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introduction

When many think of the “American Dream”, they think of having a good
job, driving a nice car and lastly owning their own home. Home ownership in the
United States has, at times, been a frustrating and impossible dream for many
people. Historically, in the United States, home ownership has not been
accessible to minorities and low-income families. The government has put in
place many policies’ to regulate fair lending, and thus increase home ownership
among those who have previously been unable to secure a home of their own.

Gaining homeownership is not the only issue in housing for low and
moderate-income peoples, affordability also is important. Affordability can be
looked at in many ways, and must be considered at all angles. Firstly,
affordability brings to mind the initial cost of a home, whether it be in the form of
rent or a mortgage payment. Affordability comes at a much greater cost
however, and what many people forget is, how affordable is that home over
time? As we all know homes need maintenance, and with home ownership there
comes additional costs not always found in rental units. Over time these
additional costs can become a burden to many low-income families and can have
devastating results.

Sustainable development techniques can be used in the development of
affordable housing that will not only last longer, but will result in lower overall
costs to the owner. Sustainable or green architecture looks at the impact of the

structure on the environment and in tum results in a friendlier home to the owner.



These ideas include high energy efficiency, recycled materials, reuse of
structures and more efficient use of space. Combining these concepts with goals
of affordable housing could mean a stronger future for affordable housing. The
purpose of this paper is to explore some of the concepts of green architecture
and sustainable development and see if these concepts have played a role in

government policies for increasing affordable housing.

Green Architecture

Green architecture has, for many years, been a new and evolving form of
building. This form of thought is not a new concept, it has struggled to gain
ground in a society that demands the biggest and best. Many of the concepts
and ideas of green architecture focus on the environment and the sustainability
of the buildings being built. These concepts focus on energy efficiency, adaptive
reuse, reducing waste and many other sustainable, environmental-friendly
themes. Combining green architecture ideas with affordable housing brings
together an interesting solution to not only affordable housing goals, but the
sustainability of quality, affordable housing units.

Green architecture has become a whole new way of looking at the
practice of architecture. It doesn’t concem itself with the look of a building as
good design, but looks at the building and its organization of parts as good
design. Green architecture approaches design, by looking at all the parts that go

into a building. These parts can include organization of space, materials, and



use of the building. It is widely known that over time costs of a home or a
building are incurred from maintenance and daily operating costs. What green
architecture does is look at the broad picture of a home and takes those costly
components, that are not only costly, but are usually not environmentally sound,
and turns them into environmentally viable design concepts.

There are many ideas, concepts and techniques involved in sustainable
development and they vary across the nation and world depending on area and
climate. Some of these techniques include using unique building materials, such
as rammed earth walls, or baled straw walls. Each of these different materials
for building have proven to be more cost efficient in overall building costs and
long lasting. There are many techniques used in sustainable development, and
for urban cities there are many techniques that would prove helpful in the
struggle to provide affordable housing.

One of the unique premises behind sustainable development is the
principle that it follows. Efficiency is very important to sustainable development.
Efficiency in the building and materials used as well as after, efficiency is
important in energy and even the trip to work (Roseland, 1998). The idea is that
housing would benefit from simple sustainable development concepts in order to
build and maintain its affordability. Over the years the private market of builders
has left affordable housing up to city govemments, because the builder can get a
better return on an expensive rental unit rather than one that is deemed
affordable. Sustainable housing would allow the private market to build low-cost,

sustainable housing that would be cost-efficient for the residents.



Besides the principles that are behind the sustainable development
practice, there are also simple ideas of living and the built environment.
Sustainable development is not just about building, but includes the community
as a whole. Including the community allows for sustainable development to act
as a mechanism with which a community can come together, despite differences
in race, class, or opportunity (Edwards & Turrent, 2000). Many of our large,
urban cities could use the idea of integration among a mixed community. So, as
we see, as much as the buildings are built to be sustainable, so is the
community.

Another important strategy in sustainable techniques is to use the existing
housing stock (Girardet, 1999). This is another important issue in cities. There
are many neighborhoods that have vacant and deteriorating buildings. Through
the techniques of sustainable development the existing housing stock is tumed
into energy efficient housing that will cut future costs in energy use. Another
interesting factor that is listed in the techniques of sustainability is that of density.
Density is important for energy efficiency (Edwards & Turrent, 2000).

