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In July 2004, the Atlanta Housing Authority receiveda $20 million federal HOPEVI grant to assist in the
revitalization of the McDaniel Glenn public housing

development.The McDaniel Glenn development,
located in Atlanta’s Mechanicsville neighborhood, was
comprised of 588 housing units in three locations: the
main campus (306 units), the Martin Luther King, Jr.,
Tower (154 units), and the Annex (128 units). At the
time revitalization began, there were 412 households
living in McDaniel Glenn.

According to the AHA at the time of its application
for federal assistance, the McDaniel Glenn physical
plant was “poorly designed and obsolete,” the devel-
opment had the highest crime rate of any AHA
property, and the nearby elementary school (Dunbar)
was “the worst performing elementary school in the
city of Atlanta.”1

The revitalization plan called for the demolition of all
units in McDaniel Glenn and the rehabilitation of all
units in the MLKTower and the Annex properties.2

The new mixed-income development, which would
also include enhanced educational and recreational
opportunities, would offer 907 housing units across a
broad range of types: 318 public housing replacement
rental units (35%), 129 rental units supported with
the Low Income HousingTax Credit (14%), 125 units
of market rental housing (14%), 67 affordable
homeownership units (7%), and 268 market rate
homeownership units (30%). In addition, AHA
requested 434 Housing ChoiceVouchers to support
the relocation of McDaniel Glenn families and to

ensure that sufficient replacement housing was avail-
able for affected residents.3

In addition to housing, the McDaniel Glenn master
plan called for significant neighborhood site improve-
ments and several new or rehabilitated community
facilities. These include a new 10,000 square foot
community center, the reconstruction of Rosa Burney
Park, a newly renovated/constructed Dunbar
Community Center, a newly constructed Dunbar
Elementary School, and a new branch of the Atlanta-
Fulton County public library.The AHA, city of Atlanta,
Atlanta Public Schools, the Arthur M. Blank Family
Foundation, and the Butler StreetYMCA committed
more than $12 million to support these improve-
ments to neighborhood and community facilities.
Additional private investment anticipated in support
of the McDaniel Glenn revitalization included devel-
opment of a new retail/commercial center that would
feature a grocery store. Overall, the AHA anticipated
that the McDaniel Glenn HOPEVI revitalization
would leverage an additional $109 million in private
funds to support this mixed-use, mixed-income devel-
opment.

The Atlanta Housing Authority selected Emory
University’s Office of University-Community Partner-
ships to conduct the evaluation of the McDaniel
Glenn HOPEVI revitalization. The evaluation plan for
the McDaniel Glenn HOPEVI revitalization called for
a baseline and final report that examines the revital-
ization process and its effects on the former residents
of McDaniel Glenn, local schools, and the surrounding

1
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neighborhood.We used a variety of data sources
throughout the evaluation, including AHA’s McDaniel
Glenn HOPEVI application and quarterly reports,
AHA administrative data, census and related neighbor-
hood data, interviews with key community stakehold-
ers in the McDaniel Glenn revitalization, related
reports about Mechanicsville, NPUV, and the
McDaniel Glenn revitalization, face-to-face surveys
with former residents of McDaniel Glenn and also
with a sample of residents in the Mechanicsville and
Pittsburgh neighborhoods.

Below we provide a summary of the key findings of
our final evaluation of the McDaniel Glenn HOPEVI
revitalization. The accompanying appendices provide
additional detail supporting our findings.

� The McDaniel Glenn
Revitalization Process
Collaboration and Community Building

The McDaniel Glenn revitalization is noteworthy
among the Atlanta Housing Authority’s (AHA) public
housing revitalizations to date because of its unique
and extensive collaborative partnerships.These
partnerships, especially the Responsible Relocation
Task Force, co-chaired by the Atlanta Housing Author-
ity and the Annie E. Casey Foundation’s Atlanta Civic
Site, helped guide, support, and augment the revitaliza-
tion. The task force involved a unique collaboration
among the AHA, the Annie E. Casey Foundation’s
Atlanta Civic Site, Enterprise Community Partners,
community-based organizations, and other city
agencies, particularly Atlanta Public Schools.The
taskforce, however, did not include any of the
residents of the McDaniel Glenn public housing devel-
opment.

Relocation from McDaniel Glenn

Based on our follow-up interviews with former
McDaniel Glenn residents, approximately eight out of
ten former residents continued to receive some form
of housing assistance following their relocation.The
vast majority of former residents received a housing
choice voucher that enabled them to search for a
private rental apartment or home of their choice.
Ninety percent of former McDaniel Glenn residents
relocated to a neighborhood within the Atlanta city
limits. About one-third of former McDaniel Glenn
residents who took up residence in an Atlanta neigh-
borhood were relocated to census tracts that were

worse-off than the census tract in which McDaniel
Glenn was located, about one-third were relocated to
neighborhoods that were comparable to McDaniel
Glenn, and about one-third relocated to neighbor-
hoods that were better off than McDaniel Glenn.

The immediate neighborhood context (one-quarter
mile radius around their residence) of former
McDaniel Glenn residents dramatically improved
following their relocation from McDaniel Glenn.
Overall, at their baseline residence, the number of
violent crimes in their new immediate neighborhood
was 69 percent lower for the median former
McDaniel Glenn household than had been the case at
McDaniel Glenn, property crime was 16 percent
lower, the number of food stamp recipients was 51
percent lower, and the number of housing voucher
recipients was 81 percent lower, based on an analysis
of administrative data from several state and local
agencies. All of these percentage reductions in the
immediate neighborhood context of former McDaniel
Glenn residents at baseline were substantially greater
than the overall reduction in these problems citywide
during the same time period. Nearly all former
McDaniel Glenn households we contacted relocated
to residences where the immediate neighborhood
context had lower levels of violent crime and subsi-
dized housing recipients, and substantial majorities
had also located housing where there were fewer
food stamp recipients and lower levels of property
crime within a quarter-mile of their residence.These
improvements in the immediate neighborhood
context continued to hold over time based on the
residences of former McDaniel Glenn residents at
our follow-up interviews. However, households with
children were slightly better off than the overall pool
of former McDaniel Glenn residents at both our
baseline and follow-up interviews.

Satisfaction with the Relocation Experience

More than half (54%) of the former McDaniel Glenn
residents reported being “very satisfied” with the
overall relocation experience and another 36 percent
reported they were “somewhat satisfied” with the
relocation experience. Furthermore, nearly two-thirds
of former McDaniel Glenn residents (63%) who took
advantage of the relocation counseling services
offered by AHA were very satisfied with the counsel-
ing they received and another 30 percent reported
they were somewhat satisfied.

2



� Effects of the Revitalization on
Former Residents of McDaniel Glenn
Overview

Former residents of McDaniel Glenn, at least those
we were able to interview in 2009, appear to be doing
well after their relocation from the public housing
community. Overall, they remain satisfied with their
relocation experience, as well as their current
residence, neighborhoods, and the schools available to
children. Plus, over time former McDaniel Glenn
residents have become more civically engaged in their
neighborhoods. Generally, there is little variation in
these outcomes across different types of former
McDaniel Glenn residents. However, former residents
who moved a few times, whom we refer to as “multi-
ple movers,” often report higher levels of satisfaction
with their current residences and neighborhoods than
those respondents who moved just once since resid-
ing at McDaniel Glenn.They are also more engaged in
their communities in terms of volunteerism and
church attendance. It may be that multiple movers
actively sought to improve their surroundings through
repeated moves and were successful in doing so.

Quality of LifeAssessments

Generally, the former residents of McDaniel Glenn
interviewed in 2009 reported that their lives are
improving. One measure of that improvement is
residents’ overall judgment of their quality of life. In
2006, about half (47%) of the survey respondents
reported that their quality of life was better than it
was when they resided in McDaniel Glenn. By 2009
the proportion of former residents reporting a better
quality of life had risen to 57 percent.

� Effects of the Revitalization on
the Public Schools Near McDaniel
Glenn
School Enrollment

The McDaniel Glenn HOPEVI revitalization has had
the most significant negative effects on the Dunbar
Elementary School where total enrollment declined
by nearly half, dropping from 361 students in school
year 2003-2004, just prior to the revitalization
project, to 191 students in school year 2007-2008
(47% decline).Though enrollment patterns at Dunbar
had been steadily declining prior to the McDaniel
Glenn revitalization (30% decline between 2001 and
2004), the disruptions in residential patterns brought

about by the McDaniel Glenn HOPEVI project
certainly accelerated the enrollment declines at
Dunbar.The effects of the McDaniel Glenn project on
enrollment patterns at the two middle schools
examined is less clear, though there is some evidence
to support the claim these schools were also affected.
At King Middle School, total enrollment in 2008 was
essentially the same as in 2004, though enrollment did
steadily decline from 619 in 2005 to 542 in 2008 (12%
decline). Enrollment at Parks Middle School steadily
declined from 615 in 2004 to 460 in 2008 (25%
decline). However, for both middle schools, their drop
in enrollment was very similar to the enrollment
declines reported for four other middle schools
included in a comparison group. In contrast, Dunbar’s
downward trend in enrollment significantly diverged
from the enrollment trend line reported for its group
of 11 comparison schools.

School Composition and StudentAchievement

The McDaniel Glenn revitalization does not appear to
have dramatically altered the composition of the
public schools examined, based on analysis of the
proportion of students eligible for free or reduced
price lunch.That is, the share of economically disad-
vantaged students in all three schools was comparable
to their rates prior to the revitalization of McDaniel
Glenn. Similarly, there do not appear to be any
dramatic school effects (positive or negative) on
overall student achievement at the three schools
attributable to the McDaniel Glenn revitalization.4

Student achievement at both Dunbar Elementary
School and Parks Middle School dramatically
improved during the study period, particularly during
the years of the McDaniel Glenn revitalization.5

However, as noted in this report, those gains can
largely be attributed to the school reform/school
improvement efforts by Atlanta Public Schools and
the focused educational initiatives supported by
national and local foundations (Annenberg Founda-
tion, Enterprise Community Partners, Annie E. Casey
Foundation).

� Effects of the Revitalization on
the Surrounding Neighborhoods
Crime

Our analysis of crime trends in the areas immediately
surrounding the McDaniel Glenn development yielded
three major findings. First, there was an overall
reduction in both property and violent offenses
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during the immediate pre-relocation periods in the
area around McDaniel Glenn. Second, there was some
intensification of both property and violent crime
during the months of active relocation (between
January and May of 2005 for the first phase and
between February 2006 and August 2006 for the
second phase). Third, and perhaps most notable, post-
relocation trends show promising and persistent
reductions in violent crime and sharp increases in
property crime in the immediate areas around
McDaniel Glenn compared to both earlier levels and
citywide trends.

Local Housing Market

In terms of the local housing market, our findings
indicate that the McDaniel Glenn revitalization
contributed to a substantial rise in single family home
prices in the area immediately surrounding McDaniel
Glenn and to a lesser extent the areas represented by
census tracts contiguous to the McDaniel Glenn tract
and NPUV as a whole, especially between 2003 and
2006.The data also show that when the housing
market crashed due to the foreclosure crisis and the
accompanying economic downturn, that crash in
housing prices was hardest in the McDaniel Glenn
census tract. Though very limited sales data for 2009
suggest the potential for a turnaround in home sales
prices in the McDaniel Glenn tract, it remains to be
seen what effects the broader housing market in the
NPUV neighborhoods, particularly the Mechanicsville
and Pittsburgh neighborhoods that have been devas-
tated by the foreclosure crisis, will have on housing
values in the area immediately surrounding McDaniel
Glenn.

Resident Perceptions of Neighborhood Change

Survey responses from residents of the areas around
McDaniel Glenn in the Mechanicsville and Pittsburgh
neighborhoods were divided on their perceptions of
how the neighborhood has changed over the past
four years; 39 percent reported that the neighbor-
hood had improved, 34 percent noted the neighbor-
hood had declined, and 22 percent noted
neighborhood conditions were about the same. In
addition to general perceptions about their neighbor-
hood and neighborhood change over the past four
years, respondents answered a number of questions
about the effects of the McDaniel Glenn revitalization.
Nearly two-thirds (67%) of the neighborhood respon-
dents reported that “the area around McDaniel Glenn

is nicer since the revitalization.” Half of the respon-
dents (50%) agreed that “the area around McDaniel
Glenn is safer now that the housing project is gone,”
although about one third (36%) disagreed with that
statement. More than half of the respondents (55%)
strongly disagreed with the statement that “the
revitalization has brought new businesses into the
area,” a response also likely related to the effects of
the foreclosure crisis and economic downturn.

Endnotes

1. Atlanta Housing Authority, McDaniel Glenn HOPEVI
Revitalization Grant Program, Submitted to the U.S.
Department of Housing and Urban Development, 16
January 2004, p. 1.

2. In March 2006, HUD approved AHA’s request to demol-
ish the MLKTower and Annex properties and replace them
with newly constructed units as opposed to rehabilitated
units.

3. Ibid., p. 4.

4.The negative effects of the McDaniel Glenn revitalization
on individual student achievement appears to be minimal
based on our survey responses: 41 percent of respondents
with school-aged children reported that their children’s
academic performance improved since moving to their
current neighborhood, 47 percent reported their children’s
academic performance stayed about the same, and only 7
percent reported a decline in their child(ren)’s academic
performance. Note, however, that respondents who moved
three or more times were twice as likely to report a
decline in their child(ren)’s academic performance (12%) as
compared to respondents who only moved once (6%).

5. Note however that gains in test scores have been
questioned in several public schools, including Dunbar
Elementary and Parks Middle School, following an
announcement by state officials that several public schools
statewide were suspected of tampering with student
answers on the state’s standardized tests. About one third
of the schools (58 of 191) suspected of tampering were
Atlanta Public Schools. See HeatherVogell and John Perry,
“SuspiciousTest ScoresWidespread in State,” Atlanta Journal
Constitution, 11 February 2010, available at
http://www.ajc.com/news/suspicious-test-scores-
widespread-296490.html, accessed February 19, 2010.
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Chapter 1
Introduction

In 1989, Congress established the NationalCommission on Severely Distressed Public
Housing in response to rising concerns that an

increasing proportion of the nation’s public housing
stock had become severely distressed. Bruce Katz,
former chief of staff to Secretary of Housing and
Urban Development Henry Cisneros during the
Clinton administration, recounts,“it was a time of
intense urban crisis in the United States that gave rise
to the consensus that the extreme poverty in the
inner cities and large public housing projects was
intolerable.”1 The commission reported that severely
distressed public housing is “not simply a matter of
deteriorating physical conditions, it is more impor-
tantly one of a severely distressed population in need
of services and immediate attention.”2

Researchers, such asWilliam JuliusWilson, wrote of
an “urban underclass” and noted the extensive
detachment from mainstream society evidenced by
the inner city poor who tended to be concentrated in
public housing communities, unemployed, and depend-
ent on public assistance or the underground economy
as a means for survival.3 Paul Jargowsky wrote of the
sharp rise in concentrated poverty in America’s inner
cities between 1980 and 1990, noting the number of

people living in neighborhoods with poverty rates of
40 percent or higher increased by 54 percent and that
nearly half of all poor African American households in
1990 lived in high poverty neighborhoods.4 Katz
notes that in the early 1990s the average income of
public housing residents was about $6,500 and in
many public housing developments “literally no
residents held full-time jobs or actively sought work.”5

The Commission concluded that about 86,000 public
housing units nationwide could be considered
severely distressed and that a new national strategy
would be required to address the wide range of
problems that affected these developments and their
surrounding neighborhoods. In response, Congress
enacted the HOPEVI program (Housing Opportuni-
ties for People Everywhere) in 1992, and provided $5
billion in federal funds to support the revitalization of
distressed public housing developments and accompa-
nying community support services to help the
residents of these projects attain self-sufficiency.6

According to the legislation, the program’s objectives
were as follows:

• To improve the living environment for residents
of severely distressed public housing through the
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demolition, rehabilitation, reconfiguration, or
replacement of obsolete projects (or portions
thereof);

• To revitalize sites on which such public housing
projects are located and contribute to the
improvement of the surrounding neighborhood;

• To provide housing that will avoid or decrease
the concentration of very-low income families;
and

• To build sustainable communities.7

Katz points out that HOPEVI began with a core set of
principles focused on improving public housing

communities and the people who lived there. He
notes, however, that as the program moved to the
implementation phase “new ideas regarding project
design, mixed financing, and asset management trans-
formed a program that initially focused on recon-
struction and resident empowerment into one
reaching for economic integration, deconcentration of
poverty, and neighborhood revitalization.”8

Among the ideas and experiences that influenced the
evolution of the HOPEVI program were the findings
of demonstration projects in a few selected cities
(e.g., Boston, Chicago, St. Louis) that utilized federal
waivers to redevelop public housing sites at lower
densities and for a mix of income groups. For

ource: JHP, McDaniel Glenn Master Plan, 4/27/2009.

Figure 1. McDaniel Glenn Master Plan.

Phase Type of housing
Main

Campus Annex
MLK
Tower

Off-
Site Total

Base (at application) 306 128 154 -- 588

II, III Public housing replacement 100 64 154 -- 318

II, III,VI Low-income housing tax credit 65 64 -- -- 129

II, III, IV,V,VI Market rate 125 -- -- -- 125

I,VII Affordable homeownership 65 -- -- 12 77

I,VII Market rate homeownership 258 -- -- -- 258

TOTAL 613 128 154 12 907

Sources: JHP, McDaniel Glenn Master Plan, 4/27/2009 and Atlanta Housing Authority, McDaniel Glenn HOPE VI Revitalization Grant Program, Submitted
to the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development, 16 January 2004, p. 4.

FIGURE 1-1
McDaniel Glenn Master Plan
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example, research findings from the Gautreaux
program in Chicago (sparked by a court ordered
decree to desegregate Chicago’s public housing)
found that public housing residents who relocated to
low poverty, non-racially impacted neighborhoods in
Chicago and its suburbs fared better on a variety of
outcomes than those who remained in conventional
public housing. Moreover, the growing popularity of
the housing voucher program provided low-income
households with greater choices in securing afford-
able housing.9

An important milestone in the evolution of the
HOPEVI program was the “Atlanta Blueprint,” to
revitalize Techwood-Clark Howell Homes, the nation’s
oldest public housing development, which was
supported with a $42.5 million HOPEVI grant in the
program’s first year (1993). As Renee Glover recalls,
“we rejected the idea of creating a new and improved
version of traditional public housing—a product of
what we viewed as a failed strategy. Instead we set
out to replace isolated public housing projects with
economically integrated, market-quality mixed income
communities that are developed, owned, and managed
by private sector real estate professionals.”10

When the first phase of the revitalizedTechwood-
Clark Howell Homes was opened in summer 1996
(the AHA called the new development Centennial
Place, a nod to the Centennial Olympic Games that
Atlanta hosted that year), it became the nation’s first
mixed-income, mixed finance development that
included publicly assisted housing.11 The AHA also
unveiled at that time its Olympic Legacy Program,
which was its effort to bring to scale the mixed-
income revitalization model for conventional public
housing. The AHA was able to build on the momen-
tum from the Centennial Place revitalization to lever-
age additional local investments to support the
revitalization of three additional conventional public
housing developments (East Lake Meadows, John
Hope Homes, and John Eagan Homes) into mixed-
income communities. AHA slated all three of those
developments for renovation through HUD public
housing modernization funds but AHA was able to
have the law amended to permit modernization funds
to support mixed-income redevelopment.12 Overall,
ten family public housing projects were included in
the AHA’s Olympic Legacy Program, with seven,
including McDaniel Glenn, receiving assistance
through the HOPEVI program.13

In July 2004, the Atlanta Housing Authority received a
$20 million federal HOPEVI grant to assist in the
revitalization of the McDaniel Glenn public housing
development, which at the time represented AHA’s
sixth HOPEVI grant.14 The McDaniel Glenn develop-
ment, located in Atlanta’s Mechanicsville neighbor-
hood, was comprised of 588 housing units in three
locations: the main campus (306 units), the Martin
Luther King, Jr.,Tower (154 units), and the Annex (128
units). According to the AHA at the time of its appli-
cation for federal assistance, the McDaniel Glenn
physical plant was “poorly designed and obsolete,” the
development had the highest crime rate of any AHA
property, and the nearby elementary school (Dunbar)
was “the worst performing elementary school in the
city of Atlanta.”15

The revitalization plan called for the demolition of all
of McDaniel Glenn, the rehabilitation of the MLK
Tower, and the rehabilitation of the Annex properties.
The new mixed-income development, which would
also include enhanced educational and recreational
opportunities, would offer 907 housing units across a
broad range of types: 318 public housing replacement
rental units (35%), 129 rental units supported with
the Low Income HousingTax Credit (14%), 125 units
of market rental housing (14%), 67 affordable
homeownership units (7%), and 268 market rate
homeownership units (30%). In addition, AHA
requested 434 Housing ChoiceVouchers to support
the relocation of McDaniel Glenn families and to
ensure that sufficient replacement housing was avail-
able for affected families.16

In addition to housing, the McDaniel Glenn Master
Plan (Figure 1-1) calls for significant neighborhood site
improvements and several new or rehabilitated
community facilities. These include a new 10,000
square foot community center, the reconstruction of
Rosa Burney Park, a newly renovated/constructed
Dunbar Community Center, a newly constructed
Dunbar Elementary School, and a new branch library.
The AHA, city of Atlanta, Atlanta Public Schools, the
Arthur M. Blank Family Foundation, and the Butler
StreetYMCA committed more than $12 million to
support these improvements to neighborhood and
community facilities. Additional private investment
anticipated in support of the McDaniel Glenn revital-
ization included the development of a new
retail/commercial center that would feature a grocery
store, among other amenities. Overall, AHA antici-
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pated that the McDaniel Glenn HOPEVI revitalization
would leverage an additional $109 million in private
funds to support this mixed-use, mixed-income devel-
opment.

The development partner for the McDaniel Glenn
revitalization is a collaborative led by Columbia
Residential, LLC, a development firm with previous
experience with HOPEVI revitalizations and related
affordable housing developments. Other partners on
the development team include RHA/Housing, Inc. (tax
credit development), Hedgewood Properties, Inc.
(local developer of single-family homes), and
SUMMECH Community Development Corporation
(neighborhood-based CDC operating in the Mechan-
icsville area).

In addition, the McDaniel Glenn revitalization includes
a comprehensive array of human services to assist
McDaniel Glenn residents in relocation, in attaining
self-sufficiency, and in transitioning out of public
housing.The AHA has established a number of author-
ity-wide programs to assist in these efforts, including
programs related to education, workforce develop-
ment, youth development, early childhood develop-
ment, and quality of life. In addition, the McDaniel
Glenn revitalization featured a new strategic case
management approach and a commitment to a
responsible relocation strategy, each designed to
include a broad range of community partners to
provide a comprehensive and integrated set of
services to assist McDaniel Glenn households
throughout the revitalization process and during their
move toward self-sufficiency.

As noted above, at about the same time that the AHA
was gearing up for the McDaniel Glenn HOPEVI
revitalization, the AHA was also launching a more
ambitious and comprehensive effort to transform
public housing in the city of Atlanta.The legal and
regulatory framework for that effort was made possi-
ble through Atlanta’s participation in HUD’s Moving
toWork (MTW) program, which began in July 2003.
Moving toWork was a federal demonstration
program created in 1996 that allowed HUD to grant
exemptions from existing public housing rules and
increased flexibility in the use of federal housing funds
to a small group of selected Public Housing Authori-
ties “to design and test innovative, locally-designed
housing and self-sufficiency strategies for low-income
families.” The three primary goals of the MTW

demonstration are to develop effective local strate-
gies that:

• Reduce cost and achieve greater costs effective-
ness in Federal expenditures;

• Give incentives to families with children where
the head of household is working, is seeking
work, or is preparing for work by participating in
job training, educational programs, or programs
that assist people to obtain employment and
become economically self-sufficient; and

• Increase housing choices for low-income
families.17

In September 2003, HUD approved AHA’s MTW
agreement. An amended agreement was approved by
HUD in November 2008 and further amendments
were approved in January 2009.The MTW agreement
currently runs through June 30, 2018. In 2004, AHA
prepared and submitted to HUD its first Business
Plan (known as CATALYST) under the MTW agree-
ment. Subsequent MTW annual reports detail AHA’s
priority projects, activities, and initiatives for each
fiscal year and also report on the accomplishments of
MTW activities to date. AHA’s three primary goals
under CATALYST are:

1. Developing quality living environments in mixed-
income communities;

2. Enhancing AHA’s economic viability and sustain-
ability; and

3. Increasing self-sufficiency, financial independence
and successful outcomes for families by leverag-
ing AHA’s human development and support
services investments.18

Among the key initiatives outlined in CATALYST were
a number of policy changes in AHA’s leasing standards
and practices, most of which took effect October 1,
2004.These policy changes would affect McDaniel
Glenn households as they would any other household
living in an AHA-assisted housing unit. These included:
(1) a work/program participation requirement that
mandates that one non-disabled adult household
member be employed for at least 30 hours per week
and all other non-elderly, non-disabled adult house-
hold members maintain work or participation in a
combination of school, job training and/or part-time
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employment as a condition for receiving and maintain-
ing AHA-assisted housing; (2) an increase from $25 to
$125 in AHA’s minimum rent under its Public Housing
and Housing ChoiceVoucher programs; and (3)
tighter rules on the screening of applicants and
residents.19

In addition, through AHA’s MTW agreement and the
flexibility provided to AHA through its MTW single
fund authority (AHA is permitted to combine its
federally-provided operating capital, and tenant-based
assistance funds into a single, agency-administered
fund to support MTW activities), the AHA has been
able to design its own self-sufficiency programs and
develop a continuum of assistance to tenants extend-
ing from pre-relocation, to relocation, to post-reloca-
tion. As will be detailed in our evaluation of the
McDaniel Glenn HOPEVI revitalization, the design
and development of AHA’s self-sufficiency and
community support services drew extensively on
AHA’s prior experience with public housing transfor-
mation, and in particular the McDaniel Glenn experi-
ence.

In 2007 the AHA announced that it would demolish a
dozen obsolete public housing developments (10
family communities and two serving the elderly) and
replace those units with new mixed-income develop-
ments. Current residents would be given the oppor-
tunity to qualify for a housing choice voucher and
seek an apartment (or home) in the private rental
market.This initiative, known as the Quality of Life
Initiative (QLI), would complete AHA’s transformation
of its conventional family public housing develop-
ments. When Phase II of the QLI relocation is
completed in 2010, AHA will no longer own or
operate any large family public housing developments.

� Evaluation of the McDaniel Glenn
HOPEVI Revitalization
The Atlanta Housing Authority selected Emory
University’s Office of University-Community Partner-
ships to conduct the evaluation of the McDaniel
Glenn HOPEVI revitalization. The OUCP is Emory
University’s primary entity for coordinating the
university’s community-engaged scholarship, learning,
and service activities. In addition to its Community
Building and Social Change Fellows Program, which
partners with a wide variety of Atlanta-area commu-
nity, nonprofit, and government agencies to foster a
more collaborative approach to addressing important

public issues, the OUCP has conducted a number of
research studies that have examined the impacts of
HOPEVI and related public housing revitalizations, the
federal Empowerment Zone initiative, gentrification
and neighborhood change, prisoner reentry, school
readiness and early child learning, theWeed and Seed
initiative, and related efforts to promote community
building and neighborhood revitalization.

The evaluation plan for the McDaniel Glenn HOPEVI
revitalization called for a baseline and final report that
examines the revitalization process and its effects on
the former residents of McDaniel Glenn, local schools,
and the surrounding neighborhood.We used a variety
of data sources throughout the evaluation, including
AHA’s McDaniel Glenn HOPEVI application and
quarterly reports, AHA administrative data, census
and related neighborhood data, interviews with key
community stakeholders in the McDaniel Glenn
revitalization, face-to-face surveys with former
residents of McDaniel Glenn and and with residents
in the Mechanicsville and Pittsburgh neighborhoods.

ChapterTwo of this report assesses the McDaniel
Glenn revitalization process, providing an overview of
the planning and relocation phases of the project. In
ChapterThree we examine the effects of the
McDaniel Glenn revitalization on the original
residents of McDaniel Glenn. Chapter Four discusses
the effects of the revitalization on the public schools
and in Chapter Five we assess the effects of the
McDaniel Glenn revitalization on crime and the
housing market in the neighborhoods immediately
surrounding the site of McDaniel Glenn. In Chapter
Six we provide a summary assessment of the
McDaniel Glenn revitalization.
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Oneof the requirements of the HOPEVI
program is that public housing authorities
create partnerships with other public

agencies, nonprofit organizations, and private
businesses to leverage the support and resources
needed to carry out the public housing transforma-
tion. Still, the McDaniel Glenn HOPEVI revitalization
is unique among HOPEVI revitalizations in the level of
interest and support it has garnered from external
stakeholders and, in particular, several national
foundations. Since the late 1990s, the McDaniel
Glenn community and Mechanicsville, more broadly,
have attracted a level of attention and sustained effort
from a variety of collaborators that is unprecedented
in Atlanta.The level of interest and the scope of the
collaborative partnerships created in support of the
revitalization significantly enhanced the scope and
quality of the McDaniel Glenn revitalization project,
both from a physical development and a human capital
perspective.

The relocation of former McDaniel Glenn residents is
particularly noteworthy among the Atlanta Housing
Authority’s (AHA) public housing revitalizations to
date. A Responsible RelocationTask Force, which
involved a broad and comprehensive collaboration

among the AHA, the Annie E. Casey Foundation’s
Atlanta Civic site, Enterprise Community Partners,
community-based organizations, and other city
agencies, particularly Atlanta Public Schools, guided
the relocation of former residents of McDaniel Glenn.

