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ABSTRACT

Displacement, a primary negative impact of urban.revital-
izatiom, has occurred in the South End neighborhaod.of.Boston
over the past two decades.. It has been the direct result of
a depletion of the area's low cost housing resources through
the demolition, renovation, conversion, and resulting rapid
price inflation of its housing stocles Despite its established
-goals of providing adegquate heusing opportunities "within the
- income requirements of the community® and of maintaining the
historically working class area as an "economically, socially
and racially integrated community™, The Plan has not succeeded
in preventing the continued displacement of original South End
residents from the area's principal housing stock, its hand-
some Victorian-Era brick rowhouses. Rapidly replacing these
long=time residents is the incoming-gentry——a higher income
agd younger population, predominantly white and often tran-

S ento . g ' .

This thesis documents the extent and nature of the dis-
placement as it has occurred in different sub areas of the
South End and its effects on different population gzroups. A
comprehensive demographic analysis of changes in population
size, household composition, age, race, income; employment,
education and tenure provides evidence that large numbers of
lower-and moderate income households have been displaced, pri-
marily older, single persons above the age of 55 and families
~ with children. The area's black residents have been displaced,
moving from areas they traditionally occupied to subsidized
housing within the South End of out of the community. This
study comcludes that if present trends continue, more dis-
placement will occur and recommends that the city and federal
governments recommit themselves to helping the South End
maintain itself as a heterogeneous, economically, ethnically,
and racially integrated community as The ‘Plan intended. '

Thesis Supervisor: Robert Hollister, Associate Professor.
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Preface

I live at 23 Dartmouth Place in the South End neighbor-
hood of Boston. My apartment is the last brick townhouse on
a quaint alleyway fronted by two iron gas lamps, an elm tree
and occasionally a Mercedes Benz. Just two decades ago every
townhouse on my street was a lodging house. Now they are all
apartment buildings--most being rented to people like myéelf-
Boston's new gentry.

My street has been re-discovered by Boston!é new middle
class--the professional and white collar workers in our city's
burgeoning service industry. We have brought with us a demand
for the~charming Victorian architecture which is the South
End's trademark. Street by street the South End has been ren-
ovated by individual do-it-yourself resident owners and large-
scale investor landlords for occupancy by students, artists,
hospital personnel and employees of nearby insurance compa-
nies, to name a few. We are an interesting assortment of peo-
ple. Most are unmarried. Many of us couples, some homosex-
ual, some heterosexual-and we are one by one changing the
character of the Soﬁth End.

Before 1960 and the years of Boston's urban renewal the
South End had traditionally been a low-cost downtown residen-
tial area filled with lodging houses and apartments which
housed large numbers of the city's single adult population
and moderate income families. Sometimes slowly, sometimes

seemingly overnight, most of these modest income South Enders
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have been displaced out of the South End or to public housing
in its periphery.

Yet many of us newcomers love our new home in this econ-
omically, ethnically and racially diverse community., Few
‘other Boston neighborhoods can claim heterogeneity. But many
of us are concerned that its rapidly inflating housing market
is resulting in displacement of lower and moderate income
households and an increasing segregation by race and class as
certain areas undergo revitalization.

Like many I have become active in the South End community,
advocating the prbvision of affordable owner and rental hous=-
ing opportunities for South Enders with modest incomes.
Unfortunately given Boston's high costs of housing construc-
tion, development, taxes and management, this cannot be
achieved on the private market. So we continue to request
the City and the federal government to allocate public hous-
ing subsidies to the South End in order to limit the displace-
ment that is occurring as our neighbors are priced out of
their homes.

Over the past year I have worked primarily with the Tent
City Task Force, a subcommittee of the South End Project Area
Committee (SEPAC); SEPAC is our neighborhood citizen review
board with advisory and veto powers over development activi-
ties undertaken by the Boston Redevelopment Authority. The
Task Force, while independently pursuing particular goals,

has SEPAC's endorsement. Regular communication occurs between
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the full comhitte and its delegated Task Force.

The Task Force grew out of an orgapiﬁéd protest against
the direct and indirect displacement_bf South End residents
brought about during implementation oé'the Urban Renewal Plan
in the late sixties. Since then the goals of the Task Force
have remained: the provision of affordable housing opportu~
nities for South End residents, particularly those facing dis-
placement. The Task Force has concentrated its efforts on )
”:;the rehabilitation of rowhouse stock and the new construction
of’housing reflective of our neighborhood's architecture that
1s affordable to lower and moderate income families. -

This past year has been particularly important as the‘
Authority is progressing towards final financial settlement
and close-out .of the South End Urban Renewal Project with HUD.
Development plan; for remaining parcels are being made and we
have been negotiating for a mixed income housing dévelopmenﬁ
on thé;Taﬁt City site that will provide housing resources to-
ﬂprevioﬁé'and potential displacees. We have argued that
because much displacement has occurred in the South End as a .
result of urban renewal, this site is an important housing
resource to help stem displacement. However, no documentation
has been made by the Authority during its Enviroqpental Impact
Assessment of the Project or by an independent group of the
nature and.extent of the displacement—problem. Rather its
impactvhaahheen minimized as often only direct displacement

is consicdareds
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This thesis has evolved from a need to understand and
a desire to provide evidence that: (1) Displacement, both
direct and indirect has occurred in estimatable quantities;
(2) ThatWSEQQiacement has had a negative impact of further
segregating bf race and class our neighborhood; and’
(3) That this displacement can only be mitigated by

housing policies that produce affordable housing opportu~
nities for those in need. This thesis is addressed to |
policy makers in the City ahd Federal government as a
statement by myself and the community organizations with
whom I am affiliated of the broblqms we face due to

displacement.



INTRODUCTION

Displacement: The Negative Impact of Urban Renewal.

Displacement: The word has once again caught the atten-
tion of the media, The Congress and the Department of Housing
and Urban Development. All have published articles or reports
over the past year which document that displacement is the
-major negative impact of urban revitalizatiou.l The invol~
untary displacement of poor, often elderly and minority,
individuals from their communities as a result of urban
revitalization is currently a subject of debate again by the
government, citizen's groups, and social ag'éncies.2

Displacement ié not a new phenomenon nor a new word.
Since the earliest days of urban renewal, it has been the
key issue for community groups across the nation who faced
potential "dislocation" from their homes. In the past much
' displacement was the direct result of acquisition and demo-
lition of homes by local development authorities who sought
to clear their cities of urban "blight". Households weré
forced to relocate as their houéing.was cleared. Now most
displacement'is indirect, resulting from the market pressures
described above of accelerating housing prices.3
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In some communities QgggAg&pes of displacement have occurred-—
reinforcing one another and intensifying the situation. Such
has been the case in the South End neighborhood of Boston. For
over two decades this neighborhood has been the single largest
experiment in urban residential renewal in the country with the
Boston Redevelopment Authority in control of over 75 million
dollars in federal renewal funds for the massive revitalization
of the South End's 600 acres of downtown land. During this time
over 20% of the original housing has been demolished and over
2000 households have been reldcated by the Authority. In addi-
tion, the neighborhoqd has‘experienced ah increase in housing
prices on the private market.of over 600%. Between 1960 and
today the area has lost a third ofwiE§’population and an equal
amount of housing stocke. ’Demolition, conversion of units into
larger apartments and rapid deterioration have all contributed
to this housing loss, and this housing loss, in turn, has led to
massive displacément;h

Displacement has been a key issue in the South End since the
firs£ announcement of a proposed renewal plan for the area.by
Boston's Development Director, Edward Logue, almost twenty years
ago. At that time neighborhood residents, remembering the des-
truction of a working class neighborhood in Boston that had been
the result of the West End Renewal Project, fought hard to develop |
a renewal plan that would guarantee them a continued place in

their neighborhood. After five years of intensive community plan—

ning and participation, a renewal plan emerged in 1965 that was
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adopted by the Community and approved by the various government
agenciess The Plan had as primary goals the maintenance of an
"economically, socially and racially integrated community" and
the provision of housing "within the income requirements of the
residents of the community.”’ Implicit in the neighborhood's
decision to approve the plan was a belief that renewal would be
of benefit to them and that they would be able to remain to share
the physical improvements in the housing, public service systems,
and transportation netwo:ks promised by the Plan. That the Plan
was not able to fulfill its promises to preserve the Community
will be demonstrated by an examination of pertinent statistiéal
" data iﬁ'this paper.ﬁ

Now twenty years after the inception of the South End Renewal
Plan, the Boston Redevelopment Authority is proceeding to close
out the South End Project. Close-out refers to the process by
which the Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD) ini-
tiates a set .of final negotiations with a local redevelopment
authority to terminate HUD*s financial and legal commitment to a
renewal project. Five yéars ago during the Nixon Administration
Congress mandated that HUD proceed to close out all of the federal
government's urban renewal projects and most urban renewal pro-
jects in the country have been settled.

The Boston Redevelopment Authority (BRA) and HUD are progres—
sing towards financial settlement of the South Znd. Tor the past
year the Authority has been conducting an environmental review of

the project as required by the National Environmental Protection



ERIaN
Act and HUD Regulations (2L CFR 570.303c) before settlement can

be reached. The review is to determine the nature and extent of
any environmental impacts caused by final close-out of the project
or by continuation .of the project as originally planned. Alter—
natives which might alleviate the negative impacts of Close-out
are to be considered. The BRA released its Draft Bnvironmental
AbBsessment Report (heréafter.referfed to as its Environmental
Impact Statement or EIS) on March 28, 1979. This seemed.to be an
appropriate time to undertakemy study to determine the nature and
extent of the poténtial negative environmental impact céused by
urban renewal in the South End which the Draft EIS only treats
superficially. Using a narrow definition of displacement, i.e.
relocation of 1nd1v1duals acqulred for development by the BRA,
the Reoort concludes that only minimal displacement has occurred
and will continue to occur in the South End and that most dis-
placees have or will have received relocation housinge

My gtu@ynconcludesﬁxhat’a;fmuch:brdader;définition;of_diSPlace—
imbnhiié;theréfoﬁevrequired £han was used by the Authority in its
Draft EIS . If- a~mofe appropriate definition’'is 'used, there is$ con-
wincigg;exldenceﬂthat;muchi.karger amounts of previously undocu-
menﬁe& displacement hawve occurred, The South End Community and
the Authority itself did not define displacement in such narrow
terms during the original urban renewal plan negotiations. Dis-
placement was considered to include any involuntary movement of
South BEnd residents out of their community. The Plan, though it
only provided resources for direct displacees, had as an impdrtart

goal the preservation of the residential community for South End
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residents who wished to remain and thus protect them against
potential displacement.

Therefore this report will first present the history of the
South End as a working class neighborhood in downtown Boston
at the time the first large scale renewal plan for the entire
area was announced. Secondly it will discuss the development
éf a South End Urban Renewal Plan whi¢h sought to provide for
continued residency for South Enders. Third a summary of
the basic goals and strategies of the Plan as they were
announced in 1965 will document the commitments made by the
Authority to mitigate against the negative impacts of renewal.
Fourth, a discussion of the changes in housing stock that oc= .~ .~
curred in the neighborhood during: implementation of the Plan
will demonétrate that these changes encouraged rather than
prevented displacement. Fifth, and most importantly, an in-
depth demographic analysis of the changing composition of the
community since 1960 will be presented to show that only with
large amounts of displacement could such rapid and comprehensive
shifts have occurred.

This report will conclude with an evaluation of the Plan,
its implementation and the major impacts upon the community
since its inception. The documentation in this study aims to
provide evidence that the South End project is a classic exam-
ple of large scale direct and indirect displacement of residents
from their working class community as a result of forces put into
motion by public programs and the acceleration of the private
market. The analyses presented in this report rely only on infor
information readily available to the BRA and its staffy



Summary
Displacement has resulted from the continued depletion of

" the South End's low cost housing due to its demolition, ren-
ovation,'conyersiqp ané;r?pid,price inflation. Households of
-mbdest incdme have been forced to find other affbrdable hous~-
ing in tﬁe South End or in other Boston neighbdrhéods. Ini-
tially as certain areas of the South End underwent revital-
ization, these residents_could:find private market housing in
rowhouses elsewhere in the South End. ‘But as more areas under-
went private renovationgﬂféwer.units;remained affordable, part-
icularly as many were demolished during renewal acquisition.
‘As a result many'residentsfwére relocated into replacement
housing built by the authority. . This resource proved inade-
qu;te to meet the housing demand and due to its location on
the periphery of the‘SbuthvEnd served to ihcrease the segre-
gation of the community into areas with wealthier, largely
white, younger newcomer and those areas with poorer, often
minority and elderly long time residents.

Between 1960 and today only 2559 units were constructed
to replace the over 7000 units lost from the area's housing
- stock through demolition and conversion. Despite the demo~
lition of almost 3000 units by 1970, only 602 units of replace-
ment housing had been built by the Authority. Alsc no replace=-
ment housing was built before 1971 that had not been called
£orain:auprior?urhanirenewélfplan;fﬁot'until'seven years
after Plan approval, in 1972, had ‘the’BRA attained =  ~i.
#04-of its original goal for new construction housing.in
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the South End. At present only 75% of the originél new.con-
struction goals have been achieved. None of the public hous-
ing designated for the area was constructed (300 units) and
only 80% of the mixed income housing (2022). This leaves a
 total of 778 units not constructed, the majority of which
would have been housing resources for lower income households.

As almost all of the mixed income housing was constructed
on the periphery of the community, particularly in Lower
Roxbury, some South End areas have large proportions of pub-
licly subsidized housing and others have none at all. Since
these developments were replacement housing for South End
households, théigoilieféegonémiQ,andaraéiali;ggggritian*has:;~:
not been achieved. Many lower and.modérate income, often
minority houéeholds, were relocated into these developments
and displaced from the original South End area. -

Originally the South End commnity and the Authority had
anticipated that the rehabilitation of significant numbers of
housing units would be done at prices affordable to area res-
idents so that they would not be displaced. Although the
- Authority has sponsored the rehabilitation of over 1500 hous-
ing units at lowered rents to lower and moderate income ten—
- ants, this has. been far short of the need. Only 15% of the
remaining rowhouse units do receive such subsidies, while the
ma jority continue to be renovated into lwxury housing on the
private market.

The Authority contends that these subsidized rehabilitated
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units should count towards its commitment to the area's pew
construction housing goals. quever, originally the Authority
had made commitments to the Community that it would build
replacement houéing to offset the losses in housing stock
from demolition and that rehabilitation could be undertaken
at prices affordable to .South End residents. As neither has
- been adequately accomplished the Authority still has an obli-
gation to follow through on its goals of replacement housing,
and to try to offset the negative impacts that private ﬁarket
_rehabilitation is having on the area's lower income residents:

. Much of the private revitalization that has occurred in
the Souty,End has been in the Lodging House Districts nearest
to the City's growing office and medical cqmplexes which once
had large numbers of rooming and lodging houses scattered
~among single family houses. Their coanversion into one and
two bedroom apartments, four or five unité‘to a building,
have furthered the displacement'of'working~c1ass individuals
and families. The greatest loss has been in lodging house
units, currently depleted to a seventh of the original number
- (now down to approximately 2000 units). |

The bemefits of this private revitalization can be mea-
sured in the increasing numbers of rehabilitated and occupied
buildings, but this haS'beén'at the cost of an undocumented
amount of displacement of former South End residents who
lived in them. This report documents that. displacement has-

ceéurred and continues: today-of tomsenity residents of income
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vgroups most susceptible to changes in housing markets, -
families of modest income with children (many of whom were
minority) and the aged, single persons who lived in the
rooming and lodging houses.

Renewal has not been of benefit to them, but rather to
‘the area's-growing population of the city's gentry, younger
higher income, white single- and two-person households, that
have continued to in-migra£e into the South End. Street |
. improvements, landscaped parks and mortgage subsidies have.dall
been funded through renewal to attract these newcomers. Mean=—
while in many areas with large amounts of publicly subsidized
housing, strget and sidewalks are neglected, and open: ‘q;é;ce‘::,con-
sists of rﬁbﬁishestrewn vacant lots. Moreover, this publicly

subsidized‘housing»suffers from severe management problems
| resulting in substandard conditions and security problems.

. If present trends continue, more modest income South End
families will be displaced out of the'private market housingl
in which they have traditionally lived. As the median income
- of minority persons continues to be 65% that of their white
counterparts in the City and in the State, they are at a dis-
"advantage in a competitive private market with rising housing
prices. If no new housing at: affordable: prites. is .created-
" their displdcement and segregation.will continue-as they are
priced.out: of revitalizing areas.: In addition-househoids.
~stiilvliiing;iﬁﬁﬁrivate;hOuSing:on;limitéd;of;fixgdﬂincomes“
will:also;be;diSpldéedeasnlodging:housBSﬁcbntinneitoiﬁéﬂ
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converted, as rents and the costs of maintenance of their
homes increase.

Many South End community residents, organizations, and
housing sponsors are concerned about these trends and are
seeking the means to help build affordable housing and thus
help stem'displacement. However, the City's‘housing policies
for the South End area are making it difficult for any such
housing resources to be created. The BRA has announced a
new housing policy, a iimitaion4of'25% rental subsidy on all
‘new developments. The City's Housing Office in its Housing -
'Assistance plan to HUD hag-not provided for any new housing
_ in the South End area, andindicated that even rehabilitation
- loan programs- for moderatenincomerhousing"will be curtailed,

except for special demon?tration"grants‘ HUD has stated
=pub1icly-tha;wthe_Souzg End-Projectfmust proceed toward
-Sinal'financia;msettlement without the resources necessary
to mitigate against displacement. This report recommends—
<hat such “subsidies not be curtailed, and that new construc-
tion and reh&biiztattun'of housing be-developed by active
South End community organizations and housing sponsors on
theAremaining BRA parcels and in city-owned buildings.
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‘Map 1.1 South End Neighborhood of Boston
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1, RESIDENTIAL CHARACTER OF THE SOQUTH END BEFORE RENEWAL

The South End was originally developed in the mid nine-
teenth century to meet a growing demand for residential hous-
ing in downtown Boston. As little land was available, the
Front Street Company began a massive land fill operation of
wetlands adjacent to the city's wharf area. Hoping to attract
the nouveau=-riche of Boston, the neighborhood was laid out

6 As

London-style with sweeping roadways and gracious parks.,
historian Walter Muir Whitehill described the area:

A region of symmetrical blocks of high-shouldered,

comfortable red brick or brownstone houses, low

fronted and high stooped with mansard roofs, ranged

along spacious avenues, intersected by cross streets

that occasionally widened into tree-—shaded squares

and parks whose central gardens were enclosed by
. neat cast iron fences. 7

Yet despite its physical attractiveness, the area quickly
went into financial decline due to a variety of social and
economic forces. The adjacent Back Bay of Boston, nearer to
the well-established elite residential area, Beécon Hill, was
soon filled in and developed as the city's fashionable boule-
vard district. Many wealthier South End residents or poten-
tial residents, were attracted instead to Back Bay. Thisg,
combined with a concurrent move by many of Boston's upper
class to new homes in the suburbs, left the South End with a
small demand for its housing by persons of substantial means.
The Depression of 1873 furthered the decline as many property
owners defaulted on their mortgages and banks aquired title.

The housing market became underpriced, unstable and as ‘such
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discouraged large investment.

As the European immigrant movement accelerated, the South
End became a housing resourée for them. Many townhouses were
convefted to tenements and lodging houses, properties that
could meet their demand for low cost units while generating
for their owners substantial income due to their high density.
Although an established middle class remained in the South
End, ‘much more housing continued to be available to working
class individuals and families. A variety of economic forces
were to maintain the South End as a reasonably priced housing
district for the next eighty years. As such if experienced
wé#éé of immigrants, and though the composition of the neigh-
borhood changed, these changes were less economic than social.8

The Irish, the Canadians, the Jewish, the Syrians and the
Blacks established themselves at different historical periods
as major ethnic groups of the area. The housing stock remained
consistently about: |

* half tenement houses

*¥ 3/8 lodging houses

* 1/8 apartment houses
as féw residents were able to afford to maintain without sub-
division the South End townhouses. These economic and social
forces maintained the South End as an "urban village"—a com-
munity of persons attracted to a low priced housing market
and comfortable living with people of little means and differ-

ing ethnic backgrounds.9
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By 1960 most households in the South End had one person
(about 62%). The rest of the households were either couples
or families with children (about 20% each). As in the past
the great majority of workers were blue-collar, many unskilled
and receiving low wages. Many of the neighbofhood women
worked part or full time as domestics; many of the men as
laborers in nearby factories. The majority of residents had>
not completed high school, in part because so many were above
the age of 55 and coming from an age when high school was not
attended by the working class. Almost 30% of the South End
population, over 10,000 people, were approaching or in retire-
ment (above age of 55), 10

The area's lodging houses served the needs of many of the
area's wofking class single persons and couples, particularly
those who were aged. Some weré owner occupants, others‘rent-'
ers. Some had lived in the South End for years, raisiﬁé'theii
families and remaining in: their retirement. Others were
upwardly mobile younger adults who were saving on their way
to a new future. In some cases, the congregated living
arrangements provided their tenants with an "extended family"
as roomers and landlords helped each other in times of diffi-
culty. Some tenants lived in one rooming house for most of
their adult life; others were transients. 1l

Lodging houses were located in most parts of the South
End, but the majority were in the northern and middle sections

of the South End (see Map 1.2 on page after next). Since the
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area's lodging houses were inhabited by about 15,000 persons,
many South End businesses catered to their needs. Léundries,
small cafeterias, and local bars provided them with inexpensive
services. They helped to create a social network, providing
vital and inexpensive services needed by single independent
persons and others-.l2~

The great remainder of the South End residents were lower
and moderate income families. About half were white. The
minority families ﬁere largely black, but in the late fifties
other non-black minority families had begun to move into the
South End. Some were of Hispanic background, others Asian.
Thesé minority families had lower incomes on the average than
the white families. They also had more children, many below
school age. Almost all South End families had one worker,
and maybe had two. These working mothers were usually part
‘or full time domestics or were low paid sefvice workers.13
They settled in areas outside of the lodging house districts
and are referred to in this report as the "urban villages".
These areas were on the western and southern fringes (see
Map 1.2 on next page).lh

The most recent group of immigrants in 1960 were just
starﬁing to establish themselves in northern sections of the
South End closest to Downtown Boston. These were higher
income households, employed in the City's service sector.

Although some of these new urban professionals had chosen to

move into recently built luxury towers being constructed
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Map 1.2 Residential Patterns Prior . to Renewal

Lodging House Districts

7 / Urban Village Districts

Inmigration of Gentry
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through renewal programs elsewhere in the downtown area, many
others preferred the small scale of a townhouse neighborhood
and were slowly moving into the South End.l5
These newcdmen; referred to in this report as the "gentry"v,
the recently popularized term for middle to upper income housé—
holds who enter a neighborhood of lower to moderate income
households and have greater economic means to restore and

16 Many of these gentry were inter-

upgrade the housing stock.
ested in historic preservatidn and were ready to invest large
amounts of money and time into restoring the buildings to
their Victorian-Era beauty. Many townhouses in the South End
were of magnificent design and construction--their high ceil~
ing, dramatic stairways, mahogany woodwork, hardwood floors :
and brick walls prime examples of late nineteenth century
Boston architecture. The gentry capitalized.upon the housing
bargains in the area. In 1960 townhouses were sold for as
low as $5000 to $10,000. With structural repairs and a lot
of their}own hard work, these buye:s were able to restore the
townhouses at reasonahle cost.