The principles behind sustainable development are the driving force
behind the success of sustainable communities. Cities across the United States
have shown the need for affordable housing and have shown that they could
benefit from sustainable communities. With support from non-profit agencies,
Housing Authorities and private developers these techniques could prove to be a

viable solution to the lack of affordable housing.



Sustainable Development and Affordable Housing

In looking at sustainable development and its link to housing we must look
to the past. Many large, urban cities have found that the large structures that
once were easy ways to house the disadvantaged are now tattered and wom
down, beyond repair. It is found to be too expensive to repair these large
buildings and thus they are torn down. And as these units are being torn down
and replaced, it is now becoming obvious that not all of the previous tenants will
have a place in these new units.

Much of the problems that have lead to the decay of these buildings are
that the maintenance of these types of buildings is very hard to maintain. Many
cities have leamed from the past and have no further plans to build anymore of
these tall project-type towers. The City of Chicago is one of these cities that
have taken to demolition, although many larger cities have done the same. Itis
the notoriety that followed these Chicago structures that has allowed the city to
close the door on a hurtful past, and hopefully start anew. However, there is a
price to pay and that is a decrease in housing units offered by not only Chicago,
but all of the citie‘s that are looking to clear away the blight of public housing.

The connection of sustainable development is two-fold. First, the
techniques used in sustainable development derive from the concept that they
are long lasting, with minimal impact on the environment. In housing, longevity is
important and many of the ideas behind sustainable development allow for

longevity. Through materials and management sustainable development



techniques allow for a structure, whether newly built, or rehabilitated, lasting far
into the future. The concept of sustainable development is that through different
materials and uses a building becomes a lasting representative, whether it is new
construction or the rehabilitation of an existing one.

The second idea in the combination of sustainable development and
housing is that the maintenance is easier. Using these different techniques
provides for a housing unit that is easier to maintain, not only for the resident, but
also for the management company, through cost-effective heating units and other
low-maintenance. Since the two biggest problems to offering affordable housing
is maintenance and longevity, as we have learned from the past, it seems only
appropriate to combine sustainable development with affordable housing.
Sustainable development also can open the market for an increase in private
developers to build and keep affordable housing. Over the years private
developers have moved away from the affordable housing market, and
unfortunately have left much of the burden on the various cities and states. The
reason for this is mainly that it is not profitable to build and maintain affordable
housing as it is for market rate housing. Hopefully with sustainable development
techniques private developers will find that these techniques allow for a more
cost effective manner of building and maintenance and will move into the
affordable housing market, thus taking some of the burden off of the cities and
states.

The combination of sustainable development and affordable housing is not

a new concept; however it is not widely used. As the case studies, which are



illustrated later in the paper, show, this partnership is possible. It is possible for
not only developers, but also with city governments, as we see in Portland
Oregon. Finding affordable housing has been a problem for many families for
decades. Using sustainable development as a way of increasing affordable
housing seems only logical. These techniques allow not only for affordability up
front, but affordability in the long run.

As we have seen the techniques of green architecture, or sustainable
architecture look well beyond the house itself. In respect to affordable housing it
is very clear that sustainability should play a role in affordable housing. A
question then arises: Have the concepts and ideas of sustainability played any
role in U.S. housing policy and affordability? While the government is not solely
responsible for providing affordable housing, they are responsible for shaping the
nature of policy. If these techniques truly help to increase not just the affordable
stock of housing, but the affordability of housing in the long run, shoulq not the
government implement policy that will help to encourage the use of these
techniques? | will look at the government programs through the Department of
Housing and Urban Development, and public housing to see if these concepts

are used in affordable housing.



Homeownership and the Department of Housing and Urban Development

The federal government has not always played an active role in housing in
America. However, with the rise in racism among the housing market and the
increasing tensions of the civil rights movement of the 1960’s, the govermment
began the long road of housing policy. In 1968 the Federal government stepped
in and adopted the Fair Housing Act of 1968. This act prohibited any person, or
otherwise from denying a person from renting, owning, or lending based on race,
color, national origin, religion, sex, familial status or handicap.