� Setting the Stage for Revitalization:
Mechanicsville and McDaniel Glenn
before the HOPEVI Revitalization
By all accounts, the McDaniel Glenn public housing
community was ripe for revitalization. Situated on 41
acres south of downtownAtlanta in the Mechan-
icsville neighborhood, McDaniel Glenn represented all
that seemed wrong with conventional public housing
communities in America’s urban centers. Originally
constructed in 1968 as replacement housing for
families relocated as a result of interstate highway and
urban renewal activities, many of McDaniel Glenn’s
low-rise brick structures had fallen into serious disre-
pair. According to the AHA’s HOPEVI application,
McDaniel Glenn’s “design exemplifies the ‘brutalist’
style with flat roofs and minimal architectural detailing
on the exterior.The buildings lack basic living ameni-
ties such as central air-conditioning, showers,
functional kitchens, adequate storage and energy
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efficient systems that are commonplace in today’s
market.”1

Although the buildings on the main campus of
McDaniel Glenn received a modernization effort in
the mid 1990s to address water infiltration problems
by replacing roofs, these roofs were in poor condition

and in need of replacement at the time of AHA’s
HOPEVI application. There were many signs of water
damage and related problems (mold, pest infestation),
a wide range of code violations, and generally substan-
dard conditions at McDaniel Glenn. In addition, there
were numerous site deficiencies (inadequate drainage,
limited parking, physical and social isolation from the

TABLE 2-1
Selected Characteristics of Mechanicsville, Pittsburgh, and City ofAtlanta, 1980-2000

Mechanicsville Pittsburgh City ofAtlanta

Population

1980 4,896 4,324 425,022

1990 3,899 3,624 394,017

2000 3,358 3,286 416,474

Percentage Black

1980 99 96 67

1990 97 98 67

2000 94 96 61

Percentage high school graduate

1980 23 29 60

1990 38 42 70

2000 45 55 77

Percentage of persons below poverty

1980 63 48 28

1990 68 43 27

2000 63 40 24

Percentage unemployed

1980 16 5 8

1990 21 15 9

2000 12 9 9

Percentage home ownership

1980 6 33 38

1990 10 35 43

2000 13 33 44

Median value of owner-occupied housing

1980 $20,968 $21,135 $53,341

1990 $28,600 $29,800 $69,900

2000 $73,792 $45,707 $130,600

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, Decennial Census of Population and Housing, various years.



adjacent neighborhood) that contributed to the poor
quality of life in McDaniel Glenn and the immediately
surrounding neighborhood. According to the
McDaniel Glenn HOPEVI application, the AHA
estimated a complete renovation of the McDaniel
Glenn Main Campus would constitute more than 90
percent of the cost to build new replacement units.
Furthermore, renovation alone would not achieve any
of the objectives related to poverty deconcentration
or greater integration of McDaniel Glenn residents
with the surrounding neighborhood.2

In addition to the physical deficiencies of McDaniel
Glenn, the public housing community was ridden with
drugs, violent crime, and severe poverty. McDaniel
Glenn and the surrounding Mechanicsville neighbor-
hood had become one of the most dangerous places
to live in Atlanta. Indeed, based on an analysis of a
broad range of housing and demographic indicators
derived from the decennial census, Mechanicsville
ranked last among the city’s 137 neighborhood areas
in both 1990 and 2000 based on a composite index of
19 indicators.3 Table 2-1 shows that in 1990 the
poverty and unemployment rates in Mechanicsville
were more than twice the citywide rate, and other
measures of neighborhood well-being (e.g., educa-
tional attainment, home ownership, and housing
values) were well below the rates for the city of
Atlanta. Though the table shows some improvement
in these indicators between 1990 and 2000, Mechan-
icsville still continued to rank at the bottom of the list
of Atlanta neighborhoods in 2000.

Serious conversations about revitalizing the Mechan-
icsville community began in the early 1990s as the city
prepared to host the 1996 Centennial Olympic
Games. At that time, city leaders identified Mechan-
icsville as one of fifteen Olympic ring neighborhoods
targeted for infrastructure upgrades. The neighbor-
hood received additional lighting, landscaping, and
cosmetic work, primarily along Ralph David Abernathy
Boulevard, but not much else.

Also in advance of the Olympics, in 1994, leaders from
Mechanicsville and the city of Atlanta crafted a master
development plan, intended to guide the revitalization
of the entire neighborhood. The City Council
approved the Mechanicsville Community Redevelop-
ment Plan in 1996. Neighborhood residents were
hopeful that revitalization of Mechanicsville and
McDaniel Glenn would begin once the Olympics

concluded. However, local leaders, politicians, and
private interests failed to commit the resources
necessary to actually implement the plan. Conse-
quently, investment in the neighborhood stalled
during the late 1990s. Thinking back to this time, one
neighborhood leader we interviewed as part of our
evaluation said that the community and its indigenous
organizations did not do enough to plan for the
changes that were bound to occur in Mechanicsville.
According to this respondent, neighborhood leaders
“were not smart enough to know when we started a
development plan in 1994 that we needed to get
ready.” The respondent added that the neighborhood
leadership should have done more “to protect what
we needed to protect such as senior citizens, disabled
residents, the children, and neighborhood assets like
Dunbar Elementary School.”

In addition to the investments in Mechanicsville’s
physical infrastructure, there were significant invest-
ments made in the community’s civic infrastructure
and human capital. In 2001 the Annenberg Foundation
provided a five-year, $12.5 million grant to launch the
Mechanicsville Community Learning Collaborative.
The MCLC project, undertaken with support and
direction from Enterprise Community Partners (then
the Enterprise Foundation), had three primary goals:
(1) strengthen the public schools (primarily Dunbar)
to improve student achievement; (2) build community
capacity by strengthening the social and civic infra-
structure of the community; and (3) support the
physical revitalization of the neighborhood. 4

At about the same time as the start of the MCLC
initiative, the Annie E. Casey Foundation was beginning
its work in the neighborhoods of NPUV as part of its
Atlanta Civic Site, one of three cities in the U.S.
where the Casey Foundation has made a long-term
commitment to vulnerable children and their families.
Casey selected NPUV as its area of focus due largely
to the concentration of at-risk children in the six
neighborhoods of NPUV. Casey’s work in the NPUV
neighborhoods is centered around a comprehensive
community building strategy that includes three
primary components: 1) education achievement,
extending from early child learning through college; 2)
family economic success, by improving pathways to
employment and increased opportunities for wealth
creation; and 3) neighborhood transformation
through enhanced social capital and civic infrastruc-
ture, increased availability of affordable housing, and
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greater access to jobs and economic development.

While residents were encouraged by the renewed
interest in their neglected neighborhood, some
acknowledged that Mechanicsville would not improve
until the housing authority redeveloped the deterio-
rating public housing complex in the heart of the
community. Neighborhood leaders had been petition-
ing the housing authority to address the worsening
conditions at McDaniel Glenn. Several neighborhood
leaders were disappointed that the AHA did not begin
its efforts at McDaniel Glenn years earlier, when
other stakeholders in Mechanicsville started working
to improve the community. In one leader’s estimation,
the AHA was at least eight years behind the rest of
the community. However, from the AHA’s perspec-
tive, McDaniel Glenn was just one of several public
housing communities on the long list of potential
HOPEVI applicants.

� Planning for the Redevelopment
Effort:The HOPEVIApplication
Our interviews with key community stakeholders
provided insight into why the AHA targeted McDaniel
Glenn as its next family housing development for
revitalization in 2003. While some contended that the
development was simply next in line, others argued
that the decision to apply for a HOPEVI grant for
McDaniel Glenn was strategic (seeTable 2-2 for a
brief overview of the chronology of the McDaniel
Glenn revitalization). In the years following the
Olympics, NPUV caught the attention of numerous
foundations and organizations—the Annie E. Casey
Foundation, Enterprise Community Partners, the
Annenberg Foundation, and the Department of
Justice, in particular—whose missions are to promote
the revitalization of distressed urban communities
using a community building paradigm.That approach
acknowledges the importance of broad, inclusive
participation and a comprehensive approach to
revitalization that combines people-based and place-
based strategies. While these outside funders consid-
ered a number of neighborhoods within NPUV,
Mechanicsville stood out despite its rundown physical
condition because it had a fairly dense network of
community organizations. Funders believed this
network could provide the civic infrastructure neces-
sary for their projects to succeed. External stake-
holders combined with indigenous organizations such
as the Center for BlackWomen’sWellness, Ropheka
Rock of theWorld Ministries, and SUMMECH, to

make Mechanicsville one of the most resource-rich
low-income communities in Atlanta.

By the time the AHA was considering its next public
housing community to transform through a HOPEVI
revitalization project, Mechanicsville had become an
incubator for numerous comprehensive community
initiatives, many of which directly targeted McDaniel
Glenn residents. As AHA noted in its HOPEVI appli-
cation for McDaniel Glenn,“the seeds of revitalization
have begun to sprout in Mechanicsville” and “the final
‘piece to the puzzle’ is McDaniel Glenn, which will
serve as the catalyst for the final transformation of
the neighborhood.”5

As noted in the introduction, an overarching goal of
the HOPEVI program was to deconcentrate poverty.
Most of the stakeholders interviewed for this report
said that they supported applying the poverty decon-
centration strategy to the McDaniel Glenn commu-
nity. The organizations working in and around
Mechanicsville generally accepted and agreed that the
neighborhood needed to be changed. As one stake-
holder noted, if there was no support for the general
mission of poverty deconcentration, then the AHA
would have had an extremely difficult time applying
for the McDaniel Glenn HOPEVI grant in the first
place.

During the application planning process, the AHA held
several meetings with neighborhood residents and
community stakeholders to discuss various aspects of
the revitalization plan for McDaniel Glenn, including
the relocation options that would be available to
McDaniel Glenn residents and the likely impact of the
revitalization on the surrounding neighborhood. In
addition, AHA officials met with a wide range of
community groups, nonprofit organizations, local
government agencies, and private and philanthropic
organizations to solicit their support and participation
in the revitalization of McDaniel Glenn and Mechan-
icsville. This included AHA’s participation in a planning
process supported by the Enterprise Foundation to
update the Mechanicsville Community Redevelop-
ment Plan.

In general, AHA officials believe that the revitalization
plan for McDaniel Glenn incorporated many of the
resident comments raised during these meetings,
including features such as community supportive
retail, safe and attractive outdoor play space for young
children, additional recreational facilities, a community

14



Year McDaniel Glenn NPUV Neighborhoods Atlanta HousingAuthority

1993

- The Atlanta Project, launched in
1991, seeks to empower residents
to solve important neighborhood
problems. Mechanicsville is split
between two clusters, each organ-
ized around a high school

- Summerhill Urban Redevelop-
ment Plan adopted by city of
Atlanta

- AHA designated by HUD as a
“troubled agency”

- HOPEVI grant forTechwood
Homes-Clark Howell Homes

1994
City of Atlanta designated as a
federal Empowerment Zone that
includes NPUV neighborhoods

Renee Glover assumes AHA
leadership

1995
McDaniel Glenn Main Campus
modernization begins

- Consortium of public and
nonprofit organizations work
together to construct 20 new
single-family homes on Pryor
Street, the first new homes built in
Mechanicsville in more than 30
years

- Mechanicsville Community
Redevelopment Plan adopted by
city of Atlanta

1996
McDaniel Glenn annex renova-
tion—roofs replaced

- Centennial Olympic Games held;
New Olympic Stadium in Summer-
hill neighborhood

- HUD awards $5.6 million grant
for construction ofWare Estates in
Mechanicsville

- Peoplestown Community
Redevelopment Plan adopted by
city of Atlanta

- Center for BlackWomen’s
Wellness, a nonprofit health
advocacy and self-help agency for
black women and their families,
incorporated

-HOPEVI grant for Perry Homes

-AHA launches Olympic Legacy
Program

1997
McDaniel Glenn Main Campus
modernization ends

Mechanicsville designated a federal
Weed and Seed site to combat
crime and promote neighborhood
revitalization

1998
Rosa Burney renovation completed
(6 scattered site apartment build-
ings, 54 units) in Mechanicsville

-HOPEVI grant for Carver
Homes
-AHA removed from HUD’s list
of “troubled agencies”
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Year McDaniel Glenn NPU V Neighborhoods Atlanta HousingAuthority

1999

- Pittsburgh Civic Improvement
Association (PCIA) Founded

-Ware Estates constructed in
Mechanicsville (69 unit townhome
community)

-HOPEVI grant for Harris Homes

-AHA elevated to “high perform-
ing” on HUD list of public housing
authorities

2000

Annenberg Foundation awards a
five-year, $12.1 million grant to
Enterprise Foundation for the
Mechanicsville Community Learning
Collaborative to create sustainable
education reforms, build commu-
nity capacity, and foster neighbor-
hood revitalization in Mechanicsville

2001

-Casey Foundation begins Atlanta
Civic Site

-Pittsburgh Community Redevelop-
ment Plan adopted by city of
Atlanta

HOPEVI grant for Capitol Homes

2002

-Mechanicsville has more than 300
vacant lots, more than any other
neighborhood in the city, a conse-
quence of the large number of
demolitions over the past decade
to remove dilapidated homes

-Pittsburgh residents mobilize to
identify the “Terrible 24,” a list of
the neighborhood’s worst proper-
ties

2003
McDaniel Glenn Annex renova-
tion—upgrade interiors and
finishes, install HVAC

Relocation phase begins for Pitts-
burgh Civic League Apartments, a
120-unit Sec. 8 development,
located five blocks south of the
McDaniel Glenn site

-MovingToWork Agreement signed

-AHA begins Project Based Rental
Assistance Program targeted to
families at or below 60%AMI

2004
-HOPEVI grant for McDaniel Glenn
-Phase I relocation begins

Mechanicsville Community
Redevelopment Plan updated

CATALYST launched

2005
McDaniel Glenn revitalization
construction begins

-Summerhill and Peoplestown
community redevelopment plans
updated

-Casey Foundation’s Center for
Working Families launched and is
housed at the Dunbar Community
Center

HOPEVI grant for Grady Homes
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Year McDaniel Glenn NPU V Neighborhoods Atlanta HousingAuthority

2006
Phase II relocation begins

-Casey’s Atlanta Civic Site engages
residents in master planning process for
improvement of Rosa Burney Park

-Casey Foundation purchases 31 acres
along University Avenue with the goal
of creating a mixed-income, mixed-use
development

2007

-Decision made to delay the
owner-occupied phase of
McDaniel Glenn due to
housing market conditions

-Phase 2 (Mechanicsville
Apartments, 174 units ) and
Phase 3 (Columbia Senior
Residences at Mechanicsville,
154 units) open in December

-Nearly 700 residential properties in
NPUV receive foreclosure notices
during the year, more than double the
number filed in 2004, fueled in part by
predatory lending, mortgage fraud, and
intense investor speculation

-Dirty Truth Campaign launched by
NPUV residents and activists to
advocate for responses to property
abandonment, blight, and residential
displacement

Quality of Life Initiative—Phase I
begins involving 5 AHA properties—
Englewood Manor, Jonesboro North,
Jonesboro South, LeilaValley, and U-
RescueVilla

2008
Phase 5 (Mechanicsville
Station, 164 units) opens in
December

University Avenue Study Circles
launched by Casey Foundation to seek
neighborhood input on crafting a vision
for the development site

Quality of Life Initiative—Phase II
begins involving 7 AHA properties

2009
Phase 4 (Mechanicsville Cross-
ing, 164 units) opens in June

-Dunbar Elementary School undergoes
major renovation; new Early Learning
Resource Center will be attached to
the school and open in 2010

-Rosa Burney Park undergoes major
renovation

-Sustainable Neighborhood Develop-
ment Strategies, Inc. launched with the
support of the Casey Foundation to
stabilize the housing market in Atlanta’s
Pittsburgh neighborhood and to
increase economic development invest-
ments in NPUV neighborhoods in a
way that ensures that current neighbor-
hood residents benefit from those
investments

-Dirty Truth Campaign incorporates as
303 Community Coalition, Inc., and
continues to advocate for local
responses to blight and vacant proper-
ties; resident-driven inventory in NPUV
finds 1,300 vacant or abandoned
properties, about 42% of all properties
in NPUV

When Phase II of the QLI relocation
is completed (February 2010),AHA
will no longer own or operate any
large family public housing develop-
ments
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room, a new state-of-the-art early childhood develop-
ment center, improved safety and security through
new streets, sidewalks, and lighting, and greater
connectivity among the elements of the McDaniel
Glenn revitalization and the surrounding neighbor-
hood.6

Many of the non-AHA officials whom we interviewed
as part of our evaluation agreed with this general
assessment. For example, the head of one local
organization said that the AHA “went beyond the call
of duty to make sure that everyone expressed their
input.” Another community leader said that the AHA
contacted her several times throughout the grant
application process because the housing authority
knew that she was an important community leader.

On the other hand, several other leaders of indige-
nous organizations in Mechanicsville said that they
wanted to be more involved in the community
planning process that led to submitting a HOPEVI
application. One leader of a human services organiza-
tion in Mechanicsville stated that “the community was
apprised of the HOPEVI application only once it was
determined by the higher ups that that’s what was
going to happen.” Another stakeholder who works at
a city agency noted that while people agree that large
concentrations of poverty are not healthy for families
or for a city, it was the AHA’s job to move forward
with the HOPEVI effort. As a result, stakeholders
aside from the housing authority and the developer
were not heavily involved in planning the details of the
revitalization. Another stakeholder claimed that
McDaniel Glenn residents did not have much of a say
in deciding whether the AHA applied for a HOPEVI
grant. According to this key informant,“the AHA has
a tried formula for executing HOPEVI grants, and
they realize that there will be some resistance from
neighborhood groups and residents.”

In one stakeholder’s words, the McDaniel Glenn
HOPEVI project is underway because “the stars
aligned, not accidentally, but more so on purpose.”
The fact that so many private partners were working
in Mechanicsville accelerated and brought attention to
McDaniel Glenn as a potential HOPEVI site.
Although, the same stakeholder also noted,“It was a
fight. The AHA had a lot of projects on its plate.”
Another stakeholder said that the Enterprise and
Casey Foundations worked hard to inject themselves
into planning for the McDaniel Glenn HOPEVI appli-

cation. For the housing authority, the national
foundations and Atlanta-based organizations repre-
sented potential partners whose resources would be
leverage to secure HOPEVI funding in the highly
competitive federal funding process. The final
McDaniel Glenn HOPEVI application, which AHA
submitted to HUD in 2003, listed 14 community
partners who together pledged more than $11 million
in social services over the life of the HOPEVI grant.
Additionally, Enterprise Community Partners offered
to match HUD’s HOPEVI dollars with a $60 million
commitment to the McDaniel Glenn project.

Aside from the HOPEVI program, in 2004, the Enter-
prise Foundation took the lead and provided funding
to revise the redevelopment plan for Mechanicsville,
which was initially written in 1994. The revised
Mechanicsville Community Redevelopment Plan incor-
porates the McDaniel Glenn HOPEVI revitalization
and provides a vision for improved urban planning in
Mechanicsville.7
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� The HOPEVI Process:
The RedevelopmentTeam
Like most other HOPEVI revitalization efforts,
partner and stakeholder involvement tended to
coalesce around two primary tasks, namely relocation
and redevelopment.To spearhead the redevelopment
effort, the Atlanta Housing Authority competitively
contracted with McDaniel Glenn Revitalization LLC, a
collaboration of “four highly-experienced, nationally-
recognized, award winning private developers with a
longstanding commitment to affordable housing and
community development.”8 The developers included
Columbia Residential, a for-profit affordable housing
developer that had worked with the AHA on several
previous public housing revitalizations (Villages of East
Lake,Villages at Carver, andWest Highlands). As
master developer, Columbia Residential partnered
with other organizations and companies to work on
discrete components of the redevelopment project.
Hedgewood Properties, a private developer that has
constructed single-family communities throughout
metropolitan Atlanta, signed on to build private-
market single-family homes adjacent to the new
community. SUMMECH Community Development
Corporation, based in the NPUV neighborhoods of
Summerhill and Mechanicsville, planned to develop a
plot of land owned by the CDC, but connected to the
larger revitalized McDaniel Glenn community. Finally,
Resource Housing of Atlanta (RHA), a non-profit
long-term care housing provider, will assist with the
senior housing elements of the revitalization. The
responsibilities of the partnership team included
management of the overall revitalization project,
including development administration, finance and
funding, design and planning, construction, property
management, support and community services,
marketing, leasing, and sales.9

For management of the retail component of the
project, AHA selected the Sembler Company, a
nationally recognized commercial developer with 37
years of experience in managing profitable neighbor-
hood retail centers featuring tenants such as Publix,
Target, Home Depot, and Eckerd Drugs. According to
the McDaniel Glenn HOPEVI application, the
proposed retail component for McDaniel Glenn “will
allow for anchor tenants and small box tenants as well
as local retailers and restaurants, featuring a variety of
architecture to suit the diverse tenant mix and
complement the Mechanicsville neighborhood’s unique
history.”10

� The HOPEVI Process:
Human Services and Responsible
Relocation
The HOPEVI revitalization strategy involves more
than the physical redevelopment of severely
distressed public housing. As Susan Popkin has noted,
the primary goals of the HOPEVI program are also to
“improve the living conditions for residents living in
severely distressed public housing” and to “provide
housing that will avoid or decrease the concentration
of very poor families.”11 While federal law requires
residents displaced as a result of a federally-funded
project to be provided with a “comparable unit” and
moving expenses, many public housing authorities
have gone beyond these minimum requirements to
provide a wider range of relocation services to
affected residents. These include not only assistance
in finding a replacement unit, typically a private unit
secured through the use of a housing choice voucher
or another public housing unit, and moving expenses
to relocate, but also a range of housing search
services and in many instances a variety of support
services to help families move to self-sufficiency.

The HOPEVI strategy recognizes that simply moving
families out of a distressed public housing community
is not sufficient to ensure that families attain
economic self-sufficiency, particularly given the very
low incomes of most public housing residents.
Successful transitions to self-sufficiency would require
on-going community and support services to enable
former public housing residents to secure employ-
ment and connect to the opportunities provided by
mainstream society.

At the time of its McDaniel Glenn application, the
AHA had participated in 11 public housing transfor-
mations, six of which relied on HOPEVI funding,
involving the relocation of more than 3,000 families.
Through that experience, the AHA learned a number
of important lessons that helped to shape the basic
principles guiding its approach to relocation and its
Community and Supportive Services Program. These
include: (1) all families affected by the revitalization
must be served and benefitted by Community and
Supportive Services Programs, especially during the
relocation period; (2) families who have lived in
concentrated poverty must have comprehensive and
hands-on support to connect them to mainstream
society and new opportunities; and (3) the Commu-
nity and Supportive Services must be outcome driven
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with the expectation of success for all families.12

These principles have been embodied in AHA’s
comprehensive case management approach, the
Human Services Delivery Strategy (HSDS), which
“allows AHA to stay in touch with families, keep
families connected to education and training
programs, and provides quality of life and other
supportive services in an effort to restore this broken
social contract.Whether families choose to return to
the revitalized community or not, AHA’s HSDS is a
vehicle to help re-weave them back into the fabric of
the broader community.”13 As part of this comprehen-
sive human services strategy, AHA has developed
several signature programs to address priority needs
of AHA residents related to education, work force
development, youth development, early childhood
development, and quality of life. A network of human
service providers manages these programs.

According to HOPEVI requirements, the AHA had to
include a supportive services component to ensure
that residents would be successfully integrated into
their new communities and move towards economic
self-sufficiency. The AHA allocated $2 million in
HOPEVI funds to seed the supportive services
component of the McDaniel Glenn revitalization and
anticipated additional funding in the range of $17 to
$20 million from a wide range of partners for
community and supportive services.14

The AHA and its development partner, Columbia
Residential, hired PeachtreeWorks (formerly known
as 360 Housing), a locally based human services
provider. Before the McDaniel Glenn project,
PeachtreeWorks served as the case management
provider for Columbia Estates atWest Highland, also
as part of Columbia Residential’s development team.
PeachtreeWorks is responsible for conducting social
service assessments of McDaniel Glenn households,
staying in contact with relocated residents throughout
the life of the grant, referring residents to social
services, job training, and other community services
as necessary, and ensuring that they remain complaint
with the AHA’s rules and regulations.

The Responsible RelocationTaskforce

Unlike the physical redevelopment, which is overseen
by an AHA project manager but otherwise contracted
out, the relocation of McDaniel Glenn residents was
primarily handled internally. The housing authority
has a department devoted to overseeing residents’

moves and transition to their new homes. The
relocation department is responsible for sending out
relocation notices, providing logistical information and
support to residents, assisting residents with their
housing search, and facilitating the move.

At the time of its submission of the McDaniel Glenn
HOPEVI grant application, the Atlanta Housing
Authority had completed six HOPEVI revitalizations,
among the most in the country. Yet despite AHA’s
national reputation for public housing transformation
and the creation of mixed-income communities, some
local groups criticized the agency for its relocation
practices. For the housing authority, McDaniel Glenn
marked the start of a new relocation strategy, which
leveraged additional external resources and encour-
aged increased community input. The Annie E. Casey
Foundation, together with the AHA’s relocation
department and other partners, created the Respon-
sible RelocationTaskforce (RRT) to guide the
McDaniel Glenn relocation process.

The origins of responsible relocation in Atlanta can
be traced to the Annie E. Casey Foundation’s Atlanta
Civic Site, which partnered with the Pittsburgh Civic
Improvement League in 2005 to manage the resident
relocation for the Pittsburgh Civic League Apartments
(PCLA), a 103-unit Section 8 subsidized apartment
complex about a half-mile away from the McDaniel
Glenn development.The origination of the practice of
“responsible relocation” can be traced to Baltimore,
headquarters of the Annie E. Casey Foundation.There,
as part of the Casey Foundation’s support for the
neighborhood residents in an 88-acre redevelopment
effort that Johns Hopkins University led in East Balti-
more, responsible relocation principles were utilized
to minimize the negative impacts of relocation on the
original residents.15 In terms of services to residents,
housing payments, and community input, the responsi-
ble relocation model goes beyond what is required by
the federal Uniform Relocation Assistance and Real
Property Acquisition Policies Act of 1970 (URA).

The three major goals for responsible relocation
adopted by the Atlanta Civic Site included:“(1) no
family that is ineligible for a housing subsidy will
become homeless; (2) families who choose to remain
or return to the neighborhood can do so; and (3)
families who are involuntarily displaced are left better
off as a result of being relocated, that the negative
effects of their relocation are mitigated and that these
gains can be sustained over time.”16
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Since responsible relocation had been successfully
implemented for the PCLA and Casey’s Atlanta Civic
Site was committed to Mechanicsville (and NPUV)
through its work at the Center forWorking Families,
Casey officials encouraged the AHA to implement a
responsible relocation strategy for the McDaniel
Glenn HOPEVI revitalization. In 2005, the AHA
joined with Casey to form the McDaniel Glenn
Responsible RelocationTaskforce, whose mission was
to ensure the fair and compassionate relocation of
McDaniel Glenn residents. Its three primary objec-
tives, modeled after Casey’s support of the Pittsburgh
Civic League Apartment relocation, were:“(1) respon-
sible relocation of all McDaniel Glenn residents; (2)
no family that is ineligible for a housing subsidy
becomes homeless; and (3) families with children at
Dunbar Elementary School who choose to stay in
NPUV can do so.”17

The relocation of McDaniel Glenn residents
happened in two phases. Phase I focused on the
relocation of residents from the McDaniel Glenn
main campus in 2005, followed by the Phase 2 reloca-
tion of residents from the McDaniel Glenn Annex in
2006.The RRT met periodically throughout the first
two phases of relocation. Aside from the AHA and
the Casey Foundation’s Atlanta Civic Site (i.e. the
Center forWorking Families, Inc.), stakeholders were
typically invited to join the taskforce based on the
resources that they could bring to the effort (Table 2-
3). Membership was fluid, though a number of core
participants were active throughout the process. In
addition to the AHA and the Casey Foundation, other
participants included Atlanta Public Schools, Peachtree
Works, Enterprise Community Partners, the Mechan-
icsville Community Learning Collaborative, the Sulli-
van Center, the Georgia Justice Project, the

TABLE 2-3
Responsible RelocationTask Force Membership

Phase I

December 2004 – May 2005

McDaniel Glenn Main Campus

295 Households

Phase II

February 2006 – September 2006

McDaniel Glenn Annex

124 Households

Annie E. Casey Foundation, co-chair

Atlanta Housing Authority, co-chair

Caring Compassionate Consultants

Destiny 7

DKS

Enterprise Community Partners/MCLC

Georgia Justice Project

Lane Management

National Mental Health Association of Georgia

The ROCK

Sullivan Center

360Vu

Annie E. Casey Foundation, co-chair

Atlanta Housing Authority, co-chair

Atlanta Public Schools

Caring Compassionate Consultants

DKS

Enterprise Community Partners/MCLC

Georgia Justice Project

Jewish Family & Career Services

Lane Management

Mechanicsville Civic Association

PeachtreeWorks

Sullivan Center

The Center forWorking Families



Mechanicsville Civic Association, and Caring Compas-
sionate Consultants.The RRT dealt with various
issues during relocation. The most pressing concerns
addressed by the RRT included: (1) ensuring that the
screening process for former McDaniel Glenn
residents was fair; (2) assisting residents who had
been denied housing assistance to find housing
options; and (3) ensuring enough children enrolled at
Dunbar Elementary School to keep the school open.

