

Take-Home Final Exam		Duyen Duong
[bookmark: _GoBack]URBS 498 – Planning Property and Neighborhood Change	26996140
November 29th, 2016
Question 1
CAUSES OF GENTRIFICATION
Gentrification has been evident in many developed countries’ cities for that past 50 years with high number of debates associated with its causes and effects even sometimes overlapping. Gentrification is built up by many factors– such as the rent gap, new build gentrification, the occupation of art production and artist, the arrival of young and wealthy workers into the areas and surprisingly, Transit Oriented Development. 
One of the fundamental factors that significantly contribute to the process of gentrification is the rent-gap. Rent-gap theory was developed by Neil Smith in 1979 and described as “the disparity between the potential ground rent level and the actual ground rent capitalized under the present land use” (Smith, 1996, 65). As rent gap emerges between actual rent and rent after investment, reinvestment will be expected. At this point, developers can buy structure with a very low price, pay the construction costs as well as interest on mortgage and loans. At the end, finished products, which is renovated houses, will be sold at a profitable price that actually brings gentrification to the neighborhood. 
New-build gentrification is viewed by many people that it is not a form of gentrification since it does not cause population displacement or eviction of low-income renters. Its infill development is creating new neighborhoods on brownfield sites with a purpose to attract high-income groups than existing low-income residents in the surrounding areas. However, Davidson and Lees (2004) demonstrate that new-build gentrification is a form of gentrification because new built landscapes such as new townhouses and condominiums involve capital reinvestment, social upgrading, and middle-class colonization, gentrification aesthetic and indirect displacement. Indirect displacement is a form of “exclusionary displacement”; in other words, price of a unit is maximized so that low income are unable to buy or rent. Aylesbury Estate south of Elephant and Castle in Southwark is an estate which was demolished in 2005 due to lack of capitals to refurbish but demolish. Tenants were persuaded to believe that the building was unsafe and unpleasant to live; therefore, new-build gentrification occurred directly on a pre-existing residential site. Although 3200 private new-build houses and 2000 social rented new-build homes were planned to be constructed, the project’s main goal is to demolish the majority of Aylesbury Estate and construct a 2.4 billion pound for middle-class. This case implies the behind reasoning of new-build gentrification as why it is also a cause of gentrification. 
The work of Ley and Caulfield on gentrification explains that gentrification is “a critical response to the city's postwar modernist development and growth boosterism” (Slater, 2004). Gentrification is considered as a mean to liberate middle class, unite people in the central city especially attract new influx of art production and artist. However, art has been considered as a marker to trace characteristics and explanation of gentrification since artists often initially occupy poverty neighborhood and transform the areas. It often initiates with the convert from mills and factories to condominium and art galleries as space for leisure, adventure, cultivation and art (High and Lewis, 2007). South Parkdale in Toronto is one of Toronto’s first commuter suburbs, which was developed with railways and streetcar in the late 19th century. In 1950s, the council was experiencing an experimental planning from the city – expressways were built to connect the council to other places and urban renewal was also implemented. In 1990s, gentrification was taking place in the area with the increase in number of art and galleries. Several associations – for instance, The Parkdale Village Arts Collective, which was formed in 1994 to promote “the arts community in the neighborhood”, were using houses exhibition of contemporary art on Queen Street as a centerpiece of artists as further reason was to attract middle classes to move into the neighborhood and displace low-income residents. Gentrification in this case is inevitable. 
Besides that, the shift to flexible accumulation also triggers gentrification. In industrial city (1850-1870), as manufacturing jobs moved to downtown industrial district near rail and water outlets; working class moved near factories while middle and upper class began to flee inner-city to more remote areas. In corporate city (1940s), manufacturing started moving out of the central city, followed by the scattering of working class around metropolitan area areas as living in the central city became less important (Gordon, 1984). However, during flexible accumulation, central cities have become specialized service centre, with the concentration of health, education, public sector institution and especially high rises filled with financial business, insurance companies, and technical production. As the result, more high income residents, who mainly hold white-collar jobs tend to move back to the city centre, which offers shorter commutes and aging housing stock. Eventually, gentrification will occurs as wealthy people move in low income neighborhood and create displacement (Harvey, 1989). 
