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ABSTRACT

The Sorted City:
San Francisco, Hope SF, and the Redevelopment of Public Housing
by
Jane Marie Rongerude
Doctor of Philosophy in City and Regional Planning
University of California, Berkeley
Professor Ananya Roy, Chair

This dissertation examines the design of Hope SF, an innovative program in San
Francisco that addresses both the physical decay of public housing prapedttes social
exclusion of public housing residents. Hope SF builds on the model of HOPE VI. Like HOPE
VI, it attempts to remedy concentrated poverty and poor design by replagadnolaogenous,
dilapidated public housing sites with economically integrated, mixed-income worns.
Projects achieve income diversity through increased density, phasedpeget, and the one-
for-one replacement of public housing units rather than the dispersal of resideatssdthe
program emphasizes integration, not relocation, every public housing familynseomasite.
Service plans move public housing residents from their current condition of @ireaati
exclusion to their future as residents of new economically mixed neighborhoods.

While the Hope SF case provides numerous examples of best practices forfdotsatcef
redevelop public housing, it also reflects the larger trends of localizationutsieqg, and the
retrenchment of the US welfare state. It provides a lens through whichrmexamine the
differing landscapes of poverty and opportunity at this moment in the city. Mysanahds that
Hope SF creates a geography of differentiated poverty: where poor housekgiitned to a
particular location, closely managed, connected to local workforce needs, amceldabn the
threshold of exception. The overlapping public and private systems related t&Hapel
redevelopment create an infrastructure that sorts the affected populatidrobasehnical
requirements and individual behaviors. While the lives of some public housing reswlebés
greatly improved as the result of Hope SF, others will lose not just their housinigeibuight
to remain in the city.



|. INTRODUCTION : THE ENDURING PROBLEM OF SEVERELY DISTRESSEDPUBLIC HOUSING

As a Nation, we must act now to eliminate the public failure, the national
disgrace, that we almost euphemistically call severely distressed public housing.
- The Final Report of the National Commission
on Severely Distressed Public Housing (1992) p.6

The research for this project spanned the period of time from Hurricane Katiea to t
foreclosure crisis. Having these two events as bookends seems appropriateagactational
crisis that hit poor households the hardest and hit them in the place where thelywhgsdaen
the most vulnerable: housing. They reshaped urban landscapes and forced poor households out of
their homes. They opened public discussions about the proper role of government, the unequal
access to urban services across space, and the question of who deserves housiogthWhile
affected rural areas and suburbs as well as cities, they were understopdafoasdly through
their affect on urban places.

In 1993, when the National Commission on Severely Distressed Public Housing
(NCSDPH) issued its final report and the HOPE VI program was audlapichange seemed to
be in the air. After more than two decades of disinvestment, the federal gonehadean
interest in public housing once again. Neglected and decaying public housing properties—wha
came to be called severely distressed public housing developments—waeltritogtto a sense
of urban crisis. Many of these sites were plagued by drugs, violence, higplayerant, and
physical decay. The developments themselves were physically, woamdleconomically cut
off from the mainstream of the cities that surrounded them. They were ityipaoulated by
people of color, a testament to the enduring legacy of segregation and unequabaccess
opportunity within US cities. Public housing had long ago stopped working as a form of
temporary assistance for households needing to get back on their feet. Instead, puhlic hous
communities had become spaces of exclusion within the urban fabric: places winsentdor
a surplus population that held individuals within the city, but separate from the OGBE NI
provided an opportunity for cities to demolish these sites and start anew. In doogakpublic
housing authorities (PHASs) and elected officials hoped to remake both public housing and the
city.

However, the story of the redevelopment of public housing and its relationship to the city
is more complicated than the history of any single federal program. WOIRE VI was not
without its controversy, it had a large foundation of support that included the public housing
industry, development professionals, housing academics, and many electats offitiile
critics expressed concern about the displacement of residents (CCC, 2003;20aL1)or the
cost of the program (GAO, 2003), few people were opposed to the idea of tearing down public
housing and replacing it with something else entirely. Furthermore, haulgng programs
were in a precarious position. This was during the administration of George W. Bdshaay
industry professionals speculated that the federal government was gettoigh@ibusiness of
public housing altogether. PHAs were looking for creative ways to fund their waylaffoat,
and remain relevant. For many PHAs, redevelopment provided a solution. Using leasoed
from the federal HOPE VI program and from urban renewal before that, geteddocal
initiatives to redevelop their public housing properties. In San FranciscofGaymn Newsom
stepped forward with a proposal for such a program. He called it Hope SF.



This dissertation investigates Hope SF as a revelatory case study (Yin,|[26068%iders
the local context as well as the practices of the public and private ethiéttesarry out this
work. Public housing is of course about housing, but it is also about public assistance to poor
households and the distribution of poverty in space. For that reason, this study uses the
redevelopment of public housing as a lens to consider how poverty is diagnosed and managed
within the contemporary US welfare state. It examines the policies, ided institutional
relationships that shape Hope SF and calls attention to the historical anghsmmakes of
poverty management that are embedded in its practices. Hope SF is an exXaufiidhe
retrenchment of the US welfare state and the emerging entreprepeactates of the local
state. It highlights the vulnerability of San Francisco’s urban poor andsaagete for the local
state in providing basic resources for citizens in need. While the program grouviterous
examples of best practices in the redevelopment of public housing, it also exantipdifie
challenges of poverty management in the post-welfare era.

In 2009, the years of urban crisis have passed. It will be a while beforayplovesing—
housing for poor households—again reaches the status of a national crisis ordsdatat. In
the meantime, cities across the nation will continue to find ways to redetieiopublic
housing properties. This dissertation argues that these projects contributetitogeo$@oor
people and poor places that is flexible, dynamic, and context-specific. Tlay phg/sical
changes in the urban form, new networks of institutional relationships, and a reairdigof
poor households across spaSan Francisco provides one example. While recent changes in the
presidential administration may improve the fortunes of America’s cgregrams such as Hope
SF are likely to continue. This dissertation calls attention to the benefiteadieddffs inherent
in such an approach.



A. San Francisco and the Hope SF Initiative

We must recommit ourselves to the notion that every San Francissanveke a
decent place to live.
-Mayor Gavin Newsom
Quoted in the California Chronicle Blog
March 13, 2008

This initial overview introduces Hope SF and sets the stage for the discussions to follow
Chapter Three will provide a more in-depth exploration of the program, includioggiss,
important players, and policy details. Hope SF is an initiative of the C#aofFrancisco that
endeavors to redevelop the city’s eight most distressed public housing sitesngeglalated
class-homogenous areas of concentrated poverty with economically irdegrated-income
communities. It is run out of the Mayor’s Office of Housing (MOH), but includsstutional
partnerships with other agencies and programs such as the San Fraocisicg KAuthority
(SFHA), the San Francisco Redevelopment Agency (SFRA), and Communities ofu@ppor
(CO0), a local anti-poverty initiative that is closely aligned with “titye family.”

Hope SF began in several places at once. The program was initiated byGéayor
Newsom, but the beginnings also overlap with a Request for Qualifications (&)l by
SFHA. When the SFHA Executive Director needed ideas for redevelopamiddited public
housing properties without federal dollars, he turned to the local development coynimunit
help. It is not surprising that he thought they would respond with innovation and newSdeas
Francisco has a well-established community of affordable housing dengetbpeinsiders
consider to be creative and highly capable. The John Stewart Company, aftodabéd
housing developer, and its partners responded to the RFQ with a proposal to redevelop a sit
called Hunters View. This project went on to become the Hope SF pilot project.

Not long after taking office, Mayor Gavin Newsom set out to fix Sandiseo’s
distressed public housing developments through an initiative he called “Hope SF.” As a
candidate, then-Supervisor Newsom was portrayed as a “businessebpelitg wonk (Gordon,
Jan. 2, 2005),” and considered to be the more conservative candidate when compared to his
primary competitor—green party candidate Matt Gonzales. In his inawagldedss, Newsom
laid out an agenda that included creating jobs, ending chronic homelessness nignjpicali
infrastructure, building affordable housing, improving schools, and creatingngoeet
accountability (Jan. 8, 2004). During his first year in office, he issuedagariicenses to same
sex couples, appointed the city’s first female fire and police chiefs, and egpaodg program
that he began as a Supervisor called “Care not Cash,” which substituted housing and food
assistance to homeless individuals for general assistance money. He also befgaus city
resources on the Bayview-Hunters Point neighborhood, making the revitalizatiohrolittia
neglected community one of the priorities of his administration (Gordon, Jan. 2, 2005).

Some of the Mayor’s colleagues describe him as a person with an intergstdeasi and
on-the ground solutiondlew York Timeseporter Mark Leibovich put it differently, describing
Newsom as “vivacious and something of a political thrill-seeker (2009).” IratheNew York
Timesarticle, Mr. Newsom described himself as a person interested imgréaider-of-
magnitude change, dramatic change.” Beginning with his first inaugqeathk, the mayor
promised, “We're not going to find excuses—we're going to find solutions. And we'retgoing
find the very best and brightest people in this city and this nation to help us implement thos



plans (Jan. 8, 2004).” For Newsom, solutions come from policy think tanks, talented individuals,
and most of all from other cities.

At its most basic, Hope SF is a local program to redevelop the city’s eightlisinessed
public housing properties. The program is led by the Mayor’s Office of Housing jM@dHwas
envisioned as a replacement for federal HOPE VI grants. It is importamtpbasize that Hope
SF has not built anything yet. The program is three years old and thedjesitpiare still in
predevelopment. Hunters View is scheduled to break ground in late 2009. This researd@s analyz
the framework for the program and anticipates how it is likely to unfold over timmel@pment
is an ever-changing and risky business. Not only will each redevelopmesttgrejdifferent
from the others, but a single project is likely to change across time as locasimum,ces, and
market conditions all come into play.

What makes Hope SF a cohesive program is the Hope SF Principles, which provide an
all-encompassing set of heuristics that are intended to guide the mgaeeat of public housing
in the city. Materials distributed by MOH provide this description of Hope SF

The Hope SF initiative seeks to transform San Francisco’s neiststied public
housing sites into vibrant, thriving communities. Every public housingwiiit
be rebuilt within mixed-income developments that include new affidedand
market-rate homes, as well as parks and other public amepoitiessfdents and
neighbors alike. (2009c)

By increasing density at redeveloped public housing sites, developers can adnevi@aone
replacement of public housing units while still adding a mix of income levels to tse Tine
program is made possible by: (a) high land values in the city; (b) a sophisticdtedlaly
capable community of non-profit developers; and (c) a political culture thaesgquatiernity
with progressive values.

Hope SF represents a new generation of public housing program. It is innovative and
even daring. It promises the one for one replacement of public housing units and nordespiace
of existing families. In order to make that happen, the program calls forsedrdansities at the
public housing sites, phased development which allows for keeping residents on sge duri
construction, and public and private efforts to match residents with appropnétes at each
stage of development. The program emphasizes opportunity for residents ower cbocal
developers take the lead on redevelopment projects, rather than the housing authorigyyand m
aspects of the final deal are brokered with the direct participation of thersl&ffice of
Housing (MOH). At the end of the day, the supporters of this program are makirguareat
that improving the spaces inhabited by very low income families living in SantiSco also
improves the city.

This dissertation examines Hope SF at a particular moment in time and coitsider
likely impacts on the geography of poverty in the city. At first, Hope SF waswgatnore than a
catchy name and a general commitment to improving the quality of life in the Aftican
American ghettos. The program has taken shape over the last threetyearshas a home
within the institutional structures of the city government. It has a fundiegrst a pilot project,
staff, and guiding principles. Development teams have been approved for fowndifiées and
the pilot project will break ground in late 2009. In the meantime, the social, irstéltand
spatial implications of the program continue to unfold.



B. Three Geographies of Poverty

Social relations, which are concrete abstractions, have no real exesgawe in
and through spaceTher underpinning is spatial. In each particular case, the
connection between this underpinning and the relations it supports calls for
analysis. Such an analysis must imply and explain a genesis and constitute a
critigue of those institutions, substitutions, metaphorizations, anaphorizations,
and so forth, that have transformed the space under consideréimphasis in
the original)
- Henri Lefebvre
The Production of Spad@974) p.404
Translated by Donald Nicholson-Smith

This dissertation identifies three geographies of poverty managemsehpie US cities
today: excluded poverty, dispersed poverty, and differentiated poverty. ldemntie ways in
which these geographies are shaped by federal policy, changes irathmldizal economy,
and the unique history and ecology of a place. | argue that each geogrihgtty a particular
way of thinking about poverty, creates a recognizable distribution of poverty atyhand
shapes the in/visibility of the urban poor. These geographies reflect diiffgneroaches to the
territorialization of the city through the distribution and management of poor pamglati

Excluded povertyis best encapsulated by the image of the ghetto, or more appropriately,
what Loic Wacquant has come to term the hyper-ghetto (2007). These aregd@phces of
exclusion where the state manages poverty through systems of containcheontol, and
inhabitants exist outside of the social and economic mainstream of the aity tidditional
public housing communities fall under this category.

With dispersed poverty poor households are separated from one another and from the
city. This geography is captured by the image of the housing choice voucheghblloigdiving
in urban communities of concentrated poverty (excluded poverty) are relocateghtinoth
voluntary and involuntary programs away from areas where other poor peopletivetlef
central city) into more affluent areas of the city or region. This approbeb heavily on the
logic of the private housing market, informal systems of sgooiairol, and the institutions of
civil society to manage individual poor households.

With differentiated poverty, poor households again are pinned to a particular location in
the city as poverty places and the poor people that inhabit them are re-integmatbd fabric
of the city. If excluded poverty is best represented by the ghetto andsédpaverty by the
housing voucher, then differentiated poverty is best represented by a mapitf theagjine
that poor households emerge from their previously excluded community as if theyrinaack ar
by train. Each person holds in her/his hand a map and on that map is an address, a filace to ca
home. Those who can hold onto their place in the newly constructed community and remain in
their newly constructed units will also have access to new opportunities andrdifeett
However, lose a unit and you must forfeit your map. Your place in the city.is lost

With differentiated poverty, policy-led gentrification brings more affluent Hooisls and
improved neighborhood amenities into what previously had been an excluded community. The
local state coordinates with private partners to closely manage poor populajdess. Poverty
housing becomes tied to workforce needs and the ability of a household to meet behavioral
expectations. Differentiated poverty brings with it a new geography of yowehin the city,



but also new systems of poverty management which include both genuine opportunity and
increased risk for poor households. As spaces of exclusion become re-integoetiee! @itly,
poor households are left balancing on the threshold of exception.

These geographies do not represent singular frameworks that chiersagiopt or reject
wholesale. Rather, they are the result of years of changing urban patiditreeadynamic
demand for urban land. Each geography encapsulates social relations and thetieprotiu
poverty in a different way, grounding them in space. The framework put foreegdshintended
to call attention to the uneven characteristics of an urban landscapealilieree exist
simultaneously. It elucidates the ways that different policy appresaseate different ways of
organizing the city that in turn create different distributions of poverty. Newypagimes do
not throw out what existed before, but instead reshape the vulnerable and in betwegnispac
poverty spaces of the city.

Excluded Poverty

The geography of excluded poverty is captured by terms such as ghetto, baram-er sl
terms that refer to ethno-racial institutions of enclosure and control ffeaase and isolate
inhabitants based on both class and race. They serve as holding places foropsghiatiare
disenfranchised from both the economic and social life of the city. In these spagetusion,
poor households are kept isolated within the bounds of the city, trapped by policies thaé promot
racial segregation and urban abandonment. These spaces are separatezldryyet still of
the city.

The inhabitants of these communities historically have been described as ttudasade
Starting in the late 1970s, the idea of the underclass gained popularity as a waysibndag
the urban multi-generational poor. In 19Timemagazine broke the story of “The Underclass:
A Minority within a Minority.” The article described the underclass in thig:wa

Though its members come from all races and live in many plamesinderclass

is made up mostly of impoverished urban blacks, who still suffer frioen t
heritage of slavery and discrimination. ... Their bleak environmentumast
values that are often at odds with those of the majority — evemdjwity of the

poor. Thus the underclass minority produces a disproportionate number of the
nation’s juvenile delinquents, school dropouts, drug addicts and welfare mothers
and much of the adult crime, family disruption, urban decay, and defoand
social expenditures.

Here we see the familiar components of earlier poverty definitions efareat moral failing. By
mentioning that the values of the underclass are “nurtured” by their “bleakemént” the
definition places itself as a direct descendant of the culture of poverty emggim

Generally the story of the underclass goes along these lines: indiviégalse locked
into poverty by a unique but maladaptive culture characterized by behaviors andhvaiues
cause them to make different choices from other classes and that keep thesmcteading. In
this environment, social institutions break down, leaving people without solid fanityLses,
an organized society, or acceptable social norms. Responsible men (definediddlthelass
or working poor) are absent. Young men without guidance destructively rulegbis sifoung
women have babies and receive welfare. Violence, crime, and drug addietemdamic. The
underclass is almost always described as urban and black (Katz, 1986; Marks, 1991).

With much of the discussion regarding the underclass, poverty is a symptonmepka de
pathology and serves as further proof of the otherness of this group. Where thng\porki



could be one’s neighbors, the underclass are viewed as exotic, defiant, and dangertess Mem
of the underclass are understood to be responsible for their conditions and therefares/ingdes
of assistance (Auletta, 198Iime 1977).

In their book, American Apartheid1993) Sociologists Douglas Massey and Nancy
Denton argue that the enduring legacies of discrimination and segregation & kizeéJ
prevented urban communities of color, and specifically African American coities, from
gaining equal access to housing opportunities. They call attention to ptiaidsave created
and maintained African American ghettos in American cities; commsraharacterized by
physical decay and inadequate infrastructure, inadequate educationaliogpiesrt
unemployment, fragmented families, crime, and violence. Massey and Denton gagureto a
that “The ghetto is part and parcel of modern American society. It was mamathby whites
earlier in the century to isolate and control growing urban black populations, amdaintained
today by a set of institutions, attitudes, and practices that are deeplydmdhedhe structure of
American life (p.217).”

William Julius Wilson (1987, 1996) identifies structural changes to the urban egonom
and the social disorganization within the ghetto community that accompanieleatrast
causes of inner city poverty. He points out that initially urban ghettos wgedylaiacially
homogenous, but heterogeneous in terms of class. He borrows from Allan Spear whadkrms s
places as “institutional ghettos:” spaces that perpetuated and enforieédegregation, but
otherwise mirrored the structure and social life of the rest of the citgeTdmmmunities were
important sources of cheap labor, and residents had access to the social and difemditie
city. After the civil rights movement of the 1960s provided opportunities for mohiitgng the
African American middle class, only those who could not afford to move elsewheneusahto
resident within urban ghettos. Wilson places the primary locus for the datemoof these
communities and the emergence of what has come to be called “the underclassbss diie |
inner-city industrial and manufacturing jobs. In the face of mounting joblessnasr-city
communities began to experience a severe lack of resources and accessuaiopgoverty
became concentrated in specific places in the city, and the social and cldtarairation of
those communities followed.

The geography of exclusion is the geography of the post-industrial Amerigawltere
poor communities of color inhabit spaces set apart from the social and economicaaa e
the city. These spaces of advanced marginality, these hyper-ghettos,ditierbetiated from
earlier manifestations of the ghetto by the retrenchment of both work afsstevdlhe ghetto
itself becomes the source of poverty for its inhabitants, who have no place in the |adeir mar
no access to services, and no way out (Wacquant, 2008).

Public Housing and Excluded Poverty

Public housing developments in their incarnation as “the projects” provide a familia
representation of the geography of excluded poverty. Not every urban spackigéeéxpoverty
includes public housing developments and not every public housing development can be
characterized as a space of exclusion; however, the two often overlap, amdycertich of the
public housing stock that can be characterized as “severely distressed” s¢bigaigpe of
space. From the early days of public housing policy, once the right to housing plzetieatly
rejected as a policy objective, public housing became something set apatidrasttof the
city.



As the U.S. government began to build public housing in the late 1930s, these
developments were carefully designed to avoid competition with the singlg-faomie market.
Initially, they were intended to be short-term dwellings for the deserving wooking and
middle class people who had been set back temporarily by the Great DeprEsisiaaeal was
enforced through stringent screening processes and policies meant to kibgseutdividuals
that officials considered financially or morally incapable of living in public mguéHall, 1988;
Vale, 2000). These policies maintained an ideological connection between the public providing
the housing and the public benefiting from the housing.

From those early days, housing was intertwined with employment or perceived
employability. The work ethic of white middle- or working-class famili@s never in question
nor was their employability. Families that received public housing weeagrhs of the
employable white man, someone only temporarily set back by the Depression. Besause
joblessness was considered to be temporary, as was the family’s resim#mcprbjects, these
families were seen as worthy public housing residents and familiethéhiagst of the society
could emulate.

After World War 11, the economy was in full swing, but housing was in short supply.
With the Housing Act of 1949, housing policy became stratified between the psognain
subsidies designed to encourage middle class homeownership and public housing govgrams
the most needy. The Federal Housing Administration and Fannie Mae, both of which he
upwardly mobile families finance new homes, became taken for granted bsremntts.
Suburbanization swept across the country, transforming the urban landscape anglroeeat
spatial divisions based on both class and race. Within the city, urban renewal and the
construction of public housing developments reallocated the distribution of spaces of.pover
City leaders worried about the creeping threat of blight and urban decay, anthamtating the
needs of the most vulnerable became contradictory to accommodating the needsidérn br
public (Banfield,1968). White families found jobs, received mortgages, and movedento t
expanding new suburbs. Many of those who were poor or perceived as “other’—siregie-p
families, African Americans and other people of color, and immigrant familes fewer
options for upward mobility. Discriminatory practices in employment, housing, and Ideéting
them tied to the city. Eventually, local housing authorities were forced tothea screening
procedures in favor of filling units. People without other options became seen as people w
were unwilling to do better for themselves. The providing public and the benefiting public
became two unrelated classes of citizens.

Influenced first by the architectural styles of social housing in Europe andythiea b
bold visions of Le Corbusier, public housing advocates pushed for the streamlined, flinctiona
forms of modernism in public housing design. As a result, public housing structures became
architecturally distinct from other urban landscapes. The high-riseddietrmost Americans
associate with housing projects became the vernacular of choice and reinfonoetibiinéhat
public housing is something separate from where families make their homesglendi
architectural distance (Hall, 1988; Vale, 2000). Further policy changes in thegcdetades
continued to reinforce the belief that public housing is a social burden and a depositoey for t
incorrigible and the very neediest. From here, the public housing story joinslteegreetto
story. The phrases “housing project” and “ghetto” are often used interchangeabéy“public
housing residents” and “underclass.”



Spaces of Exclusion and the City

In the last four decades, the federal government increasingly hasltahdeich of the
responsibility for urban policies to the cities themselves; as Johnson’s WavertyP
transformed into Reagan’s “War on Welfare” (Katz, 1986) and then eventually, Clinton’
welfare reform. Always peripheral to the welfare state, public housinggmsghave been
keenly impacted by the federal government’s changing attitudes towaatl welfare programs.

However, even as funding has been cut and federal priorities have changed, public
housing families have continued to occupy their public housing units and public hausirtak
remained federal public land. While most public housing officials continue to Iséateublic
housing should be temporary housing, in many cities the jobs that would make it plossible
families to move elsewhere long ago left the city. These famileesareasily removed and
have few viable alternatives for housing. As a result, these poor households and thet@aees
they live have remained fixed in space, and enduring part of the urban landscape.

In these spaces, the public land, the poverty housing structures, and the housed body have
become one. While the city cannot accommodate these individuals, it also cannot remove them
These spaces of exclusion are necessary places of holding, neither supportezitypyohndully
separate from the city. They remain as a type of poverty reservatiun wilarger urban
landscape. Taken together, they form a geography of exclusion in the city.

Dispersed Poverty

In the post-HOPE VI era, the approach of poverty housing dispersal as a means to
deconcentrate poverty is so deeply entrenched that it is taken for granted. Yétseatis
poverty, poor households are separated from one another, rather than the city. dikey rec
vouchers and other incentives intended to direct them away from areas of coedgaverty
into more affluent areas of the city or region. This approach relies heavilysicghdesign,
neighborhood effects, and the institutions of civil society to manage individual poor haissehol

In his investigation of poverty dispersal policy in the US, Edward Goetz (200&)expl
that such programs have been part of the poverty management policy landseapeesii960s.
He divides these efforts into two generations of policy. The first geoeratidispersal policy
occurred from the late 1960s through the mid-1970s. These programs brought togetheti-both
discrimination and integrationist objectives. When the anti-discrimination compaasnt
stripped from the policy objectives, these programs were no longer able totgendiiaient
political support and fell out of favor. The second generation of dispersal polisyldateto the
early 1990s. After more than a decade of conversations in both the popular press and academic
circles about the problem of the underclass, a consensus developed acrosklipeltiteat
poor, inner-city communities were dysfunctional or pathological and mustrbddwn.
However, this happened without a corresponding agreement that more affluemtaareiselp
to provide housing for lower income residents. The primary objective of this sgenachtion
was to deconcentrate poverty and anti-discrimination objectives were put to kh&acange
of federal programs and policy mechanisms associated with this era irsdatiered site
programs, housing production programs, regional fair share programs, moving to opportunity,
vouchers, moving to work, HOPE VI, demolition, the construction of mixed income
communities, and desegregation lawsuits.

The geography of dispersed poverty is understood in terms of choice because poor
households are housed within a larger range of unit typologies, supported by a gredeofva
policy mechanisms, and distributed beyond the boundaries of the city. Residents ageno lon




guaranteed a unit, but rather given a subsidy voucher which they use to find their own umit withi
the regional housing market. These programs have accomplished an overall redymiigic of
housing units. They have redistributed many low-income households across space and have
encouraged some development of other formal housing arrangements for low and very low
income households. They have created an opening within some suburban communates for |
income households to make a home. At the same time, these poverty spaces areejulnerabl
splintered, and highly susceptible to behavioral controls.

The regulatory gaze is no longer limited to the federal government or its gnexgcal
public housing authority. Private property managers enforce strict leasenagits that link
housing to behavioral and housekeeping requirements. With mixed income communities,
property managers cater to the needs and sensibilities of market rate Ngitgrbors complain
about households that they perceive as too noisy or that use public space in diffgsent wa
Developments are carefully designed with defensive space in mind and to mivimaizeould
be conceived as potentially threatening places of contact between residefiesaritdilasses
including parking, stairwells, and mail boxes.

Dispersed households are more vulnerably housed than public housing households. Costs
are higher with vouchers. Voucher funding is more precarious within the federalibgdget
system. Voucher costs rise every year, and unlike the decision to discontinueuodog for
capital expenses of public housing structures, which leaves buildings in at tinessee
disrepair, but they are still used to house tenants. These are private landlord and if the
government stops funding vouchers, these landlords will stop housing their tenants.

In cities such as San Francisco where the waiting list for housingaassiss tens of
thousands of families long, each housed household is infinitely replaceable. Poor households ar
expected to emulate their neighbors, but not to rely on them. Social networks aredigrogh
households are dispersed. Commercial establishments such as groceryndtbesska and
public amenities such as transportation access are to replace the nefwecks ocity that low
income households rely on; however, these services are available to households only to the
extent that they are able to pay for them. Poverty becomes more tightly mhamagir less
visible. This is the approach to poverty management of the splintered metropolis siystigims
distributing public goods exist side by side with private systems.

Poverty Housing Policy and Dispersed Poverty

When President Clinton took office and appointed Henry Cisneros as his Secretary of
HUD, housing advocates were hopeful that the long era of decline in housing policy woeld com
to an end (Bratt, 2002). Authorizing legislation for HOPE VI, the housing program which would
become most associated with this administration, was passed in 1992, predatingahe C
administration; however, the program was not implemented until 1993. Through HOPE VI, local
housing authorities applied for grants to demolish and/or renovate specific howsangspr
Projects were rebuilt with better design and at lower densities; and Sewiges are made
available for residents and surrounding community members.

The 1995 Rescissions Act suspended the one-for-one replacement rule that had
previously guided public housing redevelopment and modernization efforts. Previoual/, PH
had to replace any demolition with at least 50% hard units. Now every demolisheolulohibe
replaced with vouchers. The Omnibus Appropriations Bill (FY 198fgaled the federal
preference rule for public housing, which had given priority to homeless fanfaesies with
extremely high housing costs; or those living in dilapidated housing. Section 202 redjuired a

10



PHASs to assess the “viability” of any property with 300 or more units and a vaGaaawver

10%. Nonviable developments were to be removed from the inventory within 5 years. Unlike
previous generations of housing legislation that set production goals, this isttpee&iesof
housing legislation with demolition goals. It included the goal to eliminate 100,00M®tinits
deteriorated public housing.

The Quality Housing and Work Responsibility Act of 1998 (QHWRA) further devolves
authority from the federal government to local public housing authorities, gaghteater
discretion in income targeting and deconcentration of poor residents and proveditey gr
autonomy for public housing authorities. It set behavioral requirements for resicintiring
each adult resident to perform community service of participate in an ecorsmstfic
sufficiency” program for at least 8 hours a week. It attempted to encoucagdy allowing
public housing tenants to disregard increased income from employment for aPleasnths. It
also required PHAs to link residents to social services. Finally, it alltivesdse of Section 8
vouchers for homeownership programs sponsored by local PHAs

Poverty housing policy in the 1990s was premised on a belief that public housing was
plagued with problems, that the federal method of oversight had aggravated theskbqusitig
problems, and that public housing reform was in the best interest of low-incomesp&vole
it recognized that more affordable housing was needed, it emphasized that thengowérad
already invested over $90 billion in rental housing for low-income persons. Houkwigrsc
Rachel Bratt summarized the record of the Clinton administration in thefgpeaerty housing
in the following way:

Programmatically, many of the problems with public housing weddressed,

with a number of key observers placing a great deal of faithanHOPE VI
program and in HUD’s overall efforts to provide opportunities for houseltolds
move to non-poverty areas. In addition, a crisis involving the renevgdaifon 8
vouchers never materialized, as sufficient funds were appropriatedable all
households receiving assistance to keep their subsidies. And, firlgligugh
thousands of subsidized units were lost during the 1990s, many of the moblem
with the project-based stock of housing were addressed, therebyngnabli
thousands of other households to continue occupancy in those developments.
(2002, p.19)

With the possibility of housing production long over, maintaining any units and the renafant
a system had become an accomplishment

HOPE VI and the assorted public housing reforms that accompanied it, used poverty
housing policy as a vehicle to achieve ideological objectives such asudiezption of social
service provision or the incentivization of recipient self-sufficiency and memginto private
job and housing markets. By redeveloping public housing properties and redistributiegtees
they reshaped urban space to facilitate the movement of both housing and labor (Crump, 2003).
In the geography of dispersed poverty, poor households are moved out of the central city and
redistributed across the metropolitan region in order to reduce their prypionoibe another.
Households live in a variety of housing forms and oversight happens through individesl leas
and private managers. As existing spaces of exclusion are broken up, povertypepanes
more fine grained and poverty management takes on a greater behavioral fduss. In t
geography, housing is more flexible, but also more vulnerable.
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Differentiated Poverty

With differentiated poverty, poor households are again cojoined with a partmcagéion
within the city. Here, however, it is that location of poverty housing that is keintggrated
into the social and economic life of the city, not the dispersed individuals as in the previous
geography. Here local state intervention helps to manage poor populations kateféoe
expansion of capital into underutilized parts of the city. Specific actions in¢tladalorization
of public housing land, the implementation of new systems of property management, and the
delivery of comprehensive supportive services. Through these systems, poor popaliai
sorted, a process often referred to in the field as “creaming.” Thesmsyate not centralized,
but taken as a whole they serve as an infrastructure that differentiadestebased on their
ability and willingness to meet the demands of the system. The actions ofluadibureaucrats,
professionals, and managers ultimately identify who the city views as desefviogsing.

They draw a line between those who will maintain their place in the city anewhaswill
ultimately find themselves unhoused and on the outside.

The more that access to new opportunity and the provision of services are linkee to pla
the more individuals have to lose should they lose their place within the new housing
community. In this geography, poverty management efforts are connected todddalrce
needs and the revitalization of both people and places. As a result, this geograghwidh it
the threat of individual failure. Work requirements, behavioral expectations, themaelss to
submit to comprehensive case management become criteria that help ttesapaeawho
remain in housing—and therefore in the city—and those who do not. Extensive watiting lis
ensure a constant stream of available bodies to replace those who falAstzorésult, poor
households remain balanced on the threshold of exception.

Because the federal government has stepped back from its responsibihitgy poovision
of safe and sanitary poverty to poor households, an opportunity has emerged for thatetal st
have an increasing say in the local management of public housing. Increashsaglyhey
advocate for is a local version of the HOPE VI program—replacing public housing
developments with mixed income communities. Redevelopment provides citiekavith t
opportunity to valorize public housing land and make it available to the market. Through this
process, formerly reserved public land becomes reintegrated into theofaweccity. When the
demand for land is accompanied by a demand for low wage workers, it cregietetitel of
re-entry into the city for both poor people and poor places

A geography of differentiated poverty begins with a framework that asSputslic
housing land is to be brought back into the territory of the city, then the publimboasidents
living on that property must be given the same opportunity. Redevelopment sets sesident
motion and separates them from the timespace of the ghetto. This movement is both
metaphorical and very local. Residents are not displaced; they remain housedhgitame
community. It is one’s legitimate claim to this public housing place that poeadéndividual
with a point of reentry into the city. As the old development becomes the new and pubinghousi
is replaced with a mixed income community, poor households come to rest on the threshold
between spaces of exclusion and the city, but also between opportunity and basséfeirig
households—those who are in good standing, those with minimal criminal records, tiwose w
pay their rent, those who meet other criteria established in the guidelitresrebuilt housing
communities—will find a place in the city. However, unlike the poverty dispersgrgms
where residents can in fact disappear within the city or the region, acceuot@pto the terms
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of their leases, these residents will continue to be managed by both properyeraamal the
local state.

The expansion and retraction of capital in uncertain global markets requibkefle
boundaries of inclusion and exclusion. The geography of differentiated povextysceespatial
framework that allows mobility and flexibility both in terms of land and labbe Jtate has a
heavier hand here than it does in the case of dispersal. The management istaoratisy
Redevelopment puts residents on a train for the purpose of arriving at the stagiatation is
the point of sorting, it is the platform where individuals are subject to the gaze dittharsd
pointed in the direction of inclusion or exclusion. Exclusion now carries a heavierscost
households that lose their dwellings also lose a place in the city itself.dkghee public
housing in the city is redeveloped, residents find themselves without a way back inoSéhey |
choice and opportunity, social citizenship and city citizenship. Regardlessfritay of the
city is expanded.
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C. Methodology

This research project uses an in-depth case study of San FranciscoSHHapgram to
analyze the changing geography of poverty and opportunity in US urban areaswo later-
related analytical components:

1) An investigation of localized systems of poverty management which contipgiserrrent
moment of post-welfare policy reform; and

2) A consideration of how those systems impact the institutional, physical ant socia
geographies of poverty and opportunity in US urban areas.

This is an embedded case study where San Francisco provides the context and the Hope SF
program is the primary unit of analysis. The Hope SF pilot project, Hunters \éiew, i
embedded unit of analysis. As Hope SF progresses to include other sites, it would be fmossibl
add additional embedded units of analysis.

This case is what Robert Yin (2003) describes as a revelatory case studieoad¢he
researcher has access to a situation previously inaccessible to saéstiication. For this
project, | have followed Hope SF during the earliest years of the pregi@mm the Mayor’s
announcement of a new policy initiative to its reification within the city’stutgonal
infrastructure. The city staff people engaged in the Hope SF program have hadtte with
guestions such as, “Should residents have the option to move off site?” “Who is responsible for
infrastructure costs?” and “Should residents be listed on the lease in ordessmeees?”
While these questions appear technical on one hand, they reflect deeper isscessof ac
framing, and legitimacy for residents. The answers determine not just hoitythllgo about
doing its work, but who will have access to the opportunities promised by Hope SF. The
developers at the Hunters View site have had to find answers to the challeregedemt
participation, find a broad range of funding, and deal with an extremely volatilsganarket.
While these challenges will persist at other sites, the Hunters Viewtaa the first to address
the problems and the first to find answers. Their work will inform the iteratiorane.c

My research uses poverty housing programs as a proxy for poverty management
programs more generally. While housing and poverty each have their own septoateahis
their own separate literatures, debates, and policy solutions, they also haatedeairef
overlap. The progressive era reforms at the beginning of the TwentietimCplatced poor
people in tenement housing and slums. Solutions included housing codes and model tenements,
as well as social workers and family support. In the 1930s when academics apdrailers
were debating the formation of the US welfare state, housing was part ohthe¥sation as well
as old age pensions, support for mothers, unemployment insurance, and other programs. The
case for housing was less well-received and the program remained atd¢ihesroathe US
welfare state, but it nonetheless had a place in the national conversation. Urbah rene
connected poverty and place through its policies of blight eradication and the idesrbaing
one would remove the other. The underclass debates, the idea of concentrated poverty, and
ultimately, the diagnosis of the problems with urban public housing in the 1990s and beyond,
draw a relationship between poor people and the poverty places where they nidi@ntbsi

The provision of housing is an immediate way to make a material difference inethe li
of poor people, and public housing is one of a handful of entitlement programs intended to do
just that. However, given the absence of a right to housing in the US and the inadeauia¢rs
of public housing units available in the country compared to need, who the statenis willi
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extend housing to says a great deal about how we construct the boundaries of worthines
inclusion, and ultimately citizenship.