MENT
P

g T it
e
°€"a' The Fair Housing Act helped to stop red lining and gave

many families a boost in gaining ownership of a home. In the early 1980’s the
United States saw a decline in homeownership after a 40 year increése (HUD,
2000). Because of this decline a coalition of 66 national groups that included
lenders, non-profit groups, housing industry representatives and all sectors of
government, came together as the National Partners in Homeownership. This
partnership set a goal of raising the homeownership rate to 67.5 percent by 2000
and 70 percent by 2006 (HUD, 2000). Their goal was met in 2000, and
continues to rise.

There have been many factors that have attributed to the rise in

homeownership. Most recently because of world events, the interest rates have

continually been low and thus have made buying a home more feasible for many



people. However, there are still many families who still have found it difficult to
purchase a home of their own. It is because of this that the Department of
Housing and Urban Development has encouraged Government Sponsored
Entities, such as Fannie Mae and Freddie Mac; to increase lending and other
programs to low-income borrowers and other underserved markets. HUD has
done this by enforcing the Community Reinvestment Act and by making changes
to the Home Mortgage Disclosure Act.

These underserved markets include minorities, in addition to low to
moderate-income families. The following table shows the rates of
homeownership during a 6-year span. There has been an increase for all
groups; however minority home ownership still remains at only 60%-70% of white

home ownership.

1993 1999
Nation Overall 64.0 66.8
White (non-Hispanic) 70.2 73.2
Black (non-Hispanic) 42.0 46.7
Hispanic 394 45.5
Other (non-Hispanic) 50.6 54.1
Central Cities 48.6 50.4
Suburbs 70.3 73.6

Table 1. Source: Department of Housing and Urban Development, 2000




FHA-Insured Loans

The question remains, how do you increase home ownership of not only
minorities, but also low to moderate-income families? Homeownership has
significantly been decreasing within central cities for decades, and many times,
these are the areas in which minorities and low-income families live. In 1999,
homeownership in the central city was 50.4, as shown in the table above. This
was 23.2 points lower that that of homeownership in the suburbs. And while
there was a rise in homeownership in the central cities as well as the suburbs,
the gap between the two continued to rise also.

For many first time homebuyers, who are low income, FHA loans are the
major mechanism to purchasing a home. HUD insures the FHA loan, this means
that HUD takes some of the risk when lending to a low-income person. In the
year 2000, 82% of the loans going to first-time homebuyers were FHA-insured
loans (HUD, 2000). Over the years this amounts to millions of families with
which the FHA loans have helped purchase a home. Atthe same time that FHA
helps low-income, these loans also help minority families who historically have
been discriminated against when it comes to mortgage lending. In 2000 41.8%
of the FHA loans given were to minorities, 34.0% were of African-American and
Hispanic heritage (HUD, 2000).

While in the increases show that FHA loans are important for minorities
and low-income families, FHA continues to recognize the importance of providing

loans to minorities and low-income families. HUD continues to take steps to
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continue these rises in lending by giving higher loan limits, lower insurance
premiums, loan consolidation and streamlining the loan process (HUD, 2000). In
addition to the FHA-insured loans, HUD has many other programs designed to
increase home ownership, in addition there are many other government, and
non-government backed programs that are focused on home ownership for

underserved families.

The Secondary Market

S
& FannieMae.  Freddie
_ Mauc

== __IThe Federal Housing Enterprises Financial
Safety and Soundness Act of 1992 further strengthened the role of HUD, as a
regulator of Fannie Mae and Freddie Mac. Fannie Mae and Freddie Mac are the
primary Government Sponsored Enterprises (GSEs) in the secondary market.
The Act allowed HUD to establish goals for the GSEs and their purchasing of
mortgages of low-income and minority homebuyers. In the mid-1990's, HUD did
extensive research in order to find exactly where and who the underserved
markets were.

