the case, should any of these people either not be able to find available rental properties or be unable to responsibly deal with their finances, they are no longer on the list for public housing.  

In addition to this, monetary and manual assistance was offered.

Availability.  The newly renovated Vine Hill property comprises 170 homes. 152 of these homes are rental units, and homeowners occupy the other 18. Each housing unit ranges from $68,000 to $70,0000 in value. In regard to rental cost, this varies as it depends upon the income of the household, the general public housing range being $50 to $525.

Relocation.  Of the 164 displaced households, 85 went to public housing, 27 got private residences, three received Section-8 vouchers, and 49 were classified as "other". A total of 29 households (approximately 25%) returned to Vine Hill. For residents who did return, the rent per month continued to be based on income. In other words, rent did not go up unless the residents entered a new income bracket.

The top five relocation zip code areas for former Vine Hill residents were (1) 37204=17.6%, (2) 37203= 14.8%, (3) 37206= 12%, (4) 37208= 12%, and (5) 37210= 10.6% (% out of 216 households). The number one relocation area was within the same zip code area as the residents’ former living quarters, with 73.5%, remaining in the general vicinity.  (See Appendix.)

Preston Taylor
Displacement.  When the Preston-Taylor projects were closed there were 532 households. 

Assistance.  The assistance offered to residents of this location was the same as at Vine Hill.

Availability.  The new Preston Taylor homes are being built in two phases. The first phase, which opened for occupation in February of 2002, consisted of a total of 191 housing units. 182 of these units were rental units, the remaining nine being homeowner units. The second phase will open for occupation in 2003, and will consist of a total of 134 housing units. 116 of these units will be rental units, the remaining 18 being homeowner units. Each housing unit in Preston Taylor is calculated to have a value of $85,000. Rental cost will follow the same guidelines as that of Vine Hill, and will vary upon household income.

Relocation.  Estimates from MDHA indicated that 194 of the relocated households received Section-8 housing certificates.  This is slightly different than the number found in MDHA data, which had only 140 households receiving Section-8 certificates.

With the cooperation of the HOPE-VI office we were able to discover that the top five zip code areas that the former Preston Taylor residents relocated to were (1) 37208= 31.4%, (2) 37203= 17.7%, (3) 37209= 16.9%, (4) 37207= 12.5%, and (5) 37206= 10.2% (% out of 401 households).  The number one relocation area of the residents was within the same zip code area as their former living quarters, with 74.9% of the relocated residents remaining in the same general part of the city (see Appendix).

Survey.  In addition to the aggregate information gathered, students were given the opportunity to interview a sample of individuals that previously resided at Preston Taylor.  Based on MDHA lists of former residents, participants shared the following: reasons for relocating, adequacy of current accommodations, assistance received for relocation, and desire to return to the renovated Preston Taylor property.  Of the residents who have since relocated, 25 were contacted. 

Of the 25 participants, 16 reported being forced to move due to the demolition, three wanted to move their families to a better neighborhood, two obtained better jobs and could afford to move, two were already planning moves when the demolition was announced, one moved to be with her father, and one was evicted.

When asked to compare their current houses to their Preston-Taylor homes, 19 respondents classified their current homes as better, five said their current homes are worse, and one said that the homes were about the same. To further explore the adequacy of the replacement housing, respondents were asked to comment on categories including cost, area, building condition, neighborhood, and location. The comparisons between Preston-Taylor and current place of residence were open-ended, allowing respondents to comment freely on suggested areas. In terms of cost, four said that the cost of their current homes was less than their Preston-Taylor housing, while five said that their current homes cost more, and four reported no change. In terms of area, 15 respondents have more space, three have less space, and two reported no change. In terms of the actual building condition, 15 respondents think that their current homes are in better condition, one feels that his current home is in worse condition, and one reported no change. In terms of the quality of the neighborhood, 15 said they were living in a better neighborhood, four said that they were living in a neighborhood worse than Preston-Taylor, and one reported no change. Finally, nine said that their new locations are better than before, five said their new locations are worse than before, and two reported no change in the location.