According to a December 2006 RRT briefing, the
effects of the Responsible Relocation approach were
many and included the following:

• Casey provided project management, payment
of rent, utilities, anger management classes and
application fees valued at $80,000;

• Enterprise Community Partners/Mechanicsville
Community Learning Collaborative (MCLC)
contributed $101,200 for counseling, relocation,
and real estate services, and for data collectors;

• The Center forWorking Families provided finan-
cial counseling and job readiness classes to 65
McDaniel Glenn residents;

• MCLC funded the opening of Bright from the
Start, a pre-kindergarten program at Dunbar
Elementary School reaching pre-school enroll-
ment capacity;

• AHA developed a new screening process to
categorize the ineligible residents and move
them toward receiving benefits;

• AHA extended the timeframe under which an
ineligible family can be evicted to allow time to
find alternative housing or secure supportive
legal representation;

• AHA explored policies and process revisions
and enhancements to better facilitate responsi-
ble relocation.18

Relocation Outcomes

Tracking the relocation outcomes of the former
residents of McDaniel Glenn was an extremely diffi-
cult task given the retrospective nature of the analysis,
incomplete and at times inconsistent administrative
data files, the mobility of the population under study,
and often out-of-date contact information for the

affected households. In this section we summarize
the relocation outcomes based on our analysis of
existing reports and data sources as well as informa-
tion we gathered from two waves of face-to-face
household interviews. The first round of interviews
were completed between December 2006 and April
2007, shortly after phase I of the McDaniel Glenn
relocation had been completed. The second round of
interviews were conducted between July and Septem-
ber 2009, approximately three to four years post-
relocation, depending upon when former residents
received their relocation notices. Our analysis in this
chapter focuses on the type of relocation housing the
former residents received and the neighborhoods
they relocated to. In ChapterThree, we examine the
effects of the McDaniel Glenn revitalization on the
former residents in terms of a wide range of quality
of life issues.

In Figure 2-1, we summarize the relocation outcomes
for the 295 households included in the first phase of
the McDaniel Glenn revitalization, which took place
between December 2004 and May 2005.We base our
analysis on information included in the Casey Founda-
tion’s report on the Responsible RelocationTask
Force, which is available in Appendix E.The data show
that nearly one third of former residents included in
the first wave of relocation were initially determined
by theAHA to be ineligible for housing assistance,
either because of a criminal background or for other
reasons (e.g., failure to pay rent, other lease violations).
These were the cases the Responsible RelocationTask
Force mobilized to support, seeking to ensure that all
affected households would be affordably housed, and
that no one, particularly families with children, would
be homeless as a result of the revitalization.

For the first group, those with criminal backgrounds,
theTask Force enlisted the services of the Georgia
Justice Project (GJP) to review the criminal records of
former residents. Based on the GJP reviews and
additional pro bono support provided by the law firm
of King & Spalding, 28 of the 43 affected residents had
their eligibility for housing assistance reinstated
following an informal hearing with an AHA Hearing
Officer.These residents typically were reinstated due
to the fact that court records were in error, the
offenses were minor, and/or they had occurred a long
time ago. For the 13 former McDaniel Glenn
residents whose terminations were upheld by the
AHA Hearing Officer, GJP and King and Spalding filed
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a joint appeal on their behalf to have their eligibility
for housing assistance reinstated.19 Of that group, five
residents won on appeal and eight lost.The eight
residents who lost their appeal were referred by GJP
and theTask Force to the Georgia Law Center for the
Homeless (GLCH) for continued legal advocacy on
their behalf. Four residents accepted this offer, and of
those, two were reinstated.TheTask Force identified
transitional housing options for the other six to
prevent these households with children from becom-
ing homeless, although only one accepted that offer
and this resident failed the required drug test.20

The second group of ineligible residents largely
included residents who were at risk of eviction due to
non-payment of rent and/or other lease violations. It
was not until early March 2005 that theTask Force
became aware of this group as they had focused nearly
all of their energies on reinstating former residents
with criminal background records. In response, the
Task Force requested that theAHA’s property
management company provide them with a list at the
beginning of each month of the residents who were
not current with their rent.TheTask Force also
enlisted the services of the Sullivan Center, an agency
that provides emergency financial assistance for rent
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FIGURE 2-1
Relocation Outcomes of Former McDaniel Glenn Residents

Phase I Relocation

295 Households
169 eligible for housing choice voucher
30 eligible for another AHA development
3 private housing

93 determined ineligible for assistance after initial review

� 43 determined to have criminal records
28 reinstated
13 file appeal

� 5 win appeal, reinstated
8 lose appeal

� 4 accepted GLCH assistance
2 reinstated
2 evicted

� 50 ineligible for other reasons
� 11 referred to Sullivan Center

9 responded

� 5 fulfilled terms, reinstated
45 remained ineligible

1 to drug rehab,
then to affordable housing

1 to supportive housing

Source: Derived from Relocating Residents Responsibly:The Story of the McDaniel Glenn Responsible RelocationTask Force.

Housing ChoiceVoucher
169 - 57.2%

AHA Housing
30 - 10.2%

Other Housing
3 - 1%

Later Reinstated
42 - 14.2%

Ineligible to continue
housing assistance

51 - 17.3%

How they were housed



and utilities to families facing the risk of eviction or
utility disconnections,21 and the families that were
behind on their rent were referred to the Sullivan
Center in an effort to prevent their eviction. Accord-
ing to the Responsible RelocationTask Force Report,
eleven families were offered assistance through the
Sullivan Center, nine responded, and five fulfilled the
Sullivan Center requirements and received assistance.

Overall, Figure 2-1 shows that more than eight out of
ten (83%) former McDaniel Glenn residents involved
in the phase I relocation of McDaniel Glenn were able
to continue receiving housing assistance, with the vast
majority of these receiving a housing choice voucher.
A smaller number of households who did not meet
the more stringent requirements for a housing
voucher were offered housing in one of AHA’s exist-
ing public housing developments for families. A few
households sought private housing on their own.

The information included in the Responsible Reloca-
tionTask Force report on Phase II relocation
outcomes is less detailed, however the report’s
findings do suggest that there were fewer problem
cases in the second phase of relocation. Overall, while
the data are somewhat inconclusive, our best
estimate based on review of the Responsible Reloca-
tion Report and AHA administrative data, is that
about 20 to 25 percent of former McDaniel Glenn
households involved in the relocation did not qualify
for continued housing assistance.An administrative
data file of the affected McDaniel Glenn households
we received from the AHA prior to our first round of
household interviews (data current as of October
2006) indicated that 238 of the 414 affected house-
holds received a housing choice voucher (57%), 80
were placed in other AHA housing (19%), 82 were in
non-AHA assisted affordable housing (20%), and infor-
mation was missing on current housing status for the
remaining 11 households. Analysis of the housing
outcomes of the former McDaniel Glenn residents
based on the second data extract we received from
AHA (June 2009) prior to our second round of
household interviews, indicates that 300 of the 417
affected households received housing choice vouchers
(72%), 20 (5%) were in AHA properties (including 7 in
AHA’s signature revitalized properties), 17 (4%) had
received a housing choice voucher but “ported out”
to another jurisdiction, 58 (14%) were in non-AHA
assisted affordable housing, and 22 (5%, including 5
who were deceased, 11 who had been evicted, and 6

that “skipped-moved”) were no longer considered
active cases.

Geographic Distribution of Former McDaniel
Glenn Residents

We present two sets of spatial analyses of the
geographic distribution of former McDaniel Glenn
residents.The first is based on analysis of the adminis-
trative data files we received fromAHA prior to each
of our waves of household interviews and the second
is based on the addresses of former residents we
actually interviewed as part of the evaluation.Though
as a result of our field research we found many of the
addresses contained in the AHA administrative files
were no longer current, we present them on the
grounds that they represent the complete population
of affected households and on the assumption that at
one point they were representative of a valid address
of a relocated McDaniel Glenn household.

Figure 2-2 shows the geographic location of former
McDaniel Glenn households in 2006 and 2009 based
on analysis of the AHA administrative data files.
Overall, about 90 percent of former McDaniel Glenn
residents relocated to another neighborhood inside
the Atlanta city limits.This proportion declined slightly
between 2006 and 2009, dropping from 93 percent to
88 percent. Only about 50 of the approximately 415
former McDaniel Glenn households have continued
to reside in NPUV and the data suggest that over
time, residents have moved farther away from
McDaniel Glenn and NPUV. In 2006, about one-third
of former residents lived within two miles of
McDaniel Glenn whereas only about one out of four
were within that distance in 2009.

Figure 2-3, based on addresses we were able to verify
through our field research, presents a different picture
of the geographic dispersion of former McDaniel
Glenn residents. Overall, the findings of the two sets
of data are consistent regarding the proportion of
former McDaniel Glenn residents who remained in
the city of Atlanta. Figure 2-3 shows that 89 percent
of baseline respondents and 90 percent of follow-up
respondents lived in the city of Atlanta. However,
unlike the administrative data findings which
suggested that former residents were moving further
away from McDaniel Glenn, Mechanicsville, and NPUV,
our survey findings suggest just the opposite. Accord-
ing to these data, the proportion of former residents
living in Mechanicsville, NPUV, and within a two-mile
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radius of McDaniel Glenn all increased between our
baseline (2006-2007) and follow-up (2009) interviews.
However, without more data, we have no way of
knowing whether this is a true phenomenon or the
result of sampling variability and/or inconsistencies in
administrative data files due to a highly transient
population.

Overall, the data on the relocation housing choices of
former McDaniel Glenn residents runs counter to
widely held public perceptions that families relocated
fromAHA public housing moved outside the city to
neighboring communities in Clayton and DeKalb
counties, increasing the concentration of poverty and
voucher households in those communities. Our
findings show that 90 percent of former McDaniel
Glenn households took up residence within the city
of Atlanta.

Neighborhood Conditions of Relocated
Households

To assess the characteristics of the neighborhoods
former McDaniel Glenn residents moved to and how
those characteristics compared to McDaniel
Glenn/Mechanicsville, we constructed a composite
Neighborhood Conditions Index based on four
indicators: (1) the number of violent crimes; (2) the
number of households receiving Food Stamps assis-
tance; (3) the concentration of subsidized housing, as
measured by the number of housing choice voucher
households and the number of project-based housing
vouchers; and (4) the number of foreclosure filings.
We opted for these measures as opposed to more
conventional measures available from the decennial
census due largely to the fact that the census data are
now nearly ten years old and may not accurately
reflect the socio-economic composition of many
Atlanta neighborhoods. All of the indicators used in
the index construction are derived from administra-
tive data sources and are available on an annual basis.

Our composite neighborhood conditions index is
comprised of two components: (1) a relative ranking
of census tracts in the city of Atlanta based on 2008
data for each of the four indicators; and (2) a relative
ranking of the trajectories of each census tract based
on the trend for each of the four indicators over the
past four years (2005-2008). This allows one to
compare the relative standing of census tracts based
on their relative need and the direction in which the
neighborhood (census tract) appears to be moving

(improving, declining, remaining the same) in relation
to all census tracts in the city of Atlanta. Combining
these two sets of measures yields an index with the
following nine values:

1.High Need-Declining. Ranks in the two
neediest quintiles based on 2008 measures
and ranks in the two lowest quintiles regard-
ing trajectory of change.

2.High Need-Stable. Ranks in the two
neediest quintiles based on 2008 measures
and ranks in the middle quintile regarding
trajectory of change.

3.High Need-Improving. Ranks in the two
neediest quintiles based on 2008 measures
and ranks in the two highest quintiles regard-
ing trajectory of change.

4.Moderate Need-Declining. Ranks in the
middle quintile based on 2008 measures and
ranks in the two lowest quintiles regarding
trajectory of change.

5.Moderate Need-Stable. Ranks in the
middle quintile based on 2008 measures and
ranks in the middle quintile regarding trajec-
tory of change.

6.Moderate Need-Improving. Ranks in the
middle quintile based on 2008 measures and
ranks in the two highest quintiles regarding
trajectory of change.

7. Low Need-Declining. Ranks in the two
best-off quintiles based on 2008 measures
and ranks in the two lowest quintiles regard-
ing trajectory of change.

8. Low Need-Stable. Ranks in the two best-
off quintiles based on 2008 measures and
ranks in the middle quintile regarding trajec-
tory of change.

9. Low Need-Improving. Ranks in the two
best-off quintiles based on 2008 measures
and ranks in the two highest quintiles regard-
ing trajectory of change.
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FIGURE 2-2
Spatial Distribution of Former McDaniel Glenn Residents, 2006 and 2009:
Administrative Records

2006 2009
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Records in file 414

Valid addresses* 373 90%

Area of residence:

Mechanicsville 36 10%

NPUV 53 14%

2-mile radius of McDaniel Glenn 120 32%

City of Atlanta 347 93%

Records in file 417

Valid addresses * 368 88%

Area of residence:

Mechanicsville 22 6%

NPUV 51 14%

2-mile radius of McDaniel Glenn 86 23%

City of Atlanta 322 88%

Source: Calculated from administrative data obtained fromAtlanta Housing Authority.

* Excludes records with missing street address or PO boxes.
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FIGURE 2-3
Spatial Distribution of Former McDaniel Glenn Residents, 2006 and 2009:
Baseline and Follow-Up Survey Respondents

Baseline Respondents: 2006 Follow-Up Respondents: 2009
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Records in file 293

Area of residence:

Mechanicsville 9 3%

NPUV 34 12%

2-miles radius of MG 74 25%

City of Atlanta 262 89%

Records in file 188

Area of residence:

Mechanicsville 32 17%

NPUV 45 24%

2-miles radius of MG 59 31%

City of Atlanta 147 90%

Source: Calculated from baseline and follow-up survey data.
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Note that the census tract in which the McDaniel
Glenn public housing community is located is catego-
rized as High Need-Improving on the neighborhood
conditions index.

Figure 2-4 shows the geographic distribution of
former McDaniel Glenn residents (follow-up survey
respondents) superimposed on a map of Atlanta
census tracts color coded by their neighborhood
conditions index score. As the map shows, most of
the blue dots identifying former McDaniel Glenn
residents are located in census tracts with various
shades of red (indicating high need neighborhoods), a
few dots are located in census tracts with shades of
yellow (moderate need neighborhoods), and very few
dots are located in census tracts shaded green (low
need neighborhoods).

Table 2-4 summarizes the distribution of former
McDaniel Glenn residents by type of neighborhood
for the baseline and follow-up survey samples and for
the panel sample that includes respondents who
participated in both waves of interviews. The data
show that the proportion of former McDaniel Glenn
residents living in high need neighborhoods increased
between baseline and follow-up, from about half to
two-thirds. Note, however, that this analysis only
includes former residents who relocated to a neigh-
borhood within the Atlanta city limits, which as noted
earlier, was about 90 percent of former McDaniel
Glenn residents.

Overall, the data in Table 2-4 suggest that at the time
of our follow-up interviews, about one-third of
former McDaniel Glenn residents were living in
census tracts that were worse-off than the census
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TABLE 2-4
Distribution of Former McDaniel Glenn Residents byType of Neighborhood
Percent of residents

Type of Neighborhood

Baseline:
Spring
2007

(n=262)

Follow-up:
Summer

2009
(n=167)

Panel Respondents Only
(n=147)

Baseline Follow-Up

1. High Need–Declining 25.6 32.9 25.9 33.8

2. High Need–Stable 3.4 1.8 3.4 1.4

3. High Need–Improving 28.2 30.5 23.1 30.3

Subtotal–High Need Neighborhoods 57.2 65.2 52.4 65.5

4, Moderate Need–Declining 24.1 23.4 27.9 23.9

5. Moderate Need–Stable 4.6 4.8 6.1 4.9

6. Moderate Need–Improving 7.3 2.4 7.5 1.4

Subtotal–Moderate Need Neighborhoods 36.0 30.6 41.5 30.2

7. Low Need–Declining 3.4 3.6 3.4 4.2

8. Low Need–Stable – – – –

9. Low Need–Improving 3.4 .6 2.7 –

Subtotal–Low Need Neighborhoods 6.8 4.2 6.1 4.2



tract in which McDaniel Glenn was located (which
was classified as type 3, high need-improving), about
one- third relocated to neighborhoods that were
comparable to McDaniel Glenn, and about one-third
were living in neighborhoods that were better off
than McDaniel Glenn.

To assess whether individual households had
improved their residential location between baseline
and follow-up, we compared the relative ranking of
their neighborhood at follow-up (2009) to their
neighborhood’s relative ranking at baseline (2006),
using the neighborhood condition index scores for
2008 for both points in time. Overall, about one-third

of the panel respondents had relocated from baseline
to follow-up to a neighborhood that was worse-off
(30%), more than half (60%) were living in a neighbor-
hood with the same relative ranking (many in fact
were in their same residence at both time points), and
10 percent had moved to a neighborhood that was
better-off than their baseline neighborhood.

We also compared the types of neighborhoods former
McDaniel Glenn residents relocated to with those
selected byAHA’s Housing ChoiceVoucher population
to see how, if at all, the neighborhood situations of
former McDaniel Glenn residents compared to the
general voucher population. Table 2-5 reports these
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TABLE 2-5
Comparison of Neighborhood Conditions between Former McDaniel Glenn Residents
andAHA Housing ChoiceVoucher Households
Percent of households

Type of Neighborhood

Former McDaniel Glenn Residents
Summer 2009

All AHA Voucher Households
December 2008

All
Households

(n=142)

Households
with

Children
(n=69)

All
Households
(n=6,393)

Households
with

Children
(n=4,035)

1. High Need–Declining 33.8 34.8 24.5 22.0

2. High Need–Stable 1.4 1.4 2.7 2.4

3. High Need–Improving 30.3 24.6 11.3 12.2

Subtotal–High Need Neighborhoods 65.5 60.8 38.5 36.6

4, Moderate Need–Declining 23.9 27.5 34.0 36.2

5. Moderate Need–Stable 4.9 4.4 3.3 3.5

6. Moderate Need–Improving 1.4 2.9 3.0 2.9

Subtotal–Moderate Need Neighborhoods 30.2 34.8 40.3 42.6

7. Low Need–Declining 4.2 4.4 14.6 13.7

8. Low Need–Stable 0.0 0.0 0.2 0.1

9. Low Need–Improving 0.0 0.0 6.3 7.0

Subtotal–Low Need Neighborhoods 4.2 4.4 21.1 20.8
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FIGURE 2-4

Distribution of Former McDaniel Glenn Residents at Follow-up (2009) by
Type of Neighborhood



results for all households and for households with
children.Overall, former McDaniel Glenn residents
were nearly twice as likely to have secured residence
in a high need neighborhood as were recipients of
Housing ChoiceVouchers (65% vs. 38%). Conversely,
the overall Housing ChoiceVoucher population that
included households with children was five times more
likely to have found housing in a low need neighbor-
hood than was the case for former McDaniel Glenn
households with children (21% vs. 4%).

These findings, along with those reported inTables 2-
4 and 2-5, imply that the housing and neighborhood
conditions of relocated McDaniel Glenn residents did
not improve dramatically from those they experi-
enced at McDaniel Glenn. The data suggest that
former McDaniel Glenn residents were simply
relocated from one high need neighborhood to
another. Our face-to-face interviews with former
McDaniel Glenn residents, detailed in ChapterThree,
tell another story. Most residents with whom we
spoke reported that their overall quality of life was
better in their current neighborhood than was the
case at McDaniel Glenn, they were less likely to be a
victim of a crime, and they generally expressed
greater satisfaction with the schools their children
were attending, all positive outcomes attributable to a
better neighborhood context.

To further explore the disconnection between indica-
tors of neighborhood need and resident perceptions
of neighborhood well-being, we examined the
immediate neighborhood (within a quarter-mile
radius) surrounding the relocated residences of
former McDaniel Glenn residents at the time of our
follow-up and baseline interviews and compared that
to the immediate neighborhood context at McDaniel
Glenn (quarter-mile radius) prior to the start of the
revitalization (2004-2005).22 Table 2-6 reports the
comparative counts of the number of violent and
property crimes, food stamp recipients, and assisted
housing units (housing choice voucher recipients,
project-based rental assistance units).

AsTable 2-6 shows, the immediate neighborhood
context (within a quarter-mile radius) of former
McDaniel Glenn residents dramatically improved
following their relocation from McDaniel Glenn.
Overall, at their baseline residence, the number of
violent crimes in the immediate neighborhood
context was 69 percent lower for the median former

McDaniel Glenn household than had been the case at
McDaniel Glenn, property crime was 16 percent
lower, the number of food stamp recipients was 51
percent lower, and the number of housing voucher
recipients was 81 percent lower (Panel B). All of
these percentage reductions in the immediate neigh-
borhood context of former McDaniel Glenn residents
were substantially greater than the overall reduction
in these problems citywide during the same time
period. Nearly all former McDaniel Glenn households
had relocated to a residence where the immediate
neighborhood context had lower levels of violent
crime (98%) and subsidized housing recipients (96%),
and a substantial majority had also located housing
where there were fewer food stamp recipients (79%)
and lower levels of property crime (58%) within a
quarter-mile of their residence.

Table 2-6 also shows that these improvements in the
immediate neighborhood context continued to hold
based on the residences of former McDaniel Glenn
residents at the time of our follow-up interviews
(Panel C) and that households with children were
slightly better off than the overall pool of former
McDaniel Glenn residents at both time points (Panels
D and E).With the exception of property crime
incidents, all of the problem factors decreased at a
much higher rate for former McDaniel Glenn
residents in their immediate neighborhood context at
follow-up (as compared to McDaniel Glenn) than was
the case for the overall citywide trend.Thus, while
former McDaniel Glenn residents may not have been
able to secure housing in neighborhoods (census
tracts) that were substantially better off than the one
they left behind at McDaniel Glenn (Table 2-5), the
data in Table 2-6 do show that the vast majority of
former McDaniel Glenn residents ended up with
housing where the concentration of crime and
poverty in the immediate neighborhood context was
far lower than had been the case at McDaniel Glenn.

Satisfaction with the Relocation Experience

As noted above, the relocation of former McDaniel
Glenn residents is noteworthy among the AHA’s
HOPEVI grants. The McDaniel Glenn relocation was
spearheaded by a Responsible RelocationTask Force,
which involved a unique collaboration between the
AHA, the Annie E. Casey Foundation, Enterprise
Community Partners, community-based organizations,
and other city agencies, particularly Atlanta Public
Schools. According to the Responsible Relocation
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TABLE 2-6

Comparison of Immediate Neighborhood Context of Former McDaniel Glenn Residents:
McDaniel Glenn vs. Relocated Neighborhood at Baseline and Follow-Up

n

Number within one-quarter mile radius of residence

Violent
Crime

Incidents

Property
Crime

Incidents

Food
Stamp

Households

Housing
Voucher

Households

A. Pre-Revitalization July 2004-
June 2005

July 2004-
June 2005 June 2005 June 2005

McDaniel Glenn 81 82 308 252

B. Baseline--All Households July 2005-
June 2006

July 2005-
June 2006 June 2006 June 2006

Median 273 25 69 152 40

% Change from McDaniel Glenn -69% -16% -51% -84%

% Change citywide totals -2% -4% -6% -3%

Context improved 98% 58% 79% 96%

Context about the same 2% 15% 8% 1%

Context declined 0% 27% 13% 2%

C. Follow-Up--All Households July 2008-
June 2009

July 2008-
June 2009 June 2008 June 2008

Median 169 17 80 180 63

% Change from McDaniel Glenn -79% -2% -42% -75%

% Change citywide totals -31% -12% 15% -9%

Context improved 100% 46% 83% 95%

Context about the same 0% 36% 9% 4%

Context declined 0% 36% 9% 4%

D. Baseline--Households with Children July 2005-
June 2006

July 2005-
June 2006 June 2006 June 2006

Median 145 22 65 137 31

% Change from McDaniel Glenn -73% -21% -56% -88%

Context improved 98% 61% 81% 98%

Context about the same 2% 14% 5% 1%

Context declined 0% 25% 14% 1%

D. Follow-Up--Households with Children July 2008-
June 2009

July 2008-
June 2009 June 2008 June 2008

Median 86 17 70 165 41

% Change from McDaniel Glenn -79% -15% -46% -84%

Context improved 100% 53% 88% 92%

Context about the same 0% 13% 5% 2%

Context declined 0% 34% 7% 6%
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QUESTION: I would like to ask about various services you may have received when you first moved out of McDaniel Glenn.
Did you receive help with any of the following things from the AHA or an agency working with the AHA?

QUESTION: Overall, how satisfied were you with the
relocation experience?

QUESTION: Overall, how satisfied were you with the
relocation counseling?

[Only asked of those respondents who made use of relocation
counseling (n=256)]

FIGURE 2-5
Services Received During McDaniel Glenn Relocation
Percent of baseline respondents

FIGURE 2-6
Satisfaction with the Overall Relocation Experience and Relocation Counseling
Percent of baseline respondents
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Task Force report authored by the Casey Foundation,
the results of that effort were “immensely successful.”
According to the report:

• Of the 45 households in Phase I that were initially
determined to be ineligible for continued housing
subsidies fromAHA, only eight remained ineligible.

• Of the 10 households in Phase II that were
initially determined to be ineligible for continued
housing subsidies fromAHA, only one remained
ineligible.

• The one ineligible household in Phase II received a
Replacement Housing Payment to support her
housing needs for one year with the understand-
ing that AHA would review her case at the end of
a 12-month period. At the end of that year, AHA
reinstated her eligibility and her family was able to
use a Housing ChoiceVoucher to select new
housing.

• Forty-one households in Phases I and II that were
under threat of eviction were able to retain their
home/subsidy through holds on the warrant to
evict, emergency assistance and financial literacy
classes.

•With the addition of mental health services to the
Task Force in Phase I, five residents received
mental health services. An additional 17 received
mental health services during Phase II.

• One hundred families in Phases I and II enrolled
as participants in The Center forWorking
Families, Inc. to receive employment, asset build-
ing, advocacy, education or fatherhood services.

• 10 families retained subsidies by enrolling in anger
management classes in Phase II.23

In addition, the report points out several “influence
results” from the work of the Responsible Relocation
Task Force. These include:

• AHA andAPS [Atlanta Public Schools] have begun
to develop a strategic plan in order to diminish
the negative impacts of relocations on students
and area schools.

• APS agreed to investigate the opportunity to open
a pre-K program at Dunbar.That program was
launched in January 2006 and now serves 21
children.

• AHA developed a more in-depth and selective
screening process to identify ineligible residents
and to support them in retaining their benefits.

• AHA extended the timeframe under which an
ineligible family can be evicted in order to allow
time to find alternative housing or secure
supportive legal representation.

• AHA is exploring policies and process revisions to
better facilitate responsible relocation.24

While the above results are indeed impressive and
evidence of both what the Responsible Relocation
Task Force did as well as what difference its actions
made, it is also important to ask how well AHA and
theTask Force did what they did by asking the former
residents to reflect on their relocation experiences.
Several questions on our baseline survey focused on
the relocation experience and we again visited some
of those questions in our follow-up survey.

Our survey findings indicate that more than eight out
of ten (86%) of the former residents of McDaniel
Glenn worked with a relocation counselor from the
Atlanta Housing Authority to select a relocation
housing option that was appropriate for their needs.
In addition, most former McDaniel Glenn residents
utilized a number of relocation services provided by
AHA or one of its many relocation partners (Figure

FIGURE 2-7
Satisfaction with Relocation Experience

Percent of follow-up respondents

QUESTION: How satisfied are you with your
relocation experience?
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Activity/Service
McDaniel Glenn
Main Campus

McDaniel Glenn
Annex

Affected Population

Number of families (head of households) 282 117
Percent of families active with CSS provider 33 31
Number of individuals 778 296
Percent of individuals active with CSS provider 34 31

Case ManagementActivities

Introduction letter 702 244
Attempt to visit 368 51
New visit 426 54
Revisit 1,232 408
Attempt to contact letter 930 467
Telephone contact 2,210 453
Attempt to contact 1,145 149
Referral of services 40 7
Referral mailed 2,459 1,142
Support ServicesActivities
Family plan 422 198
Counseling 82 6
Financial planning and counseling 92 86
Domestic violence counseling 1 1
Substance abuse counseling 1 0
Supportive 812 393
Emergency assistance 51 13
Transportation 27 3
Mental health 8 23
Health 347 229
Disability 35 45
Senior 105 86
Childcare 32 2
Youth programs 319 121
Youth education 41 2
Employment preparation and retention 401 120
GED preparation and training 130 12
Technical and vocational training 22 5
Colleges and universities 12 1
Job training 30 2
Employment placement 1,047 134
Adult entrpreneurship 3 1
Homeownership counseling 42 7

Source: Atlanta Housing Authority, Case Management Activities,Table E5.

TABLE 2-7
Case ManagementActivities and Community Support Services Provided to
McDaniel Glenn Residents, September 2004 – July 2009



2-5).These included financial assistance with moving
costs (93%), paying for the security deposit (88%) and
utility hook-ups (86%), finding listings for available
apartments (84%) and neighborhoods for which to
search for housing options (76%).

Data fromAHA’s administrative files regarding case
management activities and community supportive
services delivered to former McDaniel Glenn
residents are reported inTable 2-7. Recall that the
case management for former McDaniel Glenn
residents was provided by PeachtreeWorks and that
these services were available for a five-year period
covering September 2004 through August 2009.
According to the AHA administrative data, only about
one out of three former McDaniel Glenn families
(individuals) responded to or utilized services offered
by the provider at some point over the five year
period of service eligibility. The most frequently
provided services were employment placement,
supportive services, employment preparation and
retention, health, and youth programs.

