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THE UNITED STATES COMMISSION ON CIVIL RIGHTS

The United States Commission on Civil Rights, created by the Civil Rights Act of
1957, is an independent, bipartisan agency of the executive branch of the Federal
Government. By the terms of the act, as amended, the Commission is charged with
the following duties pertaining to discrimination or denials of the equal protection
of the laws based on race, color, religion, sex, age, handicap, or national origin, or
in the administration of justice: investigation of individual discriminatory denials of
the right to vote; study of legal developments with respect to discrimination or
denials of the equal protection of the law: appraisal of the laws and policies of the
United States with respect to discrimination or denials of equal protection of the
law; maintenance of a national clearinghouse for information respecting discrimina-
tion or denials of equal protection of the law; and investigation of patterns or
practices of fraud or discrimination in the conduct of Federal elections. The
Commission is also required to submit reports to the President and the Congress at
such times as the Commission, the Congress, or the President shall deem desirable.

THE STATE ADVISORY COMMITTEES

An Advisory Committee to the United States Commission on Civil Rights has been
established in each of the 50 States and the District of Columbia pursuant to section
105(c) of the Civil Rights Act of 1957 as amended. The Advisory Committees are
made up of responsible persons who serve without compensation. Their functions
under their mandate from the Commission are to: advise the Commission of all
relevant information concerning their respective States on matters within the
Jurisdiction of the Commission; advise the Commission on matters of mutual
concern in the preparation of reports of the Commission to the President and the
Congress; receive reports, suggestions, and recommendations from individuals,
public and private organizations, and public officials upon matters pertinent to
inquiries conducted by the State Advisory Committee; initiate and forward advice
and recommendations to the Commission upon matters in which the Commission
shall request the assistance of the State Advisory Committee; and attend, as

observers, any open hearing or conference which the Commission may hold within
the State.
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Neighborhood Renewal— Reinvestment
and Displacement in D.C.

—A report prepared by The District of Columbia
Advisory Committee to the United States Commis-
sion on Civl Rights.

ATTRIBUTION:

The observations contained in this report are those
of the District of Columbia Advisory Committee to
the United States Commission on Civil Rights and,
as such, are not attributable to the Commission. This
report has been prepared by the State Advisory
Committee for submission to the Commission and
will be considered by the Commission in formulating
its recommendations to the President and Congress.

RIGHT OF RESPONSE:

Prior to the publication of a report, the State
Advisory Committee affords to all individuals or
organizations that may be defamed, degraded, or
incriminated by any material contained in the report
an opportunity to respond in writing to such
material. All responses have been incorporated
appended, or otherwise reflected in the publication.
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LETTER OF TRANSMITTAL
District of Columbia Advisory Committee to the
U.S. Commission on Civil Rights

February 1981

MEMBERS OF THE COMMISSION

Louis Nuiiez, Staff Director
Dear Commissioners:

In April 1977, tke District of Columbia Advisory Comm’ tee held a factfinding
meeting to study the housing phenomenon known as “revitalization.” After the
meeting, the Committee continued to monitor the problems associated with
neighborhood reinvestment and conducted further research and interviews.

As many have noted, the shortage of adequate affordable housing in the United
States has reached a crisis stage, particularly for minorities, the elderly, and for
female-headed households. Recently, chronic problems associated with the low
incomes of these groups have been compounded by the renovation of inner city
housing for more affluent tenants and homeowners. Such renovation has resulted in
serious displacement of affected groups.
niscasesmdyreﬂectstheinfoma&ongatheredbytthommineecoveﬁngthe

These three areas, however, belie the complexities of urban revitalization. Rising
real estate taxes and fixed-income home owners; y g professionals seeking high
quality urban life; speculation for profits; subsidized housing; rapid transit

mentBlockGrantprognms;andmmymanyotherfommatworkinurbm
revitalization. In addition, during the period of this study, the city administration
changedhands.mdncwappmachahavebmest&bliabed.

We trust that the observations reflected in this study will encourage public officials
and private individuals involved in housing in the District of Columbia to
reexamine their policies, so that both benefits and burdens of “revitalization” are
shared equitably by all our residents.

Respectfully,
REV. ERNEST R. GIBSON
Chairperson
ii
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introduction

Deunt,ufe.mdmﬁlaqho@gismmﬁal
need of all people that has been ized as a
principleundulyingpnb!icpoliciesformthmzs
years. Vast, highly profitable private industries have
evolved to meet the demand for housing, and
sweepingpubﬁcprmhvebemmmtedm
serve those needs unmet by the private sector.
been a chronic condition for the least-affluent

the December 1978 issue of Harper's Magazine
mporwdthtinnmthunciﬁudnringthem
displacement of the poor and nonwhite.”

Prominmtmgthefomuthatdisplwermi—
dentsmsovm“houn’nghpmvmt"pm—
grams, public works projects placed in the “least
attractive” or lesst politically influential part of
town,andﬁnctuaﬁominthepﬁmhom’mgmka
(oﬁenhtupometogovmpoﬁcies)ﬂmmke
thcmidmeesofthepoormedeﬁnbhmthe
more affluent.

Theneﬂnaefomumcurmﬂyltworkhmy
Amuiandﬁu.mpuﬁcnhrmnisdmﬁnu
boththepopnhﬁunofonrciﬁamdthemhof
thepoorindudeomuﬁmofmimity.
fmle—headed,anddduiy households® displace-
mmhmﬁmhiyutuﬁwmgmchgmmll
prdimhnrymdyoftbed'lphmmtinuerdﬂaed
bytheU.S.DeplrmmofHon-’ngandUtbm
Development in February 1979 states, “Outm-
Overs. . .are repeatedly reported to be elderly
minority households, and renters.”s

is in many respects an invisible
probhn.mdisphcedmwdhmr.prohbly

thﬁhﬁMMnﬂhmMﬂnﬂ:m
ih-mwdamﬁuhoﬂyhm ing in other cities.




crowding into the households of friends or relatives
orreﬁringdeeperintotheghettoorotherlow-
income pockets. A major problem of dramatizing
the issue is that few researchers have addressed the
difficult task of tracing the displaced and recording

Many victims of displacement see their plight as
more than a simple consequence of anonymous
economic forces. One Hispanic victim, speaking
through a translator, told the District of Columbia
Advisory Committee:

[T] feel that the reason they asked [us] to vacate
is because [we] are Hispanics and blacks, and
they don’t want Hispanics and blacks in the
area, and they want to move them out.”

Senator William Proxmire, Chairman of the Sen-
ate Banking, Housing, and Urban Affairs Commit-
tee, expressed the issue this way:

The Save the City, Save the Neighborhood
movement has come of age. Now it is time to
ask: Save the city for whom? Will the increas-
ing pace of neighborhood revitalization yield
healthy, diverse communities with a mix of
mmmandincome?()rwﬂlitmmlydislo-
cate the old, the poor and the black residents of
older neighborhoods which are newly-attrac-
tive to young professionals?s

affivent whites in low-income, minority neighbor-
hoods. Many D.C. residents, particularly minorities,
see in this trend racial patterns that have long
characterized activities in the private real estate
* District of Columbia Advisory Commi the U.S. Commission
Civil Rights, Fxﬁing ::gmgi Ap:ﬁ;olm, Transcript, p. 3?'5‘
i =3

," June 14-17, 197].
--wmmummmq«meymnhmmhﬁm
Being Dispossessed in the Nation’s Capital ” (press release, Jan. 31, 1979).

Bogged-down D.C. Bureay-

udedhylncrcuahllml.Evic-

market.’* Also, many citizens have raised qQuestions
about the role of the District government in con-
ducting its housing programs, in monitoring and
regulating private real estate operations, and in
assuming responsibility for displaced residents.

This public concern springs from housing condi-
tions that have become impossible to overlook. The
Washington Urban League reported in January 1979
that 47 percent of its survey respondents who had
moved in the past 2 years had been “forced out,”
and the new mayor’s transition task force on housing
reported in December 1978 that 60,000 inner-city
families here are paying more than 35 percent of
their income for rent.:

The Washington Post termed 1978 “the year of the
renter’s revolt.”* In addition to tenant seminars and
conventions, marches, rallies, and demonstrations
were aimed at landlords, developers, lending institu-
tions, and city agencies,

For those concerned about civil rights in the
District of Columbia, two paramount questions are
raised by these developments: Are gjJ 8roups of
citizens sharing Jairly in the benefits and burdens
created by pubiic and private reinvestment in the
District? and, Are Federal and local governments
meeting their responsibilities to assure Jair distribution?**

To help answer these qQuestions, the District of
Columbia Advisory Committee to the U.S. Commis-
sion on Civil Rights held a public fact-finding
meeting on April IS, 1977, interviewed private
citizens and public officials, and undertook further
research.

This case study is the result of that inquiry. The
primary focus is on the displacement and relocation
of minority, elderly, and female-headed households
in the District of Columbia from late 1976 to early
1979. Pertinent economic and demographic trends,
public policies and practices, as wel! as private

1" ThDiuﬁmndemﬁahnmtheadyjurisdicﬁmwthemmmﬁun




activities that influenced displacement and reloca-
tion during that period are included. In order to
establish the context for the period studied, some
information is included from as early as 1970.

The study begins with a profile of the District’s
housing situation and is followed by a discussion of
government programs that have produced displace-
ment and of how the District government has
handled its responsiblities toward these displaced
residents. The study then examines private reinvest-
ment activities in the District, focusing particularly
on the process of speculation; several District
neighborhoods are described to illustrate the prob-
lem.

There are no formal findings, conclusions, or
recommendations in this study. The dynamic forces
at work in the housing market in the District of

Columbia are in constant flux and continuaily open
to change by the efforts of policymakers and private
entrepreneurs to improve housing opportunities for
all our residents. The facts of the displacement and
relocation situation during the period of inquiry
speak for themselves.

The Advisory Committee hopes this study will aid
those public and private agencies and individuals
who are involved in revitalization in the District,
and that all of the city’s residents—majority or
minority, male and female, young and old, rich and
poor—will benefit from a renewed city and enjoy
decent, safe, and sanitary housing.

Perhaps this analysis of the trends and policies at
work in the Naticn’s capital will provide guidance
for decisionmakers in other cities as well where
displacement is now emerging as a serious problem.




Chapter 1

The Metropolitan Washington Housing Market

The entire Washington, D.C., Standard Metropol-
itan Statistical Area forms a single market for
housing. This SMSA consists of the District of
Columbia; Charles, Montgomery, and Prince
GewgqumﬁestnMuyhnd;Arﬁngmn,Fﬁr&x,
laudm,mdPrhweWill'nmCounﬁesinVirginia;
andthehdependmtVirginiaciﬁesofAhxmdri&
Fairfax, and Falls Church.