Transit oriented development (TOD) is a mixed-use residential and commercial area design that aims to solve problems associated with suburban sprawl by incorporating high density and multi-use buildings within walking distance to a rapid transit station, supported by liveability and sustainability. However, TOD also triggers gentrification, increase housing affordability problems and displace residents (Jones et al., 2016). SkyTrain is a rapid transit that transport people through Vancouver and its suburbs; its corridor consists of aging, private and low-rise apartments built through welfare state programs. Richmond Park and Mayhew neighborhood along the transit corridor in Burnaby, Vancouver are home to recent refugees, immigrants, visible minorities and low-income residents due to its affordable rental housing (Jones et al., 2016). Recently, high-rise buildings, access to SkyTrain station and new amenities in the neighborhood have been built, which does not only make it easy for residents to walkable destinations, but it also increases rental housing price and alter neighbourhood characteristics; in long term, indirect displacement will take place and result in gentrification.  
EFFECTS AT LOCAL LEVEL
Gentrification debates tend to examine about who are the winner and loser; in fact, the argument is mainly discussed at a local level, between the displaced low-income residents and the gentrifiers. The process of gentrification often push low-income renters out by middle class homeowners as rental housing is upgraded or converted into new condominiums. As gentrification takes place, house value will increase, which may benefit financially homeowners and bring a better environment to the neighborhood (Doucet, 2009). According to a school assistant in Leith neighborhood, gentrification “brings a balance to the types of people that are living here […] Leith was really, really run down area that no one would ever want to live in given any choice.. Whereas now, people would choose to” (Doucet, 2009, 309). 
Cultural displacement occurs between gentrifiers as they try to alter the culture of the neighborhood in different ways in order to change neighborhood to “become a site of competing sense of place” (Twigge, 2014). Cultural displacement is an essential outcome of gentrification, as the neighborhood change physically to adapt the new influx of people. Gentrification does not only create the financial division between the rich and poor but it also brings a change in the way of residents “lived, worked, ate, and drank” with new physical characteristics (Doucet, 2009). For instance, as gentrified population grows, the lower-income retails will be pushed out;  new parks, waterfronts, stores, coffee shops, pubs and other services will be built up to accommodate the new high-income groups. Gentrified neighbourhood carries an optimist future with certain characteristics that satisfy the needs and wants of many newcomer and those who decide to stay. 
 	However, gentrification’s consequences do not always satisfy everyone, especially the poor, unemployed and racial minorities. New-build gentrification is under government intervention, in terms of urban policy, planning goal, which ultimately caused displacement and homelessness. It also creates social, economic and demographic consequences. For instance, in the case of Aylesbury Estate, 20% of existing tenants will be directly displaced and approximately 1850-2050 council tenants will be indirectly displaced (Davidson and Lees, 2010). As gentrification occurs, other people will eventually move out because their family and friends have left, because the local service has been changed and neighbourhood is not the same way as it was before. Social displacement, in which residents feel lonely, occurs when they have to leave their neighborhood, where they have a tie to their places (Twigge, 2014). According to Twigge, “some low-income residents reported having almost all their strong ties in the neighbourhood proving the neighbourhood extremely important to some lifelong residents’ social networks” (Twigge, 2014, 10). 
Gentrification could also reduce the overall availability of affordable housing, creating “exclusionary displacement or “housing market displacement”, in which low-income residents are pushed out due to competition from higher income groups (Marcuse, 1986). Poor workers, unemployed and racial minorities are often removed from their place to social rental housing and homeownership for low-income individuals as new business wants to move in, prices goes up and become too expensive for them (Hochstenbach and Musterd, 2016). However, as gentrification occurs, new residents should interact with long term residents by joining the new community, not by re-make them even physical and social changes will occur. At the same time, long-term residents who decide to stay definitely need to welcome new residents and identify the neighborhood characteristics through local events, efforts and history. 