In addition to relocation and community support
services provided directly by or through the AHA, the
Annie E. Casey Foundation’s Center forWorking
Families provided a variety of services (employment,
asset building, advocacy, education or fatherhood
services) to 100 McDaniel Glenn families during their
relocation from McDaniel Glenn. Many of the Respon-
sible RelocationTask Force members also provided
direct services to former residents during their
relocation.25

Overall, at the baseline interviews conducted in 2006
as part of our evaluation, more than half (54%) of the
former McDaniel Glenn residents reported being
"very satisfied" with the overall relocation experience
and another 36 percent reported they were
"somewhat satisfied" with the relocation experience
(Figure 2-6).26 Furthermore, nearly two-thirds of
former McDaniel Glenn residents who took advan-
tage of relocation counseling services (63%) were
very satisfied with the relocation counseling they
received and another 30 percent reported they were
somewhat satisfied.

� The HOPEVI Process:
Construction and Development
In March 2005, the AHA and McDaniel Glenn
Redevelopment, LLC submitted a supplement to the
McDaniel Glenn revitalization plan that proposed the
demolition of the McDaniel Glenn annexes and the
MLKTower (as opposed to their rehabilitation), acqui-
sition of a site (McKenzie Place), adjacent to McDaniel
Glenn, to be included in the redevelopment plan, and
the incorporation of a nearby AHA-owned
warehouse into the redevelopment plan. These
changes, which HUD approved in 2006, increased the
number of mixed-income units to 954 from the 907
units approved in the original application. All of the
additional units requested were rental units.The
changes also decreased the number of market rate
units, both homeownership and rental, from 335 to
297, an increase of 38 units.27 In response to the
economic downtown and collapse of the housing
market, McDaniel Glenn Redevelopment, LLC and
AHA decided in December 2007 to delay the
construction of the homeownership portion of the
McDaniel Glenn revitalization (Phase I) until market
conditions were more favorable.

The original and current distribution of housing units
at the revitalized McDaniel Glenn is shown inTable 2-8
and occupancy rates for all completed buildings as of
November/December 2009 are shown inTable 2-9.
Demolition of the existing McDaniel Glenn structures
on the main campus began in early 2006. Construction
on Phases 2 (Columbia at Mechanicsville apartments)
and 3 (Mechanicsville Senior Apartments) started in
October 2006 and both were completed in December
2007.28 Phase 5 (Mechanicsville Station) was
completed in December 2008 and Phase 4 (Mechan-
icsville Crossing) was completed in October 2009.

Leasing began in March 2008 for phases 2 and 3 and
in March 2009 for phases 4 and 5. As of late 2009, 82
percent of the 656 completed rental units in the
revitalized McDaniel Glenn were occupied (Table 2-8).
Nearly all of the assisted units (96%) were leased by
the end of 2009 whereas only about half (45%) of the
available market rate units had tenants.
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TABLE 2-8

Distribution of Housing Units in the Revitalized McDaniel Glenn byType

Type of Units
Application
(July 2004)

Amendment
(March 2006)

Current
(February 2010)

Public housing 318 247 247

Tax Credit (LIHTC) 129 47 42

Project-based rental assistance – 178 181

Market 125 185 186

Total--Rental 572 657 656

Affordable homeownership 67 67 67

Market homeownership 268 230 230

Total--Homeownership 335 297 297

Total Units 907 954 953

TABLE 2-9

Occupancy Rates for Revitalized McDaniel Glenn Developments,
November/December 2009

Development

Date Complete/
Date Lease-Up

Began
Total
Units

Assisted
Units

Market
Units

Columbia at Mechanicsville Apartments (Phase 2)
Number of Units
Percent occupied

December 2007
March 2008

174
82

124
91

50
60

Mechanicsville Senior Apartments (Phase 3)
Number of units
Percent occupied

December 2007
March 2008

154
97

150
97

4
100

Mechanicsville Station (Phase 5)
Number of units
Percent occupied

December 2008
March 2009

164
82

98
99

66
56

Mechanicsville Crossing (Phase 4)
Number of units
Percent occupied

October 2008
March 2009

164
68

98
100

66
20

Total
Number of units
Percent occupied

656
82

470
96

186
45
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tions and subsequent renewals and found the tenants
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To assess the effects of the McDaniel Glenn
revitalization on former residents of the public
housing community, the evaluation team

conducted face-to-face interviews with former
residents of the McDaniel Glenn development at two
points in time. A baseline interview was conducted
between December 2006 and April 2007 and a
follow-up interview was conducted between July and
September 2009. We also analyzed administrative
data obtained from the Atlanta Housing Authority
regarding the characteristics of the former residents
of McDaniel Glenn. In addition, to provide a compara-
tive perspective on perceptions of housing and neigh-
borhood conditions between former residents of the
McDaniel Glenn public housing community and the
Mechanicsville and Pittsburgh neighborhoods, the
evaluation team completed face-to-face interviews
with a sample of 100 households each in the Mechan-
icsville and Pittsburgh neighborhoods at baseline and
follow-up.

We were able to complete interviews with 293
former residents of the McDaniel Glenn and
McDaniel Glenn annex developments at baseline
(between December 2006 and April 2007), achieving a

response rate of 71 percent.1 Our response rate at
follow-up dropped sharply (50%), due to substantial
difficulties in contacting former McDaniel Glenn
residents.2 Table 3-1 shows that the characteristics of
the samples and of the total population of former
McDaniel Glenn residents match well with a differ-
ence of no more than a couple of percentage points
between the two for most categories. Nonetheless,
one should exercise care in generalizing from the
survey respondents to the entire affected population
of former McDaniel Glenn residents. It is possible that
the outcomes reported for the respondents included
in the survey were more beneficial than those experi-
enced by the former McDaniel Glenn residents whom
we were not able to interview.

Former residents of McDaniel Glenn, at least those
we were able to interview in 2009, appear to be doing
relatively well after their relocation from the public
housing community. Overall, they remain satisfied with
their relocation experience, as well their current
residence, neighborhoods, and the schools available to
children. Plus, over time former McDaniel Glenn
residents have become more civically engaged in their
current neighborhoods. Generally, there is little varia-

Chapter 3
Effects of the Revitalization on
Former Residents of McDaniel Glenn
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tion in these outcomes across different subgroups of
former McDaniel Glenn residents. However, former
residents who have moved a few times, to whom we
refer as "multiple movers," often report higher levels
of satisfaction with their current residences and
neighborhoods than those respondents who moved
just once.They are also more engaged in their
communities in terms of volunteerism and church
attendance. It may be that multiple movers actively
sought to improve their surroundings through
repeated moves and were successful in doing so.

Additionally, most respondents report that they
currently reside in neighborhoods that they generally
perceive to be better than McDaniel Glenn and
Mechanicsville.These perceptions are supported by
the low evaluations given to Mechanicsville by current
residents of that neighborhood who did not live in
McDaniel Glenn as well as former McDaniel Glenn
residents’ reflections on the Mechanicsville neighbor-
hood. In many ways, unfortunately, Mechanicsville is
arguably worse off today than it was before McDaniel
Glenn came down.Yet troubles of the neighborhood
stem primarily from a poor economy, lack of commer-

cial investment to accompany housing investment, and
decreased public safety due to increased blight and
abandonment from the mortgage foreclosure crisis
and increased crime, especially property crime.
Although the former residents of McDaniel Glenn
have improved much of their lives since leaving
Mechanicsville, there is one area where most former
McDaniel Glenn residents continue to find themselves
hampered and outside the mainstream in terms of
self-sufficiency, namely employment.The remainder of
the chapter will explore these general findings in
greater depth.

� Housing and Neighborhood
Characteristics
An expectation for the McDaniel Glenn HOPEVI
revitalization was that the relocation of former
residents would enable most to take up residence in
private apartments or homes in better neighbor-
hoods. As ChapterTwo pointed out, however, based
on a composite neighborhood conditions index that
included indicators of violent crime, low-income
households (Food Stamp recipients), subsidized
housing (housing choice voucher recipients and

TABLE 3-1
Summary Characteristics of the McDaniel GlennAffected Population and
Survey Respondents

Total
Affected

Households
(n=412)

Baseline
Sample
(n=293)

Follow-Up
Sample
(n=188)

Panel
Sample
(n=160)

Age

Under 30 24% 17% 16% 16%

30 - 44 35% 38% 35% 33%

45 - 64 31% 35% 38% 39%

65 and over 9% 10% 10% 11%

Gender

Female 87% 87% 86% 86%

Male 13% 13% 14% 14%

Children in household

Yes 55% 53% 54% 52%

No 45% 47% 46% 48%



project-based assisted housing), and housing foreclo-
sures, the proportion of former McDaniel Glenn
residents living in “high need” neighborhoods
increased from 57 percent at baseline (2006) to 65
percent in 2009.

The findings from our interviews with former
residents of McDaniel Glenn, however, indicate that
while the overall composition of their neighborhoods
may have declined from baseline, the vast majority of
former McDaniel Glenn residents reported that they
were able to improve the quality of their housing and
that they are more satisfied with the characteristics of
their neighborhood.

As of 2009, the majority of former McDaniel Glenn
residents live in private rental housing.Nearly six out
of ten (56%) reside in rented apartments and condo-
miniums. An additional 30 percent rent a private
house. Looking ahead, nearly two-thirds of McDaniel
Glenn residents (65%) reported their desire to eventu-
ally reside in a home that they own, rather than rent.

Perhaps expected, too, is the finding that most people
who relocated from McDaniel Glenn experienced
increased household expenses. Of those former
residents interviewed in 2009, nearly two-thirds (62%)
reported that their household expenses were higher
than compared to when they resided at McDaniel
Glenn.This is a greater proportion than what we
found in 2006, when about half (56%) of the respon-
dents claimed that their household expenses were
higher.

Furthermore, it appears that the higher housing costs
forced many former McDaniel Glenn residents to
make tough choices between retaining a residence
and food security. Slightly more than one-half of
respondents (53%) reported that at some point
during the past year they lacked enough money to
buy food and 47% reported that they cut the size of
their meals.This may explain why 43% of former
McDaniel Glenn residents intend to move from their
current neighborhood in the next five years.

Despite increased housing expenses and episodes of
instability, the majority (79%) of former McDaniel
Glenn residents that we interviewed in 2009 were
satisfied with their experience, with 52% being “very
satisfied” with their relocation experience. Moreover,
they expressed overwhelming support for the demoli-
tion and redevelopment of McDaniel Glenn as a

mixed-income community. Specifically, more than eight
out of ten (83%) former residents interviewed in
2009 agreed that the razing and redevelopment of
McDaniel Glenn was the “right thing to do.” 3

Current Housing Situation

Based on our follow-up interview with former
residents of McDaniel Glenn, only a very small
proportion of former residents remained in conven-
tional public housing (2%).This was due in part to the
Atlanta Housing Authority’s Quality of Life Initiative,
launched in 2007, in which the AHA announced that it
would demolish a dozen obsolete public housing
developments (10 family communities and two
serving the elderly) and replace those units with new
mixed-income developments. Current residents
would be given the opportunity to qualify for a
housing choice voucher and seek an apartment (or
home) in the private rental market. At the baseline
interview, 14 percent of former McDaniel Glenn
residents resided in an AHA public housing unit. One
in ten former McDaniel Glenn residents became
tenants in the newly revitalized McDaniel Glenn by
their follow-up interview.The current housing situa-
tion of the vast majority of former McDaniel Glenn
residents (86%), based on our follow-up interviews,
was private housing with 56 percent choosing to rent
a private apartment and 30 percent reported they
were renting a private home (Figure 3-1). Overall,
about nine out of ten (86%) former McDaniel Glenn
residents who were renting and did not return to
McDaniel Glenn were doing so with the assistance of
a Housing ChoiceVoucher.

Following their initial relocation from McDaniel
Glenn, many former residents experienced two forms
of residential instability. One form of residential insta-
bility relates to the number of subsequent residential
moves.While approximately one-third of former
residents of McDaniel Glenn moved just once, the
majority of former residents made multiple moves
(Figure 3-2). In fact, nearly three out of four (70%)
former McDaniel Glenn residents moved twice or
more. Although most of the multiple movers
switched residences just twice, about one-quarter of
all former residents moved at least three times since
they lived at McDaniel Glenn. Households with
children were much more likely to move multiple
times as 82 percent of former McDaniel Glenn
residents with children moved two or more times
versus only 56 percent of households without
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children. Also, former McDaniel Glenn residents who
were not very satisfied with their relocation experi-
ence were more likely to move multiple times than
was the case for households that were very satisfied
with their relocation experience (77% vs. 66%).

A second form of residential instability relates to the
duration of residency. At the time of their follow-up
interviews in Summer 2009, almost half (46%) of
former McDaniel Glenn residents had resided in their
current homes for two or more years and three out
of four former residents had lived in their current
housing unit for at least one year (77%) (Figure 3-3).

Neighborhood Choice

The relocation from McDaniel Glenn required former
residents to search for new areas of residence. As
noted in ChapterTwo, residents received a range of
services from the AHA and community-based organi-
zations (e.g.,The Center forWorking Families) to as-
sist them in their relocations.These services included
financial assistance (e.g., cash assistance with moving
costs, security deposits, utility hook-ups, and reim-
bursement of job application fees), information assis-
tance (e.g., locating housing listings, calculating rents,
locating neighborhoods), and transportation and job
search assistance. In addition, Enterprise Community
Partners sponsored bus tours for McDaniel Glenn
residents to show them several neighborhoods out-

side Mechanicsville as well as several AHA communi-
ties that had recently completed HOPEVI revitaliza-
tions in order to give the residents a better sense of
what returning to McDaniel Glenn might be like.The
search for new residences, however, still required for-
mer McDaniel Glen residents to make choices about
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FIGURE 3-1
Current Housing Situation of Former
McDaniel Glenn Residents,
Summer 2009

QUESTION: Which of the following best describes your
current housing situation?

FIGURE 3-2
Number ofTimes Moved Since Last
Residing at McDaniel Glenn

QUESTION: Since McDaniel Glenn closed, how many times
have you moved?

FIGURE 3-3
Length ofTenure in Current Housing
Situation

QUESTION: How long have you lived in your current
housing situation?

Over 2 years

1−2 years

6 months − 1 year

Less than 6 months

46%

21%

17%

15%

O



where they wanted to live.

Like most people searching for a neighborhood to
reside in, the former McDaniel Glenn residents relied
on a set of criteria to assist them in making their
decisions. Figure 3-4 identifies key criteria that the
former residents identified as important to them in
choosing their current neighborhood. Although a
majority of former residents chose their current
neighborhood in relation to job opportunities,
proximity to their relatives and friends, and quality of
schools, the greatest proportions of former residents
chose their current neighborhoods based on access
to public transportation, neighborhood safety, rental
costs, quality and size of rental units, and access to
amenities. Access to public transportation was very
important primarily because more than half (56%) of

former McDaniel Glenn residents did not have access
to an automobile and one-half of former residents did
not possess a driver’s license. As expected, the
former McDaniel Glenn residents for whom the
quality of schools greatly mattered in neighborhood
selection were those with children under the age of
18 in their households. Nearly nine out of ten (85%)
former McDaniel Glenn households with children
rated schools as very important in their neighbor-
hood selection, which was the highest-ranking factor
for this group of former McDaniel Glenn residents.

In the case of multiple movers, public transportation
and neighborhood safety stood out in their calcula-
tions to select their current neighborhoods.
Moreover, a higher proportion of multiple movers
(59%) than single movers (48%) identified job oppor-
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FIGURE 3-4

Factors Important in Selecting Current Neighborhood
Percent responding very important or somewhat important

QUESTION: I’m going to list some reasons why a person might select a place to live. For each one, please tell me how
important it was to you when picking your current neighborhood as a place to live.



tunities as an important criterion in their selection of
neighborhoods.Thus, multiple movers may have
moved multiple times in search of the best fit of
quality and opportunities.This makes sense given that
the greatest proportions of multiple movers were full-
time workers and parents with school-age children in
their households.

Another factor in terms of their current housing is its
cost, and as Figure 3-5 shows, about two-thirds of
former McDaniel Glenn residents reported their total
housing expenses were higher in their current neigh-
borhood than they had been at McDaniel Glenn.

Neighborliness and Sense of Community.

Generally, the 2009 interviews with former McDaniel
Glenn residents suggested that measures of social
interaction, interpersonal trust, and collective efficacy
improved since their 2006 interviews (Figure 3-6).
Compared with perceptions of their neighborhoods
after their initial relocation from McDaniel Glenn,
greater proportions of former residents expressed
agreement that their current neighborhoods were
places characterized by better interactions among
neighbors, trust among neighbors, and community
action overall. Majorities of interviewees in 2009
agreed that their current neighborhoods were, for
instance, close knit, good places to raise children,

areas offering role models for children, and places
where people work together. Interestingly, the current
rates of agreement in 2009 are generally equal to or
higher than the rates of agreement that interviewees
expressed upon reflecting on their last twelve months
residing at McDaniel Glenn. In 2009, for instance, 43
percent of former residents agreed that people in
their current neighborhood can be trusted, which was
slightly higher than the rate reported by interviewees
when they reflected on their lives at McDaniel Glenn
(39%). As for multiple movers compared to single
movers, there is much agreement across the
measures of neighborliness, with multiple movers
being slightly more likely than single movers to agree
that their current neighborhoods are close-knit places
where people get along and help others, including
watching the homes of their neighbors.

NeighborhoodAmenities and Services

One way to determine the quality of a neighborhood
is to consider the quality of its amenities and services,
especially from the perspectives of its residents.
Accordingly, we asked respondents who had lived in
McDaniel Glenn a battery of questions about ameni-
ties and services in their current neighborhoods in
2009, as well as amenities and services in the vicinity
of the public housing community when they lived at
McDaniel Glenn (Figure 3-7).

One of the most important services for former
McDaniel Glenn residents is public transportation
given that almost six out of ten former McDaniel
Glenn residents do not have access to an automobile,
half of the former residents do not possess a driver’s
license, and 45 percent of employed former residents
rely on public transportation to get to work.When
they lived at McDaniel Glenn public transportation
was readily available via MARTA buses. Accordingly,
91 percent of former residents rated public trans-
portation "good" to "excellent" during their last 12
months in residence at McDaniel Glenn in the
Mechanicsville neighborhood. In their current neigh-
borhoods in 2009, however, a lower proportion of
former McDaniel Glenn residents evaluated public
transportation to be "good" to "excellent": 79 percent
of respondents reported that public transportation in
their current neighborhoods was at least "good."
Nonetheless, the overall sense of the former
residents is that public transportation is adequate in
their current neighborhoods.
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FIGURE 3-5
Housing Costs
Percent of respondents

QUESTION: In your current neighborhood are your household
expenses higher, lower, or about the same as
when you lived in McDaniel Glenn?



Given concerns about food deserts and obesity in
urban neighborhoods, the presence and quality of
grocery stores influences how we perceive a neigh-
borhood. Approximately seven of every ten former
McDaniel Glenn residents claimed that the grocery
stores in their neighborhoods in 2009 were "good" or
"excellent." Interestingly, about the same proportion
claimed that grocery stores were "good" or "excel-
lent" when they resided at McDaniel Glenn.This is
vastly different from how current Mechanicsville
residents perceive the grocery stores in the neighbor-
hood: Less than one in four (23%) Mechanicsville
residents judge its grocery stores to be at least
"good."

The current neighborhood services receiving the
lowest ratings from former McDaniel Glenn residents
in 2009 were childcare, adult education and job train-

ing, and addiction recovery services. Given that we
have no objective data on drug use or abuse by
former McDaniel Glenn residents and that none of
the respondents in 2009 identified drug or alcohol
abuse as a problem in obtaining a job, the fact that
their neighborhoods generally lack addiction recovery
services may or may not matter. However, recognizing
that 60 percent of former McDaniel Glenn residents
are unemployed, 56 percent of these respondents
have not been employed in full- or part-time work in
at least five years, and 75 percent of unemployed
respondents have not looked for work in the last year,
the low proportion of respondents rating adult
education and job training services in their current
neighborhood as "good" or "excellent" is troubling. It
is even more troubling given that 43 percent of all
respondents and 57 percent of those not working
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FIGURE 3-6

Resident Perceptions of Neighborhood Characteristics
Percent responding strongly agree or somewhat agree

QUESTION: I’m going to read a list of things people might say to describe their neighborhoods; for each one please tell me
whether you would agree or disagree that the statement describes your current neighborhood.

Former McDaniel Glenn Residents



reported lacking a high school diploma or general
equivalency degree. Moreover, it appears from the
perspective of former McDaniel Glenn residents that
their access to resources for increasing their human
capital declined since their relocation to their current
neighborhoods.This perception is clear from the 87
percent of respondents who reported that access to
adult education and job training services was "good"
or "excellent" during the last year they resided at
McDaniel Glenn.

Like other comparisons between single movers and
multiple movers, we observed that multiple movers
appear to occupy better neighborhoods than single
movers in terms of their perceptions of amenities and
services. For instance, greater proportions of multiple
movers than single movers judge the public trans-

portation, health care, grocery stores, banking and
financial services, and adult education and job training
services to be "good" or "excellent" in their current
neighborhoods.

Perceptions of Current NeighborhoodVersus
McDaniel Glenn

Across multiple dimensions of housing and neighbor-
hood preference, former McDaniel Glenn residents
interviewed in 2009 expressed strong preferences for
their current housing and neighborhood situations
over McDaniel Glenn. For instance, when former
residents of McDaniel Glenn were interviewed in
2006, following their initial relocation, only about half
of the respondents (48%) preferred their current
apartment or house to their former residential unit in
McDaniel Glenn (Figure 3-8).When interviewed in
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FIGURE 3-7

Resident Perceptions of Neighborhood Services andAmenities
Percent responding excellent or good

QUESTION: I’d like you to think about the types of services and amenities available in your current neighborhood. For each of
the following categories, please rate the quality of these services and amenities.

Former McDaniel Glenn Residents



2009, 70 percent of former McDaniel Glenn residents
preferred their current apartment or house to their
former unit in McDaniel Glenn.

Additionally, whereas 43 percent of interviewees in
2006 reported that they preferred their current
neighborhood to the former McDaniel Glenn
community, 63 percent of interviewees in 2009
preferred their current neighborhood to the former
public housing community. One reason appears to be
that former residents in 2009 were more satisfied
with their landlords and rental management compa-
nies and the general upkeep of their new residences
than they were in 2006. Not only do former McDaniel
Glenn residents express preferences for their current
housing preferences, they also prefer their current
neighborhood overall to their past residence in the
McDaniel Glenn community.

� Moving Back to McDaniel Glenn
As noted in ChapterTwo, one of the primary objec-
tives the “Atlanta Blueprint,” AHA’s mixed-income
strategy for revitalizing its public housing portfolio
was to deconcentrate poverty. As Renee Glover
recalls,“we rejected the idea of creating a new and
improved version of traditional public housing—a
product of what we viewed as a failed strategy.
Instead we set out to replace isolated public housing
projects with economically integrated, market-quality
mixed income communities that are developed,
owned, and managed by private sector real estate
professionals.”4 This strategy implies that not every-
one can move back to McDaniel Glenn, assuming that
former McDaniel Glenn residents would be so
inclined. This would not be possible for several
reasons. First, AHA’s mixed-income communities
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FIGURE 3-8

Comparison of Current Housing Situation to McDaniel Glenn
Percent of respondents

QUESTION:Do you prefer your current housing situation, McDaniel Glenn, or don’t have a preference?



feature a blend of subsidized housing, providing units
targeted to low-income residents at different places
on the income scale, to avoid a concentration of the
very poorest residents. Typically, the mix would
include approximately 40 percent of the units set
aside as public housing units, which are targeted to
the very lowest income residents, approximately 20
percent of the units would be set aside for residents
eligible for Low Income HousingTax Credit (LIHTC)
units and/or project-based rental assistance (PBRA)
units and 40 percent of the units are market rate.5 In
the McDaniel Glenn revitalization, the mix of housing
units to be developed was 35 percent public housing,
23 percent LIHTC/PBRA, and 42 percent market rate.

A second reason why not all former McDaniel Glenn
residents could return to the revitalized development
is related to AHA’s Moving toWork agreement.The
AHA has more discretion in its leasing policies
according to this agreement, which enables the
housing authority to employ more selective screening
standards in determining which individuals may take
up residence in a mixed-income community.

Finally, former residents themselves must make diffi-
cult choices about returning to McDaniel Glenn.
Many are comfortable and happy in their relocated
housing units and neighborhoods and do not wish to
move back to McDaniel Glenn and Mechanicsville.
Most important, former McDaniel Glenn residents
who secured a Housing ChoiceVoucher for their
replacement housing are very reluctant to give up
that voucher to return to McDaniel Glenn. Moving
back would mean they would no longer have the
freedom of choice that a housing voucher permits in
securing housing.

National studies of the HOPEVI program indicate
that very few residents return to their former public
housing communities. According to the HOPEVI
Tracking Study, which followed the housing choices of
former residents in eight early HOPEVI projects, 19
percent of the households surveyed returned to a
revitalized HOPEVI development.6 Other studies
have reported return rates that varied from less than
10 percent to 75 percent, with larger proportions
returning to HOPEVI projects that involved rehabili-
tation as opposed to redevelopment.7

The McDaniel Glenn experience shows slightly
smaller proportions of former residents returned to
the revitalized community than was found in other

cities. Our follow-up survey of former McDaniel
Glenn residents found that only one out of ten were
renting an apartment in one of the new mixed-income
developments that were part of the McDaniel Glenn
revitalization. According to AHA’s administrative files,
only 50 of the 412 former McDaniel Glenn house-
holds (12%) had returned to McDaniel Glenn as of
February 2010.

To gain a better understanding of why former
McDaniel Glenn residents may or may not wish to
return, we included several questions in our follow-up
survey on their perceptions of the new McDaniel
Glenn development and whether or not returning
was something they might wish to do. Overall, more
than half of the follow-up survey respondents (54%)
reported they had an opportunity to visit—not just
drive by—the revitalized McDaniel Glenn. Nearly
identical proportions of households with and without
children reported they had visited the new McDaniel
Glenn. Educational attainment was the household
characteristic that most distinguished those who
visited and those who did not visit the new McDaniel
Glenn; as education level increased, so too did the
proportion of former McDaniel Glenn residents who
visited the revitalized McDaniel Glenn (49% for those
with no high school, 56% for those with a high school
degree, and 63% for those with some post-high
school education).

Fewer than half of the follow-up respondents (41%)
reported that a mixed-income housing development
was the sort of place where they would want to live.
Households without children (49% vs. 36%) were
more likely to want to live in a mixed-income devel-
opment than were households with children and
households with post-high school education (57%)
were more likely to report wanting to live in a mixed-
income development than was the case for those with
only high school (32%) or no high school education
(43%).

Among the 78 follow-up respondents who expressed
an interest in living in a mixed-income development,
71 percent reported they would like to move to the
revitalized McDaniel Glenn. Households without
children were much more likely to express an interest
in living in the new McDaniel Glenn (81% vs. 58% for
those with children) and contrary to previous
response patterns, households with the highest levels
of education were less likely to note an interest in the
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new McDaniel Glenn (45%) as compared to those
with only a high school degree (83%) or those with
no high school education (77%).

When asked for their open-ended reactions to the
new McDaniel Glenn, respondents were about evenly
divided between those who offered positive
comments and those who offered negative comments.
By far the most frequently offered positive comment
was that the newly revitalized McDaniel Glenn was
“nice” or “beautiful.” As one respondent noted,“I love
it, that’s why I moved here.” Another noted that she
was “impressed by the new look. Better, cleaner, and
bigger.” Of those who provided negative reactions to
the new McDaniel Glenn, the most frequently offered
comments were that they felt the apartments were
too small or they didn’t like the structure and archi-
tecture of the new buildings. On the latter, several
respondents commented that the new buildings
looked like a hotel. One respondent noted that “there
is only one way in and one way out. It looks like a
hotel.The housing is too tight.” Another reported that
“everything is close together and it’s very noisy.”
Others noted they did not think the new apartment
buildings were child friendly, noting the lack of play
areas, and also the lack of a gazebo and patio areas
which discouraged family gatherings. Some also
reported they liked the buildings very much but were
still concerned about the level of crime and safety in
the neighborhood.

Table 3-2 reports the top reasons why former
McDaniel Glenn residents would like to move to the

new mixed-income housing built on the site of the
former McDaniel Glenn public housing community
and also the top reasons why they would not want to
move back.

Among those who expressed an interest in moving
back, by far the most frequently cited reasons were
the convenience of the Mechanicsville area (58%), the
new apartment homes (55%), and the desire to be
nearer family and/or friends (40%).The primary
reason cited for not wanting to move back was that it
would require the respondent to give up their
housing voucher. Giving up their voucher would mean
relinquishing their ability to move to another neigh-
borhood at a later date while retaining their housing
subsidy. Another major reason respondents were
reluctant to move back to the revitalized McDaniel
Glenn is that they felt their current neighborhood
was safer than the area around McDaniel Glenn. Also,
respondents noted the trouble of moving again and
the disruptions that would cause for their family as
well as the perception among many respondents that
their current neighborhood was more convenient for
them than Mechanicsville.