Their movement intoithe South End was not unnoticed. The
Mayor and his planning staff were embarking on a plan to
undertake a major revitalization of Boston. Anxious to
upgrade much of Boston's housing stock, Mayor Collins and
staff saw the South End as a prime opportunity for urban
renewal. Since the area had been providing housing for lower

to moderate income persons for over eighty years, the
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condition of the buildings had deteriorated over time, but

the South End had by no means become a "slum". Many owners
had continued to keep their buildings well maintained.’
However, by 1960 in some areas of the South End buildings
were being abandoned, and these vacant buildings were accel=-
erating the deterioration of large portions of the neighbor-
hood. It was clear to everyone-—above all the South End
residents-~that some renewal was needed. What was to become
the major issue as early as 1960 was: whom would the rehabil -
itétion benefit? Would provisions be made for lower to mod-
erate income South End residents to undertake rehabilitation
of their property so that they could remain in their community
but live in an upgraded unit? Or would the area become a
housing resource only for the incoming gentry? Already the

- question was: would those of greater economic means be aided

in displacing those of lower incomes?
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2. DEVELOPMENT OF THE SOUTH END URBAN RENEWAL PLAN (1960-1965)

]

Summary

The South End Project was part of a larger redevelopment
plan for Boston developed in 1960 by Boston Redevelopment
Authority Director Edward Logue. During the five years before
final plan approval, many meetings were held in the South End
community as well as in the city government over the ultimate
objectives and prospective achievements for the project. The
first plan was rejected because its implementation would have
resulted in the demolition of a major residential area of the
South End populated by many of its Syrian residents. Alerted
to the potential impact of the renewal, all of the South End
neighbqrhood organizations_bébame involved in the planning.
After much negotiation a final plan was unanimously approved
by the community and submitted to City Council and then to HUD.

A basic issue from the beginning was the possible displace-~
ment of South End residents from their community. Because
most residents wanted to remain in and preserve their ethni-
cally, racially and socially diverse community, they would not
benefit from "renewal" if they were forced to move. The Renew-
al Plan as adopted was thought to guarantee minimal displace-
ment of South End residents and maintain’the neighborhood®s
unique character. Naturally it was expected that people would
out-migrate over time, but South End residents accepted the
Authority's commitment to provide "adequate facilities" for
"anybody wh6 wishes to stay in the South End". The Plan was

given neighborhood-wide approval.
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Map 2.1 South End Proposed P

\ pS ‘. i

roject Area (1960)
7

/

PROJECT AREAS
and CNRP AREAS
WITHIN
BOSTON'S
DEVELOPMENT
PROGRAM

BOSTON REDEVELOPMENT AUTHORITY




g_§}~
L I e

PRI A R A [ D b Ll O A N ]

Two decades ago Mayor John F. Collins acting on his cam-
paign pledge to depoliticize and revitalize the city, wooed
urban renewal expert Edward Logue to Boston., Hired as a
consultant initially, Logue emerged niﬁe months later with
The Ninety Million Dollar Development Program for Boston in
September of 1960. Meanwhile, Collins had managed to re-
structure the city's planning departments so that Logue could
become, as he had requested, the Director of all development
in the city. Acting both as Development Administrator for
the Mayof and the Boston Redevelopment Authority, Logue
was to control and shape one of the largest urban redevelop-
ment efférts in the history of our nation.18

The Program called for physical improvements of ten renewal
and six improvement areas encompaésing more thah a quarter of
the city. The key to the plan was residential rehabilitation.
Logue believed that each neighborhood should be the target of
an intensive housing refurbishment effort. The basic goal
was to stop the continued exodus of Boston's middle class
residents to the suburbs by making the city's housing
resources attractive to families who had the economic means
to move elsewhere. The plan sought to promote stability
in the size of Boston's population while increasing the
diversity of its composition so that it more nearly reflects

the composition of the Region's population as a whole".19
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The metropolitan area surrounding Boston had, since the
improvement of transportation systems, attracted many of the
city's wealthier residents. Those who could afford to buy a
single house in the suburbs left behind those who either could
not move and or who chose to remain in the city's tight knit
communities. Many elderly, working class families and minor-
ities stayed in the city, often living in cultural and ethnic
enclaves.20

Logue was cognizant of the political difficulties entailed
in implementing such a large scale urban renewal program, hav-
ing come to Boston after undertaking a similar effort in New

2L on the other hand, people across Boston also remem-

Haven.
bered vividly the city's recent renewal project in the City's
West End. Under the Hynes administration the City had demol-
ished a working class, largely Italian, downtown neighborhood.
Anxious to build luxuryAapartments which would bring in needed
tax dollars and also desiring to allow for the expansion of
the Massachusetts General Hospital, the City had undertaken a
large land acquisition and demolition project. Thousands of
persons were displaced from their homes and their community
was destroyed before they even thought to mobilize to fight
for its survival. Since the Community did not organize itself
soon enough, the Ciﬁy's plans went forward without any signif-
icant delay, and over 7000 persons were displaced from the
West End into communities scattered across Greater Boston.

The media publicized the West Enders' plight, and communities
across Boston prepared to defend themselves against similar

take--overs.22
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Logpe;wisely,proposed-aj;gigtical;strategy for involving
existing community residents in renewal planning. Local
citizen teams would be created to generate and review plans
for re-developmenﬁ. These local urban renewal committees
would be representative of the different community interests
and would serve as negotiating forums for the city. Accord-
ingly no plan would be brought to the Boston City Council or
to HUD without community consent. In addition, Logue
proposed to establish a project team to work with each neigh-
borhood. These teams would locate in the neighborhood and
serve as the BRA's accessible planning arm. Each team would
have a project director in charge of planning, working with
the comﬁunity and keeping Logue informed. Logue would defer
to these directors except where overwhelming problems arose.

Logue also stipulated that approximately 20% of the
resi&ential—structures in each area should be cleared. He
felt that more clearance would create too much opposition,
and less would not produce enough of an improvement to make
a difference. The families to be relocated from these
demolition areas would move into existing housing stock,
particularly into vacant units abandoned in peoplg's exodus
from the city to the suburbs. Public housing waé.to:be"o?:
small scale and integrated into the rest of the housing

stock. The neighborhood and the project team would choose

o 2 -
~between alternative plans and appp@v@rone@“g“With community

participation some of the past mistakes would be avoided.
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The South End was chosen by Logue to be the city's largest
renewal project. Incorporating a previous plan for a small
portion of the neighborhood nearest downtown known as Castle
Square, the new plan called for massive rehabilitation and
new construction of the neighborhood'!s housing stock. From
the beginning, the'South End was one of the city's key efforts
in renewal. In fact its preliminary Survey and Planning appli-
cation was submitted to HUD two months after Logue's announce-
ment of the Develdpment Program in November of 1960.2h

The application was written without community input, but
within two months representatives from two active organiza=:
tions, the United South End Settlements (USES) and the South
End Planning Council (SEPC) held a neighborhood meeting to
establish a Renewal Committee citizen review. By the end of
the summer 1961, a South End Urban Renewal Committee was
‘formed to represent the community to the BRA. This Committee
was comprised of 5 businessmen, -5 professionals, 5 represen-
tatives from the South End institutions and 23 residents at
large.

The majority of the committee members were home owners
although they were only one tenth of the area's pOpulation.25
As home: owners they were interested in the preservation of
their porperty and their neighborhood. Thus when the Renewal
Plan was announced, many became actively involved in its

development. According to the 1960 census, 1600 South End

residents were owner occupants living in almost half the
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26 Many of these resident landlords

residentail structures.
were particularly sensitive to the needs of their tenants for
low cost housing. At the same time they desired to upgrade
their properties and sought government programs to help them
rehabilitate them.

From the initial stages of the renewal planning tension
existed between those landlords who wished to preserve low
cost housing and those who wished to attract higher income
renters. Others also saw renewal as an opportunity to
increase their property values and make a greater profit
from the sale of their property.

Still thevmajority of South End residents, being of mod-
erate means, recognized the need for the continued provision
of low cost housing in their neighborhood. They did not wish
to stop the in-migration of higher income households as long
as it would not result in the displacement of them or their
neighbors. 'The Renewal Committee recognized and represented
this community sentiment in its negotiations with the Author-
~ity. So from the initial stages onward demands were made
that the South End Community remain a vital-—ethnically, racial-
ly, and economically mixed-—community. These demands were
officially recognized and approved by the BRA.27 As Russell
Traunstein, one of the early project directors was to state:

“There should be a cross section of socio~economic
levels in the community,28

At the end of the first two years of negotiations the

Renewal Committee and the community felt that the Redevelopment
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Authority had agreed that the vitality of the residential
character was to be maintained and massive displacement avoided.,
However, in 1962 the BRA commissioned one of its urban
designers to draw up a preliminary plan for renewal of the
area. Not having participated in community meetings and being
unfamiliar with the area, the designer produced a plan insen;
sitive to the needs of the community. A "green strip" was
proposed which ran down the middle of the area, destroying a
vital part of the Syrian section. The northern area nearest
downtown was to be rehabilitated for higher income residents
and the southern Lower Roxbury area was to have a heavy con-
centration of subsidized units. Reaction to the "green strip®
plan, as it came to be known, was violent, particularly from
neighborhood organizations who had not been as involved prior
to its relea'se.29
The plan was reviewed and modified during the year before
| being withdrawn simultaneous with the new appointment of a
project director, Dick Green. Green recognized the complex
political situation in the South End and proceeded with a
neighborhood-wide planning effort that included sixteen neigh-
borhood organizaions. Representatives from the neighborhood
organizations were added to the renewal committee and progress
was made toward the formulation of an area plan.BO
During this time period the BRA reiterated its commitments:
"In the planning and development of the South End
Urban Renewal Plan it was emphasized by the BRA that

provision would be made under the plan for housing all
low. income families and individuals desiring to remain
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in the community. It is not the intention to force
low income families and individuals out of the area.
This objective was supported and approved by the
Urban Renewal Committee and the neighborhood asso-
ciations over the planning period#31

While the plan was being formulated, many commitments
were made publicly by the Committee about the goals for the
plan:

"We must cope with the problems and work towards a
solution for rehabilitating rooming houses. We must
keep in mind that we are working under the assumption
that we are planning for the people NOW living in the
South ‘End; this includes the roomers, and we must
deal equally and fairly with all types of property....
Of primary importance here...is consideration of the
types of persons living in rooming houses; many are
not at all detrimental influences on families living
near by. It is the flop house type of rooming house
which caters to transients and all sorts of undesir-
ables that is a liability to good residential neigh-
borhoods."32

During the following year a plan emerged which was a
composite of different ideas and interests of those involved.
The plan was less a design than a consensus, but what was
significant was that at last a plan emerged acceptable to all
of the neighborhood organizations and the Renewal Committee.

This plan called for a residential sector along the
northern two thirds of the area with an institutional sector
along the eastern tier. The plan was to avoid displacing
- South End residents by providing for sufficient new housings:
"A net increase of occupied housing units is proposed
in the South End through the rehabilitation of exist-
ing vacant buildings and the provision of 3350 new
housing units...It is an objective of this plan to
provide as much private, lower and moderate income

housing as is possible."33

Upon presentation of the plan to City Council, the
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director reported that the plan had endorsement from the
entire communitys

"We took this concept out to 155 organized meetings,

and we asked at the end of the meeting, 'Are we

moving in the right direction for South End Plan-

ning?*, and the answer at the end of every meeting

was, 'Yes, you are.'"3}

Essential to the community's endorsement, however, had
been the understanding by most South End residents that the
BRA was committed to their remaining in their community to
benefit from renewal. As Green was to say:

"Any body who wishes to stay in the South End, we
believe we have adequate facilities for them"35

South Enders hoped that the area would remain an ethni-
cally, economically, racially and sociélly integrated commu-—
nity which would continue to provide a housigg resource for
the city's working poor. Although the elderly, the non-
English speaking and the disabled often let others articulate
their needs, they wanted to remain in the community. Their
spokesmen’also were committed to their. staying. When the
plan and its goals were finally approved, many residents
believed that they had insured a bright future for the South

End, alleviating the negative impacts of renewal.
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3,” SOUTH END URBAN RENEWAL PLAN (1965)

oy

The plan aimed to physically upgrade the South End community
while maintaining it as an economically, socially and racially
integrated community accessible to the residents living there
at the time of the renewal planning. The specific objectives
" are summarized in the following pages.

The basic residential components of the development propoéél
entailed the:

l, acquisition and clearance of 15% of the area for }eél—
dential use and an addltlonal 15% for institutional/
industrial use

2. displacement and relocation of 3550 households into
existing or newly constructed private or subsidized

housing

3. new construction of 3300 subsidized housing units for
lower and moderate income families

4. rehabilitation of 75% of the remaining residential
structures with a concerted effort to provide much of
these housing resources to existing residents

5. infrastructure improvements of water and sewer
facilities and new street, sidewalk and park amenities.

The original funding request to the federal government was
for a $40 million dollar project, of which the federal govern-
ment would provide $27 million. This money was to pay
primarily for the land acquisition of over 180 acres of land
and the demolition of over 5000 townhouse units (in over 1300

¢

townhouse structures).

The goals and program components are outlined on the

following pages,
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The Plan's Basic Objectives

At the time of plan approval, the sixteen neighborhood
organizations pledged support to its goals and method of

attaining those goals despite their skepticism of its imple-

36

mentability. The basic objectives were:

l. Conformance with General Plan

#provide an economically, socially, and racially
integrated community.®(R-213, p.4

2. Elimination of Bligzht

"The basic objectives of urban renewal action in the
South End Urban Renewal Area are to eliminate severe
conditions of blight, deterioration, obsolescence,
traffic congestion and incompatible land uses."
(R=-213, p-h% |

3. Separate Treatment of Medical/Industrial and Residential
Areas

"to provide necessary industrial and medical expansion
without destroying the basic fabric of the residential
cormunity."(R=213, p.4)

L. Protect Private Investment

YProtect and expand the city's tax base...and by stabi-
liaing property values, protect private investment"
(R-213, p.5)

5. Establishment of Residential Character

"The gateways to the South End residential community
from South Cove, Back Bay, Fenway, and Roxbury commu-
nities should be residentially oriented."(R-213, p.5)

6. New Housing Within Prevailing Income Regquirements

"Provide, in appropriate areas, new housing units...
which are within the income requirements of the
Communitz."?R—QiB, pP.5 italics added)

7. Assurance of Standard Housing '

"Housing referred to families will be inspected to
assure that it is decent, safe, and sanitary standard
housing in compliance with applicable codes and ordi-
nances."(R-213, p.l7)

8. Maintainance of Housing Suvply in Project Area for
. Minorities

"No net reduction in the supply of housing in the project
area available to minority group families is proposed.”
(R-215, p.1)
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- The Plan had a number of components that would affect
- the residential area of the South End and provide housing
resources for its residents.

1. Acquisition and Clearance

The plan sought to acquire 186 acres, 30% of the total
area.‘ All of 5212 residential units on those parcels were
to be demolished to make room for new development. One
fifth of these units were STANDARD, needing few repairs and
in good condition. About 1400 residences were to be demol-
ished.

2. Displacement and Relocation

The Authority predicted that 1730 families and 1820 indiv-
iduals (about 5680 people) were scheduled for relocation. The
population was evenly sﬁlif between minority and non-minority.
The median income of these families was different, those of
minority persons at $289 per month, of non-minority persons
at $318 pér month. Of these two thirds qualified for public
housing. Yet the Authority felt that only a third of those
eligible would relocate to public housing so it felt obligated
only to provide 746 units of low income public housing.

3. New construction of Housing

The Plan proposed that three types of housing be built to
help South End residents:

* 2500 ?ixed income units (low/moderate mortgage subsi-
dized

* 300 public housing units for families

* 500 public housing units for elderly persons
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Included in these figures;Qé;; 500 mixed income units
102 elderly units '

to be built in Castle Square.

4, Rehabilitation
The Authority sought to rehabilitate 75% of the residential

properties. As almost a quarter of the properties were to be
acquired and demolished, about 60% of the original properties
were to be rehabilitated. There are two ways in which to ana-
lyzezthe situation that existed. One is by looking at a number

of residential structures, the other the number of residential

units needing repair. The BRA released a preliminary needs sur-

vey with»both criteria:

: Number
House Type Number Needing Major Repairs ~ of Units
Apartment Houses 45 30 , 900
Row Houses®* 2862 1847 19723
TOTAL - 2907 1877 20623

*Note: 923 row houses were licensed lodging houses containing
9000 unitsv‘
Source: BRA Loan and Grant Contract, Part 1, 1964

AAn earlier survey done by the BRA indicated the number and
type of row-house structure present in the South End before
renewal. Using this chart as a baseline and factoring the
informaéion contained above, the following chart can be

developed based on the 1961-62 BRA survey:37

Extent of Repairs Needed on All Structures
None Minor lModerate - Major

18% 5% 30% 7%
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The costs of rehabilitation were expected to vary from
$500 for the rehabilitation of a single unit needing only
minor repairs to over $1500 for a unit needing major repairs.
If conversion was to be undertaken,’the costs increased. For
example, estimates were that the costs of conferting a single
family house into two apartments was almost $10,000.

These costs were thought to be reasonable and affordable by
South End property owners. In addition, Mayor Collins agreéd
to allow the rehabilitation without changing the tax assess~-
ment on the buildings if costs of renovation were below certain
ceilings. This would encourage residents to rehabilitate
because their taxes would not be significantly raised.38

5. Addition of Lower Roxbury Neighborhood to South End
Before the Renewal Plan the South End and Lower Roxbury were

distinct neighborhoods. Included in the metropoiitan transpor-
tation plans being developed for Boston, was the division of
the Lower Roxbury neighborhood and the separation of sections
adjacent to the South End from those adjacent to the rest of
Roxbury. 1In the Renewal Plan the Authority sought to join |
together these traditionaily separated communities by including
the sections of Lower Roxbury adjacent’to the South End in the
39

Plan. Much of the new housing was to be built in that area.

6. Non-Residential Components of the Plan
The Plan called for large scale infrastructure improvements

as well as the upgrading and new construction of commercial

institutions and industrial buildings in the South End. Though

these components of the Plan do not seem at first glance to be
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relevant to a discussion of Displacement, they had a major
impact on the residential components as we shall see in the
next section.

The Plan called for new water and sewer lines, the recon-
struction of streets and sidewalks and the development of psrks
and recreational space. It also provided for the revitalization
of the business district and the accompanying improvement of the
major thoroughfares which housed many of the area vusinesses.
The Plan included the expansion of the Boston City Hospital
and the creation of a major medical complex there. Schools and
community facilities were to be built in many sites throughout
the South End. Finally, the Plan called for rehabilitation and
expansion of the industrial sector.

The new institutional and industrial areas were to be sepa-
rated from the residential core, being designated for develop-
ment in the western and southern areas. The commercial and
other community facilities would be integrated into the resi-

dential sectione.

These goals and program components were submitted to HUD
in 1965 endorsed by the -South End community, the BRA, the

Boston City Council and Mayor Collins.
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4. CHANGES IN HOUSING STOCK DURING RENEWAL: THE PRIMARY
CAUSE OF DISPLACEMENT (1960-present)

In the original application to HUD for the South End
Urban Renewal Project, the BRA estimated that the South End
had 26,128 units of housing. As the Plan called for the
demolition of about 20% of the total housing stock, or 5,212,
the Authority originally expected that over 20,000 of the
origihal South End housing units would remain after renewal.
The Plan called for the rehabilitation of 75% of this housing,
or about 16,000 units.hl

To replace this loss of housing units, the Plan provided
for the new construction of 3300 units of replacement housing:

* 2500 mixed income housing (550 for lower income house-
holds, the remainder for moderate income households)

* 300 low income public housing units

% 500 low income elderly housing units
The majority of the households to be displaced through demo-
lition were low-income and this replacement housing was to be
a relocation resource for them.hz' Included in this replace-
ment housing, according to the Authority, was the new con-
struction of 602 housing units in the Castle Square project
planned for in a prior Urban Renewal Plan.lFB

The almost 1000 units destroyed during implementation of
this New York Streets Project, prior to the designation of the
comprehensive South End Urban Renewal Area, were never consid-

ered as housing units that needed to be replaced. However,

their demolition resulted in the displacement of over 3500
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people (almost 1000 household;) prior to the first South End
Urban Renewal Plan.hh Many of these households relocated
themselves in the South End area, placing an additional demand
on the South End housing market for low cost units. This
additional demand coupled with the reduced supply, was the
first public action by the Redevelopment Authority to cause
indirect displacement, as well as direct displacement.

This pattern was to continue. Four types of changes
occurred in the housing stock during implementation of the
renewal plan that caused displacements

1. demolition

2. rehabilitation

3. conversion

L. inflation of housing prices

v:ThiSjchapter demonstrates that these changes in housing
potentially caused a far greater number of displacements than
were acknowledged by the Authority in its Draft Environmental
Assessment. Some of the displacement that occurred was planned
for, and relocation payments énd services were given to these
households. According to the Redevelopment Authority 2077
households received relocation services.
Summary '

Before renewal there were about 22,000 housing units in

the South End, the large majority of which were low cost
rental units for South End residents. Between 1960 and today,

the number of such available units has decreased dramatically.
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Based on the data presented in this section the following

estimates can be made:hé
Tabl? L. a Estimate:. 1960 - 1979
_ Housing (1960-1979)
Original Townhouses 19,993 10,900 -9,093 =L 5%
Non-lodging 6,993 9,300 +2,307  +32%
Lodging 13,000 1,600 11,400  -88%
licensed 9,000 1,080
unlicensed L,000 . 520
Multifamily Housing 886 3,645 +2,759  +311%
private —_— 200
public housing 886 886
mixed income — 2,022
elderly — 537
TOTAL , 20,879 14,565 6,314  -30%

Data based on US Census and BRA documents

During tﬁé‘impleméntation stages of all urban renewal in
the South End at least 7000 units have been lost from the
housing stock, over 6000 since 1960 and an additional 996
demolished in the late fifties in the first New York Streets
‘Projects. Most of this loss has been of low cost housing,
the priméry decrease being in the number of lodging house
units serving the needs of the City's aged and single popula-
tion.

Although replacement housing was built by the Authority,
the great numbers of housing units lost could not be replaced.
At present this multi-family replacement housing comprises
about one fifth of the area's housing stock. As the housing
could not be built at affordable prices to lower and moderate

income households, most has been publicly subsidized (about
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95%).h7 So at present due primarily to this great decrease
in housing units, the neighborhood has one of the highest
ratios of subsidized housing to non-subsidized housing, about

L8

33% by my calculations. However, if the number of housing
units had remained close to the original number, less than a
quarter would be subsidized. In addition only 15% of the
original townhouse units in the area have been rehabilitated
at prices affordable to South End residents.l‘*9 This signifi-
cant change in type of housing stock available to modest .
income families has been a primary factor in their displace-
ment out of or into certain areas of the South End.