Congress established GSE's for public purposes. These public purposes

as stated in their Federal Charter Acts are to increase the liquidity of mortgage
investments and improve the distribution of investment capital available for

residential mortgage financing. This is done to provide stability in the secondary
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market for residential mortgages, response to private capital market, provide
ongoing assistance to the secondary market for residential mortgages and
promote access to mortgage credit throughout the Nation. The GSE Act of 1992
gave HUD regulatory power over Fannie Mae and Freddie Mac except in
financial safety and soundness. Specifically, HUD must establish affordable
housing goals, monitor compliance with fair lending principles, collect loan-level
data, create and distribute an extraction from the loan-level data in the form of a
nonproprietary public use loan-level data base, and approve any new programs
(HUD, 2001)

Because Fannie Mae and Freddie Mac are GSEs, the not only must
adhere to the goals set forth by HUD, but in retumn are given benefits. Some of
these benefits include: exemption of state ad local taxes except property taxes;
exemption from securities registration requirements of the Securities and
Exchange Commission and the States; and, conditional access to a $2.25 billion
line of credit from the U.S. treasury (HUD, 2001). As a result, the GSE's have
lower borrowing costs, because financial markets perceive an implicit Federal
Guarantee of GSE securities.

Through the efforts of HUD and the goals set forth for Fannie Mae and
Freddie Mac, home ownership is rising for low and moderate-income families
(see graph below). HUD and its GSEs play an important role in moving low and

moderate-income families into homes of their own.
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Figure 1. Source: HUD, 2001

Other Programs from HUD

The Department of Housing and Urban Development has developed many
different kinds of programs for homeownership. These programs include helping
with down payments, building and maintenance of homes. These programs are
important for not only many communities, but for many homeowners, who
otherwise would not have the opportunity of homeownership, or access to

affordable housing.

HOME Investment Partnerships Program

The HOME Investment Partnership Program is a formula grant that is
given to states and cities, in partnership with local non-profit groups, to assist in

building, buying, or rehabilitating affordable housing, or providing rental
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assistance to low-income families. The HOME program gives roughly $2 billion
to states and cities each year in order to further community development in cities
(HUD, 2004). This program is useful in many ways, it allows flexibility among
communities to design strategies to fit their own needs and it further strengthens
the relationship of local governments and important non-profit groups. In
addition, the program also requires communities to give a matching amount,
which assures that a portion of community development funding from
municipalities is going directly towards affordable housing.

Eligibility for states is automatic. States receive either their formula
amount, or $3 million; which ever is greater (HUD, 2004). Cities that qualify for
an individual contribution receive $500,000. For those that do not automatically
qualify for an individual allocation, can combine with other non-eligible local
jurisdictions, in a legally binding consortium, to meet the requirements for an
allocation (HUD, 2004). These funds can then be used to provide rental
assistance, home maintenance, or affordable housing rehabilitation, based on
the guidelines of median household income set down by HUD.

The American Dream Down payment Initiative (ADDI), as part of
the HOME grant, provides at least $50,000 annually for jurisdictions with a
population of at least 150,000 for down payment and closing costs for low-
income homebuyers (HUD, 2004). This portion of the HOME formula grant once
again aims to increase home ownership and stabilize communities. The ADDI

grant provides six percent of the purchase price of a home, or not to exceed

14



$10,000. This money can go towards down payment, closing costs, and

rehabilitation costs.

elf-help Homeownership Opportunity Program (SHOP

The Self-help Homeownership Opportunity Program (SHOP) is a program
designed to help low-income people gain home ownership through sweat equity.
The grant itself is given to non-profit, volunteer-oriented groups, in order to
purchase home sites and improve infrastructure needs (HUD, 2004). The grant
is given to sweat-equity programs such as Habitat for Humanity, and ACORN
Housing Corporation, for up to 30 homes per year. Eligible costs include land
acquisition, infrastructure improvements, and up to 20% of the allocation can be
put towards administration and development management (HUD, 2004). The
max amount per project is not to exceed $10,000; however the most important
aspect of this grant is that the prospective homeowner must contribute seat-
equity. This not only gives low-income families access to homeownership, but

also gives them a sense of pride for their contributions.

Homeownership Zones (HOZ)

The Homeownership Zone (HOZ) was designed for communities to
increase homeownership, reclaim vacant land in blighted areas, and promote

economic revitalization in inner cities (HUD, 2003). This program provides grant
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monies to cities as seed money for the building of new homes. This allows a city
to take a blighted area within their inner city and rebuild entire neighborhoods.
These monies are given out through competitions. City governments apply for

them as the competitions are announced.