Focus Group with Returning McDaniel Glenn
Residents

We also conducted a focus group of former McDaniel
Glenn residents who had returned to obtain greater
insights regarding the factors that led to their decisions
to return. Our focus group included nineAfrican
American women. About half of the focus group
participants had lived at the former McDaniel Glenn
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TABLE 3-2

ReasonsWhy Former McDaniel Glenn ResidentsWould orWould Not Move Back
to the Revitalized McDaniel Glenn

ReasonsWould Move Back ReasonsWould Not Move Back

Reason Percent Reason Percent

Mechanicsville is more convenient 58 Lose housing voucher 38

New apartment homes 55 Current neighborhood is safer 35

Nearer to family/friends 40 Newly built community is not much better 33

Mechanicsville or McDaniel Glenn is home 33 Moving is too much trouble 29

Better amenities 22 Current neighborhood is more convenient 27

Mixed-income community 20
Settled in new neighborhood/
do not want to disrupt family

26



for at least ten years and the other half had lived in the
original McDaniel Glenn for four years or less. Only
two of the focus group participants had stayed in the
Mechanicsville area during their relocation.

When asked about their decision to move back to the
revitalized McDaniel Glenn, respondents shared differ-
ent reasons. One, who was used to the violence in
the former McDaniel Glenn, said that her grandchil-
dren were one of the main reasons for her decision
to move back. They were raised in McDaniel Glenn
and had most of their friends there, thus, they
persisted in returning. On the other hand, another
resident who had lived at McDaniel Glenn for less
than three years prior to the revitalization had no
intentions of returning due to her plans to purchase a
Habitat home. However, the waiting period while
living in Lakewood became unbearable so she decided
to move back to McDaniel Glenn, giving up her
voucher. Two other former residents, both long-term
former residents, were under the impression every-
thing had improved, but stated that the reality was a
completely different outcome. “We’re going to go in
these projects, rebuild them, and let them live better.
That’s how they’re selling it to us. But now that we’re
living in it, they uprooted our families, pushed us out
of our homes. They’re trying to put people [here]
who are not from here. When they’re rebuilding it,
they act like they’re bringing us back in to live better,
but it’s all just a big hoax to act like they’re helping
move you up and building you, but it’s breaking you
down.”

Overall, the focus group participants were strongly
dissatisfied with the revitalization of McDaniel Glenn
for several reasons.These included lack of a united
community, crime from what residents consider
“outsiders” (new McDaniel Glenn residents), disparity
in treatment between mixed income groups, new
management, un-cleanliness, and false expectations.

A majority of the focus group participants responded
strongly that they felt safer in the old McDaniel Glenn,
not necessarily because of crime itself, but because
they had a sense of a community watching out for
one another. As simply put by one former resident,“I
can’t look out for you because I don’t know you.”
Basically, the addition of residents from different parts
of Atlanta has, in a sense, broken the trust amongst
the tenants. In the old McDaniel Glenn, the residents
were so familiar with each other and “in each other’s

businesses” that it rooted a sense of safety and a
protection of “looking out” for one another.

Crime alone, whether committed by someone inside
or outside of the community, is an issue that the
former residents feel has not changed. One former
resident had her car stolen twice in a matter of two
months during the day. She also saw a man robbed in
daylight at gunpoint near a bus stop. “They don’t care
[that it’s daylight]. This is the stuff that I worry about
because this same corner is where our kids get on
the bus and off.” Due to this incident, the returning
resident avoids using that bus stop by enrolling her
children in a school that is across town, creating more
of an inconvenience to her daily routine.

According to the focus group participants, the inclu-
sion of mixed income residents has had both a
positive and negative impact on returning residents of
McDaniel Glenn. The negative impact stems mainly
from management and not necessarily the residents
themselves, though some focus group participants did
comment that the market rate tenants “were not too
friendly.” Several focus group participants claimed
that the new management sometimes “looks down on
low income families” and a few respondents noted
they felt they were often treated inequitably because
they pay less for rent. On a positive note, many of the
respondents felt that being surrounded by new
people and individuals they see succeeding financially
is motivating. A majority of the participants agreed
that they share good relations with neighbors from
different income brackets.

Another issue repeatedly raised by the focus group
participants involved the lack of cleanliness of the
building as a whole. Two residents indicated that they
had found rats in the flowerbeds. One resident
mentioned that she is forced to keep her children
away from a breezeway that must be crossed when
residents take out their trash. She reportedly asked
management to clean the breezeway and for reasons
unknown, they have not done so.

Ultimately, dissatisfaction about the new McDaniel
Glenn is driven by the unmet expectations the
tenants had before moving in. Focus group partici-
pants consistently expressed the idea that “nothing
[had] changed.” As summarized by one returning
resident:“I had a whole new outlook – more room,
different neighbors, [different] environment, […] a
peace of mind, [and] a better way of living for the kids.
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[…] Everything was positive. But when I came back, it
was the same environment, the exact same people
[who] moved away. Nowhere for kids to play. You
feel like you’re in prison.”

Another returning resident stated that management
told the residents that there would be a pool in the
new apartments, but this was not the case when they
moved back. At least four focus group participants
complained about the limited space in the playground;
their kids are forced to find another location to “play”
or “hang out.” Also, several focus group participants
explained that grilling to them is an essential, social
activity for African Americans. They were very disap-
pointed that grills were excluded from the apartment
redevelopment plan for McDaniel Glenn. Conse-
quently, many of the families leave McDaniel Glenn to
have birthday parties and cookouts at other apart-
ments or houses. In effect, having no central location
for neighbors to gather and celebrate their new home
may contribute to the “lack” of community that many
focus group participants spoke of earlier.

When asked if demolishing the old McDaniel Glenn
was a good idea, almost all of the focus group respon-
dents answered “no.” Because the participants came
back to, what they call, a place that has not changed –
they do not see the overall benefit of having torn
down McDaniel Glenn. They made many remarks
about how the old McDaniel Glenn was better than
the current one. One of the most important differ-
ences was the location of the school. Previously, it had
been directly across the street, which allowed chil-
dren to walk there safely. Also, two returning resi-
dents mentioned having resources at the old
McDaniel Glenn that weren’t available now, such as
GED classes, computer rooms, and youth programs.
“What I miss in the old McDaniel Glenn [is that] we
had meetings, we had programs, and different youth
centers used to come to our community. [… ]We
don’t have any meetings here.” Focus group partici-
pants pointed out that they don’t feel that these pro-
grams are encouraged anymore.

On the whole, the focus group participants thought
that the revitalization would have been a good idea if
the AHA would have updated, rather than demolish
the apartments. Renovation could have focused on
adding security, and keeping families in the develop-
ment. However, they said the demolition and redevel-
opment would have been worth it if the promised

changes had materialized. Many of the focus group
participants felt that the ground should have been
treated as the new McDaniel Glenn is still sitting on
top of a bad sewage system.

On the positive side, and perhaps most important,
everyone agreed that they are better off today than
they were five years ago. One returning resident, who
had been a previous homeowner, said she was able to
experience both sides of the coin—being a renter and
a homeowner. She felt “blessed” at having the weight
lifted off her shoulders by not having to worry about
the financial burdens of owning a home. The focus
group participants said they have had “different
perspectives” and new life experiences that had made
this entire experience “worth it.” Most were thank-
ful for having a home during the current economic
recession and have high hopes that this will provide a
motivation for their kids.

Though the opinions, perceptions, and experiences
shared by the former residents who returned to the
revitalized McDaniel Glenn that participated in our
focus group are those of real people who have lived in
the old and new development, readers should exer-
cise great care in generalizing from those experiences
to the experiences of all former residents who re-
turned to the revitalized McDaniel Glenn. Nonethe-
less, the qualitative comments of our follow-up survey
respondents echo some of the concerns and issues
raised by the focus groups. For example, among those
former McDaniel Glenn residents who had actually
seen the revitalized buildings and expressed a negative
opinion of the new development, the most frequently
noted comment was that the new apartments were
too small. Many also said they did not like the physi-
cal layout of the apartment buildings and some
pointed out that the new building structure reminded
them of a hotel. On the other hand, a majority of for-
mer residents whom we surveyed had a positive opin-
ion of the new development, and by far the most
frequently noted comment among those survey re-
spondents was that the new development/apartments
were nice.

� Civic Participation
Our Baseline Report highlighted the initial effects of
the relocation experience on the civic participation of
former McDaniel Glenn residents.We observed that
the former residents of McDaniel Glenn had much
lower levels of civic participation in their neighbor-
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hoods in 2006 than when they resided at McDaniel
Glenn.The most startling findings were related to
attendance at community meetings, volunteerism, and
church attendance: 90 percent of interviewees
reported that they participated in community
meetings when they resided at McDaniel Glenn but in
2006 their participation rate dropped to 12 percent;
20 percent of interviewees reported that they volun-
teered with a community group or organization when
they lived at McDaniel but just 5 percent volunteered
in 2006; and 60 percent of interviewees were church-
goers during their residence at McDaniel Glenn but
36 percent were in 2006.8 The baseline findings from
2006 suggested that relocation from McDaniel Glenn
disrupted civic engagement by former residents of
that community.We wondered whether the disrup-
tions in civic engagement would be short-term or
long-term.The data from our follow-up interviews
with former McDaniel Glenn residents suggest that
civic engagement did eventually recover and return to
levels comparable to those that existed at McDaniel
Glenn prior to revitalization and those in the control
neighborhoods.

As of 2009, the disruptions in civic engagement
appear to have attenuated. Generally, our intervie-
wees reported that civic participation by former
McDaniel Glenn residents had increased. Rates of
reported attendance at community group meetings
for instance, increased to 47 percent (Figure 3-9).
Likewise, volunteerism at community groups or
organizations rose to 14 percent. As for church
attendance, it increased to 69 percent, above what it
was when interviewees resided at McDaniel Glenn
(Figure 3-12). Furthermore, the percent of respon-
dents that reported getting together informally with
other residents of their community in the past 12
months to solve a community problem rose from 9
percent in 2006 to 31 percent in 2009; it had been 41
percent during the last 12 months before they moved
out of McDaniel Glenn. Lastly, voter registration
among former McDaniel Glenn residents in our panel
sample increased from 72 percent in 2006 to 85
percent in 2009. However, we attribute this to the
personal interest and community mobilization efforts
in relation to the 2008 Presidential Election.Yet, it also
may be a result of people residing in more civic-
minded neighborhoods.

Civic participation also increased among the control
group of Mechanicsville and Pittsburgh residents. In

fact, this group reported higher rates of regular
engagement (i.e., at least monthly attendance) than
the former McDaniel Glenn residents.This may be a
result of higher overall levels of civic participation
among the control group residents and may also
reflect the overall level of activism in the neighbor-
hood in response to new challenges presented by the
foreclosure crisis and increases in property crime and
blight.

� Employment and Income
Table 3-3 reports the employment and income
characteristics of former McDaniel Glenn households
at baseline (Spring 2007) and follow-up (Summer
2009), reporting figures separately for each of the two
samples as well as for the panel sample which includes
only those respondents who were interviewed at
both time points. Overall, the proportion of respon-
dents who reported working for pay declined
between baseline and follow-up, dropping from 52
percent to 40 percent.The share of respondents
reporting that other members of the household were
working also declined, dropping from 17 percent to 7
percent. It is important to note that during this same
period the unemployment rate for metropolitan
Atlanta more than doubled, rising from 4.5 percent in
2007 to 10.1 percent in 2009.

For those who were working, the trend in the
number of hours worked during an average week is
difficult to interpret. On the one hand, the proportion
of respondents who reported they worked less than
30 hours per week decreased slightly and the propor-
tion of respondents who reported working 30-40
hours per week nearly doubled between the baseline
and follow-up surveys, increasing from 46 percent in
Spring 2007 to 86 percent in Summer 2009, suggest-
ing respondents were working longer hours. On the
other hand, the proportion of respondents who
reported working 41 or more hours per week
dropped sharply, declining from 43 percent in Spring
2007 to 5 percent in Summer 2009, providing
evidence that respondents were working fewer hours
per week on average.

Among those follow-up respondents who were not
working but had been seeking a job during the last 12
months, the primary barriers to employment were
lack of jobs (61%), not enough job training (32%), not
enough education (25%), and no work experience
(21%), all barriers that are more difficult to overcome
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FIGURE 3-9
Frequency of Participation in Community Meeings in Current Neighborhood
Relocated McDaniel Glenn resident percentages based on panel respondents (n=160)

QUESTION: Approximately how frequently do you attend community meetings in your current neighborhood?

FIGURE 3-10
Leadership inCommunityGroups orAssociations inCurrentNeighborhood
Relocated McDaniel Glenn resident percentages based on panel respondents (n=160)

QUESTION: Are you a leader of a community group or association in your current neighborhood?
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FIGURE 3-11
Volunteer Participation in Current Neighborhood
Relocated McDaniel Glenn resident percentages based on panel respondents (n=160)

QUESTION: Since moving to your current neighborhood,have you volunteered with a community group or organization?

FIGURE 3-12
ChurchAttendance in Current Neighborhood
Relocated McDaniel Glenn resident percentages based on panel respondents (n=160)

QUESTION: Have you attended church or another house of worship at least once a month over the last 12 months?
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FIGURE 3-13
Voter Registration
Relocated McDaniel Glenn resident percentages based on panel respondents (n=160)

QUESTION: Are you registered to vote?

FIGURE 3-14
Civic Engagement and Community Problem Solving
Relocated McDaniel Glenn resident percentages based on panel respondents (n=160)

QUESTION: Since moving to your current residence,have you gotten together informally with others in the neighborhood to
try to deal with any community problems?
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during an economic recession.

As would be expected based on the employment
statistics that showed fewer respondents working and
those who had a job were working fewer hours,
household incomes declined slightly between baseline
and follow-up, based on the trend for the panel
sample. The share of households reporting household
incomes less than $17,500, which in most instances
would put the household below the federal poverty
level, increased from 81 percent in Spring 2007 to 84

percent in Summer 2009. Beyond employment
income, other sources of household income and assis-
tance remained relatively consistent in the two time
periods although there were some notable changes.
The proportion of respondents reporting Supplemen-
tal Security Income (31% to 37%) and Disability
benefits (15% to 24%) both increased as did the share
of households reporting receipt of Food Stamps (61%
to 68%) and unemployment compensation (1% to 7%).
Participation in PeachCare, Georgia’s child health
insurance program, nearly doubled, rising from 7

TABLE 3-3
Employment and Income of Former McDaniel Glenn Residents
Percent of respondents

Baseline
Spring 2007

Follow-Up
Summer 2009

Panel Sample

Baseline
Spring 2007

Follow-Up
Summer 2009

Employment

Currently working for pay 51 40 52 40

Hours worked per week:
Less than 30 13 11 11 9

30 - 40 47 83 46 86

41 or more 40 7 43 5

Anyone else in household working 17 7 17 7

How long since you last worked
Less than 1 year 25 25

1 - 4 years 14 14

5 or more years 56 58

Looked for a job in the last 12 months 25 27

Income

Household income
Less than $17,500 85 83 81 84

$17,501 - $52,500 14 16 19 15

Greater than $52,500 1 1

Sources of household income/assistance
Supplemental Security Income 28 36 31 37

Disability benefits 18 24 15 24

Food Stamps 63 68 61 68

TANF 3 3 3 3

PeachCare 7 12 7 11

Medicaid 68 69 71 68

Unemployment compensation 1 7 1 7

Child support 9 12 9 10
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percent to 11 percent, whereas enrollment in
Medicaid declined slightly, dropping from 71 percent
to 68 percent.

� Crime and Neighborhood Safety
Another hope behind the relocation of residents of
McDaniel Glenn is that they would take up residence
in areas with fewer neighborhood problems, especially
crime. People relocated from McDaniel Glenn gener-
ally improved the quality of their surroundings in
terms of public safety.This makes sense given that 91
percent of former McDaniel Glenn residents identi-
fied public safety as an important factor in their
search and choice of neighborhoods for residence. As
of summer 2009, the majority of former McDaniel
Glenn residents judged their current neighborhood as
“safe.” In particular, 63 percent of interviewees
deemed their current neighborhood as either “very
safe” or “somewhat safe.” Still, the perception of
safety has declined among former McDaniel Glenn
residents from 2006 to 2009, even if a majority of
them still perceive their current neighborhood as safe
(Figure 3-15). This decline, however, coincides with a
general sense of declining safety in the city of Atlanta
during this time period. Note, for example, that only

41 percent of residents in the control neighborhoods
(Mechanicsville and Pittsburgh) in 2009 considered
their neighborhood safe.

The proportion of former McDaniel Glenn residents
reporting that they were victims of crime has
declined slightly between the time they lived at
McDaniel Glenn and 2009 (Figure 3-16). Regarding
violent crime, self-reported victimization rates
dropped from 10 percent in the last 12 months of
residence at McDaniel Glenn to 4 percent in 2009. As
for property crime victimization, the rate of self-
reported victimizations declined from 13 percent to 9
percent between the last year at McDaniel Glenn and
summer of 2009.

Data from the 2009 follow-up interviews also suggest
the former residents of McDaniel Glenn perceive that
they are living in safer neighborhoods than had been
the case at McDaniel Glenn. Generally, former
McDaniel Glenn residents believe that they now
reside in neighborhoods where violent crime and
property crime pose much less of a problem. In 2006,
63 percent of interviewees reported that violent
crime was a problem in the last 12 months of their

FIGURE 3-15

Resident Perceptions of Crime and Neighborhood Safety
Percent responding very safe or somewhat safe

QUESTION: How safe do you feel walking alone at night in your neighborhood?
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residence at McDaniel Glenn (Figure 3-16). In 2009,
35 percent of former McDaniel Glenn residents
identified violent crime as a problem. Similarly, while
73 percent of former residents identified shootings as
a problem when they lived at McDaniel Glenn, 37
percent of the former residents identified shootings
as a problem in their current neighborhoods.We also
observed declines in the perception of gangs as a
problem. In particular, whereas 43 percent of the
former residents saw gangs as a problem when they
resided at McDaniel Glenn, 20 percent of them see
gangs as a problem in their current neighborhoods.

Although the perceptions of property crime as a
problem did not decline as dramatically as those
related to violent crime, the data are positive. In 2009,
40 percent of former McDaniel Glenn residents
perceived property crime as a problem, down from
55 percent when they resided in McDaniel Glenn. As
for illicit drug selling and use, the current neighbor-
hoods of former McDaniel Glenn residents are judged
better by the residents than when they lived at
McDaniel Glenn: 71 percent of interviewees in 2006
perceived drugs to be a problem during the last 12
months they lived at McDaniel Glenn but only 28

percent of them perceived drugs to be a problem in
their current neighborhoods in 2009.

Additionally, the former residents of McDaniel Glenn
tend to perceive their current neighborhoods as
having fewer nuisance issues (Figure 3-17). Nearly
two-thirds (62%) of interviewees do not perceive
graffiti and trash to be a problem in their current
neighborhoods and 59 percent do not perceive loiter-
ing to be a problem in their neighborhoods.This was
not the case when they lived at McDaniel Glenn.
When they resided in the public housing community
57% and 68%, respectively, saw graffiti and litter and
people hanging around as problems.

However, it is necessary to note that while the
former residents of McDaniel Glenn have achieved
improvements in their surroundings compared to
when they lived in McDaniel Glenn, some of the
improvements may be waning.That is, when compared
with the baseline data from 2006, greater proportions
of former residents of McDaniel Glenn perceived
problems in their current neighborhoods. Between
2006 and 2009 we observed marked increases in the
proportion of interviewees perceiving problems in

FIGURE 3-16
Victimization of Former McDaniel Glenn Residents
Percent of respondents

QUESTION: During the last year you lived at McDaniel Glenn and/or within the last year in your current neighborhood, have
you or anyone in your home been a victim of crime?
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their current neighborhoods. In other words, while
the current neighborhoods of former McDaniel Glenn
residents appears to be better in terms of a number
of measures than when they resided in the public
housing community, their neighborhoods in 2009
appear to be worse off than they were in 2006.This is
true for those who moved once from McDaniel
Glenn and those who moved multiple times since
their residence at McDaniel Glenn.

One factor that influences perceptions of crime in a
neighborhood is the presence of police.We asked
former McDaniel Glenn residents in 2009 to evaluate
the police in their communities using three measures:
whether police unfairly stopped people in their neigh-
borhoods, whether the police presence was sufficient,
and whether police response time was adequate

(Figure 3-18). In terms of the perceived fairness of the
police, 46 percent of former residents of McDaniel
Glenn in 2009 agreed that the police unfairly stopped
people in their current neighborhoods (Figure 3-18).
This is up from the 2006 baseline rate of 36 percent.
Yet it remains below the 70 percent agreeing to this
claim in relation to the last 12 months of residence at
McDaniel Glenn.Turning to the presence of police,
just under one-half (48%) of respondents agree that
there is not enough police in their current neighbor-
hoods. This is a bit higher than the rate of 40 percent
in 2006 but still below the rate of 64 percent when
people reflected on the police presence in the last 12
months of their stay at McDaniel Glenn. As for how
quickly the police respond to incidents in their neigh-
borhoods, former McDaniel Glenn residents agree
that the police come as quickly when summoned in

FIGURE 3-17

Perception of Neighborhood Crime and Public Safety Problems
Percent responding big problem or some problem

QUESTION: I will read a list of problems that might exist in a neighborhood. For each one, please tell me whether this is a
problem in your current neighborhood.
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their current neighborhoods as they did when
McDaniel Glenn was their residence.

Comparing single movers and multiple movers yields
interesting findings. Overall, the proportion of multi-
ple movers reporting problems related to crime and
public safety with their current neighborhoods is
lower than the proportions of single movers report-
ing problems. Multiple movers apparently are less
likely than single movers to live in neighborhoods
where violent crime, especially shootings, and
property crime are problems.They also are less likely
to reside in neighborhoods where loitering and illicit
drug activities are common and more likely to live in
neighborhoods where the people respond quickly to
problems.This may signal that multiple movers made a
deliberate decision to relocate numerous times to

reduce their likelihood of residing in neighborhoods
plagued by the ills of crime. Note, however, that these
findings are not large enough to be statistically signifi-
cant as the differences between single and multiple
movers are not very large and the subgroup sample
sizes are small.

We would be remiss if we did not report on the
perceptions of neighborhood problems by residents
of Mechanicsville in 2009, especially given that such
problems may have consequences for the mixed-
income community built on the former footprint of
McDaniel Glenn and efforts to increase residential
and commercial investment proximate to the mixed-
income community.

Unfortunately, most Mechanicsville residents perceive
the neighborhood to be experiencing problems. First,
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FIGURE 3-18

Resident Perceptions of the Police
Percent responding strongly agree or somewhat agree

QUESTION: I’d like you to consider things people might say about the police in your current neighborhood. Do you agree or
disagree with each of the following statements about the police in your neighborhood?



a majority (57%) of its residents do not view Mechan-
icsville as safe. Second, nearly eight out of ten
Mechanicsville residents (79%) believe that they
reside in a neighborhood where violent crime is
either a “big problem” or “some problem.” Moreover,
76 percent of respondents living in Mechanicsville
report that shootings are a problem in the neighbor-
hood and 63 percent identify gangs as a neighborhood
problem.Third, a slightly greater proportion of
residents (82%) deem property crime a problem than
violent crime. Fourth, a large majority (83%) of
Mechanicsville residents interviewed in 2009 perceive
the neighborhood to have problems with nuisance
issues like graffiti and trash. Likewise, 81 percent and
79 percent respectively, perceive loitering and illicit
drug activity to be neighborhood problems. Further-
more, across all of the aforementioned measures of

neighborhood problems, pluralities and majorities
perceive the issues to be big problems.

� Schools
Another hope of the transformation of McDaniel
Glenn was that former residents would take up
residence in neighborhoods with better schools. One
way to measure the attainment of this objective is to
assess the perceptions of the schools by the former
McDaniel Glenn residents with children.

Generally, former McDaniel Glenn residents with
school-aged children in their households judge the
schools in their current neighborhoods to be “good,”
if not “excellent,” across a number of quality
measures. As shown in Figure 3-19, majorities of
former residents with school-aged children inter-
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FIGURE 3-19

Resident Perceptions of Schools
Percent responding excellent or good

QUESTION: Far each of the following areas, please rate your child’s school as excellent, good, fair or poor.



viewed in 2009 rated the schools in their current
neighborhoods “good” or “excellent” in terms of
learning materials such as books, the physical struc-
ture of the schools, curricula, student achievement,
and teachers. Additionally, on these five measures we
observed increases in the proportions of former
McDaniel Glenn residents with children rating their
neighborhood schools as "good" or "excellent" in
2009 compared to their last twelve months at
McDaniel Glenn: materials such as books (84% in
2009 vs. 79% at McDaniel Glenn), the physical struc-
ture of the schools (85% in 2009 vs. 70% at McDaniel
Glenn), curricula (81% in 2009 vs. 71% at McDaniel
Glenn), student achievement (81% in 2009 vs. 73% in
McDaniel Glenn), and teachers (80% in 2009 vs. 72%
at McDaniel Glenn).Three measures where smaller

proportions of former residents rated the schools at
least "good" in comparison with when they resided at
McDaniel Glenn are proximity to home (77% in 2009
vs. 77% in McDaniel Glenn), recreational and play
areas for school children (69% in 2009 vs. 78% in
McDaniel Glenn) and extracurricular activities (69% in
2009 vs. 73% in McDaniel Glenn).

Former McDaniel Glenn residents generally judge the
schools in their current neighborhoods to be better
for their children than the schools that were in
Mechanicsville. In short, they believe that educational
opportunities for their children generally improved
because of the moves. Surprisingly, however, equal or
greater proportions of current residents of Mechan-
icsville rate its schools as "good" to "excellent" on
these five measures.We address the effects of the
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FIGURE 3-20

SummativeAssessment of McDaniel Glenn Revitalization Impact on Former
Residents by HousingType

QUESTION: In your current neighborhood is your quality of life (health, job access) better, worse, or about the same as when you
lived in McDaniel Glenn?



razing and redevelopment of McDaniel Glenn on
schools in and around Mechanicsville in Chapter Four.

Summary

Generally, the former residents of McDaniel Glenn
interviewed in 2009 reported that their lives are
improving. One measure of their improvement is their
overall judgment of their quality of life. Former
residents were asked in 2006 and 2009: In your current
neighborhood, is your quality of life better, worse, or about
the same as it was in McDaniel Glenn? In 2006, about
half (47%) of respondents reported that their quality
of life was better than it was when they resided in
McDaniel Glenn. By 2009 the proportion of former
residents reporting a better quality of life had risen to
57%. Figure 3-20 shows that most former residents of
McDaniel Glenn believe that their quality of life is
better now than it was before their initial relocation
and this finding holds regardless of the form of
current residence (i.e., private apartment, private
home, the new McDaniel Glenn). Additionally, since
the relocation most former McDaniel Glenn residents
report that they are in good health. Specifically, 63
percent of respondents describe their health as good
to excellent. Lastly, all respondents were asked about
their access to jobs in their current neighborhood.
The expectation was that former McDaniel Glenn
residents would report improvements in their access
to jobs after their relocation.We reported in our
Baseline Evaluation that 13 percent of respondents
believed that their access to jobs in their current
neighborhood was better in 2006 than when they
lived in McDaniel Glenn. By 2009 the proportion
reporting that their access to jobs was better had
increased slightly to 16 percent. Overall, however, the
majority of respondents (62%) reported their access
to jobs was no different in their current neighbor-
hoods than it was when they lived in McDaniel Glenn.
Another 16 percent of respondents reported that
their job access was worse than when they resided at
McDaniel Glenn. Note, however, that for about half
of the former McDaniel Glenn residents (45%), the
job access question was not relevant as they were not
working or not actively seeking employment.

Endnotes

1.The list of relocated McDaniel Glenn households
provided by AHA contained 417 affected households.This
count included five households that had moved between
McDaniel Glenn and the McDaniel Glenn Annex during the

affected period.Thus, the list contained 412 unique house-
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of the 412 count, is a conservative number because the
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McDaniel Glenn who at the time of the follow-up survey
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sion of the recruitment methods the evaluation team
utilized in interviewing former McDaniel Glenn residents
and residents of the Mechanicsville and Pittsburgh neigh-
borhoods.

3. Similarly, 80% of control group respondents agreed that
demolishing and redeveloping McDaniel Glenn was the
right thing to do.
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5. LIHTC properties must meet one of two low-income
occupancy thresholds: 1) 20 percent of the units developed
must be occupied by tenants earning income at or below
50 percent of the areawide median income; or 2) 40
percent of the units must be occupied by tenants earning
income at or below 60 percent of the areawide median
income. Public housing tenants, by comparison, typically
have median incomes below 20 percent of the areawide
median income.

6. Susan J. Popkin, Bruce Katz, Mary K. Cunningham, Karen
D. Brown, Jeremy Gustafson, and Margery A.Turner,“A
Decade of HOPEVI: Research Findings and Policy
Challenges,”Washington, D.C.:The Urban Institute and the
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7. Jennifer Comey,“HOPEVI’d and on the Move,”Washing-
ton, D.C.:The Urban Institute, Metropolitan Housing and
Communities Center, Brief No. 1, June 2007, p. 2.

8.These changes in participation rates are based on analysis
of our panel data (i.e., former residents who participated in
both the baseline and follow-up surveys).
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Chapter 4
Effects of the Revitalization on
the Public Schools

Beyond the initial effects of the McDaniel Glenn
revitalization on the original residents of the
public housing community, the evaluation plan

called for an examination of the effects of the reloca-
tion and revitalization on the public schools in the
vicinity of McDaniel Glenn.The schools we included
in our analysis are the Dunbar Elementary School and
King Middle School, which were the schools assigned
to residents of the McDaniel Glenn community ac-
cording to the enrollment districts of the Atlanta Pub-
lic Schools (APS). We included Parks Middle School in
our analysis as many McDaniel Glenn children also at-
tended Parks.