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QUESTION 2
PROMOTE GENTRIFICATION
Many municipal policies in North America and Europe was implemented to reduce segregation and create more liveable and sustainable communities. In fact, these policies, produce a potential detrimental gentrification and cause neighborhoods serious consequences. Municipalities promote gentrification through social mixed neighbourhood, tax incentives, mortgage programs and construction of public transportation. 
Currently, social mixed neighborhood is becoming the major urban policy and planning in many cities (Smith, 2002). Municipal government designates social mixing neighbourhood in order to motivate residents integrate into a higher environment since they believe that living in low-income neighborhood can create a tendency of not working, lower life expectancy, anti-social behaviour and lawlessness as well as poorer education and health services (Lees, 2008). As the result, mixing of low-income and middle-income communities becomes the key policy in many developed countries in order to reduce social exclusion. However, the creation of rehabilitate public housing often leads to gentrification under the name of ‘reurbanization’ or ‘residentialization’ (Davidson and Lee, 2010). US Federal Department of Housing and Urban Development’s HOPE VI (Home Ownership and Opportunities for People Everywhere) program was used to create a social mixed- neighborhood in order to “break down” the perceived poverty and integrate low-income into mix-income developments. However, the program was used by many agents as a means to expel working, reduce affordable housing and especially resettle the wealthy into the area; as the result, gentrification occurs due to the existence of displacement and homelessness. 
Tax incentives are seen to be one of gentrifying factors in low-income neighborhood. As Federal cut in funding to municipalities, cities have developed other mechanism to self-prosperous – for instance, they increase special tax districts, tax increment financing, tax abatements, free trade and enterprise zones (Rose, 2010). Municipalities with high concentrate of poverty is highly dependent on property taxed as their source of revenue as they are always under pressure to generate more fiscal gain (Lees, 2008). In other words, they seek to increase tax base by increasing the number of middle-class homeowners in inner city through fiscal programs; however these fiscal programs often result in gentrification. In the early 1990s, since the City’s Housing Service needed to collect more fiscal gain, the cities of Montreal has delivered over 2000 non-profit housing units by turning land reserve into condominium development. The process was carried out by abolishing price ceiling and eligibility restriction to first-time house buyers (Rose, 2010). Change in tenure from predominantly renting to owner occupied has caused displacement to hundreds of residents and contributed to the pace of gentrification.
Mortgage program of government has stimulated new investment and redevelopment into existing residential sites. Changes such as the removal of zoning on industrial sites has developed into high-end residential redevelopment; together with the removal of rent controls on vacant buildings have allowed property owner to evict long term tenants, and to transfer into rooming houses or condominium (Walks and August, 2008). Urban renewal was promoted by local government and carried out by local business groups “to stimulate economic growth by making cities more profitable places for capital to invest” (Kleniewski, 1984). The program has resulted in diminished tax base, vacant antiquated industrial infrastructure, and unemployed workforce. Moreover, it bolstered the value of central city through repairing buildings, increasing the property tax base, attracting private investment, new residents and tourist and especially improving services and infrastructure (Kleniewski, 1984; Shaw, 2005). However, it also caused problems for the poor, working class, and racial minorities, and notably urban decline continues as “no attempt was made to provide services, education, or employment for the poor, working class, and minorities” (Kleniewski, 1984). Urban Renewal in Philadelphia was implemented in 1948 and offered an early example of gentrification. Four result was conducted from this project – stimulated investment in the central city, increased valued of central property, altered Philadelphia’s characteristics from industrial-era to corporate-era; and finally, it changed the demographic composition in and around the central city (Kleniewski, 1984). Predominant low-income, working class, unemployed and minorities were displaced by white, wealthy people, and professionals. 