Background: The Road to Hope SF

My interest in public housing began when | was working as part of a team evathating
Community Supportive Services (CSS) Plan for a HOPE VI project in the Bay Reading the
housing authority’'s HOPE VI application, | was struck by what seemed to me to be ansobvi
disconnect between the 5 year goals stated in the plan and the demograpieigeoplitation
currently living on the site. This was a small development with less than 300 units. The
households were almost evenly split between African-American and Latmbes, and many
of the Latino households included both citizens and non-citizens as well as documented and
undocumented immigrants. One third of the households at the time were payingzestiah
meant there was no formal income for the family. The surrounding neighborhoodgedg la
abandoned, with burnt out storefronts and an empty adjacent lot which had contained a grade
school before it was relocated and the building was demolished in reaction to lmgcal dr
activities. Few of the children living on this site had seen other parts ofdinveir liet alone the
neighboring cities.

This community was located within a post-industrial city that was itseljgling; this
was not a pocket of despair within a sea of prosperity but rather a sinkhole vatiamgp.
There was opportunity within the region, but for the most part, those networks did not extend t
this community. Yet the HOPE VI application optimistically promised 95% eynpént within
5 years of the HOPE VI redevelopment. Of the current households on the site, duaitdgestr
caused by immigration status, 95% of the adults were not eligible to work legallyhale the
region had adequate job opportunities, few of them were in the surrounding community. From
where | stood, it appeared that either the goals were optimistic to the poditolotiisness or
there were implicit expectations that a different population would be housed at Wwelopdd
site. | wanted to investigate this further.

| selected San Francisco as the site for my research becausesitespio provide an
example of a successful HOPE IV program. The city was about to begithitd ®PE VI
project at a development known as Valencia Gardens. San Francisco The citgrhat/blred
in the program since the very beginning. When the first President Bush conveneddhalNat
Commission on Severely Distressed Public Housing, the Executive Direchar 8&h Francisco
Housing Authority at the time, David Gilmore, was a member. San Francigsbld®PE VI
project, Hayes Valley, was one of the demonstration projects for the HOPEgvaproSince
that time, SFHA had successfully completed three more HOPE VI developropttpmith a
minimum of community protest.

HOPE VI projects are most often evaluated on the basis of resident outcomes and San
Francisco appeared to score well in this regard. The return rates facdbpésidents were
much higher in San Francisco than elsewhere in the country, and a minimum of unitstvere
In fact, the most recent generation of projects added additional affordalsi¢éouthié properties
increasing density at the sites. San Francisco appeared to be a modreoigreasive HOPE VI
and a potential source of best practices informing what it takes to do HOPEIVI wel

However, as | was making plans to begin my field work, the federal govetnnosv
under the administration of the second President Bush, appeared to be phasing out HOPE VI. In
2004, the HOPE VI program was initially provided with no funding in the HUD budget.
Congress responded by adding allocations for the program, although still at a meclkel@v
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than previous years. HOPE VI allocations went from averaging around $500 miigam from

1993 — 2003 to just over $126 million in 2004. In previous years, HUD had made as many as 28
HOPE VI grants. That year, it was only seven. While HOPE VI was igiaahilable only to the
largest cities in the nation, the distribution had become much broader. The 2004 graits went
Philadelphia, Pennsylvania, but also Allentown, Pennsylvania; El Paso, Texaw;ilzeSouth
Carolina; Springfield, Ohio; Tucson, Arizona; and Tucaloosa, Alabama. Sandemreclarge
west-coast city with tight connections to the Democratic party, had not beeto @leicure a

HOPE VI grant since President Bill Clinton had left office. At least imtieds of SFHA

officials, the two were connected.

HOPE VI appeared to be transitioning from what had been hailed as an innovative new
approach to public housing and government to another aborted program from the past; the
detritus of a previous administration. | was unsure if my own questions about tiggnghan
systems of poverty management in a post-welfare era, and specifiealfotiganization of the
local state within these efforts, could be answered well through exclubigédyical research. It
had been my intention to observe the program in action, as it was being conceptualized and
shaped by the local players who were bringing it to life. My researchrdassumed an ability
to follow the ins and outs of how that partnership was negotiated and implemented.

In an effort to make sense of these changes to the program, | spent teyelamgt
conferences and talking to officials in the three large professional aissosithat serve public
housing authorities: the National Association of Housing and Redevelopmerialoffi
(NAHRO), the Council for Large Public Housing Authorities (CLPHA), andRbblic Housing
Authorities Directors Association (PHADA). At local chapter meetimggional meetings, and
national conferences, | saw that HOPE VI was not dead. While some housing iast(euith as
San Francisco) still had projects in the works, a much greater number were foowiagl on
projects that used the HOPE VI framework, even without the federal HOPmBA&Ihfu They
called it local HOPE VI, HOPE VI without the HOPE, revitalization or evenyeldpment, but
whatever the name, the framework was the same. Public housing propertiesmwelisieed and
were replaced with new mixed income developments. Sometimes they were andlstea
Sometimes they were built elsewhere. Most of the time units were lost anduodraswere
displaced in the process. The new buildings had better designs, new rules, andongany m
amenities than their predecessors. It was clear that with or withoualféadeding, HOPE VI
was alive and well.

| returned to San Francisco and began looking for a place to locate myself for my
research. | had already identified that a qualitative approach would beargdesanswer my
guestions about the institutional reforms associated with HOPE VI and itssaffesystems of
poverty management in the city. My first step was to approach the San Fodtoisting
Authority (SFHA). In early meetings, | was pleased to learn about SFeffges to secure
funding to redevelop a site known as Hunters View. After several rounds of unsuccesgs)l gr
the agency was setting out to get help from other city agencies, incladimgeli-funded and
entrepreneurial Redevelopment Agency and well connected and sophisticated Kdéyoe’ of
Housing, as well as private sector developers, to carry out the project withoat féOEIE VI
funding. It seemed like the perfect case for understanding the redevelopment ohpusiig in
this HOPE VI/post HOPE VI environment. | secured tentative permission to bdeachs a
member of the development team which had just recently been formed. | thought | aras off
running.
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SFHA is the oldest public housing authority in California and tffelafgest in the
country. In 1940, the agency opened Holly Courts, the first public housing development west of
the Mississippi. From the earliest years of the agency, its executatadiwas closely
associated with the mayor’s administration. In the late sixties atydseaenties, the SFHA
executive director held national influence within the public housing industry (Barang7).
However, since the mid-1970s, the agency has been on HUD’s troubled list more often than not.
SFHA's problematic past includes an executive director who was sent to jailraptmor
charges, instances of staff corruption, receivership, sexual harasswentdalawsuits by
residents for the neglect of properties resulting in death, and most notorioysdinklito Jim
Jones who was executive director of SFHA at the time that he took hundreds of S&téranc
residents, many of them residents of public housing, to Jonestown, Guyana whererntaglyl
died.

However, now in the first decade of the new millennium, the agency seemed to have
moved into a new era. It was managing more than 6500 public housing units as wellyas nea
10,000 Section 8 and vouchered housing units. Executive director Gregg Fortner was well
regarded as a capable administrator. Although the agency was still orfishakjal ground due
to decreased HUD appropriations and lawsuit judgments, it was otherwisgrmpethin the
standards let by HUD. The agency appeared to be professional, capable, madent@s staff
went about their work. It was off HUD's troubled agency list and seemed to have meyeand
its troubled past.

What | found is that while the agency was performing at much higher leved kizat in
the past, it still maintained a culture that was suspicious of outsiders. Aftertial meetings, |
found it difficult to secure follow up meetings. Initial offers of partnershienenaterialized. |
was firmly situated on the outside and SFHA appeared reluctant to let me in. @f, ¢iers
public housing authorities across the country, the agency was also straining urded émeof
increasing demand and decreasing funding. The staff people | spoke with oneesedkid off
by the time | tried to follow up the next week. The agency was trying to preffiokelable
housing to the city’s most needy residents, but that was becoming more and frawi¢ alfthe
capital improvement needs for the agency’s portfolio continued to grow. Supervising a
researcher required more time than the staff had to give.

Stymied at the Housing Authority end, | attended an open meeting of the SFHA
Commission where the development team was presenting an overview of the work tlieohope
accomplish at Hunters View. After the meeting, | presented my resedechsits to the
developers and they welcomed me to the table. As a result, although | had intendetkto situa
myself within the confines of the state, | found myself on the private side ptithie/private
partnership. This proved to be fortuitous. The developers were in many ways the opposite of
SFHA. They were open with their information. They agreed to monthly meetingspare
informed of their progress. They invited me to resident meetings and public medgtings
various commissions and city agencies. While they did not provide me with unfetteeed ac
invite me to meetings that were considered internal, overall they wer@farapen about their
processes and progress than the housing authority.

Very quickly, a fourth member joined the development team, and that was the Mayor’s
Office of Housing. The Mayor was interested in supporting the redevelopmeublaf housing
in the city and Hunters View was to be the pilot project. When the public housing taskésrce
convened, | was invited to observe as a member. The taskforce was convened by Miayor Ga
Newsom and Supervisor Sophie Maxwell who represented the district that includeditiue
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public housing in question. It was tasked with considering the issues pertaining to the
redevelopment of public housing in the city, and make recommendations to the masgaingega
how the city should proceed. | was able to interview many members of the tasidaved as

the staff from the growing number of agencies involved in the project. | had the oppdxunity
follow the process as Hunters View changed from a singular project fiestiastallment of the
promise of Hope SF.

Over the course of the two years | followed Hunters View and Hope SF, | cedduct
more than 100 personal interviews. | met with members of the taskforce whiatieiddiousing
advocates, representatives from labor, personnel from other agencies, public hcicemgs;e
and local planning advocacy groups. | attended more than a dozen public meetiajgaas w
regular monthly resident meetings at the Hunters View site. | mietkent staff people from the
development team, the Mayor’s Office of Housing, SFHA, and housing advocacy otigasiza
repeatedly and at times monthly to keep abreast of the progress of #et. praiso met with
consultants who assisted with particular areas of expertise such as rpartieitation or
relocation. | attempted to touch every aspect of the work within the ever changfitutional
landscape that surrounded it.

My research included interviews, observation, and participant observation. Winite tr
to make sense of what | was seeing, | found myself trumped by the mosjirestion: what
might be the consequences of such an approach? Following the Hope SF process ahd the wel
intentioned work of the dedicated and smart professionals directing the projeatd many
people talk about trying to do the right thing for this community. Housing would be inthrove
neighborhoods would be improved, even city services would be improved. And on top of that,
residents would have access to a range of social services intended to helpcgsswark and
improve the material conditions of their lives. Every indication showed that some’gsdivgs
would be improved as a result of these efforts. However, | began to notice wag timat was
mentioning the difficult cases. These included the people who were known within the
community to be engaging in criminal activity, the people who lived in units but were not on
leases, or the people would not or could not follow the rules. It was these people who would have
to leave the community for it to change. Not every tenant could or would be able to adjast to t
new rules in the new community. Not everyone would find a place in promised Sars€wait
was this puzzle that drove my research and brought me to recognize the dyfauortag.

Talking to Residents

My research has focused on the institutions that are involved in the creation and
implementation of San Francisco’s Hope SF program. | have followed the wwk ldtihters
View redevelopment team carefully, meeting repeatedly over time wrdlajeers and project
managers, SFHA staff, and individuals from the Mayors Office of Housing. liheargiewed
staff from the Redevelopment Agency, the Mayor’s Office of Economic and roekf
Development, the Mayor’s Office of Community Development, and Communities of
Opportunity. | sat on the Public Housing Taskforce and observed multiple public meetings
including those convened by the Hunters Point Project Area Committee, the Board of
Supervisors, and the SFHA Commission.

By design, | have had very little direct contact with public housing residentte Yare
is often a resident or two speaking at public hearings related to this topic, arad sesidents
also served on the public housing taskforce, most of my interaction with residebeehast
resident meetings held at Hunters View. These meetings wereatadlity the development
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team or consultants they hired. While each meeting covered a specifiagogea to in
advance, topics of conversation often wandered. Residents used these times t@ dmtd ek
range of issues related to their living conditions. They made heartfelt sppemiclusion and
for assistance creating better lives for their families, as weleasnds for changes to the
process. They asked questions, challenged the professionals that were présegyed with
one another about the best approach for any given topic.

While | never spoke directly with any specific resident around a series of tbatds
designed, my repeated presence at these meetings did provide me with a wiadber int
resident experience throughout this process. When | quote residents or spealctalieaiges
as they relate to the redevelopment of Hunters View, | am using statemetegsat tenant
meetings as well as my own observations.

Conceptual Framework

Because my work is situated in the discipline of planning, | believe that fiesialy
important to consider institutions. This is where planners do their work. My foous is
institutional dynamics. | look at these in a specific poverty managememaprdblope SF)
situated within a specific urban context (San Francisco). Qualitative nsgpihodde the best
techniques for addressing my questions. This research utilizes an in-depstuclsapproach
that emphasizes context, relationships, and the daily practices of institutiorgeoegealizability
and aggregate data. | use qualitative research to construct an anabieabdrk that can help
to build theory and influence policy (Snow, Morrill, and Anderson, 2003).

My research builds on both poverty theory and theories of the welfare state. Wisere ot
poverty-related studies have looked at poverty through the lives and behaviors of poor people or
poor communities, my focus is on the apparatus of the state, or the specific amstitiuéit are
implementing poverty policy. Where welfare state theorists concewotngtarticular tensions or
shortcomings within the US welfare state, | follow the current contradictivithin the state
through the practices of the local state and the agencies and institutionashatake sense of
them.

A significant body of literature has developed that examines eitherypartprocesses or
outcomes associated with HOPE VI. This research project looks at how tresenitiiin the
local state go about doing the work of redeveloping public housing. Rather thantlgxplici
contribute to the poverty or welfare state literature, most of the researd@B ¥l has been
directed at program evaluations and new generations of HOPE VI policy, @08, NHLP,
2002; Popkin et al., 2004). My research fills this gap by first by considering NORiglely
and capturing the new generation of local HOPE VI-style initiatives sudlopes SF. Second, |
look at this entire effort as a project of poverty management with specifiorisr@d dynamics
that emerge from its unique institutional and spatial arrangementsnirexthe discourses,
practices, and relationships that shape how the program is implemented byythis Kdé#ice of
Housing, not for the purpose of evaluation but in order to make sense of the historical dnd socia
processes of poverty management embedded in those practices. This reseatelsdbese
dynamics in terms of how they are transforming the landscape of poverty andiojipantSan
Francisco while creating new spaces of poverty management.

Hope SF is a local variation on HOPE VI. It builds on the city’s experience alilrre
HOPE VI projects and on the national experience of HOPE VI best practices. IORIE a
reform-minded program. Consistent with the more general effortetgamize the welfare state,
this program was an attempt to transform the practice of public housing in thieal$8.dealt
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explicitly with the question of space. “A central premise of HOPE VI—and thedler public
housing transformation effort that began in the 1990s—is that it would be possible to improve
the lives of public housing residents by either helping them to relocate to begtdvarbioods,
or creating a new, healthier community on-site (Popkin et al, 2004).” In the preghatoric,
environmental change leads to specific changes in residents and surroundingrheago
These changes then lead to increased economic opportunity and decreatsdgaagation.
Advocates of this policy claim it will break open existing spaces of socialotpaxclusion, and
regulation and replace them with spaces that are more prosperous, integratext. dtholpfe SF
continues in this tradition, although it changes the means of achieving positive nieagitbo
effects by increasing density rather than dispersing residents Mdn\tas this aspect of the
program, that it is rooted in physical space both through the redesign of struotutie a
relocation of public housing residents, provides an excellent opportunity to investgataims
regarding a new geography of poverty management.

Research Methodology

In order to analyze the geographies of poverty management, this projessdan one
paradigmatic case, Hope SF, to illuminate the local structures and g®tesiscomprise
poverty management in the US. It captures this project at the very estdigss$ of its
development as it begins to take shape in the public arena and within the institutional
infrastructure of the city.

This research project is located in the following institutional sites:

1. The San Francisco Housing Authority (SFHM)Is includes the executive director, staff, and
housing commissioners.

2. The City of San Francisco familyhese are the various agencies and departments within the
city civil service that have some involvement with Hope SF. | interviewed p&opiethe

Mayor’s Office of Housing, the San Francisco Redevelopment Agency, the HenaceS
Agency, the Mayors Office of Economic and Workforce Development, the Maydite ©f
Community Investment, the Department of Public Works, Communities of Opportimeity, t
Planning Department, and the office of Supervisor Sophie Maxwell.

3. The Hunters View Community Partnefis is the development team for the Hunters View
site. It includes the John Stewart Company, Devine and Gong, Ridgepoint Ndn-profi
Community Housing Corporation, and the various consultants they employed during dlde peri
of time that | was following the project.

4. Tenant associations and advocacy grougss includes the Hunters View Tenants
Association, Hunters Point Project Area Committee, Housing Rights Cteeroit San
Francisco, Council for Community Housing Organizations, and Coleman Advoca@silfiren
and Youth.

| utilized the following research techniques as part of this dissertatoject:

1. Interviews All interviews were semi-structured and lasted approximately and hour and
a half. | conducted these interviews in person. The interviewees weredaladhe basis of
purposive sampling. They included staff and executive directors from SEEHARSsentatives
from the development team, staff from city agencies, staff from comyroasted organizations,
consultants working on the Hunters View project, and policy-makers. | interviewgdahtoe
individuals who served on the Mayor’s Public Housing Taskforce. | interviewed tivednals
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working on the frontline of the Hunters View project in the city agencies indalvehe project.
| interviewed frontline staff from the Mayor’s Office of Housing, the SaanEisco
Redevelopment Agency, SFHA, and the development team on multiple occasions.

2. Direct observationIn order to understand how those leading the project made sense of
their actions, | needed to be able to study them in their own time and space, enghged i
everyday work. Whenever the possibility presented itself, | put myself imehasaof
knowledge production, decision-making, and institutional practice. My role for thiecproj
included both complete observer and observer as participant. | was nat absetve the daily
practices of any one agency as | had hoped initially, but | did observeinssayces of inter-
agency interaction. | observed local hearings and public meetings as thelltasant’s
meetings at Hunters View. | also participated as a member of the public haskfayde.

The technique of participant observation allows the researcher the oppoxunity t
experience the ordinary routines and the conditions of daily life within a partgité or field.
Through direct observation of how people act, the researcher is able to learn how people
understand and experience those acts. Words are juxtaposed with actions. Meaning and
understanding are revealed (Burawoy et al., 1991). In the case of instjtutiess policies, and
hierarchy are broken down and reconstructed in the face of observation. Daily practja&e
meaning as they are studied over time. The presence and practice of powsifisdd&hese
and other ethnographic approaches allow the researcher to learn abouttapadaal
situation, but also from that situation.
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D. Investigating the Sorted City

The gay tolerance of San Francisco could accept, and be congenial to, all those
with artistic talents or aspirations, to those who suffer from aspgensiensitivity,
to circle-squarers and amateur philosophers, to yearners for the infinitebels
against routine, and to those who, for no reason they could precisely define balk
at the idea of the one-family suburban house with radio and refrigerators, babies,
and golf.
-Alex Small
The Chicago Tribun€l945)

This dissertation argues that San Francisco’s Hope SF Initiativedteaslia geography of
differentiated poverty in the city where poor households are pinned to a patbcakzwn,
closely managed, connected to local workforce needs, and balanced on the threshold of
exception. While the lives of some public housing residents will be greatly improvesl restilt
of Hope SF, others will lose not just their housing, but their right to remain in the city.

| have located my research in San Francisco because of the city’s estritsihistory,
and its political culture. San Francisco is a prosperous city, a globalraity, progressive city.
The prosperity of the city provides it with resources that may not be avaiatieer places.
The Hope SF model relies on land values to help finance the deal. Demand for prdpghty is
in San Francisco, and the city has some of the highest home prices in the country. Targyrosp
has created challenges in terms of housing affordability, but also opporCitytpfficials do
not have to worry about attracting people to live in the city. The demand for SarsEoaitsz|f
seems to have no ceiling. The Hope SF program is in part a creative attemppart diehe
city’s mayor and MOH to leverage that demand to improve the housing for the city’sngoor a
low income residents. Not every city in the United States is experiencisgitie growth,
demand, and prosperity as San Francisco. However, | was looking for this typaesttca city
where opportunity is possible, in order to see what was possible when the work wad situa
within a highly beneficial context.

San Francisco is in many ways a typical twenty-first century ¢igycity of shifting
boundaries, at times a singular entity, at other times, one component of a leiggoiitan
region, and at still other times, a node in the global economy. San Francisco isfapdygtacle
that promises the luxurious and the fantastic to tourists seeking entertaanmdenew
experiences. It is also a city of growing inequality, where the wemnyand very poor live in
close proximity and the middle class is finding itself priced out of thekially, San Francisco
is an entrepreneurial city. City leaders seeks to maintain their spot on thiengdqblay
becoming the city that does everything right — the best environmental protdotidmest parks,
the best social programs, the best green building, the best restaurants. larseatd;rhomeless
policy and workforce development programs are counted on the city’s of attriBetssveloped
public housing is placed next to other urban megaprojects as signs of the citytls gmow
prosperity. Redeveloped public housing projects are on their way to becoming thenosy’s
recent monuments to its progressive sensibilities. Something that the mayor amitythe
officials can tout as proof that San Francisco is both a city of prosperityatydod justice

San Francisco is the iconic progressive city, a place known for its laftigpolitics and
tolerant social mores. Political scientist Richard DeLeon writes “&amclsco is an agitated
city, a city of fissions and fusions, a breeder of change and new urban melmnsnipe
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spawning ground of social movements, policy innovations, and closely watched expemments i
urban populism and local economic democracy” (1992, 2). Here, candidates from the leftist
outsider Green party stand a better chance of winning elections than do Repupbtacally
charged issues such as marriage equality for gay and lesbian people and rmextjicaha are
embraced by the city’s residents and its political leaders; and resideigsiek to march against
war and injustice, which includes gentrification and the lack of affordable howsitayv-

income people. In the political culture of San Francisco, progressive vatugne anorm and
dissent is expected and accommodated. Furthermore, San Francisco has a housiegtmovem
that is well established and researched and that dates back to efforts tdofghtemewal and

the displacement of low-income families in the 1960s and rent control campaignd 87 €se
(Hartman, 2002). It is staffed by seasoned veterans who understand thpdtitical

environment and know how to keep their concerns in the forefront of any discussion about
development. These people do not always win, but they know how to keep fighting.
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E. Overview of the Dissertation

This introduction provides an overview of the case, the research methods, and the
theoretical framework for the project. The following chapters lay out nujyrfgs and analysis.
They provide more detail about San Francisco as a site of poverty managemeng Yiemexs
both the pilot project for Hope SF, but also the imagined result of a city whereaypoasibeen
sorted and each piece put in its place. The following chapters provide a great dedétaibr
about the Hope SF case itself. While the innovations of the program are nunmetdhis a
potential details endless, what | have chosen to include here are those statielseshi
illuminate the dynamics of sorting at work and the dynamic institutiofelarships that make
the sorting possible.

Chapter two is titled, “From the Fillmore to Hope SF: Three Moments of Redewaibpm
in the Progressive City.” It starts off the dissertation with an exdimimaf redevelopment in
San Francisco at three moments in time: urban renewal in the 1960s and 1970s, HORE VI in t
1990s and early 2000s, and Hope SF in the late 2000s and beyond. While these are not the only
examples of the redevelopment of poverty places in San Francisco, each hasilampartic
connection to the current practice that is important. Each affected the logehpieies of
poverty in different ways that are still reflected in the city’s human anagoecic landscape.

Urban renewal was responsible for the destruction of the Fillmore neighborhood in San
Francisco’s Western Addition area. The Fillmore was home to a vibraoaAfAmerican
community with connections to the national jazz scene. Few of the displacee $aawir
returned to the area and it continues to serve as a warning for governmeenirda gone
wrong in the city, especially regarding the city’s African Aic@n community.

While the HOPE VI program has a guiding set of objectives that unite mbost BQPE
VI projects across the country, its implementation still looks different fardift places. Cities
such as Chicago, Atlanta, and Seattle are held up as examples and discussdteamoasy,
both within the professional associations serving housing authorities as vindIdes/eloper
community and the general public. Where the Chicago model emphasizes the deatoicerht
poverty, Atlanta’s emphasizes values, and Seattle’s emphasizes combuilaiityg, San
Francisco offers a progressive model of HOPE VI that emphasizes devetagone well. The
San Francisco approach includes resident participation, a minimal loss paaodifgartnerships
between affordable housing developers and neighborhood-based community development
corporations. Local experience with HOPE VI and the lessons learned froneffosteformed
the foundation for the Hope SF program.

Hope SF picks up where HOPE VI left off. The two programs may not stay mutually
exclusive. Each HOPE VI project is likely to apply for HOPE VI funding. Easv, during the
course of this dissertation, the two existed separately in time. They atmleseparately in
space. HOPE VI projects happened in neighborhoods that were already expgriencin
gentrification. Hope SF projects will serve as the leading edge affgetion in their
neighborhoods. Most importantly, Hope SF is a program conceived of and enacted balthe loc
state. In this sense it is both a continuation of and a significant departure fliemeffarts.

This section lays out the origins of Hope SF, which will serve as the foundation festioé the
dissertation.

Chapter Three explores the construction and meaning of the Hunters View imalginar
starts with a brief history of the Hunters View community from its founding in the 1B6fsgh
to the present. | argue that Hunters View has been a community apart froty’thmainstream
for more years than not and has never been well served by either the city or S&A. N
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consider the recent emergence of Hunters View into the public consciousngsletgraject

for Hope SF. | argue that the confluence of several factors including Aficerican
outmigration in the city, developer relationships, and the release of a docunigmtéelped
make this site an important place to begin the Hope SF program. Finally, ihexae changing
discourse regarding public housing in San Francisco and relate it to the emefgehtienters
View imaginary. Here, the underclass debates of the previous three decaul#sagrde as
public housing residents become worthy public neighbors and the act of redeveloproergde
endowed with the symbols of justice, opportunity, and inclusion.

Chapter Four asks whether the redevelopment of Hunters View can be cahsidere
gentrification. This project defines gentrification as the classfoanation of a neighborhood. |
argue that a project such as the redevelopment of Hunters View can bereashgeddrification
even if the existing housing stock is not being reused and residents are not digpiadedpe
SF program minimizes displacement through the one-for-one replacement offjusing
units, the addition of affordable tax-credit financed units to the site, and a policgs#dgh
development that keeps residents on site during construction. | argue thatfHsmn®xample
of gentrification in the public interest. The financial model for the progragrerdis on
gentrification in two ways: (1) the city finances at least past of itsyatment to the program by
borrowing against future tax revenues from the site, and (2) the valorization ioflpabdlis
used to provide a cross subsidy for the redevelopment of the public housing units on the site. |
consider what the class transformation of a public housing site such as Hunteradéas for
the city in terms of affordability and the opportunity for very low-income liamto find places
to live that are sustainable over time.

While redevelopment provides a fairly straight forward path for the integrat the
Hunters View real estate into the social and economic mainstream dfytiéape SF targets
both people and places. It promises the return of both real estate and resideinsfaiiod of
the city. Chapter four argues that sorting requires three different compoig¢mtsdies in
motion, (2) the threshold, and (3) processes for carrying out differentiatiorudéeldape SF is
still in its infancy and the first project has yet to break ground, this chaptisiders possible
outcomes based on the plans of the project at the time of my research. It Eléifieocesses
that are in place and considers their meaning in terms of both sorting and spaté&rargisco.
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[I. FROM THE FILLMORE TO HOPE SF: THREE M OMENTS OF REDEVELOPMENT IN THE
PROGRESSIVE CITY

It's hard to argue with a program that knocks down dilapidated public housing
and builds modern buildings in their stead.

- Rachel Peterson

SPUR Newsletter (2005)

This chapter examines three moments in the history of San Francisndivehpractice
of redevelopment was used as a strategy to address both urban development and poverty
management. The first is the urban renewal efforts of the 1960s and 1970s, $iydbiéica
demolition of the Fillmore neighborhood. The second is SFHA’s implementation of the HOPE
VI program in the 1990s and early 2000s. Through HOPE VI, SFHA redeveloped five public
housing properties that were located in neighborhoods of economic import to the @tiodios
central business district. The third is Hope SF and a renewed effort to finidhatipl@PE VI
left undone. The city’s experiences with both urban renewal and HOPE VI havd tefleape
Hope SF. Each of these redevelopment efforts has contributed to the geographiesyf pover
present in the city today.
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A. Remember the Fillmore: The Legacy of Urban Renewal in San Framco

The story of redevelopment in the Fillmore District has been told enough times
that it has become our own cautionary tale about the evils of urban renewal.
-San Francisco Week(2002)

When residents of San Francisco mention the “The Fillmore,” most likelyatieey
referring to a subarea of San Francisco’s Western Addition neighborhoashtieeserved as the
cultural center of African American life in the city. This communityswamolished in the
1960s and 1970s as part of the city’s efforts at urban renewal. Redevelopment imtbeeFill
encompassed several projects that were officially called the Wesdeition A-1 Urban
Renewal Project and the Western Addition A-2 Urban Renewal Project. Demaiiited
community organizing in the 1960s, but it came too late to stop most of the destruction.
Ultimately a vast area of the Fillmore neighborhood was demolished and thoaosadfidsan
American households and businesses were displaced. Simultaneous redevelopmevdrof the
time housing in Hunters Point presented an opportunity to relocate many displaced hisusehol
the more remote and more poorly served Hunters Point neighborhood. The result wdkehe fu
isolation of San Francisco’s African American community.

Federal Policy and Urban Renewal

From the earliest days of the public housing debates within the US, federal pslicy ha
attempted to rectify the tension between a need to provide housing for the most pmor and
conviction that the market is the best vehicle for the creation and distribution afididasiheir
analysis of why US housing policy has failed to provide for a right to housing in the t86, Pe
Marcuse and W. Dennis Keating conclude that “Liberals and conservativestagréee tmarket
should be the expected provider of housing for all, with the government acting only where the
for-profit market ‘fails’ (2006, p.139).” The persistent decentralization of hgysolicy and its
enduring emphasis on slum clearance, middle-class subsidies, and homeownership provide
further evidence of a market-first orientation.

Ideas, institutions, and actors or interests all help to shape a givenrpgiimye. With
housing, it has been ideology, and not need or demand, that has determined “if’ and “how” the
government becomes involved; and the issues that shaped the debates more than aeventy ye
ago continue to shape the debates today (Smith, 2006). These debates include the proper role of
government in the provision of housing, the right to housing, state responsibilities to the poor,
and how housing shapes the lives of those who inhabit it, in particular poor people. “The
idealism of public housing advocates has often taken the form of environmentalicistarra
belief that an improved residential environment will better the behavior aaswle conditions
of its inhabitants (von Hoffman, 1996, p. 242).” Real estate interests argued to inghade sl
clearance as part of a public housing program in order to prevent governmédetenter with
the market. Housing advocates made the same argument because theg trelteedousing
families would cure the social ills of the city and eliminate slums from thenuandscape
(Birch, 1975).

The National Industrial Recovery Act (1933) instructed the Public Works Adnaitiost
(PWA) to engage in the “construction, reconstruction, alteration, or repair under public
regulation or control of low-cost housing and slum clearance projects.” Thiafiegisvas
intended primarily as a means to generate jobs, and slum clearance was incluaedhenly

27



urging of housing reformers (von Hoffman, 1996). The Housing Division of the PWA
administered the program and built between 20,000 and 25,000 units of housing within 4 years.
When a federal court rulingJgites States v. Certain Lands in the City of Louisvdigtermined

that it was unconstitutional for the WPA to condemn land for housing construction, PWA ended
their direct construction program. With the support of national real estate istergss had

used the program to generate jobs and clear slum areas. Without a pacafiieatraatched
construction with clearance, the program could not generate sufficietntgdaupport to

continue (Marcuse and Keating, 2006).

The Housing Act of 1937 established publicly owned and operated housing as a
permanent part of the US welfare state for the first time. However, it@simged to link slum
eradication to public housing construction. An equivalent elimination clause reqosd®PHAS
to demolish one slum unit for every new unit of public housing constructed. Incornegibmit
meant that only those whose incomes were 20% below where market rate housaffgrdable
(those who would be unable to participate in the housing market on their own) would qualify for
public housing. The 1937 Act also put into place the decentralized structure for public housing
programs that continues in to the present. It established local public housing authorities
empowered through local authorizing legislation, as the entities that would ovit ipauding
properties and be responsible for assembling land, constructing new housing, agithgnana
properties. While th€ertainLands ruling established that the federal government did not have
the ability to use eminent domain, states did, and they could delegate that power to local
authorities (Marcuse and Keating, 2006).

The Housing Act of 1949 is the legislation most associated with the urban refienta
of the 1950s and 1960s. Title | of the Act authorized “the elimination of substandard and othe
inadequate housing through the clearance of slums and blighted areas,” andizaigoreas
soon as feasible of the goal of a decent home and a suitable living environmentyfor eve
American family.” It reasoned that these two components, when taken togebléd contribute
to the development and redevelopment of the Nation’s communities (section 2 of the Act).
Again, the construction of public housing is linked to the elimination of slum housing.

The Act allocated $1.5 billion for grants to local jurisdictions for urban renewal and
allowed city leaders to determine both what counted as blighted urban areas aweéngha
higher and better uses. The initial language of the Act stated that redeeatoghould target
areas that were predominantly residential, although this stipulation fadednogd€Hiall, 1988).
Federal subsidies would cover up to two thirds of project costs, with the remainisgaested
by local government expenditures and earnings from the sale of land to private eevélop
Act required states to have matching legislation to authorize local tegement agencies.
Funding required that localities produced a redevelopment plan that was approveddly a |
legislative body and that included provisions for the temporary relocation aligpligced
families. Local redevelopment agencies were empowered to purchase dawidselkercise
eminent domain, rehabilitate or raze buildings, and contract private develmpersstruct
housing, commercial areas, and infrastructure.

The most controversial part of the 1949 Act was not Title | and urban renewal, it was
Title 11l and the designation of national production goals for public housing.ifidddnguage
of the Act represented a “strange but successful coalition of conservativedarad interests
(p.228),” bringing together progressive housing advocates such as CatherenaBathe
construction unions with anti-public housing forces led by the National Associaticeabf R
Estate Boards and the Urban Land Institute (Hall, 1988). The Act authorized thecomsof

28



810,000 public housing units and provided money to finance construction and development of
public housing properties. These were to be built primarily on land cleared through urba
renewal as a way to replace lost units, although in practice they were often btkier parts of
the city when they were built at all. Maintenance and operations costs would beddoyeents.
In this framework, public housing and urban renewal worked hand-in-hand asissréeg
reorganize the urban landscape. Poverty housing would be consolidated, regularized, and
contained.

Urban Historian Peter Hall wrote of urban renewal, “In city after city +aBéiphia,
Pittsburgh, Hartford, Boston, San Francisco — the areas that were clesestthe low-income
black sections next to the central business district; and the promised aiéchoaising did not
materialize because ‘public housing, like the MooDthellg, had done its reverence in
justifying urban renewal and could now go (1988, p.229).” The uneasy coalition thathmade t
legislation possible did not hold together once cities and local housing authouwf@estbe
implement it. Housing advocates who had hoped to create a public housing program that housed
the majority of Americans settled for experiments that put poor fammiligseimodernist high
rise towers that they had once hoped would remake the entire city. Meantriguistipublic
housing communities in a positive way, it ultimately served to further diffaterdand isolate
inhabitants from the rest of the city (von Hoffman, 1996).

African American migrants, other poor communities, and communities of color were
displaced from city cultural cores and downtown business districts as theis n@reacquired
by the city through eminent domain. Next, the dispersed population was relacated t
communities that were now more isolated and more segregated. Thegmpnaere
implemented and maintained through tools of the local state such as zonity restricted
covenants, and discriminatory lending practices as well as the siting of newhmuding. As
middle class white families suburbanized en-masse in the 1950s, public housinigeas wel
institutionalized discrimination in the housing market served to anchor manygmoitie$ of
color to ghettos within the inner city. “In the coming decades neighborhood-basgedist for
addressing poverty would be increasingly shaped by the fact and consequencas Afnichn
Americans’ physical, social, and economic exclusion from the life of tgeraociety (Halpern,
1995, 58-59).”

Urban Renewal Comes to San Francisco

In San Francisco, urban renewal is the purview of the San Francisco Redevelopment
Agency (SFRA). SFRA was incorporated on August 10, 1948 under the provisions of the
California Community Redevelopment Law for the purpose of improving the environméet of t
city and creating better urban living conditions through the removal of blight. ThecyAge
operates primarily in redevelopment project areas designated by thedB&angervisorsSeven
Commissioners appointed by the Mayor and approved by the Board of Supervisors lggvern t
Agency. The Commission makes all policy determinations for the implementatioa of t
Agency's programs. The Executive Director is charged with implementiagtadities
authorized in redevelopment plans and for other special projects in accordanceiviil pol
defined by the Commission (SFRA website, 2009). The agency has broad-rangingl pold
economic powers. As Frederick Wirt notes:

Like its counterparts in other cities, SFRA is a compound of publicpandte
powers that provides a touch of the corporate state to local government
America. It can make and implement its own plans, move people from one section
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of town to another, arrange massive sums for financing, condemn prapedty,
promote all its wonders (1974, pp.297-298).

Going into World War Il, San Francisco was already a center of bankingebssi
services, and corporate headquarters with a well-developed set of non-profit and¢ewide
institutions (Mollenkopf, 1983). It was also a union town with a booming manufacturthg a
industrial base which operated primarily in connection to the city’s ports. Thexwanded the
city’s industrial capabilities, but many of those jobs ended with the war. By 196 r&acisco
had experienced a significant reduction in its construction, manufactandgndustrial jobs
while employment in areas such as finance, insurance, real estate, and lsesiness was on
the rise. Urban renewal brought federal funds to the city while allowindeaders to
accomplish many different objectives simultaneously: generate constrectployment,
provide a favorable setting for the new service economy, remove blighted aspis;adthe
poor and minorities, improve the urban environment, keep middle class residents, andheeduce t
flight of high income taxpayers to the suburbs (Castells, 1983).