Of the 25 respondents, 14 reported receiving assistance in relocating from Preston-Taylor, 10 reported not receiving assistance, and one did not wish to comment. MDHA’s policy was to assist all residents in relocating.  Thus it is unclear whether the 40% who said they did not receive help simply moved of their own accord without telling the management.  It is possible that they found private market housing to move into and did not need assistance.  It is also possible that some did not understand the question or that our interviewer or coder misinterpreted the responses.  Given this ambiguity, we recommend that MDHA conduct its own follow-up assessment of the numbers and reasons for not receiving relocation assistance.  Of the 14 who received assistance, 13 had no problems with the assistance, while one felt he was not given enough money for relocation. The participants in the survey identified four types of assistance that they received; it was possible for participants to receive more than one form of assistance.  In all, four participants reported receiving more than one type of assistance. When moving from Preston-Taylor, seven reported receiving money (payment for moving expenses), five reported receiving moving assistance, five received Section-8 vouchers, and one attended a homebuyer's class.

Although the participants in the phone survey occupied housing that has since been demolished and are now living in different homes, nine respondents expressed interest in returning, and three respondents said they might return; however, 10 respondents said that they would not like to return to Preston-Taylor once the rehabilitation has occurred.

Banc of America CDC Projects

Banc of America CDC, a subsidiary of Bank of America, was chartered in 1978.  It was the first and is the largest bank-owned CDC.  It operates “for profit, but for-purpose,” with all income generated going into community development.  The CDC targets areas for redevelopment and then works with government and community groups to complete the project.  The thought here is that rehabilitation will benefit living conditions, which in turn will decrease drug activity, theft, and other crimes that are consequential to poor, worn down areas.  Unlike the HOPE VI projects, all properties of the CDC maintain low-income residential status.  A primary concern in such interventions is their effect on the cost of living.  It is perceived that the extent of renovations may drive up property values, and rent will consequently increase.

Park at Hillside

Displacement.  The office of Housing and Urban Development (HUD) foreclosed on the Edgehill Village property due to the owner’s negligence to keep the property up to HUD specified maintenance levels.  According to an MDHA representative, the property owner of Edgehill Village created confusion when he sent letters to residents telling them of his plan to buy out of the Section-8 program, consequently informing residents that they needed to arrange to move. MDHA were alerted of this by a concerned resident at the property and called the local HUD office. HUD set up meetings to calm the residents and explain what the process would be like.  HUD told residents that they would have to move, but not as quickly as the landlord had suggested, and assured assistance with their relocation. The standard procedure for situations that displace residents is a twelve-month notice.

Estimates of the number displaced at Edgehill Village varied based on how early one starts counting.  According to a Banc of America representative, 154 of the 290 units were occupied as of June, 1997, and that number had dropped to approximately 100 by the time the CDC began negotiations with the previous owner.  MDHA estimated that 300 families had to be relocated, which presumably reflects the total over the last year or two of the old development.  Similarly, ARCO, a contracted relocation team, estimates 324 with just under 285 receiving Section-8 vouchers.

Assistance.  HUD hired ARCO to handle the relocation of residents. ARCO is a Washington D.C. corporation that has its main office in Suffern, New York.  ARCO has a contract with the national HUD office to handle any properties in this region that are in disposition.  The regional director of ARCO reported that they successfully relocated 153 households from the Edgehill I property and 132 from Edgehill II for a total of 285 households relocated. Pat Clark confirms that about 90% of the existing residents followed through with the Section-8 applications. 

The procedure for processing these residents was as follows:

1)
The local HUD office requested Section-8 vouchers for each resident from the national office. MDHA sources say that they were given 300 Section-8 vouchers from HUD and were asked to interview the families to determine Section-8 eligibility based on income and family composition.  Families were to be treated as if they were applying for continued occupancy rather than as a new tenant.  This means that police record checks were averted.

2)
MDHA and ARCO worked together to interview each resident or family to collect the necessary information including driver’s license and social security number. They were given assistance in obtaining these documents if they did not have them. Residents were given a $100.00 stipend at this interview as incentive to attend and to help with any missed work or transportation costs.

3)
Next they were given their Section-8 voucher and another $200.00 stipend to help with any miscellaneous costs. ARCO worked with MDHA to solicit properties that may not be in the Section-8 program in order to increase the pool of available housing and to ensure a place for these residents to go.  Representatives said that some residents chose public housing and a few didn't follow through on the applications.  Approximately 90% received vouchers.  ARCO also provided relocation funds based on the unit size: $500.00 for 1-bedroom, $550.00 for 2-bedroom, $625.00 for 3-bedroom, and $800.00 for 4-bedroom units.  These funds were strictly for the costs of moving. ARCO was also able to transport the residents to submit applications, and paid for any charges incurred for deposits and transfer of utility and phone services. ARCO also made it possible for residents to relocate to a different town and provided assistance for those residents who needed to travel to another city to search for housing options.