Figure 4-1 plots the trends in total school enrollment
and Figure 4-2 shows the trend in students eligible for
free or reduced price lunch for each of the target
schools along with the average of a group of compari-
son schools located in comparable neighborhoods
and, where appropriate, totals for all Atlanta public
schools and all Georgia public schools.1

For Dunbar, Figure 4-1 shows a 63 percent decline in
total enrollment from approximately 500 students in
2001 to less than 200 in 2008. While much of the de-
cline in Dunbar’s enrollment can be attributed to the

McDaniel Glenn revitalization, the data show that en-
rollment at Dunbar had been steadily declining prior
to the McDaniel Glenn revitalization. Specifically, en-
rollment figures declined by 35 percent between 2001
and 2005, dropping from 516 to 337 students.This is
in contrast to the trend among the comparison APS
schools, where enrollment remained relatively flat
during this period.

In terms of students eligible for free or reduced price
lunches, the school composition at Dunbar follows a
pattern fairly similar to that of the comparison
schools and Atlanta public schools in general (Figure
4-2).Though there is a decline in the percentage of
students eligible for free or reduced price lunch at
Dunbar to 84 percent in 2006 and 2007, which coin-
cides with the active relocation phases of McDaniel
Glenn, by 2008 the share of free or reduced price
lunch students had increased to a level equivalent to
that recorded in 2003 (99%).

Enrollment and student composition trends at King
and Parks middle schools track much more closely to
the comparison schools average and the Atlanta pub-
lic schools district-wide trends than was the case for
Dunbar (bottom panels, Figures 4-1 and 4-2). Indeed,
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FIGURE 4-1

Trends in Public School Enrollment, 2000-2008

Source: Governor’s Office of Student Achievement, School Report Cards, various schools, various years.
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FIGURE 4-2

Eligibility for Free or Reduced Price Lunch, 2000-2008

Source: Governor’s Office of Student Achievement, School Report Cards, various schools, various years.



TABLE 4-1

AdequateYearly Progress (AYP) Status of Selected Schools, 2003-2008

2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008

APS District wide N Y Y N N Y

Elementary Schools

Benteen Y Y Y Y Y Y

Bethune Y Y Y Y Y Y

Capitol Gateway (Cook) Y Y Y Y Y Y

Connally Y Y Y Y Y Y

Drew Y Y Y Y Y Y

Dunbar Y Y Y Y Y Y

Gideons Y Y Y Y Y Y

Herndon Y Y Y Y Y Y

Jones Y Y Y Y Y Y

Slater N N Y Y Y Y

Stanton Y Y Y Y Y Y

Whitefoord Y Y Y Y Y Y

Middle Schools

Brown Y Y Y Y Y Y

Coan N Y N Y Y Y

Kennedy N N Y N N Y

King N Y N Y Y Y

Parks N N N Y Y Y

Price N N Y N Y Y

though total enrollment at King has declined steadily
throughout the decade, a pattern consistent with its
comparison schools, the sharpest declines were
recorded in the years immediately preceding the Mc-
Daniel Glenn revitalization. Between 2002 and 2004,
King Middle School lost 300 students. More specifi-
cally, its enrollment declined from 842 to 543 during
this period. King Middle School enrollments show lit-
tle effect from the McDaniel Glenn revitalization as its
enrollment trends during the active relocation phases
followed the trend in the comparison group of middle
schools during this period.2 Overall, with the excep-
tion of a fair amount of volatility in school composi-
tion between 2003 and 2006, the proportion of the
student body eligible for free or reduced price
lunches at King Middle School tracks reasonably

closely with the average for the comparison middle
schools.

Enrollment at Parks Middle School held fairly constant
at about 600 students between 2001 and 2004, and
then began a slow steady decline, dropping to 460
students in 2008, a trend that tracks very closely with
the comparison school average (Figure 4-1). School
composition at Parks Middle School has remained rel-
atively stable over the past decade as the proportion
of students eligible for free or reduced price lunch
has held steady in the 90-94 percent range for most
of this period (Figure 4-2). Though the share of eco-
nomically needy students did dip from 94 to 89 per-
cent between 2006 and 2007, the active years of
McDaniel Glenn relocation, that share increased the
following year to 94 percent.
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Table 4-1 reports the AdequateYearly Progress (AYP)
status for all students at the schools of interest re-
garding the McDaniel Glenn revitalization as well as
their comparison schools and the districtwide results
for Atlanta Public Schools.3 Dunbar Elementary
School achieved a rating of AYP for each school year
between 2003 and 2008, as did all of the comparison
elementary schools except Slater. King Middle School
met AYP in only one of the three pre-revitalization
years (2003-2005) and in all three of the revitaliza-
tion/post-revitalization years. Parks Middle School did
not meet AYP in any of the pre-revitalization years
but did meet AYP in all three of the
revitalization/post-revitalization years.

Figure 4-3 reports trends in elementary school stu-
dent achievement for fourth-graders in reading and
math based on Georgia’s Criterion-Referenced Com-
petencyTests (CRCT). For most of the early part of
the decade (2000-2004), Dunbar consistently ranked
at the bottom of the various comparison groups (At-
lanta public schools, Fulton County public schools,
Georgia public schools, comparison elementary
schools) in terms of reading proficiency. Indeed, at the
start of the decade (school year 1999-2000), only
about one out of four fourth-graders at Dunbar met
or exceeded the state standard for reading as meas-
ured by the CRCT. In 2005, reading proficiency in-
creased sharply and continued its upward trend. By
the end of the reporting period illustrated in Figure 4-
3, Dunbar had the highest level of reading proficiency
of any of the comparison groups as 96 percent of
Dunbar fourth graders in 2008 met or exceeded the
state standard for reading.

A similar story can be told for math achievement at
Dunbar. At the beginning of the period illustrated in
Figure 4-3, less than one in five fourth graders at Dun-
bar met or exceeded the state achievement standard
for mathematics. Beginning in 2002, math achieve-
ment at Dunbar began a steady upward trend and by
the end of the period, the math achievement of Dun-
bar students was indistinguishable from that of stu-
dents in the other comparison groups. Based on the
2008 CRCT scores, 70 percent of Dunbar fourth
graders met or exceeded the state standard in mathe-
matics, which was the same as the rate for all Georgia
public elementary schools, and higher than the scores
attained by Atlanta Public Schools and by the compari-
son elementary schools. Among the groups tracked
in Figure 4-3, only Fulton County public schools (72%)

exceeded Dunbar’s math achievement for fourth-
graders.

The remarkable turnaround in student achievement at
Dunbar Elementary School can be attributed to a
number of factors.4 These include the substantial in-
vestment in the school made by the Annenberg Foun-
dation, which provided a five-year $12.5 million grant
in 2001 to the Mechanicsville Community Learning
Collaborative (MCLC), an initiative of Enterprise
Community Partners, to foster a number of school
reform and community building initiatives,5 an ambi-
tious school reform agenda launched by the Atlanta
Public Schools, and a wide range of investments and
programs focused on the neighborhoods of NPUV
supported by the Annie E. Casey Foundation’s Atlanta
Civic Site.6

Reading and math student achievement trends for
middle schools are reported in Figure 4-4 (sixth-
graders) and Figure 4-5 (eighth graders). Results for
the two middle schools most directly affected by the
McDaniel Glenn revitalization are mixed. Parks Mid-
dle School showed dramatic improvements in student
achievement, similar to those noted above for Dunbar
Elementary School, between 2000 and 2008, especially
during the past four years. Student achievement at
King Middle School, on the other hand, though gener-
ally higher at the end of the reporting period than at
the start for most grades and subjects, declined in re-
lation to the other comparison groups.

Sixth grade reading and math test scores have steadily
improved at Parks Middle School. During the first
four school years in the data series (2000-2003),
though test scores at Parks tracked very closely with
APS and the Atlanta middle schools comparison
group, Parks ranked at the bottom in terms of all the
comparison schools/groups charted in Figure 4-4. In
2000, only about one out of four sixth graders tested
at or above the statewide standard in math and less
than 40 percent of Parks sixth graders met or ex-
ceeded the state standard for reading. Achievement
began to steadily increase in 2003 and by 2008 Parks
sixth graders lead all comparison schools/groups in
math (88 percent met or exceeded the state standard,
a 38-point gain from the previous year) and exceeded
the APS and comparison group middle school means
in reading (90% of Parks students met or exceeded
the state standard), trailing only slightly the Fulton
County and Statewide averages.
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FIGURE 4-3
Fourth Grade CRCT Scores:
Dunbar Elementary School and Comparison Schools, 2000-2008

Source: Governor’s Office of Student Achievement, School Report Cards, various years.
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FIGURE 4-4
Sixth Grade CRCT Scores:
King and Parks Middle Schools and Comparison Schools, 2000-2008

Source: Governor’s Office of Student Achievement, School Report Cards, various years.



FIGURE 4-5
Eighth Grade CRCT Scores:
King and Parks Middle Schools and Comparison Schools, 2000-2008
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Source: Governor’s Office of Student Achievement, School Report Cards, various years.
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King Middle School, on the other hand, followed a
very different trajectory. In 2000, about half of King
sixth graders met or exceeded the statewide stan-
dards for reading and math, which placed the school
above Parks and the APS and comparison middle
school means. Though reading scores showed small
gains in subsequent years, reading achievement
dropped sharply between 2006 and 2007, placing King
well below the APS and comparison group means. A
sharp increase in reading performance between 2007
and 2008 (from 63% to 78% met or exceeded the
state reading standard) narrowed this gap, though
King remained at the bottom in comparison to the
others schools/groups plotted in Figure 4-4. A similar
pattern is found for math achievement, though the
King trend is punctuated by a large decline in math
test scores between 2004 and 2006, when the per-
centage of students meeting or exceeding the state
math standard fell from 58 percent in 2004 to 28 per-
cent in 2006.Though math test scores rose in subse-
quent years, King’s sixth grade math achievement
score (41%) was only about two-thirds as high as the
middle school comparison group score (66%).

Eighth grade test scores for reading and math at King
and Parks middle schools follow very closely those
reported for sixth graders (Figure 4-5), though the
gains in student achievement are even more pro-
nounced for Parks Middle School. At Parks, reading
scores for eighth graders jumped from 49 percent
meeting or exceeding the state standard in 2005 to
94 percent in 2007; during this same period math test
scores increased from 24 percent to 90 percent.

As was the case with the improvements in student
achievement at Dunbar Elementary School, the large
gains in student achievement at Parks Middle School
can be attributed to a combination of factors that in-
clude a series of focused school reform/school im-
provement initiatives launched by Atlanta Public
Schools, the engagement and investment of strategic
community partners, which in this instance came from
the leadership of the Annie E. Casey Foundation’s At-
lanta Civic Site, and investments in the school’s physi-
cal plant as well as broader community building
efforts throughout the school’s enrollment district
that sought to foster stronger connections between
school improvement and neighborhood revitalization
initiatives.7

� Summary
The McDaniel Glenn HOPEVI revitalization has had
the most significant negative effects on the Dunbar El-
ementary School where total enrollment declined by
nearly half, dropping from 361 students in school year
2003-2004, just prior to the revitalization project, to
191 students in school year 2007-2008 (47% decline).
Though enrollment patterns at Dunbar had been
steadily declining prior to the McDaniel Glenn revital-
ization (30% decline between 2001 and 2004), the dis-
ruptions in residential patterns brought about by the
McDaniel Glenn HOPEVI project certainly acceler-
ated the enrollment declines at Dunbar.The effects of
the McDaniel Glenn project on enrollment patterns
at the two middle schools examined is less clear,
though there is some evidence to support the claim
these schools were also affected. At King Middle
School, total enrollment in 2008 was essentially the
same as in 2004, though enrollment did steadily de-
cline from 619 in 2005 to 542 in 2008 (12% decline).
Enrollment at Parks Middle School steadily declined
from 615 in 2004 to 460 in 2008 (25% decline). How-
ever, for both middle schools, their drop in enroll-
ment was very similar to the enrollment declines
reported for four other middle schools included in a
comparison group (see Figure 4-1). In contrast, Dun-
bar’s downward trend in enrollment significantly di-
verged from the enrollment trend line reported for
its group of 11 comparison schools.

Beyond enrollment, the McDaniel Glenn revitalization
does not appear to have dramatically altered the
composition of the public schools examined, based on
analysis of the proportion of students eligible for free
or reduced price lunch.The share of economically dis-
advantaged students in all three schools was compa-
rable to their rates prior to the revitalization of
McDaniel Glenn. Similarly, there do not appear to be
any dramatic school effects (positive or negative) on
overall student achievement at the three schools that
can be attributed to the McDaniel Glenn revitaliza-
tion. 8 Student achievement at both Dunbar Elemen-
tary School and Parks Middle School dramatically
improved during the study period, particularly during
the years of the McDaniel Glenn revitalization. How-
ever, as noted in this chapter, those gains can largely
be attributed to the school reform/school improve-
ment efforts by Atlanta Public Schools and the fo-
cused educational initiatives supported by national
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and local foundations (Annenberg Foundation, Enter-
prise Community Partners, Annie E. Casey Founda-
tion). The Atlanta Housing Authority, although not a
direct partner in these efforts, certainly can be con-
sidered a contributing partner in the sense that one
of the legacies of the McDaniel Glenn revitalization
was a stronger and closer working relationship with
the Atlanta Public Schools to minimize the disruptive
effects on children that relocation can create.

As the Casey Foundation’s Responsible Relocation
Task Force report points out, one of the central ob-
jectives of the task force during both phases of the
McDaniel Glenn relocation was to ensure that any
parent who wanted to keep their children enrolled in
Dunbar Elementary School could continue to do so.9

This focus to the task force’s activities resulted largely
from the interest and concerns of the Mechanicsville
Community Learning Collaborative (MCLC), an initia-
tive of Enterprise Community Partners supported by
a five-year $12.5 million grant from the Annenberg
Foundation, who did not want to see the turnaround
in student achievement that had begun at Dunbar as a
result of this investment jeopardized by the McDaniel
Glenn HOPEVI project. MCLC had the credibility
and leadership experience to make its case, due in
large part to the magnitude of its investment and the
fact that MCLC’s senior leadership included a former
APS deputy director for operations and an APS
school board member. MCLC was able to convene a
series of meetings between AHA andAPS officials and
several key community stakeholders to sensitize AHA
to the likely negative consequences to Dunbar Ele-
mentary School based on the experiences of several
other recent HOPEVI revitalizations.10 MCLC also
was able to encourage a collaborative approach by all
parties to minimize the negative effects the McDaniel
Glenn revitalization might bring to Dunbar.11

During Phase I, the Responsible RelocationTask Force
took a number of actions to preserve Dunbar’s en-
rollment through the McDaniel Glenn revitalization.
An AHA survey of former McDaniel Glenn residents
(82% response rate), supplemented by assistance
from MCLC and theTask Force, found that “73 per-
cent of households with children enrolled at Dunbar
wanted their children to remain at the school, with
69 percent reporting that they wanted their children
to remain enrolled there even if they moved outside
of the school’s catchment area.”12

To assist residents in relocating from McDaniel Glenn
to homes and apartments in the Dunbar catchment
area, theTask Force recruited partners who could
help in this effort. This included DKS, a real estate
consulting firm, which was tasked with identifying
properties in NPUV neighborhoods and the Dunbar
catchment area that would be suitable relocation
housing.When many of the properties identified by
DKS failed to meet AHA inspection criteria (adjacent
or nearby properties that were vacant, abandoned, or
in serious disrepair; men loitering nearby), AHA in-
spectors accompanied DKS staff as they searched for
alternative properties to ensure those properties
would more likely meet AHA standards.TheTask
Force also brought on Destiny 7 to serve as a real es-
tate agent to assist McDaniel Glenn residents in
culling through the list of properties identified by
DKS to find their relocation housing. However, de-
spite these efforts, very few of the properties that
were identified by DKS and that passed AHA inspec-
tion were located within the Dunbar catchment area.
Thus, most parents were required to select housing
outside Dunbar’s enrollment district. Although the
Casey Foundation was willing to pay for expanded
bus service to enable residents living outside of the
Dunbar catchment area to continue to attend Dun-
bar, APS declined to take up this offer, due largely to
the fact that former McDaniel Glenn residents were
too scattered throughout the city to make this a fea-
sible option. In the end, only 16 children of elemen-
tary school age that were involved in the Phase I
relocation remained at Dunbar.13

During the Phase II relocation, APS joined the Re-
sponsible RelocationTask Force, and shared with the
Task Force a list of 67 elementary school aged chil-
dren residing in the McDaniel Glenn Annex. APS also
encouraged AHA to delay the relocation of house-
holds with children until after the school year was
completed to minimize the disruptions moving during
the school year can have on children. AHA agreed to
this request and scheduled the Phase II relocation to
take place in stages, with the first wave to include
households without children, who would receive their
90-day relocation notices in March 2006, and the sec-
ond wave, which included households with children,
to receive their notices in May 2006. However, de-
spite the collaborative efforts of AHA, APS, and
members of theTask Force, only two of the 67 chil-
dren remained enrolled at Dunbar the following
school year.14
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As will be expanded upon in the next chapter, the
major barrier to preserving Dunbar’s school enroll-
ment was the interaction between AHA’s inspection
standards and the dramatic repercussions on the
neighborhoods of NPUV that were a result of the
mortgage foreclosure crisis and collapse of the hous-
ing market. Recall that AHA’s inspection standards at
the time of the McDaniel Glenn relocation disquali-
fied any housing unit as eligible for assistance if it was
located within 10 units of a vacant or dilapidated
property, regardless of the condition of the unit the
relocating resident was interested in renting.Though
several NPUV neighborhoods, Pittsburgh in particular,
had witnessed a housing boom during the mid 2000s,
much of that housing was beyond the reach of being
considered “affordable.” In addition, as many of the
properties that were improved were investor owned,
a large share of these properties sat vacant once the
housing market began its downward run in 2006. One
local survey, conducted by the Dirty Truth Campaign,
an NPUV resident group, found that nearly 1,300
properties were vacant and/or dilapidated, represent-
ing nearly half (43%) of all properties in NPUV neigh-
borhoods.15 Thus, with such a large share of
vacant/dilapidated properties in NPUV, it was very
difficult for any property in NPUV to meet the AHA
inspection standards.

To help shore up enrollment at Dunbar, APS agreed
to expand the school’s catchment area, to add a new
bus route for students relocated to NPUV’s Peo-
plestown and Summerhill neighborhoods, and to find
alternative transportation options for Dunbar stu-
dents relocated to NPUVs Pittsburgh and Adair Park
neighborhoods.16 In addition, as the consequences of
the McDaniel Glenn relocation on Dunbar’s enroll-
ment became clear, MCLC encouraged APS to con-
sider offering a pre-K program at Dunbar Elementary
School. APS agreed, and MCLC contributed $100,000
to help launch the program, which began in January
2006 with slots for 21 children. Dunbar Elementary
School is currently undergoing a major renovation,
with an expected completion date of early 2010. In
addition, a brand new Early Learning Center attached
to Dunbar is also under construction, and funded
largely from local foundations. Rosa Burney Park,
which is adjacent to Dunbar, is also currently under-
going a major renovation.

While it is evident at this writing that much of the in-
vestment in the neighborhood elementary school and

adjacent public facilities are underway which add an-
other dimension beyond housing to the McDaniel
Glenn revitalization, it remains to be seen what the
long-term impacts of a revitalized McDaniel Glenn
will mean for Dunbar Elementary School and the two
middle schools that NPUV residents attend.Those ef-
fects will likely be dependent on whether or not Mc-
Daniel Glenn and surrounding residential properties
can attract new families with children to the neigh-
borhood, and whether or not those families choose
to enroll their children in the public schools.

In the first public-private partnership of its kind in metro
Atlanta, the Early Learning and Literacy Resource Center,
housed at Dunbar Elementary, opened in March 2010.
Support for the facility, which provides an educational
foundation for children between the ages of six weeks
and 10 years of age, came from partners such as the
Annie E. Casey Foundation, the Joseph B.Whitehead

Foundation and the Atlanta Housing Authority.
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Endnotes

1. Comparison schools for Dunbar elementary are Ben-
teen, Bethune, Capitol Gateway (now Cook), Connally,
Drew, Gideons, Herndon, Jones, Slater, Stanton, andWhite-
foord. Comparison schools for King and Parks middle are
Brown, Coan, Kennedy, and Price. See Appendix D for maps
showing the location of these schools and related public
housing communities.

2. Note, however, that the large decline in enrollment at
King Middle School between 2002 and 2004 was likely re-
lated to the HOPEVI revitalization of Capitol Homes.

3. The federal No Child Left Behind Act of 2001 requires
state education agencies to establish statewide standards
for AdequateYearly Progress (AYP) based on academic
standards and assessments and student achievement, and
includes sanctions for local public education agencies and
schools that consistently fail to meet AYP. In Georgia, these
standards are structured and assessed in part through the
Criterion Referenced CompetencyTest, administered by
the Georgia Department of Education. Schools that fail to
meet AYP for two consecutive years must begin to take
corrective action, including offering alternative enrollment
opportunities for students in their attendance zone;
schools that fail to met AYP for four consecutive years
must choose corrective strategies from those listed in the
NCLB act, five consecutive years of failing to met AYP re-
quires the creation of a school restructuring plan, and a
sixth consecutive year mandates the implementation of the
restructuring plan. See U.S. Department of Education, No
Child Left Behind Accountability and AdequateYearly
Progress (AYP), National Title I Directors Conference,
2003, accessed at
http://www.ed.gov/admins/lead/account/ayp203/edlite-
index.html, accessed February 3, 2010.

4. Note however that gains in test scores have recently
been questioned in several public schools, including Dunbar
Elementary and Parks Middle School, following an an-
nouncement by state officials that several public schools
statewide were suspected of tampering with student an-
swers on the state’s standardized tests. About one third of
the schools (58 of 191) suspected of tampering were At-
lanta Public Schools. See HeatherVogell and John Perry,
“SuspiciousTest ScoresWidespread in State,” Atlanta Jour-
nal Constitution, 11 February 2010, available at
http://www.ajc.com/news/suspicious-test-scores-wide-
spread-296490.html, accessed February 19, 2010.

5.The MCLC project, undertaken with support and direc-
tion from Enterprise Community Partners, had three pri-
mary goals: (1) strengthen the public schools (primarily
Dunbar) to improve student achievement, (2) build com-
munity capacity by strengthening the social and civic infra-
structure of the community, and (3) support the physical
revitalization of the neighborhood. For an overview see
Leslie T. Fenwick, Putting School and Community on the Map:
Linking School Reform, Neighborhood Revitalization, and

Community Building (Atlanta: Enterprise Community Part-
ners, 2006)

6. Casey’s areas of focus include education achievement,
family economic success, and neighborhood transforma-
tion.

7. See, for example, SarahTorian,“Beating the Odds at At-
lanta’s Parks Middle School,” December 2007.

8.The negative effects of the revitalization-related reloca-
tion on individual student achievement appears to be mini-
mal based on our survey responses: 41 percent of
respondents with school-aged children reported that their
children’s academic performance improved since moving to
their current neighborhood, 47 percent reported their chil-
dren’s academic performance stayed about the same, and
only 7 percent reported a decline in their child(ren)’s aca-
demic performance. Note, however, that respondents who
moved three or more times were twice as likely to report
a decline in their child(ren)’s academic performance (12%)
as compared to respondents who only moved once (6%).

9. Relocating Residents Responsibly, p. 29.

10. Enrollment at Cook Elementary School, which drew a
large portion of its enrollment fromAHA’s Capitol Homes
development, which began a HOPEVI revitalization in 2003,
saw its enrollment drop from 560 to 422 over one summer.
Four years after Carver Homes (another HOPEVI project)
was demolished, its enrollment had declined by nearly half,
dropping from 507 to 279. See Relocating Residents Responsi-
bly, p. 20.

11. Relocating Residents Responsibly, p. 20.

12. Ibid., p. 20.

13. Ibid., p. 21.

14. Ibid., p. 30.

15. Ibid., p. 31.

16. Ibid.



In addition to an assessment of the effects on publicschools, the McDaniel Glenn evaluation plan called
for an analysis of the effects of the revitalization on

the surrounding neighborhood. For the baseline
report, we included an analysis of crime trends in
McDaniel Glenn and the surrounding neighborhood
between 2004 and 2007, the end of the relocation
phase. In the final evaluation we extend our analysis
of crime trends through June 2009. We also include
an assessment of the local housing market, analyzing
trends in the median sales price of single-family
homes and notices of foreclosure filings.We also
include an assessment of the neighborhood percep-
tions of residents in the area immediately surrounding
McDaniel Glenn. In our analysis of neighborhood
effects, we focus on the area immediately surrounding
the McDaniel Glenn site, typically including the areas
within a radius of one-quarter, one-half, and one-mile
of McDaniel Glenn. In some analyses we also include
data for the Mechanicsville and Pittsburgh neighbor-
hoods as well as all of NPUV.

� Crime
This section provides a brief overview of patterns and
trends in serious crimes (Part I offenses) reported in
the vicinity of McDaniel Glenn for the period cover-
ing January 2004 through June 2009. 1 The FBI distin-
guishes two categories of Part I offenses: violent
crimes (homicide, forcible rape, robbery, and aggra-
vated assault) and property crimes (burglary, theft,
and motor vehicle theft). 2 Information on the
reporting date and locations of these various offenses
were obtained from the Atlanta Police Department
website.3

To estimate changes in the levels of crime in and
around Atlanta’s AHA properties amidst this dramatic
transformation of public housing, we first identified
the geographic location of each of the 46 AHA devel-
opments in existence in 2004 and then used GIS to
aggregate crime counts reported within a quarter-
mile radius of each AHA property.This enabled us to
create a total annual index of serious Part I offenses
occurring on or near AHA properties.4
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Chapter 5
Effects of the Revitalization on the
Surrounding Neighborhoods
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FIGURE 5-1

Annual Percentage Change in Serious Crime, 2005 - 2009, in McDaniel Glenn,
AHA Properties, and City ofAtlanta

Year Citywide
AHA

Properties

McDaniel

Glenn

Violent Crime
2005 -12.1 -11.7 -35.9

2006 3.6 -4.3 4.3

2007 9.0 5.2 -12.4

2008 -3.8 -3.7 -5.9

2009 -25.1 -33.8 -10.0

Property Crime
2005 -7.1 -5.8 -21.9

2006 2.0 1.4 15.7

2007 13.4 9.4 3.3

2008 12.2 7.5 28.3

2009 -17.3 -14.7 -7.5

Total Crime
2005 -8.0 -7.1 -26.8

2006 2.3 0.2 12.2

2007 12.6 8.6 -1.2

2008 9.5 5.4 19.6

2009 -18.5 -17.9 -8.0

Note: Annual estimates for 2009 based on January-June data.



Figure 5-1 illustrates the annual percentage changes in
the number of serious Part I offenses, violent offenses,
and property offenses reported in Atlanta, on AHA
properties, and at the site of McDaniel Glenn respec-
tively. These graphs show that trends in serious crime
onAHA properties coincide with citywide trends,
demonstrating a decline of approximately 7 percent in
serious crime between 2004 and 2005 followed by
fairly stable crime counts between 2005 and 2006 and
an increase of approximately 9 percent in serious
crime between 2006 and 2007. Further relative
increases in Part I offenses are apparent between
2007 and 2008, although these trends are largely a
function of increasing property crime. By contrast,
violent offenses declined between 2007 and 2008
both in the city and on or near the sites of AHA
properties. Estimates for relative percent change in
serious, violent, and property crimes between 2008
and 2009 show significant declines, although these
figures should be viewed with caution as the annual
figures for 2009 are estimates based on the first six
months of the year.

Compared to annual crime trends reported both in
the city and on AHA properties, we find a much larger
reduction in serious crime between 2004 and 2005 at
McDaniel Glenn. Likewise, smaller increases in
property offenses and considerable declines in violent
crime are apparent between 2006 and 2007 around
the site of McDaniel Glenn. This suggests that the
noticeably higher levels of serious Part I offenses
reported in Atlanta and at the city’s other AHA
properties between 2006 and 2007 did not reflect
crime trends in the vicinity of McDaniel Glenn. Some
of these gains at McDaniel Glenn were offset,
however, between 2007 and 2008. Over this period,
property crimes increased by 28.3 percent at the
McDaniel Glenn site while increasing by only 12.2
percent in the city of Atlanta and 7.5 percent across
all AHA properties.

Overall, the total number of serious crimes reported
within a quarter mile radius of the McDaniel Glenn
property remained fairly stable, ranging from 414
incidents in 2004 to 402 incidents in 2008.5 Yet the
nature of the Part I offenses reported in the vicinity
of McDaniel Glenn changed between 2004 and 2008;
violent offenses declined by 45 percent while
property crimes increased by approximately 20
percent. Over the same time frame, total serious
crimes in NPUV neighborhoods (including the

McDaniel Glenn public housing community) increased
by 17 percent and crime in Atlanta rose by 16
percent. Property crimes increased both in Atlanta
and in NPUV at a rate of 20 percent and 31 percent
respectively, while violent crimes declined by a total
of 4.5 percent in Atlanta and 18 percent in NPUV
between 2004 and 2008. Consequently, violent crime
trends in the quarter-mile vicinity of McDaniel Glenn
show greater improvement compared to the larger
Neighborhood Planning UnitV and the city as a whole
between 2004 and 2008; yet trends in property crime
around the McDaniel Glenn site tend to mirror
property crime trends elsewhere in Atlanta.