Stifled by political exhaustion that stemmed from entrenched patronage@satiscal
constraints, growing need for public investments, and a tradition of allowing theepmeaket
land use decisions, elected officials were slow to address the need for chandéoatd War I,
and SFRA accomplished little in its first decade (Mollenkopf, 1983). Businessstadad a
history of involvement in planning issues in the Bay Area and combined with their agvoca
partners, Bay Area Council (BAC), the Blyth-Zellerbach Committee, an8dhe~rancisco
Planning and Urban Renewal Association (SPUR), formed a vocal constituencyrinffavo
redevelopment in the city. In 1956, San Francisco’s Mayor was George Christopher, a
Republican and small businessman who was wary of large scale urban renewahéMmun
reelection in 1959 with the backing of downtown business interests, Christopher became a
supporter of redevelopment. A pro-growth collation took shape which brought together
downtown business elites, pro-growth political leaders, city planning professioraie
powerful administrators, and development interests (Mollenkopf, 1983). Christopher appointed
the powerful and experienced M. Justin Herman as director of SFRA. With the backihgtof
Chester Hartman calls “The Redevelopment Booster Club,” and the technlisadisti
aspirations of Herman, Christopher pushed San Francisco’s urban renewal prograrh into ful
swing. (Mollenkopf, 1983; Hartman, 2002; Castells, 1983).

Western Addition Project Areas 1 and 2

By the 1940s, the Western Addition neighborhood, located just to the west of city hall
and minutes from the central business district, had become a focal point foaBthd&panese
migration to the city. The neighborhood was one of the few areas in the city that hadmot be
destroyed by the 1906 earthquake. Its housing stock included many stately Nectdieen
subdivided to create a greater number of units. Because of the proliferatamnady restricted
covenants within the city, Western Addition was one of the few neighborhoods whe@nAfri
American families could purchase homes (Broussard, 1993). World War Il ichitiete
movement of the two most populous groups within the neighborhood. Japanese families were
relocated to internment camps at the same time that Black familiestoahe city looking for
employment in wartime industries. The removal of Japanese familiestisanhbmes created
empty units that were quickly appropriated as housing for the new migrantsef eeprimary
commercial strips through the neighborhood, Fillmore Street, became a hub féfiazal
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American life and in particular a center of Jazz. It gained a reputatitve &karlem of the West
Coast.

In 1945, the San Francisco City Planning Commission declared almost the enting housi
stock of the neighborhood as blighted. In 1947, the San Francisco Planning and Housing
Association published a pamphlet criticizing the blight of the area and gagerancern for its
affects on the rest of the city. In 1947, planning consultant Mel Scott complédtetyavhich
found the area to be substandard with more than half of the dwelling units in need of major repa
or altogether uninhabitable. Scott criticized the unplanned nature of the neighbertiadahg
its indiscriminate mix of uses, rear dwellings, and odd residentiatstescas examples of the
neighborhood’s blight. He went so far as to link these physical attributes of théoigod to
social pathologies such as juvenile delinquency, infant mortality, and vicecétamended the
city immediately embark on a formal program of redeveloping the neighborhood (Mollenkopf
1983). Scott also made an explicit argument about how redevelopment could be expected to
change the racial composition of the neighborhood:

The presence in the Western Addition District of a high proportion grionand
foreign born families presents a special problem. As was pointed out,esrbet
26% of the population in this District consists of Negroes, and an@¥ter
Japanese, Chinese, and other foreign nationalities. In view of the chatiaelgr
low income of colored and foreign-born families, only a relativsipall
proportion of them may be expected to occupy quarters in the neslogeent.
(quoted in Klein, 2008, 16-17)

The removal of African American families was not an unfortunate by-ptadlce
redevelopment of the Fillmore, but one of its intents.

Urban renewal was a program of economic development for cities and downtown
business districts and not an initiative to relieve poverty. To the extent thetihpd to poverty
management, the program relied heavily on arguments of environmental deterrMuoish like
the tenement house arguments at the turn of the Twentieth Century, advocates oheflsah re
in San Francisco argued that blighted slum areas within the city were congritautleviant
behaviors of the people residing in the neighborhood as well as poverty, crime, poor hdalth, a
fire and safety concerns. Advocates of this approach argued that if left whedysich areas
contained the risk of contagion and the possibility of a general economic downsheeres$t of
the city. Most of the areas targeted for urban renewal were located in ¢theeantral business
district and populated by African American households. City leaders wererged¢bat the
underutilization of such valuable land would prove disastrous for the city’s econothhmeing.

Largely in response to Scott’s report, the Western Addition was first desigaa
redevelopment area by San Francisco’s Board of Supervisors in 1948. The planecbtiteect
redevelopment project to the economic well-being of the city by arguinguiding and
streetscape improvements would attract new business customers, residerisstors to the
Fillmore (SFRA, Western Addition A-1 webpage, 200R)e redevelopment of the
neighborhood was carried out in two phases: Project A-1 and project A-2. The WestermnAddit
A-1 Urban renewal project was established on May 28, 1956. On their webpage retjasding
project, the San Francisco Redevelopment Agency provides the followingptiesooif their
redevelopment work in this area:

Before redevelopment, the project area included 108 acres, of whieltrds
were streets, 13 acres were public parks, schools and instituteesl 43 acres
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were residential uses, and 15 acres were commercial and induseg& The
population was 6,112. After redevelopment, it was envisioned that tdemngai
uses would decrease to 29 acres, the parks, schools and institutiealouss®
increase to 25 acres, the industrial uses would be eliminated, apdphlation

of the area would decrease to 3,724 (SFRA, Western Addition A-1 gebpa
2009).

Specific aspects of the plan included the widening of Geary Boulevard (the main thareughf
connecting central San Francisco with the northwestern part of the city) viilepaent of
housing, a playfield, expanded school sites, St. Mary's Cathedral, the Japaneseadaltural
Trade Center and medical facilities. A total of 2,009 new housing units wereumbedtin the
A-1 Area.

Some four thousand families were moved out of the A-1 area in the 1960s when their
properties or the homes they were renting were taken by the city usipgwkees of eminent
domain. Many of these families moved into other parts of the Western Addition onjie\Ba
Hunters Point neighborhood. While redevelopment changed the physical charestefisti
large piece of the neighborhood, it only compounded problems such as overcrowding in the res
of the neighborhood. It did nothing to improve the economic and social conditions of the
neighborhood’s African American residents.

By the late 1960s, the Fillmore district had become the same kimdtafitional
and physical ghetto that had emerged in Chicago and Cleveland theifgrst
World War. San Francisco’'s image as a racially progressiyebore little
relationship to the status of most blacks by the 1960s. (Broussard, 1993)

The Western Addition A-2 Project followed in 1964. This project area was saymtiffc
larger than the first, affecting more than 90 blocks. The Redevelopment Plan feR thegct
area described the area as predominantly residential. The blight condititamgified included,
“residential buildings unfit and unsafe for occupancy; mixed and shifting usesravded
dwelling units; inadequate provision for ventilation, light, sanitation and open spacast@bs
platting; economic dislocation; and depressed property values.” It arguedeba conditions
contributed to problems in areas of health, safety, crime, and juvenile delinqagmasl] as fire
and accident prevention (SFRA, 2005).

This time, the agency ran into stiff community opposition. The Western Addition
Community Organization (WACO) formed in the 1960s to lead the battle againstrfurth
displacement in the neighborhood. When the A-2 Plan was approved, they immediately filed
lawsuit to stop redevelopment in the neighborhood. Ultimately, their legal adtexh fa
however, “The success of the lawsuit caused a change in federal law on hesloaent
agencies were to implement their programs (SFRA, Western Addition A-1 welRGQP).” As
a result of the neighborhood revolt, SFRA became more responsive to neighborhood groups,
appointed African Americans to its board, began to monitor displacement more gaeefdl|
began to invest in the construction of more affordable housing (DeLeon, 1992).

Between the two projects, hundreds of city blocks were torn down and rebuilt. In the
process, businesses were shut down and thousands of families were displaced, sonoggéme
than once.

A U.S. Comptroller General's study of SFRA files on Western #aidiA-1
relocatees listed as satisfactorily closed found that néaifyof those examined
had moved to unsatisfactory housing or were forced to accept massive
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increases. About one-fourth of the dislocated A- residents weresdnmmto
deteriorated housing in the A-2 area and subsequently forced to undergo
relocation a second time. (Hartman, 2002, p.64)

Property owners were compensated for their land and given CertificResfefence which
entitled them to priority on future sales of land in the area or spaces in citydfafidedable
housing projects; however few were able to take advantage of the preferenaeyamlugrs
replaced affordable rentals and property values skyrocketed. All in all, apjptekis,625
certificates were issued. In 1998, almost 4,000 remained unused (Wagner, 1998). While
replacement housing was built as part of both projects, it failed to replacediuabiiity of the
lost units. Of the 2,009 new housing units constructed in the A-1 Area, 33% were federally
subsidized for low and moderate income households and approximately 67% of the units were
market rate.

A corollary redevelopment project to those in the Western Addition was the Hunters
Point Project Area, which was active from 1969 — 2009. This area was part of thevizayvi
Hunters Point neighborhood, the other predominantly African American community viaghin t
city. In its plan for the area, SFRA described it as a “137-acre &dl[#hat] was partly vacant
land largely occupied by temporary wartime housing built by the fedevatmgment during
World War 1l (San Francisco Redevelopment Agency website, 2009).” By 1969, the
employment opportunities in the area were significantly diminished. Whitgoyed beautiful
views and more space that the Fillmore, it was also more isolated widsdaodewer city
services. This redevelopment project tore down the temporary wartime housihgdheeen
constructed for shipyard workers and replaced it with 1,750 units of new housing for low to
moderate income families. Many Fillmore families found themselvesatdd here.

The Western Addition A-1 project ended in the 1970s, but the A-2 Project did not
officially end until January 1, 2009. It holds a place as one of the nation's longesgruriban-
renewal projects. The Redevelopment Agency that started the projecthe sahie agency as
the one the serves the city today. However, while SFRA can point to the lessoed &l the
units of affordable housing that were gained as a result of the project, thevexduettor
himself acknowledges that “...none of that has been able to make up for the tremendoak sense
loss the people who lived in the Western Addition feel in terms of the cultural. Taketovists,
housing advocates, and especially the city’s remaining African Amefiacailies continue to
“Remember the Fillmore.”
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B. HOPE VI in San Francisco: Redevelopment Continued

HOPE VI has been a laboratory for unprecedented innovation and a complete
rethinking of the role of public housing in neighborhoods, cities, and national
policy.

-Interview (February 28, 2007)

HOPE VI links poverty outcomes to place. The program uses redevelopment to fix
dilapidated public housing and holds grand visions that the physical transformation of poor
communities through improved design and income mixing will transform the life opytos
of poor households (von Hoffman, 1996). HOPE VI projects generally include a decrease in
public housing units, the inclusion of non-public housing units, and a greater mix of incomes
across the site. Public housing households are involuntarily displaced for redevel@poetnt
2003). Here the geography of poverty becomes one of dispersal as public housiagesite
rebuilt at lower densities and families are rehoused in other communitiehosisigg
vouchers. In the ideal, HOPE VI solves the problem of dense, isolated, crime-ridastspitogt
house only the most poor by replacing them with new communities that are matévattraore
integrated with their surroundings, and more mixed—both in terms of income and race.

In San Francisco, the HOPE VI program provided city leaders with an oppgpttunit
return to their problem places on the map. This time the pockets of poverty wées anththe
redevelopment solution was much more specific. The city’s five HOPE Vigsdgrgeted
dilapidated public housing sites with a reputation for violence; but also developments in
economically important neighborhoods that were already well into the procgsstofication.
The projects with successful applications were located in neighborhoods closedntthé
business district: Western Addition, the Mission, and Fisherman’s Wharf. Bgglane SFHA
representative, with the HOPE VI model, “You need the community to be on a revidaliz
tract to have the investment sustained (Interview, March 5, 2007).”

San Francisco created a progressive model of HOPE VI, one that emghlasize
preservation of affordable units on site and partnerships with affordable housingpeesel
(Rongerude, 2007). Mixed income communities were achieved not by decreasing pubtig housi
units and bringing market rate units to the site, but by better integratipghhe housing
properties into the surrounding communities. At the same time, San Franciscd&s\HOP
program kept investment targeted at neighborhoods that were already edegtathe city—
neighborhoods that were economically important as housing for upper middle class
professionals, popular tourist destinations, and civic and cultural hubs for the citydSignn
Hunters View, and the other developments on the periphery of the city had to wait.

The Changing Face of HOPE VI

HOPE VI has changed considerably over time. The initial goals of corretisuiete
physical design, deconcentrating poverty, adding community supportive seanceimproving
management practices, in short correcting problem projects, has shiftetecalnly over the
years to emphasize goals of housing choice, neighborhood revitalization, mecirig, and
government reinvention. As the report “A Decade of HOPE VI” explains:

HOPE VI has not been “one program” with a clear set of consistedt
unwavering goals. Rather, the program has evolved considerably duripgsthe
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decade—in legislation, regulation, implementation, and practice. Towasual
extent, the program has been shaped more through implementationby
enactment. What was initially conceived as a redevelopment and watym
building program evolved over time into a more ambitious effort tddbui
economically integrated communities and give existing residents oimice in
the private housing market. Because of the flexible nature of tdwgm, local
housing authorities have had tremendous latitude in how they chose to aledig
implement their local HOPE VI initiatives (2004, p.2-3)

Yan Zhang identified four stages in the development of the HOPE VI prograre.IStag
(1993 — 1994) is more of the same in terms of housing policy. HUD stayed closditagexis
regulations governing public housing. NOFAs focused on revitalizing largesséistt projects
through physical rehabilitation and/or reconstruction and supportive services!| {1895 —
1997) was a period of significant public housing reform. Congress repealed a number of
restrictions including one-for-one replacement and federal preferemdesusing. HOPE VI
redevelopment began to focus on demolition, the construction of mixed income communities,
and the idea of housing choice. New Urbanist design and the concept of defensiblespame b
important. Stage Il (1997 — 2000) revolved around the enactment of the Quality ¢Handin
Work Responsibility Act (QHWRA), linking public housing reform to welfare refdtradded
income-targeting policies and work requirements and promoted resident seiesaffi It
further devolved authority from the federal government to state and loc& pabking
authorities, permitting greater discretion in income targeting and dedoaioen of poor
residents. Stage VI (2001 — 2008) was a time of retrenchment. This phase facdiaeilitating
more flexibility in project financing, increasing program efficierayd providing assistance to
smaller PHAs (Zhang, 2004). During this time, allocations were scal&dshmatficantly,
although the program did continue. With a new administration in office, it remains ¢ete s
what HOPE VI will look like into the future.

HOPE VI is emblematic of public housing in the post-welfare era. While itsoffe
incremental improvements on previous approaches to poverty housing, the program does not
increase supply, challenge prevalent assumptions of market supremacy ashifweisnefor the
delivery of housing services, or establish a right to housing in the US. InsteaH, H@Bserts
that public housing must be destroyed in order to be saved, not just in terms of the {yublaling
also the underlying structure of the US public housing system. It pushespbasibility for the
redevelopment of severely distressed public housing properties toward localhouisiicg
authorities and lets the PHAs decide what properties to redevelop, how many pubhg housi
units to maintain, and how to structure financing. As a result, public housing shiftsrfaway
from the goals and restrictions of the welfare state toward a new Bftoaal initiative subject
to the vagaries of local politics and priorities. Despite attempts by tHedmsinistration to end
the program, it remains the dominant model for public housing in the US.

The Pre-HOPE VI Demolition of Public Housing in San Francisco

HOPE VI was not the City of San Francisco’s first introduction to the reol@vent of
public housing. The city had been demolishing public housing since the 1960s when it tore dow
most of the temporary war worker housing constructed by the Navy. In the 198@s, SFH
redeveloped two of the public housing towers constructed as part of urban renéweal in t
Western Addition: the Annex to the Yerba Buena Plaza (known locally as the Packe)Pahd
Yerba Buena Plaza West. These two developments were built in the late 1958dyah868)s.
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They accounted for 543 units of family housing. Plaza West was demolished awgdeplth a
new development, and the Annex was rehabbed and made into senior housing. After
redevelopment, the properties included 198 units of senior housing and 211 units of family
housing which amounted to a net loss of 134 units.

Geneva Towers was located in San Francisco’s Visitacion Valley nelgidzband was
constructed by private developers to serve as housing for airport workers. Tt lotthe
project and its high rise design were unpopular and the developers were unableve thehi
rents they had hoped. In 1983, they sold the building to a syndicate formed by Associated
Financial Corporation of Santa Monica, which owned thousands of low-income housing units
nationwide. HUD acted as the lender for the investment group's $22 million purchlase of t
property. After the owners repeatedly failed to repair life thréagemaintenance problems in
the buildings, HUD repossessed the property in 1991 and handed the management of the
buildings over to SFHA (Chen and Burress, 1991). The physical conditions of the buildings
continued to deteriorate, and SFHA demolished the towers in T&#@8San Francisco
Chroniclg 1998). The project replaced the original 576 family units located in two high rise
towers with three different developments consisting of a total of 183 units of senising and
148 units of family housing. The developer, Mercy Housing, took over both management and
ownership of the new properties. Table 1 provides a breakdown of the loss of afftialzdiiey
units that resulted from these three redevelopment projects.

Table 1. Redevelopment and Unit Counts (pre-HOPE VI)

CATEGORY #
Original number of family units 1,119
Total replacement units 740
Total FAMILY replacement units 451
Total loss of family units, pre-HOPE VI 668

Data: San Francisco Housing Authority, San Fracci Chronicle

These experiments redeveloping public housing sites, and in particular thdopoere
of Yerba Buena Plaza West, were important pre-cursors to the city’s NO&ftorts. The
redevelopment of Yerba Buena West into the Robert B. Pitts Plaza was onexdrtii@es
studied by the National Commission on Severely Distressed Public Housing BNQSdhd it
was the only case study included in their final report (1992). The report noted that‘duare
set of circumstances,” SFHA was allowed to demolish the previous structurricbm
scratch. The report also noted that, “The impetus to rehabilitate the devetopasea
combination of the City of San Francisco’s commitment to support affordable housing and
HUDs support based on a settlement agreement to restore affordable housingdstdra W
Addition neighborhood following extensive ‘urban redevelopment’ of the area (p.E-4).”

The Yerba Buena case provided an example of several issues of inter€éS&@N
including a comprehensive design process, the willingness to keep a highsigge the high
costs required to modernize a high rise, the design of new construction, and rasalgatrent
in the planning and design process (NCSDPH, 1992). While the final development represented a
net loss of more than 100 units of public housing, the reduction in units was the result of funding
limitations by HUD and not the preferences of SFHA. These characte(gte emphasis on the
design process, the willingness to maintain high densities at public housingrsiegsphasis on
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preserving the site for affordable housing, and resident participation in thelogoieset
process) continued to shape the redevelopment of public housing in San Francisco going
forward.

San Francisco’s Model of Progressive HOPE VI

Each HOPE VI project is a unique development effort shaped by the local political,
institutional, and economic context. Efforts can vary significantly from oitity and even from
project to project within the same city, and as a result, it is difficult to gereabout HOPE VI
outcomes or to talk about a single HOPE VI approach. However, certain citieddvaleped
distinct models of HOPE VI which could be considered archetypal. Cities sudhicagq
Atlanta, and Seattle are held up as examples and discussed across the conntithibdhe
professional associations serving housing authorities as well as the decelopeunity and the
general public. San Francisco offers another such model.

While Chicago is best known for the massive loss of units that has accompanied its
redevelopment efforts, the San Francisco Housing Authority remains dedizguetecting its
supply of affordable housing. As a result, the loss of units in San Francisco hasibeeal.
While Atlanta emphasizes the creation of mixed-income communities wherejbety of the
units are market rate single family homes, San Francisco uses Lowdridousing Tax Credit
(LIHTC) dollars to fund its mixed income housing, combining public housing units where
families are making 30 percent or less of the area median income withouriémflies making
30 to 60 percent of the area median income. Where the Seattle Housing Authoatyitctsvn
developer for its HOPE VI projects, the San Francisco Housing Authdidyg mn the expertise
of an extremely capable community of non-profit affordable housing developarEr&eisco
offers a model of progressive HOPE VI where public housing has public support, residest
are included in the development process, and public-private partnerships aredrtbobaigh
the public-orientation of non-profit developers (Rongerude, 2007).

With its political connections and highly skilled non-profit development partners,tyhe ci
has been effective in receiving and implementing HOPE VI grants. SFHAtesad five
HOPE VI grants dating back to the first round of grants in 1993, which means that Seiedéra
ranks fifth in total number of grants received. The city’s awards total $118i&mrhe city
has leveraged an additional $186 million in private and public funds, bringing the combined
revitalization funding for San Francisco’s HOPE VI sites to $304.5 million. Wihéey
agencies have struggled to complete their HOPE VI developments, all five &fsSpitdjects
have been built and are fully occupied. San Francisco’s five HOPE VI projectsraiad B
Dwellings, Plaza East, Hayes Valley, North Beach, and Valencia Ga®em&igure 1 for a
breakdown of the SFHA HOPE VI funding by project.

37



Figure 1. Breakdown of SFHA HOPE VI Funding by Project
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HOPE VI Revitalization page, SFHA Website, 2009.

Consistent with San Francisco’s model of Progressive HOPE VI, each siteizeis a
loss of units. When the new development has fewer units than the original sitestimeeishat
offset by an increase in the number of bedrooms per unit. Tenant associatioastiverplayers
in each of the projects, often serving as the relocation specialists who adsidedtse
throughout the relocation process. In one case, opposition from the tenant assocgtion wa
enough to stop the project all together. In another, it resulted in significans deldySFHA
was willing to make concessions to residents. In the earliest rounds of HG&&dwvg, HUD
encouraged the destruction of public housing towers and decreases in density in orders® disper
concentrated poverty. As a result, the first three projects remainedyepiibéic housing, even
after redevelopment, although they did lose units. Later projects were buiktexs-imiome
communities, but still stayed 100% affordable housing. See Table 2 for an ovehitexinal
unit breakdowns for each project. SFHA chose to interpret mixed income as\gpringether
both very low-income and low-income families. Between the addition of afferdablcredit
units at some sites and the new housing vouchers that SFHA was granted to help hbese fam
during relocation, the City of San Francisco experienced a net gain inadf®nehits from its
HOPE VI program.

Table 2. Overview of SFHA’'s 5 HOPE VI Projects

Development  Original # Year # of bedrooms Final # of
name of units built 1 2 3 4 PH units
Plaza East 276 2002 18 104 51 19 192
Bernal Dwellings 208 2001 3 79 66 12 160
Hayes Valley 294 1999 16 117 49 13 195
North Beach 229 2005 79 161 67 34 229
Valencia Gardens 246 2006 60 98 88 14 260

Following is a brief description of each of San Francisco’s HOPE VI projEats
projects can be broken into two groups. The first set includes Plaza East, Beefiaig3, and
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Hayes Valley. They predate the housing reform that characterizeccthrelgghase of HOPE VI
projects. They are much more straight forward examples of efforts to improsiegidesign
and decrease the density of the site. The developer is either SFHA or aflandgbéé housing
developer with a national reputation. The second set includes North Beach andavalenci
Gardens. These are much more creative projects that take advantagéatdmeghanges that
increased flexibility for PHAs to pursue mixed financing. The developerkigh capacity local
non-profit housing developers partnered with smaller, more community oriented devalopme
groups. The San Francisco economy was also in a dramatically differentrpladié recession
of the early 1990s which characterized the first set of projects to the exesasimg upward
trajectory of the late 1990s and the dot com boom. As a result, each set of projedediacl
different set of expectations for what could be accomplished through redevelopment.

Plaza East

HUD awarded SFHA its first HOPE VI grant in1993. This project included two
development sites: Plaza East and Bernal Dwellings. Both developments wene ot in the
1950s, when such designs were the apex of modernism, despite the fact thatevefttiél
city’s residential housing stock was above three stories. Both project sieebwaged at the
outer edge of gentrifying neighborhoods well serviced by transportation, schetall and
commercial establishments, with easy access to a full range of urbaiti@sne

Plaza East was originally called Yerba Buena Plaza. It wasgheetaaining component
of the complex of public housing towers built in the Western Addition during the urban renewal
projects in the Fillmore. The original project had 276 units, mostly studio and one-bedit®mm
new development replaced the high rise structure with Victorian style towrshauddlats for
families. It included 193 units (19 1-bedroom, 105 2- bedroom, 50 3-bedroom and 19 4-
bedroom). Every unit in the new project was designated for very low- and low-incoroee dat
eligible households earning no more than 60 percent of median income.

The development team for the project was McCormack Baron Salazar and, Rliaza Ea
Housing Corporation, a nonprofit affiliate of the housing authority. The cost of trecpvwas
$43.2 million. HUD awarded SFHA $20.2 million in HOPE VI money for the project. The low-
income housing tax credit equity financing for the project came for from Sumgeme
Corporation. SFHA contracted with McCormack Baron Management Services tgertara
property after redevelopment.

Bernal Dwellings

This site was last minute addition to SFHA'’s first HOPE VI request. Anothe
development, Potrero Hill, had been part of the original plan. However, residennesistes
so strong that SFHA amended the proposal and replaced it with Bernal DwédlhegBernal
Dwellings development was 208 units before demolition. The new development contained 160
new townhouses and flats. Construction was completed in September 2001.

The total cost of the project was $41.8 million. HUD awarded SFHA $29.9 for this site
and the additional $11.9 came mostly from tax-credit financing. Financiaepaihcluded
Bernal SPL, Inc (Special Limited Partner) and Bernal Financiardé&ble Housing Fund Il, LP
(Investor Limited Partner). SFHA was the developer for this project. Stékacted with
McCormack Baron Management Services to manage the property aftezlogueent.
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Hayes Valley

HUD awarded SFHA a HOPE VI grant for this site in 1995. Of San Francisge’s fi
HOPE VI sites, Hayes Valley had the worst conditions both in terms of theeahsiuctures
and the quality of life for residents. Built in 1962, the three-story barradkessstycture was
known as “Death Valley” because of the drugs, violence, and physical hazardatadssith
the development. The balconies which served as the external hallways of the wéding
falling away from the face of the structure, creating a significantrtddaaresident safety.
Neighborhood residents sued the San Francisco Housing Authority in 1990, saying it was
responsible for muggings, shootings and other crimes that took place near the developaye
lost in appeals court, but the suit put heavy pressure on SFHA to find solutions. Tiessite
within visual range of City Hall and the surrounding area had become a trendigoréigod
with boutique shops and restaurants.

The total cost for redevelopment was $42.5 million. HUD granted SFHA a $22 million
federal HOPE VI grant for the project. SFHA also used $15 million in low-income lipiasin
credit equity financing from SunAmerica Corporation. TRI Financial Cotjporavas the
private sector financing partner. For Phase one of the project they provided al&in740r
year, FHA-insured, fixed-rate permanent construction loan. The phase two ®an wa
approximately $2.3 million. TRI also provided underwriting and escrow services, iped he
usher the overall financing package through HUD. (Business Wire, 1997)

The HOPE VI project replaced the original 294 one-bedroom units with 195 low rise
town houses with 1, 2, 3, or 4 bedrooms. Every unit in the new project is designated for very
low- and low-income, tax-credit eligible households earning no more than 60 percestiahm
income. More than half of the units are reserved for residents earniegddhan that. The
development team included McCormack Baron and Related Companies of Califodréa, a
nonprofit affiliate of the housing authority, Hayes Valley Housing Corporatibay &greed to
preserve all units for at this level of affordability for 75 years (BuesiWire, 1997). The first
half of the redeveloped site opened to residents in 1998, and the second half opened in 1999.
This project was included in HUD’s baseline study of eight HOPE VI sibes &cross the
country. Researchers noticed that this site had a much higher rate of return tithertiHOPE
VI sites and attributed this difference to the city’s extremehtt@gnd expensive housing market
(Buron, Popkin, et al, 2002).

North Beach

Built in1952, the North Beach development was located near some of San Francisco’s
biggest tourist destinations, including Fisherman’s Wharf and the cable car turnaroesite T
consisted of 13 concrete buildings with 229 walk-up units across two city blocks. $€eiked
a $400,000 HOPE VI planning grant from HUD in 1995 to study the site. They determined that
due to the earthquake-weakened structures and the high crime rates oftftherheigd,
neighborhood revitalization was necessary. When asked why North Beachosas as a
HOPE VI site rather than a site in more severe physical distress,séagftgerson replied, “It
might not have been one of the Housing Authority’s top priorities, but it was definitelgfdhe
city’s.” Mayor Willie Brown was in the office of the Secretary of HUDemhhe called the
Executive Director of SFHA to let him know that the HOPE VI applicatiorNfmith Beach
would be going forward (Interview, September 2006).

In 1996, at the time of their HOPE VI application for the North Beach site, SFHA
estimated that this project would cost $69 million. Over time that number jumped to $106
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million. HUD awarded SFHA a $20 million HOPE VI grant for North Beach in 1886@;ever,
the agency had requested $30 million in its application and making up the missingl&t0 mil
proved to be difficult. Ultimately, the Mayor’s Office of Housing provided 8R#ith the
money on the condition that 112 affordable were units to the plan (GAO, 2003). The rest of the
funding came from a variety of public and private sources. In 2001 HUD granted S¥82 a
million HOPE VI demolition grant. The project received a $55 million 9% taxlitallocation,
the largest state or federal allocation since the program waecaiadt986. Private-sector
lenders for the project included Citibank and Related Capital. Citibank's irfteainting of $56
million, of which $24 million converted to permanent financing at the completion of
construction, was one of the largest loans of its kind in the company's neadgrwoy history
(Business Wire, 2004).

The revitalization plan called for 341 units including 229 public housing units (a one-for-
one replacement for the units that were demolished) and 112 tax credit subsidialed rent
apartments for families with incomes below 50 percent of the city mediamécThe final
development also included a parking garage for 323 cars and commercial dusgpaeta
surrounding the cable car turnaround area with Trader Joes, a specialty gtoeeras the
anchor tenant. The development team for the project included BRIDGE Housing, The John
Stewart Company and EM Johnson Interests developers. The John Stewart Compaaythecam
property managers for the redeveloped site once it opened in 2005.

Valencia Gardens

In 1943, SFHA built Valencia Gardens under the U.S. Housing Authority's slum
clearance program. It was among the first developments construct&HBy=nd originally
included 246 family units. By the time SFHA applied for HOPE VI funds to redevelojtehe s
the Mission neighborhood, where Valencia Gardens was located, had already béacahe a
point for local debates surrounding gentrification. This historically Irish tlaimd.
neighborhood was minutes from downtown and serviced by two different stops on BART, the
Bay Area Rapid Transit train system. The neighborhood had become a destinatiohthide nig
and its largely Victorian housing stock was highly desirable. SFHA was aivdrelé1OPE VI
grant for this project in 1997. Demolition began in 2002 and the site was reopened in 2006. The
new development included 260 new units (218 family flats and 42 one-bedroom senior
apartments).

SFHA's development partner was Mission Housing Development Corporation. The total
cost for the project was $71.7 million. Funding included a $23.2 HOPE VI grant. Purjdet$
included: HUD; California Department of Housing and Community Developmentathe S
Francisco Redevelopment Agency; Citibank Community Development; Féttere Loan
Bank; and tax credit equity from Alliant Capital Ltd. (Business Wire, 2005). dlme Stewart
Company became the property manager once the site was reoccupied.
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C. San Francisco’s Hope SF Initiative

Faced with the need to compete in the private real estate marketpwbiecting
the public interest, SFHA is rapidly adopting new and improved industry
standards in operations and management, upgrading their staff, and above all,
learning to lead complex, comprehensive redevelopment partnerships...The
economic development generated by the SFHA's [HOPE VI] model haalideen
to transform sources of community blight into engines of community akri@mne
of SFHA's main goals is to replicate this form across the city'sigphiblusing
sites.

- “Hope VI Transformation”

San Francisco Housing Authority website (2009)

When the administration in Washington DC changed, so did the priorities of agencies
such as HUD. HOPE VI fell out of favor, and San Francisco found itself unableue se
additional HOPE VI grants. Five projects had been redeveloped, but eight reta@neere in
far worse conditions than those that had been redeveloped. Hope SF began in sgseaihkiva
once. SFHA, the Mayor’s Office of Housing, the Communities of Opportunityr&mand the
Mayor himself all claim a stake in starting the program. What is dehat by 2004, eight
public housing sites in the SFHA portfolio were generally accepted to be in sestezediThe
lack of affordable housing in San Francisco had long reached crisis proportions, amwd May
Gavin Newsom came into office with the triple priorities of ending homelesseg®asing
poverty, and creating more affordable housing — all while increasing the ecom@sperity of
the city. Hope SF was born at the confluence of these events.

SEHA and Hunters View

Like local public housing authorities across the country, SFHA was the traditiaitgl e
responsible for the construction, management, and maintenance of the city’s pubiig.hous
After the agency’s most strategic sites had been redeveloped through HOBHEM turned its
attention to the sites it judged as the most physically and socially desitéche agency
identified eight sites which included approximately 2500 units. Most of these aeated in the
southeastern quadrant of the city, primarily in the Bayview Hunters Poitthwefgpod. On May
27, 1999 SFHA submitted their first HOPE VI application for the Hunters View i
application requested $34,984,274 in HOPE VI monies from which SFHA planned to leverage
an additional $29.9 million in capital and community and supportive services funding and $23.8
million in tax exempt bonds. The opening pages of the application presented a faictilige of
decaying public housing buildings and dependent public housing residents:

Located in the Bayview Hunters Point neighborhood (Bayview) in San
Francisco, Hunters View, is severely distressed due to its 4B y& age,
inadequate capital funding, profusion of toxic lead and asbestos, hazardous
outdated mechanical and electrical systems, woefully defigrérastructure,
poor site configuration, indefensible open space and absence aofibititggor
the physically disabled. The 1997-1998 El Nifio storms ravaged thengsildnd
site to disaster proportions resulting in Presidential deaastf San Francisco
as a Federal Disaster Area.
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The extent of need for comprehensive revitalization is also based
residents’ socioeconomic indicators reflecting high unemployment,ioanies,
low levels of educational attainment and high rates of singlenpamiseholds
and TANF recipients. Residents who are TANF recipients are nowr unde
enormous pressure to stabilize their lives, gain training and beempioyed.
(SFHA, 1999, p.1)

Hunters View was not a large development. It originally consisted of fiféytivo-story
and three-story buildings containing 10 one-bedroom units, 130 two- bedroom units, 112 three-
bedroom units, 64 four-bedroom units, and 9 five-bedroom units. The terrain was hilly and
isolated. Four private streets divided the property into three super-blocks and onlytrorseof
roads connected the site to the rest of the city. The physical design of thedswlas
utilitarian. The barracks-style structures were sited both paralleltamd)kes to the street, most
likely positioned to take best advantage of the views. They were wood frameaicbostwith
flat roofs and stucco walls. The exterior facing was plywood siding or cemstermtaated with
lead based paint. Parking lots were situated around remote cul-de-sacs. In tHedr980s
buildings were demolished and eight units were mothballed.

Exhibit C of the application, “Existing Conditions & Need,” further detailed the
conditions at the site in the categories of physical distress, impact on thbarbimpd,
demographic distress, need for funding, and need for affordable housing in the community
Physical distress included cracked and clogged sewer lines; caved atapling walls,
foundations and stairs; damaged sidewalks; unsafe handrails; and afteNthe &orms in
1997-8, an eight-foot deep sink hole in one of the roads. Buildings contained lead-based paint,
asbestos in the roofing materials, deteriorating walls, water leaktdfyngus growing in
exposed insulation, deteriorated roofs, pest infiltration, and mildew.

The report included numerous examples of what could only be characterized as slum
conditions on the site: “Extensive site settlement and soil erosion have crackeoggyedi cl
sewer lines, which frequently results in unsanitary and foul sewage collectiitg,@oging in
public areas and play yards and backing up into units. (p.17)” “The distressed ekisaibirgy
not only has high levels of lead-based paint, but also is severely deterioraerthrBEgon
includes incidental defects such as missing batten boards, gaps and holes in thiersking
wood trim, and holes in the cement plaster walls. (p. 18)” “Deep and persistent ponding and
deficient ponding and deficient flashing conditions exist on all roofs resultingtimgrtite roof
material. The stress of this water weight is grave and threatens tpgtyndé the structure. (p.
18)” Across the site, the roofing systems, plumbing systems, sewer systemegcaizhke
systems were all in disrepair. As reported by SFHA itself, the vergrity®f the buildings was
at risk.

The application also noted the site’s potential for redevelopment:

“The site is severely underutilized, particularly in view @inS-rancisco’s acute
housing needs and the scarcity of land. The site is wretchedcprstjde public
housing infested with rates, mold, mildew, and fungus. Because of deferre
maintenance, inadequate Comprehensive Grant funding and vandalism,
widespread deterioration exists throughout the site, including ldakden
pavement, barren landscaping, dry rot, ponded roof water, worn interior and
exterior finishes. (p.20)”
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Once the application began to address the site’s impact on the neighborhood, it further
stressed the economic assets of the site itself, “Located in a scesidetoll Bayview, Hunters
View’'s woeful style of housing is highly visible and a blight on the surroundindgnbergood.
Deteriorating building conditions are incompatible with the general goodtemndf the
surrounding neighborhood. (p.21)” Their conclusion: “at Hunters View, no action short of total
revitalization will alleviate the severe distress that exists fadeats. (p.21)”

The demographic distress detailed in the report provides a picture of they@vert
Hunters View at the time. Eighty-five percent of the residents had incesgthbn $20,000.