ARCO related that the relocation effort at Edgehill went very well and they feel good about the process. The only concerns voiced relate to those people who may have fallen through the cracks. Specific worries were voiced about the 39 households who did not seek relocation assistance or Section-8 vouchers and how the team could have better supported this group. They also voiced concerns about only receiving enough Section-8 vouchers from HUD for the number of households occupied just prior to demolition. He suggests that HUD should have included enough vouchers to include those units that were not occupied so as not to reduce the overall number available. 

Regarding follow-up with displaced residents, Mike reports that ARCO did do some follow-up with residents they considered “at-risk”. He described this group as the elderly residents, and worried about how they would fare being removed from their historically supportive community. Mike was not aware of any other follow-up work that might have been done by MDHA or HUD. 

Rehabilitation.  The CDC performed a total gutting and rehabilitation of the original 290 units.  When initially purchased, the units had asbestos tile flooring and lacked central heat and air.  They had radiant heat in the ceilings and/or baseboard heaters.  The CDC removed the asbestos tile and installed new vinyl in the kitchen and bath and carpet throughout the remainder.  The units now have central heat and air conditioning, kitchens with dishwashers and disposals, security services to individual units.  The perimeter of the complex is fenced and exterior lighting was increased.  

The Park at Hillside also has a “Make a-Difference Center,” providing a computer lab, library, and activity room.  The center also houses an after-school tutorial program for ages six to 12 and other services.  Banc of America CDC has partnered with Woodbine Community Organization to operate the Center.

Current Status.  Park at Hillside residents are mixed-income.  According to the leasing consultant, the majority are subsidized under Section-8.  Those who pay full rent must have incomes at least three times the monthly rent.  In addition, they must also be below the income limit set by the Tennessee Housing Development Authority in order for the property to earn tax credits. The Banc of America representative explained that potential residents must pass credit and criminal background checks.  The policy for residents committing a crime or major andalism is "one strike and you're out."  He said more than 80% have income less than 50% of the area’s median income and all have income less than 60% of the median.  

RiverChase

Displacement.  On June 30, 1999, the non-profit owner of the Lane Garden Apartments, Lane College Housing, Inc., notified residents of it's plan to prepay the FHA mortgage and opt out of the Section-8 Program.  The residents were informed that they would have to vacate their apartments by January 31, 2000.  This left 186 very low-income families in need of relocation assistance.
 

Assistance.  This sensitive problem was called to the attention of HUD, the Department of Housing and Urban Development, which then teamed up with the community to successfully relocate these families.  The median income of the families in need of relocation assistance was $6,000 dollars, which left little or no money to pay application fees, security deposits, utility deposits, or moving expenses.  


While the opt-out provided qualifying residents with Section-8 vouchers, no HUD funding was provided to pay for moving costs or the up front fees involved with finding an apartment.  With the cooperation of the new owner, Bank of America, and many community organizations, as well as the non-profit owner of the apartment complex all 168 households were successfully relocated.  Lane College Housing, Inc. refunded all of the residents’ security deposits upon vacating the unit, Bank of America and Lane College Housing set aside $50,000 to be divided among the residents, and toward the end of the relocation process MDHA gave $3,000 to rent a U-Haul truck in order to moved that last 12 households.  


Rehabilitation.  The renovations were similar to that accomplished at Edgehill Village, except that controlled entry gates were installed as well.  New tenants were allowed to move into each building as it was completed.  The first buildings were completed and leased in June 2000 and the final buildings, in June 2001.  

Current Status.  RiverChase now averages 96% occupancy.  A Banc of America CDC representative added that rents at RiverChase are approximately 25% lower than they were at Lane Gardens.  The leasing consultant said that approximately 80% of tenants are currently Section-8, and, as with The Park at Hillside, all must have incomes below THDA-specified levels for project tax credits.  She reported the occupancy on the day of our conversation was 97.2%.  Information from Banc of America indicates that 98% have incomes below 50% of the area’s median income.  They also noted that, prior to the renovations, there were 231 police service calls to Lane Gardens in 1999, while were only 55 in the 2000-01 period, with no drug-related arrests.

The Park at Melrose

Displacement.  The Sherwood Terrace property did not required comprehensive repairs, so direct displacement was not necessary.