Additional Federal Home Ownership/Assistance Programs

In addition to programs that directly help fund affordable housing
opportunities and increase homeownership, there some federal programs that
work indirectly to revitalize a community. While not all programs are specifically
geared toward homeownership, or increasing affordable housing, they allow a
community to maintain neighborhoods, so that homeowners in low-income areas

live in areas that are safe and viable.

Community Development Block Grants (CDBG)

The Community Development Block Grant aims to assist cities and
counties to provide decent housing and expand economic opportunities for low
and moderate-income persons (HUD, 2004). The grants go to entitiement
communities and each community designs its own program and funding
priorities, however, each community must give maximum priority to low to

moderate-income persons. CDBG funds may go towards acquisition of real

16



estate, demolition, rehabilitation, construction of public facilities, public services,
energy conservation activities, and economic development activities.

In order to participate in CDBG entitiement grants, a city, or county, must
develop and submit a Consolidation Plan to HUD. This Plan lays out how the
funding will be allocated. HUD then verifies that the grant money is sufficiently
being spent on activities that help low to moderate-income families as well as
other community development activities. Once a grant has been given the role of
the states is to not only formulate objectives, but to decide how the funds will be
distributed among municipalities and ensure that the money is being used

appropriately.

Community Reinvestment Act

The Community Reinvestment Act of 1977 (CRA) is a federal law that
requires lenders to make loans to all areas of a community in which they serve.
Over the years this act has resulted in over $1 trillion in loans to people in low
and moderate-income areas since its inception (HUD, 2001). Under this act
banks are continuing to raise the percent of loans that are extended to low and
moderate-income families. Basically, what the CRA has done is opened up
access to lending agencies to groups of people who have, in the past, been
shunned.

To ensure that lending institutions are doing their part in community

development, the Comptroller of the Currency monitors them. Each institution,
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based on their type, such as a small bank, wholesale, or limited purpose, is
tested in three areas. The areas that are tested are lending, investment, service,
and community development (for wholesale and limited purpose banks) (FDIC,

2004).

HUD and Sustainable Development in Affordable Housing

While the federal government has many programs to assist people in
accessing homeownership and affordable housing, the techniques of sustainable
development are not to be found. In 1999, then President, Bill Clinton set forth
an order that called for the use of sustainable development techniques,
specifically energy efficiency, in federal buildings (Talarico, 1999). While this is a
step forward in the acceptance of sustainable development, it still fails to address

the obvious need for its combining into affordable housing policy.

Affordable Public Housing: A look into the past of the Chicago Housing
Authority

To speak about public housing warrants a look at the history of the city of
Chicago. The City of Chicago, which lies within Cook County, has had a shaded
past, with regards to its housing industry. (See Appendix 1) It is curious to note

that the first permanent settler in the city was indeed an African-American, Jean

18



Baptiste Pointe du Sable (Biles, 2001). Over the years the population grew with
both whites and blacks living in mixed communities. With the Jim Crow laws
coming forth across many states, racial tension began to rise and Chicago was
no different. It was during this time that African-Americans began to be
geographically concentrated, mostly on the city’s south side. The population of
African-Americans grew rapidly despite lack of integration and growing racial
tensions. After World War |, blacks from the south migrated to the north in
droves, many settling in Chicago. Between 1910 and 1920 the African-American
population grew by 148 per cent (from 44,103 to 100,458) (Biles, 2001). Much of
this population was concentrated on the south side of Chicago on a narrow strip
of land that became known as the Black Belt.

In the 1940’s and 50's the south side ghetto began to expand into
neighboring communities, which were mainly white inhabited. It was at this time
that whites began to respond negatively to blacks moving into their
neighborhoods. Together with the real estate industry and residents of white-
only neighborhoods restrictive covenants and deed restriction devises were put
into place as tools of segregation. Much of the use of restrictive covenants
began with The Chicago Real Estate Board in 1927 (Biles, 2001). These
covenants prohibited the sale or lease of housing to African-Americans. These
covenants were not hidden and often were fought by civil rights organizations
and other desegregation groups. Surprisingly Chicago became even more racial
segregated after the Supreme Court ruled that these covenants were

unenforceable in the Shelley v. Kraemer case.
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Over time the black ghettos of Chicago grew, expanding to the west side
of the city. This area soon became known as the “second ghetto” (Hirsch, 1983).
It was during this time that the population of whites decreased and the population
of African-Americans continued to rise. The African-American population would
soon expand into the north, as white flight continued on the rise. As whites were
quickly moving farther out into the suburbs of the city, blacks were quickly
moving into the newly available homes. Much of the hurried white flight was due
to the real estate industry. Real estate agents would move into the
neighborhoods encouraging whites to move before the blacks came in to “take
over”. This blockbusting tactic allowed the agents to convince the whites to sell
their houses cheap, in order for them to sell to the blacks at higher prices.