The average income was $12,451. Seven percent of the households were working full time and
seventy percent were receiving public assistance. Eighty-four percéet liduseholds were

headed by single women. The racial demographics were 67% Africangameti7%

Asian/Pacific Islander, 9% white and 2% Native American. At Huntezs/\/56% of the

residents were children. Crime rates were high and high school gradus®weaé low.

HUD denied SFHA's 1999 HOPE VI application. After a change in federal
administration followed by three more unsuccessful HOPE VI applicationsufaers View,

SFHA came to believe that they were unlikely to secure additional HORIW$. In 2002, the
agency conducted a physical needs assessment which evaluated the conditenyspabgerty

in their portfolio. It grouped the developments into three categories based qrhifsaal
conditions: ones that need to be rebuilt and that would be maintained as well as possible until
they could be rebuilt; ones that are generally fine, needing minor work; anthahased
substantial rehabilitation, but are worth the work. In the end, eight sites éethanfirst

category, including Hunters View.

One SFHA official pointed out the challenge in redeveloping these sites. “Th&nem
developments that need to be rebuilt are the tougher ones. Except in Potrero, thejnare not
neighborhoods that can easily sustain improvements. The other [HOPE Vl}sigesraunded
by healthy housing markets, transportation, and amenities.” The agency needei diney
these redevelopment efforts without federal assistance. Rather thdorveachange in
administration or rely on back channel tactics at the federal level todlsmg funding, the
agency turned to the local community of affordable housing developers.

From August 3, 2003 through September 30, 2003, SFHA put out a Request for
Qualifications (RFQ) to developers to bring HOPE VI principles to other housihgréayt
owned sites in need of development. Project financing had to be accomplished without
expectations of federal HOPE VI dollars, and three principles had to be includet in eac
proposal: (1) One-for-one replacement of public housing units; (2) An increase in tak ove
number of units on the property; and (3) A financial structure that split prothisSFHHA to
subsidize future projects.

They received two proposals for the Hunters View site. One came from Habitat
Humanity requesting part of the site for building sweat-equity homes. The akdrom the
Hunters View Community Partners (HVCP), which consisted of three paitiresJohn Stewart
Company (JSCO), a mission-driven, for-profit affordable housing develop mapany that
had been involved in the city’s two most recent HOPE VI sites; Devine and Gomdeatete
finance and development services firm that specialized in affordable houoslifiggquently
partnered with JSCO; and Rigdepoint Developers, a local group that mawagsftotrdable
housing developments in the neighborhood, one of which they had developed. From January
2004 through July 2005, the proposals were reviewed and scored. Eventually the teams were
interviewed by an evaluation team consisting of SFHA, the Mayors Office ofrt¢p{MOH),
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and the San Francisco Redevelopment Agency (SFRA). Those scores were seobnal a s
evaluation panel that also included residents. Finally, the HVCP proposal wpkedcce

Gavin Newsom and the Offices of the Mayor

At the same time that SFHA was turning to the local affordable housing dewlopm
community for help, the city’s leadership was starting to think about how to fix it pub
housing. Gavin Newsom took office as they city’s mayor in 2004. When asked why the mayor
was championing the issue of public housing in San Francisco when most mayor®kedgr t
their public housing out of the news, one senior staff person was quick to respond that the Mayor
had always been concerned with public housing. As an example of this commitment, he
mentioned that the Mayor held his first department head meeting at thed-Viatsrsite in
2004.The Chronicleeported:

Soon after taking office, Newsom, who said "my philosophy is nme&magt by
walking around,” herded the recreation chief, public works director and othe
department heads into a van for a surprise field trip to a HuRt@nt¢ housing
project. There, he pointed out cracked asphalt on the basketball coudspfpile
garbage, street lights shattered by bullets and other disgitzetewouldn't show

up in a San Francisco Convention & Visitors Bureau brochure. (Gordon, 2005)

At the meeting, Newsom asked his staff to explain why the city’s public howsieg a state of
chaos. A staff person who was present at the meeting recounted that the mayothean] t

“This is the city, but it is not connected to the city. This is part of the citycfadwr it's part of

the city family. (Interview, April 10, 2007)” Staff people present that afterngoorted leaving

the meeting with an understanding that improving public housing would be one of the mayor’s
top priorities.

In May 2004 the mayor named Matthew Franklin as Director of the Mayor'seQffi
Housing (MOH). Franklin had served three years in senior positions at the U.Stnieyianf
Housing and Urban Development (HUD) during former President Clinton’s adniioistridis
positions had included Deputy Chief of Staff to the HUD Secretary and Deputy IRédesing
Commissioner/General Deputy Assistant Secretary for Housing. y2BI23, he was appointed
by former Governor Gray Davis as Director of California’s Depantroé Housing and
Community Development. Having worked under Andrew Cuomo at HUD, Franklin was very
familiar with the HOPE VI program and a champion of its goals to deconteeptreerty,
promote housing choice, and improve the physical design of public housing.

Franklin started at MOH with ideas about how to fix public housing in San FranEiec
was convinced that “HOPE VI had it right in owning up to failures of public housing in the pas
Enough of San Francisco’s public housing is in disrepair that the city needed essaggr
redevelopment program. Also, there was a general desire to do somethini. ablowever,
his public sector background was working at the state and federal levels of generdmhired
Doug Shoemaker, a long time fixture in the San Francisco Non-Profit Develmgre, to be his
Deputy Director. Shoemaker came with well-established local relatpmnand a reputation as
someone reasonable, dedicated, and politically sensitive. He understood the asittedieboth
real estate and politics could be in San Francisco and knew how to navigate théwekftfec

In May 2008, Franklin accepted a job as the executive director of the Mid-Peninsula
Housing Coalition and left the Mayor’s Office of Housing. Some city insiders nio&ed t
Franklin recently had been on the outside of the mayor’s inner circle, in part due to a
disagreement over the mayor’'s emphasis on affordable homeownership. Shoespalcst gp
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and replaced Franklin, he hired local non-profit development professional Crdigakdas his
deputy. Adelman eventually became the senior person who oversaw the physicgndere
side of MOH’s work. MOH'’s policy director Amy Tharpe oversaw the humanldpreent side
of MOH’s work.

The Mayor’s Office of Housing had direct ties to the mayor. It was MOH and noA SFH
that was considered responsible for driving the production of affordable housing itythe ci
Although the mayor appointed the members of the SFHA Board of Commissiorditmrtedly
SFHA had remained separate from the other agencies within cityngoset. Furthermore,
SFHA was the only remaining agency in San Francisco that does not requirergicig £xams,
and as a result, had long been used as a dumping ground for mayoral favors and appointees.
Although everyone interviewed saw Gregg Fortner, SFHA’s executive alirgcthe time, as
competent, no one had confidence in the agency’s ability to effectively implésmenin
programs, let alone take on additional responsibilities.

MOH on the other hand, was the entity responsible for guiding and coordinating the
City’s housing policy. Their mission, as stated on their website was, “to provateing for the
development, rehabilitation and purchase of affordable housing in San Franciscota3kei
included administering programs to finance the development of affordable housing jpryofibn-
and for profit developers, providing financial and educational assistance-taies
homebuyers, and finance housing rehabilitation costs for low-income homeownersthiéile
did not administer Section 8 vouchers (the Section 8 Program remains the purvidhA)f SF
provide emergency shelter, or manage affordable housing, MOH was the depénahe/as
responsible for monitoring and ensuring the long-term affordability andgathysability of the
City's stock of affordable housing. Ultimately Hope SF would be shaped, vetted, and
implemented largely through the work of MOH.

The mayor’s first State of the City address in October 2004 was also the srfagor’
public mention of his intention to redevelop public housing. “I am today announcing the creation
of a local HOPE VI program that will replace failed public housing developmeiftsNorant
communities. These communities will blend new housing, mixed income and commercial
development. No longer will our public housing be isolated from the rest of the citthisA
point, there was no program, only an idea; however, two key tenants of the plans to come can b
found in that early statement. The first is replacing public housing with mixed income
communities. The second is rejoining public housing with the rest of the city. Andther ci
official later reiterated this same idea of reclaiming public housiteg as parts of the city: “San
Francisco is getting involved there now, where before it was hands off becausasthisederal
problem (Interview March 27, 2008).”

In January 2005 the Mayor made another important hire to his staff. He hired Fred
Blackwell to lead the Mayor’s Office of Community Development (MOCD)cBleell came
from the philanthropic world where he had been working first for the San Fraf@sndation
and then Annie E. Casey. He was a local and a planner. He received his magte€drden the
University of California, Berkeley’s Department of City and Regiohah/®ng. On their
website, MOCD stated that their mission was “to partner with the comyrtorstrengthen the
physical, social and economic infrastructure of San Francisco, partyatsddwest income
neighborhoods and communities.” MOCD was responsible for administering the city’s
Community Development Block Grant (CDBG) money as well as its EmergdmiteSGrant
Program. Staffers from the department explained that CDBG money isadsgdadth “an
improvement both in the environmental conditions and human conditions for low and moderate
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individuals and families.” They went on to say that, “In San Francisco, itystvficult to have
a conversation and think about that universe without landing pretty quickly in public housing.
(Interview, April 10, 2007)”

MOCD used its resources to develop “flexible, locally designed communigjapexaent
strategies to benefit low and moderate income persons, aid in the preventionraatemof
slums and blight, and meet other urgent community development needs. (MOCD ,website
2009)” In doing so, MOCD landed in public housing in three main ways. First, there was the
setting of departmental priorities for the CDBG funds. Agency leaderaiegglthat, “Over the
years, programmatic priorities that come out of this office in terms of sjge@®BG money
have asked the community-based organizations receiving money through thisodfiime t
really thoroughly at the impact of their work on individuals living in public housing.” This
funding stream then created a relationship between MOCD and the non-profizatigasi
doing work in public housing communities. The second way was through relationships with
other agencies working in these same communities. MOCD contributed funds tpM{@Ets
and San Francisco Redevelopment Agency (SFRA) projects. The third way wasding of
its own initiatives.

While MOCD had long been involved in public housing through its distribution of
CDBG money, in terms of the current push to redevelop public housing, the agency took a back
seat to MOH. The exception was the Communities of Opportunity Initiative (C@@h began
in 2005. Dwayne Jones, a former community organizer and cultural anthropologist mgtraini
was hired to head the program. MOCD designed the Communities of Opportunity (COO)
Initiative as a response to findings from their Community Voices projecthw¥as initiated in
2003. The final report was released May 2005. The people who created COO envisioned the
program as a comprehensive initiative to foster strong families, comasyratid neighborhoods
throughout the city. The COO initiative would pilot in the Southeastern Sector of &aidep,
including both the Bayview Hunters Point and Visitacion Valley districts, bechese t
communities had the highest need residents.

The parties developing the project also took an interesting geographic dpfmroac
targeting their efforts. According to the report, “available informatiomfcity departments
shows that there are four street corners in these districts that lairewatking distance of the
largest proportion of individuals who utilize city services. (2005)” These four iane also
associated with specific public housing developments: the intersection of Middlepdi
Westpoint is located at Hunters View, Oakdale and Griffith is at Hunters (Poartd B),
Fitzgerald and Griffith is at Alice Griffith, and Sunnydale and Santos is at $daled These
sites (Hunters Point A and B are considered two separate sites) are whaa@FElty officials
refer to as “the big five.” COO would work to create simultaneous interventidhesa sites in
four areas of need: economic development and job creation; safe and affordalslg;housi
effective and efficient social services; and developing social cap®@’€role in connecting
these four service areas within the city bureaucracy would continue tob@ &ith Hope SF.

In his 2005 State of the City address, the mayor officially rolled out the COCaprolyr
doing so, he identified COO as the lead agency in the city’s efforts to combatypuvieile he
did not promise additional resources, what he committed to was a hew approatitéo ser
delivery. He connected this new approach to freedom and resident empowerment. Through
COQO, residents would be given standing as city citizens.

Though we cannot defeat poverty or crime with a single camera single
program, we can create lasting and visible achievements tHasustain the
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expectation that each year will bring greater opportunity thatagheThat is why
we created the Communities of Opportunity. To rethink and retool tyetivea
city delivers services in partnership with CBOs and residensmpowers one
lead agency to affect change, with the freedom and capacity to do wiggt ifori
the community. Instead of City Hall telling residents what theged,
Communities of Opportunity puts decision making in the hands of real people.

The mayor went on to describe COQO'’s early accomplishments.

Under the leadership of the residents of Alice Griffith, wheee pitoted this
initiative, we created a parent university, expanded day cawgfaesd streets,
planted greenery, refurbished housing and built a new Opportunity Cenéze T
residents can find training connected to real jobs, access thengdeilies
credit and health care, and learn how to build assets. And thatkisythebecause
whether you're living in Alice Griffith, Bernal Heights, thBunset or the
Richmond — it's jobs and asset building that will erase poverty ase #ee
burden for our working families and middle class. For our workingliesnthe
equation is simple: a stable high-paying job makes it possible to build assets
assets make it possible to buy a home and raise a family in the City.

This scenario lays out the possibility of a middle class life for public houssidergs, explicitly
connecting Alice Griffith to the city’s middle class strongholds of BEHeights, the Sunset,

and the Richmond. In doing so, the mayor connected the middle class to the public housing sites
and public housing sites to the rest of the city. At the same time, he made hatebetfamilies
receiving assistance would be working families.

In 2006 it was time to take on the physical improvements needed at SFHA's eight wor
sites. The mayor talked to the leadership at MOH and instructed them to “dthsagrbig.”

After two months of conversations with national redevelopment experts, the mgmaeat
agency, SFHA, and housing officials in other big US cities, they came up with Hopa&F. O
city staffer described the program at this stage as “a set of city paliticals” saying “it
includes housing and signature issues.” Hope SF would use the HOPE VI strategjéaonig
public housing sites with new mixed income developments and incorporating supportive
services. The financing, the process, and the development specifics Weregme.

Once the big idea was put forward and given a name, it began to gain momentum. In
September the mayor visited the New York City Housing Authority, and soon aftetéed s
publicly that he would devote “all of his political capital” to ensuring city \®&aprove a $100
million bond for public housing redevelopment. Administration officials envisioned that the
bond money would then be used to leverage additional private money and the collective funds
would fill in the gaps that had previously been filled by federal funding (Knight, 11/20/2006)
However, in California bonds require a supermajority to pass and the mayor ngsoyoeed a
broad coalition of support to be successful. Voters had defeated affordable housing bond
measures in both 2002 and 2004 (Vega, 2006) and the mayor did not want to risk another failure.
When asked by a reporter why he thought voters would feel differently this tinmeaiioe
emphasized that the status quo was creating danger for the rest of thé pagpté knew the
conditions people were living in in their city—our city—their positions would change... This
housing contributes to a big portion of our crime. A big portion of our resources go toihealt
emergency rooms, schools. It's all interconnected.” Middle and upper tlasaswould pay to
redevelop public housing because doing nothing would cost them too.
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In October 2006, the mayor’s annual State of the City Address was titiecklifig the
Unfinished Business of San Francisco.” He used the opportunity to unfurl his plans ty #ie ci
large and to build a case that the redevelopment of public housing was in the ciggsvell
best interest.

...[W]e are initiating Hope SF — an effort to rebuild our most disted San
Francisco housing authority properties into mixed use, mixed income
communities. Creating more low-income housing, more middle-income housing
and more housing overall. Too many of our Housing Authority projectscairs

on the landscape of San Francisco. They were built in an era Wwadederal
government was focused on temporary, cheap housing. They were drogped int
isolated locations because the land was cheap and there was noortesgl
opposition. And they were built without reference to the underlying gnablof
poverty and unemployment — which caused people to need the housing istthe fir
place.

His statement explicitly placed the blame for the current problems atglsing with the
local housing authority, and by association, the federal government. On thbasttlehe placed
the solution solidly on the lap of the city. His statement connected the eiadmithese scars
to reconnection with the city, employment, and an end to poverty.
The mayor was quick to reassure his audience that Hope SF was not another example of
urban renewal. He said:

There is another terrible chapter in this story — and that ishttwmeful history of
redevelopment across this country and in San Francisco. We did something
terribly wrong when we tore down our historic neighborhoods and reptaeen
with housing projects that are historic mistakes. We displaced anwé dmut
families. And we incurred a debt to the people of those destroyelboeigpods
that has yet to be repaid. | can tell you right now — weyaieg to repay that debt
— starting with restoring each of these housing projects to sorgeathich better
than the original construction and something better than what wasydek..
Right now these projects are not just some of the worst platigs.tdhey are in
some of the most isolated communities, far from jobs, servicekeaen the
simple things like a supermarket or pharmacy. And ironicallgy tare also in
some of the least dense areas of our city. We can use tidegrdaaf history to
repair the damage caused by these projects. Because witlicotpent of these
projects is the space to replace each and every Housing Authoititysut that’s
just for starters.

For most of the “Big 5” developments, his statement was misleading. Theséuwiéefar

enough on the periphery of the city that, for the most part, the construction of these
developments did not replace previously existing neighborhoods. However, many ofities fam
housed at these sites were originally residents of the Fillmore neighborhodtiadeity used
eminent domain to force families out of their homes and then bulldozed block after block for
redevelopment. Before urban renewal, the Fillmore had been a thriving Afncancan
community in the heart of the city. Today, “Remember the Fillmore” was &ocalins for many
of the African American families in the Bayview neighborhood.
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The mayor went on to say that his plan did more than just fix the city’s dggayblic
housing structures, it also repaired the city’s past mistakes with redenvaht and in doing so,
reconciled public hosing sites, public housing residents, and the rest of the city.

The goal is to leave the city with better neighborhoods, more hqusiddinally

— a clean conscience when it comes to the terrible history déateag public
housing. Hope SF will rebuild 2,500 new Housing Authority units, up to 1,000
new low income units, and we can help pay for this with 2,500 new famitg

for sale. We will create new neighborhoods ... Preserve exisgighborhoods

by relieving the pressure for new housing... And create new economic
opportunities. And finally — perhaps most importantly — right a wrdfrgm
where we stand today — at the nexus of the Bayview, the Excafglovisitacion
Valley — we can see the future of San Francisco. A city wealtdive in... A city

that doesn't pit one group against another and let them fight it ouCityA- not

just for the few... but a City for All. It's both the big ideasrdahe small things

— that together add up to a City we can all call home.

While many saw the Hope SF idea as a promising opportunity, or at least a nexded/amere
pleased by the mayor’s attempt to go it alone. At this point, residents, adyacakdise

business and development communities had been left out of the Hope SF process. While the
mayor was saying that he anticipated a $100 million bond measure would go forward, other
administration officials were cautioning that there are still many@&mations to be had that
could raise or lower that number. They decided that a taskforce would be the moseeifay

to pull those conversations together.

The Public Housing Taskforce

In the fall of 2006, the Mayor’s Office of Housing and the Mayor’s Office of Camin
Development assembled a public housing task force. Department leadership hopeyl to bri
taskforce members through the same thought process that they had just gone thiotingh w
mayor, and in doing so, build grassroots support for a possible general obligation bond to finance
their public housing efforts. They were also looking for assistance conceptgaliprogram
that could address the entire picture of poor neighborhoods, one that could move beyond the real
estate side of development and look at the human side such as supportive servidesdeoqea
city official, “There is a recipe in this town: find out who are the interestedtituents and bring
them all in at once. You can't just bring in a slice and run it through. (Interview, Ni@rem
2007)”

Formally, the taskforce was appointed by Mayor Gavin Newsom and Supervisor Sophie
Maxwell and charged with the development of principles that would guide the process of
revitalizing the city’s public housing properties, the identification of funding needisthe
formation of a menu of financing options. The group was comprised of a wide range of
stakeholders including representatives from labor, the chamber of commeno&gpla
organizations, affordable housing advocates, tenant advocates, civil rights asoaalie
housing tenants, local foundations, neighborhood organizations, and representatives from the
Redevelopment Agency and SFHA. Attendance was dynamic with differeetplagrticipating
at different times. Most of the representatives from the business compartitypated only at
the very beginning of the process. More tenants and community organizers cantaltethe
over time. Individuals with specific interests, such as representativesdcahfoundations,
attended only the meetings that were relevant to their interests, such a@ethissd on the mix
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of units and the concomitant funding needs. Doug Shoemakers from the Mayor’s Office of
Housing facilitated the process with Fred Blackwell what at the time whshve Mayor’'s

Office of Community Development. Dwayne Jones, the Director of Communities of tOpippr
participated as well. Developers were not included in this part of the process.

At this point in its development, “Hope SF” was a phrase and an idea but lacked the
concrete components necessary for actual implementation, including policygsddiedicated
staff, and a funding stream. High level city staff people had created theeftk plan and the
mayor had given it his support, but in San Francisco such an effort had to be vetted through a
more complicated political and public process. The taskforce was that effertakforce was
not intended to serve as a consensus-building body. Rather, it would facilitate tlealpoliti
exchanges that had to happen in order for such a deal to move forward.

The taskforce met from November 2006 through February 2007. The initial meetings
introduced participants to HOPE VI and national public housing issues as well psdtiie s
issues surrounding public housing in San Francisco. Participants toured the North Beach and
Valencia Gardens HOPE VI sites and were introduced to the Hunters Viegtpryg they
began to think about their goals and possible recommendations, they were presentex with t
potential for city-wide public housing revitalization of public housing developmettisowe-
for-one replacement of units. They learned about redevelopment efforts inibéseared had
the opportunity to speak to a panel that included a public housing resident, developer, and civic
leader involved in the redevelopment of public housing in Chicago. Participantaskereto
consider how to facilitate resident services, economic development and neighborhood linkage
They discussed funding mechanisms and, with the help of a redevelopment spteadatext
by the Mayor’s Office of Housing, they considered the trade-offs nedesisiig different levels
of affordability within the final mix of units. The final meetings discukpetential options for
San Francisco and finally shaped the recommendations that the taskforce waarittprdse
Mayor and Supervisor Maxwell.

The taskforce took for granted that the city’s public housing, at least the eight most
distressed sites, would be redeveloped. Even those participants most distrustiiairSke
mayor’s administration agreed that these sites had fallen into such dishep#nere was little
choice but to redevelop them. The tension within the committee therefore was rogrvanetot
to redevelop these sites or whether or not there would be one-for-one replacepudtitof
housing units. Instead, it centered on questions of how much new affordable housing would be
built, and what proportion of new units would be market rate. As one city staff persomedplai
“This is an attempt to lay out a concept and a set of principles to get peopld ekcitd talking
about it and excited about finding funding for it. (Taskforce Meeting, February 21, 2007)”

The market rate question was an important one because it rested at theloere of t
redevelopment model being pursued by both the city and SFHA. San Francisco hadyfamousl|
high land and housing costs. Even at these sites, most of which were located in theag\of
that had traditionally been considered affordable, the demand for land was high andsn the
Many of the sites had views and were connected to other improvement efforts kglchrag
construction or industrial land redevelopment. The density on the public housing properties
would be increased to allow for the replacement of existing public housing units axdditi@a
of affordable tax credit units and market rate units. The sale of the masaniist would
provide a cross-subsidy for the redevelopment of the public housing units. This crodg subsi
was the fist critical component of the Hope SF financial model.
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The second part of the funding model was the question of debt financing. Initially, the
mayor had hoped to pass a general obligation bond. While the taskforce was supportive of a
bond, polling revealed that there may not have been enough support within the city’s voting
public to meet the state’s supermajority requirements. Foundation funding wagatant
piece in the financing the Hunters View project, but gaps still existeceviln@eral funding was
no longer available. It would not be until more than halfway through the process that the
Mayor’s Office was able to find a solution. The city’s charter allowedhercity to incur debt in
order to finance public works, such as the building of fire houses or other public buildings.
However, the San Francisco city charter had a wrinkle that included affotaaldang on that
list. The mayor would go to the Board of Supervisors and request $95 million in debt financin
to be paid as a line item in the city’s budget over the next 30 years. Voter approval wdadd not
necessary.

Behind the scenes there were additional issues to be resolved. Years ot ensttad
between public housing residents and SFHA and between Bayview residents and the
Redevelopment Agency that were not going to disappear quickly. The gevatdbagh that
existed around the taskforce table did not always extend to constituents or taueslleagond
the table. Furthermore, struggles and breakdowns in communication betweensaggetnties
resulted in missteps that furthered the mistrust. For example, at one meetiifigy,ciaile
housing advocate cautioned that while the Mayor’s Office of Economic Developnghithrave
leaked news about projects as a result of their enthusiasm for the work, when iodsgsrart
reporting plans to redevelop the Alice Griffith public housing site before tea been any
community meetings over the same topic, some community organizers sawidtesce of
dishonesty. When staff people at SFHA defended themselves by insistifipha is no plan
and no funding right now. It is hard to go to the community with something that is not even
real,” the problem only became worse. On another occasion, a tenant advocate skidiezta
asked if the Mayor’s office was doing any polling to measure support for dlgdssnd. The
taskforce was given assurances that no such polling was in the works. The reetStay
Francisco Chroniclgan a story reporting the polling figures over a possible bond to finance the
redevelopment of public housing.

The most contentious meeting was the week Doug Shoemaker presented a prototype
financial spreadsheet for a future Hope SF project. Using this tool, it wablpdssalter the
different percentages of each type of housing on a given site and have thoss obitejed in
the bottom line of the project. The more public housing and affordable housing units were adde
to the project, the more expensive it became. While there were those at thentablanted to
see the sites remain entirely subsidized housing, those configurations weng gjinckiated as
cost prohibitive. Market rate units came to be accepted as essential farshaswpsidy they
would provide. Public housing units would be replaced at one-for-one and only one-for-one,
ultimately comprising no more than 20% of a site. The remaining number of units beaplit
between market rate and tax credit financed affordable housing units. Ingrésesnumber of
affordable housing units would require higher densities and/or more grant money.

The taskforce presented its final recommendations to Mayor Newsom and Supervisor
Maxwell on March 23, 2007. Many of the initial participants in the taskforce did notaties
final meeting. Most those who were in attendance were the tenant advocates, dgmmuni
organizers, neighborhood representatives, public housing tenants, and city staffrpeofie
committee. Fred Blackwell began the meeting by saying that this had eaupathat was
interested in getting things done. “The group was chomping at the bit from tin@ibggio talk
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about steps.” After a brief introduction by one of the neighborhood representatives on the
committee, the document itself was reviewed. The first step was a visioneséte

As a result of chronic underfunding by the federal government, theefatur
public housing in San Francisco and the nation is at risk. While méy/fvelieve

that the federal government has a responsibility to increasaritdang) for public
housing, San Francisco must take action quickly to ensure no loss of public
housing in our city. Hope SF provides a vision for rebuilding our mosedssd
public housing sites, increasing affordable housing and homeownership
opportunities, and improving quality of life for existing residents ahe t
surrounding communities.

The vision statement began with a reference to the federal government, lesigblisme for
the current conditions at the city’s public housing properties and acknowledgingritiatfdr
these efforts have traditionally come from the federal government. Howsvecoatinued, the
statement recognized that there has been a shift of responsibility.f@itieggenerally, and San
Francisco more specifically, were now the entities that must talks actregard to public
housing. While much of this language was included to mollify fears among ciigréap that
by providing funds to fix the problem would result in further cuts from Hliteflected a
larger national trend of increased decentralization in the responsibilipylidic housing. The
statement also made it clear that redevelopment in San Francisco wasaalmgupsblic
housing, not losing units. Redevelopment was never mentioned without this caveat: San
Francisco was committed to one for one replacement.

The next section of the report was dedicated to outlining a series of eight psinicgile
the taskforce believed should guide the city’'s Hope SF work.

1. Ensure no loss of public housibg replacing every distressed public housing unit with a
high-quality public housing unit, with a commitment to minimize displacement of
existing residents by phasing development and emphasizing on-site relocation.

2. Create an economically integrated commulttityt includes a housing ladder of public
housing, affordable housing, and market-rate housing, with a priority on addressing the
need for family housing

3. Maximize the creation of new affordable housorgthe public housing sites while
rebuilding as many distressed public housing sites as possible and fund the rebuilding of
the public housing using profits from the market-rate housing.

4. Ensure high levels of resident participation and involvenmehiope SF planning and
implementation, including the support of resident-driven occupancy criteria.

5. Ensure that Hope SF provides economic opportihryugh appropriate job training and
services and produces long-term, viable employment opportunities for the existing
residents and contracting opportunities for local, small and disadvantaged businesses

! New York City's HUD funding was cut after Mayordimberg stepped in and provided funds from thetoity
cover a shortfall in the budget of the New York Himg Authority (NYHA). The shortfall had not bedretresult of
improper administration on the part of NYHA, butivar the decision by Congress to underfund the Hiu@get. In
future years, HUD refused to return the NYHA appiaion to its original amount, leaving the citytivian annual
obligation for what had been intended as a one éimergency measure.
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6. Integrate Hope SF with neighborhood plamsmprove schools, parks, transportation,
safety and other amenities in their communities.

7. Create environmentally sustainable and accessible commubyt@smmitting to
incorporating green building principles and design elements that meet thiefong-
needs of the community.

8. Build a strong sense of communiiy including existing and prospective residents as
well as neighbors in the planning and development process.

Again, one for one replacement was emphasized and then reinforced by the call fer on-si
relocation. Mixed income communities, or “Economically integrated communétsethey were
referred to in the document, were to be accomplished by bringing higher incdente to the
sites rather than vouchering out public housing residents to other communities.

The mayor was pleased with the taskforce’s proposals, “I am sitting hehengimeyself
and thinking it cannot get much better.” He praised the commitment to green building and the
connection to neighborhood planning included in the principles. He asked for the improvement
of public transportation links to these sites as well. He repeated the oityiaitment to no loss
of public housing units, one-for-one replacement, and an increase of economic opportunity in
these communities. Finally, he emphasized his expectation that residenpaioticbe placed at
the center of the redevelopment efforts at each site, warning: “Thisddearival if we do not
find a way to deal with real participation.” Taskforce members added aofewents of their
own, calling for a broad based communication strategy and a strong processaditroges at
the table. They warned that the mayor should “expect demands from resident |leaders.”
suggested that any work that happens at these sites “has to be community building too.”

One participant at the table pointed out that one of the barriers to support for the proposal
was the poor public image of SFHA. The mayor’s response was that there neededito be ne
mechanisms for accountability and oversight. He added that he was looking forraegiafa
better working relationships between SFHA and the city. He said that Nelosy Was looking
for a model housing authority in her district and a change in the currentveoftcut, cut,
cut” in relation to public housing. Supervisor Maxwell added, “Housing Authoriteeg@ng to
change. We need to educate people about that and find a way to move them out of housing
authority properties. We need to educate people so they do not think it is us doing this to them.”
The mayor’s final words before closing the meeting were words of prdisank you. This is
great. It is utterly historic, but only if we implement it. | do not disagrel avivord or line in
here. You have my intense commitment to make this effort work well.”

Hope SF: Redevelopment Revisited, Again

The origins of the Hope SF program reveal a conscientious effort on the pigyt of
leaders to do redevelopment in a better way. The program brings together lhefidea
ambitious and progress-oriented mayor with welfare state retremtland the specific
geography of poverty and race in San Francisco. These beginningslreftetite enduring
legacy of urban renewal and the on-going poverty anxieties of the citye@dgrs express a
desire to do the right thing, both for public housing residents and for the city. HopkeSF, li
previous generations of programs redeveloping poverty places, makes the atpaient
redevelopment accomplishes both.

Hope SF provides an example of the local state stepping in as the welfare stiging
out. Had SFHA been able to continue to acquire HOPE VI grants, city officigieobdhave
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found a need to become directly involved or to facilitate the redevelopment plogess/ious
generations of redevelopment, federal programs created the incentoiels to engage in
redevelopment projects. In the case of Hope SF, the city is taking the |efadamglalternative
ways to fund the work.

How that work takes shape is important in San Francisco. The Hope SF taskforce did not
meet for a significant enough duration to generate significant new ideagage in consensus-
building. Instead, it was a moment of political theater intended to bring the rgglegegether
around the table. Representatives of the redevelopment agency, MOH, MOCD, COR), SPU
labor, the chamber of commerce, affordable housing advocates, tenant adwoahtaghts
advocates, public housing tenants, local foundations, and neighborhood organizations were all
present at the first meeting of the taskforce. It was less importanh¢hiaterests assembled
agreed with one another than that they bought into the plan. Negotiations happened both at the
table and behind the scenes, but everyone who needed to be consulted in the decision-making
process was. As a result, the initiative has moved forward with very few sui@ridissuptions.

The mayoral backing of Hope SF has been critical for moving it forward, kut tha
progress could not have occurred without a core group of dedicated staffers fromemultipl
agencies who were deeply familiar with the requirements and challersgesasesd with
developing affordable housing in San Francisco. Hope SF began as a phrase andtdraglea.
developed into a very real on-the-ground program with projects underway at mulégle sit
designated funding sources, policies and programs, and staff. It has receadupport both
within the family of city agencies and departments and across the racige gtakeholders.
Departments have found new ways of coordinating their work and getting things dappont s
of the initiative. Because the program is new and still a work in progress andebidessbuy
in from the directors of several key agencies, staff have been able to eesiith the best
way to go about accomplishing the work. The program has remained flexible and respmnsi
the constantly changing conditions related to each development project. Even wpéaykey
have moved on, the program has continued to progress.

Hope SF provides a new way to think about poverty and the city. It embraces the claim
the poverty places are urban places and that the poor people that inhabit therdets resthe
city. This framework makes a claim that it is in the public’s interest tbtédeithe expansion of
capital. Redevelopment is not displacing residents, like in the Fillmore, orsispegsidents,
as often occurred with HOPE VI, but instead is making the effort to integrate lthéme case of
Hope SF, the redevelopment of public housing can be viewed as an effort to engage in a ne
type of progressive modernity, one where redeveloped public housing becomes a ma@aume
the progressive city.
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[1l. THE CREATION OF THE HUNTERS VIEW | MAGINARY

I've always been in Hunters Point. | came to Hunters Point, diWays be
Hunters Point. When | go there, I'm home.
-Pat Womack, Previous resident of Hunters Point
Quoted in “Hunters Point Shipyard, a Community History” (2000)

Within the context of Hope SF, Hunters View takes on the status of social imadara
enabling but not fully explicable symbolic matrix within which a people imagine etrasa
world-making collective agents (Gaonkar, 2002).” Hunters View has come to bestoondeas a
unique location within San Francisco, imbued with its own history, memory, anchpaife
daily life. A place of forgotten promises, but also a place of new hope. As the pilatt fooje
Hope SF, Hunters View becomes something more than a site of concentratey qonaaial
exclusion within the San Francisco landscape of plenty. Once mentioned in thgrdssaonly
in relation to violence, poverty, or hopelessness and understood by social serviderprawi
one of seven corners of despair within the city; it has become rich with tihelsyof
opportunity, justice, inclusion, and citizenship that constitute the Hope SF progranesCharl
Taylor explains that “The social imaginary is not a set of ideas; ratisavhat enables, through
making sense of, the practices of a society. (2002)” It is through the making$émse
emerging Hunters View that Hope SF has taken shape.

The current efforts to redevelop public housing in San Francisco are a work irsprogre
Hope SF began as “a brand without an official program or budget—an aspiratiovigimter
March 9, 2007).” It has evolved into a set of eight principles, a financial magle target sites,
and a pilot project. The program continues to unfold, requiring countless individual and
collective decisions by project managers, policy makers, bureaucrats taontssydlanners,
designers, intermediaries, residents, and neighbors. The Hunters View imabaaeg how
Hope SF is understood within the city and how it is carried out through the work of evgry par
involved. Hope SF in turn shapes what is possible for Hunters View. The challenge cdmees in t
space between what is dreamed and what is possible.

| will begin with a brief history of Hunters View starting with thenamunity’s
beginnings as a fishing and shrimping camp in the mid 1800s through its prodectiseayg a
center of war time industry and culminating in its eventual decline into anditpghetto. | will
make the argument that Hunters View has been a community apart from thenaitgstream
for more years than not and has never been well served by either the city orN&HS Awill
consider the recent emergence of Hunters View into the public consciousagstaproject
for Hope SF. | will argue that the confluence of several factors includinggAfAmerican
outmigration in the city, developer relationships, and the release of a docunigmtéielped
make this site an important place to begin the Hope SF program. Finallyekaifine the
changing discourse regarding public housing in San Francisco and redateeieinergence of a
Hunters View imaginary. Here, the underclass debates of the previous tbadeslare put aside
as public housing residents become worthy public neighbors and the act of redemtlopm
becomes endowed with the symbols of justice, opportunity, and inclusion.
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A. Hunters View as a Community Apart

This is Hunters View, the public housing development perched on thefhills
Hunters Point recently deemed by federal inspectors to be one wbthesuch
complexes in the country. Rats and mice infest the crumbling, barrgtks-st
buildings. Raw sewage bubbles up through grates in the cement, creating smell
pools. Shattered glass lies scattered on the grounds. Plywood boards cover
dozens of vacant units. And mold is everywhere. “People live througbviig
day, and don’'t nobody do a damn about it,” said [Tamika] Trammell, a thirty-two
year old mother of three. “It makes me feel like we're nobodke-we don’'t even
exist up here.”