Local economic development tools, such as construction of public transportation or convention centers have also demonstrated to be a decisive factor to trigger gentrification. Planners and developers have supported TOD as a solution for suburbanization as local land use and zoning regulations allow higher density, mixed-used and friendly pedestrian environment (Rayle, 2015). TOD is believed to benefit low-income groups, who do not have access to automobile due to the fact that TOD provided essential service within walkable distance. However, TOD is also the root of displacement and gentrification. It is studied that gentrification is produced through the implementation of public transit and then decreases by time (Grube et al., 2015). Transit does not only provide accessibility to people and business, it also encourages development, affects land values, and generates gentrification. Grube et al., 2015 has provided a case study of Montreal, which consists of 68 stations in his paper in order to prove the positive relationship between public transit and gentrification. The analysis demonstrates that “as distance to the nearest gentrifying CT decreases, the likelihood of a CT gentrifying increases” (Grube et al., 2015). The authors conclude that most of gentrifying CT are located next to major metro lines although it is not always the case. 


MUNICIPALITIES LIMIT GENTRIFICATION – COMMUNITIES RESIST
There are particular measures that municipalities use to limit gentrification as municipalities has a powerful flexibility to affect gentrification than national and regional governments since they are directly voted by local residents (Shaw, 2005). Some policies – for instance, maintenance of areas of working class employment, different approaches to nuisance uses and environmental externalities, a housing stock not amenable to gentriﬁers’ tastes and state encouragement of nonmarket and ethnic sources of housing ﬁnance (Walks and August, 2015). Furthermore, Marcuse (1986) also provided possibilities to control gentrification, included antidisplacement zoning and planning for stable residential districts. New York City has implemented development pressure through public control and zoning for development and residential. Four zoning were provided, included Mature Development Zone, where no new development and rehabilitation would increase rents or prices and displace households; Conditional Development Zones – some developments are allowed if no displacement results and community balance is maintained; Limited Development Zones – development or rehabilitation are allowed in existing zones with ceiling on the total allowed development; expansion Zones – highly promotes and encourage concentration of development; and Inclusionary New Construction Zones – development on vacant land will be permitted only if no displacement is ensured (Marcuse, 1986). Residential displacement is one of primary concerns that these strategies and policies aim at because “exclusionary effects of market” is the root that causes increased housing costs and landlord eviction (Newman and Wyly, 2006). Displacement Free Zone (DFZ) was a major strategy in 1999, implemented by Fifth Avenue Committee to protect the social and cultural diversity of the neighbourhood, by keeping affordable housing and protect tenants from developers and gentrifers, who intend buy house and evict long term and low-rent-paying residents (Slater, 2004). The program also receives support from other government services, such as South Brooklyn Legal Services while residents in the area are gathered and supported locally through the public resistance to fight upon displacement. DFZ has actually dropped the number of eviction cases by 40% from 1999 to 2001 (Slater, 2004).
Municipalities requires the corporation of community as local residents are decisive factors contributing or limiting gentrification. Shaw (2005) has established a framework for understanding factors preventing gentrification at local level by several new urban strategies, in which two out of four attributes need to occur. First, residents need to pay attention on local housing characteristics – “small houses and apartments, inexpensive construction avoidance of clearance and modest infill development” prevent the extent of gentrification (Shaw, 2005). Second, security of tenure needs to be ensured, whether housing is private rental, public and community.  Third, strengthen local communities and presence of political activism through the increase in percentage of owner-occupation or security in rental housing gives a large credit in protecting the neighborhood from gentrification since the higher the owner occupation levels before gentrification, the less likely gentrification becomes an issue for a city. This is caused by the restriction on the number of properties entering the market, and embedded communities. Last, ability to work with local government, who will intervene in the process of slowing down gentrification, needs to be reinforced (Shaw, 2005). 
Overall, local residents and city need to work together to ensure the neighborhood is designed for the locals, and by the locals as gentrification is prevented from entering the neighborhood and causing displacement.
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