Allofthecondiﬁomofgeognphicalptoximity,
inﬂumcehonsingmpplymddemandthmughmt
metropolitan areas such as Washington. Policies and
trends in one part of the metropolitan area affect the
relative attractiveness of housing in other parts;
similariy, a shift in the modes or routes of commut-
ing,theliseofalocdpmblem,orthedevdopmm
ofaloenlamuitymamesbiﬁaintherehﬁve
desirability of different areas.

Dmingthelastsevu‘aldeudm,Wuhingmnam
residents and new arrivals exhibited a great will-

focuaedinsisniﬁmtpartonafewcentmlcity
neighborhoods. This severe disproportion of supply
versus demand produced disorder, inequity, and
hmdamageduringthepeﬁodcovered by this
study.

Factors Limiting The Central City
Housing Supply

Several conditions limited the District’s ability to
accommodate all the people who would liked to
have lived here.

First, approximately 32.0 percent of the District’s
aruof:bom”,!!ﬂacreswufedmllyowned,md
hence unavailsble for residential or commercial use
mdoﬂ'theturoﬂs.’Seeond.Congrmimposeda
strict height limitation on buildings in the District?
which limited the construction of highrises for either
residential or commercial use. Third, the commer-
cillandoﬁ'icedistﬁct,includingl’edemlmdnon-
pmﬁthndusers.waspfmﬁnghardformorespwe,
so that “downtown Washington spread into some of
Washington’s most desirable neighborhoods,” thus
limiting residential space even more.

One residential area that experienced such pres-
sure is Dupont Circle, which lies just north of the
office district; the neighborhood lost 13.2 percent of
its population betweeen 1970 and 1975.5 Neighbor-
* US. Department of Commerce, Buresu of the Census, Statistical
Abstract of the United States 1973, p. 237,

*DC. Code §5-401-430 (1973;.

* Neal R. Peirce and Michael Barone, The Mid-Atlantic States of America
(W. W. Nortca, 1977), p. 44.

* Ward Bucher, “Dupont Circle: Killed by Kindness,” D.C. Gazette, Aug.-
Sept., 1978.




hood organizations vigorously but unsuccessfully
fought up-zoning of the area.

The loss of residential space may be one cause of
the city's decline in population in the last several
decades from its 1950 maximum of 802,178. By 1974
the District’s population was down to 722,700 while
the SMSA had swelled to 3,015,300.% A further sign
of the District’s limited capacity was that in 1974 the
central city accounted for only 24 percent of the
SMSA population, compared to the national figure
of 44.5 percent of all SMSA residents living in
central cities.”

In addition to the conditions listed above, local
government practices seem to have been factors in
the city’s chronic shortage of housing. For example,
in April 1978 it was learned that the District had
failed to enter an application for an Urban Develop-
ment Action Grant-a HUD program specifically
aimed at problems like those of the District.® A few
months later, a House Appropriations Committee
reported that the city government spent a far higher
proportion of its community development housing
funds for overhead than any other city studied—a
full 34.1 percent.? Then, a month later, the D.C.
Auditor stated that “a lack of leadership and
concern by the D.C. Department of Housing and
Community Development [DHCD] had caused the
city’s federally funded rent subsidy program to fall
short of its potential.”1°

Another practice was the rezoning of land from
residential to commercial use. The fact that such a
small portion of the District’s land was taxable and
that even that portion was shrinking! meant that the
District government was increasingly pressed for
sources of revenue. The city’s frequent solution was
to convert land from low-yield residential use—to
high-yield commercial use for example, in the
expansion of the office district into the West End.

City policies relating to vacant housing exacer-
bated the housing situation further. Lorenzo Jacobs,
then director of the District Department of Housing
* US. Department of Commerce, Buresu of the Census, 1977 Statistical
faufuc: of the United States, 97th ed., Appendin 1, p. 909,

. mm I;Icllder. “Everyone Gets Urban Grant Millions—Except
D.C.," Washington Star, Apr. 13, 1978,

+Kenneth Bredemeier, “Third of Federal Housing Aid to City Spent for
Overhead,” Washington Post, July 21, 1978,

" chkEiaen.“Renll’mmStidloSRumble," Washington Post, Aug. 30,
-1-9?‘, Taxable

and Community Development, told the Advisory
Committee in 1977 that there were “in excess of
1,400 vacant residential units owned by the District
of Columbia Redevelopment Land Agency, the
National Capital Housing Authority, and the Dis-
trict of Columbia Department of General Services,”
principally in Community Development areas. He
a!soesﬁmatedthatHUDownedappmxhnatdym
vacant residential units.’* A 1977 DHCD study
ﬁstedtheaggregnteoflong-tcrmvnumhmningin
the District privately-owned and owned by HUD as
3,106 units.»

In 1978 the U.S. Geneml Accounting Office
cﬁﬁcizedtheﬁistdctforitshckohpromtow
vacaat or abandoned housing back on the market
and ior the failure to compile accurate, current
information 01 such houses systematically. GAOQ
charged that “District officials do not view housing
abandonnicat as a problem.” A GAO audit of
District housing records had revealed 2,500 such
houses in the District. District officials, according to
GAO, were proceeding on the assumption that
private revitalization efforts would bring these
honsesintouse,andwm&ryingtofacﬂimethisby
sellingtax-delinquenthomu,providinglistsofthc
houses to prospective buyers, and publicizing the
availability of Federal funds for rehabilitation. How-
ever, GAO declared that “more needs to be done”
andthatthecurrenteﬁ'om“didnotpmvideany
support for their [the District’s] optimism.” The
GAOreportalsonotedthntheDisuicthadfaﬂedm
act on a 1972 consultant’s report, prepared for the
D.C. Redevelopment Land Agency, linking vacant
housing to advancing blight and the low-income
housing shortage. -

Local officials also showed confidence in the
efficiency of the private sector in expanding the
housing supply when, “in the spring of 1974, the
District sold most of the choice, centrally located
landitstillownstoinvestorswhoplantoputup
mostly high-income housing. 15
dbymmmcgmuw;ycmmuuusm

sion on Civil Rights at the Committes's Factfinding Mecting, Apr. 15, 1977,
pp. 7-8.

" US. General Accounting ot

Program 1o Identify Vmﬂuﬁﬁumun*m
(February 22, 1978), p. 3.

** Peirce and Barone, The Mid-Atlantic Stases, p. 48.

_——



This reliance on the private sector to supply
homingcontinueddespitethefmthltinthepeﬁod
1970-74 the number of housing units in the District
declined by 2.2 percent (from 278,400 to 272,400).1¢

In spite of these realities it was not until 1976—8
years after the riots of 1968—that comstruction of
the first federally-sponsored housing began on 14th
Street."

An apparent effort to strengthen the city'’s tax
base by attracting more high-income residents by
expmdingthesupplyofthetypeofhonﬁngthe
private sector was most likely to provide—luxury
apartments and single-family houses—involved
three distinct categories of housing: supplies avail-
able for either ownership or rental, for either
speculation or occupancy, or for either large house-
holds or small. Current trends within these three
dimensions of the housing supply severely reduced
the supply of housing available to low-income
households—precisely the class of household most
likely to be displaced.

Owner-occupled vs. Rental Units

One development in the period 1970-74 was a
shi&ofunitsﬁ‘omtherenﬂlsidetotheom-
oecupiedﬁdcofthemarket.lnthismuuloft
1960s trend, the number of owner-occupied units
rose by 3,6mwhilethennmberofunitsoccupiedby
renters dropped 8,500; the squeeze in rental housing
wﬂapparentinthedeclineintherentllvmncy
rate from 5.3 percent in 1970 to 4.9 percent in 1974,

Most constrictions in the District’s rental supply
also represented constrictions in the District’s low-
cost housing supply. When the median home sales
Commerce:

Department of . Burean
Survey: 1974, Washington. D.C-Md..Va Saandard
Area, series H-170-74-18, p. A-16.

-rnmmn«hmmammmqam

price in more than half of the city’s neighborhoods
was $100,000 or more', the supply of low-priced
homes available for owner-occupancy plainly was
extremely limited. Because low-income households
rorallpnctica!purpoushd:ochouehonﬁn;frm
therenulwpply.anycomtrictionofthumpplyhi:
them especially hard.

Large vs. Small Units
Thesizeofformerrentalwuappuﬁn;wthe
nlesmarketwasakoofhmﬂmdmhld
beenwbdividedinmmuﬂm(am
ﬁtuﬁon)wmtypimllyoecupiedaﬁeralebya
singlefamilyofowmvoccnml’orexmple.the
anticipated renovation of 2,000 homes in the H
Street, N.E., area would replace 4,000-4,500 lower-
mmmmmzsmhﬂamm
“Houmonce!wommodﬁngtwowfmﬁniﬁa
muhabiﬁtuedaoummodmonlyoneu
twohouuhold:.‘l‘hisisonemﬁxﬂum
declineinpopulaﬁmﬁurorthenmm"'
Noton!ydidmchmnverﬁonproducedilphcenm
per se, but also, because entire floors or upper
pmﬁomofmbdivﬁled,mrmmedhompmvid-
edmyofthecity‘shmermoduue-orbwm
aparmnu.suchslﬁﬁsmmtlushoﬁngfotkrp.

wmu&ummmm-n«mwm
mmmmmmwumm
sad more thee 3,000 additional units are in active plaaning pending
construction.

* Kesmeth R Harney, “Ten More DC Miove Tmter
SMM‘MMMI'&M

™ Real Estate Corporation, Reporr: N Sores
Econemiz mmumem
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constricted not only the rental supply generally but
particularly the supply of large, low- and moderate-
cost units. The pace of condominiam conversion
accelerated from 415 in 1977 to nearly 2,000 in 1978;
conversion approvals shot up past 10,000.2!