-Heather Knight

The San Francisco Chronic(2007)

With the exception of the harried years of World War Il when San Franciscthevas
center of the United States’ wartime shipbuilding industries and the HunterdNRwoaidt
Shipyard was the center of those efforts, the Hunters View developmenivags been a
community apart from the civic, social, and economic mainstream of San Emridie site is
located on the side of the Hunters Point hill, known as “the hill” to many in the Bajduevers
Point neighborhood. Residents enjoy some of the best weather in San Francisco gghmmor
and less fog and wind than most of the city. The views are unusual and breathtaking,
encompassing much of San Francisco’s eastern industrial shoreline along aéimel Isérgtching
east past downtown and the Bay Bridge to Oakland. Middle Point Road provides thecesk a
in and out of the property. Signs inform passers by that they are entering Hieterand the
individuals often sitting on those signs signal to visitors that no one enters unnoticadl Se
other low income housing developments abut the property as does a now abandoned PG&E
power generating plant. Also on the hill sits Malcolm X elementary school ahdbriea series
of buildings and fenced outdoor spaces known as Hunters Point Community Youth Park. Both
are owned by the San Francisco Unified School District. One bus line runs through the
community and MUNI, the municipal transportation agency, cancels service for moattisia
after incidents of violence on the line. There are no formal retail estabhshorethe hill, and
the neighborhood’s close proximity to bayside industry and the naval yards is apddognefit
to residents. Few industrial jobs remain.

The neighborhood is geographically separated from the rest of the ciiystani its
close proximity to the Bay. Before the major infrastructure invessrteat accompanied the
expansion of war time shipbuilding industries during World War Il, Hunters Point asuy
direct public transportation links to downtown and much of the surrounding neighborhood was
not served by paved roads or city sewage systems. Industrial, commerciakidaedtial land
uses were built side by side. The close proximity to heavily polluting industmpioed with the
presence of naturally occurring asbestos in the soil has resulted in ameadfyenvironmental
contaminants and high levels of asthma and cancer for residents. In terms ofgmablibree of
the city’s five largest public housing sites are located in this neighborhoodl &s W@andlestick
Park football stadium and a large state park. While the Bayview Hunters Poimbaréigod has
the highest homeownership rates in the city, it also contains much of the city'sypovatuding
the one high poverty census tract in San Francisco. It is also one of San brafevgc
remaining African American neighborhoods.
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Figure 2. Map Showing the Location of Hunters View Development withinite Bayview
Hunters Point Neighborhood
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Advocates for the neighborhood point out that Bayview Hunters Point has a rich cultural
history and has long been the center of what residents describe as a ¢tlo=sdential
community. This is a place where families live, where they help each other out, b run
deep. What Bayview Hunters Point has never been is a thriving commercial center or
transportation hub with strong links to the downtown business district. Residentstiving i
Hunters Point often came to this neighborhood because of its proximity to industrial johs and t
absence of racially restricted covenants in the neighborhood. When those jobs left, the
neighborhood that was once an industrial center of national import was forgotteraniteba
leftover artifact hampered by environmental degradation, racial segregatid poverty. It
remained a community apart from the city and never a part of the city.
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The Early Years of Hunters View and Hunters Point Hill

Now at this date we can boast of a community: We have industries, averhal
business firms, we have potential sites for many more, to say nothingjnoted
home sites available... To date the district can boast of a large dry deekeral
taverns, two boulevard cafes, a riding academy and several shrimp markets.
-Herman Lehrbach, Hunters Point resident
The San Francisco Chronicl@Dec.19, 1940)

Hunters Point began in the eighteenth and nineteenth centuries firdbppiagplace
for European fishermen and then Chinese shrimping camps. In the mid-1850s, city leade
moved slaughterhouses out of the city center and into the Bayview. An area knowaohes But
Town developed in the neighborhood and included not just slaughter houses, but also tanneries,
tallow works, and butchers as well as other light industry. In 1890, a group of cepiealiby
J.P Armour purchased 20,000 acres in the area to build meat packing and storéigs facili
(Chicago Daily Tribune, 1890). At one time these businesses employed more than 3,560 peopl
The Hunters Point shoreline includes a serpentine promontory extending 6,000 fdet beg t
that provided an excellent site for locating shipbuilding and repair. A dry doclohuitie site in
1903 was the largest on the West Coast at the time. Later Bethleheno&itsd their
shipbuilding operations at the site and further developed the shipyard. As the maadtiree
industry developed, so did Hunters Point.

Anchored in these local industries, a small community began to coalesce. By the 1930s
Hunters Point included more than one hundred homes and a handful of small businesses
including restaurants, saloons, and boarding houses. The Hunters Point hill sits im lbeéwvee
Butcher Town area (now Bayview) and what would become the naval shipyattisn&et
happened more slowly on the hill than in the surrounding flatlands, and well into the 1930s,
housing remained clustered on the hill’s lower perimeters while cowboys rereep up Innes
Avenue to graze on the hill (O'Brien, 2005). In contrast to much of San Francisétyriters
Point neighborhood was known for its diversity. While the neighborhood was primatlidy Jt
Maltese, and Chinese, it included French, Irish, Greek, Mexican, German, aahA€merican
families as well, all living side by side. One account of the Bayview Haifteint district during
this time describes a tight knit community:

Some spoke English and some did not, but everyone communicated. Nicknames
were common, almost required. Everyone knew each other at leagjhbyand
everyone looked out for each other. It was a great place to livke lIsummer it

could take two hours to go two blocks. Many people sat in front of gaeages

to visit. The smell of homemade wine lingered in the air. Kidyqd ball in the

park. A Sunday family outing usually included buying a pound of shrimp
wrapped in newspaper for a quarter. The only thing to bewarethairpart of

town was the shift in wind that could blow a nasty stench fromati@aat works
(O’Brien, pp.8-9).

Historically the Bayview has been underserved by the city, a petsisteamic that has
shaped the neighborhood as much as the shipyards, deindustrialization, and segregation. A
community history of Hunters Point prepared by the San Francisco Redeveldaeany
states, “From early on, the community faced extraordinary battles toiggile smprovements
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that came easily to other sectors of San Francisco. (1996, p. D-4)” In th838ks residents
formed The Hunters Point Improvement Association hoping to bring much needessoityces

to their neighborhood. They pressed city leaders for paved roads, public trarmpbnas, and

the completion of sewer lines; but it was not until the major shipbuilding push of the 1940s that
the neighborhood became fully connected to city’s the infrastructure syfesidents often

went elsewhere for basic needs such as groceries, unless they wegetaviligher prices at the
small, local markets. Even when the neighborhood was at the peak of its productivity, most of
the local commercial enterprises catered to the working population of the sisipgtirer than

the families who lived in the neighborhood. While many of the city’s African Acarriamilies
lived in Bayview and attended church in Bayview, it was the Fillmore which sesvbe a
entertainment and cultural center of the city’s African American contyndnifact, the lack of
recreational and entertainment resources in the community would becomeeacfaanflict

with the city in the 1950s.

World War 1l and the African American Migration to San Francisco

Following the United States’ entrance into World War Il, the entire Sarcise Bay
Area experienced rapid growth as wartime industries drew rural wdrkensacross the country.
The San Francisco Chamber of Commerce estimated that between 1940 and 1943, 94,000 new
people migrated to the city. Aside from the sheer volume of growth, unrivaled sirdzythef
the gold rush, the most notable demographic change during this time was thertratisfoof
the city’s African American population. San Francisco had never had tleg iladgstrial black
working class found in many other cities. Fewer than 5,000 Blacks were liviani Francisco
in 1940. From 1940 to 1945 the city’s African American population jumped more than 600%,
increasing to 43,460 by 1950. Most migrants were job seekers from the South comorg in
the city’s wartime industries. When they arrived, ready to start &diésfrom the oppression
and servitude of the south, many were unable to find places to live. Raciallstedstovenants
prevented African Americans from living in most of the city. Telegraph H# Rillmore, and
the Bayview were three of the exceptions and as a result, many Africamcammigrants
settled in the Bayview where they were close to work. As historian Albert Brolusstes in his
book,Black San Francisco: The Struggle for Racial Equality in the West, 1900¢1993),

The World War 1l migration of black southerners to San Francistoonly
accelerated residential segregation and heightened racial tensicaisplatd the
groundwork for the creation of a black ghetto in the postwar era.ldrge
number of blacks who were denied access to housing and public acconomedati
also raised some serious questions about San Francisco’s libmraletations
image. (p.179)

In 1940, the Navy acquired the Bethlehem Steel dry docks, turning it into the $iunter
Point Naval Shipyard. Between 1939 and 1946, the Navy invested $87 million at the Hunters
Point Naval Shipyard. This included both vast public works projects and shipbuildings Street
were finally paved, sewer lines completed, and public transportation began ruosarge the
hill. In 1943, the San Francisco Chamber of Commerce proclaimed that San Eraadsc
become the shipbuilding center of the world. The labor force at the Hunters BeoaitdNipyard
grew from 8,024 in 1943 to 18,235 in August, 1945, and the Bayview community grew from a
population of 8,000 residents in 1940 to more than 20,000 by 1945. One-third of the population
was black, making the area one of San Francisco’s most integrated neighb¢Broadsard,
1993; Human Services Agency, 2005). Housing, however, was a perpetual problem, and in 1943,
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recruitment of shipyard workers had to be temporarily suspended because wétheéhsesing
shortage in the city. The federal government quickly stepped in. The Nakyqroastructed

the Hunters Point housing project consisting of 5,500 housing units which were thenaranage
the San Francisco Housing Authority. Thousands of additional units were also constructed i
Hunters Point, many located on the sparsely populated Hunters Point hill.

War-related changes in public housing policies made the SFHAatgest
landlord in the City... Many of these units were concentrated in Harf@int,
where land was easily secured and close to defense jobs, asvirelareas that
private industry considered less desirable... These locations evgriteahme
the sites for permanent housing projects after the war. (KistdEvaluation,
2007, pp.8-9)

By 1945 the San Francisco Housing Authority was overseeing 12,233 housing units built for
civilian shipyard workers. (SFRA, 1996)

Even before the war, housing had been a problem in San Francisco where supply was
never able to keep pace with demand and much of the older stock had been destroyed in the 1906
earthquake. The problem was especially acute for African Americansidpfmkihousing.

Charles S. Johnson, a sociologist studying the living conditions of San Francisoces Af
American population during this time noted, “Underlying the entire questions ob lHegsing
in San Francisco—both public and private—is the issue of residential segre¢sioited in
Broussard, 1993)” One researcher estimated that between 80-90% of the housarigan Area
region was closed to blacks at the time due to racially restricted covdnatfig0, the vast
majority of the city’s black population lived in three census tracts. While theas atere
integrated and predominantly white, they remained the primary residecasbin for most
African Americans throughout the war years and beyond. The units that wiablayauch as
in San Francisco’s Fillmore neighborhood in the Western Addition section of theverty often
substandard and expensive (Broussard, 1993).

After its incorporation in 1938, SFHA conducted an assessment of the housing needs in
the city and determined that 46,000 units were substandard. In response, the agencgmade pl
to construct 11 buildings for a total of 2,855 units and was able to construct five devekpment
before the start of World War 1l: Holly Courts, Potrero Terrace, Sunndydalencia Gardens,
and Westside Courts. Of these five, African American families were ontyifbed to live in
Westside Courts which was located in the Western Addition. The agency’s| gitibcy
regarding segregation was one of “neighborhood pattern,” meaning that thesagalsition of
the housing development would match that of the surrounding neighborhood. This policy began
in 1942 and was fully in effect while SFHA was managing the temporary waemnoousing.

One SFHA Commissioner, Alice Griffith, resigned in protest, but the policy contihud 953

the San Francisco Board of Supervisors intervened, requiring that the agencyrgjdbeaus

policy on all new construction, but allowing it to continue with existing propertieebhsais

those associated with defense department housing. The issue was finalllyiseiti54 when the
US Supreme course declined to hear the case, upholding a lower court’s findinghhat s

policy was unconstitutional under the™dmendment. However, the legacy of segregation
within SFHA properties continues to have a profound influence on the demographics of public
housing developments across the city.
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From Working Class Enclave to Ghetto

Shipyard production did not end with the war, although employment levels scaled back
significantly after 1945. At its peak, the shipyard employed 18,235 people and wasipgadu
ship a day. By 1949 the shipyard had cut back to 6,000 civilian workers. Because other
employment sectors had not integrated, the closing of the shipyards ve&gopaia for the
city’s African American population. Within two years after the war, themployment rate
among African Americans was 30% (Human Services Agency, 2005). Despite doingI®81 m
worth of ship repair in 1949, the Navy came close to shutting down operations thatgear. T
shipyards were central not just to Hunters Point, but to the industrial base ofitbeigy. City
delegations were sent to Washington and workers held rallies on the yardingdbes
shutdown. Eventually the government agreed to keep the shipyard open; however, laigger cha
was in the works. Starting in the 1950s, San Francisco’s economy, which was hisiport i
and manufacturing base, began transitioning to an economy based on advancedbsrwice |
the corporate headquarters and financial/business service sectors. Kaiedoe War and then
cold war military needs kept the shipyard in production. There would be severasmmrard
closure scares in the coming decades until the military finally ceasgukitations in 1974. (San
Francisco Redevelopment Agency, 1996)

Even as the shipyards were scaling back production, African American msigrant
continued to arrive in Hunters Point. In 1948 there were 6,000 families living in shipyar
housing. Some of those units were in poorly constructed buildings that had been intended as
temporary structures, but others were in new housing developments located dratigd hil
provided attractive homes for the families that first occupied them. Becauselwhited
housing opportunities in the rest of the city, SFHA made much of this housing available to
African American families. The diversity of the neighborhood made such ati@gypossible
even within SFHA’s neighborhood pattern policy. In 1953, SFHA permanently acquired the war
worker housing they had been managing. The Hunter’s View public housing deeatopas
completed in 1956, by some accounts constructed on the foundations of the temporary buildings
that had preceded it. Greater and greater numbers of single family horeesppwearing in the
flatlands that had once been Butcher Town and rié&t@et. The neighborhood was
transitioning to a more permanent, family-oriented community (O'Brien, 2005).

Multi-family housing developments built during the war years or in the years
immediately following covered much of the Hunters Point hill, and much of this housing was
managed by SFHA. Many of these projects had been built quickly and with low quality
materials. Housing was dense with few amenities or recreational opipieg. From the
perspective of residents, they were paying rent to the city and deservéer &ibeg
environment that was more like what was available to residents in other paescaf/t(SF
Planning Department and SFRA, 2000). In 1954, a group of Hunters Point residents formed the
Hunters Point Project Committee in an attempt to get SFHA to improve conditiaesittents
of the hill. Records to not specify if these tenants were exclusively from tdufigaw or from a
collection of projects on the hill, but clearly residents felt a commonalityectéxy their
location. They were asking for $12,000 from the city to redevelop the communitgrthreata
recreation department. In response, SFHA released a former armgagym for residents to
use part time. The Committee appealed to the mayor, arguing that SFHA shouldenibteha
right to dictate what city services they receive, but their appealejagted (SF Planning
Department and SFRA, 2000). Despite their loss, Hunters Point residents woulagethert
again in the future to challenge SFHA'’s neglect of their community.
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As these early manifestations of Hunters Point—first as a tight-kndrnaaspmmunity
then as an industrial working class enclave—faded away, the communityidreetsto another
familiar urban archetype: that of the inner-city ghetto. Hunters Rewdr had strong
transportation links to the rest of the city, and the few that were put into plang theiwar
years eventually were shut down. Manufacturing and industrial jobs began to dideppea
both the neighborhood and the city. In the 1960s, many of the black families in thaeré&illrat
were displaced due to urban renewal relocated to the Bayview Hunters Point neighborhood,
further concentrating and isolating the city’s African American commukiost of the white
families in the neighborhood moved elsewhere, and the Bayview Hunters Point coynmuni
including the Hunters View development, was soon occupied primarily by low income people of
color. According to the US Census, African Americans accounted for 25% of thduatars
Point population in 1950, over 52% in 1960, and over 79% in 1970.

In the 1960s, public housing tenants across the city began to organize themselves and
demand more say in how SFHA administered funds. They pushed for changes in eviction
procedures, more services, and better living conditions in their housing developreaatsgsT
from the developments in Hunters Point provided valuable leadership in that movement,
furthering the opportunities for public housing tenants across the entire>xgigirs historian
John Baranski, “Struggles over redevelopment and public housing policy radicalizeigauts
and constructed political identities around their tenancy and place. (2007, p.434)” theross
city, tenants were forming tenants unions and receiving training and supporhé&dmational
Tenants Organization.

Once again, Hunters Point residents organized themselves and set out to improve
conditions for those living on the hill. In 1966, the Hunters Point Tenants Union (HPTU) sent a
letter to the head of SFHA with 22 questions, giving him approximately three weelsptmd
or they would start a rent strike (Baranski). Their action was delayed abemiots erupted in
the Bayview in 1966 after a white police officer shot and killed an African Asaeryouth
running away from a stolen car. Even then SFHA failed to take action and whileetieyag
stalled, claiming that they were looking for funds to make the repairsetiaits were
demanding, the HPTU moved forward with the rent strike. HUD and other federalemgenc
declined to provide SFHA with the necessary funds, but nearly a yeareaftgnts sent their
original letter, the city found money and began repairs. Hunters Pointrrssideuld eventually
win one of two new tenant spots on the SFHA Board of Commissioners, providing tenants with a
voice at Commission meetings that endures today.

The naval shipyards closed in 1974. A private company leased the property and
continued to run the facilities until 1994, but to little benefit for the neighborhood. oegd
came from elsewhere, and the new company had none of the connections to the neighborhood
that the Navy had developed in recent years. Without the shipyard, gabdahining and youth
programs disappeared, along with many of the neighborhood’s commercial erdedmiosein
the neighborhood became few and unemployment was high. One long time residentpetio hel
develop housing in the neighborhood in the late 1960s connects the loss of the shipyard to the
loss of employment for Black men in the city: “Since [the 1970s], there has beereask in
the number of jobs and the kinds of jobs that attracted the blue collar type. It's nbojuist a
education. There were a lot of black men who had degrees but got these jobs. Otheo$ were
available. (Interview, August 20, 2008)”

Then in the 1980s, the crack epidemic hit Hunters Point as well as other public housing
sites across the city. With it came increased gang activity and wolésdhe neighborhood

63



declined, with little attention or intervention from either the city or SFHA, dddinters View.

In 1988, HUD named Hunters View as one of eleven SFHA developments thavinesdly

out of control” due to delayed maintenance, vandalism, and drug activity (Del Vecchia, 1988)
SFHA responded with increased police presence and plans for physical renobatidunsding
from HUD took several years. In 1990 SFHA received an $18 million grant from HUD t
renovate units at Hunters View, Bernal Dwellings, Westbrook, and Sunnydale {The Sa
Francisco Chronicle, 1990). Some units were improved in the short term; but codmaeges
were not enough to alter the realities of life on the hill.

Again in the early 1990s, residents from Hunters Point took action to try and improve
their lives. A group of public housing residents came to believe that they could dodretter f
themselves than SFHA was doing. Following a push for the privatization of public htaging
by Republican Jack Kemp, Secretary of HUD from February 13, 1989 — January 19, 1993,
leaders from Hunters View and the Allemany development formed an organizatdvotate
for turning the management of SFHA properties over to the tenants. In 1992, 12 pubhghousi
residents met with Vice President Dan Quayle at Hunters View to digmisproposal
(Roberts, 1992). Ultimately, the SFHA Board of Commissioners rejected the grobothat
vote, the two tenant representatives voted in favor of the proposal, arguing thatetthey tte
represent the views of their constituents. Mayor Frank Jordan opposed the proposal ang promptl
removed both of them from the Commission.

Today, less than one-third of the households in Hunters View are employed. While this
number is low, it is the highest employment rate at any of the Hope SFrsifgwill2006, the
average household income at Hunters View was $15,596 and every household qualified as living
in poverty. This contrasts sharply to the rest of the city. The AssociatiorydiiBa
Governments estimated San Francisco’s household median income was $65,519 in 2007 and
reported that only 11.7% of the larger San Francisco population was living in poventy tthait
same year. In terms of the racial and ethnic composition of families bvirilge site: 66% of the
households identify as black and 16% as Asian or Pacific Islander. The remi&@#6ndentify
ethnically as Latino. In 2007, the Association of Bay Area Governments providemltirig
racial and ethnic demographic data for the city of San Francisco using#iagtes: 53.9%
white, 6.8% black, 32% Asian or Pacific Islander, 7.3 % other (including two or mosy;race
additional 14% identified ethnically as Latino. While the demographics at isWiw are
telling, they are not unique. Each proposed Hope SF site tells a similar story.
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B. A Pilot Project is Born

Hope SF begins with Hunters View.
- Hope SF: Hunters View
Mayor’s Office of Housing

After decades of neglect, Hunters View has caught the cityistiatteas the pilot project
for Hope SF. No one that | interviewed suggested that Hope SF was awghtadoarticular
pilot project in mind. The elected officials, SFHA representatives, andtaif people involved
in this project needed a pilot site that could be successful, one that had meanindheititiy t
and that could serve as a flagship for their future efforts. Hunters Viewtfhithdout at the
same time, it seemed to emerge on its own. From the perspective of the ppokketbs
Hunters View became the pilot project for Hope SF because of a timelgatjmpl submitted by
a knowledgeable development team.

The site was part of the initial FRP because, as an early chaptenegptasome detail,
it was suffering from such extensive capital improvement needs that thdyaineinhabitable
units would be condemned in the near future if left as is. The unique physical adtabtite
site made it appealing—Ilocated on a hillside with an extensive view of trentdagurrounding
shorelines—and the sparsely populated property consists of almost 20 acespposaunity in
built out San Francisco. While each of these characteristics helps tmexplaHunters View is
a good target for redevelopment, they do not explain why it makes a good pilot. grbgct
answer cannot be found in the intrinsic qualities of Hunters View nor in tlegatiffes between
Hunters View and other public housing developments in the SFHA portfolio. Insteade com
from the confluence of three external factors: (1) the decreasingpAfAmerican population in
San Francisco; (2) a network of organizational relationships that came abaigebetthe
development’s proximity to two other affordable housing developments, and f@gtitse role
in a hip hop documentary.

San Francisco’s African American Outmigration

San Francisco has never had a large African American population. At the height in 1970,
African Americans accounted for less than 14% of the city’s total populatioO@y, that
percentage had dropped to 6.5%. Translated to numbers this means that San Brhatagkco'
population has dropped from 96,000 people in 1970 to an estimated 47,000 in 2005 (Fulbright,
2007). Nationally, African Americans make up about 12.1 % of the overall population.
Currently, San Francisco’s African American population is lower than othst @mst cities
including Los Angeles, San Diego, and Seattle. As the New York Timeseadpor2001, San
Francisco has become, “...a city where blacks have little clout, few cuhstaélitions and only
one remaining neighborhood, the homely, lonely Bayview-Hunters Point, best known for a
sewage treatment plant and radioac®uperfund site (Nieves).”

Such a demographic shift is not entirely surprising given the strugglesahgtAfrican
American families have faced trying to build a life in San Franciske.fdrced dispersal of
thousands of Black households from the Fillmore in the 1960s and 1970s combined with
declining manufacturing and industrial work appears to have started a tremashagver
reversed. Under Newsom’s administration, city leaders have been tryingrigecthat. The
Mayor explained: “This is an issue of deep concern to my administrationadfimericans
have made and continue to make important contributions to this City so to sit back and watch
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while their numbers continue to dwindle is simply unacceptable. (Mayors Office of
Communications, 2007)” A taskforce was formed within the Mayor’s Office of Contynuni
Investment to investigate the problem and make policy solutions. An early ageadaskforce
meeting framed the group’s understanding of the issue at hand. “The issinear American
decline should not solely be understood as one of out migration, but should also be understood as
an issue of retention and attraction. (Taskforce, 2007)”

Task Force findings paint a bleak picture of life for African AmericarS8an Francisco.
For example:

= The percentage share of very low income households increased from over one-half of
African American households in 1990 to over two-thirds in 2005.

= In 2000, one quarter of African Americans lived in poverty, more than twice the
population of non-African Americans.

= The unemployment rate of African Americans in the labor force from 1990 to 2005 was
consistently over twice that of non-Blacks.

= From 1997 to 2002, Black-owned businesses declined by nearly one quarter and Black
business receipts fell by 60.7 %.

=  Only 35% of African Americans in San Francisco are homeowners, the |l@tesicross
the city.

= At 4,743, African Americans compose nearly one half of the residents living in public
housing. One third of the 9,799 Section 8 voucher holders in San Francisco are African
Americans.

While the documentation from the taskforce never explicitly mentions redevelopmant
contributing factor to the city’s decreasing population, many of the citylsah American
leaders believe it has everything to do with it. With urban renewal, farlaBetheir roots, their
homes, and at times their businesses. While Bayview Hunters Point offered coyrfotunit
many, it was more isolated and more impoverished than the Fillmore. Théujpgacd
cultural life that existed in the Fillmore could not be recreated.

In most US cities where African American out-migration is occurring gthesving tend
to be middle class households moving to the suburbs (Whelan, 2001; Clark, 2007). In San
Francisco, it is both the working and middle classes that are leaving aytheast of living,
and in particular the cost of housing, continues to increase. A study by reseficche®an
Francisco State University (Ginwright and Akom, 2007) sought to provide moretdgiaiture
of the out-migration phenomenon. They reported that those individuals most likely tovierave
45 and under and residents who had lived in the city for less than 20 years. Fanghéney
reported that African Americans neighborhoods were diminishing and that lovoene
residents are as likely as middle income residents to leave. One proltkethengtudy is that it
asks respondents to self-report whether they were likely to leave the citynexthtaree years,
though these reports may not match actual actions. However, it still is usdéfapinga picture
of who is content in the city and who is looking for a way out. When thinking about
redeveloping public housing, local policy makers have to consider that poverty alispers
programs are likely to result in further loss of African American familnesthat the younger
generations are seeing more opportunities elsewhere.
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As the number of African Americans in the city has decreased, public housirentssid
have become a larger piece of the African American constituency in the cyteffént to
redevelop public housing in San Francisco was going to have to take this into acopensH
fits into a larger set of policies aimed at retaining African Anagriamilies in San Francisco.
The pilot project would have to stay true to the principles: keeping residente and
structuring redevelopment in a way that created integration, rather thaaticeio®esidents
would need to be kept on site. One city staff person deeply involved in shaping the program
explained, “A key component of HOPE VI is giving people a choice with vouchers. Elgpéep
want one-for-one replacement, so they don’t want the option, even if it is resident .dvile
want people to stay in San Francisco. [Vouchers] won’t even be on the agenda. (Interview
November 2007)” Redevelopment had displaced Black households before and it would not
happen again with Hope SF. As a result, the pilot project needed to be one of theioigfypr
African American public housing developments located outside of the Western additiders
View, Westbrook, Hunters Point, Alice Griffith, Potrero Terrace, or Sunnydale.

A Network of Relationships

One can go down the list of public housing family developments in the city’'s
southeastern neighborhoods and give reasons why most would not be the ideal choidetfor a pi
project. This is not to say that such a methodical or deliberate approach wasdyeoumne |
interviewed ever spoke of a selection process or even a conversation where was sirgeted
or singled out above the others. Such actions would have undermined the objectives of,the RFQ
which was intended to open up SFHA's distressed properties to the possibilihesmarket.
That being said, some locations offered a higher potential for success thandhe@xample:

= Potrero Terrace was risky because of the potential for tenant opposition. InHE992, t
residents had been able to generate significant enough resistance to $Fdpased
HOPE VI redevelopment project for the site that SFHA ultimately charged t
application and went with another development instead.

= Sunnydale was too large to work within the phased development framework of the
model. At 50 acres and 750 units, it would not be possible to generate enough change in
the first phase that the developer could easily sell the market rate unitwid pine
expected cross-subsidy. Sunnydale also does not have the view advantages itdsither s

= Hunters Point includes three different sub-sites which makes it more caieghlica

= The redevelopment of Alice Griffith had already been included as part bétmear
contract to redevelop the shipyards and Candlestick Park.

That leaves Hunters View and Westbrook. The two are nearly identical in tesms,afensity,

demographics and location. They are discreet developments with clear baarjdsriender

300 units and almost 20 acres. They are situated less than a mile apart on the kil YAent

made sense for the John Stewart Company (JSCO) and its partners begawsecttfiemiliar

with the site and had established relationships on that part of the hill. Thegaténénking

about why other sites did not work. They simply knew that Hunters View would work for them.
The relationship between JSCO and SFHA dates back to the early 1990s when the

company took over management of the Geneva Towers development. Geneva T@wvers wa

located in Visitation Valley, one of the southern-most neighborhoods in San Frantisco. T

city’s largest public housing development, Sunnydale, was next door to the site. Hwva Gen
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Towers development was originally built to provide low cost housing to airport enegldyeat
the apartment towers were not popular with San Franciscans and the propertyemengrally
turned to SFHA for tenants and subsidies. The two 20-story buildings contained 576 units and
nearly 2000 people. The owners put little effort into maintaining the property and sodrait ha
reputation for both danger and disrepair. In 1988, the city of San Francisco sued the owners
claiming that the inadequate fire safety systems combined with @levthat frequently
malfunctioned other needed repairs made the buildings dangerous to humanmieére
1988). HUD became involved and in 1991 took ownership of the buildings. Once SFHA had
responsibility for the buildings, the agency hired JSCO to manage them, hoping the priva
management company would be able to turn the properties around. Ultimatelyt$hfercos
maintenance and repair made the continued operation of the building untenable. In 1994 SFHA
applied to HUD for permission to tear down the towers and replace them with lowity dens
affordable housing units at the site. Their proposal was accepted and the toneidoovn in
1996.
In 1997, SFHA applied for HOPE VI funding to redevelop the North Beach site (see
Chapter Il for a full description of the North Beach project). The developmemt ftar that
project included: BRIDGE Housing, The John Stewart Company, and Em Johnson Initerests
2003, when SFHA sent out the RFQ for ideas to redevelop their remaining distresseikproper
JSCO was in the final stage of the North Beach project and in line to becomepégypr
managers for both North Beach and Valencia Gardens once redevelopment wasecd®@lot
also had a number of SFHA administered section 8 units in the buildings it mandgetrae.
The relationship between SFHA
and JSCO dated back more than a decade and the two entities understood how to work together.
JSCO was also familiar with the Hunters View property. As a representieom the
developers explained:

We were the only ones to submit a proposal for the original RFQ.W#s pre-
Hope SF. No one knew if the city would set up with funding, or anything else. We
were already managing two neighbors so we knew the communékridiv the
impact of Hunters View. It was the tail wagging the dog. We kinevould make
management easier. (Interview, August 20, 2008)

The company managed the Jackie Robinson Apartments, a low income development adjacent t
Hunters View. Ridgeview Terrace, a second low income property adjaddnnters View, was
owned and operated by Ridgepoint Non-Profit Housing Corporation. In 2001, Ridgepoint’s
president, Larry Hollingsworth, decided to buy the Jackie Robinson property. He turned to
Devine and Gong, a financial consulting and real estate development firm ih&sed |

Francisco, to help him with the financiri@evine and Gong and JSCO have a long history of
working together, and this project is just one example of many. Ridgepoint's éf@iirchase
Jackie Robinson Apartments brought together the team that would become Humiers Vi
Community Partners. Together they had the experience working with SFH&pgbaence
redeveloping and managing public housing, and the experience with the neighborhood that all
parties believed would be necessary for the project to be successful.
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Straight outta Hunters Point

Before the late 1990s, Hunters View was one problem project in a portfolio of problem
projects run by a problem housing authority. The development gained brief notoriety in 1992
with the visit of Vice President Dan Quayle, but otherwise there wadlittelifferentiated it
from the other housing developments on the hill. In the late 1990s, that started to ahange. |
1997, a fire in a Hunters View housing unit killed grandmother Lois Evans angbfivey
children. Firefighters were able to keep the fire from spreading to othey bwitit burned too
quickly to save either Evans or the children who had been sleeping inside. Ms. Bwahs’ f
blamed the fire on a faulty heater that she had requested SHFA to fix oal segasions and
the absence of any smoke detectors in the unit. The courts agreed, ultanateling the family
$12 million in damages, $9 million to be paid by SFHA (Gordon, 2005). The fire became a vivid
warning of the danger that the conditions at SFHA’s properties were posiagiftents.

Next, the violence that had long been part of life in Hunters View intensified as the
Westmob gang from Hunters View began to battle the Big Block gang frortbkels over hip
hop supremacy and perceived slights in the lyrics from songs produced at theitivespe
recording studios. From mid 1999 through June 2001, more than 100 drug or gang-related
shootings occurred in Hunters Point (Wagner, 2001). These were the headyfybardot com
boom, when much of San Francisco seemed to be experiencing ever-increadsimgheeal
would have considered San Francisco a likely location for one of the most despettit® ig
the country, but Hunters Point had become such a place. Even so, it is unlikely that most San
Franciscans thought about Hunters Point or even felt it presented much of aottiveatity.

The community’s removed location in the Southeastern part of the city madg tib ea®id and
easy to forget.

Then in 2001, a documentary called, “Straight outta Hunters Point” hit the &tiaee
circuit and started to gain attention. The film was a project of Kevin Epps, lalB&cin his
early 30s who was born and raised in the Hunters View development. Perplexedibietiee
that had engulfed Hunters Point, he used his documentary as a way to investigaitstbethe
problem. Epps had spent the first 30 years of his life living on the hill. He had fouhudje ire
the Hunters View Youth Park. He knew the people and the pathways. In film he found a
methodology and a voice, and with it he brought attention to a long ignored piece of.the city
Epps did not offer solutions, but instead provided a raw look at the reality of life inrslunte
View and the violence of gang life in San Francisco.

“Straight outta Hunters Point” made Hunters View the symbol for San Frarsfadare
to deliver on its promises to the African American migrants that came taylteecades earlier.
Epps showed the on-going environmental hazards, the poverty, and the violence thattwére par
daily life in Hunters Point, using Hunters View as ground zero for his investigati doing so,
he brought to life a part of the city which shared the same views and the sanfalbeaut
landscape, but none of the promise or prosperity of the rest of the city. In 2004 adasoniN
held his first senior staff meeting at Hunters View, he was there fasanelf he was going to
bring change to the Bayview Hunters Point neighborhood, he had every reasanittoigitar
there.
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C. Constructing the Hunters View Imaginary

A house constitutes a body of images that give [hu]lmankind proofs or illusions of
stability.
-Gaston Bachelard
The Poetics of Spa¢&969)

Housing authority and city staff people, elected officials, advocatdseaidents agree
that the city’s decaying public housing sites cannot remain as they bpartdds involved view
the current situation as critical and agree that the city must takedise@ction or the units
will be lost to demolition. Groups that would usually find themselves on opposing sides of publi
housing battles have been forced by the seriousness of the situation to find a wag to m
forward together, and the usual concerns or distrust over one another’'s motives hae¢ been s
aside in favor of action. One advocate captured this decision to suspend disbelief when
commenting on the Hope SF program, “l don't see how we can retain control and oversight onc
we launch. Yet, | do very much want to see these units preserved and not razed or left to
deteriorate as in other cities (Personal correspondence, February 22, 2007).”

It is not that other points of view have not surfaced, for example Supervisor Chri@aDaly
long time political opponent of Mayor Gavin Newsom, tried to prioritize repairsibiald take
place immediately over redevelopment that he argued would take years to cohglietek his
battle to the Board of Supervisors’ Budget Committee, but his heavy handed approach only
resulted in Board Chair Aaron Peskin removing him from the committee (Bacha006). Daly
was portrayed in the local press as fringe and unrealistic (Daly’sdabfaames, 2007, p.B8),
and the vast majority of support coalesced around the Hope SF approach. | argtkithiatsa
View imaginary has taken shape in the city that explains how redevelopmentlibeam
“natural” solution for fixing dilapidated public housing properties in San Franeisddow
Hunters View came to embody those efforts. This imaginary is imbued with sywijaktice,
integration, opportunity, and agency that link the site and the act of redevelopnient to t
progressive values of the city. It provides the vision of a modernity where pavergties are
solved with the physical transformation of poverty spaces and where the clsacgbf
exclusion is put into its proper place through services that connect opportunity itaghdiss is
an imaginary of a city that is planned, rational, and just; where one’sipldeecity provides
legitimacy and rights to the benefits of citizenship. In the Huntees/\fhaginary, redeveloped
public housing sites become San Francisco’s monuments to a city of success.
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Redevelopment as an Act of Justice

Our liberal, forward-thinking mayors, notably Willie Brown and Gavin Newsom
have failed to pay more than lip service to the abomination that is putlising
in San Francisco. It continues to exist, out of sight, out of mind, under our ver
noses, while we happily appease our guilty consciences by making welhgieani
donations to places in the far corners of the globe whose names we can barely
pronounce. To be a moral force in the world, this country must firstssetvn
house in order.

-Carol Haskill, San Francisco resident

Letter to the Editor (2008)

In the Hunters View imaginary, redevelopment is a way of restoringguistilong
neglected African American communities in the city. It accomplishe®yhigyhting an historic
and enduring wrong, the destruction of the Fillmore neighborhood. In his 2006 Stat€dfthe
Address, Mayor Newsom promoted the Hope SF program as a way for the citgtedte.new
neighborhoods... Preserve existing neighborhoods by relieving the pressure for new.housin
And create new economic opportunities. And finally — perhaps most importantly -a right
wrong.” The Fillmore is one of the primary symbols regarding redevelopm&ar Francisco.

It comes up often during discussions about Hope SF, sometimes invoked by residents or
community members who admonish those present to “Remember the Fillmore,irodseby
city staff people who promise that the Fillmore will not be repeated. Becdusis history,
eminent domain and displacement are especially charged words and likely tawirane
when evoked. Because of this history, the first Hope SF principle promises toéHmasloss of
public housing by replacing every distressed public housing unit with a high-quality public
housing unit, with a commitment to minimize displacement of existing resibdgmisasing
development and emphasizing on-site relocation.” Units will be replacedidsawill remain in
their communities.