Rehailitation.  The CDC invested approximately $8,000 to $10,000 per unit.  Again, controlled entry gates were added at the complex at the residents’ request.  One unit was also converted to a Make a Difference Center.  A Park at Melrose staff person explained that this complex was conventionally financed and does not have any Section-8 tenants, so all units are rented at market rates.  Prospective tenants must prove their income exceeds three times the rent they will pay.

Cost Distributions for Banc of America Properties

The CDC stated that rents were actually reduced at each of the complexes, and this was echoed by the Director of the Mayor’s office of Affordable Housing.  This means that the apartments are more affordable for unsubsidized tenants and that the amount of subsidy required for Section-8 tenants is less than it was prior to the rehabilitation.  

The following table lists monthly rental rates for various sized units at the three Banc of America CDC-owned developments and the rents formerly charged by Lane Gardens (now RiverChase).  Lane Gardens rents were provided by the Director of Community Services at Nashville’s Department of Social Services.  In each case, numbers in parentheses in front of the rent figure indicate the number of units of that type available in the complex.  Material in parentheses following the rent figure provides additional information about the size and/or style of the unit.  All units have a single bathroom except where two are noted.

	
	RiverChase
	Park at Hillside
	Park at Melrose
	Lane Gardens 

	1 Bedroom
	(10)   $450   
(506 sq ft)
	$446 

(635 sq ft)
	(127)   $445
	(10)   $506

	2 Bedroom
	(40)   $485   
(642 sq ft garden)

(56)   $510   
(736 sq ft townhome)


	$490 

(705 sq ft garden)

$515 

(765 and 817 sq ft townhomes)
	(20)     $550
(75)     $580


	(96)   $624

	3 Bedroom
	(40)   $560   
(803 sq ft garden)

(56)   $580   
(867 sq ft townhome)

(10)   $630   
(951 sq ft garden, 2 baths)


	$565 

(835 sq ft garden)

$625 

(1100 sq ft garden, 2 baths)
	(16)     $710  
(2 bath)


	(96)   $770

	4 Bedroom
	None
	None
	None
	(10)   $870


Conclusion

Upon reviewing the information gathered, we can draw some helpful conclusions for future rehabilitation projects and relocation services.  The new units improved the standard of living for the occupants at a material level through increased security on the properties, a cleaner neighborhood, more modern homes that included new amenities and appliances.  Beyond that, the new units are homes of which the tenants can be proud.  The improvement of their home often serves as motivation to seek improvement in other areas as well.  We can only speculate as to how these residents have been affected on a personal level.  We suspect that those who were able to return or move to the renovated housing benefited in terms of quality of life.  The rehabilitation has increased the property value, decreased crime rates, and in some cases provided an essential community resource with the “Make a Difference Center”.  But the majority of those who moved did not return and we cannot even speculate as to whether their situations have improved or worsened.


The relocation efforts appear to have been largely successful.  Finding new homes for the residents was never easy, but through the collective efforts of community organizations, the transition was much more effective.  Local churches, non-profit organizations, HUD, MDHA and many others exhibited the value of tenacity within the community.  Altogether, these efforts helped to not only locate new homes for the tenants, but they assisted in the moving efforts and provided a support system for the residents.


Our data gathering and analysis gave us, not only insights into the redevelopment process and its impacts, but also a valuable learning experience in working with both public and private housing agencies and professionals and in talking to low-income residents about their situations.  The challenges and setbacks we faced gave a glimpse of the difficulties in conducting policy research at the local level with little government resources for data gathering and management.  We hope the information gathered will shed some light on the impact of large-scale, low-income housing redevelopment projects.  But mainly, we were impressed with the need for local government to maintain a comprehensive database on both low-income residents who are relocated and, even more important, the number of low-income housing units in various categories as many disappear and others are built.

Impact of Nashville Housing Redevelopment Projects on Property Values

Introduction


In addition to investigating the general relocation process of the various projects, we reviewed the effects of these interventions on surrounding property values.  We sought to assess whether neighborhoods were benefiting from the projects.

In order to do this, site maps and visits were completed to gather specific properties to investigate.  Several hours of data collection were spent at the Davidson County Assessor’s office, and tax appraisal information was gathered for the years of 1993, prior to any intervention, and 2001, after interventions were being implemented, for single-family properties within a two-block radius.  Each of the projects was evaluated in terms of land, improvement, and total appraisal values from 1993 and 2001.  An average percent change was determined for each of the categories, and these values were compared to an appreciation index.  