This surge in conversion of rental units to the sales
market occurred afier the rental unit decline of
1970-74 reported by the Census Bureau, and despite
the passage of a law by the District government
(effective March 29, 1977) severely limiting conver-
sion of low-rent apartments to condominiums when
the citywide vacancy rate for low-rent housing is 3
percent or lower.®2

Although one might expect the smaller units
produced by condominium conversion to be more
accessible to less-affluent homebuyers, that did not
appear to be the case. The city’s assessment office
recorded average unit sales of $100,000 in 13
condominium projects in 1978; citywide, single-fam-
ily houses sold for $74,000 and condos for nearly
$63,000.2

Consumption vs. Speculation
The great interest in living in the District led to

consumption demand (in housing, occupancy, or
ieasing) in bidding for the available supply. How-
ever, speculation focused on a specific portion of the
housing supply—that likely to experience the great-
est appreciation. Thus, the aforementioned 2,500
vacant houses reported by GAO may have been
vacant because their owners were not interested in
occupancy or in rental income but in value apprecia-
tion leading to eventual sale at great profit. Property
whose value was depressed by location in “margin-
al” areas or by minor damage or need for repair was
also attractive to investors. This was also the kind of
property likely to be used for housing by low-

nmw“mmmwmmmmvm
Tougher,” Washington Post, May 12, 1978, p. B-%, and Patricia Camp,
“Condominium Eligibility Scaring,” Washixgton Post, Mar. 2, 1979,

= D.C. Code §5-1281 (Supp. V, 1978). Councilmember Hilds Mason in
Jﬂylmmmmmmmwsmmm
Council failed to act on the proposal. Washington Post, Dec. 19, 1978,

*® Kenneth R. Harney, “Prices of D.C. Condos Rival Those of Houses,”

MMWM(IW).

= Washington Post, Sept. 2, 1978, p, F-11.

¥ D.C. Code §6-2231 (Supp. V, 1978}, entitled “"Housing and Commer-
ﬂ%”mmb-ﬂonmwhrnmnﬂm
sex, age, marital status, personal sppearsnce, sexual orientation, family

income persons. When such property leaves the
hands of owners interested in occupancy or rental
use, and enters the hands of owners interested in
profit from appreciation, the supply and quality of
low-income housing often decline because such
owners invest as liitle as possible in maintenance of
such property.

The number of properties in the District potential-
ly attractive to speculators was large enough that
many of the District’s low-income tenants may
already have thought of themselves as potential
displacees. In a survey* of over 58,000 District
buildings, 36,175 were in areas where between 20
and 80 percent of the structures had housing code
violations. Of these 36,175, 48 percent had housing
defects indicating continual neglect and need for
repair; 10 percent were in such disrepair that they
required extensive rehabilitation; and 42 percent
were free of housing defects or had slight flaws
correctable through regular maintenance.

Low-income Housing

Because low-income households were dispropor-
tionately minority or female-headed,* it was appro-
priate to examine the housing supply in terms of
majority or minority group, and male and female.

In a Washington Post article on housing discrimi-
nation, James Harvey, executive director of the
Metropolitan Washington Housing and Planning
Association, said of the housing market, “The
demand [for housing] far outstrips the supply and
this allows for more discriminatory practices to take
place. The landlord is in the driver’s seat.”> Al-
though the District of Columbia had exemplary fair
housing legislation,® the District’s extremely limited
supply of low-income housing meant that many
displaced persons had to look to the suburbs. There,
despite legal protections,” they still apparently

responsibilities, physicai handicap, matricalation, political affiliation,
mmofhmmwphceofmﬂmmorhmmmuﬂmwumd
mmﬂhﬁagmﬁwsﬂprmdm(hmluﬁnsthem
acquisition, construction, alteration, rehabilitation, or maintenance of real

property).
Ilalmpmhibiubhckbmﬁngnﬁuuﬁng{imxdiluimhﬁmbym
orsdienofmlmwytnﬂ):discrﬁninmoninmcmnfm
n:comuuhﬁm (§231); and discrimination in educational institutions
(§241).
* In Northern Virginia's Fairfax County, the fair housing law is incorpo-
rated a3 part of the Fairfax Human Rights Law, Fairfax, County, Va., Code
§11-1-3(9) (Supp. 7, 1978); in Arlington, Virginia, it is entitled the Fais
i mmmmv;,:hhwsm-um
W Practices, Sale or Rental, Alexandrin, Va., Code §13A-4(Supp. 13,
In Prince Georges County, Md., the fair housing law is cited a5 Prince
George's County, Md., Code §2-210 (Supp. 5, 1979} in Montgomery
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faced discriminatory practices similar to those docu-
mentedhareeentHUDstudyaspervadingreal
estate markets throughout the country despite a
decade of open housing laws.» In September 1978,
William Welch, executive director of the Prince
Georges County Human Relations Commission,
reported that his office had received numerous
complaints abou “steering,” and he noted that
“realtors are generally going to steer black families
into Prince Georges County and whites into the
Virginia counties.” Patricia Horton, execuiive direc-
tor of the Fairfax County Human Rights Commis-
sion, observed, “Fairfax County has a reputation as a
white community that serves to discourage minority
people from even looking for housing in the coun-
ty."”

These local human rights offices also reported
thatdiscﬁminaﬁonbasedonscxormaﬁtalstamsbas
eclipsed racial discrimination as the most frequent
basis for housing complaints. Harvey observed that
in his opinion discrimination against women “is
worse than what is surfacing. A lot of women don’t
know what their rights are.*»

These comments indicate that the suburbs could
not be presumed to offer a convenient, viable
housing alternative for displaced District residents.
Instead, displacement seemed likely to produce
more crowding in low-income areas.

Housing Demand and Housing Need
in the District

Demand is not equivalent to need. Demand
derives from purchasing power; need is a fundamen-
tal requirement of existence. Levels of need estab-
lished by a government serve as definitions as well as
social goals.

In housing, such goals are expressed in terms of
safety and sanitation requirements, the presence of a
minimal set of facilities in working condition, rea-
sonable percent of income spent on housing, and
acceptable levels of crowding. A city fails to achieve
its housing goals to the extent that such requirements
are not met for its residents.

County, Md., the act is cited as the Fair Housing Law, Montgomery
County, Md., Code §27-11 (1977).
Maryimd'sfnirhmninghwisdldiniu!lmnehﬁmsuw. Md. Ann.
Code, art 49B, §§19-30(1979). The Commonwesalth of Virginia has no
hmmmlaﬁomlaw;howcm.iuﬁirﬂominglawisckeduv;cwe
§36-81(1976).

® Betty James, “Survey: Blacks Remain Housing Biss Victims," Washing-
ton Star, Apr. 17, 1978.

*  Washington Post. Sept. 2, 1978, p- F-11.

" Ibid., p. F-10.

Demand

Magazine articles in the late 1970s focused on the
greater Washington area’s prosperity.** Much of this
purchasing power was centered in the suburbs
which meant that many households outside the
District were affluent enough to acquire housing in
the District should such housing appear preferable
to them.

Many households with the means to choose did
believe District living of a specific kind to be
preferable to suburban. The Washington Center for
Metropolitan Studies reported that, of the 500,000
households in the metropolitan area that in 1975 paid
rents above the median or owned houses valued
above the median,

- -more than one household out of
six. . .“would like very much” to live in
Georgetown or a nearby area—a total of some
90,000 households—[indicating] that the market
for this type of neighborhood js far from
saturated.=

It is noteworthy in the study just cited that the
interest of these potential in-migrants was not in the
District generally but in a specific “type of neigh-
borhood.” This self-limiting behavior of these hous-
'mgeonsumersensuredtlmthedispmporﬁonof
supply and demand prevailing generally would
appear in exaggerated form in particular neighbor-
hoods.

Moreover, there was particularly strong interest
in houses to renovate. A prominent item in area
bookstores during 1978 was How 0 Find a House to
Renovate in Washington, D.C, % and the city’s
newspapers featured profiles of successful renova-
tions and “how-to” articles. This interest in older
houses was probably quickened by the well-publi-
cized activities of historic preservationists, who
were well-represented in the District.

The demand for ownership of smaller units was
also substantial. The number of small households in
the city was large, owing to Washington’s large class

* George Grier, with Janice Ourtz, Wash.inmeentwfarMetmpoliun
Studies. Private Housing Market Potenticl for the Central Renewal Areas of
the District of Columbia. (May 1977). p. 63.

* R. J. Tumer, How to Find a House to Renovate in Washington, D.C.
(Wash,, D.C.: Turner Publishing, 1977).




ofyoungprofmonalpemom,thcmtyslarge
homosexualpopulmon,"mdworkmg women who
were on average the highest paid in the Nation.*
One effect of this great demand was an acceleration
of the rate of condominium conversions.

Strong preference and high income were not of
themselves sufficient to effect a locational decision—
access to credit was often a determining factor. Two
developments eased access to credit and therefore
spurred demand in the ownership portion of the
housing market.

The first of these was the Equal Credit Opportuni-
ty Act of 1974,*” which prohibited discrimination on
the basis of sex or marital status. This made it much
casier for single persons, unmarried couples, and
other combinations of unrelated individuals to buy
property. One response of the housing market to the
rather abrupt appearance of this form of demand
was the wave of condominium conversions de-
scribed above.

The second development that eased access to
credit was the passage of strict antiredlining legisla-
tion in the District.*® “Redlining” refers to the
practice of mortgage lenders of designating certain
areas of a city as poor credit risks by circling those
areas on maps. The practice has been opposed as
racist by civil rights groups because minority neigh-
borhoods were most frequently been denied credit.
However, redlining was for the most part racist in
effect rather than intent; its distinctions were typical-
ly geographical rather than racial, and some of the
most effective antiredlining activities were carried
out by groups of urban white ethnics.*® Whether
antiredlining measures improved homeownership
opportunities for minorities is unclear, but the
general reassessment by the lending community of
policies toward inner-city mortgages can only have
expanded the possibilities for upper-income whites
who were viewed as inherently good risks.

The overall effect of the prosperity, attitudes, and
credit opportunities of Washington area residents
® Ome gay activist estimates the number of homosexuals in the District at

60,000, Waskington Post, Sept. 4, 1978,
* Judy Mann, “Area Leads Nation in Women's Income,” Washington Post,
Aug. 30, 1978, p. A-1.
T 13 U.S.C. §1691 (1976). The regulations governing the implementation
of this act may be found at 12 C.FR. 202.
® D.C. Code §6-2231 (Supp. V, lm),pmbi:udmm-ylendmg
practices for the purpose of ™. -purchase, acquisition, comstruction,
alteration, rehabilitation, repair

. .any transac-

mymmdmhﬁmdmﬂuﬁemor
business (i.c., to redline)” to be illegal (D.C. Law 2-38, Part C, §221 (a)(6).
™ For example, the National Center for Urban Ethnic Affairs and
Chicago’s Metropolitan Area Housing Alliance.

was that “Washington. . .has what many cities do
not have and desperately want: a large affluent
population willing to pay preminum prices to live
closemtown”"'l‘hspressurconthemkzt,
focused on a few neighborhoods, produeed rapid
increases in property values; in turn, this condition,
as shown in the discussion of supply, created interest
in speculation.

In Washington, speculative demand was fueled
not only by parties professionally involved in the
real estate market, but by numerous small inves-
tors—private citizens who viewed the local real
estate market as the best investment for their extra
cash.* The discussion of supply above further
suggested that speculative demand was most likely
to pursue the same properties sought as housing by
low-income persons. Thus, to the degree that this
demand was satisfied, the city may actually have lost
ground in its attempt to meet its citizens’ housing
needs.