A book on redevelopment by psychiatrist Mindy Fullilove caResbt Shockas been
influential in the shaping of Hope SF. Fullilove mentions the Fillmore exgliaithe first
chapter of her book. She explains that during urban renewal, “Major chunks of the jadzz-worl
the Fillmore in San Francisco, the Hill district in Pittsburgh, and the South Sideaaiy0,
among them—were torn up by urban renewal, and the structure of home-siibests
destroyed (p.16).” Once again proof that the Fillmore had been a particular kied®fpld a
kind place that is now lost. Fullilove’s larger argument is that an intercatmasds existed in
these neighborhoods before urban renewal, an interconnectedness that was rootedsn place a
much as the people in that place. When those communities were destroyed, the inhabitants
experienced “Root Shock” which she defines as “the traumatic streismg¢adhe destruction
of all or part of one’s emotional ecosystem (p.11).” Because it has been leftathttba affects
of that trauma have been enduring and the injustice continues.

The Fillmore does not exist only in the past tense in San Francisco. Urbanlrenewa
displaced Black families and destroyed a vital Black neighborhood. Becaugefithe persons
displaced found themselves in Hunters Point, a direct line connects the destrudten of t
Fillmore and the creation of Hunters View. The Fillmore, then, also provides publiogousi
residents with legitimacy in their quest for city citizenship. It is prbaf they once occupied a
central part of the city, a part that is largely gentrified today, blacks €ity hall, and
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undeniably included. It also acknowledges the city’s culpability and provides aimpedlus for
action. Finally, it serves as a vision for a different type of African Acaarspace than what
exists in the city today—a lively neighborhood with cultural attributes tieati@sirable to the
status quo and provide economic value to both the residents and the city. As either a gpmmunit
that contributes to the city or a community that was destroyed, the Fillanateat was and what
could be.

The Fillmore is one symbol of injustice that runs though the public housing discourse i
San Francisco. Another is the physical decay of public housing buildings, the tadiomhesf
SFHA's failure to deliver on the obligation to provide safe and sanitary housifgpfancome
people. For example, in 199%ke Examinenamed SFHA as “the city's worst slumlord.” and
described the public housing under their watch as a “square mile of squalor.” Tleepaititbd
this picture of public housing in San Francisco.

In the homes of its tenants, sewers regularly back up; heatdrsteange, foul-
smelling fumes; lead paint peels from walls; asbestos-ladenctumbles.
Children play amid strewn glass; they are burned by sparkslyhiabm faulty
electrical outlets; they learn early about life's most hideamgers, from pit bulls

that roam hallways and courtyards, to rats, to bullets. Drug destérwiolent

crime are facts of life. Most of The City's murders and wvibsssaults occur in or

near these homes. Residents lock their doors and don't look out when they hear
screams and gunfire. (Goldberg and Marinucci, 1995)

Much like the depictions of tenement slums at the end of the nineteenth century, mgumbli
buildings, landlord neglect, and crime all come together in this accountinhécessary to
provide the name of the particular development as the image encompasses theah al
accounts emphasize the otherness of both public housing spaces and, by association, public
housing residents. These are places to avoid, not places to embrace.

The image shifted once the efforts to redevelop Hunters View started appedoicaj i
newspapers. On August 11, 2005, a headlirienan San Francisco Chronictead “Hunters
View up for Redeveloping: Housing agency to consider plan at meeting toddi€ article,
reporter llene Lelchuk wrote that later that day the SFHA Board of Casmanéess would be
voting whether to enter into an exclusive negotiating agreement with John Stewsra@/ and
its partners to redevelop Hunters View. The article began with a desergstihe site:

The Hunters View public housing project in San Francisco isn’t preitia 50-
year-old barracks-style apartments, leaks and mold, graffith@rstreets, weeds
on the hills and a reputation for danger. Yet the 22 or so acres withapaoor
views of the bay and sheltered by hills from the fog has stewelopers excited
— and offering to rebuild the decrepit public housing so they can awhe s
market-rate apartments and housing on the land.

In Lelchuk’s description, the problem is the neglect and physical decay of thetigsapEne
opportunity is the land, the location, and the low density of the site. The envisioned outcome is a
mixed income community. There is no mention of the residents, only the property-heseif t
conditions exist in a distant, unoccupied territory. After more than a dec&tientdrs View
appearing in the news only in relation to violence and neglect, it is the opero¥iatascant
property that is best captures the potential of Hope SF and the possibility for.change

This set of images is repeated again and again. The urgency of the sithatextent of
the decay, and the promise of redevelopment all become embodied in Hunters Visugush
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30, 2007,The Chroniclaeported that, “Hunters View — not Sunnydale — ranks as S.F.’s worst
complex.” The article went on to say that recent HUD inspections gave the develapscent

of 25 out of a possible 100, making it one of the worst public housing developments in the
nation. September 17, 200i/he Chroniclevarned, “Fixing mess at Hunters View won't be

quick, easy or cheap.” This article corresponds with the Mayor’'s announcemenstairtiod

Hope SF. The next headlines, which were on November 16, 2007 and November 17 respectively,
reported that “Ceiling break at public housing unit draws Third World comparisach that

“S.F. probe finds foul water, not sewage, doused boy in public housing.” These public housing
sites might be different that the rest of the city and they may exisf site from most of the

city, but Hope SF makes the claim that they are still within the terigothe city. In the

Hunters View imaginary, proximity creates obligation. Opposing redenedophas become the
equivalent of opposing public housing all together.

Redevelopment as a Vehicle for Resident Agency and Voice

In the Hunters View imaginary, the city engages in redevelopment gsaamsesto
resident needs. Residents are no longer ignored, but instead have a voice and the ogportunity
shape their own futures. The emphasis on participation makes the projearfandlimore like
other neighborhood improvement efforts in the city. In the San Francisco politicakovhere
public participation is a required and expected component of every project, residetite
plaster and lathe that provide a project with legitimacy. The residertipatitbn process
provides the symbol of a collective resident voice. Through this process, resideénts
developers negotiate the terms of redevelopment and put into place the dethilwiieicable
both people and place to be transformed.

Resident concerns add weight to the city’s case that immediate aatieeded. For
example, on August 12, 200Bhe Chronicleeported that the SFHA Commission had voted to
move ahead with plans to redevelop Hunters View (Lelchuk). The article inclugtgtdmof
residents’ fears of displacement and Commissioners’ fears that such prmatdscontribute to
shrinking the city’s African American population. One resident was quoted whdBhis
place really needs to be redone...Putting it off isn’t going to help anythihg.hlessage is that
despite the fears and misgivings of both residents and their champions, the preudangs
and so obvious, that even residents agree that the current buildings must gaeys @nimage
that the decision to redevelop the site does not come from city officials oogersehlone.
Residents are calling for action. Explained one city professional desplyed in the project,

...The first thing to do was to test the appetite of the commurigyorie thing for

you to say you want new housing, it's another thing for you tohgaugh the
mechanics to achieve that. So we had to test the water and sediskatisfied
were folks really with their living conditions that would warrahistlevel of
investment. Because it wouldn’t be a community decision to rebuild public
housing, it would be a city decision. And so in that context, you hhdve a call

to action yes, by those folks who lived there, but almost a robfiglation by the
larger city to say ok, this is part of the fabric of our city. Wegot to do
something (Interview, December 2008).

By emphasizing the resident voices that are calling for change, the Hdm@ers
imaginary taps into the city’s larger political culture. San Francisceity avith a deep history
of community organizing and activism. Decision-makers and housing authorityleféem
groups such as the San Francisco Housing Rights Coalition, Coleman AdvocateidifenC
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and Youth, ACORN, and San Francisco Organizing Project as ever present sb/arisarare
ready to hold them accountable for how their decisions affect low income peopleitylaad
neighborhood groups often wield significant power within local politics. However, tiale
expectation for participation remained at center stage with Hope SF, th&uta®e necessary
to make it happen was glaringly absent at Hunters View. The tenants assatichexist, but it
garnered very little influence with SFHA and had little capacity to orgamreigidents. Outside
community organizers had no presence in this community, nor did city social service
organizations.

The Hope SF Principles state that projects are expected to: “Ensure higlofeneslident
participation and involvement in Hope SF planning and implementation, including the support of
resident-driven occupancy criteria.” Residents are present at&eerygf the process, from the
public housing taskforce to the SFHA Commission to the development meetings on the site
Resident buy in is essential for keeping the project moving forward: they hava tdfsig the
relocation plan and pass on their right of first refusal. However, resideitigegion is a tricky
endeavor. While the presence of residents is easy to achieve, meaningful sgpoilking else
altogether.

When the development team wanted to set up a participation process that alloweal the
work with residents throughout the redevelopment process, they were startingriatch.s
There were no relationships to build on, no history of trust or shared common intéke&t. S
touted their experience working with residents in their HOPE VI projects and glemapply
their process to this new project. However, the developers were wary of beog&sswith
the housing authority. Residents had numerous, legitimate issue with SFHA and tbprdenél
team did not want that baggage to affect their ability to got things done. SFHAewals and
they very much wanted to keep that separate from the new.

There is a history there. There is baggage associated witA 8fkd we want to
have some distance from that. SFHA is more removed from the prddesy do

not always have the most current information and sometimes wheddttalk, it

is inaccurate. They are not always on message... Residents kiept\ahat they
were supposed to do for the next 2-3 years until their units deget®ped. They
are done. They have rats and raw sewage running down the hill noywwahée
SFHA to do something now. We are really the ones driving the project
(Interview, September 6, 2006)

At most meetings, resident attendance was low. It was not uncommon for the
development team and their cadre of associates to outnumber the residentsjeChenanager
from the development team found herself in a difficult position. She had to figure out how to
generate enough resident participation that the process carried legianthdecisions could be
carried out with a degree of certainty. Her first step was to hire a contdoltain the resident
participation aspect of the program. Having an outside person present tatani@de the
meetings go more smoothly, but did not necessarily improve attendance.

Another approach was to contract with COO to do outreach to residents. COO was able
to secure some outside funding for resident capacity building and leadenstlippdeent. The
idea had been to train a small number of organizers who would then work with residents to hold
informational living room meetings where residents could come together and talk about
redevelopment. This also did not create the kind of indigenous resident movement that
organizers were hoping for. Finally, the development team resorted to payirgnidoe T
Association President and Tenant Association Board Members to attend theyméhile
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attendance was achieved with this approach, it is unclear that it achieved gergipapan.
On one hand, the developer reported that after she started paying fopa@otici

This meeting had good attendance. There were about 30 people thereoltrwas
strongest turnout yet. We are now paying [Tenants Associatiomdl Imambers

to attend. We are learning that money matters. If it ¢eeisitto come and play a
leadership role, then I'm ok with it. [The President of the TenAstociation]
has been busy saying that they cannot meet with us becausdotiney have a
board. We paid three board members to attend including [the Presidére
Tenants Association] (Interview, September 6, 2006).

On the other hand, she worried over the potential flaws to this approach:

We have been worrying about this for a long time and right nowl llifee doing
something is better than doing nothing, but at the same time tio$ good. The
people who get paid also have to face accusations of being pawns for the
developers. We need to understand the shortcomings of [the Presidivet of
Tenants Association] and the board and know that you cannot rely on them to
represent everyone’s point of view (Interview, September 6, 2006).

One of the primary symbols of resident agency within the Hunters View iarggsithe
Hunters View Tenants Association, the formal body representing residehts ®FHA Hunters
View property. It has a president and a board that is voted into office by thentssifl Hunters
View. The current president is Tessie Esther, a forceful woman who hasladtorg at Hunters
View, with children and grandchildren living on the site. Ms. Esther might be betterstood
as the informal mayor of Hunters View rather than the president of the $ekestciation. The
extent of her constituency is unclear, but she is the irrefutable gatekedpe community.
Meetings do not happen unless Ms. Esther agrees to them, and no one present at the resident
meetings ever loudly disagrees with her. When unexpected visitors show up attihgsnee
often with offers of assistance to the community, she has invited them.

Not long after the Hunters View project came on line, a new president was voted into
office, replacing Ms. Esther after she had held the office for many. y@agsto an unfortunate
family tragedy the new president withdrew from her position. Ms. Estliner had stepped down
and become Vice President, returned to her place as the primary tedant$& became the
point of contact for the John Stewart Company when they wanted to begin holding regular
resident meetings about redevelopment of the site, and they saw her as a cradjelage that
had to be resolved if resident participation were to occur in a meaningful way.

Margaret Campbell, the Hunters View project manager from the John Stewapb8y
was the first point of contact for the development team when it came to mattegmegident
participation process. She was the one responsible for making sure that thesesihed off
on the project and that resident input was managed in a meaningful way. From thengeginni
Margaret saw this as a significant challenge, one for which she, as a devdlppofessional,
was not well-equipped. Margaret was the person most often in direct contactsidtents. She
was unsure how to read the political landscape at the site, and while she knewdieavagsshe
president of the Tenant’s Association, she did not know how representative Tessis'were
of the sentiments of the larger resident population. After six months, whee Tesgled that
there would not be any more meetings, Margaret was the one who had to find a wdkdo ge
process started again.
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The first resident meeting | attended was chaotic. Meetings were heldaaiat public
housing unit set aside for such gatherings. Chairs were set up in rows acrosshtioé wittt
would have been the apartment’s front room with a narrow aisle dividing the chaitsant
groups. Directly across the room from the front door was the entrance to the kitchertand ne
that a flight of stairs led to the second floor. Several large wooden desks ugteeer] on one
end of the room and the rest of the furniture was folding tables and chairs. Pesidesitrart
work, inspirational messages, and announcements were posted on room’s gray cindettslock wa
The windows were small and covered with bars. The lights were fluorescent.

Tessie called the meeting to order. She introduced the guests who werethedsaght.
Margaret from the John Stewart Company was there to talk about the redevglopthe site
and another woman was there to talk about creating a community garden. Maegsritst.

The meeting was loud, but not unfriendly. The dozen or so residents attending timg nveeti
concerned about displacement, but also seemed cautiously optimistic about thatssthiail
the redevelopment of Hunters View could provide for them and their families.

Once the redevelopment presentation was over, the next guest was giveartghi
was a San Francisco resident who had been inspired by recent newspaper attoeints
activism of Hunters View residents which had contributed to the closing of th& pG&er
plant abutting the property. She had convinced her upscale church congregation tchéonate t
necessary resources to build a community garden at the site, and she waghhetandscape
architect to talk about what residents would like to have included in such a resourtenihte
could not have been worse. The woman and the landscape architect seemed nervous. The room
was already rowdy from the previous presentation, and it made no sense to talkddiauaa
garden right after someone else had been talking about tearing down theositeev@o Tessie
was asking the woman why she was there. Eventually, the guest was askee tuack later,
after the redevelopment question had been settled.

This same dynamic would appear over and over again in resident meetigs chse,
both of the outside professionals claiming an interest in helping the Hunters Vigentesvere
clearly outsiders in terms of geography, class, and race. They had noo$téiesown in
Hunters View. In the future they would be African American. They would be lawgagineers,
housing professionals, and real estate professionals who would say they weairtheity,
who would give their credentials in terms of their professional expertiselsbuhair cousins
and aunts and uncles who had lived on the property and time spent in the surrounding
neighborhood. They would be individuals who used this claim to legitimize their intetast
welfare of the community. Again they would be unexpectedly included on the agendgand a
their message would be in direct opposition to what was being presented by tleéoprdent
team. Over time, | began to develop hypotheses for this phenomenon. Perhapai@ssie
thereby the residents, was including contradictory information as part ofoanteffnake sense
of the situation. Why should she trust any one source? Another was that perhaps singolya
not in a position to say no. With decades of almost no offers of help at all, resident®tvere
likely to turn away anyone who wanted to do something for their community. At the &mal of
day, they had no way to know which person was telling the truth and which offer would turn into
something real.

While SFHA staff people speak in glowing terms about the tenant associatibes at t
properties and the central role they play in any given redevelopment prbeesslity at
Hunters View is that the tenants association is something very differenttHeocollective voice
of residents imagined by most advocates for this type of structure. Givehisharmmunity’'s
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activism had helped to shut down the PG&E power plant that abutted the property, | expected t
see a well developed organization with capable leaders who knew how to engage ithausgste
insist on their rights. Instead what | found was one woman with a strong voiceagdra |
community that remained at a distance. Whether it was engaging Hope $iRgstawn the PG
& E plant, or building a community garden, each idea originated with individuals or
organizations outside of the Hunters View community. Tessie provided access anceanegudi
but the momentum for the project, the resources to support it, and even the framework for
negotiating a partnership with residents had to come from outside Hunters View

The idea of community voice in and of itself is problematic within the Hunters Vie
imaginary. The questions of who has a stake in the property, who should benefit from
redevelopment, and whether it should happen at all are contested within the community of
people living at the Hunters View property. Then there are other people wéinmnels Hunters
Point, the city, and even the region who see themselves as having a connectionr\Hewte
and a legitimate stake in what happens there. These questions were presemtt, Wigiin the
room at each tenant meeting. They were there when each presenteredagugsition about his
or her right to be there and in response offered his or her credentials in téh@s@ihmunity.
They were there when residents asserted their right to stay on trewsgé as their right to
leave. They were there when residents talked about what happened to theimfainailfzillmore
or their hopes for better place to raise their children, about family who had séand family
who had moved away. For the development team, resident voice was about receiving specifi
feedback from the people living on the property in order to comply with regulations and help the
process move forward smoothly. For residents, it was about seeking out everyepossibl
opportunity, about speaking the past and the present, and creating as much space afpossible
their entire community, as they defined it, in the unknown future that was at the end of,the da
out of their control.

Redevelopment as a Tool for Promoting Integration

In the Hunters View imaginary, redevelopment reintegrates excluded waitrea within
the territory of the city by rebuilding them as economically integrageghborhoods. The
architects of the Hope SF program see it as a coordinated effort to @igguieonhood change
through a two-pronged program of human and physical development. The catalyst for that
change is redevelopment. In the vision of policymakers, the concentrated poaerty th
characterizes the site in 2008 would be replaced with a mixed income communitglgicost
vision of a heterogeneous community where the classes live next to one anotheindpecom
connected through an understood common interest based on their proximity and the shared
consumption of public resources. The goal of integration and inclusion is important enough to
the program that three of the eight Hope SF Principles speak to how such a goalemight
achieved:

= Create an economically integrated community that includes a housing ladder of publi
housing, affordable housing, and market-rate housing, with a priority on addressing the
need for family housing.

= Integrate Hope SF with neighborhood plans to improve schools, parks, transportation,
safety and other amenities in their communities.

= Build a strong sense of community by including existing and prospective resagents
well as neighbors in the planning and development process.
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Because public housing residents are not supposed to be displaced, integration will be
accomplished by bringing the city to them. Housing ladders will be put into, plaxamities will
be improved and maintained, planning and development will build community.

Hope SF departs from the usual redevelopment scenario of relocation and decrease
density. Instead, public housing residents remained on the property, every pubhg lmitss
replaced on site, and density is increased as affordable housing and mearkeusing are
added to the mix. Hope SF is a program of integration rather than relocationdentgsone
that invests in both the public housing households living on the site at the time of redenélopme
and the place on the map they call home. The San Francisco approach challeages et
finds mixed income communities provide limited benefit to very low income households. |
hypothesizes instead that a different outcome will result when projecdta/gkathe goal of
retaining 100% of the public housing families in a community, city resourcesadigned to
support that goal, and residents are heavily involved in the process. In this contextFHope S
supporters believe it is possible to transform not just public housing communities, butthe ve
landscape of poverty and opportunity in the city.

Beginning with his first State of the City Address (2004), Mayor Gavin Newsom
acknowledged the separation between the southeastern neighborhoods and the rest of San
Francisco.

In truth, while we are one city united in name, we remain sepammmunities.

In our city’s southeast, there’'s a San Francisco that is amooity apart.
Separated by geography, violence, and decades of neglect. espi#0 years

of promises, programs, speeches, high rhetoric, and good intentions, economic
and social conditions in the southeast are getting worse not better. i¢'sithine
Bayview, Hunters Point, Visitacion Valley and Potrero Hill that prablems are
magnified.

These four communities encompass the Hope SF sites and the remaining pubig hous
properties that the city is hoping to redevelop. These are not the only commuhitiesontain
public housing in the city or the only communities with poverty. The Mission neighborhood has
two public housing family developments, both of which were redeveloped through HOPE V
Chinatown has two aging family developments that have not been redeveloped. Both
neighborhoods have long been home to many low-income and poor families. While these
neighborhoods continue to house some of the city’s poor, they are also firmly embedded in the
fabric of the city. Neither neighborhood experiences the same social and ecoxduosmoa that
is part of the day today reality of life at the Hope SF sites.

Integration incorporates the ideals of justice and agency mentioned, dariptaces
both in space. On November 11, 200B¢e Chronicleheadline read, “City to negotiate housing
project plan.” The short article reported that previous day the SFHA Commissicotiea to
enter into an exclusive negotiating agreement with John Stewart Compdhg féunters View
site. The article ended with a quote from a resident comparing Hunters Vietedridimore,
“The Caucasians want it, and now they got it.” As a space of exclusion and ohAdnoerican
community, the site of Hunters View still remains contested. Residents do n&drtgkanted
that integrating the Hunters View land into the city will mean integmadf its residents as well.

Bringing market rate units to the site is critical to re-envisioning étsrifiew. Perhaps
this is why in interviews with SFHA staff, city staff, and other membeteetievelopment
team, the idea that mixed income housing is good social policy or even a moraitineper
comes up again and again.
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The over concentration of non-working poor was a huge mistake. Wanaliad
in mixed income out of necessity, but I still think it is righit¢rview, November
2007).

Mixed-income, mixed-use community where there are opportunitieself-
sufficiency, economic development, and work force empowerment. Opg@suni
here to get folks in unions, get the kids... put programs there andegkids off
the streets. | describe myself as a social architectintding ways of revitalizing
communities (Interview, November 2006).

It will create more affordable housing for families. lilvereate better housing
and economic and social opportunities for current residents. We pneghio
changes perceptions about people when we create an environmenthekevé|t
come together and live together. We are hoping for that seaialihg (Interview
August 2008).

The media says that we are redeveloping public housing in exchanihe fright
to develop market rate units on the site. The only reason we amggputrket
rate units there is because it is good social policy and it slie:mo finance the
project... we put social benefit first (Interview, August 2008).

In these quotes, people from the city and the development team link mixed income housing to

improvements in neighborhood conditions, outcomes for residents, access to opportunity, and

community building. The underlying logic is that if concentrating povertysisaesible for

social exclusion, then integrating poor households will improve the lives of those households.
The idea of mixed income communities as an alternative to concentrated poverty

incorporates a bundle of assumptions about neighborhoods and the way that the people living in

those neighborhoods structure their lives. It offers a romantic and sentimentalf city life

based on the assumption that people of different classes living in cities usedriclose

proximity to one another and as a result, shared a common sense of destiny and pligpose. T

view has been largely shaped by the work of Jane Jacob’s and her accounts of li#¥estthe

Village in New York in the 1960s. In contemporary efforts to deconcentrate powbrogades

of mixed income housing speak of the importance of neighbors as role models and th&acces

job markets and services that higher income neighbors can bring to poor neighborhoods.

However, the more powerful aspect of mixed income communities may be theyr tabgarner

broad public support and the vision they supply of a public housing community that resembles

the rest of the city. With mixed income communities, poverty disappears.

Redevelopment as the Extension of Opportunity to Public Housing Residents

In the Hunters View imaginary, redevelopment brings opportunity to public housing
residents. It brings better homes and living conditions. It brings well paytrsgaind the
potential to enter into skilled tradeswork that will continue to bring higher sMagiose
households into the future. It brings access to market goods and services that abeerev
readily available in the community. By making housing in the community avatabhe
market, the market will provide opportunities for residents that they have prevomesi
denied.

No one denies that residents at Hunters View have not had access to many of ¢he publi
services or amenities that are available to the rest of the cityt Bjtee work infrequently.
Neighborhood schools are low performing. Open space is unkempt and dangerous. The one bus
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line running through the neighborhood runs infrequently and retail services areaksbuat

from the community. On May 31, 20a®e Chronicleran an article titled, “Bayview-Hunters

Point, SF’s invisible majority: Area with highest density of children istranderserved.” The
article draws attention to the high density of families with children livingénBayview, its
relatively inexpensive housing stock, the social problems in the neighborhood, and thegfaucity
services. It also talks about recent city efforts at neighborhood improvametiricludes the
planned redevelopment of Hunters View as an example.

While city agencies are aware of what is missing in Hunters View aieeglso aware of
what is being used. Residents consume high proportions of the human services offeged by th
city. The Human Services Agency produced a report in 2005 ddliedeven Key Street
Corners for At Risk Families in San Francistothis report, the Agency reported findings from
recent spatial analysis of where most of the agency’s resourcebeaiegeused in the city. They
were able to link utilization of services and place, finding that most of thédamequiring their
services lived within a half mile of one of seven street corners in the citgf 8iose street
corners were located at public housing sites, including Hunters View, and thénsgasnh the
Tenderloin, the skidrow district of San Francisco and home to most of the ciigle Resident
Occupancy (SRO) units.

Bringing opportunity to Hunters View solves both sides of the problem. It provides
residents with a pathway to self-sufficiency. It brings the potentiadoess to the market, and
with it, all the goods and services that more affluent residents of the citfotaj@nted in their
communities. As residents’ lives improve, their need for health and human serviggshéim
However, these transformations depend on one critical element: that the residniteos
View are able to find jobs that provide a living wage.

The Spring 2009 Hope SF Community newsletter announced that “Jobs are Coming to
Hunters View.” It goes on to say that “Construction related jobs as welhdsise’ jobs, like
property management in the new development, will result directly from the tepliement of
Hope SF sites (2).” The promise of living wage jobs for residents is the orastte
manifestation of redevelopment opportunities for residents. Because dnynwaving HUD or
the redevelopment agency stipulates community benefits in the form of lermgumity
members as part of the redevelopment workforce, the possibility of attdwsngark is real.

The newsletter goes on to say, “The Office of Economic and Workforce Develgpment
Communities of Opportunity, the San Francisco Redevelopment Agency and the development
team are working on the job training, employment opportunity and local contracimsytpl

ensure that residents of Hunters View and the broader community can take alehthag
opportunities that result from this revitalization.”

The city staff people managing Hope SF have instructed developers sestares for
residents during pre-development as a way to better prepare residents fordakimgge of the
economic opportunities that accompany redevelopment. Offering thegmesewell in advance
of construction is critical if residents are to become solidly employed xaonme, the San
Francisco Office of Economic and Workforce Development runs a prograed €itlyBuild
Academy which prepares individuals for work in the skilled trades.

CityBuild Academy is a 12-week, highly structured pre-apprertipegrogram
with hands-on and classroom training designed to prepare residenaritors
skilled trades and jobs in today's construction industry. The slasad at 7:00
am and end at 3:30 pm, Monday thru Friday. The primary missiorheof t
Academy is to offer San Francisco residents state-of-therairbductory
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construction skills training that will prepare them for entryelework in various
skilled trades.

Residents are notified each time a new cohort begins. However, the programlifiaatores

for applicants. They include: San Francisco residency; high school diploma or GiE&D; va
California driver's license; U.S. citizenship or proof of eligibility to work inth8.; ability to
pass drug tests; and ability to communicate effectively in English. \Rriegenent services have
to start years in advance of breaking ground in order for residents to be djlente( the
gualifications, and (2) complete CityBuild in time to be able to take advanfabese jobs.

For those who do not qualify for that kind of work or who are not interested in it, the job
prospects are less clear. The Department of Economic and Workforce Deseldias several
one stop career link centers in the city that provide general employmegesestipport, and
referrals to other employment and training opportunities. A new site is beingpear
Hunters View to provide assistance to residents. However, even these sarsgdse
fundamental problems facing Hunters View residents looking for work in the city. Sa
Francisco’s economy is split between technology and knowledge economy jobs as1d smdi
the accompanying low skill service sector jobs. Residents cannot find engplibynthe former
and cannot support their families in the latter. Within the Hunters View imagimgportunity,
services, and jobs are almost interchangeable. The city has hired cusgoltzelp with the
predevelopment social services planning for each site and developers must inaventsecial
services plans for once development begins. Still, there are unresolved cuiitticighis triad
of opportunity, services and jobs. Will residents who find work during redevelopmehtssll
access to jobs once construction at the site is over? How can Hunters View sesigefain
access to the wider universe of jobs in San Francisco unless education in the community is
addressed? And what about those households who simply cannot rise to the occasion, will they
have a place in the new Hunters View? Will they have a place in the city?

81



IV. A RETURN TO THE CITY : HOPE SFAND THE EFFORT TO TRANSFORM RESIDENTS & REAL
ESTATE
Hope SF pioneers a new model for public housing based on the core belief that
housing investments must take family needs into account. Hope SF pnoimises
than physical transformation; it will transform lives by offering idests
opportunities to grow and thrive.
- Mayor’s Office of Housing
Hope SF: More than Housin@009

Hope SF promises a return to the city. The program’s theory of change hyypeshibat
when very low income public housing communities are replaced with denser mixe@incom
neighborhoods, the holes in the urban fabric, those forgotten spaces of poverty and negtect wh
public housing exist, will emerge as working neighborhoods integrated within the daygeir
San Francisco. Through the act of redevelopment, dilapidated public housing psopecbhme
San Francisco neighborhoods, and public housing residents become San Francisco citizens.
Unlike HOPE VI, which generally attempts to revitalize neighborhoods by imqmyadkie
physical design of properties and dispersing public housing residents, Hope 8&t setdo
more than improve poverty housing. It seeks to transform BOTH people AND placesgihr
the implementation of a two-pronged program of social and physical transftorntdope SF
attempts to prepare both real estate and residents for reentry into #uedcayuture of
economic opportunity.

Consistent with much of US housing policy, Hope SF assumes that the profit-driven
market is the best tool for the provision and allocation of housing. The program pldtes eac
Hope SF redevelopment project within a unique public/private partnership that bgegser
public land, public and private capital, market expertise, regulatory fleyjk@hd political will.

As an earlier chapter explained in detail, Hope SF is a program of thetktealspearheaded by
the Mayor’s Office of Housing. Each public housing site redeveloped through Hopdl 8&ve

its own development team, and San Francisco has a unique community of affordable housing
developers that the city is relying on to do this work. The financial model assurieetfese-
simple sale of market rate units added to the site will cross-subsidize thoé @eveloping the
public housing units. Financing relies on a tax increment model. It anticipateased tax
revenues as public land becomes private land and the site improves over the course of phase
development. Gentrification is neither friend nor foe in the Hope SF policy frarkelaut a
powerful force to be watched carefully and used with caution.

The human services component of Hope SF is not secondary to the program’s physical
development efforts. It is intrinsic to the development project and the primaryptdbkf
differentiation of poor households. The San Francisco approach hypothesizes that wioén proje
start with the goal of retaining 100% of the public housing families in a commaityty
resources are realigned to support that goal, and residents are heavily invdieeprotess,
then redevelopment will transform both residents and their homes. However, themeaient
public housing units is not the same as the retention of public housing households. The push for
resident retention means that within the Hope SF discourse, opportunity has bedihakcaht
to choice and the question of housing deservingness has been left off the table altdtekhe
public housing residents are able to remain in place during construction, their tasame$fe
less secure, not more secure as a result of redevelopment.
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This chapter has four parts. The first part defines gentrification and ansetie
assertion that gentrification can be used as a tool to provide benefits to low-incomerntesm
Part two examines how Hope SF approaches the physical development dt amiteders
some of the peculiarities of San Francisco that are instrumental in shapingph&H efforts
including the ecology of non-profit developers and SFHA'’s past experience wiit MD
These factors help to mediate the potentially negative aspects of redevelapohe
gentrification and enhance the program’s pursuit of equitable developmenhrBamxamines
how Hope SF approaches human development, including the program’s emphasis on integration
instead of integration, the rental assistance plan, and the plans for socia@ deliviery. In the
final section, | argue that inclusion is not as straight forward as Hope@H suggest; and |
highlight four unresolved contradictions within the model’s framework: (1) ch{#ge¢ime, (3)
deservingness, and (4) boundaries. While a program of gentrification in the pudsksimhay
indeed be the best tool available to local governments for bringing much needddaoapita
revitalization into spaces of exclusion such as Hunters View, it will never pravidét to
housing or guarantee a living wage. Instead, | argue that the inherent tension locapitén
accumulation and social goals in Hope SF will undermine the expansive goals of tiaenprog
and facilitate a geography of differentiated poverty within the city.
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A. Gentrification in the Public Interest: The Pursuit of Development without Displacement

Gentrification’s impacts can have positive or negative effects, depeodi both
the circumstances of the neighborhood and metropolitan area, and on the
constituency affected.
- Maureen Kennedy and Paul Leonard
Dealing with Neighborhood Change:
A Primer on Gentrification and Policy Choicgx001)

The Hope SF program posits that it is possible to achieve reinvestment asdydate
the neighborhood scale without the segregation, polarization, and displacesoerdtad with
gentrification. The leadership shaping Hope SF rejects the way thafigatitm is generally
conceived, arguing that the term only applies to instances where neighborhogeksdeads to
displacement. They claim that because their approach to neighborhood chaegésprev
displacement, it cannot be considered gentrification. This argumeneassain part a reflection
of the potentially volatile nature of conversations about gentrification in Sanig@anlout it
also reflects a larger trend in urban policy that views the class tramsionnof low income
neighborhoods through the construction of mixed income neighborhoods as emancipatory social
policy. This section asks whether a project like Hope SF in fact can bel@@tsan example of
gentrification or whether to do so stretches the term beyond the limits afness.

A Brief Look at the Literature

In popular terms, gentrification is most often understood as a process by which lower
income inner-city people of color are displaced by white, middle class pmwfalswho are
attracted to a community’s urban location, cultural amenities, and desirabladghsisik.
Whether or not individual indigenous households are indeed displaced in the process of
gentrification, the overall class composition of a neighborhood undoubtedly chakgegrait,
the geography of poverty within the city. The key agents fueling geatrdit may be state
actors, developers, or individual households, but in each case, the process is one of capital
accumulation through property development (Beauregard, 1986).

This paper defines gentrification as a process of neighborhood change, but aaparticul
type of change where lower income residents, local businesses, and commututioimst
within a particular geographic area are replaced by higher incondemesias well as the
businesses and institutions that cater to them. Displacement may happerhorttter s
through relocation or evictions or over the long term through rent increases thatudrive
businesses or prevent future generations from finding housing that they cdnraffor
neighborhood. The larger urban context is important, and efforts to transform low income
communities must be considered within a larger urban framework of housing affibydabil
systems of poverty management, and the distribution of opportunity across spacefi¢&entr
is no longer about the narrow and quixotic oddity in the housing market but has become the
leading residential edge of a much larger endeavor: The class remakeaeritita¢ urban
landscape (Smith, 1996, p.39).” Following in the tradition of researchers suchHyaanly
Hammel (1999), this analysis recognizes gentrification “as a process fhatlamentally rooted
in class and inherently geographic in its manifestation.”

The term gentrification has been heavily debated within the scholarigtiite since
Ruth Glass first coined the term in 1964. While initial research on the topic bdoadwes
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between those using supply frameworks versus those using demand frameworks for
understanding the causes of gentrification, as a whole it was largegland focused on how
the gentrification process contributed to the displacement of low income peopleredene
trends in the literature include the consideration of gentrification as aheu#t times positive
manifestation of urban change. Two recent reviews of gentrification reseakchdita Lees
(2000) and Tom Slater (2006) capture the diversity within the field. Eachrufpedlelaims that
gentrification is a process that can be considered either negative orepasticalls for a return
to a more critical approach to the topic.

In her article, “A reappraisal of gentrification: Toward a ‘geographgentrification’
(2000), Loretta Lees categories the previous decade’s literatur@wiiicgtion into four
themes: the emancipatory city (Caulfield, 1994; Keith and Pile, 1993; Bondi, 1991; Warde,
1991), the new middle class (Ley, 1996; Butler, 1997; Bridge, 1995), the revanchistity, (S
1996; Butler, 1997; Bondi, 1991, Lees, 1996; Jacobs, 1996), and finally domestic technologies
(Redfern, 1997). She argues for a reorganization of the field with a focus on the ggadgraph
gentrification and calls for new research which addresses superigatitnf, the global city,
race and gentrification, and liveability/urban policy. Quoting Harvey (1995, psB&urges
gentrification researchers to “keep ‘issues open and tensions alive™ ammbhsicker whether
gentrification does in fact provide a solution to urban decline.

In his article “the Eviction of Critical Perspectives from Gentrifima Research (2006)”
Tom Slater also challenges recent literature that casts getiifiéa a positive light (Zukin and
Kosta, 2004) and argues that without a critical perspective, it is impossibtutd meaningful
political challenges to the process. He identifies three causes farrthetay from critical
analysis within the field of gentrification research. The firshesresilience of theoretical and
ideological squabbles that pit cultural explanations of gentrification (Ley, 1§8if)sa
economic explanations (Smith, 1986) at the expense of recognizing that geranifisa multi-
faceted process that is an expression of urban inequality happening on the ground. Second, he
points to the lack of qualitative accounts of displacement, and is especiatiyl af the work of
Lance Freeman and Frank Braconi (2002; 2004) who argue that displacement igigentrif
communities is minimal and that most households stay put because they agfineciat
improvements that gentrification brings to their neighborhoods. The third causediatéies
is the neoliberal turn in urban policy and its accompanying emphasis on decdmggpteerty
through the construction of mixed income communities. Here he calls attentievtork of
Hackworth and Smith, 2001; Smith, 2002; Slater, 2004b; 2005; as well as many of theiarticles
Atkinson and Bridge, 2005. While Slater acknowledges that an emphasis on social swnong i
always the result of neoliberal policy interventions, he also points out that‘géetrification
disguised as ‘social mix’ serves as an excellent example of how theclzetdreality of
gentrification has been replaced by a different discourse, theoretical andi@ofogge that
consistently deflects criticism and resistance (p.751).”