Between 1960 and 1970 about 6000 units were lost; only
602 were rebuilt. The housing prices of some townhouse units
more than doubled, yet only 228 units were rehabilitated by
non-orofit sponsors at prices affordable to lower and moderate
income families. Between 1970 and today, most units lost have
been replaced but little has been done to offset the great
loss of housing units experienced in the sixties. Only 2559
out of the 3300 new units to be constructed have been com-
pleted. The need is great for low-income housing, particularly
for the elderly. Although rehabilitation has been undertaken
to meet this need, the acceleration of the private market has
more than offset the gains made. Table L.b displays the
number of units built or rehabilitated through public sub-

sidy.50



Before 1960~ 1971~ 1973~ 1976-~ TOTAL

1960 1970 1972 1975 now

ixed=LOW ; A

new - 886 110 308 0 173 1477

rehab 0 151 219 332 20 722

total 886 261 527 332 193 2199
Mixed-MODERATE h 3 - -

new 390 852 0 189 1431

rehab ‘ 67 66 335 2l 492

total L57 918 335 213 1923
Elderly

new 102 0 435 0 537

rehadb 0 24 0 193 217

total 102 2L 435 193 75
TOTAL

new 886 602 1160 35 262 3345,

rehab _o .28 _309 67 231 3l

total 886 820 1469 1102 599 - 4,876

*80 rehab units are for market area temants and receive no subsidy

Data based on 1976-1978 BRA, MHFA and HUD Publications
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L.1 Demolition

Estimates vary widely with respect to the correct figure
for the number of housing units present before renewal. The
BRA's original estimate of 26,128 was highly inflated. In
their recent EIS document they used an estimate of 20,500.51

The 1960 Census Figure used in the BRA South End Data Analy-—

sis and Correlations Draft was 20,872 (this figure did not
include 996 units demolished prior to the 1960 Census in the
New York Street Project). A reasonable estimate for the
South End housing stock is close to 22,000 before any renew-
al.52

Of these all but the 886 public housing units and a few
other apartment units were in the South End row house stock.
Significantly enough, by 1970 the Census indicated that the
number of housing units had dropped to 10,797. The BRA con-
tended that the Census count was low by 4000 units, as the
1970 Census counted rooming houses separately.53 However,
despite this, there was still a loss of over 6000 units since
1960. Some of this loss was due to conversion of lodging
houses (see section on Conversion). According to a 1967
Urban Planning Aid Report, though over 2500 units had been
demolished, and an additional 1675 units either abandoned or
of unknown status.sh The BRA's Project Status Report stated
that close to 2000 units had been demolished by 1971.°7

By‘1970 only 602 units of replacement housing had been

built (in the Castle Square Project). Even including the
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possible large vacancy of demolished units, a large number
of households must have been displaced by direct action. By
1970 the number of households displaced would have exceeded
the 2077 direct displacees recorded by the Authority in 1979.

These displacements also increased demand in an already
tightening market. ﬁrban Planning Aid and the Community
Assembly for a United South End documented the level of
displacement and advocated on that basis that demolition be.
stopped until Replacement Housing was built. The BRA pledged
to build 1286 units in the summer of 1968 and 471in the fall
to help offset the increasing demand for low-cost housing.
However the BRA was to continue ﬁo delay in its construction
of these promised units. As the chart below indicates, since
1970 few additional units have beeh built over’and above those
committed in the late-sixties. See Appendix 2 for a more
detailed discussion.57

Table L.la Subsidized Housing Built During Renewal

Mixed Elderly Total
1967 500 102 602
1971 150 0 105
1972 1010 0 1010
1973 0 201 201
1974 0 234 _ 234
1975 0 0 0

1160 435 1595
1976 362 0 362

2022 537 2559

Based on research done in 1979 using HUD, BRA and MHFA reports
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This replacement housing was built primarily in two areas
on the periphery of the South End, one in the northeastern
corner and five in the southern. Charti.lb and Map k.l
indicate the location of this housing by 1970 Census tract.
Note that NO subsidized housing was built in tracts: 703,
706, 710, 711 and 806. Thus in many cases displacees were
moved out of the Original South End area into a select number
of census tracts. In addition many were relocated during
demolition and reconstruction into the public housing projects
in the South End, located near to this replacement housing.

This has created areas with 1érge numbers of subsidized
units and others with none. As more persons were relocated
into subsidized housing, they have been removed from certain
a;eas in the South End where they had lived into a few desig-
nated places. As will be shown in Chapter Five this has
"often resulted in the segregation by class and race of South
End residents.

e

.1b Subsidized Housing in the South End

704 705 707 708 709 712 804 805
Before |
Family | 508 378
Elderly
During
Family 500 181 150 224 180 787
Elderly 102 201 78 156
TOTAL 602 382 150 308 156 508 180 1165
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llap L.l Location of New Subsidized Housing Developments
8y Year oi Completion

Before 1960 1960-1970 1971-1572 1576=Present

Public 1. Lenox
Housing 2. Camden
3. Cathedral

" Mixed L. Castle 6. Methunion 17. Concord
Housing Square 7. Camfield. Homes
Gardens 13. Viviendas
8. Grant I
Manor
9. Roxse

10, Westminster

11, Willard
12, Rutland Hsz.
Elderly 5. Castle 13. llorthampton
Housing V/,/t- Square lL. Tremont Hsg.
» 15. Washington

Qﬁn-nnnn

A

Based on 1976-78 BRA, MHFA and HUD Housing Reports
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Overall, the Authority has not completed 728 of the units
originally planned. This represents a gap of:58
low income units 300

mixed low and moderate
income units , : 428

728 total units not completed.
The only currently proposed subsidized development in the
South End is the IBA project, Viviendas II, for 207 units.
However, at the moment this development is under a court
injunction due to a ruling that the Authority had not fol-
lowed the proper Historic Review procedures.
BRA's own records show that they did not complete four

planned major subsidized housing developments, representing

an additional 427 units of subsidized housing:59
DCA Infill Housing - Section 236 - 80 units
Headstart Housing Section 236 145 units
South End Building Section 236 62 units
Concord Baptist , MHFA 140 units

®his has. resulted: in. the non—achievement of the housing goals,
NEW ) GOAL  ACHIEVED % ACHIEVED
low/moderate income housing 2500 2022 80%
public housing 300 0 %
elderly housing 500 537 100%

Since renewal began none of the public housing has been
constructed as planned., Only 80% of the mixed income housing
was built. Though all of the elderly housing was constructed,
the need has far exceeded that supplied. Appendixuz details
the number of units, the income mix and the number of bed-

rooms of all developments built after renewal, and those
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public housing projects deveioped before renewal.

Since renewal only 20% of the mixed income housing was
developed with four of five bedrpoms, suitable for large
families. Overall only 30% of this housing is for low income
households. *°

In total the following units were constructed since
renewal:

. 537 elderly units in elderly housing developments

2022 new mixed income units
Of these mixed income units:

| 591 are low income

1,431 are moderate income |
Thus in total only 2559 new housing units were built to
replace the 4~6000 units demolished by the authority.él |
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4.2 Rehabilitation

In the original urban renewal plan negotiations, most
South End residents had believed that renewal would improve
their housing situations. They thought that special rehabil-
itation loan and grant programs would be used to help them
pay for housing improvements needed to bring the units up to
code. Owners wanted affordable mortgage loans to pay for
the additional costs; renters wanted reasonably priced rents
fdr standard units.

Tenants are always the most vulnerable in a changing hous-
ing‘marketgm_ks the South End attracted higher paying tenants,
landlords héd'the choice of continuing to rent to lower
income residents or to attract wealthier newcomers. Newly
rehabilitated units were especially marketable to those with
more money, and landlords often wanted the extra revenue
they_could:genefate to cover (or to profit beyond) these
rehabilitation costs. Inﬁest6r~landlords began to buy into
the South End market, seeking to profit from the conversion
of low cost units to higher income producing luwaury units.
These conversions resulted in a decrease in low cost rental
units, and increasing numbers of displacements due to private,
as well as public action.62

As the. situation worsened, during the early years of
renewal CAUSE actively protested this negative impact of
renewal onﬂSouth;End,residents. CAUSE orchestrated a number

of demonstrations during the mayoral C&mp&igﬁéBimpdblicizing
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the plight of poorer residents, and the racial implications
of current market trends in the area. As higher income white
prospective home owners acquired for rehabilitation properties
in the South End, more minority persons faced displacement
as they were outbid in a competitive market. Documentation
supplied by Urban Planning Aid, in reports published in 1967
and 1968 provided convincing evidence that displacement was
occurring and that the original urban renewal goals were in
danger of being achieved. 64 A

Although the Authority had originally contended that
rehabilitation would be undertaken for the benefit of poorer
residents of the South End, by 1968, less than 100 units had
~ been rehabilitated for lower income households.®% & housing
rehabilitation demonstration program initiated by United
South End Settlements (USES) during the renewal planning
stages férpthishpurposé_had secured twenty vacant buildings
at minimal cost and undertaken their renovation. Many unan-
ticipated delays had occurfed, in parﬁ because the Authority
had not promoted the program, although supporting the efforts
of the South End Community Development Inc. (SECD).%®

The program was providing evidence that the BRA's origi-
nal estimates for the costs of rehabilitation were a third
of actual costs. fhus.the Authority would have to pursue
new and innovative strategies to attain its goals of reha-
bilitation for original South End residents. UPA suggested
that a large=-scale rehabilitation program of 5000 units be
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begun at a cost of close to $15,000,000. Vacant, tax-titled
and BRA acquired buildings would be rehabilitated by non=-
profit sponsors for occupancy by low and moderate income per-
sons at affordable rentsfw’This would help offset the private
market rehabiiitation being actively encouraged and subsi-
dized by the Authority which was resulting in the in-migration
of household incomes above $10,000, many above $15,000, and
thus the displacement of more modest income original South -

End residents.68

- Only with the targeting of public resources
and support could the Authority meet its commitments to the
South End Community.
The Authority responded by sponsoring scattered rehabil-

~itation efforts in the Community, but only 1511 units were
) redeveloped for lower and moderate income residents during
implementation of the renewal plan. Less than 8% of the orig-
inal townhouses were rehabilitated for this purﬁose (about
, 350) and the Authority continued to encourage private market
rehabilitation of remaining buildings by owner occupants and
investor landlords. Agaiﬁ research was done for this report
of the number and type of units rehabilitated by the Authority
(see Appendix 2 for more detailed discussion). As of 1978

there were 1511 units developeds
850 for low income tenants
581 for moderate income tenants
80 for market tenants
An additional 125 units were leased by the Boston Housing

Authority for low income households. Thus about 1650 .
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rehabilitated units remain affordable to South End residents

who are of modest income.

Over 200 of these units were for elderly persons. Only
226 were suitable for families, being three bedrooms or
larger. They were a limited but invaluable displacement
reéource primarily benefiting small South End households who
would have been displaced from the South End as the market
strengthened.69

Not enough units were developed to meet the needs of ~ -
South End residents, and few were located in areas of the
South End that underwent the most private revitalization as |
will be»exploréd in the next few sections. (See Map 4.2 on
next page and compare with Map L.3a.)
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Map L.2 Location of Subsidized Rehabilitated Housing

s
Ted }
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9

Sourcé: BRA,"South End District Profile and Proposed
_Qistrict Profile 1973=-1930 Neighborhood
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&.3 Conversion
By 1975 largé amounts of rehabilitation had been under-~

taken in many parts of the South End. Over 50% of the prop-
erties were rehabilitated in tracts 703 and 705-707 between
1960 and 1974. In tract 703 and 706, those nearest the down-
town core, over $14 million in rehabilitétion and purchase
mortgages were issued. 9

This rehabilitation increased the amount of money invested
in the Séuzh End and was a major reason for the rental
increases experienced in these areas. However, most of this
rehabilitation, as discussed in the last chapter, was under-
taken for residency by wealthier newcomers and not for those
who had lived in the South End. Some of this rehabilitation
activity was diféctly encouraged by the Authority that graﬁted
low interest mortgage loans in these high demand areas to
middle and upper income households and private investors who
wished to redevelop prOperties.71

This BRA policy caused a large amount of documented and
undocumented displacement as many lddging and rooming house
tenants were evicted from townhguses undergoing rehabilitation
and were not able to afford to move back in. As their one
room residence was converted into threé and four room apart-
ments, they could not afford the rents :equiréd to offset the
new owner®s investment. Apartments of one and two bedroom
size were too large and too expensive for these people.72

The situation was particularly problematic because these
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*ap Le.3a Rehabilitation Activity (1965-197L)

: ; &
Key}Over 50% of .;'/¢>

@ properties
rehabilitated
% rehabilitated

p
as of 1974
‘1 Inmigration of Service Sector Employees

Soupce for Rehab Data: SEPAC, "Special Hhusing Committee
REPOI‘T;". 19751 p. 67|
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high demand areas corresponded to the South End's traditional
lodging house districts. In 1960 there were about 1400
lodging and rooming houses in the South End.’> Most of these
were located in the Original South End district. Residential
structures with five units or more in 1960 were primarily
lodging houses.in this area. Taking the 1960 Census figures
for the number of units in buildings with five units or more
yields a profile by census tract of the South End lodging
houées. There was a total of 12,376 housing units in struc-
tures with five units or more in tracts 703-712. An estimate
of 1200 townhouse structures with rooming or lodging houses
is appropriaté for this Original South End area. Thus a divi-
sion by a factor of ten serves to approximate the number of
lodging houses by tract in 1960. Figures on Map 4.3bon the
page following were obtained by dividing the number of housing
units in structures with five or more units by a factor of ten
for each census tract.7h

In 1970 the US Census counted the numbers of units with
boarders separately. They estimated that only 587 structures
remained in the South End, half those in 1960. Map ke3bdis=
plays the number of units with boarders according to the 1970
census.75 By 1978 the number had been further reduced.
According to city records for licensed lodging houses, only
165 remained as of last year, and a receant study by United
South End Settlements shows that this number has decreased
to about 135 units.76 Based on the 1978 city records, an
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L«3b Estimate of Lodging Housgs in 1960 and 1970 Based on U.S. Census Data
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Map h.3c Licensed Lodging Houses in 1973

Key:
Original Lodging -
House District

# # of lodging houses
(licensed) remaining
in 1978

ements Research of 1978 City
dging Houses 1in South End-

interpreted onto map by street location

Source : United South End Settl
Records on Licensed Lo
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analysis was done by census tract of the numbers remaining
as of May 1978. Street addresses were used to locate the
lodging houses by census tracte. Although unlicensed iodging-
houses still remained, it is likely that no more than half
the mumber of licensed lodging houses remain. An appropriate-
estimate for the number remaining as of today would be 135
licensed and 65 unlicensed for 200 total. Map 4.3¢ displays
only the 165 licensed lodging houses located by tract in
1978 (multiply each number by 1.7 to get an approximation of
the total number of licensed and unlicensed).77
~ Thus from 1960 until today it is likely that only one
sixth of the lodging house stock remains (200/1200 townhouses).
This corresponds to a decrease in over 10;000 low cos£ housing
units, a loss of an irreplaceable low cost housing resource.
Approximately 6% of the townhouses are still lodging
houses (this correspands to the decrease estimated above—one
sixth the percentage in 1960 or 35%).78 The percentage of
such.lodging.houses varies by census tract. Comparing the
percentages of hoﬁsing stock with five or more units in 1960
with the percentages of housing stock with 6-10 units esti-
mated by Consensus, the following table can be made. Map
Lke3d illustrates the differences from 1960-1978.
Table 4. Percénta e of Lod Houses (1960-1978
703 704 705 706 707 708 709 710 711 712
1960 726 L6k 69% T7% 68% LO% 556 6% 30% 68%
1978 246 8 16% 15% 5% 22% 65% L% 0% 6%

Data based on 1960 Census and 1978 Consensus Survey
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o4 Inflating Housing Prices

The South End is one of Boston's downtown core neighbor-
hoods within\éasy walking distance of the city's expanding
office districts. When Logue announced his Development Pro-
gram for Boston he included plans for a high rise office spine
to run from the downtown waterfront area all the way to Back
Bay and the South End.’? The two largest office buildings
in the City, the Prudential and the John Hancock, were both
built within a few blocks of the South End. These office
buildings added many service sector jobs to the city and
brought‘with them new demands fér housing by their white-
collar and'profgssional employees who wanted to live with
easy access to work. About 30% of those employed in office
 buildings near to the South End have moved into the area,
most within walking distance. Many have moved into the Back
Bay and South End red brick townhouses that comprise a large
bart of the downtown core's housing. A recent survey of
those employed by the nearby Christian Science Center indi-
cated that many of the younger singles and couples have moved
into Boston, and that 75% of them now live in brick town-
houses.80

These households are small, having one and two persons,
and are comprised of workers between the ages of 20-34, with
most in the 25-30 range (see Table 4 Appendix 2). As the
population of the downtown core has remained stable, but the

household size has decreased, the demand for housing units
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has increased. This rising demand has been unevenly felt in
the downtown area. The more desirable now have almost 0%
vacancy rates. But the excess demand from these desirable
neighborhoods has always spilled overlinto the others, like
the South End.®l
A quick analysis of housing impact increase in office

space in Boston over the past 18 years, reveals that an
increase in housing demand of 20-30,000 households may have
occurred between 1965 and 1977 in the core areas of Bostons:
. downtown, North and West Ends, Beacon Hiil/Back Bay, Fenway
and the South End.%? o |

Approximately 18 million square feet has 5een constructed
in the past 17 yearssz

1966-70 5 million square feet

1971-75 10 million square feet

1976=77 3 million square feet (figures rounded down)

18 million square feet additional office space

producing the equivalent of
1966-70 25,000 new jobs
1971-75 50,000 new jobs

1976-77 15,000 new jobs (based on approximation of 1
90,000 new jobs employee per 200 square feet 0.s.)

Between 25 and. 30% of new downtown office workers choose
to live within walking distance of their place of employment.
This increase of 90,000 workers could have resulted in the
addition of 22-30,000 persons or households trying to find
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houéing in the downtown core areat.el+
As the entire core area has only 50,000 units, this
influx of workers has potentially represented a demand equiv-
alent to 40-60% of the total number of units available (see
Table 5 in Appendix 2). |
This demand has also been intensified by the increase in
the number of persons employed in the City's expanding medi-
cal institutions,over 50,000. in 1975.85 Three of the city's
ma jor medical complexes are located in the downtown core
area, the Massachusetts General, Tufts University and Boston
University/Boston City Hospitals. A fourth complex contrib-
utes to housing demand in the Fenway Core Area, being located
in sections of Fenway and adjacent parts of Mission Hill and
Brookline. All of these have expanded in staff and students
sihce.renewal.began, many being built upon urban renewal
lands.80 o |
This rapid increase in demand has strengthened the
downtown real estate market. Much rehabilitation has been
underﬁaken to convert units into luxury apartments marketable
to these new workers. Condominium conversions, especially
in the Back Bay and Beacon Hill areas, are a further sign
that a higher income clientele are entering the downtown
housing markets. Over the past few years many real estate
businesses have opened offices in downtown neighborhoods and

the turnaround time between sales and rentals has been short-

ened dramatically, in some cases to a single day. Within a
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few hours a Back Bay apartment will be on and off the market.87

The South End has been particularly susceptible to these
changes. First in the early sixties as demand was beginning
to increase, housing prices particularly in northern areas
doubled (between 1960 and 1967)88 and the number of transac—
tions in the area similarly increased (see Map Leli)e Once
the market began to strengthen, priceskrose even faster.
Between 1960 and 1972 housing prices in the South End rose
three times faster than those of the entire city (see Chart
hels) 89

Many of these townhouses were.sold;unrehabilitatgd:to
gentry who sought to do their own rehabilitation, bﬁgfas;the
market strengthenéd, rehabilitated houses were also sold at
higher prices, rgflecting the additional costs of rehabilita-
tion. Thus it is difficult to compare real estate prices
from one year to the next without knowing if the units sold
were rehabilitated“or note A éurVey of the transactions ‘
listed in the City's Real Property Department revealed that
both unrehabilitated and rehabilitated units increased in
price significantly. On six streets surveyed in the South
End between 1960 and 1978, prices rose from $5~7,000 in 1960
to $20~30,000 in 1978 for unrehabilitated units. Similarly
mortgages for rehabilitated properties increased. As most
rehabilitation began around 1965, figures from that period
on indicate that prices of rehabilitated townhouses, either
sold or mortgaged at sale value, rose from $25-30,000 in
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1965, to $50-60,000 by 1972, to $80-$100,000 in 1978,7°

Although these rises in prices occuyrred in all areas of
the South End, the greatest increases occurred in those near-
est Downtown and Back Bay office buildings and to another
major service sector employer, the Boston City Hospital.
These high demand areas not only experienCed great increases
in sales and transactions but were also the prime areas for
investment by absentee landlords. During the late sixties
through the seventies, properties across the South End were
bought up for conversion to luxury apartments. Medlian rents
in these areas more than doubled in a short time period.

The Chart belowlshows the changes in median rents that
occurred by census tract-between 1960 and.today (based on
figures iﬂ Consensus Survey). On the following page Map L.ka
displays these median rents by area.

- Table Me Rents and Housing Values
Rents Value .

1960 1970 1978 1960 1970
703 L8 102 255 9000 27,900
704 5., 110 155 - - 17,200
705 L6 72 180 5500 274 500
706 39 109 265 : 6000 15,000
707 5l - 90 200 6500 17,200
708 6l 79 160 8000 17,900
709 51 75 145 7500 16,300
710 L7 71 175 9000 -
711 60 69 125) 9500 -_—
712 51 73 125 - 7,000

Data complied from 1960 and 1970 Census and 1978
Concensus Survey

The private market in the South End has become a strong

jnvestor market in most areas, especially those nearest Back
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Bay and Boston City Hospital. In some parts reats and prop-
erty values have increased to levels that are almost ten
times what they were before renewal began. These luxury hous-
ing units continue to attract renters and homeowners from
other downtown care. areas. Hou§ing is expensive in Boston
and many households of all incomes are_searching for housing
quality at the right price; Many lodging house.buildings . -
in the South End continue to be bought and renovated for
apartments. They have become an easily marketable commodity
as demand has risen throughout the downtown area.

At present the private rental market has a large price
range for units, butvfewer are available at low prices, as
‘renovation accelerates in response to market pressurese.

Based on real estate advertisements in the Boston Globe and
through informal.discuséions with realtors and investment
owners an estimate of rents range:91 |

LOW MOD MKT
OBR 150 250 300
1BR 250 . 350 L50
2 BR 300 500 650
3 BR 350 500 700

Duplex apartment units (usually on ground floor with access

to a garden, are more expensive, equivalent to 3 BR rents).
The low units are available in houses with few new facil-

ities, just small amounts of rehabilitation to maintain the

building. The moderate units are available in houses which

were rehabilitated during the early years of renmovation and
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have not been recently redone, and whose owners do not charge
the full market price. The luxury units are targeted to the
prospective tenants Qho would qhoose to live in the Back Bay/
Beacon Hill afeas. They are usually recently renovated with
additional amenities like skylights, all new kitchen appli-
ances and beautifully redone hardwood floors and exposed
brick.

If a person is to pay 25% of their income for rent, only
persons in the $15,00C and above income range can afford to
rent a 2 BR.unit even¢at:thellowestMSoutthnd'rents. Only
persons above the $30,000 income range can afford luxury 2 BR
units. However, we know that many of the persons moving into
the South End rental units are single or living with another
working individual. Often these renters can afford and do
pay more than 254 of their income towards rent. Families,
however, do not always have this option, being burdened by
many expenses for food, medicine and additional necessities
for their children.