The real estate market grew and so did the tactics to which the real estate
agents exploited blacks. Apartment buildings and single-family homes were
often divided into kitchenette apartments, which were too small, and overpriced
(Biles, 2001). Realty companies also began selling homes “on contract”. These
so called contracts lured blacks with low down payments, but often carried high
monthly payments. If someone could not keep up with the hefty payments the
realty company repossessed the property and the process was started all over
again.

It was during this time, in the 1940’s and 50's that the urban renewal
projects began to take form. These massive public housing programs only
solidified the government's involvement in segregation, but reinforced already

existing pattemns of segregation. These programs helped further formulate the
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south side ghetto and increase the west side ghetto (Hirsch, 1983). The biggest
supportive role of the urban renewal programs was the Mayor at the time, Martin
Kennelly. Mayor Kennelly was a strong supporter of racial segregation in
housing and the urban renewal programs gave him the power to do it. Mayor
Kennelly found strong opposition in the Chicago Housing Authority (CHA). The
CHA chairman at the time, Robert Taylor and the Executive Secretary, Elizabeth
Wood were in strong favor of utilizing vacant land in white neighborhoods for the
construction of housing units, as opposed to the ailready densely populated south
side. To further discourage the efforts of Taylor and Wood, the state legislature
passed a law in 1949, requiring city council approval of public housing sites in
cities with populations of more than five hundred thousand, which left only
Chicago effected (Biles, 2001). Frustrated with walls that were continuingly
being put up, Robert Taylor resigned from his position. Mayor Kennelly, along
with the city council continued with the tearing down of slums and building of
public housing in areas concentrated with African-American’s. The support of
public housing in black neighborhoods only was also supported by not only the
city council, but also the Metropolitan Sanitary District, and the lllinois Commerce
Commission.

Yet during this time there were blacks that tried to locate in white
neighborhoods. They were met, however, with strong resistance in what has
been called by Amold Hirsch as “guerilla warfare”. Mayor Kennelly continued to
segregate housing and eventually dismissed Elizabeth Wood, in order to get rid

of the last resistance of the city to segregated housing (Biles, 2001).
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In 1955 a new mayor took office, Richard J. Daley. By this time the CHA
had lost much of its power and housing policy was strictly enforced through the
city council. Mayor Daley safely surrounded himself with those who were
staunch supporters of segregation, consisting of cooperative ward aldermen and
CHA employees. Mayor Daley moved forward with the building of the high-rise
projects located in the black communities. The fervor with which these tall
buildings were erected shows the backing of the Mayor, which goes much
deeper than the city council, but expands to the government, real estate and

developers, all set on keeping public housing out of white neighborhoods.

Chicago Housing Authority

As one of the biggest offenders of segregation in the city of Chicago the
Chicago Housing Authority (CHA) has also been an example of gross
mismanagement. Though the troubles within the CHA had been building for
years it seemed they had come to a head in the 1990’s. HUD had been
monitoring the CHA for years and had offered many corrective measures.
Historically though, the Authority had been known to be resistant to corrective
actions sought by the Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD).
The Authority has also been subject to ineffective management and out of control
bureaucratic systems, as well as political interference by city officials (Office of

Inspector General, 1998).
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The CHA had previously been classified as a troubled agency, since 1979,
when HUD began using the troubled public housing authority designation (Office
of Inspector General, 1998). Under the Housing Management Assessment
Program, a housing authority must score at 60% to be considered a standard
performer. The CHA had consistently scored under 60% (Office of Inspector
General, 1998). Because of this and turbulence among the administration of the
CHA, control of the Authority fell on HUD on May 30, 1995 (Office of Inspector
General, 1998).