Both the Less and the Slater reviews of the gentrification acknowledgestinge
tension between the understanding of gentrification as a harmful process of
destruction/displacement and gentrification as a potentially emancipatagsp of
creativity/revitalization. However, as a process of urban change, gextioifigs likely to
include both. While most theorists seem to be aware of the destructive side dicgaotr]
most practitioners focus on its potential for creation and revitalization. Thalglguit
development literature lauds the possibilities of a kinder and gentler gextitoifi, one that
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benefits both the gentrifiers who gain access to urban life and desirable hooskgnsl the
indigenous households who gain access to urban amenities and improved quality of life.

The Pursuit of Equitable Development

Progressive policy think tanks such as Policy Link and Brookings as welbadaddfe
housing intermediaries such as LISC promote the possibility of equitable deealpptine
creation and maintenance of economically and socially diverse communitiesetatettde over
the long term, through means that generate a minimum of transition costd tnafiafdy on
lower income residents (Kennedy and Leonard, 2001, p.4).” Equitable development, they
suggest, provides an alternative to the displacement and neighborhood changatedssibci
gentrification. It provides a framework “for evaluating whether an aspehedajentrification
process is “good” or “bad,” for debating whether it warrants hearty supporeorantion, and
for deciding the next steps to take in optimizing the positive aspects of igatitif and
minimizing or eliminating its downsides (Kennedy and Leonard, 2001, p.4).” With the right
tools, cities and their private partners can engage in neighborhood revitalirationramize
the negative externalities for the low income households that live there.

This approach as outlined by Kennedy and Leonard (2001) separates the drivers of
neighborhood change, the process, and the consequences. The drivers are varied amabinclude |
growth, housing market dynamics, the preferences of individual households, publio/essenti
and policy interventions. The process is best described as the collective decigidingdfal
actors and the resulting transactions that when taken together account for an gpwantie
trend in a particular area over a period of time. The consequences are variedand up f
interpretation depending on who you are and where you are standing. Propedyigalu@x
revenues increase, the area becomes more diverse in terms of both racesaglutalas
commercial and retail establishments change, some households are disptheattivers are
inevitable and often desirable and the outcomes can vary, they key is to regulate tgetproce
maximize the positive and mitigate the negative.

Advocates of equitable development urge municipalities to anticipate getioif,
identify leading indicators, and put policies in place early to mitigate potgrieinful
consequences and maximize equitable outcomes. An unanswered question is whetheofa polic
development without displacement, even when enacted early and imbued with thesoofalit
equitable development described above, can provide a viable alternative to tiehneéat of
the state in poor communities. An improvement in the material conditions of exegidgnts is
assumed, but by no means guaranteed. “Gentrification createamd8teancial resources that
can offset them. At the regional level, the gentrification process as a igluvleen by factors
that can help resolve its adverse consequences. The key issue is how best to liekitmab
and institutions with resources at the neighborhood, city or regional levelsdéy and
Leonard, 2001, p.26).” In this framework, investment, gentrification, and equitable devetopme
form a virtual cycle of neighborhood revitalization. However, in the current cliofate
decentralization and privatization, neither the intermediaries not the resnaoessary to
capture positive outcomes for low-income residents are guaranteed.

Unlike the local HOPE VI projects, the plan for Hope SF relied less on the momenht
the market and more on local state intervention to generate the opportunitiestédr capi
accumulation that would lead to gentrification and neighborhood change. Consistent with the
third wave of gentrification described by Hackworth and Smith (2002), the Hope SF
redevelopment projects were located further away from the centrakbaslistrict than previous
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efforts; they were positioned on the leading edge of reinvestment in thghboenoods; and

they were heavily supported by the efforts of the local state. Up to this paitrifigation in

these areas had been slow, if one could say it had happened at all. Hope SF planaezhte tak
of the worst housing on the block, bring investment into excluded neighborhoods, and in doing
so, open the door for further investment by private actors.

At presentations, public hearings, and community meetings, in written documents a
spoken testimony, people from city departments, the housing authority, and the demtlopm
team all repeated the same message: Change is coming. We can dgtaindease it to our
advantage, or we can watch it push us out. Explained one city staff person:

We will not create a sustainable future for current residetis are in peril
without an initiative like this. It can have a catalytic effémt the surrounding
neighborhood. These developments are the classic proverbial worst housing on
the block. They are holding back the surrounding community. When they are
redeveloped, there will be residual effects for the surrounding corhymiiople

will feel safer... Some folks would make a gentrification argumértie
neighborhood is changing anyway. If we can do it in a thoughtful waplge

will be in a better place when that happens (Interview, November 2007).

In this framework, gentrification is equated with neighborhood change. It stjpb:
gentrification is a force that cannot be stopped, but can be directed. Gertrificati
becomes a neutral force of change, the manifestation of market fomeskait can
displace families and ravage existing communities or, if it is carefudiyaged, it can be
used to achieve social benefits and to create public goods.

Having examined both the critical theoretical literature and the optimistic
practical literature, the next step is to ask if we should consider gattafiany
differently in the case of Hope SF given (1) it is public housing that is beingeleded,
and (2) residents are not being displaced.

Public Housing and Gentrification

Generally public housing is considered to be a barrier to gentrification, eghys
presence that discourages an influx of more affluent households and provides rentaoatrol f
subgroup of indigenous neighborhood residents. Improvements to public housing properties are
likely to result in increased property values in the surrounding area, but as longiat@udihg
units remain, they prevent the wholesale class change of the neighborhood. Provided tha
housing developments remain situated on public housing land, at least part of thateal est
within a neighborhood remains reserved for low income families into perpetuity availabke
for market exchange.

Public housing has functioned historically as a mechanism for regulating argan |
markets—keeping surplus land out of the market during periods when demand for urban land
was low. With a renewed interest in urban living and a push for cities to provideemerand
lively downtowns, cities are seeing new opportunities in their public housing stgksand
Hammel argue in their study of HOPE VI redevelopment that existingifigation makes the
integration of redeveloped public housing possible, and that in turn, the redevelopment of public
housing encourages more private market investment in a neighborhood (1999). Certdaaly, in t
case of San Francisco’s five HOPE VI projects, each was located in atyajedrifying
neighborhood that was well integrated into the urban fabric of the city. Even with@dditien
of market rate units, the redevelopment of public housing at each site contributed ting grow
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sense of improvement in each neighborhood. Following the completion of the HOPE W, projec
private investment in each neighborhood continued to expand. By the 2000 census, none of the
census tracts containing HOPE VI sites still qualified as high poveig.are

Redevelopment projects that transform public housing sites into mixed income
communities often include the valorization and then privatization of public housing latigh Wi
a redevelopment transaction, the PHA and its development partners must nesgutegesuch as
who will own the land, who will own the improvements, who will manage the properties, and
what will be the terms of any leases. Neither HOPE VI nor Hope SF providegpkate for how
to structure such agreements. Financing, unit counts, ownership, and other detaitkedeowio
on a project by project basis. As one city staff person who worked closely with giegbhy
development aspect of Hope SF pointed out, development conditions are dynamic. Pradjects wil
vary from site to site, but also from phase to phase within a single project. Tlee pastived
must have the capacity and experience to anticipate changes and adapt toivhéradRors are
much more likely than PHAs or other city agencies to have the approgkibde

HOPE VI provided public housing authorities across the country with an opportunity to
work with private sector partners and gain experience navigating the mgmkaetids related to
development while redeveloping their housing stock. These efforts genegaéstise. More
than a decade of HOPE VI resulted in a small collection of developers witltoaat@@putation
for their expertise in the redevelopment of public housing, firms such as Commuihitgrs in
Boston or McCormack Baron Salazar in Saint Louis, as well as a larderdafidevelopers who
have built up local or regional experience. Industry publications, awards tesestand
public housing industry conferences have helped to establish certain besepraatic
disseminate knowledge within the industry. In San Francisco, SFHA’s expemeth HOPE VI
has made both agency leaders and city officials confident that the redeestagrublic
housing can be successful when public and private entities work together. After augripltet
HOPE VI projects, the agency knows how to engage private partners, where to look for
financing, and what can be expected from the community at large. A modeleehfimm those
experiences which directly informed the efforts of Hope SF.

The first component of the San Francisco model was the commitment to presegwe e
unit of public housing in the city to the greatest extent possible. Explained oresiH
person:

The San Francisco model recognizes the importance of preseorimg housing

for very low income households. We do not have any other land. We do not have
any other sources of money to build housing for very low income peopileer
sources of affordable housing are for a different class of people. Thatiwarlks

favor. There is a commitment to preserving the affordable housaigve have.
Other cities are more willing to throw it away. If succésgebuilding public
housing, we were successful in that. (Interview, March 2007)

The first three HOPE VI projects in San Francisco resulted in a net 1886 aiits (18% of the
redeveloped units); however SFHA is careful to talk about those projects inaieledrooms,
rather than units. Because properties were rebuilt with larger unitse¢habetter suited to the
needs of current residents, the final count included an increase in bedrooms, but a olecrease
units. The city’s final two HOPE VI projects replaced every public housing uthtaxpublic
housing unit and added other affordable housing units to the site. Overall, San Branoiie!

is one of preservation.
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The next component of the San Francisco model was to partner with developers who
were capable of taking charge of the development side of the project. “Pickidgigveloper
partners is critical. These are very complicated deals with lots ofip#fad obstacles. It's very
easy to trip up without a good partner (Interview, March 2007).” SFHA preferred pisploat
teamed higher capacity developers who might even be national in scope with localratm
based developers. In the case of the Valencia Gardens project, that maaet deatlopment
team included both BRIDGE housing, a national non-profit developer with offices irathe B
Area, and Mission Housing Development Corporation, a neighborhood based community
development corporation.

The public side of the partnership facilitating each of the city’'s HOPEdjéqts
extended beyond the institutional boundaries of SFHA. Previous mayors had been involved in
choosing projects, keeping developers on the project, and contributing funding through MOH or
the prioritization of tax credit financing. Development in San Francisco iadlasge a political
process, and one that does not include SFHA. These projects could not have moved forward
without the buy-in of the mayor.

The third piece of the model was to leverage public resources to bring in additional
financing to the project. For federally-funded HOPE VI projects, HUD fundsged\wa starting
place for financing projects, but not enough to cover the entire cost of redeveloprsieaid |
HUD empowered local agencies to use a range of financial arrangeandrdebt structures to
finance their deals. Projects had to be attuned to the challenges and opportunitiésratriceta
conditions. Public goals of expanding affordable housing opportunities or achieving poverty
alleviation were secondary to creating a project that was politicalhfe and fiscally sound. On
the HOPE VI pages of SFHA'’s website, the agency praises changesrti fedalations which
make these types of public private ventures possible:

Mixed financing is the most important financing tool available tédSHfor]
revitalizing distressed public housing. It utilizes the formationest public and
private partnerships to ensure long-term sustainability of phblising. The goal

of mixed-finance development is to leverage or bring in substaedi@itional
public and private resources not previously available to SFHA. Asdiefderding

for public housing modernization dwindles and aging public housing capital
improvement needs soar, outside leveraged public and private resameces
critical for building market quality affordable replacement hogigBFHA Mixed
Financing Webpage, 2008).

Mixed-financing strategies bring in resources that would not otherwigelsan available to
public housing. The San Francisco model posits that market-based approalhes to t
redevelopment of public housing expand opportunity and improve the quality of the housing.
Beyond any ideological preferences regarding the proper role of government imghousi
most see the marrying of public and private entities to carry out these prgexipractical
necessity. To begin with, the public sector has proven unwilling to adequately therctlee
maintenance of these structures or their redevelopment. In San Foa&gistA recognizes that
it does not have the capacity to act as its own developer and this sentiment is glodyed b
agencies, city officials, and affordable housing developers in the region. Thetademands
of redevelopment require relationships with private sector partners whosdiea@ae more
suited to the work at hand than those of most public housing agencies. However, regardless of
how skillful or dedicated these new partners may be, they are by definition neoreditoward
the task of development and the demands of the local market than the protection ofestarial w
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and the provision of public goods. In its enthusiastic support of mixed financing, SFHA is
making a claim that if the federal government cannot save us, the markétlgavill.

Gentrification and Hope SF

As a starting place for understanding gentrification as it appliespe BF, | have
reviewed the gentrification literature, the claims surrounding equitkMelopment, and the
guestion of the relationship between public housing and gentrification. Based on this
investigation, | argue that Hope SF is indeed an example of policy that promuitéfscgé&on.
Because of the program’s close adherence to the principles of equitable develapahits
socially-minded objectives, | describe it as an example of gentrificatitw iputblic interest. Of
course, because the projects have not been built, it is difficult to predict whiy exbhappen
on the ground or how the project will play out over time. The Hope SF commitment to
preventing displacement and integrate social service planning into the develppojpectitadds
additional wrinkles to consider. The next two sections address the physical and human
development components of Hope SF respectively.
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B. Hope SF, Physical Redevelopment, and Hunters View

Public housing investment is shaping what a neighborhood and a city look like.
-Interview (February 28, 2007)

When the mayor and his staff decided to take on the challenge of redevelopingshe city
most severely distressed public housing sites, they were aware that teaypoweng into an
area that previously had been the purview of the Federal government. Beforelthey ful
committed city money to the effort, they wanted the source of the problem tablg cle
acknowledged as federal disinvestment. From their point of view, these sitefedezes land,
not city land, and the failure of public housing was a federal failure. The mayor vesualeer
these properties, but he did not want to be held accountable for the decay. Furtheemore, t
recent experiences of New York City gave city policymakers pausestaffer explained,
“Mayor Bloomberg gave $100 million out of the city budget to the New York Housing Atythor
as a one time emergency transfer to cover shortfalls when HUD was pdtifidked last year.
This year the New York City Housing Authority found that their budget had been cut by $100
million. HUD expected the city to cover that amount every year going fdrfiv&an Francisco
did not want to find itself in a similar position.

Ultimately, the mayor and his staff decided to move ahead with the progrartedbspi
potential risk to SFHA'’s budget. However, the preamble to the Hope SF princi@dyg plagints
a finger at the federal government as both the cause of the problem and theiémtitg
responsibility to fix it:

As a result of chronic underfunding by the federal government, theefatur
public housing in San Francisco and the nation is at risk. While méy/ fivelieve

that the federal government has a responsibility to increasaritdang) for public
housing, San Francisco must take action quickly to ensure no loss of public
housing in our city. (Hope SF Principles, 2007)

Embedded within the criticism of Republican policies and decreased federal fundiatsamne
finds a deeper criticism of the very idea of a federal housing program. Témetd makes a
claim that innovative metropolitan leadership can remedy federal failardsing so, they are
changing the direction of public housing. Their focus remains on maintaining gte@xi
number of units, not strengthening social citizenship. The authors are not maélhfpaa
strengthened federal housing program or greater leadership to stresgthed welfare programs
such as public housing. Their request for federal assistance is limited te@wcfeading and, in
turn, an expansion of the decentralization at the core of the US public housing system.

This Hope SF preamble both made the call to save public housing and answered it, and in
doing so, it claimed public housing for the city. The commitment to maintainingtyfe ci
current number of units of public housing stated in the principles was consistent vaity'the
progressive policy orientation and the mayor’s political platform. It waadet to reassure
potential critics that San Francisco would not follow the paths of Chicago anmdaAwhere
large numbers of units were lost when public housing was redeveloped. However, SF&A had
waiting list of approximately 52,000 families requesting public housing asséstihe
commitment to maintain the current unit count could also be understood as a commitment to
maintainonly the existing number of public housing units. Additional subsidized units on these
properties would be different from public housing, more flexible and for low incoimer tdan
very low income families. As the federal government retreated, the citgt@pping in to direct
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the future of these sites; however, the city had no intention of expanding the feegealcperat
these sites or increasing the number of units beholden to the restrictions of takgellkéc
housing program.

The transition from federal to municipal responsibility also changed theenaf the
endeavor. “Hope SF provides a vision for rebuilding our most distressed public housing sites
increasing affordable housing and homeownership opportunities, and improving quaiiy of |
for existing residents and the surrounding communities. (Hope SF Principlék)Hdape SF,
public resources would be extended beyond the provision of housing for very low income
families living on less than 30% AMI. The addition of affordable housing unita@satkethe
subsidy to families making up to 60% AMI. Not mentioned, but even more important are the
envisioned market rate units which will be built on the site, subsidized in part b¢baus
developer will not have to carry land costs. The intention of Hope SF was not to further the
original goal of the US public housing system to ensure that every familyaldetént home
and decent living environment” by providing a safety net for the country’s padtiesns. It
was to take sites that were distressed, add households earning higher jacamdsmately
create working neighborhoods that economically contributed to the city. In thistuwagnded
to return public housing lands and public housing residents to the city.

The Institutional Landscape

From the very earliest imaginings among SFHA staff and city poh&gns, Hope SF
was envisioned as a public/private endeavor. This relationship applied not only to who woul
redevelop individual sites or how the projects would be funded, but how the project would be
initiated, shaped, and carried out. Unlike urban renewal of the 1960s and 1970s, Hope SF did not
have a growth coalition pushing the program forward, and city leaders needed hdseaf
support to make the program possible.

In true San Francisco fashion, Hope SF was first an idea and then a taskforce. The
taskforce brought together leaders from relevant city departmentseasfatves from business
and labor, as well as residents and advocates. One high-level city staff pedoad in
creating the Taskforce described the participants in this way:

It was a group of people who represented political power in town. Were
specific constituencies represented there - non-profits, labor, buysiness
developers. There is a desire to touch and feel like this befong gupport to a

new initiative. It was also folks who had constituencies they needasstire. It's

a comfort level for some. Those are the people the Board of\B&grsrturns to.

This is a town where you need to go to that labor — to have peoplelyactive
engaged (Interview, November 2007).

Developers were deliberately left off the taskforce, in part due to cornbatriheir participation
would compromise the integrity of the group’s deliberations. A separaensystinform

developers and engage them in conversations about the process would be developed later. Th
objective of the taskforce was for members to inform city staféerd through them the mayor)
about what was needed and what was possible. The taskforce did not approve sites, sele
developers, or oversee projects. Instead, it provided an opportunity for the mayor dafl the s
people overseeing the process to generate a broad base of support for redevelopment and t
identify areas of concern that could derail the project in the future. Throughougtheibg

stages of the process, policy continued to be shaped at least in part to tbasedi¢his group.
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The Hope SF program required an unusual amount of interagency collaboration in
addition to the usual combination of public and private entities. The public sector thtthede
development team, SFHA, MOH, SFRA, other city departments and agencies, COO, and
philanthropic organizations. These entities brought different skills, resparmat times
different objectives to the overall Hope SF effort and to the specific pagatunfolded at each
Hope SF site.

Within the Hope SF endeavor, SFHA’s most important task was to contribute land.
However, that land was both underutilitized and occupied. These sites had becartre defa
reservations of the very low income. Residents could be neglected, forgotten, ladde:Xaut
for the most part, they could not be evicted. SFHA also managed the properties,eatifacat
resident participation, and maintained communication with HUD. As long as SFHé&dawe
property, HUD would continue to audit operations and the project had to be compliant with HUD
regulations.

The Mayor’s Office of Housing was the entity that provided the vision and the
momentum that carried Hope SF from a catchy phrase to an institutidngl fgey became
the central office for Hope SF, the body that carried out day to day oversigbtddgvielopment
projects, provided funding, and managed the interagency communication necessaryttemake
project work. Said one city insider, “If the city is going to invest, then they arapntity that
they can work with and trust. In this town it is MOH. It does not have to be that waweise
it might be another city department. (Interview, November 2007)” Through therid&fice
of Housing, other city agencies were brought in and engaged in the process. The agencies
participating in Hope SF included: San Francisco Redevelopment AgencgnHaenvices
Agency; Department of Planning; Department of Public Works; Department lof€hiYouth,
and Families; The Mayor’s Office of Community Development; Mayor’sc®fbf Economic
and Workforce Development; Communities of Opportunity; and the San FranciscedUnifi
School District.

The San Francisco Redevelopment Agency was a close institutional partner to the
Mayor’s Office of Housing. During Gavin Newsom'’s administration, both agerwere moved
to the same floor of a city office building. Then in 2007, Fred Blackwell replacecid/lRosen
as the director of the Redevelopment Agency. In his previous position as therdiféhe
Mayor’s Office of Community Development, Mr. Blackwell had already lekp relationships
with MOH and had been a central figure in the design of Hope SF. The Agency had Isener
standing development areas in Hunters View (Parcels A and B) and the Huaterst¢ was
located within Parcel A of the Hunters View Redevelopment Area. The Agenayhbrooney
to the table and a plan for the redevelopment area. They also brought requiremeifitsdfable
housing and local hiring. The Project Area Commission which oversaw community mgput a
approval in the redevelopment area added another level of oversight for thé projec

While the city family concerned itself with questions of policy, city sswj and the
nitty-gritty questions of finance, the nuts and bolts responsibility for the @hysibevelopment
of the site fell to the development team. The development team did what every dewalaju
do when engaged in a large urban project. They were arranging the financinggaed
adjusting the proforma, working with architects, acquiring permits, hadmgultants, managing
regulatory requirements, and hiring contractors and subcontractors as megdbd.Hunters
View project, they were also coordinating heavily with MOH and the Redevetdpkgency.
They were pursuing philanthropic dollars to cover pre-development costs or helppvith ga
financing. They were meeting with residents about everything from buildingnde®
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relocation plans to job training and designing services plans for residents ono®tlesl into
the new buildings. They were creating a social services plan for thensgeconstruction was
over.

A final category of partners in this endeavor was the philanthropic orgamgzahiat
were providing resources to the project. Their involvement is not limited tacfimg For
example, Enterprise Community Partners (ECP) was heavily involved in Hope SlaatedsH
View, at times serving as advisor, technical assistance provider, and fumdE&iBé& program
areas included mixed use housing, green buildings, and supportive services. Thesatjgmnga-
and accountability of funders is different from public agencies who are relsjeotasi
Commissions, the Mayor, the Board of Supervisors, interest groups, and voters. Whilerinhey
the entities most likely to bring in a sense of public good and public service to thegtaptne
most were no more local than HUD, their support over time was no more dependable Bhan HU
and their missions and programmatic areas of interest, even when consistentarger public
interest, were independent from the larger pursuits of social citizenship and supi@rt that
are often attributed to public social welfare programs.

San Francisco’s Non-profit Developers: Development in the Public Interest

San Francisco has a well-established community of developers, both non-profit-and for
profit, that focuses on affordable housing. It includes large regional develagetrsundreds of
employees such as Mercy Housing and Bridge Housing as well as smalieunitynbased
development corporations such as the Mission Community Development Corporation,
Tenderloin Neighborhood Development Corporation, and Asian Neighborhood Design. While
the presence of affordable housing developers in San Francisco is not uniqueaditg oathis
group is. Collectively, this group has built and managed tens of thousands of units of housing.
Says one observer of housing policy in San Francisco,

The Bay Area has the strongest infrastructure for affordadlsing development

in the U.S. The Bay Area non-profits are able to produce an extmaoydamount

of housing. Here we have large regional developers who aredoboathe city,

like Bridge and Mercy Housing. We also have [Community Developme
Corporations] like Bernal Neighborhood Development Corporation, Tenderloin
Neighborhood Development Corporation, Citizen’s Housing, Community
Housing Partnership. They are really savvy. They are \agpglde of pulling off
large, complex projects (Interview, June 2007).

A 1998 report investigating affordable housing strategies in the San Franciséodza
(Christensen, Sadik, and Lim) found that Bay Area affordable housing develayerdealing
with an increasingly complex development environment. Organizations were offetinig
multiple populations, incorporating diverse goals into their projects (sereicesomic
development, etc), and pursuing multiple sources of funding. At the same time ttihe sec
showed signs of volatility, and competition between affordable housing develoseos e
rise. Factors that affected where these developers chose to pursue projedésli
sociopolitical environment, housing need and opportunity, funding, availability of land, and
neighborhood opposition.

The Christenseat alreport identified considerable diversity among the 74 nonprofit
housing developers that were active in the Bay Area in 1996, “The organizatianalres
range from one to two persons operating out of a room in a small city to sophisticated
organizations professionally staffed and catering to markets acrossrdalifind in some cases
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across the United States (p.4).” In 1994 Edward David Morris investigated thez®ais€o
Bay Area’s Non-Profit Housing Development Community and found that two-thirdie afan-
profit developers in operation at the time had been in existence since 1980. The oldest had been
producing housing in the region since 1949. San Francisco alone had 18 different organizations.
Most of those developers come out of the tradition of community development and as a result
the majority focused on serving neighborhoods (Morris, p.8).”

This community has the necessary capacity to pull off both the redevelopmentiof publ
housing and the development of mixed-income housing. The presence of multiple fin@s
region creates competition and forces developers to keep their skills shappdmiag real
estate market like San Francisco, non-profit developers must be skilled atetepdeent
process, but also at fostering and maintaining the same types of relationshigeaigion-
makers that are often associated with for-profit developers. Reported oneyimksider:

The non-profit development community, in terms of San Francisco, hastham
20,000 units of non-profit affordable housing. This is in part becauseogpevsl
here have worked effectively with the City to get state money. They btiegity
skilled, savvy, and competitive. There are also folks in the preattor who are
interested in public housing and affordable housing and these new njoldels
public housing redevelopment] (Interview, June 2007).

At one meeting of the Hope SF taskforce, a participant suggested that Sasdéranci
consider other models for structuring its redevelopment projects, perhaps enkken8eattle
where the housing authority was the project developer; enabling the ageapyuie@ ¢che
development fees. A senior city staff person responded without pause, “There would bd no ne
to do that in San Francisco. We have a very strong community of non-profit developers.” The
Mayor’s Office of Housing had deep connections with the city’s non-profieldper
community and had provided funding for projects providing thousands of units of affordable
housing in the city. With the possibility of a public agency acting as developé&edtitile, the
next step was to shape a public/private partnership to carry out the work.

The San Francisco Housing Authority (SFHA) seemed content to leave the task of
development to the developers. This approach had resulted in a successful histoyletedom
HOPE VI projects even when SFHA was otherwise ranked as a low-perfaagengy. In these
endeavors, SFHA was responsible for housing very low income people and masaigiegtr
participation in a redevelopment project. One SFHA official explained, “Thetiydusts
business before philosophy. We are providers of public housing to low-income people.
Sometimes we lose our mission and get caught up in what is sexy. We think we areedgyvelop
not social service providers” (Interview, September 2006). The details otphgeivelopment
were handled by someone else.

In many ways, Hope SF was a continuation of the San Francisco model of HOPE VI
which used public/private partnerships and mixed financing to complete develomer-driv
projects. The housing authority owned the land, kept track of HUD reporting, and helped
facilitate a resident participation process, but the developer ran the pnogele the deals, and
collected the developer fees. Over the course of a redevelopment projegts ¢kl on the
property diminished as the developer’s role expanded. Because completed prejects
managed by the developer or by a private management firm, it was the developesnbti w
with the responsibility for residents in the end; although, SFHA remainedi¢hleditier for the
land under the new public housing buildings.
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The Funding Model

When SFHA issued the original RFQ to redevelop its remaining sevesélgssied sites,
the expectations of leaders within the agency was that adding market rate eristing low
density public housing sites would create sufficient cross subsidies to covelithe@sttof
redevelopment. In this model, the developer would “captur[e] the latent value of thegexist
underutilized site (MOH, 2009a)” and then use that value as capital to rebuild the publnghousi
units. SFHA left it up to developers to tell them how they would use mixed financatggses
to fund such a project.

The Hope SF Taskforce also considered how to generate funding for the program.
Organizers asked taskforce members to think about how the city could generatg fanthe
project beyond what was available through MOH and SFRA. Initially the taskéfiiscussed a
general obligation bond, but in California, a super majority (2/3) vote was aecésapprove
such bonds. The mayor had tried unsuccessfully in a previous election to pass a bond that would
finance affordable housing development in the city. It had been a very slinblb$se mayor
and his people had reason to be concerned that they would not be able generate sufficent publ
support to pass a bond.

Ultimately, policymakers in consultation with the city attorney’s offmend an answer
within the city’s charter. It empowered the city to take out debt to finan@sinicture or public
works related projects such as the construction of police stations or firehbasever, it also
included affordable housing as an item in that category. This debt would borrow dgainst t
future tax earnings generated by development on the site. Because Was itgblic land before
redevelopment, it did not generate tax revenue for the city. Simply by redexgtbpisite and
adding market rate units to the mix, the city would increase its future tax revdinie
approach required approval from the Board of Supervisors, but it did not require a supiy maj
approval from the general public in an open election. After receiving approvalifeoBoard of
Supervisors, the city committed $5 million a year for the next 30 years frgenesal fund to
set up a Hope SF Fund to be distributed by MOH.

The Hope SF financial model was built around the idea that developers could finance the
project at least in part by leveraging land values. This is where gaattah found its place at
the very center of Hope SF. The land was being provided to the developers at no cost. The new
units would be more affordable than units in other parts of the city because of thestimg e
negative issues that Hunters View buyers will have to deal with (SL Slatessodiates, 2008,

5).” A 2-bedroom, 1-bathroom unit in the first phase of the project was projected to lhase a
price of $382,000. San Francisco did not have units in that price range, and so developers would
be able to take advantage of pent up demand.

Both the financial models for the project and the pricing for the new units assurhed tha
property values at the site would increase from phase to phase of the develmupeentThe
Hunters View Market Feasibility Study pointed out that, “The appreciatierimé&dan Francisco
had averaged nearly 10% annually over the past 5 years (including 2% very go@hgleirs
weak market conditions) (SL Slate and Associates, 2008).” The pricing fioatithe project
anticipated appreciation as well as the ability to garner higher peresrabgdded value for
premiums such as end units or larger decks in the later phases of the project. ‘YNz ecibat
with each new phase that is completed, the new home community moves towards becoming a
strong neighborhood. With that change would come the ability to charge more fonthe vie
premiums.”
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Development would happen in three phases. The more the site appreciated frora phase t
phase, the more the developers will be able to charge for the units and the pressncise
with the units. There is room to debate whether the changes at the site could be ebnsidere
gentrification, although the question here is really one of boundaries. The neighborhood
surrounding the site can be expected to experience increased propertyaadiueth that,
gentrification. At the very least, the project would introduce the first wagermfifiers, people
who would help to stabilize the neighborhood but were likely to be displaced in futues Wwa
appreciation continued. At the same time, it would put checks on gentrification én Ppree
majority of the site would remain public or affordable housing.

Beyond the cross subsidy generated from the site itself, the funding becaiene m
variable and more competitive. Dollars from the Hope SF fund have been committed to four
projects at this time: Hunters View, Sunnydale, Potrero Terrace, and ¥éeStsirrts. The fund
had a set amount available to distribute each year and the developersd@rtipests had to
apply for the funding when they were ready to make use of it. Conflicts were patsibdleral
projects request funding at the same time. Philanthropic dollars as well a®hthe state and
federal money came from specific pots which were earmarked for sgeodi of projects. The
developers would have to apply for that money, which involves resources. It also put Hope SF
projects in competition with other affordable housing projects in the city, state, o na
including other Hope SF projects. Figure 3 provides a breakdown of the various funding source
anticipated for the affordable housing component of the Hunters View project.

Figure 3. Anticipated Sources of Financing for
the Hunters View Redevelopment Project

@ Sales Proceeds
m Hope SF Fund
O Low-Income Housing

Tax Credits
O Local Redevelopment

| Private Funds

O Uncommitted State/
Federal Funds

Mayor’s Office of Housing. (2009a)

The funding model for Hope SF as promoted in the Hope SF literature continued to tout
the cross-subsidy as the primary mechanism for funding the public housindaddlzé
housing components of the Hunters View project. Figure 3 replicated a breakdown of the
Hunters View funding that was included in a 2009 MOH brochure on the Hunters View project.
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The figure showed that the cross-subsidy accounted for more than 50% of the total foinding f
the project. Federal subsidies were anticipated, but had yet to be dedicateacdtheyted for
only 12% of the project funding and were equal to the city’s contributions (SFHA modélgea
Hope SF fund).

The Model in Practice: Financing Hunters View

In practice, financing the project has been complicated. First of all, everhthouging
prices in San Francisco are high, they are not high enough to generate sufirgikerstt® cover
all the costs of redeveloping every public housing unit on a given site. The arbetmate units
will be geared towards middle class families; they are not going to beg ltowers. Also, the
housing market underwent significant changes during the course of Hunters/Nde this
“correction” in the housing market only slightly brought down housing prices in Sanse@anc
it made market rate projects more difficult to finance. In addition, the topogodphg Hunters
View site has proven to be a greater challenge than expected, incieragang expenses.

The developers of the Hunters View project expect to replace the current 267 public
housing units with 800 units that are a mix of public housing, affordable housing, affordable
home ownership, and market rate units. Market rate will account for 40% of the ttdddwitti
Public housing will account for 33% and the rest (27%) will be affordable units andadffer
homeownership units. In September 2009, the total cost of the entire project waseestim
upward of $450M.

The Hunters View site is still in predevelopment. The on-going uncertainty with
mortgage and lending markets in 2009 has changed some of the original intentions for how
Hunters View would be developed. Initially all three development phasesavesatain all
three types of housing: public housing, tax credit affordable units, and marketitater he
development team has been able to secure public funding for both types of subsidizetunits, bu
the market rate units have proven to be more difficult. As a result, the first pilasat iwmclude
market rate units.

The development team formalized their relationship into an entity callecsuwiew
Associates, L.P. (HVA). It consisted of The John Stewart Company, ldupant Affordable
Housing, Inc. (a subsidiary of Ridgepoint Nonprofit Housing, Inc.), and Devine & Guong, |
Each phase of the rental housing will be owned by a limited partnership with Huigers
Associates, L.P. as the general partner (responsible for day-to-day managé the project)
and a tax credit investor as the limited partner (which has limited involvemémst day-to-day
operations). There will likely be a different limited partner for each plizaszh building will
include a mix of public housing and non-public housing affordable units. HVA will lease the
land underneath the rental units from SFHA under a long-term ground lease. SFiHAv&ilin
option to purchase the rental buildings after 20 years. The various public funding soudegs nee
to build the residential units will impose income restrictions on the property feasit35 years.

Infrastructure costs are paid through a number of sources. The lartpesSiate Prop 1C
infill infrastructure grant program which was approved $30M for the Hunters Vigj@agbr
earlier this year. SFRA has committed $16,087,186 to date and these funds artedssihia
Master Planning Predevelopment (all phases) and Phase | predevelopmemtsanatton for
both Rental and Ownership units as well as infrastructure. These are loathatrate
committed to the developer (Hunters View Associates, L.P.) and carry theestnaions and
requirements that any of our affordable housing funding would carry though they'feetchtmi
accommodate the other lenders and the unique structure of this deal (smhissudsasuch as
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how the loans are secured). HVA will build the streets and then dedicate thencitg.thbe
parks will be privately owned, most likely by a master homeowners associattich, will
include the rental building owners and the for sale building owners. At the tirnis ofrtting,
HVA and SFHA had not yet come to an agreement about whether the land beneatkalee for
units would be transferred to the new owner or leased. Parties involved in the reggotiati
reported that it seemed likely the ownership of the land would transfer with th&salierms
of the long-term ground lease were also in negotiation, but were likely to Bai&b y
The total projected cost for the Hunters View redevelopment project as of July 2009 w
$246,197,852. This number included both hard costs and soft costs (architecture, permits/fees,
financing fees, developer fee, and others). Expenses can be broken down into thoeesate
Demolition, Residential, and Infrastructure and Development. The projectedarosasi
category were as follows: Demolition ($3,529,844), Residential ($195,678,940), and
Infrastructure and Development ($46,989,069). Because the land was SFHA land, thetsand cos
for the project were $0. The development team is paid exclusively through the devel@genent f
which for this project was $1.2 million. Table 3 provides an overview of the projectedsofirce
funding for the total project.

Table 3. Funding Sources for Hunters View Redevelopment Project

Category Source Amount

City San Francisco Redevelopment Agency $ 29,329|435
Hope SF Fund $30,111,896

State Multi-family Housing Program Loan Funds $ 20,000,000
Infill Infrastructure Grant program (Prop. 1C) $ 30,000,000

Federal SFHA — HOPE VI $ 16,000,000
SFHA — Federal Stimulus money $ 18,687,376
SFHA — Public Housing Replacement Factor Funds $ 1,029,323
SFHA — Neighborhood Improvement Grant $ 1,291,857
Affordable Housing Program of the Federal Home$ 3,500,000
Loan Bank

Private Tax Credit Equity $ 77,127,930
First mortgage $ 9,366,876
Developer capital (from grants) $ 303,170
Net proceeds from lot sales $ 9,450,000

TOTAL $246,197,852

San Francisco Redevelopment Agency @ILI2009)

The table above provides a snapshot of the development team’s funding assumptions as
they were captured in the project proforma at a particular moment in tinomeAsf the city
staff people helping to facilitate the project explained:

The entire proforma is a succession of assumptions and becabaeibthanges
constantly. Some of the Federal Stimulus is an assumption, tHentS coming
from the State are committed but that doesn't assure thathsogheton't happen
to the State budget again and make those funds un-releasable. Ti@ret#x
Equity is based upon certain assumptions that we feel are addesobut the tax
credit market changes and that figure could go down (or up). That dhidKI
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that most of the sources are fairly reliable and/or commitieer than the HOPE
VI [funds] (Personal Correspondence, September 23, 2009).

The projected breakdown of funding sources by category reported in the MOHilédraned
out to be quite different than how the project actually played out. Figure 3 provides a breakdow
of funding coursed based on the SFRA funding summary for the project.