According to the Bureau of Labor a family of four in
Boston cannot afford to pay rent at a $6000 income; can only
only afford a contribution of}$150 at a $10,000 income; and
should only pay approximately 25% of their income in housing
until the $20,000 range. In the Boston area, only persons
who are in management positions or aother such professional
occupations can afford to pay private market rents in the

South End (Refer to Chart L.4b on next page).92



Table L.L4b Affordability of Housing: Income Group Comparisons

(Based on Data from Employment Ads of Boston Sunday Globe 2/79)

RENT RENT HOURLY | WEEKLY YEARLY ,
(25% inc) (40% inc) WAGE SALARY INCOME : RANGE OF JOBS
- (approx)| -
Welfare -
$83 $133 $4000 limited income
Social Security
- ' - food sales clerk
$tg§** $200 $3.00 $120 $6,000 : cashier
receptionist dishwasher
security bi-lingual caseworker
officer clerk cook
$163 $260 $4.00 | $160 | $8,000 da”cﬁre telephone operator
(32) teacher )
purchase social worker
expediter travel agent
: public relations keypunch operator -
machine operator secretary
%igg) $333 $5.00 §200 $10,000 nurse  keypunch
_ supervisor
legal secretary hospital planner
workshop .
supervisor purchase expediter

painter
taxi driver

plant operator
roofing foreman

%% Suggested rent contribution for family of four (US Bureau of Labor 1978)



Table L. hb Affordability of Housing: Income Group Comparluono

(Dased on Data Trom Lmployment Ads of Doston sunday Globes 2/79)
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$280
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$400
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$400

$466
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$600

$666

$1000

$6.00

$7.00

$8.00
$9.00

$10.00

$15.00

$240

$280

$320
$360

$400

$600

$14,000

$16,000

| $30,000

$12,000

$18,000 |

$20,000
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executive secretary
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r dental hyglenlst
ookkeeper

restaurant manager
insurance salesman

physical

chief of police

paralega
therapist

1 services
go-go dancers
store manager

‘vocational services nurse supervisor
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school
tax

town planner
industrial engineer

~ budget supervisor
division planner

systems

countant
shoe mana
teacher
assessor

analyst

personnel

purchas
manager

nurse _practitione:
ger market research
draftsman
financial
analyst

mechanical
designer

principal supervisor
accountant manager
library director
ing data processor

computer engineer
systems programmer

lawyer

precision die

t

\
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5. DEMOGRAPHIC ANALYSIS OF DISPLACEMENT
The implementation of the Renewal Plan resulted in sig-

nificant changes in housing stock, as was shown in the pre-
vious section. These changes have increased ratper than lim-
ited displacement of original South End residents. Two kinds
of displacement have occurred-—households leaving the South
End and households relocating within the South End. Both
have brought about changes in the composition of the popula-
tion..

Those who have left the South End have been replaced in
many'areas by the gentry—higher income, white-collar and
professional, primarily white households-—and as a neighbor-
hood the South End has lost many of its lower to moderate
income households, particularly elderly individuais and work-
ing poor families, many of whom were black.

The relocétion of households within the South End is
another important kind of displacement not fully addressed in
other documents. Over the years households have moved from
location to location as they could not afford their units any
longer. As. few units remained on the private market to meet
their needs, they moved into publicly subsidized units, often
relocated there by the BRA. Because these units were located
primarily in the peripheral areas of the South End, this
resulted in a segregation of South End residents by class,
and often by race, as minority families earned less than
their white counterparts.’ Thus displacement has resulted in
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a failure to achieve the goal of integration. To begin to

see these compostional changes by subarea, it is essential

to compare and analyze demographic changes within different
parts of the South End. This has been done by comparing

Census tract data for these areas.
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Summary
As the demand for housing in the South End grew, the

rehabilitation of townhouses for owner occupancy and rental
to middle and upper income tenants accelerated. The regions
most susceptible to. these changes, as was noted in the pre-
vious éhapter, were the Lodging House Districts located near
to the City's growing serwice employment centers. At the
same time demolition occurred in lafge sections of the Urban
Village areas which had traditionally housed lower and ﬁoaé
erate income families (See Map 5.0 on next page).
,:Thefdisplacemeﬁt.ofgpvevibuS'houSeholds~cannot be mapped
solely by populétion loss, but rathéf can be seeﬁ more clearly
in the patterns of in-migration and out-migration of South :
End households. In the Lodging House Districts population
losses were offset by the in-migration of the gentry. Most
of the population in the Lodging House Districts before
renewal were one person households. Over the years, the
number of households with couples grew as conversions of
Lodging Houses continued, and the gentry moved into the ren-
ovated and enlarged units. The number and percentage of one
person households declined as many modest income single per-
sons were displaced out of the South End or into other areas,
where they had not traditionally lived, like the Urban
Villages, but where there were affordable units availabie.
Much population and household loss, particularly of fam-

ilies, occurred also in the Urban Village Areas. In some
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Map 5.0 Residential Characteristics (1960-1973)
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areas there was an influx of gentry, but most experienced an
in-migration of displacees who relocated from other parts of
the South End to the subsidized housing stock or to the less
expensive private housing that surrounded them.

As much of the replacement housing was not built between
1960 and 1970, many households left the South End forced éﬁt
by demolition or rising prices. While the total population
only decreased by 12,217, the out-migration of persons
exceeded 25,000 (over 7,000 households in the Original South
End area alone). Due to ﬁhis large out-migration and con-
current in-migration, shifts occurred in age, race,'income,
employment and educational status of South End residents, as
lower income persons were displaced and higher income persons
attracted to the area. The largest out-migration has been of
families with children under the age of 18 and of adults,
above the age of 35. Many left the area, and the renainder
moved into subsidized housing.v Overall the older population
groups {over the age of 55) have decreased by 60% since
renewal began, the families with children by close to 50%.
Few moderate income families remain. Almost all families of
limited income live in publicly subsidized developments.

The white population decreased greatly between 1960 and
1970 but has increased since then. The black population has
continued to decrease since renewal began. The continued
displacement of lodging house tenants who were predominately
white contributed to this loss of white persons. Although
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there were significant numbers of black lodging house tenants
displaced also, there has been a greater number of black fam-
ily households. Other minority groups, like the Hispanic and
'Asian Americans have relocated into and out of the South End
over the years. Certain areas became ethnic enclaves for
both groups, but over the years displacement has continued

of those priced out of the private market who have not been
able to move into publicly subsidized buildings.

Corresponding changes have accurred in income. As the
private market has attracted households of higher income,
many areas have undergone rapid chahgesr—increases of median
income over four times that in 1960 in some Lodging House
Districts. At the same time the Urban Village areas where
there are large numbers of publicly subsidized units have
maintained similarly low median incomes as 1960, as reloca-
tion occurred of remaining South End households to these
areas. The group most conspicuously missing from the South
End population at present are moderate income households,
once a primary population group.

Corresponding to these income changes were those of
empldyment and educational status. While the proportion of
blue collar workers in Boston has decreased slightly, the
proportion in the South End decreased mhrkedly from 72% to
32% in less than two decades. The Lodging House Districts
which once had the largest percentages of blue collar workers,
are instead populated with white collar and professionals of
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college educations. The remaining blue collar workers live
in Urban Village Tracts with the large percentages of sub-
sidized housing. The education levels in these areas are
low, being inhabited by persons with less than high school
educations.

These changes in housing stock and the perceantages of
owner occupants and subsidized housing tenants have increased
over the years. In the Lodging House Districts there are
very large percentages of owreeoccupants, while the Urban
Village areas have large percentages of subsidized tenants.
Where once the South End was an area with many owners of
moderate incomes, now mbst owners are white households of
incomes over $15,000 who are well-educated and employed as
prof?ssionals. Although South End residents of moderate
income and minority background still own homes, they are a
small proportion.
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Tracing Displacement

To trace the compositional changes that have occurred, and
through this provide evidence of displacement since the begin-
ning of Urban Renewal (1960), data was selected from the 1960
and 1970 Census as well as documents available to the Authority
such'as their own research reports, state census surveys and the
recent South End survey done in 1978 by Consensus, Inc. Ny
analysis dicusses the following indicators of population losses
and shifts: |

1. Population Size 5. Income Mix

2. Household Composition 6. Employment

3. Age Groups 7. Educational Levels

L. Racial Patterns Sﬁ Tenure.

The compositional changes that have occurred in the South End
clearly reflect large amounts of displacement. To summarizé:

1. Population Size

The large losses and shifts in population size in the
South End and its sub areas, coupled with the patterns of
inmigration, outmigration and movement betweeen areas, indi-
cate that displacement has occurred as households left and
relocated in the South End.

2. Household Composition

Since renewal began, many original residents in family
and single households have left the South End. They have
been replaced by smaller family households, consisting
largely of couples, as lodging houses and single family
homes were converted and renovated into one and two bedroom
apartments.

3+ Age Groups

Families with children of school age and older adults,
particularly above the age of 55, have been replaced by
younger adults, between the ages 20-35. At present the
fastest growing age group is the 25-35, making up over Dne
quarter of the population.




L. Racial Change

Losses in the white population occurred between 1560
and 1970 and began to reverse during the seventies as the
inmigration of the white gentry offset the outmigration of
poorer white households. Since 1960 the black population
has continued to lose population and has been dlsolaced
from areas in the lodging house districts where they had
traditicnally lived into publicly assisted housing in the
Urban Villages. The Hispanic and Asian populatlon groups
also have lost population and those remaining have Been
relocated into assisted housing.

5. Income Mix

Since 1960 the revitalizing areas in the South End
have had a large inmigration of upper income households,
particularly those nearestemployment centers. Where once
the community was largely comprised of lower and moderate
income households, it has now been segregated into high
income and low income areas as a result of the displace-
ment of its poorer residents into certain areas of the
South End or out of the South End.

6, Employment

Before renewal the South End was a working class
neighborhood. As the inmigration of white collar and
professional workers and the outmigration of blue collar
workers has continued, the neighborhood has segregated
into areas with mostly professional workers or relatively
few of this group and has become largely inhabited by
white collar workers.

7. Educational Levels

As the number of professional persons has increased
in certain areas, the number of college graduates has
correspondingly risen. Less well educated households
have been displaced out of these areas into publicly
assisted housing or out of the South End entirely.

8. Tenure

As revitalization accelerated, more units were bought
for owner occupancy in certain areas while in those areas
- with much demolition and assisted housing, the percentage
of owner occupancy decreased. Persons no longer able to
afford the rising private rents relocated into units with
subsidized rents. Because the cost of ownership has been
dramatically increasing, most owner occupants are now
professional workers in white households with over $15,000
income and are between the ages of 35-49.
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Methodology

Two kinds of analysis were performed for each indicator.
Aggregate figureé were mapped to estimate the type and extent
of displacement that occurred. Disaggregated figures by sub-
area (census tract) were mapped to show the differential
effects displacement: has had on the South End, particularly
in the Lodging House Districts and the Urban Village areas.
The brief discussion +that follows outlines the method of
analysis for each. For more détailed information on the
sources used, see Appendix 3: Methodology for Data Analysis.
Aggregate Population Changes
. Aggregate figures for the South End include census data
from all tracts in the urban renewal areas

Tracts 703-712 (Original South End District)

Tracts 804-806 (Lower Roxbury)
even though originally the South End area did not incorporate
Census Tracts 804-806 as Lower Roxbury has traditionally been
a different neighborhood. The South End Urban Renewal Plan
included portions of Lower Roxbury because metropolitan
transportation plans called for the construction of a major
freeway which cut through these three Lower Roxbury tracts
making those portions adjacent to the South End a logical
geographical part of the area.

For this reason, 1960 and 1970 census tract data for the
South End area is difficult to interpolate. Data for the
Lower Roxbury tracts is enlarged as portions of them are not
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contained in the plan area.rﬂThe BRA presented in its
Neighborhood Profile Report of the South End estimates of

the population in 1970 from tracts 804-806 that were in the
South End area. Using their extimates and comparing them to
the total population figures for these tracts, one can derive
the following percentages of population in the South End areas

1970 census " BRA estimate Percentage
# - # %
804 1626 413 25%
805 1427 1071 75%
806 1889 Sk1 - 29%

All aggregate data, therefore, is based upon estimates that
attempt .to factor in thesé differenées, and the estimates
vary widely from report to réport. Consequently I have
chosen to use aggregate 1960 and 1970 census figures pre-
sented in the BRA report, Draft South End Data Analysis (1974)
and to factor in, wherever possible, corrective calculations
which would make these figures more accurate.

As there is no census data more recent than 1970, an
analysis was done using the latest sample survey of the South
End, the Consensus Survey (1978), to map out the changes
that have occurred during the past eight years. The Survey
was a 5% sample and considered to be fairly reliable for
most data points. The most appropriate way to compare this
sample survey to the census data for the prévious decades is
- to make percentage calculations of each indicator and cross-

correlate them,
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Therefore for each topic area the data presented shows
the exact numbers and percentagevchangés indicated by the
Census Data and shows the trends that have occurred between
1960-1978 by comparing these percentages with those derived
from the Consensus Survey data.

Data Disaggregated by‘Census Tract

To begin to disaggregéte this census data and to measure
the different changes that have occurred among sub areas,
1960'§§d 1970 census data is interpreted in this report for
e#ch c;nsus tract within Original South End area. The 1960
and 1970 census data for the Lower Roxbury tracts were notﬁ'
included for the reasons deécribed above, that the data is
difficult to accurately derive, and because the focus of this
report has been on the displacement of original South End
residents.

The sub areas defined into numbered census tracts in the
1970 US Census survey are used as the basic units of analysis.
- Most recent demographic data has been compiled according to
these tracts, and 1960 Census data can be interpreted so
that is appropriately maps onto them. In addition the 1978
COnsensds Survey was disaggregated by ;970 Census Tract.

As the Survey only sampled Lower Roxbury households in
the South End Urban Renewal Area, 1978 data is presented for
the Lower Roxbury tracts. The data is useful to compare with
the 1960 and 1970 Census Data for the Original South End area
as it reflects the in-migfation of displacees from the Orig-
inal South End area into Lower Roxbury during urban renewal.
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1. Population Size

The large losses and shifts. in population size in the
South End and its sub areas, coupled with the patterns of
inmigration, outmigration and movement between areas indi-
cate that displacement has occurred as households left and
relocated in the South End.

The South End had been declining in population before
renewal as had the City as a whole, but at a more rapid rate.
Part of the large populdion loss that occurred during the
initial years of remewal was due to this movement out of the
city. However in certain South End areas, like the site of
the New York Streets Project, populaﬁon losses occurred as a
direct result of demolition of buildings for renewal and this

‘contributed and reihfbrcéd the area's rapid population loss.93

1950 - ‘d%change 1960 %change 1970  %change
50-60 60-70 50-70
Boston 801,444 =12,9% 698,081 -8.2% 641,071 =20.0%
South End 57,218 -38.9% 34,990  =34.9% 22,773  =60.2%
Based on 1960 and 1970 Census
Between 1960 and 1970 the population loss in the Original
South End Aréa and the parts of Lower Roxbury linked together
by the renewal plan differed markedly. Although Lower Roxbury
had only a sixth the population of the South End Area, it lost
over 3000 persons, a quarter of the total South End population
loss. Widespread demolition occurred in Lower Roxbury and-the
resultant 60% decrease in its populaiom was linked to the out-

migration of its residents as no new replacement housing was

built there until 1972. The Original South End Area lost over
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9000 persons, or 30% of its population between 1960 and 1970.
The largest losses occurred in the Lodging House Districts
(tracts 703, 705, 706, 707, 708, 710) with decreases of over

900 persons in each sub area.94“
1960 1970 2 Change
Original South End 29,919 20,729 9190 =314
Lower Roxbury 5,071 2,04l =3027 =60%
" TOTAL 34,990 22,773 -12,217 -3 5%

The Original South End Area lost approximately 9000 persons.
As Census Tract 703 is only partially in the original South
End area, its loss in population was not entirely due to
losses of the SouthvEnd population. All figures used in the
remaiﬁing sections of thisireport for the Original South End
area incorpﬁrate the population changes-for tract 703 and are
" thus slightly inflated, by approximately 4%.”°
~Aggregate:chaﬁge§ in populztion size-do not reveal the
'»population"losses-of’original“SOuth‘End.residénts offset by

a ‘continued inmigration of newcomerse Although the population
size declimed by over 12,000 between 13950 and 1970, the loss
of original South End residents was closer to 25,000;96 This
outmigration of original residents coninued although the pop-
ulation size stabilized-and increased glightly, to about
25,000 between 1970 and today. Displacement can be evidenced
in the rapid demographic changes that have occurred in the

- -South End area, as well.as by the:numbers of persons who have

moved into and out of the South End since renewal. Few
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original residents remain in may areas of the South End
today és they have continued to be displaced.

Certain Lodging House Districts have experienced the
greatest inmigration'of newcomers and as such, their popula-
tion losses of original South End residents are hidden in
aggregaté figures. Six areas in particular experienced large
numbers of inmigration between 1965 and 1970.of:.over 900 ..
households, ; tracts 703, 705, 706, 708, 709, 710 (see Map
5.1a).96

This trend has continued today. Newcomers have continued
to enter these areas (particularly tract 703 and 706) and
original South End residents have been diéplaced‘cut of the
South End or into other areas, near to or in Lower Roxbury
(see Map 5.1b). Private revitalization has not escalated as
yet in these areas, but trends indieate that newcomers are
migrating into them also, as more of ihe housing stock is
renovated. Many lodging houses are being bought and con-
verted in the Original South End areas which before had not
been as desirable to the private market. A.quick walk
through these areas reveals.the amount. of reconstruction and
renovation occurring. The Lower Roxbury area has large
amounts of undeveloped land and publicly assisted housing.
At present this has hindered investment, but the BRA's plans
include the revitalization of this area also, a plan that
many Lower Roxbury residents fear will result in their dis-

placement in the future.97
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Map 5.1a . Population Mizration (1960-1970)
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Ilan 5.1b Humber of Years in the South End (1972)
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2. Household Cbmgositionv

Since renewal began, many original residents in family
and single households have left the Scuth End. They have
been replaced by smaller family households, consisting
largely of couples, as lodging houses and single family
homes were converted and renovated into one and two bedroom
apartments., .

Before renewal thé Sauth End having many lodging houses
had a far greater number of single person households than
the city as a whole, 60.5% in 1960. Over the years the per-
centage has dropped significantly to 36% today. Simultane-
ously the percentage of two person households has grown from
19.6% in 1960 to 27% in 1978. This reflects the conversion
of lodging houses to apartments suitable for couples.98

The number of familiés,with children has decreased sig-
nificantly over the years, §articularly between 1960 and
1970 when many areas of the South End lost families. The '~
over 9000 persons lost in the Original South End area was
comprised of 3500 households, 2200 of which were families.
Most of this population loss, 85% or so, was of families.
The average.household size of those who left was 3.6 persons,

indicating the loss of families with children and not just

souples->” | u of Populavion and Households From 1960-1970
: 1960 1970 Change
'60-'70
Population 31,254 21,726 -9%28 -Bg%
Households 15,930 12,484 ~3446 =22%
Families 5,807 3,629 -2178 -38%
Unrelated Indiv. 10,423 8,855 -1268 ~12%

Based on 1960 and 1970 Census datae
More than twice as many households may have left the
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South End than were replaced by newcomers. Inmigration was
greatest in those revitalizing areas nearest to employment
centers (tract 703, 706, and 710), but also great in other
areas beginning to undergo revitalization (705 and 708)
(see Map 5.2b).1%°

Thus, ndﬁ only did the South End lose many households
from its total population between 1960 and 1970, but more
left than were indicated in the aggregate data. This inmi-
g;apion and outmigration accounts in large part for the demo-
éfaphic changes that will be documented in the following sec-
tions. Not only did the South End population and household
nnmbers decrease, but the area also underwent profound demo-
graphic changes due to the changlng characteristics of those
who migrated into the area and those who left.

Since 1970 this trend has continued. According to the
Consensus Survey, only 34% of the households surveyed in
1978 had lived in the South End prior to renewal (before
Jan., 1966). Less than half of these had lived at the same
address. Therefore, no£ only has there been continued outmi-
gration}of persons from the South End (and a correspondingly
high inmigration) but there has been a major movement of
households within the South En .101

Since renewal began, many newcomers have moved into the
area from outside of Boston. Consensus estimates that over
13% of South End households lived in other parﬁé of Massachu-
setts, 28% in other states, and 8% in other countries before
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Map 5.2a Previous Residence on January 1, 1966 (1978)
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renewal. (Only half of the population had lived in Boston.)

Most of these newcomers from out of state moved into those
areas experiencing large amounts of inmigration, (the lodging
house districts) between 1965 and 1970. The major demographic
changes that have occurred in these particular areas were a
direct result of this inmigration (see Map 5o23)o;02

As many as 1000 households moved into the Lodging House

Districts nearest the employment centers. Only a small per-

. centage of previous residents remained by 1970 (see Map
5.2b);10? ,Alihough replacement housing was built on Castle
Square to offset the large amoumt of demolition, the delay
of its coastruction and the higher rents of the units |
resulted in few households moving back (Census Tract 704).10#
Even with this inmigration the loss of families and individu-
als was great, heightened due to the conversion of units to

- apartments not. affordable or the appropriate size for their
~ previous residentsw(see.Map~5.2c).105‘

Between, 1960 and 1970 there was a great loss of one per-

~ son households, a reflection in part of the conversion.of

lodging houses. As. some converted unmits were inhabited by

- one person households upon completion, it is difficult to

measure the changes. However, the great decrease would seem
to indicate that huch displacement of lodging house tenants

did occur (see Map 5. Since 1978 the percentage of

-one person households hasydecreased dramatical1y as lodging

' houses have been converted.(see Map 5.2e).-07
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_Map 5.2b Estimate of Household Micration (1965=1270)
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Many two person households have moved into these areas.
Only a small amount of family households occupy the revital-
ized Lodging House areas of the South End. Many families
have moved into publicly assisted housing on the periphery or

have left the area (see Map 5.11‘).108
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lYap 5.2c Loss of Family and Unrelated Individual Househalds
(1960-1970)
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Map 5.2 & Loss of One Person Households (1960-1970)
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Map 5.2¢ Percentage of Houséholds with One Person (1960-1978)
(Based on 1960 Census and 1978 Consensus_Survey)
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}kqu.Qflﬁ -Number .of Persons Per Household (1978)
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being closer to 40% and as-

igh as 50% in 805/806.

B50%or more .
households have 3

or more members
(families)

‘LO%" o -more'

ores person:::

30% or Tore
households have

1978 Consensus Survey



3. Age Groups

Families with children of school age and older adults,
particularly above the age of 55, have been replaced by
younger adults, between the ages 20-35. At present the
fastest growing age group is the 25-35, making up over one
quarter of the population.

Before renewal the South End waé comprised largely of
adult persons above the age of 35. Due.particularly .to the
large number of lodging houses, the percentage of such older
persons was higher than the city as a whole. Many families
with children, also, lived in the South End, particularly in
the Urban Village areas. 07 -
Between 1960 and 1970 a far greater percentage of older
' adult persons left the South End than left the city as a
whole. Almost half of the South End population between the
ages of 55-65 left and over 4O% of the 35-54 and 65 and older
_age groups. Much of the loss of 35-54 year olds was related
te an equally high loss of children below the age.of 18.
Thavonly ag;yéroups;that did not greatl; decrease were those
‘between 19 and 34. 130

Over L600 persons above the age of 55 left the South End
between 1960 and 1970, and mors have left the South End pop-
ulation, particularly those above the age of 65, between
1970 and today. Meanwhile the numbers of 25-34 year olds
has rapidly increased. The younger adult population has
become the major population group in the area. In 1978 26%
of all households were between the ages of 25-34 (in contrast

to 124 in 1960). 1%
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Table 5.3a Loss of Population by Age Group (1960-1978)Estimate

1960 Change 1970 Change 1978 Change
60~70 70-78 60-78
% % # %

0-~19 8501 -28% 6149 ~28% L0 -4061 -1, 8%
20-24 2354 + 7% 2195  +12%6 2461  + 107  + 5%
25=34 4305  +22% = 3379  +98% 641,  +2109  +49%
35=5L 9422 ~LL% 5365 =16%  Li4l -4,981 -53%
55-6L4 4797  -49% 2450 @ -19% 1973 -2824  =59%
65+ 5617  =41% 3320 @ -41% 1973 =364  -65%

The largest percentage loss was of the area's elderly
population group, as is indicated in Table 5.3b. This severe
- loss indicates that persons in the 55-64 age group present
in large numbers in 1960 were also continually displaced over
thé years. As they aged fewer of them remained to comprise
the elderly population group.