There was great need in the District for low-cost
housing. In 1974, more than a third of the city’s
renter-occupied households reported incomes of less
than $7,000.¢® The city’s computations based on the
same year showed 51,201 houscholds requiring
assistance, of which 26.4 percent consisted of fami-
lies of five or more persons.®* The District, with
only 24 percent of the metropolitan area’s popula-
tion, had 54 percent the area’s poor,* and in 1974
had 72 percent of the area’s direct public assistance
cost.*® The city ranked fourth nationally in the
percentage of its citizens receiving public assis-
tance.*

The District reported that some 47,085 low-in-
come, renter households lived in substandard or
overcrowded units. That total included 6,000 lower-
income households that were in overcrowded units;
8,936 low-income elderly persons who paid more
than 25 percent of income for housing; and 32,064
® Peirce and Barone, The Mid-Atlantic States, p. 49.

“ G. V. Brenneman, head of a Washington condominium marketing firm,
estimated that small investors purchase and rent out about | of 12 resale
units and 1 of 8 new units in the District’s condo market. Kenneth R.
Harvey, “Condos Have Arrived for Realty Investors in Many Urban
Arcas,” Washington Post, Oct. 14, 1978.

@ Annual Housing Survey: 1974, p. C-20.

“ CDBG Application, 1978, p. 104,

* Louise Brown, “Needed: More Upper Income Taxpapers to Foot D.C.’s
Bills,” Washington Past. n.d.

* District of Columbia, Municipal Planning Office, newsletter, January
1977, p. 4.

- l’el:':e and Barone, The Mid-Atlantic States, p. 22.




lowet-imomcfmﬁliesth:tpaidmorcthmzsmr-
cent of income in rent. In addition, 24,398 nonelder-
ly.singlerenterspaidmorethanZSpementof
income for housing. **

The District never had enough resources to
subaidizeorprovidehom,gbyitseltlthndtorely
on Federal funding; federally subsidized public
housingpmglmnhnvebeenmedextmsivelyinthe
District and had produced, as of August 1978, 22,690
rental uni i to nearly one of every eight
rentaltmiuinthecity."ﬁowever,amomoﬁumon
new funding for public housing subsidy programs
w:simpoaedbytheFedualGovemmmtinJanmry
oflm:ndruminedineﬁ‘ectuntilrwenﬁy.

The institution of the moratorium on housing

and Community Development Act of 1974, Section
8 of which provided subsidies directly to low-in-
comefamﬂiestomducethdrhow'ngcoststozs
pemmtofinmme."UndcrtheSecﬁon&progmm,
redpimthouaeholdarecdvedrmtmﬁﬁumthat
hndlordscouldredeemforthediﬂ'erenoebetween
whtthcmnmtpnidmdtheamountoftherent.
However,mcipimtshdtoﬁndthdrownhousing

'I'bedanandforcesatworkinthccity‘shousing
market seemed certain to exacerbate the city’s
problems in meeting its residents’ housing needs.
Excessive demand harmed low-income residents not
only directly by displacement and the constriction of
the low-cost housing supply, but indirectly by
upward pressure on rents and taxes. Rent increases
may have compelled persons with low or fixed
hcomestoseeklasexpmsivehousing, while tax
“ CDBG Application, 1978, p. 13.

o Did,p. %6 .

- U.;glmla:mwh:mabwmfp:iiﬁg
Mlufuredma%rm

Under 24 C.F.R. §889, .Id (1979) the amount of the housing assistance
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ownerstoselltheirhomatlmthanopﬁmaltums
because homeownership became too expensive; in
situations such as these, the persons who forsook
their homes did not appear in official displacement
statistics as recorded for Uniform Relocation Act
benefits, though they were plainly victims of the
same forces.

In January 1978, the District’s Congressional
Delegate, Walter Fauntroy, published a survey
conducted through his office on the “most important
problem facing the ward: rising property taxes,
delivery of city services, economic development,
transportation, public safety or undecided?” The
survey indicated that 42 percent of the respondents
expressed concern about property tax increases.
Publicufetywasthencxtgrutestcomem,indicat-
ed by 22 percent of the respondents.s

Summary

This cursory overview of the District’s housing
market leads to several conclusions that should be
borne in mind through the following chapters. First,
thepowerfu}foroesandgrutmnrketdispropor&ons
described above indicate that the District’s housing
market may be approaching (or already in) an
aberrmtconditionofthekindthathascaused
Amerimns,inthepastandinothamarkets,tolook
to government to monitor and explain developments
andtommerespom‘bﬂityforpmvmﬁngm
inequities. Second, the displaced household is likely
to face formidable difficulties in locating suitable
replacement housing. Third, a sizeable number of
District residents must be viewed as potential displa-
cees.
pmmwrﬂmd@kfmﬂyhmhmium
with schedules and criteria established by HUD, but in no event shoald the
pmhnymmhﬁmmmmathe&uﬂy'udjmm
mcome.

* “News and Views from D.C. Congressman Walter E. Fauntroy
“(newsletter), January 1978, p. 2.




Chapter 2

Public Actions That Cause Displacement

Our Nation has committed a major portion of its
financial resources to a “save the cities” strategy,
most recently through the Housing and Community
Development Act of 1974.! One hope of these
efforts has been to salvage the cities through
extensive housing conmstruction and/or rehabilita-
tion.
Federal programs such as Urban Renewal, Model
have influenced local decisionmaking in the area of
housing because Federal legislative mandates and
application requirements have shaped the types of
housing solutions chosen.

Despite these Federal influences, most of the
responsibility for the effects of Federal and federal-
ly-assisted housing programs lies at the local level. It
is the local government that describes the housing
need, develops proposed solutions, and pursues the
Federal funds. Even in a program like urban
renewal, the actual taking of land for renewal sites
depends on the power of eminent domain, which is
strictly a local prerogative.

Displacement-Causing Programs

The Legal Services Corporation Research Insti-
tute’s Task Force on Displacement and Relocation
identified the following U.S. Department of Housing
and Urban Development programs, most of them
locally administered, as causing displacement:

1. HUD eviction of people from buildings that it

owns or controls . In a variety of situations, HUD

itself evicts people from unmits it owns or
 42US.C. §§5301-317 (1976).

controls because HUD wants to demolish the
units(s) or change the use to which the property
is put. These situations cause particular prob-
lems because they not only dispiace specific
people but also absolutely reduce the number of
units available to house the poor. HUD also
displaces people from such buildings by poor
maintenance and high sheiter costs.

2.  Eviction of people as part of HUD-subsidized
projects .

(@) In some cases, occupants are being
displaced directly to make way for new
construction or rehabilitation under section

() Jn other situations, people are displaced
because [of] poor maintenance/high rents
resulting from HU&B failure to provide
adequatc subsidies use its authority to
enforce reasonable maintenance require-
ments.

(c) The Section 8 existing can
camedisphcemmtwhmthecgmgm
be used only in certain places. In addition,
members of the task force reported that when

i dfstheir-ve i th:yt.hm o
one portion o housing, raise
b muﬂ;fnbthemakmg - thf:t
amount, y ing it too expensive for
some tenants without section 8 certificates.

3. Displacement by Section 312 Rehab . Since

this administration has proposed a substantial

expansion of the section 312 program, the

program warrants close attention. Section 312

1




could benefit lower-income people, especially if
HUD eggressively honored the provision of
pdoﬂtytolower—incomerecipients.ﬂnttothe

extent that section 312 loans rental
nnits,mlmmnuemtroﬂedaaacondiﬁon
ofthelom,therehablomwilleausemore
displacement,

4.  Community Development Block Grants,
Urban Development Action Grants, Urban
Renewal Projects, are major cause of displace-
ment. Although the Uniform Relocation Act

6.  Public Housing . By demolition, moderniza-
tion—and lack of ization—tenants are
bdngdispMd&ompublﬁ:homing.Asﬂym
contracts expire, the fate of projects—and

under the Uniform Relocation Act,
those benefits are so i uate that if they’re
used to secure decent ing, they'll soon be
medup,bringingonanomerdia:phcement.'

'Ihctmkforeealsolistedpromofmhcrl?edeml
agencies:
Whilewemnotmyacomplete_survcy.these

are some displacement mechanisms that we
know are causing trouble for people.

1. Federal Home Loan Bank Board . The
board s relit 2 ki
moneyavaihblcforlongerpeﬁodaofﬁmesin
previomly“redlined”m‘l'hiswinworkto
theadmugeofﬁchupeopleandmunmom
i t of poor people.

e R e et T e o D

* Thid.
BwysAmﬁrLow-lmFmﬂis,"

* Patricia Camp, “D.C.
Washingion Poxi. July 22, 1978,
;J&M”{lm}.‘ US. Department of Housing and Urban Development, 441
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2.  General Revenuye Sharing . We've heard of

two situations in which revenl;esharingmoucy

is being used in support of programs that

displace people.

3. FmHA and VApmgmquisphce in

many of the same ways HUD dou.plenophmnl

y-approved strip mining operations have

the subject of complaints by displacees.3

AlthoughDistrictofCo!umbiadidnotparﬁme

ina!lavaihblcpmm it was the site of several
Federalprojectsmdthecitygovmmtwﬁvely

dcmolishit.lnlﬂ4HUDimndevictionnoﬁoa
thnwmchnmgedbyﬂxetdumu.lnlwathooe
tenamswhohadmm:inedﬁmﬂywonammof
mmitywhentheprojectwunoldtothel)isﬂict
mvmmmt.‘ﬂhetenmtsﬁsofoughttoqmﬁfyfor
Uniform Relocation Act benefits, and the case

ments.®

DHCD has been criticized for extending Section
312 loans to high-income households i
private home renovations in the $100,000 plus range.




In April 1979, DHCD changed its section 312
program and also the city’s own low-interest loan
program to ensure that low-income families get the
first chance at obtaining the loans.” DHCD also has
acted to mitigate the potential displacing effect of
Section 312 by entering into rent regulation agree-
ments with the recipients.®

Fourteen District néighborhoods were designated
historic districts, making them more attractive to
affluent persons. This added to the upward pressure
on property values and rents that may have forced
low-income residents to leave. Moreover, there
were claims that the facade requirements within
historic districts meant that owners could not always
choose the most economical way of keeping their
homes up to code—a factor that may have jeopard-
ized continued ownership by low-income or fixed
income homeowners.® DHCD was of the opinion
that official designation of historic districts followed
rather than preceded reinvestment.’® Certainly, his-
toric designation alone did not generate reinvest-
ment pressures, but it did seem a likely contributor
to the intensification of those pressures that drove
the last low-income pockets from such districts.