Philanthropic organizations have been another source of funding for Hope SF.
Occasionally this money came without conditions or an agenda. For example, dhe Loc
Initiatives Support Corporation (LISC) gave the John Stewart Company a $5800inghe
first years of the Hunters View Project. The grant was becausetht&@ht the project was a
good one and it fell into the categories of work that LISC supported. However, ntosttiofie,
funders have program areas that come out of their missions and are intended tolseipport t
theories of change. When they give money, they are looking for specific outtmahesay or
may not be in line exactly with what the developers are trying to do. For examplFord
Foundation selected the Hunters View project as a recipient for a $1 milldevptepment
loan. With that came an addition $200,000 to fund an evaluation and programmatic work.
Enterprise Communities has been deeply involved in shaping the Hope SF program and
specifically the Hunters View project. Enterprise has a green buildigggomoas well as its
community development work. They have pushed heavily for green building to be a priority
within the Hope SF program.
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C. Planning for Human Development at Hunters View

Severely distressed public housing developments are differentiatedofham
public housing developments by the tremendous isolation and lack of attention
that the former receive in virtually all areas of service \aly. These public
housing communities are often abandoned by the very institutions that exist to
serve the over-whelming needs of low-income families.

The Final Report of the National Commission

on Severely Distressed Public Housing (1992)

Hope SF’s development without displacement approach extends the project of
development beyond the boundaries of real estate to include the residents themasiyes. E
aspect of the project considers the elements of both physical and human development. Pre
development focuses on finalizing designs, meeting regulatory requirementdljragnahfi
financing gaps. It also directs services at residents to prepare théra tdranges to come. “The
goal of the pre-construction period is to stabilize existing families so Hretake advantage of
the unprecedented housing and economic opportunities created by Hope SF. Sartived st
before demolition begins to ensure that resident's needs are addressed yeberapti that
support continues throughout the redevelopment process. (http://www.sfha.org/hopesf/
more_than_housing.hifhThese transactions are designed to resemble the market, but they are
in fact meticulously constructed and facilitated in conjunction with the state.

While the Hope SF principles take a strong stand that public housing residents will not be
moved, the other side of that statement is that they cannot be moved. The public housing land
comes occupied with residents who must remain in place. Current residents ecsiurged
for in the midst of the transaction. These individuals have been bonded to the land, or perhaps
bound to it. Their claim to accessing opportunity receives legitimacy fromlelases.

The combination of public housing, affordable housing, and market rate housing that is
being constructed in each phase of the Hunters View project is described as aladdsing
The idea behind the housing ladder is that it allows residents to progress up and out obgoverty
providing housing at varying levels of affordability. So while gentrifarats typically
characterized as an existing set of low income residents being repjaaettty set of more
upwardly mobile residents, in this case the expectation is that the low incodentesvill
become transformed with their neighborhood. They will join their higher incomaga
neighbors on the upper rungs of the housing ladders, leaving room on the bottom for the next
group of people who need assistance moving up and out.

Hope SF attempts to create positive outcomes for both public housing households and the
surrounding neighborhoods and explicitly links the positive transformation of one to positive
outcomes in the other. It calls for a physical, institutional, social, and ecot@msformation of
the site. The Hope SF policy of redevelopment with retention necessitates Haxibte and
robust attention to service delivery as well as community building, tenant tyalpaitiling, and
the identification and support of existing social service networks in the commitipiigces the
point of intervention not on the individual or the unit of housing, but on the resident community.
Rather than push residents into situations where they might not have access toaew soci
networks, it seeks to strengthen the capacity of existing social structueet the needs of its
members. It brings the city to public housing residents while inviting public hotesidgents
back into the city.
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Hope SF advocates claim that because residents are not being displaced| tieegble
to benefit from redevelopment and the result will be true neighborhood renewalopbesF
Service Connection Plagxplains:

Hope SF is a critical piece of a larger puzzle that thg Sitputting together
connecting both physical and development and human development to transform
some of our most disconnected communities. Hope SF, along with infrasgruct
improvement such as the Third Street Light Rail, business developinegtthe

3 Street Corridor, and the Shipyard Redevelopment project provide ¢deche
changes in the environment to revitalize struggling communitiesa8tite City
learned from its experience in the Fillmore, physical dgwakent without a
parallel human development effort often results in gentrificatiod a
displacement. (2009)

This section investigates three components of Hope SF’'s human developmenhptogra
program’s emphasis on integration, the Rental Assistance Plan, and thevexdenkil services
planning process.

Integration, Not Relocation

At first glance, the Hope SF initiative can be understood within a fairylatd
framework of urban expansion. Given the high land values in San Francisco, its location on a
peninsula, and the strong local preferences for buildings under four storiesyéhens a
opportunities for expansion within the borders of the city. The proposed Hope SF sites
encompass most of the remaining large parcels of land within the city which could iokeeEahs
to be underutilized. As a representative of SFHA explained, “It's about the higlldsést use
of the land. (Interview, March 5, 2007)”

Because the Hope SF sites are public housing, each project takes resenatthfetie
public housing land, and makes it available for private development. Hoping to prevent the
neighborhood dissent and community upheaval created by previous generations of
redevelopment, the city officials and policymakers creating the progeae taken eminent
domain and displacement off the table. Low income households are promised a righihttoret
their spot on the map. The one for one replacement of public housing units is a fundamental
tenant of the program, mentioned in every document, hearing, and conversation regapding
SF. The principle of one for one replacement is accompanied by a commitment tb phase
development. In the case of Hunters View, redevelopment has been broken into three phase
Each phase will entail only one piece of the property. The rest will remaint.iiReEgidents may
be moved from one area of the property to another to accommodate the demolition and
reconstruction of buildings, but the development team and city staff people have gdrtiraise
they will never be removed from the property entirely.

Hope SF gives credence to a historical connection to place. “We want the pbople w
have been living in this distressed community for 20 or 30 years to be able to mogéne new
rebuilt community. We have a commitment to decrease displacement to thstgtegtee
possible. (Interview, April 2007)” The commitment to “minimize displacemenxistiag
residents by phasing development and emphasizing on-site relocation” thabistpea first
Hope SF principle comes into play once again. As the previous chapter explainedi reside
transformation is linked to the physical transformation of the public housing site. This
connection is powerful enough to the foundations of the Hope SF program, that it overshadows
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other traditional elements of the discourse surrounding the redevelopment of public housing
such as choice.

At one of the monthly resident meetings to discuss redevelopment, | observed the
following:

The topic of Section 8 vouchers came up. A resident mentioned a cousin
who had been relocated during the course of the North Beach HOPE VItprojec
and had been given a Section 8 voucher. She was now living in Oakland with her
family in a small single family home. The resident wanted to kndwyfwould
have that choice too. Other residents chimed in, “Yeah, what if wse&keof it
here. What if we want to move?” “They got vouchers, why can't we?” hdesn
of the development team tried to explain that North Beach was a HOPE VI project
and this was not. They did not have vouchers available to them. Then a
community organizer hired by Communities of Opportunity stood up. She
introduced herself to the group and explained that while she didn't live on the
site, she had people who did, and she had spent plenty of time there. She cared
about what happened there. Then she told those present that they didn't want to
move. This was their place. These changes were for them. Why would they want to
go somewhere else? Why would they want to leave the city?

The meeting soon broke up and no one felt the need to respond to the organizer’s questions. |
saw in her comments the operationalization of the concern among high-lev&aftfityeople
regarding African American outmigration. While the development team spokeddférence
between HOPE Viand Hope SF, specifically noting that while that program delquadple

even if it was in the form of offering vouchers, this program would not. However, thezegani
trained by people at COO for the purpose of engaging residents in the developmesst @mdce
keeping lines of communication open through informal living room meetings haceedtff
message. This is your place. These are your changes. Leave here, and yiie leiye

Rental Assistance Program (RAP)

In early 2007, advocates from the Bar Association of San Francisco’s Voluetgr L
Services Program (VSLP), Bay Area Legal Aid, ACORN, Evictions sdfeCollaborative, and
Housing Rights Commission began to notice a disturbing increase in public housing evictions
memo from VSLP written in mid-2007 regarding this topic noted that SFHA fileclaoio1 66
evictions against its conventional housing tenants in 2006. Of these, 130 (78%) were filgd duri
the four months spanning September through December 2006, and 38 (23% of total) were filed
on the two days of December 28-29 alone. At the time the memo was written, 56% of those
eviction cases had already resulted in the tenants losing their housing and an unknown numbe
more were likely to lose their housing later as cases continued or familiesimable to meet
the payment schedule established in their settlement agreements. The edictepthat based
on the number of evictions that had already been filed in 2007, SFHA was on track to evict more
than 200 families that year.

The increase in evictions stemmed from a number of events happening simultaneousl|
To begin with, every year there are households who fall behind on their rent, oftenessitihe r
of an unforeseen emergency (VSLP, 2007). SFHA's eviction procedures welg/langt
complicated, further compounding the problem. Often by the time the tenant begéenzesétt
conference with SFHA, the total amount of back rent owed was beyond an amount s/he could
reasonably repay. The next factor was that SFHA had begun to regularly uss idtéDiet-

103



based Enterprise Income Verification (EIV) system to confirm thateets were properly
reporting their household incomes. HUD describes EIV as “a web-based, steeadfgystem”
and praises its ability “to share income data in other federal datab#sesiblic housing
authorities to improve their income verification process (O'Halloran, 20073&Be SFHA

rents are set at 30% of a household’s income, underreported income means underpayment of
rent. While in some cases tenants had tried to report increases in household incomdéfand SF
had failed to make the proper adjustments, the result was still the samee$anaike now being
charged for back rent owed. When they were unable to pay it, they often found thenashges f
eviction proceedings. The third factor, which did not directly contribute to theamacbut
certainly added to the sense in the community that a problem was afoot is th&MHeps
underway at Hunters View.

The nine-page VSLP memo was the first response by local public housing advocates to a
troubling trend in public housing evictions. In the memo they detailed the nature oblihenp
and also made suggestions to improve SFHA policies and procedures regarding tenat inc
verification, rent collection, and eviction procedures. Their policy suggestions idchaearly
intervention system to resolve back rent issues, back rent caps for non-paymemtngasesd
training of property managers, improved methods for adjusting rents either up or dowa when
tenant’s financial situation changes, and the implementation of systemndteruitable methods
of working out repayment plans with tenants. The memo also pointed out that that Skl¢d nee
to take into account its failure to provide either services or habitable units forahgrey
households facing eviction. They asked for an amnesty on back rents until tenanesrhaxhiee
fully informed of the new EIV system and until SFHA corrected their systathaecounting
errors.

The memo was effective. It was soon circulated not just to SFHA, but also M®OH a
other parties involved in Hope SF. Tenants at the Hope SF properties weilg aloeaed that
SFHA would evict them to save expenditures on moving costs and to make way fornatarket
consumers, and the memo provided proof that the number of evictions had increased since the
roll out of Hope SF. It also spoke to another problem, that of management and accounting errors
within SFHA. MOH requested that SFHA conduct a file audit of rent paymentsdior ea
household at the Hunters View property. They wanted to know who was really in risk of being
evicted for non-payment of rent. They were shocked to discover that at least 60% of the
households living on the site were behind in their rent and that the problem went beyond non-
payment of rent. SFHA did not always calculate rent correctly, at timeswdening
households with rent costs that they could not afford. In some cases, tenants eskling
rents because of needed repairs. Other times, tenants would choose not to pay thaen
they learned that their neighbors had not been paying rent. If SFHA followed thrahghevi
evictions it was legally entitled to do for nonpayment of rent, most of the developmedt woul
have to leave. To further complicate matters, owing back rent not only left tenaresable for
eviction, it took them out of good standing with SFHA.

The status of “good standing” is one of the primary criteria used to deterpuidia
housing resident’s right to return after a property is redeveloped. The fomderdécretary for
Public and Indian Housing at HUD, Orlando Cabrera, described the concept of good standing
and its importance within the context of redevelopment when he provided testimony tosSongre
about the HOPE VI program. He said:

In terms of reoccupancy, HUD currently requires that all HOR grantees
provide original residents first right of return to the revziadi site. However, first
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right of return is only open to residents that remain in good stamdihgthe
housing authority. In many cases, residents are in bad standimgheiagency
because of criminal activity on the site, lease violations orratseies that
undermine public safety and community stability. (2007)

The exact definition of good standing is set by each housing authority. At a minintaquires
that tenants are current on rent and have no outstanding fees owed to the housing #uthority.
may require other factors such as no criminal charges of any kind, evidenfetsftefachieve
self-sufficiency, or citizenship status. HUD is deliberately vague orndpis as well as the

larger topic of reoccupancy criteria, believing that to do otherwise “waultesident and
housing authority efforts to screen tenants and define the standards of theurgcgnoonsistent
with local concerns (Cabrera, 2007).” While Hope SF is a local program, inmemaavily
influenced by the rules and regulations as well as the guiding philosophies of MOBEy
leaders remain optimistic that future projects will receive HOPE VI fuenus as a result,

projects closely adhere to HOPE VI guidelines. The requirement of goodrgjaediains.

Once the problem had been identified, the staff people at MOH, COO, and SFHA came
together to find a solution. They rolled out a pilot project called “Back on track’asexd |
expanded the project, calling it the “Rental Assistance Program (RAP)RARestandard
operating procedures explain that the mission of the program is “to ensurarteat residents
of Hunters View are provided with the simplest possible process to transition into Godt§
and secure housing in the redeveloped Hope SF housing (Saez, 2008).” It goes on to say that
“Hunters View was the chosen location to implement RAP based upon its selectierfiest t
Hope SF redevelopment location.” The program is innovative and timely. It provides ateoncr
example of the type of results promised by advocates of localization and acdpestifpractice
that could be adopted by other local governments hoping to take on the redevelopment of public
housing while keeping residents in place. It shows that decentralization capsfdcilitate
flexibility, creativity, and positive local outcomes.

RAP began in March 2008. It has four components:

1) Work with residents to determine current rent and back owed amounts (“rigigt sizi
rent”);

2) Provide incentives for on-time rent payments;

3) Establish new, affordable payment plans for tenants who owe back rent, allowingpthem
come into “Good Standing”; and

4) Forgive any remaining balance after two years of timely paymté&tebt(relief”).

A tenant becomes involved in the program when s/he begins conversations with an SFHA
property manager, SFHA Office of Fair Housing staff person or independent adsat=ste to
evaluate their current rent and the total amount of back rent owed. Ultimatel\aRREALA

received funding from the Hope SF fund to do this work. Once these totals have bedn agree
upon, a payment plan is set up. The monthly payment toward back rent cannot equal more that
7.5% of a household’s monthly income, which would put total monthly payments to SFHA with
rent at 37.5% of the household’s monthly income. Once the payment plan is agreed upon, tenants
then have one week to make a down payment equal to half of their current rent. Uponasigning
Payment Plan, the household qualifies for a one time Maintenance Fee Waiveminated all
outstanding maintenance fees.
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The program includes other incentives as well. All tenants are elfgigbayment
incentives. After three consecutive on-time payments, the household remstvekthe
following:

1) If current on rent, the household receives a $150 gift card;

2) If the household’s payment plan will pay off all back rent within two years, the household
also receives a $150 gift card;

3) If the household owes more in back rent than can be paid off within two years, the
household will receive a $150 credit towards back rent.

Failing to make three consecutive payments one three month period does not affect a
household’s eligibility for the next three month period. The incentive plan silfda two years
and COO pays for the gift cards. The final incentive is the “debt reliefhtivee After two
years of timely payments, any outstanding balance is forgiven and paid off ong@ngeacy
rental assistance funds from the Human Services Agency.

The RAP uses a carrot AND stick approach to achieve the desired outcome from tenant
While it was structured to include numerous incentives for residents to engage in amaecont
with the program, there are serious repercussions for those who fall short of themeats.
RAP is a one-time offer available only to residents who are not in the processtioinefar a
cause other than non-payment of rent. Residents will be considered in defaultifethety
more than four times in two years and will be ineligible to continue. The opepatingdures
explain,

The Primary goal of the Hunter’'s View Rental Assistance Rmg{RAP) is to
ensure that all residents continue occupancy and are afforded oppestuni
become active participants in the planning of the redevelopment of the
community. Additionally, we strive to change the behavior of tenahts have
become accustomed to not paying their rent. The behavior charsgeictured
through positive reinforcement practices such as maintenanceafgersy rent
credits, and gift cards. However, it is also critical that b@st negative
behaviors be addressed with repercussions such as 14-day “pay or vacate” notices
Each 14-day notice that is mailed includes information on enrollmenRAP. It

is out intention to provide support to residents who aim to achieve gamudirgy.
Unfortunately, some residents choose not to receive the support provithedto
and SFHA must respond with consistent action; including proceeditgthet
eviction of residents (Saez, 2008)

Rent notices (including amount owed for payment plan) are mailed out by SFHA o'tk 25
each month. Residents are expected to pay their total monthly amount Byothesh month.

On the 18 of the month, 14 day “pay or vacate notices” are printed out and delivered to the
appropriate office within SFHA. The property manager goes through the raxtidesmoves

any with recent payments. On thé"Lehe property manager serves all outstanding 14 day
notices in person. This is entered into a common system. The Fair HousingcO&udes to see
who has been served a notice and prioritizes outreach to that household. From these, the ca
would continue through a now standardized set of procedures. Tenants have the opportunity to
adjust their payment plans or seek outside assistance for more complex isusesalved
cases are sent to SFHA'’s legal department by the end of the month. Evictiorreastnen
resolved or tenants are removed from the property by the end of the third month (demn S
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Letter to Hunters View Residents regarding Hope SF Resident Assi§teogram, n.d.). In the
case of Hunters View, good standing becomes an indication that a tenant can ackmaeto
behavioral expectations over a prolonged period of time. Paying rent on time and phseng of
debt allows residents to earn their place in the new development.

Through RAP, SFHA has been able to double the amount of residents on a payment
program. This effort will help tenants transition to good standing and secure housing in the
redeveloped HOPE SF housing complex. Of the 151 units at Hunters View, 135 are now current
on rent and participating in the payment program. All of the remaining resitirédeen
engaged by outreach workers. As Interim Executive Director, Miriam 8aete in her letter to
Hunters View residents explaining the program,

This plan givesveryresident the opportunity to address any back rent issues and
get in good standing in time for the new development at Huntew.\XVe are
moving beyond the issues of the past and look forward to working withllytmu a
build a community in which all current residents benefit from Hope SF.

Social Service Planning

The first phase of social service planning for a Hope SF project focuses paritiae of
time leading up to the physical relocation of residents and the first round of tiemafi
structures on the property. Because Hope SF attempts to address BOTH thehdmphysical
aspects of poverty, the planning of social services has been as central $& tfe ta
redevelopment as the physical planning of the site. A pamphlet by MOH tittgue“BF: More
than Housing” explains, “To attain out goals for vibrant, mixed income communities, Hope S
must create a bridge between the immediate needs of existing public hessilegts and the
future needs of an economically diverse community (2009b).” Social servicesray@la@ned
and put into place in order to create a bridge that will move residents successfltipé
Hunters View of today to the Hunters View of tomorrow. The City and County of San
Francisco’s Service Connection Plan adds that, “One of the major challénigssimtiative
will be to ensure that those efforts connect where needed, and that comiom mitt
stakeholders whose interests span both efforts be coordinated (2008).” Table 4 shows the
planned physical and human development components and where they fit with the lasger Hop
SF development strategy.

Table 4. Hope SF Development Strategy

Physical Development Human Development

Primary interface| With developers With city departments, CBOs,
and residents

Planning = Planning/approvals = Supportive services
responsibilities | =  Unit Mix = Relocation
= Financing = Resident capacity building

Community spaces Resident engagement/

community building

The Services Connection Plan divides Hope SF efforts between the physical and human
development efforts of the program. The table below outlines how responsibiktiesided
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between the two. Within the Human Development arena, the program is further dinaed i

three phases: the phase leading up to demolition, the phase during demolition and construction,
and the final phase covering reoccupancy and beyond. The issue of service plannirgj was f
brought before the Hope SF taskforce on September 17, 2008. At that time, Hope SF
representatives from MOH and the Redevelopment Agency explained thatssocie¢s had

been broken into two phases for each site, and that each phase would require its own social
service plan. The first plan covers services for the pre-development dtagpaiit would be

carried out by city agencies. The second would begin with the breaking of gtcusdea That

plan would be a site-specific long-term services plan, created and implemeiied by
development team and its consultants “in the revitalized community (Hope EBrcas2008).
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D. A Return to the City or a Sorted City? Four Contradictions within the Hope SF Model

There is also a risk for social engineering and environmental determinism. People
are saying look, these changes do not help us feed our children or buy
medication. We do not bring social services to the table. We build things.

- Interview, September 2007

Inclusion is not as straight forward as Hope SF would suggest. While a profgram
gentrification in the public interest may indeed be the best tool available tlgéa@anments for
bringing much needed capital and revitalization into spaces of exclusion such as Niawge it
will never provide a right to housing or guarantee a living wage. Instead, |thajube inherent
tension between capital accumulation and social goals in Hope SF will underminpahsiex
goals of the program and facilitate a geography of differentiated gaviehin the city. These
tensions are manifest in four unresolved contradictions within the model’s faakdd)
choice, (2) time, (3) deservingness, and (4) boundaries.

Choice

The first unresolved contradiction | have identified is that of choice versus oppartunit
City officials describe Hope SF as a program of integration, not relocatierdi$course
surrounding the program emphasizes that redevelopment will bring opportunity, but is
surprisingly void of the mention of choice, a mainstay of the HOPE VI discourse. While
residents are put front and center in their own sorting and the shaping of theitfajectories,
they do so with a severely constrained set of options. Within this contextdlifoiiteices” come
to mean expanded “opportunity.”

The tension between choice and opportunity has emerged at least in part from the local
context. The architects of the program were rightfully concerned with despéad and
deliberately designed the program in such a way that displacement would imézexdhiFirst of
all, gentrification is a well-established topic of protest in San Frandssplacement had to be
minimized if the program was to be politically viable. Secondly, policymakersaveaee of the
African American outmigration happening in the city and did not want the regavent of
these sites, where a majority of the households were African Americamderieate the
problem. Finally, because the program is a local initiative and not currentlydfbbydbe HOPE
VI program, SFHA did not have Section 8 vouchers it could use to relocate households. The end
result was that everyone would stay in place.

However, as the Hunters View project moved closer to breaking ground, the
displacement question became more complicated. The soil in the Bayviews-Hootetr
neighborhood contains naturally existing asbestos. Residents were at nekdased
respiratory problems if they remained on site during construction. Some disabletdidss
could not be relocated onsite because accessible units were not available. Quensipgly
wanted to leave. Some of the same staff people who had been passionate aboutgsess
networks and keeping residents on site began to advocate that residents be given the choice
leave. The risks of staying became higher than the risks of relocating.

It is important to note that | did not find any evidence that either the Hope SF
policymakers or the various individuals implementing the program are attgnptiorce
residents to stay on site. From the first whisperings of the program, the thdesgdlatement
was cause for concern, and a great amount of effort went into mollifying tteaoseVi¢hat is
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interesting is how opportunity came to replace choice once displacement wesstaffle. By
keeping residents in place, policymakers can take a geographic approaclsiogiaty
services. In turn, a household’s ability to access services becomes connecteel &s plall. A
hybrid citizenship begins to emerge from this tension where one’s ability torrémthe city
becomes connected to one’s ability to remain in this place.

Time

The Hope SF framework never addresses the question of time. The program puts an
emphasis on preventing the displacement of current residents; however, futurépusiig
residents as well as the future generations of current public housing residents deivethe
same consideration. These future tenants will face different screencegpes, rental criteria,
and a much more expensive neighborhood for housing. Households are keeping their place on
the site and gaining access to opportunity in exchange for a place for thenerckvho would
be unlikely to be able to afford to live in the community. Displacement is likedgdur, but in
much more diffuse ways and in the future.

The question of time is addressed in part through the inclusion of “housing ladders” and
progressive social services that extend from addressing the critical andiatemeeeds of
families in crisis in the short term to neighborhood-based amenities in thieiuearthat serve a
wide range of families. The program’s emphasis on opportunity is closelyatedrie
expectations for workforce development. Over time, poor households are expected ® becom
upwardly mobile. Progress becomes the implicit answer to the threat of dispfdacem

Deservingness
This contradiction is one of housing deservingness versus the legitimacy a howssehold’

claim to a place in the community. Context comes into play here. Many of the househbkils i
Bayview-Hunters Point neighborhood can trace their tenure back to displacemne&an
Francisco’s Fillmore neighborhood during urban renewal in the 1960s and 1970s. City leade
are very interested in correcting that historical abuse and as a resiikerto see residents’
claims to their community as legitimate. On the other hand, San Francssaonating list of
52,000 households waiting for public housing assistance. Each spot is immensely \aaidable
many would argue that each of those families have just as much of a claim to tharopeser
that Hope SF will bring.

Not city officials, SFHA staff people, nor members of the development team havg ope
discussed what will happen with the residents who cannot/will not meet the ¢éxpsobd the
new developments. Good standing has been defined liberally to allow as manytsessde
legally allowable to make it into the new development. However, from there nesasia will
apply. As the final severely distressed sites are redeveloped, those ehae will find
themselves unable to access housing in the city. Their silence on this issuelraaikés t
guestion of who deserves housing into a technical one — who can honor their lease? The social
contract will be replaced by the rental contract.

Boundaries

To a certain extent, the gentrification question in this case is so dependent ounetlod iss
boundaries that it becomes irrelevant. It is easy enough for policymakesute ¢hat no public
housing residents are displaced from the site. The Hope SF principle aaillthg bne for one
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replacement of public housing units means that even if current households move on, the subsidy
will remain for future tenants and the same level of affordability.

However, Hope SF is intended to serve as a neighborhood revitalization effortragasmuc
a program to revitalize public housing sites. The same protections that episbliarhousing
residents have not been put into place for residents of surrounding neighborhoods. Initially,
concerns of displacement will be offset by the influx of affordable units thiatawie on line as
the project is completed. However, again over time, these households are likety ttrefaame
displacement efforts that affect any lower income resident in a neighborhderhaing a rapid
class transformation.

Finally, Hope SF raises the question of how each site should be situated witngeits
metropolitan and regional context. As each Hope SF site is redeveloped, théeefeiller
places of exclusion within the city. On one hand, more residents will gaissacckecoming
full citizens of the city engaged in the economic and social mainstreany ofeciOn the other
hand, there will be fewer and fewer places for households who are struggletgoto tnless
contingency and emergency services become an integral part of soc@d péanning, a
medical emergency, the loss of a job, or a family crisis could leave a household sudderly unabl
to make rent and unable to find alternative housing. If services remain connectedrig,hous
then families who lose their housing, also lose their support.

While public housing households may not become displaced, other very low income
households will. Drawing boundaries around the public housing site, the neighborhood, the city,
and the region will all produce very different results. Hope SF will reduce poresign
Francisco. In part because public housing sites will become mixed income corsyunit
reducing poverty concentrations at the site. In part because informal hausingements will
become more difficult to maintain as redeveloped sites are more closshgeusboth by private
property managers and more affluent members of the community. Hope SF ishidketyp t
contribute to the ongoing trend of the suburbanization of poverty in the Bay Area.

Conclusion

The retention of public housing units is not the same as the retention of public housing
households, and planning challenges emerge when cities reclaim public housing d@srasini
their own. In the Hope SF framework, gentrification is equated with neighborhoodizatita.

It implies that gentrification is a force that cannot be stopped, but can bedir@entrification

is merely a neutral force of change, the manifestation of market fareesk. It can displace
families and ravage existing communities or, if it is carefully mathagean be used to achieve
social benefits and to create public goods. The program'’s two-pronged approach i imgsic
human development attempts to bring these benefits to both the people and placesdassociate
with San Francisco’s most severely distressed public housing sites.

The services component of Hope SF is not secondary to the program’s physical
development efforts; it is intrinsic to the development project. A city documedt, titHope SF:
More Than Housing” explains, “To attain our goals for vibrant, mixed income comesjniti
Hope SF must create a bridge between the immediate needs of existindipubing residents
and the future needs of an economically diverse community (MOH, 2009b).” The Saisd¢eranc
approach hypothesizes that when projects start with the goal of retaining 10@84puabtic
housing families in a community, city resources are realigned to supporb#haaigd residents
are heavily involved in the process, residents will be as transformed as thes. A@day’'s
public housing residents will become city citizens in the redeveloped commurotyaifrow.
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However, the retention of public housing units is not the same as the retention of public housing
households.

While the Hope SF case provides numerous examples of best practices forfdotsatcef
redevelop public housing within a framework of equitable development, it also refledésger
trends of localization, deregulation, and the retrenchment of the US welfaeT$ta inherent
tension between capital accumulation and social goals are likely to underminpahsies
goals of the Hope SF program and facilitate a geography of diffeeshpat/erty within the city.
While the lives of some public housing residents will be greatly improved assihié of Hope
SF, others will lose not just their housing, but their right to remain in the city.
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V. CONCLUSION: DIFFERENTIATED POVERTY AND THE SORTED CITY

The whole history of life has been characterized by an incessant diversification
and intensification of the interaction between inside and outside.
-Henri Lefebvre
The Production of Spad&974)

San Francisco’s Hope SF program is the reflection of a progressivedasyie to right
historical wrongs and assist the most needy of its neighbors at a timehetfeddral
government has been shedding many of its historical social welfare commitirtesntiscourse
surrounding the program frames the city’s severely distressed publingq@ueperties as
evidence of the failure of the federal welfare state. In this narrativeityhieecomes the hero
that steps in when the negligent federal government leaves the scene. HepeoBtoted as a
program of promise and opportunity. Redeveloped public housing sites are re-imagined as
monuments to the city’s progressive sensibilities, proof that San Francismit ia city of
prosperity and a city of justice.

Although Hope SF is more a plan than a reality at the time of this writing, theapris
financial model, its dual emphasis on people and place, its promise of integratiothathe
relocation, and its commitment to expand the supply of affordable housing in the @ity off
innovative solutions and best practices that other cities would do well to regdiciiens of
future research, evaluation of the program’s successes as well as tbieesthort-comings
would provide valuable information for researchers, policy-makers, and pracstemtrey
shape future generations of HOPE-based policies in cities across the nedibdlition, a
systematic investigation of the processes and impacts of gentoificatthe Hope SF sites, in
the surrounding communities, and in the city as a whole would fill a significantrhible i
literature and help to answer the now hotly debated question of whether geranfeztiindeed
serve as a neutral force that can be carefully managed to create posifinereod change.

However, this dissertation set out to do more than provide policy analysis or evaduate t
Hope SF framework. It sought to understand Hope SF as a localized system of povert
management operating within the current moment of post-welfare policy réfamaertook
this investigation not for the purpose of unearthing a new set of best practidesekpand our
understanding of how such a system might impact the institutional, physical @&ld soc
geographies of poverty and opportunity in the city.

This dissertation identifies three geographies of poverty managementifouSdcities
today: excluded poverty, dispersed poverty, and differentiated poverty. | argeatha
geography reflects a particular way of thinking about poverty and each shthegdistribution
of poverty in the city and the in/visibility of the urban poor. Each corresponds withiau|zart
set of policy approaches to the problems of affordable housing, poverty management, and urban
redevelopment. These geographies reflect different approaches toitbeakzation of the city
through the distribution and management of poor populations.

Excluded poverty is best encapsulated through the image of the ghetto. These are
racialized spaces of exclusion where the state manages poverty througls ®fstentainment
and control, and inhabitants exist outside of the social and economic mainstrearmitgf the
With dispersed poverty, poor households are separated from one another, rather tfyan the ci
Housing policies include vouchers and other incentives intended to direct them envayrdéas
of where other poor people live (often the central city) into more afflueasaf the city or
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region. With differentiated poverty, poor households again are pinned to a particata in

the city as poverty places are integrated back into the fabric of the cityy-Raligentrification

brings more affluent households into the previously excluded community as well as ichprove
neighborhood amenities. The local state coordinates with private partnersty slagage poor
populations in place. Poverty housing becomes tied to workforce needs and the ability of a
household to meet behavioral expectations. Differentiated poverty brings withvt a

geography of poverty within the city, but also new systems of poverty managemeimt whi

include genuine opportunity and increased risk for poor households. As spaces of exclusion are
integrated into the city, poor households become balanced on the threshold of exception.

If excluded poverty is best symbolized by the ghetto, then concentrated povedy is be
symbolized by the housing voucher, and differentiated poverty by the train platform. As
households step off the train, some will be directed toward new opportunity and afleetter |
Others will find themselves without a safety net to fall back on, without options, &muliva
place in the city. These geographies do not represent singular frameworksebaittier adopt
or reject wholesale. Rather, they are the result of years of changargpolbcies and the
dynamic demand for urban land. Each geography encapsulates soc@ahsedati the
reproduction of poverty in a different way, grounding them in space. The framework patdorw
here is intended to call attention to the uneven characteristics of an urbaaend$ere all
three exist simultaneously. It elucidates the ways that differemypabiproaches create different
ways of organizing the city that in turn create different distributions of poveety. pdlicy
regimes do not throw out what existed before, but instead reshape the vulnerable amélan be
spaces, the poverty spaces of the city.

This dissertation argues that the Hope SF program will contribute to a gepgfaph
differentiated poverty in San Francisco. Hope SF is an example of policyAgdigation that
sits on the leading edge of neighborhood change and reinvestment at each redevsitgment
The financial model for the program depends on gentrification in two ways: 1)yHmarnces
at least past of its commitment to the program by borrowing against falurevienues from the
site, and 2) the valorization of public land provides a cross subsidy for the redevelopthent of
public housing units on the site. By emphasizing the replacement of public housingigsopert
with economically integrated neighborhoods, the program anticipates the clagsrmatien of
the neighborhood. By emphasizing the one-for-one replacement of public housing urgsoand
displacement of public housing households, the program posits that such changes can create
opportunity for poor households if they are kept in place. However, while redevelopment
provides a fairly straight forward path for the integration of public housing re&éesto the
social and economic mainstream of the city, its potential to provide sustainaije ¢bavery
low income households is less clear.

The Hunters View site has become the Hope SF pilot project, and Hope SF receives
much of its meaning through an emerging Hunters View imaginary. The Hunésvs V
development has remained a community apart from the city’s mainstream yeaos than
not. It has never been well served by either the city or SFHA. While theeBajyunters Point
neighborhood has seen previous generations of redevelopment initiatives as welliagalccas
public housing renovation efforts, this is the first time the city has initiatedssive
neighborhood revitalization program that includes both public housing properties and the
surrounding communities. The confluence of several factors including Africandsme
outmigration from the city, developer relationships, and the release of a elaenynfilm helped
make Hunters View an important place to begin the Hope SF program. Here, the sadercla
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debates of the previous three decades are put aside as public housing resider@oethy
public neighbors and the act of redevelopment becomes imbued with the symbols of justice
opportunity, and inclusion.

The Hunters View imaginary establishes the righteousness of using oityaes to
redevelop dilapidated public housing properties. However, justice, opportunity, and inclesion ar
difficult outcomes to measure. The ability of the city to capture and broadedstraon this
investment will affect the success of the program moving forward. Iaigidl provide a canary
in the coal mine of sorts as to what outcomes can be expected from similaispgtgewhere.

My research found that the overlapping public and private systems surrounding Hope SF
and its associated redevelopment projects create an infrastructure thateijtiwill sort the
affected population of poor households based on technical requirements (such as an adequate
credit rating) and individual behaviors (such as work requirements). This inétase depends
on both physical development systems that put households in motion and human development
systems that coordinate and sort individuals. While the lives of some public hougiegtses
will be greatly improved as the result of Hope SF, others will lose not jushihigsing, but their
right to remain in the city.

The social service component of Hope SF is part of what makes the program Th&jue.
program’s architects are not content to stop at creating physicalecimasgverely distressed
public housing communities. Their theory of change anticipates that a compvelhogjram of
social services focused at the place of housing will provide residents withveagaut of the
ghettos that have kept them isolated from the city for decades. Their obje¢twievelop a
system where physical and human development work together to transform both people and
places. Programs such as workforce development, family supportive semitesasa
management create bridges that will help residents move from their difereftexclusion and
poverty to one of opportunity and a new economically integrated community. Alttliewghew
resources are available to fund these service programs, city agenciestaegecstly placing
their services at or near the sites. As the site becomes part of the eppgrats track of city
services for public housing residents becomes unnecessary. The plan shifts froringuppor
individuals and their households to improving services that are available in every coynmuni
functioning infrastructure, better schools, green space, and transportationssyste

Hope SF does not extend social citizenship or recognize a right to housing. In this way
stays within the traditional bounds of US housing policy. HUD uses means-testirgll as
criminal records to determine who does or does not qualify for public housing subsidies.
Traditionally SFHA has not evicted most households that fall behind on their rent, agitimpli
recognition that without public housing, these households would be homeless. To date, the city
officials shaping Hope SF have avoided the question of who they are willing to leaveathous
Terms in the Hope SF materials such as “resident driven occupancy ‘thietighat lines will
be drawn, whether by city officials, residents, advocates, or properggae Without a public
debate, the question will be answered through the daily practices of propedgement and
lease enforcement. However, in a city where the waiting list for public hosisbsidies is more
than 50,000 households long, such distinctions remain somewhat arbitrary and each poor
household is easily replaced.

Because Hope SF is still in its infancy and the first project has yet to ¢maand, this
dissertation can only predict possible outcomes based on the plans of the projectrat tie ti
this research. | have identified the processes that are currently irapthbave considered their
meaning in terms of both sorting and space in San Francisco. Hope SF is a progcitgfta
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wealthy, progressive city that seeks to maintain its place on the globaltmpayvides a
framework of inclusion without redistribution which gives equal consideration to pydmids,
social welfare, and economic development. It provides public housing residdntsveity lease
contract, but not a social contract. The inherent tension between capital acamardtsocial
goals in Hope SF will undermine the expansive goals of the program and faailifadgraphy
of differentiated poverty within the city. Some will find a much improved future. Theigoes
that remains unanswered is whether that is enough.
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