Over the years there has also been a continued loss of
families (decreases in population groups under 19 years and
between the ages of 35-64). This is reflected in the docu-_
mentaﬁion;§EGSentédiinuthe»preéious;section,;5;2,falsoilx2
| ~ The increasing population groups, 20-35, indicate that
the South End is rapidly becoming a young, highly transient
community. If this trend continues,more families and older

persons will likely be displaced.
Table 5.3b Age Composition (1960-1970

.Age Group 1;§o 1;70 . Age Group 1972
O-L 8% 7% Q=5 8%
5-1l, 11% 13% 6-12 10%

15-19 6% 7% 13-17 8%
20-2i, 7% 10% 18-2} 12%
25=34 12% 15% 25=34 26%
35=54 27% 23% 35=49 15%
55=6l, 14% 11% 50=61, 11%
65+ 16% 15% 65+ 8%

Based on 1960 and 1970 Census and 1978 Consensus Survey data
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Ilap 5.
Zlderly Population Loss (1960-1970)

Key:
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loss of over 35%
or area's elderly
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The Lodging House District which qused large percentages
of older persons decreased greatly in their elderly pbpulations
between 1960 and 1970, indicating the/large number of persons
above the age of 55 were displaced from these area in this
decade (see Map 5.3_a).113 While in 1960 many Lodging House
Districts had over 15% of their population above the age of
65, by 1970 few areas remained as housing resources for them.
Since 1970 as subsidized elderly housing has been constructed,
some elderly persons have been relocated there (see Map
5.3b) 11k
~ However, a far greater number of such units would be
needed to offset the effects of the inmigration of younger.
»adnlt highér~income households who have moved into the South
Enﬂ. . They have’become the ﬁajor population in the revitalizing
areas, displaceing elderly residents. Most bheads of households
in the South End are now between the ages of 25-34 and in re—
vitalizing?areas they comprise more than 40% of the total (see
Map 5.3¢).1?



Map 5.3b

Changes in
Composition:
Elderly Population
(1960-1978)

@) sroerwy Pamsnce
More Than 15% of
Population Was

65 ¥rs. or Over
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Based on 1960 and 1970 Census

and 1978 Consensus Survey
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S Mdp -5.36 Ace of Household Head (1973)

18=24 25=-34 35-49 50-64 65+
703 .21 «49 »d3 »d3 «05
704 24 .44 15 o S | .06
705 13 30 sl «19 adl ¥
706 «17 «50 .14 «17 .02 -
707 022 «36 17 vl 7 .07
708 e12 33 s 23 od D 18
709 ol «30 23 «20 ol
710 .08 «42 24 i .14
7Ll «16 .08 .03 ol2 «60
712 17 «30 23 od.D o B
804 «07 27 20 33 14
805 % e | «36 32 16 «16
806 .24 _«36 e «1l2 «16

The largest concentration of persons has become those in the
age group of 25-34 with the percentages approaching half in
Census Tracts 703, 704, 706, 710. The elderly population has
decreased in population in many of these same areas, indicating
some level of elderly displacement.

41

Key:

. lore than 4O%
win 25=3L group

\_ifQI\rore than 15%

i in 65+ age group

Based on 1973 Consensus S_urvey'
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4e Racial Change -

" Losses in the white population occurred between 1960
and 1970 and began to reverse during the seventies as the
inmigration of the white gentry offset the outmigration of
poorer white households. Since 1960 the black population
has contimied to lose population and has been displaced
from areas in the lodging house districts where they had
traditionally lived into publicly assisted housing in the
Urban Villages. The Hispanic and Asian population groups
also have lost population and those remaining have been
relocated into assisted housing. .

Between 1960 and 1970 the City of Boston contimied to
experience a large outmigration of its white population.
This occurred in the South . End also, but at a larger rate,
due to the continued displacement of families and individuals
from renewal areas. In contrast to the City as a whole the
Black population suffered major losses also, losing 34% of
its population. Although US Census data imdicates that the
minority population in the South End only decreased by 7% in
these years, the loss was greater because the 1960 Census
Counts did not refiect the numbers of "other®™ minority
persons such as the area's two large minority populations of
Hispanics and Asians.}1® Hispanic people in the South End
were undercounted in both census and experienced a bulge
in population in 1967 that remained unrecorded. In the late
1950%*s many Hispanic peréons began to move into the South
End. This contimied until 1967 when the population peaked
at about 5000. The Hispanic population may have comprised
about 15% of the South End population in 1970.117

Asian-Americans, comprising much of the "ather" popu-
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lation, increased through the sixties as they were displaced
because of the demolition of their homes from highway re-
construction and the South Core Urban Renewal Project. By
1970 they comprised 12.2% of the South End population.(about
2700 persons)and had established residency in South End areas
nearest to Chinatown. |
Although we do not have recent figures for racial change,

indicatibns are that the black and Asian populations are
decreasing, as in 1970 the black population was 39.1% of the
total and the Asian-American 12.2%;118 According to the 1978
Consensus Survey of the South End populations: ‘

E 6% is white

* 29% is black

* 19% is Hispanic

* 6% is Asian.
We _can derive an estimate of the‘blackiaﬁdwwhitéipopulation1
gréﬁpsistillsptesenﬁ&in?l?ﬂ&mby:mnltiplyiig?thew;975¥Staté-
census population estimate of 21,668 by these percentages.
Comparing these figﬁreéyﬁb those of the 1960 and 1970 Census,
we can estimate.the changes that have occurred since 196Q.
(As 1960 figures for the. Hispanic and Asian population groups
are not accurate, this analysis can not be done for these
groups.)119‘
Qstimaté of 1960-1978 Racial Population Change

1960 ~Change- 1970 —Change-~ 1978 -1960-1978

Change &
White 20,356 -11,135 9230 +2126 11,356 ~=9000 =44%
Black 13,772 - 4,868 8904 -1744 7,160 =6612 -48%
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Since 1970 the white population has increased, possibly
by over 3000 persons while the minority population has
slightly decreased. Again large losses have occurred in the
Black population bringing the total loss since renewal to
over LO%.

Over the past two decades the South End has experienced
shifts in minority population groups by sub area. Although
these changes are difficult to document with Census data for
the reaséns described in the previous section, indications
of general trends can be derived, even if their magnitude is
skewed. - |

Map 5.4a shows the percentages of minority persons by
area in 1960 and 1978.‘ Since 1960 the minority pépulation
has decreased in the northern areas undergoing revitalization
and increased in areas with large percentages of subsidized

-housing.lzqf
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Map 5.43 Racial Change (1960-1078)

1960-1970
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Key:
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. Shifts in Racial Composition by_Sub-Area | e

G

- .

. Ks of 1660 most of the minority population was Black,
Though the numbers of "other" persons is:=not known, they did
not exceed a black population of 13,772 persons. Many of
these Black persons lived in the Lower Roxbury areas,
particularly invfracts 3805 and 306. However two thirds
lived in the Original Area, with over 1000 Black persons
in four of the Census tracts: 703 and 709, those nearest
 ,thé‘predominately black populated Lower Roxbury tracts;

: 707, where a’Black middle class had established itself

. and 712, where mény Blgcks iiyéd in the Cathedral Housing
APrcjéct. Although the percéntéges‘of minority, and thus
largely black, populations remained fairly stable in

these tracts between l960b1970, displacement had occurred..
"ﬁé-%ﬁe total population greatly decreased in these areas,
the significant losses of numbers are hidden in percentage
changes, indicated in Table S.anlzl'

Table B.Qa'Loss of Black Population from Larzely Black Tracts

— (1560=-1970)
1960 1970 Change. .
707 # %
707 1250 599 -651 ~52,
208 3346 | 1930 ~1116 -12%
709 2034 1653 -331 - =135%
712 1062 1091 229 - 3%

Based -en 1960 and 1970 Census Data
<. . Between: 1960. and 1970 "other" minority groups continued

to: immigrate into the South End. - Asians recently displaced
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from Chinatown continued to settle in those areas of the
South End nearest the South Cove, Chinatown area. DMany
were relocated into the Castle Square development, and
according to the 1970 Census ¢over 500 .weré livinmg ins
its Census Tract, 70L. Large:numbers of Asian persons
also lived in Tracts 703 and 705, according to Census daﬁa.122

Although Hispanic groups were not accurately counted
in the 1970 Census, much evidence subsﬁantiates that
they also had moved into Tract 705. During the late
sixties many Hispanic persons demonstrated against renewal
plans for-Parce}¥ 19 :which.wdéuld have destroyed their housing.
As é result of their demonstrations they were able to obtain
- federal subsidy monéy'and government support to undertake
the rehabilitation of several townhouses for Hispanic persons.
Establishing themselves as an experienced community housing
sponsor they were able ﬁo obtain funds for the construction
of over LOO;ne& uniﬁsvéf'ﬁoﬁsiﬁg. This housing is integrated ..
but houses a large number of Hispanic persons. This housing
development is a major reason for the continued presence
of Hispanic persons todayu123

Between 1960 and 1978 shifts have occurred in the percentages
of different minority groups in certain census tracts.- gor
example, tract 705 where once most of the minority population
was Black and now is Hispanic and Asian, @&ome of these
shifts can be seen in Table 5.4B. However, again. note that
the 1960 Census figures do not accurately reflect the numbers

124

and thus the percentages of "other" minority persons.
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Table 5.4 Minority Population (1960-1978)

Black- . Other
1960 1970 1978 1960 1370 1973
703 Ot 05% 15% 01% 09% 00¢%
701, 16 25 13 08 35 75
705 11 07 15 oL 30 16
- 706 21 17 11 03 11 09
707 60 65 36 0l 01 00
708 90 8l 63 ~ 02 03 11
709 71 8 60 02 oL 06
710 oL 19 ' 50 02 08 02
711 05 14 96 - 01 06 00
712 36 LS 18 01 06 20

Data derived frém 1960 and 1970 Census and 1973 Consemsus Survey
The "other" or Asian population has disappeared from

Tract 703. The increase in'black persons is due in part to

the scattered site rehabilitated subsidized housing units

present in that tract. The Castle Syuare Tract, 704, has

undergone substantial changes. Now mosfly Hispanic and Asian

persons live there, primarily in the ﬁousing development itself.

Tract 705 shows a’presence of both Hispanic and Asian groups

as’well as a percentage increase in Black persons. "Tract =

706 has continued to déceease in minority population and

an adjacent tract 707, traditionally a largely black populated

tract has now become a largely white tract. @Many of the

blacks who remain live in the Methunion housing development

thése. Tracts 708 and 709, other traditionally "Black" tracts,

have also had a percentage decrease in their Black populations.

Tracts 710 and 711 have increased in their Black populations

due to the presence of rehabilitated townhouse units with

rent subsidies. The Cathedral Tract has continued to decrease




“Map 5.4b Racial Composition by White and Minority Groups (1960~-1973)

(Based on 1960 Census and 1973 Consensus Survey)

1960

@

7% Less than
8y 509, white:

% White

Sononuol

oTT

.
o
= # 'y
8300y (@7 p g C el e TEy
¥ i
\______\‘-—-' :
QuuEoooasE

—
¥,



111

in its Black Population, but has increased slightly in its
"other" population (due both to increases in Bispanics and
Asigns). Much of the‘ﬁousing stock in this area is private
and thus these changes reflect changes in the pritate. marketélzs
Comparlng these changes from 1960 until 1978 we can
see that the Black nopulatlons in tracts 707-709 and
in 70L and 712 have continuedAto’decrease. The "other"
minority populations have decreesed in trscts 703,705
and 710 significantly. ‘Map S5e Lb shows the changes that
. have occurred since 1960 and indicates the percentages
of non—mlnorlty person ln these areas in 1978, 126
anble and Map 5. he dlsplay the Consensus Survey figures
for 1978 Most percentaces seem rellable except for Tract
711 whlch seems to have a hlghly lnflated perdentage of
Black population. The figures for the Asian population
were obtained by dividing the *other" category in Consensus
Sﬁrvej‘intokﬁﬁe total number of persons surveyed in the area.
Consensus did hot‘disaggregate data for the Asian population.
6nly 704 and 705 had significant numbers of "other" persons.lz?
As one can see from lap E.Ae segregation has continued
to‘occurzpetween those areas undergoing revitalization and
those with large numbers of subsidized units. lMany minority
persons have been relocated into subsidized housing developments
or have chosen to live there as costs have risen on the private
market. In areas nearest downsown and other largely white
sections' of Boston, the population has become predaminately
white. As will be documented in the next section;a correspond-

ing segregation of income groups has occurred.128



L 2. ..
Mao 5.he - Racial Composition (1978)

N White Black Hispanic (Asian)

% % %

703 .85 el5 .00 .

704 o1l 13 .60 .15

706 19 S % .09

707 64 «36 -

708 26 «63 add:

709 s34 .60 .06

710 .48 .50 .02

711 .04 «96 -

712 «61 . «18 20

804 « O «93 b

805 36 e «43

806 el7 +30 e52

According to the Survey compositions of certain areas have
become more racially segregated with the increasing influx of
white persons into the area, and the migration of minority
groups into largely minority arease.

"Key:
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Based on 19783 Consensus Survey
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5. Income Mix

 Since 1960 the revitalizing areas in the South End
have had a large inmigration of upper income households,
particularly those nearest employment centers. Where once
the community was largely comprised of lower and moderate
income households, it has now been segregated into high
income and low income areas as a result of the displace-
ment of its poorer residents into certain areas of the
South End or out of the South. End.
| The South End in 1960 was a community with large per-
centages of lower and moderate income persons. The few
higher income households were located primarily in the
northern areas, but they were less than 5% of the population
- (see.Map.55).Between 1960 and 1970 different parts of the
South End began to change in their income characteristics.
Some beginning to resemble the city as a whole, others to
resemble the metropolitan area. The South End median income
almost doubled. Inflation accounted for .some of this. -
increase, but primarily it was caused by a change in the
socio-economic characteristics of the area's resihents.

Since 1970 this upward trend has continued at as high a rate.2?

1960 1970 1978
S.E. City S.E. City S.E.
Median
Income $4, 542 $7,206 $6,122 $9,133 $. 9,000

The South End has undergone rapid shifts in its composi-
tion by income groups. Four income categories have been
defined to reveal the variations that have occurred over the
years. Between 1960 and 1978 the total income of the South
End shifted composition as the moderate income group greatly

decreased while the upper income group increased. 30
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Map 5.5a Median Incomes (1960)

Keys
$4000+: median income
Qgreater than 34000
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Table .. a Changes in I;;;ﬁé Groups (1960-1978)
. 12%0 1978

below poverty 35 .36
moderate <40 .19
new middle «20 .15
upper income .05 32

The BELOW POVERTY group in the South End in 1960 were
families earning under $3000. These were defined in 1970 as
those below $4000 and in 1978 as those below $5000.

The MODERATE income group in the South End in 1960 were
families who earned between $3000 and $5999. The South End
median fell inside this range. Likewise with a 1970 range
of $4000 to $7999 and 1978 range of $5000 to $9999.

The NEW MIDDLE represents those persons moving into the
South Eﬁd whose median income resembles the overall City or
metropolitan areas. In 1960 this group was in the $6000 to
$9999 range...in 1970 in the $8000 to $11,999 range...in
1978 in the $10,000 to $14,999 range.

The UPPER INCOME group are those higher income persons
who can afford the South End luxury housing market prices.
In 1960 this group made over $10,000...in 1970 over $12,000
and in 1978 over $15,000. -

Table 5.5b displays the changes that have occurred by
income group in each census tract since 1960 (Table 5.5b).131
Based on these tables Maps 5.5b and 5.5c were drawn to graph-—
ically display the different patterns by subarea (tracts 703
and 704). Starting in 1960 the Lodging House areas undergoing

revitalization experienced a rapid inmigration of households
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. Tab1e¢5.§b~mIncomegDistribuﬁiBﬁ"(1960-l97§),4;jvt:

/

BELOW POVERTY MODERATE

1960 - 1970 1978+ 1960 1970 1978+
703 27 e1l5 .08 45 22 el3
704 «38 «31 «67 32 «33 20
705 .42 ' .24 .35 038 .36 019
706 o477 29 .08 «34 24 12
707 «37 18 «l2 «42 «48 «20
708 «38 «38 «34 43 «28 25
709 38 «26 46 34 «55 17
710 34 «17 .34 36 «47 19
711 22 32 «68 «60 26 23
712 «47 <44 «40 «43 36 012

NEW MIDDLE UPPER INCOME

1960 1870 1978 1960 1970 1978
703 «18 23" «25 - «10 40 «54
704 «19 25 «05 10 «12 .08
705 «16 22 15 «05 .18 «30
706 17 11 e22- .02 «37 .59
707 15 21 «12 ' 06 13 *55
708 .14 «20 «1l5 .05 14 25
709 25 «13 13 «02 «06 24
710 .26 . .16 .18 .04 N 020 .29
711 12 «12 ' «05 «12 «30 «05
712 .08 ell 19 .02 «0% 29

Data compiled from 1960 and 1970 census data and from Concensus

Survey 1978

Note that income ranges were:

1960 1970 1978
BELOW POVERTY ~$3000 -$4000 -$5000
MODERATE $3=5999 $4-7999 $5-9999
NEW MIDDLE $6-9999 $8-11999 $10-14999

UPPER INCOME $10,000+ $12,000+ $15,000+
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Map 5.5b Composition by Income
(1960-1978)

Ley:
BZLOW POVERTY:
35% or more

e, MODERATE :
3556 or more

UPPER INCOME:
20% or more

Based on 1960 and 1970 Census.
and 1978 Consensus Survey
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of upper income and a corresponding decrease in households
below poverty and of moderate income. As revitalization con-
tinued through the seventies the percentage of upper income
households dramatically increased in these areas to over 50%
by 1978 (tracts 703, 706, 707). As this occurred more below '
poverty and moderate income households have left. At present
only in Originai South End areas with publicly assisted hous—
ing are there significant percentages of below poverty or
moderate income groups, (tracts 704, 711, 712). The group
which has particularly faced displacement has been the moder-—
ate income household, particularly families who cannot afford
to pay much for their housing, they are now less than a fifth
~ of the population.in most areas.132

Ghanges,in;&edian income have occurred corresponding to
these shifts in income groups. Comparing median incomes for
1960 and today, one sees that in certain areas median incomes
have quadfupléd,iﬁhile in sihers they have less than doubled.
(Compare Maps 5.5é.and 5.5c.)¢33

As minority groups tend to have much smaller household
inéomes than whites, they are outbid in a competitive housing
market as prices increase. As the market has accelerated in
the South End they have been displaced to housing which they
can afford, out of the South End or into other areas, particu-
larly where there is publicly assisted housing, (see a previ-
ous section on Racial Change). Tract 707 which had tradition-
ally been a middle class black residential area has rapidly
become a predominately white upper‘incéme area. This trend
seems to bgioccurring in Urban Village tract 712, alsoal3“_
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Map. 5.5c Income Distribution (1973)

| -5000 5000-9999 10,000-14,999 15+
703 .08 e13 25 .54
704 67 .20 05 .08
705 «35 .19 .15 30
706 .08 w12 22 .59
707 .12 «20 212 «55
708 .34 ¥ 25 . W15 25
709 .46 .17 .13 24
710 «34 .19 18 .29
711 .68 «23 .05 .05
712 <40 32 .19 .29
804 oT7 .08 .08 .08
805 <39 .26 .05 <31
806 e43 .35 e17 .04

The survey indicates that income differrentials between tracts
are extreme. For example, tracts 703 and 706, where more than
half responded that they earn more than $15,000 in contrast
to tracts 704, 711, 804 where more than half earn less than
$5,000. N

Key:

respondents earned

@ More than 50% of
~$15,000 or more

More than 50% of
. respondents earned
less than $5,000 .z

Based on 1973 Consensus Survey
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Employment

Before renewal the South End was.a working class
-ighborhood. As the inmigratiom of white collar and
ofessianal workers and the outmigration of blue collar
srkers has continued, the neighborhood has segregated
.nto areas with mostly professional workers or relatively
Jew of this group and has become largely inhabited by . -

white collar workers.
According to Census data between 1960 and 1970 the number

!

' of employed persons working in professional jobs increased 21%.
This was matched by a4decrease in those employed in blue col-
lar jobs of =61%. Aizhough this occurred in the City as a

- whole, the-South End experienced a larger change in employment

status of ité‘workers reflecting the inmigration of white col-

lar and professional workers and the outmigration of blue col-

3ar workers.:

Table 5.6a Employment (1960-1970 ’

o - - Y R 1970 % Change
Professional 14,85 1797-- +21%
White Collar 1835 2892 +14%
Blue Collar 4923 1920 «61%

1960 and 1970 Census ST
This trend has continued. In BRA's dohument Why Boston

Data compiled from BRA » EIS_D:éfths§§§§m§§t_(pyzh)f,_"f,

they estimate that the percentage of persons employed in pro-
fessional and white collar jobs will increase; however, a far

greater increase has already been experienced in the South

End between 1970 and 1978.I35
Table 5.6b Employment (1960-1978
e BOé%UE SOUTH END

S 1960 1970 1980f 1960 1970 1978
Professional 18.1% 19.9% 21.9% 12.2% 22.1% 22%

White Collar 22.3% 30.8% 25.2% 27.3% 25.7% L,6%
Blue Collar 52.7% L9.3% L6.2% 72.8% 52.1% 32%

Data from BRA report Why Boston, July 1977, 1960 and 1970
Census Data, and 1978 Consensus Survey.
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Table 5.6¢ Distribution by Employment (19560-1978)

Blue Collar White Collar Professional

- 1960 1970 1978 | 1960 1970 1978 | 1960 1970 1978
703 "65% 356 124 | 19% 325 L6% | 1% 33% 4%
70, 75, 60 60 1, 32 L0 11 08 (A
705 81 70 38 12 15 L7 07 15 15
706 30 L2 21 13 24 L3 08 33 36
707 68 57 28 17 12 25 1L 31 Ll
708 84 61 29 09 23 56 07 15 15
709 81 7L 31 12 19 L6 07 05 22
710 65 61, 29 12 19 L2 22 16 29
711 45 31 — 29 L3 —_ 26 26 —
712 73 55 19 18 19 61 09 25 19

Data from 1960 and 1970 Census Data and 1978 Consensus Survey

In 1960 many areas in the South End had a work force
with over 80% blue collar workers. By 1970 these tracts
had on an average only 60% blue collar workers and by
1973 ; further decrease occurréd to neérer 30¢%. Presently
the only tract with a majoriﬁy of blue collar workers (60%)
is 704, where ngtle Square is located. Most tracts have
had an increase of over thirty percentage points in their
white collar work force. Tracts nearest the Downtown Core
have had the greatest increases in the numbers of professional
employees, with over a third of their work force presently
employed in professional occupations. The maps on the fol-
lowing pages display the percentazes of blue.collar wdrkers
iﬁ’lQéO;and 1973, and reflect the changes that haze occurred _.

13

in the white collar and professional work force.
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Zmployment: Blue Collar Workers (1960)
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2p 5.6 . Change in Employment Patterns (1960-1978)
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Map.-§.6¢ - Distribution by Emplovment (1973)

Blue Collar White Col. Profes,
703 .12 .46 .42
704 .60 .40 -
705 «38 47 «1l5
706 .21 W43 .36
707 28 26 44l
708 .29 .56 .15
709 .31 .46 $22
710 «29 WA2 .29
711 - - s
712 .19 .61 19
804 W67 +33 -
805 o221 «58 «21
806 .41 .50 .09

Similar segregated patterns have continued to occur. Most
census tracts with a high percentage of professionals have
high percentages of households with incomes over $15,000 and
with college educations. While in contrast, those tracts
with higher percentages of lower income persons have more. .
working class persons with lower educational attainment.