‘The District has used Federal funds for urban
renewal projects for decades. The Southwest urban
renewal project became famous for its scope and
notorious as a demonstration of the conviction that
wholesale rebuilding was a benefit outweighing the
social cost of wholesale displacement.** The District
has since adopted a “subsidies and staging” ap-
proach to urban renewal in lieu of the earlier
clearance strategy. DHCD said that there have been
no renewal acquistions causing displacement since
1975.12

A still active urban renewal project was the H
Street, N.E., corridor, which begins just north of
Union Station and extends east toward the Anacos-
tia River. In the late 1960s, the D.C. Redevelopment
Land Agency moved 281 households out of the area,
31 of which later returned through the support of
* Patricia Camp, “Changes Urged to Curb Abuse of Rehabilitation Loans
in D.C.," Washington Past, Apr. 13, 1979.
umcuy.nemmmmmmmefufmmm
Policy, -Planning, and Evaluation; Bob Raffner,
Office of Policy, thg.andﬁvaluanm,l‘)c Deprunen.t Hmmg

and Community Development, interview, April 24, 1979. [hereafter cited as
DHCD interviews.]

* LaBarbora Bowman, “Paying the Historic Price,” Washington Post, Feb.
3, 1979. Some black residents of the District voiced a different grievance
against the preservation movement. They claimed that sites important in
the development and life of the black community were overlocked and left
unprotected. Aane Oman, “Two NW Neighborhoods Named Historic
Districts,” Washington Post, June 30, 1977.

government rehabilitation loans. One local business-
woman has observed, “They have destroyed all the
houses that support the businesses and replaced them
with nothing. The government has driven the people
away. . .”* DHCD challenged this interpretation
of the decay of the area, citing riots and a general
economic decline instead. Moreover, the department
stated that it has put replacement housing into
renewal areas at a 2 for 1 ratio. In the H street area,
391 units were completed and 383 more had been
funded pending construction.!¢

A 1975 report on the H Street corridor by the
Real Estate Research Corporation noted that private
renovation following in the wake of the public
clearance activities also displaced low-income resi-
dents: “Not only is the number of households being
reduced, but the families moving into the renovated

‘housing are of smaller size. Therefore, while the

number of housing structures has remained relative-
ly the same, they are accommodating far less
people.”*® From 4,000 to 4,500 low-income housing
units were going to be replaced by from 2,000 to
2,500 higher-income units in the period 1975-80, the
report said.*

The District’s application for fourth-year Commu-
nity Development Block Grant funds noted that in
the area just south of H Street “substantial private
rehabilitation has occurred which is resulting in the
upgrading of residential structures and, in some
places, the displacement of low- and moderate-in-
come families. . .” This pattern was expected to
continue as renovation spread.” Although the city
government acknowledged the problem, it was not
legally responsible for persons displaced by private
actions—even if such actions had been fostered by
the sort of public programs underway on H Street.
Responsibility aside, DHCD questioned the linking
of previous urban renewal to ongoing private rein-
vestment, citing Adams-Morgan as a neighborhood
that was experiencing private reinvestment without
ever having been a renewal area. The department
 DHCD interviews.

1 See, for example, Daniel Thursz, Where are they mow? (Health and
Welfare Council of the National Cagpital Ares, 1966).

1 DHCD interviews.

= Phil McCombs, “Bitterness and Despair on H Street NE,” Washington
Post, Nov. 27, 1977.

“ DHCD interviews.

* Real Estate Research Corporation, Summary Report: H Street Economic
Development Potential submitted to D.C. Department of Housing and
Community Development (September 1975), p. 4.

" Ibid., p. 14,

" cmf;wm 1978, pp. C-26,C-27.
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also pointed out that where speculation seemed
erly,uintheShawmwﬂaru,thecitybougbt
up private land 0 as to prevent it.s

Relocation
The District’s involvement with Federal pro-

grams that might may have produced duphcement

Act (URA).* In early 1978, the DC Legislative
Commmﬂonmgchammwmt)mm
uhwonﬁatentiniuanistmmdisplaceu,deapite
bdngamenerhmoutformsoftenmtpmtec-
ﬁu!_.
'meDisu'ictofColumbiaDepamncntofHousing
lndComnnityDevdopmt

dispheegmmﬁtledtordoutfmnervioeamd
pnymeuts'(umptthugodeenformmtdhph-
cees receive on!yt:rvm and do&otur:}eive
payments) under provisions of iform
‘Relocation Assistance Act, effective January 2,
1971, and District law.=

On May 29, 1979, the U.S. Department of Hous-
ingandUrbanDevelommtismedrevimlregula-
tionstoimplunmttthlﬁfmdeouﬁouAssis-
hnoemdllull'ropertyAequisiﬁmActole
Thereguhtiombmeeﬂ‘ecﬁveon&pumbum,
1979.

Thcpurpoaeoftherelocutionreguhtiomwas“to
imnrethatpersomdisphcedulmltoflwn
nlistedpmjectsmtruud&iﬂy,oonﬁmuy,m
equitably so that such persons will not suffer

i i injuries as a result of projects
delia:nedforth:beneﬁtoftthublicasawhole.”"
nnce”aa“mymt.lom,orconh'ihuﬁoncmept:
Fedenlguamteeofinsutme,madebyHUDma

* DHCD interviews.
‘QU.S.C.WI-HSS(IWG}

"'mhh‘ Camp, “Attack on Housiy g Costs,” 'mhﬁ‘.ul! 14,
= D.C. Code §5-1003 (Supp. V, 1978).

™ D.C. Code §5-728 (1973).

- QU.S.C-MI-‘GS!(I”G}.

= ﬂFd.lq.MS(tm).

= «mnq.mum).
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State agency.”® A list of 19 specific Federal-funding
programs was then listed.* This brief list obviously
did not include all HUD, much less all Federal,
programs that bear on the problem of displacement.
HUD noted this in a discussion of the applicability
of the regulations:

Tthepamnentreoognjmandisverymuch
concerned about the hardships to persons
forcedtomovebyHUDorHUD-assisted
activities that are not covered by the Uniform

Several such initiatives were then briefly described.,

One significant restriction on the application of
URA benefits was that “. . -the Uniform Act does
notapplytotheacquistionofmalpmpertywried
outbyapﬁvateentityortoresulﬁngdisplwemmts.
The Uniform Act applies only to acquistions by a
‘State agency. . =

Another relocation benefits eligibility limitation
concerned HUD’s intent in acquiring the property.
TheU.S.SupremeCounruledinAprillW!lthat
persommdcredtolavcthdrhouseholdsfora
Federal program are eligible for relocation benefits
only if the agency involved planned at the time of
acquisitiontousetheprowtyforthntprogram.'
'IhisrulingresultedhatenantsattheSkyTower
homingproj’ectintheDistrictot‘Columbiabeing
decluadineligibleformbeneﬁts.becauseHUD
haddecidedtocloscthcpmjecta&eracquiringit
throughforec!osure.'l‘husHUDwasdcemednotto
havelcqnired!hcpmpertywithintenttowryouta
project covered by the URA.»

Thus, the URA had certain crucial limitations
regarding eligibility for benefits. The new regula-
tions broadened eligibility somewhat by stipulating
that notices of displacement would be issued not

than thirty (30) days after the initiation of
nesoﬁaﬁonsmacquireapropu-tyratherthanupon
wquiaition_"'fhisaﬂ‘ordedameasureofprmecﬁon
to tenants who might otherwise have moved (with-
=1d

™ 44 Fed. Reg. 30946 (1979).
™ 44 Fed. Reg. 30947 (1979),

" ® Alexondery. US Dept. of Housing and Urban Development. 441 U.S.C.

39 (1979).

* Lawrence Meyer, “D.C. Tenants Lose Fight for Relocation Benefits,”
Washington Post, Ape. 18, 1979.

™ 44 Fed. Reg. 30964 (1979).




out benefits) out of uncertainty about the future of
the building in which they lived.

For those who were eligible, rights were clearly
set forth in the regulations. The paramount right was
that:

.. nopersoncanbereqmredtomove,nnless
helsswenamsonablecboweof

to relocate to a comparable replacement dwell-
ing.Companblereplaczmmtdwellinssmustbe
decent, safe, sanitary, and within a person’s
ability to pay.?

For physically handicapped persons, “decent” and
“safe” meant also “free of any architectural barri-
ers.*® For minority or low-income persons, “reason-
able choice” meant “opportunities to relocate to a
comparable replacement dwelling that is not located
in an area of low-income and/or minority concentra-
tion, if such opportunities are available.””s

A second crucial right of relocatees was that they
should be presented with suitable potential replace-
ment housing options not later than 1 year after
being displaced.®

The regulations also required State agencies to
provide written assurances that URA activities
would be carried out ingaccord with the nondiscrimi-
- nation provisions of Title VI of the Civil Rights Act
of 1964 and Title VIII of the Civil Rights Act of
1968.>

The URA'’s benefits and services were provided
through local government agencies. In the District,
this meant that DHCD’s social service division
provides financial assistance or emergency relief,
help with employment, training or retraining, and
other social services.> Relocation payments includ-
ed funds for moving expenses and replacement
housing. Displaced persons were sbie to receive
assistance in:

* buying a new home on the private market;

® renting a house or apartment in the private

market;

applying for rent supplement programs;
applying for subsidized homeownership pro-

grams; and
= 44 Fed. Rez. 30965 (1979).
= 44 Fed. Reg. 30957 (1979).
% 44 Fed. Reg. 30966 (1979).

= 44 Fed. Reg. 30965 (1979).
= 44 Fed. Reg. 30955 (1979).
. Cleophas Johnson, i

W Diivisi
telephone

= D.C. Coaeis-mbtsw VIL, 1980).

* applying for public housing or temporary

relocation.*

Despite the intent of the law, many displaced
persons in the District did not receive relocation
benefits.

Another source of difficulty for persons who had
been displaced by government action was a shortage
of relocation funds owing to DHCD underestimates
of the number of displacees. The DHCD estimate of
households to be affected by government action in
1976 amounted to only about a quarter of the actual
need. In the Community Development Block Grant
application for 1976, the DHCD anticipated that
approximately 140 families would be needing reloca-
tion payments,* whereas 574 households were actu-
ally relocated by government projects.* Using an
estimated average relocation cost for the District of
$3,300 per household, DCHD had requested for
1976 only $462,000 in relocation assistance funds
from the Federal Government.** The request in 1976
should have been $1,894,200, or $1,462,200 more
than the amount actually requested from the Federal
government. This discrepancy represented hundreds
of persons displaced in 1976 without benefit of the
assistance to which they were entitled under the
Uniform Relocation Assistance Act.