As with any agency as large as the CHA, problems should be expected.
The CHA is the third largest public housing authority in the nation. The CHA is in
charge of 55,400 public housing units through out Chicago. These units are
broken up into many different kinds of living situations. The CHA has
appfoximately 1,489 scattered site houses throughout the city. Of the over
55,000 units operated by the CHA, 15,000 of these units are contracted under
Section 8 vouchers or certificates (Office of Inspector General, 1998). Section 8
certificate and vouchers supplement the difference between a household’s ability
to pay and the market rent and are funded in conjunction with the Federal
government. These certificates can be used within the public housing system,
but were also designed to allow participants to seek residences in the private
market. More recently Chicago has utilized HOPE VI funds in relocation of
residents.

With the rise in need for public housing and the decline in funding for

programs, the City of Chicago has faced more than their fair share of problems.
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Some of the problems associated with the CHA have included security, asset
management, residence issues, and of course, racial segregation. Of 26,000
occupied units within Chicago, 90% of those residents are African-American
(Johnson, 1999). All of these issues combined with problems within the
administration of the housing authority took their toll. After HUD gained control of
the CHA in 1995, the CHA finally began to take responsibility for its actions and
failures and began the process of getting back control of their agency.

It would take several years for the CHA to tum their agency around. It
began with a Blueprint sent from HUD, on June 11, 1995, outlining their goals
(Office of Inspector General, 1998). The first goal outlined in the Blueprint was to
bring meaningful, positive changes to the Authority’s residents and the second
was to strengthen the Authority, in order to provide a safe, decent and livable
environment for its residents (Office of Inspector General, 1998). As a result of
this Blueprint the Authority restructured its administration and hired a new
Executive Director, Deputy Executive Director of Operations, Deputy Executive
Director of Finance and Administration and Deputy Executive Director of
Community Relations and Involvement. The Blueprint also outlined areas of
improvement, which included: security; maintenance; redevelopment; resident

programs; asset management and building community commitment.
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Figure 2. New town homes in the place of Cabrini-Green, HUD, 2001.

On June 1, 1999, after 5 years of reorganization the Chicago Housing
Authority regained local control from HUD. As a result of the regain in control the
CHA put together a Plan for Transformation, to better illustrate the changes that
were going to be made over the next 10 years. The Plan itself included a
dramatic plan of attack in order to update and rebuild the Authority and the
housing units. HUD approved the plan itself in January of 2000 and the CHA
began its journey into a new and improved public housing system.

A good part of this plan involved the mass demolition of the infamous
high-rise buildings that had become the landmarks of poverty. It was planned
that most of these units would be demolished within 5 years. In addition, 25,000
units would then be rehabilitated or redeveloped. The CHA estimated that there
would be a net lose of 13,000 units and that 6,000 households would be
relocated into the private housing market, using HOPE VI funds. HOPE VI would
allow residents to move into temporary housing until the new housing could be

finished. On completion the previous tenants will be able to apply for occupancy

25



of the new housing. By the end of 2003 the CHA will have finished over half of

the proposed new housing.

Hope Vi

As in described above in Chicago, the replacement of old housing and
replacement of new and the relocation of the tenants was partially funded by the
Hope VI program. The Hope VI program has received many criticisms since it
was put forth in 1992. Hope VI has been, for the last decade or so, HUD’s main
public housing initiative. HUD believes that Hope VI will help to change the
shape of public housing, by replacing dilapidated public housing structures with
apartments and townhouses, reduce concentrations or poverty by dispersing
residents in mixed-income neighborhoods, establish support services for
residents to get jobs, enforce community responsibility and forge a partnership in
planning and improving public housing (NHI, 1999).

It is because of the guidelines listed above that many have criticized the
Hope VI program. Many believe that expecting community responsibility
assumes too much. And while the high-rise public housing complexes from the
past seem to be falling down, there is great debate over whether new housing
will become and remain mix-income. While the concept is hopeful, it does not
seem that Hope VI is serving displaced residents as well as many had hoped.
As apartments and townhouses go up many residents find that they no longer

qualify for these newly build homes as they were promised. Unfortunately a very
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small percentage of residents, 11%, retum to the newly redeveloped areas. The
other residents <ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>