Appreciation Index.  The average percent change from December 1992 and December 2000 (tax appraisals are based on the sales information from the previous year) in residential sales prices throughout Davidson County was used for this comparison index.  This value estimates a 46.5% change from 1993 and 2001, with an average increase of $41,126.  This rate indicates what kind of change is expected in this period of time for the average residential property.  In the Limitations section, we discuss some of the problems with using this index.  The following section summarizes the changes in appraised residential property values in the areas surrounding each of the five redevelopment projects.

HOPE VI Projects

Vine Hill
The Vine Hill location consisted of 37 single-family dwellings.  16 of the residential properties were excluded due to incomplete data and other household arrangements such as duplex, triplex, and other multi-family structures.  The average change from 1993 to 2001 in all three areas were 205.6% for land value, with an average increase of $16,441; 248% for improvement value, with an average increase of $118,283; and 236.3% for total property value, with an average increase of $134,724.

Preston Taylor

The Preston Taylor location consisted of 21 single-family dwellings.  Seven properties were excluded from analysis due to lack of data and alternative housing arrangements.  The average change from 1993 to 2001 was 17.8% for land value, with an average increase of $2,943; 60.4% for improvement value, with an average increase of $24,148; and 50.4% for total property value, with an average increase of $27,090.

Banc of America CDC Projects

Park at Hillside

The Park at Hillside location consisted of 55 single-family dwellings.  The area primarily consisted of low-rise complexes, which were excluded from analysis, and commercial property.  There was also medium and high density one and two-family zoning.  26 residential properties were excluded due to duplex and triplex arrangements.  The average change from 1993 to 2001 in all three areas was 137.5% for land value, with an average increase of $11,977; 58% for improvement value, with an average increase of $16,737; and 101.96% for total property value, with an average change of $28,697.


RiverChase (Lane Gardens)

The Riverchase location consisted of 113 single-family homes.  This area consisted of medium-to-high-density, one and two-family zoning.  A mixed use office zone is also nearby.  25 of the residential properties were excluded due to incomplete data and other household arrangements.  The average change from 1993 to 2001 in all three areas was 56.2% for land value, with an average increase of $2500; 72.3% for improvement value, with an average increase of $14,624; and 64.3% for total property value, with an average increase of $17,363.


Park at Melrose

The Park at Melrose location consisted of 81 single-family homes.  This area primarily consisted of medium to high-density one and two-family zoning.  There was some commercial property in the area as well, which was mainly day care establishments.  Of the residential properties, a total of 35 were excluded from analysis because they were duplex, triplex, and quadraplex arrangements.  The average change from 1993 to 2001 in all three areas was 110% for land value, with an average increase of $12,327; 85% for improvement value, with an average increase of $37,158; and 86% for total property value, with an average increase of 

$50,302.

Analysis

In comparing the changes across the various projects to the appreciation index, we can conclude whether the various neighborhoods are benefiting from these developments.  Based on the discrepancy between the appraisal and index values, we can cautiously make assumptions about the nature of the changes taking place.  For example, if the values differ to a large degree, where the sample appraisals are higher, it may be evident that gentrification is taking place.  The developments may be changing the demographics in the area where individuals with higher incomes are moving in, and low-income families are being forced out.  However, if the values are discrepant to a lesser degree, where the sample appraisals are higher, incumbent upgrading may be evident where individuals are improving their properties themselves.  If the values are similar, or are discrepant in the opposite direction it is possible that the neighborhoods are not benefiting from the interventions.

The locations of Lane Gardens and Preston Taylor had minimal discrepancy between property value change and the appreciation index in improvement and total property values.  This may indicate that the interventions have not yet impacted the area to a significant degree.  In the case of Preston Taylor, the intervention has yet to be completed, so the effects may not surface until the next appraisal period.  In regard to land value, Lane Gardens’ percent change was similar to the index value.  As was related previously, this may be due to a lack of impact.  However, Preston Taylor’s rate was lower than the appreciation index to a large degree.  This could be the result of the substantial amount of construction that is currently taking place.  It is possible that the land value depreciated due to it.