In 1977, the Department of Housing and Commu-
nity Development submitted its third-year applica-
tion for Community Development funds (CD-3) for
review by the D.C. City Council. The Department’s
projection was that about 190 houscholds would be
relocated to meet new developments and housing
rehabilitation schedules involving property owned
by the Redevelopment Land Agency. Payments to
these households were estimated at $600,000, includ-
ing payments for households permanently displaced
by the District Rehabilitation Home Program (in-
cluding Section 312 loans).** Despite the continued
high level of displacement-causing activities and the
apparent shortfall in relocation assistance in 1976,
DHCD proposed relocation payments in 1977 for
384 houscholds fewer than the actual number relo-
cated in the 1976 Community Development Year.
* District of Columbia, Department of Housing and Community Develop-
ment, Application for Federal Assistance for a Community Development Block
Grant Program, 1976 (Sept. 24, 1976), p. 61.

* Jacobs, supplemental information to Factfinding Meeting, p. 11.

4 CDBG Application, 1976 p. 61,

« District of Columbia, Department of Housing and Community Develop-
ment, Application for Federal Assistance for a Corvmunity Development Block
Grant Program, 1977 (City Counci? submission, Apr. 1, 1977), p. 62.
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‘I'hmwhoreceivedrdocaﬁonsupponfromthe
dtystoodagoodchameoflnvinganunplmsant,
emfnn‘ngexpuieme.AlthoughFedenlregulaﬁons
!ﬁpuhtedthgtwwedfuni&mwuewberelom-

“* Terry C. Chisholm, Area Manager, Washington, D.C., Area Office, U.S.
wdnﬁ.ﬂummmmmuqmwnu
awmwmn.c,&un.lmu.

- Pmiu:inCaup.“EvicﬁnnNoﬁueg“ Washingzon Posz Nov. 11, 1975,
:.T.l:;o‘l(.:-p, “Relocation of Families Criticized,” Washington Post,
“ DHCD amerted that the defects attributed to its relocation program
arose from a decision to cmphssize other legitimate priorities in the
progiam. DHCD chose to aftempt to meet the “same-neighborhood™
mwwmwnmmmm
ﬁu“mphwdumﬁrddmﬂmu(wumrﬂmh

N S imes this
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The city responded to this development by send-
ing letters to the more than 300 temporarily-housed
families telling them to find other housing. D.C.
Hous'ngDirectorLorenzoJacobstoldtheprmr.hat
thecityhadbeentoo"kﬁ:d-huned"inurgingthe
displaoeestoacoeptthcaltemaﬁvepermmﬂthom-
ingthecityhadoﬁ‘ered.“'l‘hueacﬁomamuseda
stormot‘protestﬁ'omoommunitygmupsthatledthc
citytomailasewndroundoflettetsto“chﬁfy”its
intent,*

It was not until February 1979 that the city
produced a relocation plan, based on quarterly
goals,acccptablctoHUD.HUDwi]Imminethe
city’s performance in each quarter.4s

oﬁmuakﬁﬁmm&ymnﬂmm&uhwm
mﬂmewhmthewdmdwmﬂyxiubmminw

mmwmmmmmmmdﬁe
wmnwmmnmm
]
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Chapter 3

Private Actions that Cause Displacement

Muchhasbemwrittenabontanaﬁonnltxmdof

“return to the citi ” by affluent younger house-
holds, principally white, who are rehabilitating city
houses. The National Center for Urban Ethnic
Affairs found sufficient interest in the topic to
publish an extensive bibliography.? Nathaniel Rogg,
inasurveyconductedforthcmﬁtedsrateslugue
ofSavingsAm:ci-ﬁom,folmdindimﬁonsinmany
citiesofsuchatrmdmdp!widedinhisreportm
dabontesctofreoommendaﬁomtoaccderueit.’

Whetberthu'elcmlﬂyismchatrmdnaﬁonnﬂy
hubundispmd.ﬁowm,evmskepﬁmackmwl-
edge that Washington is an exception to their
raﬂvaﬁom.'ﬂetweenmid-lWSmdmid-w?ﬁ,the
Disuictfortheﬁmtimcinzs,vmincrusedinits
whitepopu!aﬁon,bothinabuolutenumberandasa
proportion of the whole population.* The Movers o
:iseCitystudyofin-migraﬁoninthcperiodlm‘M
reported that 26,100 white households moved into
theD:stnctdumgthatpenod,moomung for 63
percent of new arrival households in a city that was
mmcthan?Spereentbhck_Thestudyﬁmhu
showed a great predominance of one- and two-
pasonhmueholdsamongthaenewnﬁvﬂs,'which

chapter 1 for small housing units like condominiums.

Theoppormnitieatoupgndethchousingstock
andhnprovethcuxhuewepemmiverum

* United States League of Sa Amociations, U Rehabilita-
ton in the United Saates, bry Nathamiel H. (1973).

* Sesanna McBee, “Is There a Nati -to-the-City Trend?--Proba-
‘Nyhl;a." Washingion Post, Sept. 4, 1978, p. A-2.

* George Grier and Eusice S. Grier, Washi for Metropolitan

‘ashington Center
Studies, Movers 1o the Cisy, (May 197T), pp. 12 and 47.

forthecitytoencouragcthiatrmd,mdthccityw:s
urged to do so. For example, the chairman of the
city’s largest savings and loan association recom-
mended to the District’s legislative commission on
homingthatthcl)istrictn'ytoattractmomafﬂumt
residents and to locate housing in the suburbs for
some of the city’s poor.*

Although the District’s announced housing goals
theowner-oocnmhdshareofthehousingsup;ﬂy,’
tthistrictdidnotmdtopursuethesegoa.ls
through the sort of aggressive, imaginative pro-
grams found in other cities. The demand for District
housing was so formidable that rather than stimula-
tion,itneedadmonitoring,management.andeﬁec-
tiveacﬁontominimizemhsideeﬂ'ectsasdisphce-
ment.

Mmyofthcacﬁviﬁmthathaveeliciteduﬂsfor
acﬁmbytthistrictgovmmmtcunldbegmuped
under the rubric “speculation.” Speculative invest-
mentisamditionalandgmenllywoepwdpntof
thefreemterprisesystem,l’mofthcintcntion
behind L’Enfant’s original plan for the capital was to
safeguard the tract from large-scale speculation.®
m}htmdpoliﬁu]analystSamSmithhuuﬂedland
speculation the District’s “biggest local industry.”

’Dh&hdmmhnnﬁdﬂﬁmhgomm.lnm
1977, p. 7.

. Ndk?mmw&m The Mid-Atlantic States of America
(New York: W.W. Norton, 1977), p. 29.

* Sam Smith, “Love of Land,” D.C. Gaum&ptanbul?ﬂ,p. 12. This
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Many business persons believe that it is through
speculation that the benefits of neighborhood revi-
talization came to the city. The prospect of high
profits in real estate, they believed, helped to
strengthen the value of neighborhood property,
improve the city’s housing stock, and attract people
with high incomes back into the city.

The National Urban Coalition, on the other hand,
offered this view:

. . .speculative rehabilitation affects whole
areas and represents a threat to the integrity of
the existing community which comes from
outside the community. Speculative activity is
impersonal; monied forces appear to manipulate
the lives of those with little money who have
lived in the neighborhood and yet have no
control over their future there.!

The speculator’s interest was in profit from value
appreciation rather than in rental income from the
property or in occupancy. Thus, speculation differed
from other kinds of real estate activity by the
following:

® Active solicitation of homeowners to sell their

property;

* Multiple sales of the same property within

short periods of time;

° Low purchase but high resale prices;

* The lack of any substantive improvements or

renovations to the property prior to resale.!

In short, in speculation, property was acquired for
short-term investment and profit. The variations on
the basic theme included holding vacant property
for a time period of up to 5 years, cosmetic
renovation, quick multiple sales of one property,

and/or dummy corporations. Speculators would buy
in the vicinity of blocks undergoing restoration and
sell only when the area became desirable enough to
ask high prices. The pattern consisted of buying
several houses on a block, evicting low-income
residents, and reselling. The aggressive property
acquisition techniques of speculators were particu-
larly effective against homeowners who were ill-
“local” indusiry apparently encompassed Baltimore, with some of the same
speculators who made moncy in the Capitol Hill and Mount Pleasant
neighborhoods of the District investing also in Baltimore neighborhoods.
Eugene Meyer, “Land Rush in Baltimore,” Washington Posz, Dec. 11, 1978,
;mlummmmmmwmrm
 Coused of the District of Columbis, Committee on Finance and

Revenne, “Facts About Real Estate Speculation™ (staff report), pp. 2-3; the
nﬁw“mlmm&pﬁmhwlﬁd».
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informed about current market conditions and real
estate practices and who were fearful that they may
be unable to meet rising home maintenance costs—
people like the fixed-income elderly.

A city council study of properties sold more than
once during the period October 1972-September
1974 found that 69 percent of all such sales were
concentrated in only five neighborhioods; that the
properties were held on the average only 6.3 months
(barely past the 6-month limit after which one half
the profit is tax-free); that in the five high-activity
neighborhoods the average tramsaction profits
ranged from 43 to 86 percent; and that in each of
these five neighborhoods, less than 35 percent of the
houses resold had had any repairs or alteration by
the interim owner. The study concluded that specu-
lation was widespread and that it “exaggerates the
inflati trend in the city’s high-demand housing
market.”*

Phenomenal increases in assessed value in the last
several years indicated the spiraling upward of
prices following the entrance of speculators into the
housing market. For example, biennial assessments
on Capitol Hill increased in 1975 by an average of
more than 25 percent*?

One real estate company issued eviction notices to
26 low income black families on Seaton Street in
Adams Morgan to make way for rehabilitation
work. One of these properties was bought for
$14,000, renovated, and offered to the tenant for
$54,000 in one year.*

A large and vocal contingent of meighborhood
groups objected to the effects of speculative real
estate sales. In neighborhoods undergoing revitaliza-
tion, the strongest protests were motivated by fear of
speculation. Protesting residents cited such effects of
speculation as displacement of families, greater tax
burdens on already burdened homeowners, and
denial of an opportunity to become homeowners to
low- and moderate-income persons. One indication
of the importance of speculation to the public was
that, during the 1978 election campaign, two candi-
dates for city office issued vehement but conflicting
1 Ibid., p. 14.

** Dennis Gale, The Back-to-the-City Movement. . .Or Iz It ? (Washington,
D.C.: George Washington University Department of Urban and Regional
Planning, Occasional Paper Series, Fall 1976), p. 10.