The remainder of this section provides an overview
of monthly patterns and trends in serious Part I
offenses reported in McDaniel Glenn and the
surrounding neighborhood for calendar years 2004 to
mid-year 2009.6 Accordingly, the study period
captures the year preceding the Phase I relocation of
McDaniel Glenn residents through the re-opening of
the revitalized McDaniel Glenn community in March
2008 (Mechanicsville Apartments) and March 2009
(Mechanicsville Crossing and Mechanicsville Station).

� Trends in Serious Crimes
In this section we distinguish the number of serious
crimes reported to the police within a quarter mile,
half mile, and one-mile radius of the McDaniel Glenn
property. Three-month moving averages of crime
counts are used to smooth the trends. Figure 5-2
shows the trend in total Part I offenses reported
within each of the three distance bands. A closer
look at crimes reported within the quarter mile
(immediate vicinity) and half-mile radius of McDaniel
Glenn is provided in Figure 5-3.

Trends for Part I offenses in the immediate quarter-
mile radius surrounding McDaniel Glenn are repre-
sented by the red lines in Figures 5-2 and 5-3. There
is relative stability in the number of index crimes
within a quarter mile vicinity of the McDaniel Glenn
property between January 2004 and June 2009
punctuated by two noticeable dips; the first is
between July 2004 and January 2005 and the second
begins in July 2006 extending through January 2007.
The timing of these declines immediately precedes
the first active phase of the relocation of McDaniel
Glenn residents and immediately follows the end of
the second phase relocation. By contrast, serious
crimes rose during both periods of active relocation –
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FIGURE 5-2

Number of Serious Crime Incidents within One-quarter,One-half, and
One Mile of McDaniel Glenn, 2004 - 2009
Counts reported are 3-month moving averages.

Source: Atlanta Police Department

FIGURE 5-3

Number of Serious Crime Incidents within One-quarter and One-half Mile
of McDaniel Glenn, 2004 - 2009
Counts reported are 3-month moving averages.

Source: Atlanta Police Department
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increasing by 64 percent7 during the first phase and
43 percent8 during the second phase. The total
number of Part I offenses reported to police within a
quarter mile of the McDaniel Glenn property
declined to its lowest point in January 2007 followed
by a fairly steady increase thereafter through the end
of the study period.

Relatively similar trends in Part I offenses reported
within the half mile radius over the same periods are
driven, at least in part, by crime trends in the immedi-
ate vicinity of McDaniel Glenn. Between July and
November of 2008, however, the proportionate
increase in serious crimes reported within half a mile
of the housing community is greater compared to the
increases observed closer to the McDaniel Glenn
property (see Figure 5-3). Even still, the trends shown
in Figure 5-2 confirm that Part I offenses in the
quarter-mile, half-mile, and one-mile radius of the
housing development demonstrate roughly equivalent
crime counts at both the beginning and the end of the
period. This is despite significant population shifts and
the attendant socioeconomic transformation occur-
ring in Mechanicsville, particularly in light of the
McDaniel Glenn redevelopment.

Crime count trends in the proximity of McDaniel
Glenn can be compared to citywide crime count
trends if we center and standardize the data to
account for the disparity in geography of the two
comparison groups.9 We begin this analysis by deter-
mining the average number of Part I offenses
reported per month during 2004 for both the city of
Atlanta and the area within a quarter mile radius of
McDaniel Glenn. These average counts are then
treated as a baseline from which the total count for
each month of the study period is compared. Figure
5-4 illustrates the centered and standardized Part I
index crime trends for the city of Atlanta (blue line)
and the quarter mile vicinity of McDaniel Glenn (red
line) relative to their respective 2004 index crime
count averages. Deviations from 100 can be inter-
preted as percent changes from the 2004 monthly
averages for the city of Atlanta and the immediate
vicinity of McDaniel Glenn, respectively.

According to Figure 5-4, declines in serious crimes
relative to average monthly offense counts in 2004
were proportionately greater near McDaniel Glenn
than were declines in the city of Atlanta at year-end
2004 and again between July 2006 and January 2007.

FIGURE 5-4

Percentage Change in Serious Crime Incidents from 2004 for the City ofAtlanta
and the One-quarter MileVicinity of McDaniel Glenn, 2004 - 2009
Three-month moving average of crime counts centered on 2004 monthly average.

Source: Atlanta Police Department
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Serious crimes trended upward during 2007 and the
first half of 2008 both near the McDaniel Glenn site
and for the city as a whole. However, the number of
index crimes reported during this period remained
consistently below the average number reported per
month in 2004 around McDaniel Glenn, but above the
2004 average for Atlanta. Relatively speaking, then,
reported crime incidents in the vicinity of McDaniel
Glenn were lower during 2007 than they had been
before the redevelopment and generally exceeded the
2004 average only between July 2008 and January
2009.

Property Crime

Figures 5-5, 5-6, and 5-7 distinguish Part I property
crime trends between January 2004 and June 2009.
Property crimes remained fairly steady over the
period in the quarter mile radius of McDaniel Glenn
averaging approximately 9 property crimes reported
per month. After minor increases in the number of
property offenses around the housing development
during both relocation phases, property offenses
declined fromAugust 2006 through January 2007. The
increase in property crimes during both phases of the

relocation may reflect opportunistic burglaries and/or
thefts in vacant or unguarded housing units as the
relocation progressed. Because demolition of
McDaniel Glenn began in October of 2006, the result-
ing depopulation of the 41 acres comprising the
development prevents accurate estimation of the
population-at-risk. Declines in Part I property crimes
may therefore reflect either a safer environment or a
substantial decline in the availability of suitable targets.
By January 2007, however, monthly property crime
counts showed small but steady marginal increases
and this pattern persisted through the remainder of
the period. Figures 5-5 and 5-6 also indicate that the
number of index property crimes reported within a
half-mile and a one-mile radius of McDaniel Glenn
demonstrated a moderate upward trend during a
majority of the period.

According to Figure 5-7, the percentage changes in
the number of property offenses in and around
McDaniel Glenn showed much variability over the
period relative to the 2004 monthly average. On the
whole, property crime counts exceeded the 2004
monthly average by a significant margin in the months
immediately following Phase I of the relocation

FIGURE 5-5

Number of Property Crime Incidents within One-quarter,One-half, and One Mile
of McDaniel Glenn, 2004 - 2009
Counts are three-month moving averages.

Source: Atlanta Police Department
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FIGURE 5-6

Number of Property Crime Incidents within One-quarter and One-half Mile
of McDaniel Glenn, 2004 - 2009
Counts are three-month moving averages.

Source: Atlanta Police Department

FIGURE 5-7

Percentage Change in Property Crime Incidents from 2004 for the City ofAtlanta
and the One-quarter MileVicinity of McDaniel Glenn, 2004 - 2009
Three-month moving average of crime counts centered on 2004 monthly average.

Source: Atlanta Police Department
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FIGURE 5-8

Number of Violent Crime Incidents within One-quarter,One-half, and One Mile
of McDaniel Glenn, 2004 - 2009
Counts are three-month moving averages.

Source: Atlanta Police Department

FIGURE 5-9

Number of Violent Crime Incidents within One-quarter and One-half Mile
of McDaniel Glenn, 2004 - 2009
Counts are three-month moving averages.

Source: Atlanta Police Department
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through the end of the second phase in August 2006.
A sharp decline thereafter is likely attributable to the
closing and demolition of the housing development.
Compared to the pre-relocation period, the percent
change in the number of property crimes reported to
police increased sharply again in May of 2008 through
the end of the year. While property offenses rose in
the city of Atlanta between 2007 and the end of 2008,
the average increases were much more stable for the
city of Atlanta than they were in the quarter mile
radius surrounding the site of McDaniel Glenn.

Violent Crime

Trends for Part I violent crime incidents suggest that
as the relocation and demolition progressed, the area
in and around the McDaniel Glenn property became
noticeably safer with respect to risk of interpersonal
violence. Violent offenses require a meeting in time
and space of motivated offenders and suitable victims;
therefore it is not surprising that the number of
violent offenses would fall as depopulation of the area

intensified. Yet reports of violent Part I offenses have
remained low relative to pre-relocation trends within
a quarter mile radius of the housing development well
past the reconstruction of the revitalized mixed
income community. Moreover, the declines in violent
crime around McDaniel Glenn are markedly larger
than are declines in violent offenses for the city of
Atlanta.

The data presented in Figures 5-8 and 5-9 indicate
that incidents of violent crime reported to police
dropped by 2.6 times in the immediate vicinity of
McDaniel Glenn, 1.6 times within half a mile of the
housing property, and 1.4 times within a one-mile
radius between January 2004 and June 2009. The
largest decline in reported violent crimes occurred
during the final months of 2004 just before Phase I of
the McDaniel Glenn relocation began. After slight
rises in reported violent crime during both active
phases of the relocation effort, the number of violent
offenses per month fell for a period of three to five
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FIGURE 5-10

Percentage Change inViolent Crime Incidents from 2004 for the City ofAtlanta
and the One-quarter MileVicinity of McDaniel Glenn, 2004 - 2009
Three-month moving average of crime counts centered on 2004 monthly average.

Source: Atlanta Police Department
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Figure 5-11: Property Crime Densities, 2004-2009

2004 2005

2007 2008
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Citywide 1/4 mile 1/2 mile 1 mile

2004 N/A N/A N/A N/A

2005 7% 22% -16% -8%

2006 2% 16% 20% 11%

2007 13% 3% 14% 11%

2008 12% 28% 16% 11%

2009* -17% -7% -8% -10%

ANNUAL PERCENTAGE CHANGE

Citywide 1/4 mile 1/2 mile 1 mile

2004 33,403 269 723 2,784

2005 31,028 210 609 2,573

2006 31,652 243 729 2,857

2007 35,882 251 829 3,182

2008 40,245 322 959 3,533

2009* 33,272 298 884 3,194

NUMBER OF CRIMES REPORTED

2009

2006

Figure 5-11: Property Crime Densities, 2004-2009,Continued

* Estimate for 2009 based on January – June data
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Figure 5-12: Violent Crime Densities, 2004-2009

2004 2005

2007 2008
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Figure 5-12: Violent Crime Densities, 2004-2009,Continued

2006

2009

Citywide 1/4 mile 1/2 mile 1 mile

2004 7,217 145 301 822

2005 6,344 93 216 720

2006 6,573 97 246 820

2007 7,166 85 230 770

2008 6,895 80 212 725

2009* 5,164 72 170 582

NUMBER OF CRIMES REPORTED

Citywide 1/4 mile 1/2 mile 1 mile

2004 N/A N/A N/A N/A

2005 -12% -36% -28% -12%

2006 4% 4% 14% 14%

2007 9% -12% -7% -6%

2008 -4% -6% -8% -6%

2009* -25% -10% -20% -20%

ANNUAL PERCENTAGE CHANGE

* Estimate for 2009 based on January – June data



months before experiencing a rebound. Figure 5-10
provides the starkest illustration of the decline in
violence in and around McDaniel Glenn over the
study period. From January 2005 through June 2009,
the reported number of violent crimes exceeded the
2004 monthly average of 7.5 violent incidents per
month only once. Declines in violent crime relative
to the 2004 average tended to be smallest during
both active phases of the relocation of McDaniel
Glenn. Nonetheless, by 2007 the number of violent
index crimes reported each month represented
approximately half of the monthly average prior to
the McDaniel Glenn HOPEVI revitalization.

� Mapping Crime Densities
Kernel density maps provide a visual representation
of the intensity of crime, in which each reported
crime location is transformed to create a weighted
moving average of data points across a continuous
geographic surface.10 The kernel density function
represents an estimate of the expected number of
events per unit area. Quartic kernel density maps for
crime in the city of Atlanta are presented in Appendix
D and a zoomed in view for NPUV is shown in
Figures 5-11 and 5-12. The density function is
standardized at each year over the period to permit
temporal comparisons.11

Citywide maps show fairly consistent patterns in the
density of crime for both Part I property (Figure D-5)
and violent offenses (Figure D-6). Annual property
crime hotspots appear only in parts of NPUs B, E, M,
O, and X over a majority of the period. By contrast,
violent crime shows considerably more spatial
clustering across the city of Atlanta. NPUV is gener-
ally amongst the violent crime hotspots in Atlanta,
alongside parts of NPUs G, I, K, L, M, R,T,Y, and Z.

Figures 5-11 and 5-12 provide kernel density estima-
tions for both property (Figure 5-11) and violent
offenses (Figure 5-12) within NPUV. As would be
expected given the crime trends described above,
there is relative consistency in the density of property
crime around McDaniel Glenn over the period, partic-
ularly after 2004. Figure 5-12 shows a more dramatic
reduction in violent crime density in the immediate
vicinity of McDaniel Glenn between 2004 and 2009
that is reflective of the significant declines in violent
offenses on or near the site of McDaniel Glenn. With
the exception of the Central Business District and
Washington Park, however, the communities of

Mechanicsville and Pittsburgh continue to show
relatively larger violent crime densities compared to
neighboring areas throughout the study period.

In evaluating these kernel density maps over time, we
find relative stability in property crime density even
during a period of substantial transition as the AHA
revitalized McDaniel Glenn from a high-density
distressed public housing development to a mixed
income housing community. It is worth noting,
however, that some recent elevation in property
offenses is suggested by the crime trend data.
Nonetheless, the declining density of violent crime in
the vicinity of McDaniel Glenn between 2004 and
2009 provide cause for optimism regarding the
personal safety and security of those inhabiting the
revitalized mixed income community.

Summary

Our analysis of crime trends in the areas immediately
surrounding the McDaniel Glenn development yield
three major findings. First, there was an overall
reduction in both property and violent offenses
during the immediate pre-relocation periods in the
area around McDaniel Glenn. Second, there was some
intensification of both property and violent crime
during the months of active relocation (i.e. between
January and May of 2005 for the first phase and
between February 2006 and August 2006 for the
second phase). Third, and perhaps most notable, post-
relocation trends show promising and persistent
reductions in violent crime and sharp increases in
property crime in the immediate areas around
McDaniel Glenn compared to both earlier levels and
citywide trends.

� The Local Housing Market
One of the objectives of the McDaniel Glenn HOPE
VI revitalization was to have a catalytic effect on the
immediately surrounding neighborhoods. According
to AHA’s HOPEVI application for McDaniel Glenn:

“[T]he development is a deteriorating, functionally
obsolete property, isolated from its neighbors and
plagued by poverty and crime… Making matters
more difficult, the problems at McDaniel Glenn are
not confined by its borders.The development is a
major factor in the disinvestment in the Mechan-
icsville community and in the decline of adjacent
neighborhood properties.The barracks-like build-
ings stand in stark contrast to many distinctive and
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historicVictorian and Craftsman style homes
nearby.While Mechanicsville residents struggle to
overcome blight and abandonment, McDaniel
Glenn’s looming presence undermines the best
efforts of community leaders and local developers
to revitalize this once prosperous and populous
section of Atlanta.”12

The HOPEVI application further points out that

“[I]mmediately to the east and west of McDaniel
Glenn are numerous individual vacant lots and
several large vacant parcels that languish under a
tangle of weeds, garbage and abandoned furniture.
These underutilized, unmaintained vacant lots
adjacent to McDaniel Glenn provide a haven for
homeless persons and illegal activity related to
drug traffic and prostitution.They contribute to the
feeling of isolation and the image of concentrated
poverty associated with this distressed public
housing community.”13

Housing Prices

One of the best indicators of neighborhood stability
and the prospects for revitalization is the character of
the local housing market. Are residents and outside
investors willing to invest in the neighborhood
through improvements to the existing housing stock
and the construction of new residential units? Are
home buyers willing to purchase in the neighbor-
hood? One widely used indicator of a neighborhood’s
attractiveness is housing value as expressed in the
sales price of new and existing homes.

To capture the dynamics of the local housing market
in the areas immediately surrounding McDaniel Glenn,
we acquired single-family home sales data from First
American Core Logic, one of the nation’s leading
property and real estate vendors, for the period
January 2000 through June 2009.The data we
acquired included all single-family home sales
conducted during that period where the purchaser
was not a financial institution. The data were aggre-
gated to census tracts and included the number of
homes sold and the median sales price for each
census tract by year.

Figure 5-13 reports the trend in the median sales
price of single-family homes for four different combi-
nations of census tracts: the census tract in which the
McDaniel Glenn development is located, all census
tracts that are contiguous to the McDaniel Glenn

tract, all census tracts in NPUV, and all census tracts
in the city of Atlanta. At the start of the data period,
the median home sales price in the McDaniel Glenn
census tract was only about one-fourth (28%) the
citywide median, and well below the median sales
price in contiguous census tracts and NPUV as a
whole. However, beginning in 2003, the median sales
price of a home in the McDaniel Glenn census tract
rose sharply, continuing a steep rise through 2006
before the housing market collapse. During this four-
year period, the number of homes sold increased by
69 percent (from 16 to 27) and the median sales price
in the McDaniel Glenn census tract doubled (106%),
far outpacing the housing market trends in the other
areas reported (26% increase for contiguous census
tracts, 19% increase for NPUV tracts, and 9%
citywide). Indeed, while housing sales prices remained
flat in the contiguous tracts and NPUV between 2005
and 2006 and actually declined citywide, they contin-
ued to rise sharply (35%) in the McDaniel Glenn tract.

Furthermore, as Table 5-1 shows, these appreciations
in the median sales price of single-family homes in the
area immediately surrounding McDaniel Glenn
between 2003 and 2006 were far above the gains
recorded in the census tracts in which other AHA
properties were located. The top panel of Table 5-1
reports the number of single-family home sales and
the percentage change in their median sales price for
five other HOPEVI revitalizations that began just
prior to McDaniel Glenn or shortly thereafter.The
bottom panel of the table shows the same data for
five AHA family developments that were included in
AHA’s Quality of Life Initiative, launched in FY 2007.
For two of the developments included inTable 5-1,
the median sales price actually declined during the
reference period. Among the others, including
properties in both the HOPEVI and Quality of Life
groups, the increases in the median sales price of
single family homes in the area immediately surround-
ing McDaniel Glenn were typically three to five times
greater than the best performers in each group. Even
if one calculates the appreciation in home sales prices
using 2005 as the end year as opposed to 2006 for
those AHA developments where home prices peaked
in 2005, the gains at McDaniel Glenn were still
substantially greater.

The data presented in Figure 5-13 andTable 5-1
corroborate what several neighborhood, civic, and
business leaders told us during our field interviews
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regarding the catalytic effect AHA’s announcement of
the McDaniel Glenn HOPEVI revitalization had on
the real estate market in NPUV, particularly in
Mechanicsville and Pittsburgh. Yet, the housing sales
data reported above also show that just as quickly
and dramatically as housing values rose in the area
immediately surrounding McDaniel Glenn and to a

lesser extent the contiguous census tracts and NPUV
between 2003 and 2006, they also declined much
more sharply in these areas than in other parts of the
city in response to the home mortgage crisis and the
accompanying economic downturn it helped to
spawn.
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FIGURE 5-13

Median Sales Price of Single-Family Homes, 2000 - 2009* byArea

Source: Calculations based on data obtained from First American Core Logic.
* 2009 only includes sales data for January - June
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TABLE 5-1

Percentage Change in Median Sales Price of Single Family Homes,

2003 - 2006,McDaniel Glenn and SelectedAHA Properties

Development
Start
Date

No. of Sales
2003 - 2006

Percent
Change
Median

Sales Price
2003 - 2006

If 2005 peak
value year:

Percent
Change
Median

Sales Price
2003 - 2005

Percent
Change
Median

Sales Price
PeakYear -

2008

HOPE VI Revitalizations

Mechanicsville
(McDaniel Glenn)

2005 87 105.7 – -61.5

Villages at Carver
(Carver Homes)

2000 881 27.8 40.8 -19.1*

West End (Harris Homes) 2003 500 8.0 19.3 -29.4*

West Highlands (Perry Homes) 2002 22 21.1 83.7 -30.1*

Capitol Gateway
(Capitol Homes)

2003 9 – b -2.2 –

Auburn Pointe (Grady Homes) 2007 95 36.9 – -72.3

Quality of LifeTransformations

Englewood Manor 2007 209 -4.9 20.9 -48.7*

Herndon Homes 2009 27 14.9 – -29.5*

Hollywood Court 2009 351 25.5 64.1 -14.1*

Jonesboro South 2007 498 30.9 58.0 -24.5

Thomasville Heights 2008 304 20.9 – -19.1*

Sources: Authors’ calculations from data obtained from First American Core Logic. Start dates fromAHA,Quality of Life Initiative

Update, 12 December 2008 and AHA Revitalization Projects Portfolio Summary, 16 June 2005.

a Excludes sales transactions where a financial institution was the purchaser. Number of sales and median sales price based on

census tract location of AHA property.

b No single family home sales were recorded in 2006.

* Peak value year was 2005; for all others peak value year was 2006.



Indeed, as Figure 5-13 shows, while single family
housing prices continued to modestly rise for the city
as a whole (12% increase) between 2006 and 2008,
they declined in NPUV (-24%), in the census tracts
contiguous to the McDaniel Glenn tract (-12%), and
most dramatically in the McDaniel Glenn tract (-62%).
Indeed, as Table 5-1 points out, the crash in single
family housing prices in the McDaniel Glenn tract was
generally two to three times greater than that
recorded in the census tracts of other AHA proper-
ties analyzed. Only the Grady Homes tract (-72%)
exceeded the decline in single-family home prices in
the McDaniel Glenn tract.

Note however, that in contrast to the other compari-
son areas and to the areas surrounding the other
AHA properties included in the analysis, the volume
of single-family home sales dropped sharply between
2006 and 2008, typically declining by 50 percent or
more. In the McDaniel Glenn tract, however, sales
transactions only declined about 15 percent. Also,
despite the dramatic decline in the median sales price
of single family homes in the McDaniel Glenn tract
between 2006 and 2008, the 2008 median sales price

in the McDaniel Glenn tract was about two-thirds
(64%) the citywide median as compared to about
one-fourth the citywide median in 2000 and 2001
(Figure 5-14).

Foreclosures

NPUV was one of the epicenters of the mortgage
foreclosure crisis in metropolitan Atlanta. Indeed,
until the late 2000s, the foreclosure hotspots in
Atlanta were largely confined to neighborhoods in
NPUsV,T, and S.14 By 2006, when the number of
mortgage foreclosure filings began to take off, the
density of foreclosure filings in NPUV was about four
times higher than the citywide rate (approximately 20
foreclosure filings per square mile in NPUV versus
about 5 per square mile citywide). As Figure 5-15
shows, however, the trajectory of the foreclosure
crisis was different in NPUV (left vertical axis) than
for the city as a whole (right vertical axis). Between
2003 and 2005, the trajectories for NPUV and the
city were relatively flat, with NPUV recording a slight
increase in the number of foreclosure filings (from 25
to 27) and the citywide totals dropping by about 13
percent (397 to 344). Between 2005 and 2008,
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FIGURE 5-14

Ratio of Median Single-Family Home Sales Price:
McDaniel Glenn CensusTract Median as a Percentage of Citywide Median Home Sales Price

Source: Calculations based on data obtained from First American Core Logic.



foreclosure filings increased at a much higher rate in
NPUV than the citywide rate as illustrated by the
steeper slope of the NPUV line segment in Figure 5-
15 for that time period. Note, however, that while the
number of foreclosure filings in NPUV dropped
slightly in 2008, they continued to rise citywide. Over
the past year, foreclosure filings have increased at a
substantially greater rate citywide than has been the
case for NPUV, suggesting perhaps that the greatest
volume of foreclosure activity has passed in NPUV,
though the pace has accelerated in other sections of
the city. Based on the first five months of foreclosure
filings in 2009, the city is on pace to register more
than 1,700 foreclosure filings for the year, which
would be more than double the number of foreclo-
sure filings recorded in 2008.Yet, although the volume
of foreclosure filing activity may have slowed
somewhat in NPUV, the neighborhoods there are still
grappling with the devastating impacts the foreclosure
crisis has brought to the area. As noted in Chapter
Four, a recent survey of properties in NPUV
conducted by a resident group in January 2007 found
that nearly half of all properties in NPUV were either

vacant or abandoned.The foreclosures and vacancies
that have devastated the neighborhoods of NPUV,
particularly Mechanicsville and Pittsburgh, have been a
major factor in the decline in NPUV (and McDaniel
Glenn area) home sale prices reported in the previ-
ous section.These declines in turn, coupled with the
weak economy and the reluctance of lenders to invest
in housing, have depressed the local housing market
and led to delays in the build out of the single family
housing component of the McDaniel Glenn revitaliza-
tion and in the retail development (including a new
grocery store) that were expected to be leveraged by
the McDaniel Glenn project.
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FIGURE 5-15

Number of Foreclosure Filings in NPU V and Citywide, 2003 - 2009
Unduplicated count; 2009 values are estimates

Source: Authors’ calculations based on data obtained from Equity Depot, LLC.



� Resident Perceptions of Neighbor-
hood Conditions andTrends
As part of our fieldwork in summer 2009 we
conducted 200 interviews of residents of the Mechan-
icsville and Pittsburgh neighborhoods regarding their
perceptions of neighborhood conditions and trends,
particularly regarding any changes that might be
attributed to the McDaniel Glenn revitalization.

Figure 5-16 shows that less than half of the neighbor-
hood respondents (45%) rated their block as an
excellent or good place to live and only about one
third (32%) rated their neighborhood as such.
Respondents were relatively evenly divided on their
perceptions of how the neighborhood has changed
over the past four years; 39 percent reported that the
neighborhood had improved, 34 percent noted the
neighborhood had declined, and 22 percent noted
neighborhood conditions were about the same
(Figure 5-17).

Neighborhood respondents were most likely to
report increases in the quality of the housing stock

and racial diversity over the past four years (Figure 5-
18), both changes that can be reasonably attributed to
the McDaniel Glenn revitalization. Respondents were
relatively evenly divided in their responses to changes
in the availability of affordable housing with 34
percent reporting an increase, 33 percent reporting a
decrease, and 26 percent noting the availability was
about the same. Respondents were most likely to
report a decline in neighborhood safety (39%),
followed by a decline in the quality of businesses and
stores (38%) and the number of businesses and stores
(34%).

In addition to general perceptions about their neigh-
borhood and neighborhood change over the past four
years, respondents were asked a number of questions
about the effects of the McDaniel Glenn revitalization.
Their responses, displayed in Figure 5-19, are very
consistent with the results reported earlier in this
chapter regarding crime and local housing markets.
Nearly nine out of ten (85%) of the neighborhood
respondents reported that “the area around McDaniel
Glenn is nicer since the revitalization.” Half of the

FIGURE 5-16

Resident Perceptions of Block and Neighborhood as a Place to Live

QUESTION: In general, how would you rate your block (neighborhood) as a place to live?
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respondents (50%) agreed that “the area around
McDaniel Glenn is safer now that the housing project
is gone,” although about one third (36%) disagreed
with that statement. More than half of the respon-
dents (53%) noted that “the McDaniel Glenn revital-
ization has had little effect due to the foreclosure
crisis and the current bad economy.” More than half
of the respondents (55%) strongly disagreed with the
statement that “the revitalization has brought new
businesses into the area,” a response also likely
related to the effects of the foreclosure crisis and
economic downturn. Respondents were relatively
evenly split on their assessment of the effects of the
revitalization on neighborhood schools (28% agreed
that “the neighborhood schools had improved since
McDaniel Glenn closed” and 26% disagreed with that
statement).

Overall, a substantial majority of neighborhood
respondents (80%) agreed that “looking back at the
McDaniel Glenn public housing revitalization as a
whole,” “demolishing and redeveloping McDaniel
Glenn was the right thing to do.” Recall that Chapter

Three reported that 83 percent of the former
residents of McDaniel Glenn also agreed that the
revitalization of McDaniel Glenn was the right thing
to do.Though many neighborhood residents acknowl-
edged that some of the effects of the McDaniel Glenn
revitalization have yet to be realized (primarily those
relating to improvements in the neighborhood
economy), most neighborhood residents were
optimistic about the future of the neighborhood as 69
percent reported that the neighborhood was likely to
improve over the next four years; only 10 ten percent
said the neighborhood would likely decline and 13
percent said the neighborhood would likely remain
the same (Figure 5-20).

99

FIGURE 5-17

Resident Perceptions of Overall Neighborhood Change

QUESTION: Overall, how would you say this neighborhood has changed over the past four years?



FIGURE 5-18

Resident Perceptions of Change in Neighborhood Characteristics

QUESTION: I’m going to name a few ways in which a neighborhood might change. For each one, please tell me whether this has
increased, remained about the same, or decreased for your neighborhood over the last four years.

FIGURE 5-19

Resident Perceptions of the Effects of the McDaniel Glenn Revitalization

QUESTION: As you are probably aware, the Atlanta Housing Authority demolished the nearby McDaniel Glenn public housing
project in 2006, and is in the process of building a mixed-income community on its former site. I’d like to learn what
you think about the closing of McDaniel Glenn. I’ll read a number of statements that a person might make about the
effects of the revitalization project. For each one, please tell me whether you agree or disagree with that statement.
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� Summary
The revitalization of the McDaniel Glenn public
housing community has had a number of important
effects on the neighborhoods immediately surround-
ing the development. In terms of crime, the analysis
shows that as the McDaniel Glenn revitalization
proceeded, the area in and around McDaniel Glenn
became noticeably safer with respect to violent crime.
The data presented show that incidents of violent
crime reported to police dropped by 2.6 times in the
immediate vicinity of McDaniel Glenn, 1.6 times
within half a mile of the housing property, and 1.4
times within a one-mile radius between January 2004
and June 2009. These improvements in violent crime,
however, were somewhat offset by increases in
property crime, particularly during the past two years.