Key:

= More than 40% of
respondents considered
themselves professionals

‘ = More than 40% of
respondents considered
themselves white collar

. = More than 40% of respondentsie:
considered themselves
blue collar

Based on 1973 Consensus Surveyuw*
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7. Educational Levels

As the number of professional persons has increased
in certain areas, the number of college graduates has
correspondingly risen. Less well educated households
have been displaced out of these areas into publicly
assisted housing or out of the South End entirely.

In 1960 the majority of South End households had not
completed high school. Between 1960 and 1970 the number
of college graduates rapidly increased in the revitalizing
areas and concurrently the numbers of those with less than
bigh school educations markedly decreased. This trend con-
tinued between 1970 and 1978. At present almost half of the
‘entire South End population has attended college (in contrast
to the City average which is 20.8%). TYet most college grad-
uates live only in revitalizing areas, whereas in the areas
with large numbers of assisted housing, the educational
levels remain below high;séhoél}37
- Displacement has occurred as fewer persons'of low educa- |

tional,levels.could afford to live in these revitalizing
areas, not being able to find employment at a high enough
pay scale to afford the private housing. Simultaneously as
more}persons of higher educational attainment moved into
these areas they attracted other persons of similar back-
grounds. Correlated with this has been the numbers of college
students who have moved into the area while attending the
nearby universities. Many are living in renovated townhouses
located throughout the South End, -increasing the demand on.-

o 138
the rental-‘market,

HES SR



Map 5:7 1978)
703 T #d3 e1l5 Ry
704 .60 .14 w2 S
705 . $25 44
706 L w2 72
707 .14 .16 .69
708 45 .18 33
709 «39 «15 .46
710 «36 +19 45
711 54 27 .18
712 «40 «20 +40
804 «50 .42 .08
805 «50 13 «37
806 «50 w28 = «2B

Several census tracts have very high numbers of respondents:
who attended college, while others have many who never finished
high school. Overall, there is a large discrepancy between
educational attainment of different groups, further emphasz-

ing the increasing divisions in the South End.

Key:

: More than 2/3 of persons
@ said they had attended
college

. 1/2 or more said they
had never finished high
school

Based on 1978 Consensus Survey
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8. Tenure

 As revitalization accelerated, more units were bought
for owner occupancy in certain areas while in those areas
with much demolition and assisted housing, the percentage
of owner occupancy decreased. -Persons no longer able to
afford the rising private rents relocated into units with
subsidized rents. Because the cost of ownership has been
dramatically increasing, most owner occupants are now
professional workers in white households with over $15, OOO
income and are between the ages of 35-49.

According to the 1960 census over 1600 housing units in
the South End were occupied by their owners. Over 10 times
that number were rented. Using the BRA estimate of 4000
townhouses present in the South End before renewal in 1960,
then over LO% of these were owner occupied. Almost half of
these were single family townhouses and many of the remainder
were owner-occupied lodging houses.

‘Thus in 1960 9.1% of all housing units were owner
occupied, By 1970, although the percentage of owner. occu=: .

panxs rose to 11.4%, the actual number of owner occupants

~decreased by almost LO% tolo“‘1033 as -the. South End-lost a

large number of its units through demolition, vacancy and

conversion to absentee landlord apartments. This rapid

- decrease in units also resulted in-a decrease in available

rental units at affordable prices. As most new assisted
housing was not builtfby 1970, these renters priced out of

the private market moved out of the South End or into areas
with less expensive rents——those not undergoing revitalization.

By 1978 the percentage of owner occupants had risen to

- 23.6% and as the number of housing units lost through



conversion between 1970 and now have been replaced by the
number of new assisted housing units built, this percentage
increase indicates an increase in the number of owner occu-
pants. The number of owner occupants has increased only in
those areas undergoing revitalization while areas in the
South End with assisted housing have had a decrease in then
number of owner occupied units as many were demolished or
abandoned. (See Map 5.8a) Most owner occupants in the
South End now are higher income households, most of whom
are professional and college educated. Before renewal the
South afforded ownership opportunities for moderate income
households. As the market has continued to. inflate, taxes
rose, and the costs of rehabilitation increased, fewer
moderate income households could afford to own their
housing. ,

In 1960 the South End had over 16,000 renters who lived
in units on the private market. At present about 7000 house-
holds in the South End are renters, and of these a third are
in assisted units. Thus the number of rental units avail-
able to South Enders on the private market is.now closer
to 5,000-~less than a third of what it was before renewal.
These private rental units are rapidly escalating in price
and as the number of assisted units does not increase,
more persons on lower incomes will be displaced out of the

private market and out of the South End. As can be seen



Map 5.8a Percentage of Owner Occupancy (1960-1978)
(Based on 1960 Census and 1978 Consensus Survey)
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on Map 5.8b on the next page as few assisted units are located

in areas undergoing private revitalization, more modest income

143
tenants will continue to be displaced from these areas.
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Map 5.80 Tenure (1978)

own Rent SubRent

703 «38 62 «05
704 .04 «96 58
705 27 e73 23
706 o34 «66 12
707 53 47 .04
708 w2l 79 o4l
709 o o «83 «26
710 17 «83 ‘20
T11 - 1,00 .29
712 «30 «70 34
804 P 1,00 33
805 22 .78 »D3
806 e 1.00 .56
Key:
25% or
more Own
50¢% or

more have
rent subsidy

Based on 1973 Consensus Survey
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6. CONCLUSION: FURTHER DISPLACEMENT WILL OCCUR UNLESS AFFORDABLE
HOUSING IS PROVIDED

When Edward Logue announced his plans for urban renewal of
Boston in 1960, many South End citizens were wary of the poten—
tial negative impact renewal could have on their community, the
displacement of residents who wished to remain by more affluent
newcomers. These citizens participated in a process to develop
a plan that sought to guarantee that the benefits of fenewal
would accrue to original South End residents as well as to the
new gentry whé had begun to move into the South End. As the
urbonelogist, Langley Keyes, pointed out:;

"Whether or not renewal would serve as a means of pro-
viding a better environment for families, 'good'! tenants,
homeowners and old people was still problematic at the
point of plan approval. What is significant to us, however,
is that throughout the planning process there was every
intention on the part of URC and the neighborhood organi-
- gations that such be the result of the renewal program.
If as the plan moved into execution the economic demands
0T the reESEiIitation TOocess were tO force out urban
Villasers and rooming Eouse operators, their exit could
not be conslidered part ol the pian's origina esloNe
The people 1n the South End iInvolved 1n the renewal game
had no illusions about the BRA and its capacity to carry
out all of the renewal plan's assumptions. Constantly
South Enders maintained that they would 'watch the BRA
like a hawk®' during the period of project execution."

South End residents did watch the BRA "like a hawk". As
the Plan was implemented in the late sixties, displacement of
South End residents was accelerating. Only 602 new units had
been constructed by 1968 and few units had been rehabilitated
for the benefit of lower income persons. By 1968 it was clear

to many members of the community that renewal was negatively
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impacting many of its residents. As indicated in the previous
section, those groups most affected were elderly persons and
families. White, modest income households, particularly the
elderly, were being displaced from many of the revitalizing
areas as well as from the demolition of the Castle Square area.
Many black persons had already been scheduled for displacement
in the next year from renewal related demolition and particu=—
larly from the indirect displacement caused by a rising demand
for housing stock in the areas of the South End that they had
traditionally occupied. Hispanic persons were also threatened
if redevelopment‘plans went forward on Parcel 19.1k5 :

The Community Assembly for .thé South End secured” a’recommit-—-
Lmentata?ths;6riéiﬁaiygbéls,frdhntbé&BRASwhovbrbmiseaﬁtd’bégin
cohstruction ohzléSﬁ%repladémenf,uhi%é;aﬁ‘once,LbutVbY‘l972ﬁbnly
1160 had been builte. By 1975, eight years later, only L35 more
had been built (all elderly housing, none for families). This
was 700 units short of their original goal. Although low cost
rehabilitation had accelerated, that going on through the pri-
vate market far exceeded those units being subsidized. By 1975
close to 1200 units had been rehabilitated by non-profit sponsors
and appréximately 125 leased for lower and moderate income per—
sons, but this represented less than 6% of the original stock
and only about 137% of what remained. The number of lodging and
rooming houses was a third of what it had been originally. 146

In 1974 members of the community rebutted a BRA Housing

Report published to justify the Authority's actions. Over the



. not afford their housing and were in need of affordable units.

years the South End Project Area Committee (SEPAC), the elected
Urban Renewal Committee, had become more representative of the
South End population, having a largze proportion of'minority per-
sons and tenants by 1973, and SEPAC challenged the Report. The
Committee was then commissioned by the Mayor to undertake a com-
prehensive housing study of the South End. The Housing Committee
formed to.undertake this project represented the many groups of’
South End residents. Acting as community advocates, they con-
cluded that the City still fell short of its commitment to the
South End to meet its housing needs. Li7

This Report provided evideﬁcé that the South End continued
to lose far more units through demolition and conversions than
originally;pianned fdr;l&SfOf the remaining rowhouse stock
(10,975 units), L2% were substandard.ll"9 The BRA or the City
held title to over 800 units in 24p buildings in need of rehabi-
lation into liveable hcusing.15°‘fhe living conditions of public
housinngrojects had been increasingly deteriorating and many
ﬁnits were in need of plumbing and heating repairs and other
amenities. Security was poor and crime was accelerating. Thus
their use as relocation resources was questionable since standard
housing is required by law for displacees. Being relocated into ‘
such an environment was difficult, particularly for the elderly.

It was clear by 1975 that the issue of future affordability
of housing for original South End résidents should'be immedi-
ately addressed. It was estimated that in 1975 even with the

new construction of housing, 3020 low income households could
152
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The moderate income households were being more adequately re—
housed at affordable rents in publicly subsidized developments'
as most new assisted units had been constructed at rents more
appropriate to moderate income households. The needy low income
population was estimated to consist of 65% individuals (many of
whom were elderly) and 35% families.
To meet the area's housing needs the SEPAC Housing Report

requested thatr;i&

» 164 BRA~owned buildings be used as housing resources for
South End houéeholds——particularly those of low income;

. the BRA reaffirm Its commitmént -fo“preserving thé raciil, -
ethnic, social and economic heterogenity of the community by

~insuring. 'that all-of those:South End résidénts who were

facing potential displacement who wished to remain would be pro-—
vided with affordable housing and those who had already been
displaced be offered an opportunity té return to available BRA
housing stock;

o direct and indirect displacees be considered as elizible for
relocation assistance.

6.1 The BRA's Recent Apologia

In 1978, some three years after the SEPAC Report, as part
of its required environmental review for the Final Close-out of
the South End Urban Renewal Project, the BRA conducted an in-
house staff evaluation of the current status of housing in the
South End, its findings to be included in the Draft Environ-
mental Assessment Report (3/23/79). The document published by

BRA in the fall of 1973 as a result of this evaluation was an
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updating of their 1974 Housing Report and it promptly became the
target of criticism by SEPAC and the community since it ignored
the findings and approach Jf the 1975 SEPAC Housing Committee
Special Housing Committee Report in response to the 1974 BRA

Report¢}2§~

The 1973 BRA title was changed from 197.4's "Housing in the
South End" to "Subsidized Housing in the South End".and was a
policy argument by the Authority thaﬁ the South End should re-—
‘ceive limited, if any, subsidized housing in the future. The
justification for this argument was that the objectives of the
Rénewal Plén had mainly been met;;§§~

6.2 Littlé Progress Since 1975

The SEPAC Housing Committee Report had documented the unful-
filled commitments to the South End as of 1975. Since then very
little progress has been made by the Authority in achieving its
original housing g?als in the Renewal Plan. Only 599 units have
beén completed{}§ZT

* 262 new

* 237 rehabilitated.

Although SEPAC had recommended that many of the BRA-owned town-
houses be designated for rehabilitation by community sponsors,

to date only AL rowhouse units have been designated (193 writs were)
in a large scale renovation of a building for elderly housing).

Of the units that have been subsidized since 1975:;58

* 195 are for elderly households

% 193 are for low incomevhouseholds

i
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* 213 are for moderate income households.

(In total, only 75, or 13%, are suitable for family occupancy.)

So despite the SEPAC Report's estimate that over 3000 low income

households needed affordable housing as of 1975, only a small
percentage of this need has been met. IMeanwhile the continued

escalation of private housing prices has increased the need for

lower cost housing. Rent surveys in 1975 and 1979 indicate that

on the private market rents for rehabilitated units range:lS?
1975 1979
0 BR $150-200 $250-300
1 BR 200-275 350-450
2 BR 250-350 | 500-600
L BR 325=150 500-~700

Few options exist for even moderate income households on the
private market today.

6.3 Unfulfilled Commitments of the Urban Renewal Plan in 1979

After thirteen yearé~of‘urbén renewal and despite the con-
struction of 262 new units, the Authority's new construction -
goals remain unmet in the South End. At present 728 units,
the majority of which were designated as low income units,
remain to be constructed.lﬂf

The goals for rehabilitation housing are similarly unmet.
While it was maintained that rehabilitation would be done at
prices affordable to original South EZnd residents, only 15%

of all remaining rowhouses receive some sort of rental subsidy

161

to insure affordability to lower and moderate income families.

Eight original goals were summarized in Chapter 3 of this
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study.in the discussion of the Urban Renewal Plan. An exami-
nation of these goals reveals that to date most "have not been
- 162

achieved: ——

1. "provide an economically, socially and racially inte-
grated community."

Due to the continued depletion of low cost housing, dis-
placement has occurred in the South End, resulting in the segre-—
gation of those relocated into replacement housing by economic
class and race due to the location of this replacement housing
on the periphery of the community. IMany original South End
residents have been displaced out of theAtownhousé stock which
has continued to be renovated and occupied primarily by the City's
growing numbers of urban gentry, mainly white, higher income
houséholds without chiidren.léB-

The Authority's encouragement of this inmigration of gentry
through low mortgages and grants contributed to this segregation
and no adequate rehabilitation program was provided for original
South End residents to enable them to afford to remain in an
heterogeneous community. 164

2 "eliminate severe conditions of blight, deterioration,

obsolescence, traffic congestion and incompatible land
uses."

The benefits of this kind of urban revitalization has been
unevenly distributed in the community. In an effort to enhance
the attractiveness of areas undergoing private revitalization,
street, sewer and lighting improvements, landscaped parks and

brick sidewalks were provided these areas with urban renewal

funds, while the areas with less private investment (mainly

—
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the areas with much publicly subsidized housing) have not re-
ceived this kind of improvement though mary are in great need of
them. New water and sewer lines are needed to upgrade many of
the multifamily hpusing developments at present.165
3+ "provide necessary industrial and medical expansion with-
out destroying the basic fabric of the residential
community."

The Boston City Hospital area has expanded through several
census tracts of the South End. On the whole, this redevelooment
(though needed) has caused displacement, first, as housing units
were demolished for this expansion and,seéondly, as white collar
workers and professional persons moved into the South End to Dbe
‘nearer their work. DMoreover, land cleared for industrial expan-
sion over the years remains undeveloped in much of the area.
Ileanwhile many existing industries have left the area. Thus
job resources promised to the South End residents to help them
meet their housing costs have failed to materialize and this
has further contributed to .their displacement out of the pri-

166

vate market.

L "orotect and expand the city's tax base...and by stabi-
lizing property values, protect private investment."

“This goal was the focus:of most of the BRA'S activitiess
In some areas of the South-End where private fevitalization"
was encouraged, housing priceé‘Began td stabilize and then'.
to escalatehrapidly.‘ Some of this increase was needed to shore
up an underpriced housing market;i however this continued and -

rapid price escalation has resulted inithe potential non-

achievement of this goal and also interfered with the other

»
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ggalgﬂto“maippginAphe community's heterogeneous mixture of
income, ethﬁip and racial groups in most parts of the South
End and to provide affordable housing to original residents.

~Astthe housing market has gquickly escalated, the neigh-—
borhood has.become the target of real estate speculation.
As prices accelarate and more moderate income persons‘éan
no longer afford theirlhousing (especially with the poten—
tial of 100% tax classification based in part on markeﬁ‘values),
the neighborhood could reach a point of rapidly décreasing
’demand by the mobile, upper income households who would be
the o@ly .income group-who could afford the housing. If they
were. attracted to a new-location théir deéreased demand could
quickly de—-stabilize the market, and a decline as was experi-

1167

enced in the late 1300's could re-—occur.
5« "The gateways to the South End residentialcommunity .

- from South Cove, Back Bay, Fenway and Roxbury commuz-.
nities should be residentially oriented.®

;ﬁt}present,many;df'§hese "sateways" are patched with vacant
lots awaiting redevelopment. Oné prime example is the Tent
City site at the corner of Dartmouth Street and Columbus Ave-
nue, a major gateway to Copley Square and Back Bay. This
site remains mostly vacant, filled with weeds, debris, and a
razged ooking parking lot. This site could be a primary hou-
sing resource for the community, since it is the larzest un-
developed housing site in the original South End area. As a
gateway to the South Ind, this site and others like it, could
be a symbolic statement of the sommunity goals——its archi-

tecture reflective of the area, its economic, social, and
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racial diversity, reflective of the diversity of the commu-
168

nity—were affordable housing to be built. --

6. ."provide in apprépriate.areas, new housing units which
are within the income requirements of the community."

As this study has emphasized, this goal has only been par-
tially met. A great need still remains for low income housing
with 778 units cormitted by the Authority. In addition, low
cost housing construction is needed in areas of the South End
presently without subsidized housing. Ilixed income units which
are affordable primarily to lower and moderate income households
but with a share of market-rate tenants is the ideal type of

169

housing to be built if this goal is to be realized.-

7. "housing referred to families will be inspected to insure
that it is decent, safe and sanitary standard housing in
compliance with applicable codes and ordinances."

As was documented in the SEPAC housing report of 1975, the
conditions of public housing—a greatly»used relocation source—-
have deteriorate& over the years to substandard conditions.
Since 1975 little modernization has occurred even though it
was sought by many of the projects' residents. While not dis-
cussed in depth in this report, this federal requirement is
an important criteria by which to judge the BRA's success at ade=-
quately housing South End residents who were displaced during
renewal. The Draft Environmental Assessment did not discuss
the BRA's success or failure in this regard. A further inves-
tigation is required to determine the living conditions of the

uits which were used as relocation resources for displacees.
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iiany of the muiti—family publicly subsidized replacenent
sources are now suffering from similar maintenance problemns
. despite their relative newmness and need to be inspected and
revaluated to insure that they are still standard and adequate
housing. Lvidence indicates many are not, and follow-throuzh
modernization of these units needs to be undertaken with city
and federal srants to achieve the goal of standard housinz. 170

-

oe ™o net reduction in the supolf of housingz in the pro-
ject area avallable to minority group fariilies is
proposede.’

Large amounts of demolition occurred in traditionally blaclk
areas in Lower Roxbury and the orizinal Jouth Ind, resultin; in
the displabement of many minority families. The fact that .:any
of these households were relocated out of.the South Znd was tine
direct result of a reduction of housinzy facilities available to
ther during ilmplementation of the renewzl plan. Denand for affor—
dable housingz has outstripped the supply. As uminority oersons
tend to be of lower income than non-minority, less of the toteal
supply of housing is commonly available to them. Ais prices
increase rapidly, they are readily priced out of the market.
Subsidized housing resources have been unable to offset this
demand. A4s escalotion of the housinzy wmariet continues,
areas will be afferdable and, therefore, available. This joal

171
still remains to be achieved.

To summarize, the BRA's cormmitment to supply affordable

=zoals the Plan remnzin

3 of

housinz and to continue the original
“unfulfilled. As displaceient has been the direct result of

depletion of low cost housinz resources, the only way to
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mitigate against its continuance is to assure provision in the

future of affordable housing resourcese.

6.l Re-Commitment to Displacess of the South End

Displacement will continue in'the South End if Close-out
of the South EndAProject proceeds as planned without policies
directed at alleviating this negative impact. As has been
clearly shown, this displacement has been suffered by persons
of lower inqome, the Southind's aged and-working class families.
Displaced, they cannot benefit from the South End's renewal.

As the Authority pursues policies to attract Boston's gentry
to the South-End, it must have a éoncomitant policy to protect
the original residents from the negative impact of displacement
that accompanies gentrification. The néighborheod residents are
again calling for the BRA to recognize its original commitments
and to establish programs that will arrest the rapid inflation
of housing in the area and that will provide them with affordable
housiﬁg resources as promised to the communitye.

At present several key projects heed to be funded and
brought into development as soon as possible as major housing
resources for past and potential displacees. A future income
housing policy of 25%'low income, 509 moderate income and 25%
market will provide the commumnity with relocation resources
that have the potential of being stable, financially solvent

and attractive developments. Past community sponsors and those
desiring to become such sponsors are interested in creating
such resources:172

% the remaining parcels of land zoned by the BRA in the
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Lower Roxbury Area——the United Neighbors/Lower Roxbury
neighborhoods watt to participate with the Authority and
other government officials as a community-based Land Trust
and Development Corporation to insure that future develop-
ment plans for their area will include rebuilding of their
neglected community without their displacement. 173

* the Tent City site, the largest undeveloped parcel of
BRA land designated for residential development in the
original South End area is a prime housing resource for
displacees, being a symbolic gateway to the South End and

the site of demonstrations by South End residents. It

should be developed as a primary example of innovative

‘replacement housing to afford the opportunity not only for

subsidized rental but also an ownership position for some
moderate income residents. 1Tk

*¥ BRA owned buildings in need of renovation are being
requested as housing resources by four community sponsors

of housing: the Tenants Development Corporation, the
Emergency Tenants Council (IBA), the United South End Settle-
ments and the Tent City Task Force. All have plans for
these buildings as affordable rental or ownership options
for lower and moderate income residents. A plan should be

. ~deyeloped for their future with these groups, some of whom

are prepared to undertake development almost immediately. 1758

% lodging house about to be sold on the private market
could be purchased and rehabilitated, or grants given to
their owners, to maintain these invaluable housing resources
as housing options for those who live in them., Community
sponsors are interested in de¥eéloping.lodging houses

and should be encouraged to undertake such rehabilitation
projects so that thege congregate-housing options continue
to supply a low cost housing alternative for single indivi-
duals. Counseling programs are needed to help lodging house
owners attain -the proper financial assistance to undertake
their own rehabilitation or to decide how to best sell these
units so that they might be retained as community housing. 176

According to the Draft Environmental Assessment Report at
present there are 529 units of housing to be developed in
the South BEnd. If they were developed at an income mix of

25% low, 50¢ moderate and 25% market the following goals

177 ‘

could be achieved:

j_Sg‘newaand L7:rehabilitatediumniss for LOW INCOLE
170 new and 94 rehabilitated units for MODERATE INCOME



and city-owned buildings which could also be developed to
further meet the original housing gzoals. AR acéurate survey of
these is needed to determine the number of potential units
that could be built, but I would estimate that there is the
potential for at least another 200 units of housing, bringing
the total number of units to:—l78

182 rnew and rehabilitated units for LOW INCOME

361, new and rehabilitated units for MODERATE INCOME.
As the need for low income units is greater than this at pre-
sent, consideration should be given to allowing more low in-

come units in certain developments, especially those serving

elderly persons.

A key parcel is the Tent City site. D&elOping that site
with such an income mixture as quickly as possible could pro-
duce within two or three years between 250 and 300 new and
rehabilitated units of housing with the potential of housing
at léast 63 lower income hodéeholds and 125 méderate income
households. As the Tent City Force continues negotiations
with the city, the development of this site as a mixed income
housing development will hopefully occur.