' Frank Smith, “Reinvestment in Adams-Morgan" (April 1977), p. 1G;
submitted to the District of Columbia Advisory Committee to the U.S.
Commission on Civil Rights, Factfinding Mecting, Washington, D.C., Apr.
15, 1977.




claims to have authored the city’s anti-speculation
law. s

The anti-speculation law went into effect on July
13, 1978.1 It taxed profits on housing held for less
than 3 years, computing the tax on the basis of
percentage of gain and time held. There were a
numberofexempﬁona.'lhehwwuwidelypubli—
cized at the time of its passage because it was the
ﬁrstmchminthecomtryonurhanspeculaﬁon.lt
made headlines again in early 1979 when D.C.
oﬁcinhdiscloudthnithadbemdmostenﬁrely
uneaforced. Only one person had paid the tax in its
ﬁm?monthsmdfewerthanISpermtofhomesei-
lers filed the required forms.'” However, the new
cityldmi!ﬁsmﬁon’sﬁrnbudgetproposalincluded
$221,500 to improve enforcement of the tax.1¢

The consequences and equity dimensions of the
pﬁvatcrehabilitationprmapmmdtojeopardize
that process as a whole. Displacement from some
neighborhoods may have produce overcrowding
and strained services in other already-weak neigh-
borhoods.Diuppoinhmntandfrustnﬁonmayhave
led to explosive conditions. Nathaniel Rogg writes
bfthedisplacemmtofthepoorbyaﬁlmtin-
migrants:

T‘hismayhemmethcmostseriouspmblemto
be resolved if we are to have successful urban
rehhhuummhawuewewmbesemngthe
stage for a massive innerity confrontation.
The city in which this was most evident was
Washington, which has witnessed a substantial
lle‘Lr-etum tothecitybyself-smmmn"g fami-

Failure to anticipate this problem [ie., social
pressures resulting from displacement] may
prove the most intractable stumbling block to
: ity rehabilitation 1
Therewasnosyatemaﬁceﬁ'ortouthepartofthe

inevitably included a growing number of
displaced residents.

= Robert Pear, “Clarke Challenges Barry on ign Ad i
Washington Siar, Aug. 29, 1978, p. B-1. The antispeculation wmawmy
MIMWMMTMMdIMD‘Cth
91 (July 1978).

¥ D.C. Code M"T—Jﬂ(!wp‘\ﬂl.lm

" Patricia “D. C. Speculstors’ Tax: F y, Fewer Pay,”
Washingion Post, Feb. 12, 1979. oo Y

A survey of recent in-migrants to Mount Pleasant
concluded:

. . .though this new immigration creates many
benefits for the city, such as an improved
hounngstockandmcreueduxmmna,:t
comes not without its negative consequences.
As the overall supply of low and moderate
income housing—especially rental units—dwin-
dles in the District, the impact of nei
comervaﬁonmdrmovationondiudmng:d
flmiliesgrowsmoreseverewithuchpudng
year.

Beenuaeﬁrtuallynowbddiz’edhomingcnr—
rentlyisbeingbuﬂtin\\’uhingwn,theywiﬂ
find a paucity of alternative ing choices.
There seems to be no solution to this dilemma
through traditional market dynamics. . .only
tmdmnngthecnuallmportanceoﬁwgor-

housing
by the District of Columbia Government. To
datcmchancﬁ'orthasnotbeenfoﬂheoming.

The relatively uniform economic and racial
chamcteristicsofreeenthombuyminrenova-
tion nei - .only serve to emphasize
the highly restrictive nature of neighborhood
resettiement in Washington. Though many ben-
eﬁtfromtlﬁsprocm,itmslikelylhumey
do so at a severe price to many more.®

Case Studies

Cepitol Hiil

Friendship House, a multiservice settlement house
and community action program, has provided a
wide range of services to people of nesr Southeast
formorethan?ﬂymDuﬂngthcl%theagency
experienced an increase in requests for assistance
with individual housing problems, such as poor
maintenanccandsecurity,thatoﬁenremhedin
evictions. The program personnel could not deter-
mine the cause of the increases in problems, but
begnntonoteaphysicalchangeinthcm'l‘he
change appeared pervasive and it was occurring at a
fastpnoe.“ltwascleutomthatmeonewm
making big profits on Capitol Hill real estate,”

'* “Barry Budget Highlights,” Washington Post, Feb. 7. 1979,

w Umaﬁmmamuwmmumzl.
-Dmmhmmﬁmcqmmmmm
D.C:Gmpwmuﬁvuﬁybwmdvrh-ﬂhw
wmm&mﬁﬂlm).mll-li
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according to Friendship House spokesperson Gilda
Warnick.»

Frim:khipﬂonujo’medothacommunitygmups
inlcoaﬁtionwscrvemaneighborhoodndvocate,a
role which later involved comiaunity organizing
and housing counseling. The goal was to maintain a
racialmitonthcl-lillandmaintainaplaceforlow-
mdmoderlte-inoomepeopleinandghborhoodthat
was quickly pricing them out. :

The coalition immediately postulated that the
acﬁviﬁesofvaﬁomrealesuteeompaniaopemﬁng
inthcneighborhoodwerethesoumeoﬁhepmblem,
and research confirmed that realtors were involved
in the process. However, they were clearly not the
culprits, says Warnick:

- - .we gathered the nanies of every agent in
all Hill real estate offices. And, where we failed
n:!iserably_ at linking real estate compa-

and
identified more names of landlords who were
evicting low- and moderate-income people, and
we proceeded to check each one out.®

The Friendship Hm:segroupdeﬁnedspeculators
asthosewhoseekquickproﬁtsbybuyingpropemes'
in deteriorated areas at or below the market rates
and, through a variety of schemes, selling them at
inflated values. Chiefelcmmtsintthapltol' Hill
speculation process were the limiting effects on
housing choices for less affluent residen ts, the
prohibitive resale prices of rehabili itated units, and
the displacement of residen ts. The human price of
this private revitaiization was recorded by Friend-
ship House in such cases as these:

° MmJ.andhchchﬂdrmfacadimmediate

cvicdonﬁ'omahomeﬂlcyhadrentedfor 1i

years.Thehouscwassoldontfmmunderherfor

$9,950. She sought housing unsuccessfully for 2

months. Eventually, she went to Friendship

House for assistance. Through Friendship House

: Statement i
Mv'nu-yCamnmgwﬂcU.s.Cummi-imnu
Meeting, Washington, D.C., Apr. 15, 1977, p. 1.
= Ibid. p.2
= Ibid., pp. 6-7.
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intervention, the new owner was convinced to
extend Mrs. J’s stay for 4 weeks. He offered to sell
her the house for $19,000. The owner said his
plans were to do some renovation and then sell the
house for $40,000.
® An elderly couple on G Street, S.E., was told
to move from an apartment that had been their
homcforﬁym’f‘hehusbmdwastotally
immobile; his wife was forced to move into
property owned by 2 known speculator. They
occupy their new home with no degree of
permanence.
® A couple with five children was told to vacate
arentalhomeonAStreet,S.E..aﬁcrhzvinglived
therefor?ym'l‘hefamiiywashrmedbythc
proputy’snewowws.whothrmﬂmdtobegiu
rehabilitation on the property while the family
wassﬁlllivingthem’!‘heyﬁnaﬂygotncw
homingonCapitolmll,wheretheywerepaying
$350 a month—close to half their income for
rent.®

AlW?wrvey“ofrmthomebuymonCapitol
Hill indicated that ncw households in the area
tended to consist predominantly of single individuals
or couples in their late twenties, thirties, zud early
forl:iu.Onlyone—ﬁfthofthcmeyedbmdwids
hadchﬂdrcn;onljrasmannumberofﬂwuwmof
school age. The hiouseholds were overwhelmingly
(97 percent) white.

'Ihcedwaﬁonallcvelofthmnewrsidentswas
high—more than three-fourths of household heads
had earned graduate degrees. Annual household
incomes rangedfromSlo,(ll}tomoretthSO,m
three-fourths were above $25,000.

Seventy-two percent of the respondents had lived
intheDisﬂictptiortopurchaseofthdrnewhoma,
while 15 percent of the households surveyed had
residents who came from the suburbs.

ThemmtimportmtrmmforlocatingouCapitol
Hﬂlmdtohcclmtoplaceofemploymmt.
Favonblcpricesofhousingincomparisontohom
elsewhere,thehistorim]/architecturﬂnmueofthe
neighborhuod,theproximityofCa.pitolﬂilltomcial
andculturalattnctions,meralncwMeu'orﬂna-
ﬁons,mdtheﬁmcialpromiseofinvmminthe
house were among other reasons cited.




In assessing negative factors of their neighbor-
hood, the newcomers pointed to excessive crime
problems, excessive real estate taxes, excessive
neighborhood traffic, and insdequate public schools.
Excessive street litter and noise related to traffic or
dogs also were mentioned.

Mount Pleannn?

Mount Pleasant, with nearly 10,000 residents, is
situated between the National Zoc and 16th Street
to the north of Adams-Morgan in Northwest Wash-
ington. It is another area experiencing rapid change.
The Washingion Post reported in 1978 that Mount
Pleasant residents “claim real estate speculstion has
been the major factor in many of the neighborhood
changes. They said it has robbed the area of most of
its mincrities and of affordable rental housing.”**

The area’s streets are lined with Victorian homes,
carly 20th century rowhouses, and larger, mansion-
like dwellings. During a 15-moath period from
August 1974 to October 1975, 180 property transfers
were recorded in this area.®™ Between September
1977 and September 1578, one real estate firm sold
ncarly 40 homes in Mou.ic Pleasant.¥

Ray Nosbeum of the Mt Pleasant Advisory

Commission (ANC) reported to the
DsumademhaMmryCommmeethattwo
population movements have occurred in Mount
Pleasant sisce 170, The Hispanic popuiation has
risen, znd middle- and upper-income people, mostly
white, are buying houses to renovate for both owner
and tenant occupancy. Housing purchases by the
latter group and by real estate speculators, he said,
were responsible for some displacement, especially
of Hispanics, and for a trend toward escalating real
estate prices. Those prices ranged upwards to
$80,000.

Though housing was available at lower prices, he
said it tended to require extensive rehabilitation at a
high cost, which put it out of the range of most of
the current residents.