The locations of Park at Melrose and Park at Hillside had discrepancies to a larger degree.  The land value increased nearly 2.5 times more than the appreciation value predicted, and the total property value increased approximately two times more.  This may be indicative of incumbent upgrading by area residents.  The differences are substantial and may be indicative of gentrification.  In regard to improvement value, the Park at Melrose increased in a similar manner as its total property value did.  Park at Hillside’s improvement value, however, did not increase to the degree that was predicted.  This may be another case of lacking impact.

The location of Vine Hill is a unique case.  The increase in all three areas was substantial, nearly 4.5 times more than the predicted value.  This area is a HOPE-VI intervention that has been completed.   The rapid change that has taken place may be indicative of gentrification effects.

Limitations

There are some significant problems with this analysis that may affect the validity of the conclusions drawn in the previous paragraphs.  One particular problem was the use of the appreciation index.  A more appropriate measure for comparison would have been land, improvement, and total property value changes from an area with similar zoning that has not been affected by interventions similar to those of Banc of America CDC and HOPE-VI.  Time constraints were a major factor, and retrieving this information was not feasible.  Beyond this, neighborhood level appreciation estimates would have been valuable.  Attempts to contact local housing and planning officials and analysts to retrieve this information were unsuccessful.  Therefore, the sales approximations were used as a last resort.  The inherent problem with this is the fact that it is an approximation for all residential areas, whereas single-family establishments were the focus here.  Additionally, sales information and tax appraisal estimates are not compatible as they are used for different purposes.

Conclusion


Despite these limitations, the data suggest that, compared to the city average, the area surrounding the Preston Taylor HOPE-VI site has not yet appreciated significantly, the Lane Gardens CDC area appreciated slightly, the homes near the Park at Melrose appreciated a moderately high amount, and those around the Vine Hill HOPE-VI site and Park at Hillside CDC sites have appreciated quite markedly.  While these appreciations are good news for most home owners and for property tax revenues, it is important to recognize that they may be seriously burdensome for renters and those homeowners on fixed incomes who do not plan to move, but must cope with higher taxes.

This report provides an initial account of the impacts of these large redevelopment projects.  But the original goal of tracking displaced residents was impossible for this project to achieve in any comprehensive way.  We still know little about how families coped with the move, their new locations, and any problems associated with the Section-8 housing vouchers most were offered.  We know nothing about the vast majority of those former residents MDHA also has been unable to track.  We were left wondering why HUD had not instituted a one-for-one replacement policy and, given that they did not, why better tracking systems, and the resources to implement them, were not set up in advance.  It is important that the Nashville Metropolitan planning division, housing agency, or affordable housing office create or commission a complete, accurate, up-to-date, and accessible database, not only of those residents relocated by redevelopment projects, but of all public and private low-and-moderate-income housing units in Nashville.  Such a database is necessary to monitor progress on this critically important problem and to permit the thorough, comprehensive, and ongoing analysis for the sake of better informed policy development.
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APPENDIX: Zip Code Areas to which Vine Hill and Preston Taylor Residents Moved

	Vine Hill

	Zip Codes
	Number of households
	Percentile

	37204
	38
	17.6%

	37203
	32
	14.8%

	37206
	26
	12%

	37208
	26
	12%

	37210
	23
	10.6%

	37211
	16
	7.4%

	37207
	14
	6.5%

	37212
	6
	2.7%

	37115
	5
	2.3%

	37013
	5
	2.3%

	37209
	4
	1.9%

	37214
	4
	1.9%

	37216
	4
	1.9%

	37076
	3
	1.4%

	37217
	3
	1.4%

	37218
	2
	.9%

	37048
	1
	.5%

	37042
	1
	.5%

	37072
	1
	.5%

	37167
	1
	.5%

	37202
	1
	.5%


	Preston Taylor

	Zip Codes
	Number of households
	Percentile

	37208
	126
	31.4%

	37203
	71
	17.7%

	37209
	68
	16.9%

	37207
	50
	12.5%

	37206
	41
	10.2%

	37210
	12
	2.9%

	37211
	5
	1.2%

	37216
	4
	.9%

	37076
	3
	.7%

	37115
	3
	.7%

	37013
	2
	.4%

	37212
	2
	.4%

	37221
	2
	.4%

	37218
	2
	.4%

	37204
	2
	.4%

	37217
	1
	.2%

	37224
	1
	.2%

	37214
	1
	.2%

	37204
	1
	.2%

	37072
	1
	.2%

	37189
	1
	.2%

	37064
	1
	.2%

	37222
	1
	.2%