The location of Tent City affords an opportunity to develop
housing in an area which is experiencing rapid price inflation
of housing resulting in displacement of South End residents,

many of whom are minority persons. Affirmative marketing of

. . ' 179
maintaining integration in the South End. 19
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6.5 Public Resources lust Sill Be Committed

Although public subsidies for housing are limited at
bresent, many are still available to help the Souﬁh End meet
its housing needs. To attain these subsidies requires a poli-
tical commitment on the part of the City and the Boston Rede—
velopment Authority ﬁo designate such resources to the South
End.

The Department of Housing and Urban ﬁevelopment through
its Housing, Cqmmunity Block Grant, Urban Homesteading and
Urban Development Action Grant pfograms competetively federal
dollars towpfovidé:

* rentalvépbsidies

% low-interest mortgages

% iowered sifevana buiiding aq@uisition cost

* grants. for Infrastructuré improvements

* crants to undertake primary structural repairs on
buildings that have deteriorated due to neglect

To buil@ affordaﬁle housing, applications for these pro-
grams must be submitted to HUD by the Boston Redevelopment
Authofity and the City of Boston to fund proposals from the
community-based sponsors who seek to bulld affordable housing
for Souﬁh'End residentse. A‘reCOgnition must be made that the
neighborhood is in critical need of.sﬁch housing resources
.if it is to stem the displacement that is occurring.

While in 1979 it may be unrealistic to expect the Authority
to attain all of iis original goals, the BRA's commitment

remains to provide opportunites for affordable housing to the
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South Endvresidents who are facing displacement.
At present the BRA, the City of Boston and HUD are quickly
proceeding towards financial settlement of the South End Pro-
ject without policies developed to mitigate against further
displacement there. As now planned, Close-out will increase
rather than limit this displacement as much of the proposed
housing developments will be market housing--affordable only
to persons with incomes ovef $25,000. This will not be a
housing resource for potential displacees and can only result
in a further escalation of housing prices and more displacement.lgo
Ehewnesearhh‘dnne“for*this*study leaas me to recommend to
the City and to HUD to re-examlne the findings of the Environ-
mental Assessment of tge South End Project and to recommit
the resources of both staff and public monies to create afford-
able hou31ng which will alleviate displacement, the neg atlve

environmental impact of urban renewal in the Scuth End.
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Minutes from Urban Renewal Committee, October 21, 1963.

BRA, "Specs of Urban Renewal Plan" as presented to Urban
Renewal Committee, October 5, 1964.

Testimony by Dick Green at Boston City Council Meeting on
South End Urban Renewal Area, November 9, 1965.

Ibid, November 12, 1963.

UPA, “"Urban Renewal's'Effect on Low=Income Housing",
October, 1967. ‘ :

BRA, "South End Housing Committee Report®, 1975, pp. 30-35.
Ibid, p. 31. |
HUD, "Urban Renewal Land Disposition Study", p. 58.

For entire plan refer to:.BRA, “Final Project Report,
Application for Loan and Grant, Part 1", May 1965.
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L1. BRA, "South End'Housing-céﬁhittee Report", op.cit, p. 65.

4,2, BRA, "Final Project Report, Application for Loan and
Grant", op.cit, Section 502.

43. BRAL ;Specs for Urban Renewal Plan", op.cit, Summary,
Pe ] -

‘L4 According to 1960 Census on Housing and Population:
4012 persons lived in this tract, I-2, in 1950 while
only 329 remained in 1960.

L5, BRAééDraft Environmental Assessment Repbrt, March 28, 1979,
Pe -

46. These estimates were obtained by first determining an
estimate for the number of lodging house units, in 1960.
According to the 1960 Census 62% of the households in. the
South End were one person, and approximately the same
percentage of housing units were in structures with five
or more housing units. Thus a reasonable estimate for
the number of 1odgin% house units is 62% of the total
number of units, or 13,000. Also according to the 1962
BRA Survey there were 9000 lodsing house units in 923
licensed lodging houses and: 409 structures with five or
more units, many of which were lodging house units. Thus
an approximation of 4000 units was used to total 13,000.
Subtracting this from the total number of housing units
in the 1960 Census (and subtracting the 886 units in
public housing) one obtains an approximation for the
number of remaining units in townhouse structures for

. 1960. Likewise in 1978 as the number of licensed lodging
- houses had decreased to 135 (see—section 3 of Chapter 4),
--- - a reasonable estimate for the number of-remaining housing
units seemed to be 1080 (a multiplier of 8 was used because
according to David Adams, undertaking at present a Lodging
House Study for USES, the number of units in many of the
lodging houses remaining varied from 6-10). Using an
approximation that half as many unlicensed lodging houses
remained, then about 520 units more, or 1600 units total
remain as lodging houses. Using an estimate by the BRA
in 1974 and recorded by SEPAC in Appendix of the Housing
Committee Report: 2947 townhouses remaimin the South End.

“Approximately 500 of these are single family houses as th

- recent Consensus survey indicated that 17% of South End

housing is single family (17% of 2947 is approximately

- 500),. Thus subtracting 500 and 200 (for the number of

lodging houses) then 2247 units remain. Most of these
are subdivided, many with four units. Using a factor of
four then approximately 8800 units are left (the BRA owns
at least 47 townhouses that remain vacant and in deterio-
rated condition, and thus not part of housing stock)
bringing total to 9300 non-lodging house units.
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3445/3645 units are subsidized or 95%.
L776/1L,565 units are subsidized or 33%.
1650/10,900 units are rehabilitated and affordable or 15%.

Chart L.l is based on information compliled for this
section. -See Appendix 2 for more detailed information.

BRA, Draft Environmental Assessment Report, March 28,
1979, p. 72. |

Adding together 1960 Census figure of 20,872 and the 996
units demolished during renewal, about 22,000 units
exlsted before renewal. ‘ o

BRA, "Southe End Housing Committee Report", op.cit, p. 40.

UPA, "Urban Renewal's Effect on Low Income Housing",

\op.cit, Appendix on Housing.
KBRA, "Status Report/bn South End Project", 1971.

BRA, wSouth End Housing Committee Report“, op.cit, p. 36.

Data was based on research of publicatioﬁs by BRA, MHFA
and HUD on status of publicly subsidized developments.
Refer to Table 1 in Appendix 2.

300 low income public housing units were to be built and
2500 mixed low and moderate income units. None of the’
300 were built and only 2022 of the mixed. Leaving a
gap of 728 units. ‘ |

.BRA, "New Housing Production in Boston®", 1976, Computer

Print out, South End Section. :
Refer to Chart on New Housing in Appendix 2.
2022 + 537 = 2859 units in total.

For a discussion of the development activities of a key
private investor see Harvard Business School Case Study
on Goldweitz and Company, Inc. October 1974.

Refer to newspaper articles from Boston Globe and Herald
for 1968, particularly February and summer.,

Refer to Minutes from Public Hearings held by BRA and
City Council in 1968 and 1969 on South End Project.
Documentation produced at these hearings was prepared by
UPA and CAUSE.
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66.

67.
68.

69.
70.

72.

73.

The

75

Several projects were in the beginning stages. South End
Community Development, Low Cost Housing and Tenants
Develogment Corporation were all starting. However as
of 1968 very few units had been completed. Contact them
for more information on their activities. .

Whittlesy, Robert, The South End Row House and. its rehab-
ilitation for Low Income Residents.(Boston) 1909, PPe
7-5 - 7=-10.. i

- - - ®

UPA, "Report on South End Urban Renewal Plan for Boston
City Council®, 1968. o ,

Achtenberg, Emily, "The Boston Context for Loan and Grant
Applications", Unpublished Master®s Thesis, MIT, 1971,

Refer to Table 2 in Appendix.
BRA, South End Housing Committee Report, op.cit, p. A4=7.
Achtenberg, Emily, op.cit.

The Ad-Hoc South End Committee analyzed police records to
determine the occupancy of persons before and after pri-
vate redevelopment of buildings in the. South End by
Goldweitz and Company, Inc. Their study concluded that
706 persons had been displaced through private renovation.
None moved back into the buildings and the characteristics
of the residents in the buildings changed marketly, far
fewer blue collar workers and persons above the age of

50 remaining. Some of the buildings were documented as

- lodging houses. See Ad-Hoc Report "Statistical Analysiss

Occupancy and Displacement History in Buildings of the

‘South End Now Owned by Mark Goldweitz", Autumn 1974.

Documentation of the extent of conversion was published
in the UPA Report of 1968 to City Council. The Report
showed how different streets in the South End tradition-
ally filled with lodging houses were being rapidly con-
verted into apartment buildings with larger and fewer
units. See Appendix of UPA Report, "Report on South End
Urban Renewal Plan for Boston City Council®, 1968.

HUD, "Urban Renewal Land Disposition Study“; op.cit, p. 84,
(as well: as:other documents c¢ited there).

No accurate data exists. This is a reasonable estimate
based on figures that are available, but should not be
taken as an actual count.

Information based on 1970 US Census on Housing and Popu-
lation. Census figure used was "units with roomers,
boarders or lodgers® under Table H-l.
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85.
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USES Research of Bostanﬁaity Records, 1978. For more
information contact David Adams of USES.

Data was obtained by plotting the number of remaining
logging house units on a map by street address and deter-
mining their appropriate census tract. Adding together
the numbers for each tract a comparison could be made

- from 1960-1978.
- BRA, "Test Banner Tabulations South End Urban Renewal

Survey" done by Consensus, Inc., 1978. :
See article by Walter McQﬁade, op.cit.

BRA, “"Residential Property Value and Rent Impact Analysis
for Copley Place Development® prepared by Economic
Research Associates, December 1978, p.. IV-10.

Ibid, p. II-5 and II~7.

Methodology was based on an estimate derived from BRA
survey figures that 25-30% of all office workers live in
Downtown Core. Many of these have moved into the city
over the years, representing such an increase in demand.

BRA, "Why Boston" July 1977, p. 31.

Some of these workers already live in the downtown area
but the total in-movers is close to these percentages as
different workers live in the Core area at different -
times, and thus are in-migrating.

BRA, "Why Boston", op.cit, p. 22.

The expansion and location of hospitals has been a key

‘renewal issue as persons were displaced when their homes

were destroyed, and then continued to be displaced from
their neighborhoods as prices escalated.

Discussions with local real estate agents over the past
Xear who deal in apartments and condominiums in the Core
rea.

UPA, "Report on South End Urban Renewal Plan", op.cit,
pp. 26-310 )

BRA, "Residential Property Market Values in Boston", 1973.

South End Streets which were surveyed include: Chandler,
Dartmouth Place, Warren Avenue, Montgomery, Rutland Sq.
and Worcester Square. For detailed discussion of results
please speak to author of this report. Graphs and maps
were prepared from this surveye. B
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Real estate prices gathered from discussions dur 1978~
1379 from South End realtors and from Boston Glo%ggadzzr-
tisements April 1979. (Rondeau Real Estate was particu-
larly helpful as they did a presentation at a community
meeting on April 24 on real estate trends in the area).

A similar conclusion was noted in the North End Neigh-
borhood Task Force Report, "Housing in the North End®,

- December 15, 1978.

Between 1950 and 1960 the population in Tract I-2,
the site of the:New York Streets Project, lost over

‘ 3500fp9?sog§*(Refer to Chapter L: Summary of this report).

Data was derived by multiplying a percentage factor of .65
for populatien in tract 703 that.is in the South £nd area
derived from dividing 1970 figures in BRA Report," South

“End” Néighborhood Profileop cit, by the TOTAL census tract

figure. To determine the figures for the Original South
End Area the population in 703 outside of the South End
was Bubtracted from the additiom of all population in

703=712, = The Lower Roxbury figures were the difference

between this total and the total South End population.

In 1970 Census Tract 703 had a population of 2907 and
subtracting from this 1503 in South End leaves 100L.
Dividing this by 24,688 leaves k% difference.

Map- 5.1a is based on data displayed in Tables 5.lakb
in Appendix 3. I '

Map 5.1b derived from consepégs Survey (1978) Question ld.
Information based on 1960 Census and i97§h00nsensus Survey

Data derived from 1960 and 1970 Census for tracts
703=-712 on population and households. Refer to =
'Tgbles 5e2¢C,d,y&e in‘Apgendix 3¢ ' '

Based on estimate of household migration derived
from multiploying percentage of:households who have
moved into the area (see Table 5.lb of Appendix 3)
by the number‘of households in each area (see Table
5¢2c of Appendix 3). = o : :

Based on aggregate figures for Consensus Survey, Question

lg' “ ‘ ) LI . -

~———

Map 5.2a based on -Consensus:Survey: Question 1ge

Map 5.2b derived by multiplying percentage of households

who had lived in South End for past five years in 1970
by the number of households in eabh census tract in
1970 cemsuse - - R
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104. Of households surveyed in 1970 Census none had lived

, there before 1965 when Castle Square had been a
residential neighborhood. As most Castle Square
-units were rented at moderate income rents few were
available to those who were displaced.

105. Refer to Chapter Four, Section 3 of this report.
~ Map 5.2c based on data displayed. in Tables 5.2c¢&d
col.on Appqui; 3e .

106. Map 5.2d based on data displayed 5.2a in Appendix 3.
107. Map 5.2e¢ based on data displayed 5.2b in Appendix 3.

108, Map 5.2f based on data from Consensus Survey (1978)
Question 3a.

109. Refer to Table 5.3a in Appendix 3.
11Q. Refer to Table 5.3b in Appendix 3.

111. Between 1960 and 1970 the South End lost 4644 older
persons (refer to Table 5.3b in Appendix 3). Between
1970 and 1978 based on estimates derived by multiplying
1978 Consensus Survey percentages of age grougs (dis~
played in Table 5.3b of this section) by 24,688
(US Census figure) estimates were derived of the percent-
ages of the population present in 1978 and these were
compared and stbtracted (or added) to those presant
aceording .to:-the 1960 and 1970 census. As direct comp-
arisons could not be made between age groups and estimate
was made of the percentage of persons that would have

- have:been represented in the age groups chosen for the
1960 and 1970 Census. For example 8% was used for
Lo 55—6E£%e“group (being a little over two-thirds of total
.  for 50-64 age groups of 1l%). o :

112. The loss of families was over 2000 (see Table 5.2d
in- Appendix 3).

113 Map 5.3a based on data displayed in Table 5.3¢ of
Appendix 3. ' o

114e Map 5.3b based on data displayed in Table 5.3f of

Appendix 3.
115, Based on ConsensusASurvqy (1978) Question 3.c.

116. For more detailed information refer to Table 5.k4a
‘;in:Appggdéx 3e L

117. BRA, "Special Housing Committee Report, "® op cit,
: PPe 56=57. - :
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118. Ibid, p. 55 for~peréentage of blacks and p.59 for per—-
centage”of'Asian“Americanss T .

119. Estimate based upon multiplying <46 x 24,688 = 11,356
o : 29 X 24,688 = 7,160 and
. comparing with 1960 and 1970. Cemnsus figures. See ‘

" Table 5.4a of Appendix 3.

120, Map 5.4a based on Table 5.4b in Appgndix 3.

121, Table 5.4a based on 1960 and 1970 Census Date. Also
refer to BRA, “qupial Housing Committee Report,"
op Cit, pr_ 55‘50 ‘

- 122. Based on 1970 Census Data by Tracts—Ethnic Origin of
B Persons surveyed.

“123¢ Three major developmehts in Tract 705: Viviendas 1, ETC
Elderly Housing and Casa Borinquen Rehabilitation Housing.

124, Table 5.4b derived from 1960 and 1970 census for ethnic
groupse. o

125. Refer to Chapteerour on Housing, Sections 1 and 2.
126. Map 5.4b displays these figures from Table 5.4b.

127. Map 5.4e based Onﬁéansensus Survey Data from survey
: inpgrview-interviewér noted race of_gespondent.

128. See p. 118 and Map 5.5d.

129. Based on figures published in BRA, *South End Neigh=-
borhood. Profile," op cit, and 1978 Consensus Survey
figure (Median income,may be between $8700 and $10,000
‘depending on how data is derived from Survey. The average
income was $10,000 and 55% of the population earmed less
than $10,000 so as an approximation I chose $9,000).

130. Income categories were chosen using an inflation faetor
of 1.3 for %960 to 1970 and 1.2 for 1970 to 1978. (Also
chosen on the basis of income categories of 1960 and 1970
Census and 1978 Consensus Surveye.

131. Table 5.5b (and Maps 5.5b and ¢) were derived by taking
the percentage of households in that income category for
1960 and 1970 census and the percentage of respondents
by income category in 1978Consensus Surveye.

132. Looking at Table 5.5b one can see the shrinking of the
moderate income group between 1960 and 1970 that has :
continued until 1978. In revitalizing areas the moderate
income groups are less than 20%.



133.

134.
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Median Incomes from 1960 and 1970 Censug and estimated
from 1978 Consensus Survey by dividing the number of
respondents in each income category by two to determine
within which income category the median would occur.

An estimate of a dollar figure obtained by proportion of
median contained in income category.

Prom Map 5.5c one can see that the median incémes of

- these areas have increased since 1970, and comparing

135.

PR e )
P

136.

137.
138.

139.
140,
'f;,.;i.'i!»,zs

with Map 5.5a reveals that these have rapidly increased
at a higher rate between 1970 and 1978 than 1960 and
1970. Refer to Table 5.4b in Appendix.

Comparisons were derived by adding together all blue
collar, white collar and professional subcategories to get

-total for each category. Dividing this number by the total
"~ of all three to derive percentages of groups.

Table 5.6¢ and corresponding Maps 5.6a,b,c derived from
US Census Data 1960 and 1970 and 1978 Consensus Survey
by dividing the number of employed persons by the total
of all three added together.

City average as published in BRA, "Why Boston," July, 1977.

Based on conversations with realtors about renters in
South End. Map 5.7a derived from Consensus Survey.

Based on 1960 Census Data. See Table 5.8 in Appendix 3.
Refep. to Table-SeSawin Appendix 3.
Map 5.8b baged on Table 5.8b in Appendix 3.

Acco; to 1978 Consensus Survey average South End

~ household size is 2.5. Using 1975 Census figure of

24,688 the South End has about 10,000 households. With
714 renters (according to Consensus Survey then there

“are about 7000 réhtal households, of which 3 3% are

143,
1hbe
145.

146.

-gubsidized, or about 5000 reéntal households on priyagg

markets~ -

o e .

Map S.Qb based on 1978 chsensqé‘Survey Question lggﬁandlec.

Keyes, op cit, pp. 85-86. |
See chapter L, Ssction 1, of this report and for more

-jnformation refer to BRA, "Special Housing Committee

Report," op-cit, ppe 35-38 and referenced news articles
for 19685 S

Sge,ehapter'h of this report. Based on research done

o Wodsing only 1160 new units were built as of 1972
‘and. by "1975 only 435 more (see Table L.la).
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149,
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152.
153.
154

155.°

156.

157

'15§o
159,

160.
161.
162.
163.

164
165,

166.

167.

159!
BRA, "Special Housing Committee Report, op cit, ppe i=-ii
of "Introduction and pp. 1-4 of Recommednations and Findings.
Ibid, pp. 65-66. | .
Tbid, p. 68,
Ibid, p. 1.

Ibid, p. 69.

Ibid, p. 77.

Rt ' RN

Xbid, Pe :780

i Ty

;Q;d, PPe 2=3.

On g:ge 1 of BRA, "Draft Environmental Assessment," the
Authority stated that it had:i:‘conducted an in=house staff
review of housing and published a report, "Subsidized .
Housing in South End,™ September, 1978. This report was

a "revosed second printing" of“the 1974 report and.has not

Been adequately ipdated or put tagether in a clear and
organized fashion.  Also no SEPAC. Tindings were included.

“In-the comment Period for the Draft Environmental Assess—~

ment, SEPAC requesté&d the BRA to respond to the entire
SEPAC housing~report;' : h

BRA, "Subsidized Housing in the South End," op cit, pe3ke

See Table L Qf‘phdth?’Fpur.

Refer to Table 2 qﬁ,Appendii 2 for more detailed infgpmation.

Based on rental surveys in SEPAC report and in this report,
see BRA, "Spepial Housing Committee Report™, op cit, pa73

“and Chapter 4, p. 66 of this report.

See Chapter h'_P; L5 of tﬁis reporte.

Ihtd, pa 39.

See.Chapter 3’ Pe 300

Chapter 5 of this report is documentation of this.
Chapter 4, Sections 2 and 3, discusses this.

Areas surrounding publicly subsidiZed developments,
especkally in Lower Roxbury. Based on a tour around
entire area. = : ] :

Hospital expansion through Census Tracts 710 and 711
has enhanced demand for housing in nearby areas, like

“Springfield Street and Worcester Square.

A number of real estate offices now operate in the
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166, Hospital expansion through Census tracts 710 and 711
has enhanced demand for housing on streets such as
"Springfield, Worcester Square and Rutland Square.

167. A number of real estate offices now operate in the area,
Rondeau, Gibson, Landmark Associates, Bennett and Bowen
to mention a few. Transactions are increasing, especial=
ly as the Back Bay market tightens.

168. Tent City Task Force proposal to develop site to meet
such guidelines. First proposéd in 1974, guidelines
updated in Fall of 1978. Pursuing such a development
to be a symbol of the South End's diverse character
as you enter from Back Bay.

169. See Chapter 4, page L5 of this report.
170. See page 135 of this Conclusion section.

171. Based on research presented in Chapters 4 and 5 of this
reporte. ’

172. SEPAC recommended this in the BRA, "Special Housing
Committee Report", op cit, pe 3. :

173. Public Hearing on April 26, 1979 on Close-Out of South
End Projeét and conversation with Bill Leonarde.

174. Proposal by Tent City Task Force to BRA for four yearsy
o updated and negotiating currently with BRA to achieve
such goalse. o ’

175. Conversations with: . ' '
Diane Kelly - Tenants Development Corpeoration
Jorge Hernandez IBA
~ - +Val Hyman United South End Settlements
(X&+a@iMember of Tent City Task Force I am familiar with
~~— - aoals for development of Frankie O'Day block and other
uildings in South End.)

176. Based on findings in this Report, Chapter L4, Section 3
T 'would suggest such action. .In conversations with
Community Housing sponsors and advocates I found much
support for the idea. .

177. 188 rehab, 341 new construction from Table 2-Major Parcels
Parcels of BRA, "Drafe Enviromental Assessment”, 3/28/79.

178.(Minor Parcels)Ibid. Survey by TDC of City Owned Buildidngs.
179. Tent:City Task Force‘gqide;ines;supported by SEPAC.
180, Based on figures in*Draft'Environmental Asseesment",

. 7.

- op-ecit, ps ‘Rents of over $590 affordable to persons
with household ingomeS‘abcve $25,000. -~
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APPENDIX 1
Key Provisions of South End Renewal Plan
Displacement
a. Numbers Affected
Total Households 3550 '
Families 1730 Individuals 1820
Non=-white L. 1725 White 1825
Total persons(approx.) 7500
b. Income and Rent Levels
Median Monthly Rental $304
Non-white $289 White $318
Qualifying for Public Housing 2368 (67%)
Planned for Public Housing . 746 (21%)
Planned for Other Low-Rent Housing 1000 (28%)
Not Planned For 622 (18%)
Assumed Relocation of Displaced Households
a. Public Housing
Total Units 746
. Non-white 396 White 350
b. Purchased Homes
Total Units , 414 :
Non—whitez_ 204 White 210
Ce 221(d4) (3) Housing
Total Units ’ 2390 :
Non-white 1125 White 1265
Rental Assistance
Leased (B.H.A.) 300 Fed.Rent Supplement 320
d. Existing Housing 3 ‘
Total Units , 380~ (Leased by B.He.A.)
Acquisition and Re-Use of Land
a. Acguisition
Total Area 186.,0 acres
b. Re=Use .
Residential Dwellings 80.4 acres
Commercial/Industrial 47,4 acres
Streets 31,3 acres
Public/Semi-~Public 26,9 acres
Changes in Housing Stock
a. Demolished
Total Units 5215 ) ‘ '
Standard 1084 Substandard 4131
b. New Construction
Total Units 4100 4
Public Housing 1100 221(4)(3) 3000
c. Net Reduction i
~Total Units 1115

"Source: Appendix 1 of UPAvRepdrt,r"Urban Renewal's
~Effect on Low Income Housing in Boston's
South End'", October 1907.
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APPENDIX 2

Summary of Data Analysis for Tables 1=3

Research was done of the number of new and rehabiliated
housing units constructed during renewal by cross—correlating
information presented in:

BRA REPORTS:
"Subsidized Housing in the South End", September 1978.
"Publicly Assisted Housing Developments in Boston", June 1976

"NeWZHousing Productioén in Boston", Computer Print-Out,
January, 1976.