He also indicated that the neighborhood’s diversi-
ty, while often referred to as a strength, was also a
weakness in that local real estate entrepreneurs,
absentee landlords, and some high-income owners
have interests different from those of tenants and
many long-time, low-income owners. Therefore, the
= Josns Stevens, “Mount Plessant,” Waskingron Post, Sept. 21, 1978,

Back-to-the-City

= Gale, The Movement. . .oris it?, Appendix 1.
™ Jossn Stevens, “Moust Fleassat,” Waskington Post, Sept. 21, 1978.
Advisory

Washingion, D.C., Apr. 1s. 1977.

community did not have common housing goals, a
ant Neighbors concentrated on housing code en-
forcement and neighborhood clesnup, the Advisory
Neighborhood Commission promoted tenant organi-
zation and city legisiation to ease residents’ prob-
lems.

Luis Rumbaut, 2 Mt. Pleasant resident and attor-
ney for Ayuda, an organization that provides legal
assistance for low-income Hispanic Americans, of-
fered this explanation of the dramatic occurrences
that are changing the neighborhood:

mtheuuhvehecomevﬂ'ydenr
able. We are now

undergoing an acuie process
ofdsphcemmtoﬁhemndmﬂ.wbomthar
mjomy represent the Afro-American and
Latin American. In brief, whtuhapptmngu

nority at any rate, usually professionals with
some money—are buying up the availsble prop-
erties wholesale. At the same time, commercial
interests, anticipating a new and lucrative mar-

ket, are involved in displacing the minority
bmmmoftbenumm’dﬂ'tohmnthe

process and secure their investment.

What has happened to the Hispanics who have
been displaced in Mount Pleasant was not fully
known. It was difficult to track the displaced
population. It was easier to determine who the
newcomers are. A study®™ conducted in the summer
of 1976 revealed that about 60 percent of the new
households were composed of couples either mar-
® Luis Rumbsaut, Statement to the District of Columbia Advisory Commmit-
tee to the US. Commimion om Civii Rights, Factfinding Mocting.
Washington, D.C., Apr. 15, 1977.

® Gale, The Back-to-the-Cizy Movement. . .or ks It?
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rigd or cohabiting and 23 percent were singles. The
remainder represented mixed arrangements such as
communes, cooperatives, or various relatives living
together.

Slightly more than one-third of the households
kad one or two children; 61 percent had no children.
The children were mostiy preschiool age. Seventy-
seven percent of the new households were white,
while 14 perent were black; the study noted that in
the 1970 census, overall population in the area was
68 percent black and 32 percent white. The survey

indicated that if migration trends continued, the

neighborhood would tecome, or may already have
become, predominantly white.

Gross household income in 1975 in the sample
ranged&omaslittleasﬂﬁ,ﬂﬂﬂtoashighasmore
than $50,000. Only 11 percent of survey households
carned less than $15,000; in 1970, 81 percent of
Mount Pleasant femilies had been in that income
category. This growth in income is not accountable
solely by inflation. Forty-four percent of newcomers
earned $15,000 to $25,000; 39 percent were in the
$25,000 to $50,000 category. Newcomers in general
were substantially moze affluent than established
residents,

As the survey indicated, “It is not surprising, then,
that older Mount Pleasant residents have been
unable to compete successfully with the newcomers
for housing in their neighborhood.”s

As to reasons for the move to Mount Pleasant,
survey respondents cited. their homes as good
financial investments that would grow significantly
in value; the shorter distance to place of employ-
ment; the historical and architectural character of
thcneighborhopd;mdthedmiretoliveinamiaﬂy
integrated neighborhood. On the negative side were
excessive crime problems and insufficient parking.

Two-thirds or 67 percent of homeowners had
moved from other District neighborhoods, including
‘other locations in Mount Pleasant, Eighteen percent
had lived in the District suburbs before moving to
the neighborhood.

The survey suggested that upgrading of Mount
Pleasant was a long-term process that could result in
a more vigorous turnover rate in housing ownership

= Toid., p. 5.
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as the tax burden grows to exceed the economic
limits of long-time homeowners.

Adimo-ﬂorgan

Adams-Morgan was an area of racial, ethnic, and
economic diversity. It was also the site of the most
noticeable revitalization and displacement activity in
the city. Located in Northwest, Adams-Morgan was
roughlyboundedbyHarvardStreetonthenorth.S
Street on the south, 16th Street on the cast, and
Rock Creek Park on the west. Several professional
observers and the media have devoted considerable
attention to the rising costs of housing for both
homeowners and renters.

According to the 1974 census update, 20,500
people live in Adams-Morgan. Its population was
33.7 percent white and 66.3 percent non-white,
many of whom were foreign born and had a native
language other than English.* Many undocumented
a}ienswercalsobeﬁevedtormideinthearm.m
census had been challenged by representatives of the
Hispanic community, which had long decried Cen-
sus Bureau undercounts of its population.® The
consequence of the undercount, according to Lati-
nos, was a disproportionately low share of the city’s
community service funds. Frank Schafer-Corona, a
member of the District School Board, described the
aruasthehubofthelaﬁnocommunityinWash—
ington. The heaviest concentrations of that commu-
nity stretched from Mount Pleasant through Adams-
Morgan to Dupont Circle. Estimates of Hispanics in
the area described above ranged as high as 50,000.3¢

Frank Smith, a community leader, described the
diversity of the neighborhood in this way:

A walk down Columbia Road, the main com-
mercial street in Adams-Morgan, shows the rich
diversity of the area. Young people of Spanish
heritage—perhaps Cuban, Brazilian, Peruvian—
sit together in a small tri gular park, absorbed
intherhythmsoftheirdrums.Africansmd
Latinos crowd the Mom and Pop type stores
which sell plantains, cassava, goat’s meat, and
freshly baked bread. Some of the senior citizens
of Barney Neighborhood Center enjoy lunch
together, while others work at their crafts—
crocheting, re-upholstering. Conscientiously

““Laﬁmlﬂdencﬁm!h:lhuemﬂ@mdwmin
tbeDiﬂriclofColumbh.mtuflhzminAdans-MmtnﬂMm
Hmnl.ﬂutthelmcmmmwdou!yls.lm.Amplcmthﬂﬁ
Mmmhﬂl?@“&:ylm“&mnin\?ﬂ&ngm‘s
‘thmm‘:HwahLmsu&ntthelﬁngPo(Sunive?“
Washington Post. Sept. 7, 1978, p. D.C.-2.




dressed families as well as those dressed for the
playground stop off at Arabic and i
restaurants which are inexpensive emough
accommodate a family. . .Blacks and whi
study the offerings of the health food stores
the best buys of the day.

?Es

Adams-Morgan is a diverse neighborhood, well
situatedforinnercitydevelo:’;t."

Smith also noted that the area was within bike-
riding and walking distance of the downtown
Connecticut Avenue commercial area that offered
the greatest amount of private sector employment in
Washington, D.C. Moreover, 12 different bus routes
through Adams-Morgan made it casily accessible to
other areas of the city.

Another attraction was the recently opened Marie
H. Reed Learning Center, a $10 million facility
featuring tennis courts, an Olympic size pool, an
amphitheater, and a semior citizens center. The
school also was one of only two that are community-
controlled in the city. Also, D.C. government had
agreed to spend over $2 million to purchase the 4-
acre Shapiro tract in Adams-Morgan for a communi-
ty playground. These improvements, long struggled
for by neighborhood residents, now served to attract
more affluent persons who displaced the original
residents.

A rash of buying and selling in the Adams-
Morgan area over a period of 5 years and the
displacement of low-income residents prompted a
study of the reinvestment patterns in the neighbor-
hood. Sales between 1966 and 1975 in the census
tracts (38, 39, 40, and 42.01) comprising more than
90 percent of Adams-Morgan were analyzed. A
definite price increase was detected beginning in
1971. Between 1971 and 1975, the average selling
price in tract 42.01 doubled—from $14,000 to
$28,000 per property. In that tract, there were 336
real estate transactions between 1966 and 1975, of
which 234 or 63 percent occurred between 1971 and
1975.%

The pattern of increased real estate transactions
and increased sale prices held throughout the other
census tracts studied. A prime example of such
activity was found in what happened on Seaton
Sireet on the southern and less-developed edge of
Adams-Morgan:

® Frank Smith, “Reinvestment in Adams-Morgan™ p. 6.
= Ibad, p. 8.
= Ibid., p. 10.

A low-income homeowner in the neighborhood
relation to that development effort:

They have had to. . .
but they had to do things to bring them up to
the standards of, I guess, to meet the require-

been moving out. The ones that own the homes
have. . .one or two of them. . .sold their

* Ibid., p. 11, citing the /n-Towner, sn Adams-Morgan neighborhood
Dewspaper.
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owners as a result of the increased real estate
acﬁvity.Addingtothebmdmwerestqpedup
housing code inspections in “developing” neighbor-
hoods that resulted in financial strains, especially on
the elderly blacks on fixed incomes who tended to
be the predominant nonwhite homeowners in
Adams-Morgan.

The effects of these neighborhood strains resulted
inorg:nizedcunmnnityonnsiﬁmtowardmyncw
developments in Adams-Morgan. The Adams-Mor-
gan Organization (AMO), for instance, opposed
liemforthelleekmﬂweﬁuject,a]iquor
mmdnmemGemwown-ﬁkcshops.AMO’s
podﬁonwasthtaﬂdcvdopmtmmtstq:unﬁ!a
way is found to prevent the widespread evictions
that the area has experienced.

= D.C. Traascript, pp. 330-31.

Residents of the area continued to protest redevel-
opment cfforts. In February 1978, residents held a
protest march in Adams-Morgan and Mount Pleas-
ant to object to the continuing evictions, reat
increases, and the lack of jobs. Revitalization came
to be viewed as a destructive and racist force by
some neighborhood residents.

Maric Nahikian, Advisory Neighborhood Com-
mission member and former member of the District
Rental Accommodations Commission, found fault
with the Advisory Committee’s use of the word
“revitalization™ to describe the process occurring in
her neighborhood:

lthinktheCommimion[onCivilR.iglm]in
many ways plays into the hands of this who
process by referring to this issue as revitaliza-
tion, because that is an awfully nice, an awfully
subtle term for it. That is like many of the terms
we all know have been used in the past for pure
and simple racism. The word revitalization is a
positive word—it means new life. There is
nothing wrong with the life in Adams-Morgan
that existed 7 years ago.*

* D.C. Transcript. p. 328.




Postscript

This study has touched on some of the forces at
work in the residential housing market in Washing-
ton, D.C. The goals, constraints, premises, policies,
and practices of government and private sector
leaders in the area of housing have been examined.
Many of these elements bear on displacement either
actively or by omission.

The situation revealed in this case study unders-
cores the need for careful and creative reexamina-
tion of displacement, the factors that cause it, and
means to reduce it. The human price exacted from
those least able to pay for urban revitalization is
enormous. It is a cost the entire community will
eventually share in terms of increased dependency
and social ills that result from displacement.