MHFA REPORTS
"MHFA Annual Report", 1973

HUD REPORTS |
"Housing Development Assisted by HUD", Fiscal Year 1973.
"List of Insured Hulti-family Projects", July 1977.

"Section 8 Active Projects". June 1973,

A listing was made by development of information contained in
these reports of:

¥year of construction

*mortgage subsidy‘

*income mix

*number of bedrooms

*pumber of units for elderly persons
On the following pages are three tables based on the above

information and tabled for easy display.



Table 1 Public Housing, Elderly Housing and Mixed Income Housing in South End

(Based on-Research in this Report of HUD, MHFA and BRA Documents)

Public Housing

Elderly Housing

Year Fund., ¥ Units 1BR Z2BR 3BR 4BR | Year Fund. ¥ Units OBR 1BR ZBR
Lenox 1940 BHA 306 144 120 42 Castle Square 1967 BHA 102 19 69 12
Camden 1949 BHA 72 36 18 18
155 Northamp. 1973 BHA 78
Cathedral 1951 BHA 508 160 164 150 24 755 Tremont 1973  BHA 78
TOTAL 886 340 302 210 24 704 Washington 1973 BHA 78
° o 234 126 105 3
Percent 38% 34% 24% 3% ; .
‘ ETC 1974  BHA 201 116 84 1
TOTAL 537 261 258 18
Percent 49% 48% 2%
Mi¥Xéd-Income Hoiising o, ’5:
Income Rent ; ‘ '\
' Mix Subsidy # Bedrooms
Year Funding # of , RAP Eld- Handi-
- Built Source Units | Low Mod | RS 23 OBR 1BR 2BR 3BR 4BR 5BR | erly capped
‘Castle Square 1967 221(d)(3) 500 110 390 110 144 160 130 66
‘Roxse 1972 221(d)(3) 364 95 269 95 60 82 39 117 65
‘Methunion 1971 221(d)(3) 150 53 97 19 85 28 18
Canfield Gdns. 1972 221(d)(3) 134 41 93 41 35 42 22 36
‘Grant Manor 1972 236 180 45 135 45 64 77 19 20
Rutland Hsg. 1972 221(d) (3) 43 18 25 | 18 15 12 4 12
‘Westminster 1972 236 120 24 96 24 8 38 34 24 18
‘Willard 1972 236 169 32 137 32 7 77 27 32 24
,Concord Homes . 1976 MHFA 181 101 80 29 144 27 8 2 :
‘Viviendas I 1976 236 181 72 109 72 11 52 64 24 26 4 86 8
.‘V. \V
"TOTAL 2022 591 1431 191 275 26 648 610 330 339 69 B
‘Percent 29% 71 1% 32% 30% 16% 17% 3%



 Table 2 Rehabilitated Housing With Rental Subsidy.’

- “Income Mix -  Rent Subsidy # bedrooms ;
' Year Funding # of | RAP _ A Eld-}
NAME . Built Source Units| Low Mod Mkt| RS 8 23 13 707 0 1B 2B 3B 4B 5B erly|
Brownstones - 1972 MHFA/236 35 10 25 ' ' 35
Chester Park 1975 MHFA 29 8 18 3 '29 5 9 14 1
Columbus Ave. 1974 MHFA 97 37 60 97 37 | 8 29 54 6
Coop Proj. 3 1974 - MHFA 31 18 13 - 31 ‘ 5 14 10 7
© Private 32 29 3 14 10 4 4
Ebenezer 1972 MHFA 32 12 20 32 8 16 8 24
ETC 1 1972 236 72 51 21 28 69 23 _ 14 17 31 9 1 :
‘ BHA 136 | 136 43 58 16 2 11 6
GBDfsecD:
1)13-15 Dwight 1969+ 221-d-3 9 4 5 9 4 2 5 2
38 E. Spring. 5 2 3 5 2 5
216 Northamp. 5 3 2 5 3 5
210-212 ¢ 9 8 1 8 5 4
220-224 " 12 9 3 9 2 4 5 1
2)SECD-2 (312) 1970 22143 10 10 : ‘ 7 2 1
549-551 Mass. 10 10 10 - 1 2 6 1
23 Green. Pk. 5 5 5 1 1 4
10 Dartmouth 5 5 ; 5 3 1 1 3
Tremont St. 23 23 23 17 3 13 6 1
. , (93 59 34 ) (10 52 47) (4 22 42 19 6)
Habco 910 ¢ 32 34 34 8 6 17 3
I'faith/W. Con. 1933 @ 236 74 25 49 15 25 ' 47 18 9
Low Cost Hsg. )74 236/221 72 21 51 15 9 17 18 15 7 6
Conv., . 78 78 10 16 19 24 5 4
Pianocraft 1974 MHFA 174 44 86 44 130 44 116 52 6
TDC 1 1969 236 100 58 33 9 3 57 30 20 34 27 15 4
TDC 2 1975 236 185 94 77 24 35 126 21 69 71 8 12 4
Franklin Sq. 1977 MHFA 193 116 77 193 51 121 21 193
144 VWorcester 1977 MHFA 8 2 6 . 8 .6 1 1
Casa Borinquen 1977  MHFA 36 18 18 36 ‘ _ 18 6 7 5
TOTAL 1511 | 850 581 80 | 108 527 125 264 - 86.| 221 652 412 150 56 20| 217 |
Percent % I 's6 39 5 15 43 27- 10 4 1|

-

49T



Table 3 Composition of Subsidiged Housing Constructed During Renewal
(Based on Research in this Report of HUD, MHFA and BRA Documents)

O P P S e

INCOME MIX OF SOUTH END SUBSIDIZED HOUSING CONSTRUCTED DURING URBAN RENEWAL

% of % of % of
: Low Total Mod. Total Market Total Total %
New 591 15% 1431 35% 2022 50%
Rehab 850 21% 581 14% 80 2% 1511 37%
Elderly Public 537 13% : 537 13%
Housing -
TOTAL 1978 49% 2012 49% 80 2% 4070 100%

NUMBER OF BEDROOMS

0BR 1BR 2BR 3BR 4BR 5BR Total

New 26 648 610 330 339 69 2022
Rehab 221 652 412 150 56 T 20 1511
Elderly Public 261 258 18 537
Housing

TOTAL 508 1558 1040 480 395 89 4070

54

Percent 13% 38% 25% 12% 10% 2

69T
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. ¢ Table 4 & ‘

PROJECTIONS IN HOUSEHOLD FORMATIONS

e e e i

City of Boston

1960

1960 1970 1975 1985
Total Population 697,197 641,071 637,986 639,400
Number of Households 224,718 217,622 223,768 236,800
Population/Household 3.10 2.94 2.85 2.70
Change in Number of Households .(7,096) 6,146 13,000
Average Annual Change (710) 1,200 1,300
Core Area

- 1960 1970 1976 1985
Total Population 109,878 101,101 104,064 110,600
Number of Households - 43,700 49,700 59,800
Population/Household - 2.32 2.09 1.85
Change in Number of Households . 6,000 10,000
Average Annual Change 1,000 | 1,100

Source:

U. S. Census 1960 and 1970, State Census for 1975

and Metropolitan Area Planning Council estimates
for 1976, Boston Redevelopment Authority Popplatlon
Projections for the City in 1985, and Ecocnomics

Research ‘Associates

From:

ERA Report Residential Property Value and Rent

Impact Analysis for Copley Place Development

Dec., 1978



167

Table 5

TRENDS IN THE HOUSING STOCK
CITY OF BOSTON AND THE IMPACT AREA

Total Housing Units 1950 1960 1970 1978

City of Boston 222,079 238,816 . 233,388 241,897
Core Area:
Fenway-Kenmore 13,082 15,049 13,129 14,747
Back Bay-Beacon - 9,188 13,111 16,677 17,064
Hill
South End ‘ 15,356 20,849 10,936 13,081
Central Area A 10,612 9,782 8,376 10,792
Sub Total = . 48,238 58,791 49,118 55,684
Average Annual Change: |
City of Boston 1,673 (543) 1,063
Impact Area 1,055 (967) 820

A Includes the West End, North Ehd, Downtown, the waterfront
and South Cove.

Souféé: U.S. Céﬁsus for“iéso, 1960 and 1970 and the Boston
Redevelopment Authority for 1978.

from ERA Residential Property Value and Rent
Impact Analysis for Copley Place Development Dec., 1978




APPENDIX 3 168

Methodolozy for Data Analysis

(Chapter 5: Demographic Analysis of Displacement) ..

To begin fo tract the changes that have occurred in the
demographic characteristics of the population since renewal
was:first announced, a baseline of the 1960 Census data was
chosen and comparisons were made using the 1970 Census and
the tabulations from the recent 1973 Consensus Survey.

The 1970 Census tracts were used as the easiest units
of analysis as the Consensus Survey was tabulated by 1970
Census tract and the 1960 Census figures could be approximated
to match the 1970 Census. The following match was made between

1960 and 1970 Censué tracts:

1970 Tract 1960 Tract(s)

703 J(1)

704 I(1) £ I (2), tracts 3 (1,2,4) were
not included as they had few people

705 L(4)

706 L(1)

707 J(2)

708 L(2)

709 L(3)

710 L(6)

711 L(5)

712 I(4), part of tract I(2) was all included

into census tract 704 ‘

804 .29 X Q(2)

305 .65 X R(1)

306 .25 X R(3)

The Lower Roxbury Tracts (304, 305, 306) are only partially
included in the South End, so a factor was used derived from

BRA estimate pubiished in South End: Neighborhood Profile.
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Most aggregate data for 1960 and 1970 for entire South
End area was obtained from BRA Research document Soufh End

Data Analysis and Correlations Draft, 1972.

All Census Tract Data for 1960 was obtained from:

Social Facts by Census Tract, Research Department of United
Communlty Services, March 1962, Table 1.

US Census of Housineg ' and POpulathn,’1960, ‘HC(3)180 Series.

All Census Tract ‘Data for 1970 . was. _obtained from:

Social Facts by Census Tract, Research Department of United
Community Services, April 1971, Summary Data.

US Census of Houaing and Population, 1970, PHC(1l) Census Reports.

All Census Tract Data for 1978 was obtained from
estimates derived from BRA commissioned 5% sample survey
of the South End:

Test.Banner Tabulations South End Urban Renewal Survey,
Consensus Inc., July 1975,

Thisvsurvey was based on a household survey by Census
Traét which included interviews of the following number of

households per census tract:

#sampled | %sampled
703 32 08%
70L 68 07%
705 209 21%
706 115 114
707 59 06%
708 125 09%
709 ‘ 91 094
710 70 07
711 24 02%
712 L9 05
804 14 0l
805 77 O&%
806 25 02
Total South 1009 : 100%

End



All data used in this report from Consensus Survey was
either obtained from their aggregate figures or was derived
by adding the total number of responses for each question
used and dividing that number by the number responsing
affirmatively to each category within that question to
obtain. a percentage distribution bfvtract. (This was not
done by Consensus—-they disaggregated each data point by
the Total South End and by the % of respondents of the
total South End in that Census Tract. For example, their
data andlysis.!shows 17.3% of all South End persons of
- thejages:35=34 are "estimafed .ta~liye incCensus. Tract 7035.
M&*analys&s mndlcafes raﬁher that:of-all South.End
persons living in Census Tract 705, approximately 30%
of them are between the ages of 25-3L. My data thus
gives a profile by census tract which can be cross—correlated
with 1960 and 1970 Census Data. (Consensus Survey data
is accurate. to within a 5% range on most data points and
a 10% range on others, so Consensus predicts.) All Consensus
Data is rounded off to nearest 1l%.

All data correlations, additions and percentages derived
are subject to errory.uAlthough I bave tried to check and
cross—~check such data analyais is difficult to do independently
with absolutely no error.

On the following pages are tables numbered to correspond
to each section in Chapter 5 used to document displacement in

the rapid quggsitiQnal changes of the area.
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Table 5.1la- Loss of Population (1960-1970)

Based on 1970 Census Data

Change
o 1960 1970 2
703 3815 2906 -909
704 2263 1842 -1,21
705 6369 5051 -1818
706 3262 2245 -1017 -
707 211 916 -1198
708 372 2305 -1423
709 23861 2120 -7L1
710 2226 1369 -1143
711 1133 725 -163"
712 2923 2247 =681
31,254 21,726 -9190
Based on 1960 and 1970 Census Data
fable 5.1b- Humber of Years in South End (1970)
% of Population
1 yr. 2=l - 5-9 10-19
703 «59% J12% <145 .08
70L 3L 66
705 oLl o1l o 2L .l;
706 . l&-lp . 2Ll- 2 3 .00
707 e 33 «07 25 <15
708 «33 26 ell .07
709 o4l o1l «27 19
710 3L «21 o1l o1l
711 47 «12 «21 «l5
712 022 .23 «25 « 20
City «36 «20 15 «1l5
So. End «39 «23 .16 e1l2

=245

=19
-26
=31
=57
=38
=35
-33
-39
-23

-30%

075

.08
.03

.16
13
.13
.18
.05

«15
«10



Table 5.2a Loss of One Person Households (1960-1970)

1960 1970 . Change 1960-1970

# # # %
703 1397 930 -967 -51%
704 L17 212 -215 =L
705 2647 937 -1710 -65
706 1619 299 -1318 =32
707 720 123 =617 =3L
708 1063 Lil =622 -59
709 1061 728 =333 -31
710 753 306 -LL7 -59
711 114 387 +273 +239
712 273 209 -5l -23

0 10,58k L4572 ~6012 57

~ Based on 1960 and 1970 Census Data

Table 5.2b Percentage of One Person Househoids (1960-1573)

1960 1970 1978
703 75% 62% 32%
70, 5 34, 36
705 3 30 36
706 7h L1 L0
707 62 36 23
708 55 L6 25
710 63 63. L9
711 35 ‘ 78 L0

712 30 30 10

Based on 1960 and 1970 Census Data and 1973 Cénsensus Sufvéy
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Table' 5.26 'Househoidé”éhd“?bfcentégé-bfféamiiiéé'(19604197o)

11960 | © 71970 Change

TRACT TOTAL % FAMILY ; TOTAL. % FAMILY TOTAL
703 2504- 21% 2137 19% -367
704 901 48 , 614 66 -287
705 3930 31 o 2544 33 -~1386«
706 22117 - 25 - 1692 19 -525
707 1197 35 378 37 =819
708 1661 53 . 1580 27 - =81
709 1093 50 1144 29 +51 -
710 1147 32 < 901 18 -246
711 : 334 63 554 12 +220
712 946 .69 . 940 58 oo.=5

' S RN ) ¥

Based on 1960 and 1970 Census data

Table 5. 2d Households. Famllles (19~9—19701 S

e g

1960 1970 Change
# # # o %
703 527" 411 ~116 -22%
704 436 406 - 30 ~-07
705 1216 827 -389 -32
706 552 . 327 - . ~225 -41
707 413 138 -275 - ~66 -
708 875 421 -454 -52
709 552 332 =220, ' ~40
710 371 158 =213 ~57
711 209 66 : ~143 =68
712 636 " 543 ‘ -113 - 217
" <2178 —~38%

Based on 1960 and 1970 Census Data



Jable 5.2e Household; Unrelated Individuals (1960-1970)

703
704
705
706
707
708
709
710
711
712

1960

1977

465
2711,
1665

g

- 541

776
125

290

1970

1726
208
1717
1365
240
1159
812
743
438
397

Change

=251
-257
~997
=300
=541,
+373
+271
-33
+363
+107

-1268

Based on 1960 and 1970 Census Data




Taﬁléw;:3a Acze Céhposiéion (1960)

SOUTH END
Age #
0-4 2622
5-14 3956

15-19 1923

20-24 2354

25-34 4305

35-54 9422

55-64 4797

65+ 5617

Based on 1960 Census data

I

-

"pabile 5.3b Ase Composi

it o S

03

765
11.3

565

6e7
12.3
2740
13.7
16.0

tion (1960-1970)

0-4

5=-14
15-19
20=24
25=34
35=54
55=64
65+

- 0=4
_5=14
15-19
20-24
25=-34
35=54
55-64
65+

1960

2622
3956
1923
2354
4305
9422
4797
5617

1960

66110
105702
51989
54547
89004
168197
76863
85669

SOUTH END

1970

1608
2966
1575
2195
3379
5265
2450
3320

CITY
1970

49922
102759
61000
77103
79353
126176
62831
81718

1014
990
348
159
926

4157

2347

2297

16188
2943
+9071
22556
9651
42021
14032
3951

Based on the 1960-1970 Census Data

%

-'039
"‘025
"'018
-007
‘-.22
—.44
_049
—041

4

-0.24
—.28
+e17
+e4l
-.11
-e25
~-.18
"005

CITY

9.5
15.2
7.4
7.8
12.7
24.1
11.0
12.3



Table 5.3c. Elderly Pooulation (1960-~1970)

Pop 65+ 1960 1970 %
703 837 530 - 307 -e37
704 342 251 91 -e27
705 1160 716 - 444 -«38
706 788 322 ~466 —e59
707 - 313 129 -184 -«59
708 479 307 ~-172 —-e36
709 - 381 279 -102 -e27
710 378 220 . -158 -e4d2
o 711 115 101 -~ 14 —el2
T 7]_2 e ___QQ, ) Qn"w.,,,_ 7 ~102 —e25
Based on 1960—1970 Census Data x\EUED = 3G )

rable 5v3d lige Compositibn:(1960-1970)

Age Group 1960 1970 . Age Group 1978*
% % %

0-4 765 76l 0-5 8
5=-14 11.3 13.0 - 6=12 10
15=19 5.5 6.9 13-17 8
25-34 1243 14.8 25=34 . 26
35=-54 27.0 23.1 ‘ 35-49 15
55=64 13.7 10.8 50-64 11
65+ 16.0 14.6 65+ 8

Based on 1960 and 1970 Census and 1978 Conensus Survey data



Table: 5.31 Age Gomposiﬁion (1978}

0-5

6-12
13-17
18-50
50-64

65+

703
%

9%
4
6
65
11
4

7ou/5
%

8%
12

7
50
14

g

”706

7%'

5

5
59
14
10

76‘7/8

8%
12

9
52
12

8

709,/‘.a.:216/801, |

%

8%

5

5
58
14
10

%

5%
10
11
53
11

9

Data compiled from Consensus Survéy 197855:,w

fable 5.3¢ Elderly Population (1960-1978)

Based on 1960 and 1970

703
704
705
706
707
708
709
710
711
712

1960

%
22%
15
17
24
15 -
13
13
17
10
14

1970 .

% .

. 18%

-
N

Jia
4

.. 14
S 14
14

13
16

8

14

J

1978

%
400,
.08

08
110
:08
08
10

10

18
18

i

N1/ 805/6

% %
9% 11%
7 15
8 12

48 45°
9 9

18 8

ensus and 1978 Consensus Survey data.

A
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Table 5.La Racial Composition (1960-1370)

. BOSTON

il

,1,_“

White

Minority

Black
Other

Spanish

' SOUTH END

White

Minority

Black
Other

Spanish

1960
698,081
629,588

68,493
63,165
5,328

34,990
20,356

14,634
13,772

862

1970
641,071
506,751
134,340

104,707

29,633
11,649

22,773
9,220

13,553
8,904

4,649
1,6L40%.

- 703
- 704
. 705
- 706

- 707

708
709

- 710

711
712

s U R S i are et e i

Table 5 Lb Mlnorlty/ﬂon-mlnorlty Persons (1960-1973)

J A,

Non-minority
'60 170
95% 86%
76 36
85 63
74 72
39 34
09 13
27 19
44 73
93 80
63 46

178

85%
11
70
79
64
26
34
48
04
ol

2 e

160

05%
24
15
26
61
91
73
06
07
37

Change
-57,010
-122,837

+65,847
41,542
24,305

-12,217
-11,135

+3,787

' Data derived from 1960 and 1970 Census (Spanish
not separated out in 1960 Census)

Minority

170

14%
64
37
28
66
87
81
27
20
54

% Change
-19.5%

+95.5%
+65/7%

-34,.9%
-54.,7%

—7.3%
-34,0%

persons were

178

15%
89
30
21
36
74
66
52
96
39

" Based on 1960 and 1970 Census Data and 1978 Coneensus Survey

Bt

-
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Table 5.5a Income Distribution* (1970)

- TRACT 0=4

703 el3
704 «31
705 24
706 29
707 18
708 «38
.709 26
710 «17
711 e32
712 o444
'~ S.End 30
Boston el6
Metro. «17

- 4=7
14
27
«28
«20
«40
24
45
«42
«09
27

.92
.19
.15

7-10

«l5
«20
21
+08
el6
«14
ol1l1
e17
«17
.09

.16
22
.18

- Based on 1970 Census Data

*income groups:
~$10,000-14,999;

e —————— e,

e g s

e 4 el

g

For 1970
All families

White families

Chinese etc.
families

Black families

Spanish-sp.
families

Under
$5,000
1574
-40%

284
24%

226

851
37%

213
62%

$5,000-
$10,000
1376
35%
368
31%
231

665
36%

117
33%

Data based on 1970 Census

$15,000-24, 99

10-15 15+

.30 .18
+20 .02
017 .08
.18 17
.15 .10
.18 .07
.10 .04
.16 .08
.23 .20
.14 .05
.16 07
.26 .15
.25 .19

50~3999; $4000-6999; $7000-9999
9;7$25{OO and up

Table 5.5b Median Income by Racial Group (1970)

$10,000

plus total

1002 3952
25%

534 1186
45% _
148 605
303 1819

17%
17 342
5%

25+
« 084
«01
.08*

02

.02
«03
«06

Median
Income

56,464

$9,212
$6,666
$5,312

$4,038



Table 5.7a Change in Educatiannl Level (1960-19

Median No. Years in School No. of College Graduates

19¢0 1970 LT 1970
703 9.4 12.5 : 523
704 8.3 10.9 ’ 51
705 845 9.6 222
706 8.9 11.6 305
707 10,7 12.5 90
708 9.3 11.0 186
709 8.9 9.0 71
710 8.9 12.0 59
711 11.7 12.4 133
712 9.5

9.6 77

Based on 1960 and 1970 Census Data
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Table 5.3a Owner Occupancy (1960-1970)

1960 1970 Change

' % # % # %
Owner Occupancy 1607 9.1% 1033 . 1l.4% 57L  =36%
Single Family 738 L2 L16 L6 322 =Ll

Based on 1960 and 1970 Census Data

Table 5.8b Owner Occupancy (i?éb-l978f
1960 1970 1978

703 09¢% 145 8%
704 08 01 847
705 07 11 27
706 11 29 34
707 12 22 53
708 10 10 21
709 08 - 03 17
710 07 05 17
711 17 03 00
712 05 02 30

- Based on 1960 and 1970 Census Data and
1978 Consensus Survey
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