In terms of the local housing market, the data show
that the McDaniel Glenn revitalization contributed to
a substantial rise in single family home prices in the
area immediately surrounding McDaniel Glenn and to
a lesser extent in the areas represented by census
tracts contiguous to the McDaniel Glenn tract and
NPUV as a whole, especially between 2003 and 2006.
The data also show that when the housing market
crashed due to the foreclosure crisis and the accom-
panying economic downturn, that crash in housing

prices was hardest in the McDaniel Glenn tract.
Though very limited sales data for 2009 suggest the
potential for a turnaround in home sales prices in the
McDaniel Glenn tract, it remains to be seen what
effects the broader housing market in the NPUV
neighborhoods will have on housing values in the area
immediately surrounding McDaniel Glenn, particularly
in the Mechanicsville and Pittsburgh neighborhoods,
which both have been devastated by the foreclosure
crisis.

Although the planned public and philanthropic invest-
ments accompanying the McDaniel Glenn revitaliza-
tion have moved forward (renovation of Dunbar
Elementary School and Rosa Burney Park, construc-
tion of a new early learning center adjacent to
Dunbar), private investment in the form of the home
ownership phase of McDaniel Glenn and supporting
retail and commercial development (including a new
grocery store) have been put on hold until market
conditions improve. While the multi-family compo-
nent of McDaniel Glenn has been successful (84%
lease up rate at this writing, with much higher
occupancy rates for the subsidized rental units than
the market rate units), it remains to be seen whether
the area’s locational advantages (proximity to
downtownAtlanta, the Atlanta airport, and three
major interstate highways) in conjunction with the
investments in public amenities will be enough to
offset the area’s lack of retail, restaurants, and related
consumer services that other in-townAtlanta neigh-
borhoods can offer.

These observations based on the analysis of crime
and local housing data are largely supported by the
perceptions of residents in the neighborhood areas
immediately surrounding McDaniel Glen. In general,
residents report that the area around McDaniel
Glenn is nicer since the revitalization, and that the
area is safer. Neighborhood residents also reported
that the revitalization has had little effect due to the
foreclosure crisis and the economic downturn, partic-
ularly in regard to the attraction of new businesses
and stores to the neighborhood.

Endnotes

1. Crime count estimates for 2009 are based on data from
January through June 2009. These figures were doubled to
reflect the remaining six months of the year. There is
considerable evidence to suggest seasonal trends in serious
crime; in particular, violent crime tends to be elevated
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FIGURE 5-20

Resident Perceptions of Future
Neighborhood Change

QUESTION: Overall, how would you say this neighborhood is
likely to change over the next four years?



during the summer months. Consequently, the 2009 crime
counts should be viewed as conservative estimates.

2. Information on the definitions of these various offenses
is available from the Atlanta Police Department website:
http://www.atlantapd.org/index.asp?nav=Stats.

3.These data can be accessed at:
http://www.atlantapd.org/index.asp?nav=CrimeMapping.

4. For consistency over time, we used the set of AHA
properties in 2004 (revitalized and existing) to identify
crimes on AHA property during the study period January
2004 – June 2009.

5. Part I offenses may evidence some decline by the end of
2009, reaching approximately 370 serious offenses at the
site of McDaniel Glenn, according to our preliminary
estimates.

6.The data extend through June 2009 only.

7. Based on a three-month moving average of 8.7 Part I
crimes in January 2005 to 14.3 Part I offenses in May 2005.

8. Based on a three-month moving average of 11.0 Part I
crimes in February 2006 to 15.7 Part I offenses in August
2006.

9. Ideally, we would use the common practice of reporting
crime rates per population, but we felt uncomfortable using
the 2000 census figures as our denominator due to the
extensive population change in Atlanta over the past
decade. Also, none of the local population estimates we
examined were judged to be sensitive enough to capture
reliable neighborhood-level population estimates due to
local changes in the distribution of Atlanta’s population,
particularly in the census tracts of greatest substantive
interest (i.e., those that include public housing develop-
ments that were revitalized under the HOPEVI program).

10. Kernel density functions smooth the cumulative distri-
bution of data points across the study region to create a
continuous scale of intensity scores. We use a quartic
function with adaptive bandwidth to estimate the kernel
density distribution of crime incidents in this report. A
quartic function weighs nearer points within a spherical
radius (bandwidth) of each point location more heavily than
points further away, yet the fall off is more gradual
compared to other interpolation functions. Thus, quartic
interpolation provides a smoother, rather than spikier,
crime intensity distribution across space. We use an
adaptive bandwidth, which varies the bandwidth interval
around each point to include 100 other data points, for
consistency in estimation across space. Adaptive

bandwidths are narrower in areas with higher concentra-
tions of data points and wider in parts of the region with
fewer points. For additional technical details on kernel
density interpolation and estimation, refer to Ned Levine,
CrimeStat III: A Spatial Statistics Program for the Analysis of
Crime Incident Locations. Ned Levine &Associates, Houston,
TX, and the National Institute of Justice,Washington, DC.
November 2004, Chapter 8.

11.We first determined the natural breaks (Jenks’ optimal
function) in the crime counts based on all 66 months of
data, and weighted accordingly to standardize for temporal
comparison.

12. Atlanta Housing Authority, McDaniel Glenn: Applica-
tion for 2003 HOPEVI Funds, January 16, 2004, pp. 34-35.

13. McDaniel Glenn application, Exhibit C, p. 43.

14. Between January 2003 and May 2008, NPUV had more
notices of foreclosure filed than any other NPU in the city.
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In this concluding chapter we offer a summativeassessment on the McDaniel Glenn HOPEVI
revitalization, focusing on the four primary goals of

the HOPEVI program as noted in the opening
chapter:

To improve the living environment for
residents of severely distressed public
housing through the demolition,
rehabilitation, reconfiguration, or
replacement of obsolete projects (or
portions thereof);

To revitalize sites on which such
public housing projects are located
and contribute to the improvement
of the surrounding neighborhood;

To provide housing that will avoid or
decrease the concentration of very-
low income families; and

To build sustainable communities.

We also provide a summary assessment of the effects
of the McDaniel Glenn HOPEVI revitalization on the
Atlanta Housing Authority, highlighting the major
lessons learned and how those lessons have been
incorporated into AHA practices and procedures.

� Effects on the Original Residents
One of the main objectives of the HOPEVI program
was to improve the living conditions of low-income
households living in distressed public housing.The
data from the McDaniel Glenn experience provide
strong evidence that the living environments of the
former residents of McDaniel Glenn did improve as a
result of the revitalization.

In ChapterTwo, we provided empirical evidence that
showed that the immediate neighborhood context
(within a quarter-mile radius) of former McDaniel
Glenn residents dramatically improved following their
relocation from McDaniel Glenn. Overall, at their
baseline residence (after their initial relocation from
McDaniel Glenn), the number of violent crimes in the
immediate neighborhood context was 69 percent
lower for the median former McDaniel Glenn house-
hold than had been the case at McDaniel Glenn,
property crime was 16 percent lower, the number of
food stamp recipients was 51 percent lower, and the
number of housing voucher recipients was 81 percent
lower. All of these percentage reductions in the
immediate neighborhood context of former McDaniel
Glenn residents were substantially greater than the
overall reduction in these problems citywide during
the same time period. Nearly all former McDaniel
Glenn households relocated to a residence where the
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immediate neighborhood context had lower levels of
violent crime and subsidized housing recipients, and a
substantial majority had also located housing where
there were fewer food stamp recipients and lower
levels of property crime within a quarter-mile of their
residence.

Our findings also indicated that these improvements
in the immediate neighborhood context continued to
hold based on the residences of former McDaniel
Glenn residents at the time of our follow-up inter-
views (Summer 2009) and that households with
children were slightly better off than the overall pool
of former McDaniel Glenn residents at both time
points.

Additional evidence supporting positive outcomes for
the original residents of McDaniel Glenn came from
our household surveys. In ChapterThree, we
reported that the proportion of former McDaniel
Glenn residents reporting that they were victims of a
crime declined between the time they lived at
McDaniel Glenn and 2009. Regarding violent crime,
self-reported victimization rates dropped from 10
percent in the last 12 months of residence at
McDaniel Glenn to 4 percent in 2009; property crime
victimization rates dropped from 13 percent to 9
percent during this same period. Former McDaniel
Glenn residents also perceived they were living in
safer neighborhoods and that their current neighbor-
hoods had lower levels of nuisance issues such as
graffiti, trash and litter, and loitering. Former McDaniel
Glenn residents also generally judged the schools in
their current neighborhoods to be better for their
children than were the schools in Mechanicsville. In
terms of an overall summative assessment, nearly 60
percent of the former residents of McDaniel Glenn
reported that their overall quality of life in their
current neighborhood was better than when they had
lived in McDaniel Glenn and 32 percent reported that
their overall quality of life was about the same; only
10 percent indicated their overall quality of life had
declined.

Despite these strong results, one should exercise care
in generalizing from these experiences to the entire
affected population of former McDaniel Glenn
residents. As ChapterTwo noted, approximately 17
percent of the 295 households affected by phase I of
the McDaniel Glenn relocation (main campus) were
declared by the AHA to be ineligible to continue

receiving housing assistance. In addition, due to the
lack of current contact information, we were only
able to reach 71 percent of the affected households at
the time of our baseline survey (Spring 2007) and our
survey response rate dropped to 50 percent at the
time of our follow-up interview (Summer 2009). It is
possible, therefore, that the outcomes reported for
the respondents included in the survey were more
beneficial than those experienced by the former
McDaniel Glenn residents whom we were not able to
interview.

� Effects on the HOPEVI
Revitalization Site
and Surrounding Neighborhood
Although the final effects of the HOPEVI revitaliza-
tion on the McDaniel Glenn site and surrounding
neighborhood will take more time to determine,
preliminary findings indicate that many of the revital-
ization objectives have been attained despite the
economic downturn and weakened housing market.
An old, worn out, dilapidated public housing develop-
ment has been demolished and replaced with a brand
new mixed-income development. Construction on
four phases of the revitalized McDaniel Glenn are
complete, yielding 656 new units of rental housing in
the Mechanicsville neighborhood, including 470
assisted units (96% occupied as of late 2009) and 186
units of market rate housing (45% occupancy rate).

In Chapter Five, we noted that compared to annual
crime trends reported for both the city as a whole
and for the city’s other AHA properties, serious crime
in the immediate vicinity of the McDaniel Glenn site
declined more sharply between 2004 and 2005. In
addition, while serious crime in Atlanta and in the
city’s other AHA properties did rise between 2006
and 2007, crime rose more slowly in the McDaniel
Glenn area. Overall, the total number of serious
crimes reported within a quarter mile radius of the
McDaniel Glenn property remained fairly stable,
ranging from 414 incidents in 2004 to 402 incidents in
2008.1 Yet the nature of the Part I offenses reported
in the vicinity of McDaniel Glenn changed between
2004 and 2008; violent offenses declined by 45
percent while property crimes increased by approxi-
mately 20 percent. Over the same time frame, total
serious crimes in NPUV neighborhoods (including
the McDaniel Glenn public housing community)
increased by 17 percent and crime in Atlanta rose by
16 percent. Property crimes increased both in Atlanta
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and in NPUV at a rate of 20 percent and 31 percent
respectively, while violent crimes declined by a total
of 4.5 percent in Atlanta and 18 percent in NPUV
between 2004 and 2008. Consequently, violent crime
trends in the quarter-mile vicinity of McDaniel Glenn
show greater improvement compared to the larger
NPUV and the city as a whole between 2004 and
2008; yet trends in property crime around the
McDaniel Glenn site tend to mirror property crime
trends elsewhere in Atlanta.

Chapter Five also showed that the local housing
market responded favorably to the McDaniel Glenn
revitalization. In 2000, well before a decision was
made to revitalize the McDaniel Glenn public housing
community, the median home sales price in the
McDaniel Glenn census tract was only about one-
fourth (28%) the citywide median, and well below the
median sales price in contiguous census tracts and
NPUV as a whole. However, beginning in 2003, the
median sales price of a home in the McDaniel Glenn
census tract rose sharply, continuing a steep rise
through 2006 before the housing market collapse.
During this four-year period, the number of homes
sold increased by 69 percent and the median sales
price in the McDaniel Glenn census tract doubled, far
outpacing the housing market trends in McDaniel
Glenn’s contiguous tracts, in NPUV tracts, and
citywide. Indeed, while housing sales prices remained
flat in the contiguous tracts and NPUV between 2005
and 2006 and actually declined citywide, they contin-
ued to rise sharply (35%) in the McDaniel Glenn tract.

Chapter Five also noted that when the housing market
crashed due to the foreclosure crisis and the accom-
panying economic downturn, that crash in housing
prices was hardest in the McDaniel Glenn census tract.
Though very limited sales data for 2009 suggest the
potential for a turnaround in home sales prices in the
McDaniel Glenn tract, it remains to be seen what
effects the broader housing market in the NPUV
neighborhoods, particularly the Mechanicsville and
Pittsburgh neighborhoods that have been devastated
by the foreclosure crisis, will have on housing values in
the area immediately surrounding McDaniel Glenn.
These weaknesses in the local housing market led the
developer andAHA in December 2007 to delay the
construction of the homeownership component of
the McDaniel Glenn revitalization until the housing
market strengthens.The soft housing market is also
reflected in the market rate rental units at McDaniel

Glenn, which as of the end of 2009, had only attained
an occupancy rate of 45 percent. In addition, the
commercial and retail components of the McDaniel
Glenn revitalization have yet to be developed.

Beyond housing, the McDaniel Glenn revitalization has
been a significant catalyst for investment in the neigh-
borhood’s community infrastructure, much of it
located adjacent to the McDaniel Glenn site. The
Dunbar Elementary School is currently undergoing a
major renovation, a new early learning center next to
Dunbar elementary opened this year, and Rosa
Burney Park is also receiving a significant renovation.

Residents of the Mechanicsville and Pittsburgh neigh-
borhoods in the areas surrounding McDaniel Glenn
generally had very positive things to say about the
McDaniel Glenn revitalization. Nearly two-thirds
(67%) of the neighborhood respondents reported
that “the area around McDaniel Glenn is nicer since
the revitalization.” Half of the respondents (50%)
agreed that “the area around McDaniel Glenn is safer
now that the housing project is gone.” Though many
neighborhood residents acknowledged that some of
the effects of the McDaniel Glenn revitalization have
yet be realized (primarily those relating to improve-
ments in the neighborhood economy), most neighbor-
hood residents were optimistic about the future of
the neighborhood as 69 percent reported that their
neighborhood was likely to improve over the next 10
years; only 10 percent said the neighborhood would
likely decline and 13 percent said the neighborhood
would likely remain the same.Overall, a substantial
majority of neighborhood respondents (80%) agreed
that “looking back at the McDaniel Glenn public
housing revitalization as a whole, demolishing and
redeveloping McDaniel Glenn was the right thing to
do.” A similar percentage (83%) of former McDaniel
Glenn residents felt the same way.

� Effects of the Revitalization on
Poverty Deconcentration
Another main objective of the HOPEVI program and
one of the central goals of the Atlanta Housing
Authority was to use the revitalization of distressed
public housing projects as an opportunity to decon-
centrate poverty. As noted in the opening chapter,
the 2000 decennial census showed that the poverty
rate in Mechanicsville was 63 percent and even higher
in the census tract in which McDaniel Glenn was
located (68%).

105



We took a different approach than most previous
HOPEVI studies to assess the extent to which the
McDaniel Glenn revitalization achieved gains in the
deconcentration of low income households. Rather
than rely on census tract poverty rates as our
measure of concentration, we chose to create a
composite index of neighborhood need based on data
for the period 2004-2008 for four readily available
indicators: violent crime, Food Stamp households,
foreclosure filings, and subsidized housing, as
measured by the number of tenant-based and project-
based housing vouchers. Our concern about using the
poverty rate derived from the 2000 census stem from
the fact that the extensive redevelopment of public
housing in Atlanta over the past decade (all of the
city’s remaining conventional family public housing
developments were demolished during the decade)
no longer provides an accurate spatial portrait of the
distribution of the city’s poverty population.

Based on our composite measure of neighborhood
need, we reported in ChapterTwo that the propor-
tion of former McDaniel Glenn residents living in high
need census tracts increased from 52 percent in
Spring 2007 to 65 percent in Summer 2009.Though
McDaniel Glenn was located in a high need census
tract, indicating some gains in poverty deconcentra-
tion, those gains were not as large as one might have
expected. For instance, only about one-third of
Atlanta’s total housing voucher population (38%)
were renting in high need neighborhoods. Chapter
Two also reported, however, that when one considers
the immediate neighborhood context (a quarter mile
radius) of former McDaniel Glenn residents, there
were dramatic improvements in the deconcentration
of social problems. Overall, at their baseline residence,
the number of violent crimes in the immediate neigh-
borhood context was 69 percent lower for the
median former McDaniel Glenn household than had
been the case at McDaniel Glenn, property crime was
16 percent lower, the number of food stamp recipi-
ents was 51 percent lower, and the number of housing
voucher recipients was 81 percent lower. All of these
percentage reductions in the immediate neighbor-
hood context of former McDaniel Glenn residents
were substantially greater than the overall reduction
in these problems citywide during the same time
period. Nearly all former McDaniel Glenn households
had relocated to a residence where the immediate
neighborhood context had lower levels of violent
crime (98%) and subsidized housing recipients (96%),

and a substantial majority had also located housing
where there were fewer food stamp recipients (79%)
and lower levels of property crime (58%) within a
quarter-mile of their residence.We also reported in
ChapterTwo that these improvements in the immedi-
ate neighborhood context continued to hold based
on the residences of former McDaniel Glenn
residents at the time of our follow-up interviews
(Summer 2009) and that households with children
were slightly better off than the overall pool of
former McDaniel Glenn residents at both time points.

While this analysis focuses on the destination neigh-
borhoods of former McDaniel Glenn residents, it is
also important to note that the mixed-income charac-
ter of the McDaniel Glenn revitalization also had an
effect on the deconcentration of poverty in the origin
neighborhood. The old McDaniel Glenn, which was
100 percent subsidized, was predominantly occupied
with tenants at the very lowest end of the income
scale, with most having household incomes below 20
percent of the areawide median income.The new
McDaniel Glenn not only added market rate units to
the housing mix (28% of the completed rental units
and 77 percent of the planned homeownership units),
it also provided a broader mix of low-income house-
holds in the subsidized units.

Though much of the discussion (and excitement)
about the mixed-income approach is the dispersion of
the poverty population and the attraction of higher-
income households to what were once high poverty
neighborhoods, an often overlooked issue is what
happens to the poor households that remain or the
low income households that relocate to mixed-
income developments. As Mark Joseph has observed,
based on his analysis of mixed-income housing devel-
opments in Chicago,“promoting sustainable changes
in the lives of low-income residents who move from
neighborhoods with concentrated poverty to mixed-
income developments will generally require combin-
ing housing with investments in social services,
education, job readiness, training and placement, and
transportation.” 2 Many of these services were
provided to the former residents of McDaniel Glenn,
though as noted throughout our report, the vast
majority of former residents did not return to
McDaniel Glenn. For the new low-income residents
of the revitalized McDaniel Glenn, many of these
services will be available through AHA’s Community
Support Services System, for a period of up to 60
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months.3 What is not clear at this writing, however, is
whether that service model will be sustainable for the
long haul, and how the supply and delivery of social
and community support services will be affected by
lower concentrations of low-income households in
revitalized neighborhoods.

� Building Sustainable Communities
The HOPEVI initiative was not intended to simply
replace distressed public housing developments with
new, mixed-income developments in an effort to
promote poverty deconcentration. There was also a
focused effort to use HOPEVI as a means to incorpo-
rate new design principles, particularly those of the
new urbanism, to better connect these new develop-
ments with their surrounding neighborhood. Among
others, these design principles called for the creation
of walkable neighborhoods with small blocks and
streets that connect with one another, a variety of
housing types, architecture that is consistent with the
neighborhood’s overall character, open space, and a
mix of shops, businesses, and community facilities that
support the needs of residents. As Peter Calthorpe
points out,“embedded in their [the new urbanism]
principles were the underpinnings of the dysfunction-
ality that HOPEVI was to repair—the lack of diversity,
human scale, connections, and identity that the
‘projects’ came to embody.”4

The master plan for the McDaniel Glenn revitalization
(see appendix, Figure D-3) and its integration with the
larger redevelopment plan for the Mechanicsville
neighborhood incorporate the new urbanism princi-
ples. As Figure D-3 shows, what had previously been
large parcels with little connectivity to the neighbor-
hood are now multiple land parcels embedded in a
very detailed street grid. At the center of the
complex is a large tract of land supporting a variety of
community uses including Rosa Burney Park, an
outdoor swimming pool, athletic fields, tennis and
basketball courts, a community garden, the Dunbar
Community Center, Dunbar Elementary School, and a
new early learning center.Trails and walkways provide
increased connectivity to the surrounding residential
areas.Though this phase of the redevelopment has yet
to be completed, plans do call for a mix of a retail
shops, including a major grocery store chain, and a
variety of commercial establishments.

Another dimension of sustainability concerns the
long-term sustainability of affordable housing. One of

the criticisms of the HOPEVI initiative is that it has
resulted in a net loss of public housing units. As
Kingsley reports, between 1995 and 2008 nearly
200,000 units of public housing were lost to demoli-
tion through HOPEVI, which accounted for about half
the units lost, and other housing programs. Factoring
in the replacement units that were constructed,
Kingsley points out that the public housing inventory
declined by 165,000 units during this period, a loss of
about 12 percent from the inventory level (1.33
million units) at the start of the period.5 The
McDaniel Glenn revitalization is consistent with the
national trend.There were approximately 600 units of
public housing at McDaniel Glenn, including 306 units
in the buildings on the main campus, 128 units in the
Annex buildings, and 154 units in the MLKTower.
When fully built out, the revitalized McDaniel Glenn
will contain 524 subsidized units (11% decline), includ-
ing 318 public housing replacement units, 129 Low
Income HousingTax Credit units, and 77 affordable
homeownership units. Note, however, that when one
factors in the housing vouchers given to former
residents of McDaniel Glenn, the vast majority of
whom did not return to McDaniel Glenn, there is an
increase in the number of households receiving
housing assistance. Indeed, according to Atlanta
Housing Authority’s 2008 MTW Report, the total
number of households assisted overall by the AHA
has increased from 16,345 in 1995 to 17,111 in 2007.
During this same time the mix of AHA housing assis-
tance has shifted. In 1995, almost half of the AHA
assisted units (47%) were in public housing develop-
ments, 20 percent were in high-rise properties that
predominantly served the elderly, and one-third (33%)
were receiving housing vouchers. By 2007, the
proportion of assisted households in public housing
had dropped to 15 percent, more than half were using
housing vouchers (56%), 9 percent lived in new,
mixed-income communities, 18 percent lived in
properties primarily serving the elderly, and 2 percent
lived in project based rental assisted properties.6

� Effects on the
Atlanta HousingAuthority
The McDaniel Glenn revitalization was the Atlanta
Housing Authority’s sixth HOPEVI revitalization and
overall twelve HOPEVI revitalizations have been
completed or are in progress as of February 2010. As
one senior AHA official noted during our stakeholder
interviews,“each HOPEVI project has been unique.
We try to learn from our previous experiences and
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carry those lessons forward to inform future revital-
izations.” Most observers would agree the major
legacy of the McDaniel Glenn revitalization has been
the incorporation of responsible relocation practices.
In many ways, the partnership between the Atlanta
Housing Authority and the members of the Responsi-
ble RelocationTaskforce was the first of its kind. The
AHA had never before worked so closely with other
community partners and stakeholders to execute a
HOPEVI relocation. By fostering an inclusive environ-
ment and welcoming stakeholder participation, the
AHA demonstrated that it was committed to perfect-
ing its approach to holistic community revitalization.
The Responsible RelocationTaskforce built on a
preexisting civic infrastructure in a neighborhood
where the organizational connections were especially
dense. Together, RRT members were able to affect
change in the lives of individual residents while chang-
ing some of the relocation practices used by the AHA.
Based on its work with the Responsible Relocation
Taskforce and the RRT’s recommendations based on
the McDaniel Glenn experience (see online appendix
for a full copy of this report),7 the Atlanta Housing
Authority implemented a number of changes regard-
ing its procedures and practices during the relocation
phase of public housing revitalization and has also
incorporated many changes to its approach in provid-
ing support and community services to AHA-assisted
households. Many of these changes were directly
influenced by the McDaniel Glenn experience.
Others were key principles embodied in AHA’s
Moving toWork initiative, implemented about the
same time that the McDaniel Glenn revitalization was
ramping up, that were informed and sharpened by the
McDaniel Glenn revitalization. These changes
included, among others, the following:

Relocation Schedules

The housing authority is now more sensitive to the
needs of families when planning relocation dates,
having learned firsthand the disruptions that can
result when relocations are scheduled during major
holiday periods or conflict with the testing schedules
of local schools. Both of these situations occurred
during the McDaniel Glenn relocation and were
brought to AHA’s attention by the Responsible
RelocationTaskforce. In each instance, AHA revised
its relocation schedule to be more accommodating to
McDaniel Glenn families and their children.

Working More Closely withAtlanta Public
Schools

Executives from the Atlanta Housing Authority and
Atlanta Public Schools now meet regularly to discuss
joint priorities and objectives. This relationship is a
direct outcome of their working together on the
Responsible RelocationTaskforce and the Casey
Foundation’s support of an innovative retreat in June
2005 that provided AHA andAPS officials the oppor-
tunity to meet together to learn more about each
agency’s plans and operations and to explore joint
interests more fully.

Criminal Background Checks

AHA has revised its pre-screening practices to deter-
mine household eligibility for housing voucher assis-
tance based in part on the McDaniel Glenn
experience. During the phase I McDaniel Glenn
revitalization, AHA’s initial review found that about
one out of three residents of McDaniel Glenn were
ineligible for continued housing assistance. About half
of these households were determined to be ineligible
because of issues related to their criminal records.
The Casey Foundation awarded a grant to the
Georgia Justice Project (GJP) to provide legal assis-
tance to those households to help them retain their
eligibility for housing assistance, and eventually all but
six households were reinstated. In reflecting on this
period, GJP Director Doug Ammar noted that he was
impressed by the organizational learning that
occurred within the AHA, which he feels was a testa-
ment to Renee Glover’s management style. He noted
that “when the GJP lawyers represented public
housing residents who were relocated from the Pitts-
burgh Civic League (PCL) Apartments and the
McDaniel Glenn low rises, the AHA had lists of 50 or
60 residents who were going to be denied housing
vouchers. When the time came to represent
residents of the McDaniel Glenn Annex, the GJP was
expecting to represent another 50 plus residents.” He
pointed out, however, that “the AHA had learned from
the previous relocation rounds and the voucher
denial list was much smaller than the GJP was expect-
ing – only about ten residents. Moreover, AHA’s
frontline staff was asking different, more informed
questions of the GJP lawyers during this round. The
AHA had learned from its experience with the PCL
apartments and the McDaniel Glenn low rise buildings
and had changed its relocation standards and
processes. Further, it was not only the ‘higher ups’ at
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the AHA that had learned; the AHA’s frontline staff
had learned and changed its practices too.”

Tracking Residents

One of the most challenging aspects of the HOPEVI
revitalization process is tracking what happens to the
original residents.This information is critical both
from an evaluation perspective in terms of being able
to say something about what happened to the original
residents. Of course, it is also essential for connecting
the original residents to available community support
services. According to the McDaniel Glenn HOPEVI
application,

“AHA has established a comprehensive
automated resident tracking and reporting
system [Consolidated Relocation Management
System]. In support of the McDaniel Glenn CSS
[Community Supportive Services] Program,
AHA will receive electronic reports on a
monthly basis from the CSS Partners, and will
consolidate information into its master CSS
database management system. AHA will use this
system to capture and analyze critical client
information and make necessary changes to
enhance the effectiveness and impact of the CSS
programs. Such client information includes
current family addresses and telephone numbers,
current family needs, and documented resource
connections.” 8

During the McDaniel Glenn revitalization AHA also
engaged in a number of activities to better align its
existing database systems.We were aware of at least
three different AHA databases that contained informa-
tion on former residents of McDaniel Glenn.These
included one maintained by AHA’s relocation division,
one by the housing choice voucher program, and a
third by community support services. Despite these
efforts, which we applaud, we found that AHA’s infor-
mation systems did not always align, and it was not
uncommon to receive extracts with different lists of
the affected McDaniel Glenn households and contact
information that was no longer current.These issues
were especially problematic during the follow-up
phase of our evaluation, which resulted in a much
lower response rate (approximately 50% of affected
households) than what we had achieved during the
baseline phase of our evaluation (71%). In neither
phase of the evaluation were we able to obtain
contact information for most of the households that
were no longer eligible for housing assistance.

Human Development and Support
Services
As we noted in ChapterTwo, by the time the
McDaniel Glenn revitalization began, the AHA had
participated in 11 previous HOPEVI revitalizations
involving more than 3,000 families.As such, the AHA
had gained considerable experience regarding what
families need to make the transition to self-sufficiency.
This experience helped inform the community and
establish supportive services that were then provided
to former McDaniel Glenn residents. What was
unique about the McDaniel Glenn experience,
however, was the Responsible RelocationTaskforce
which for the first time brought a wide array of
community service providers into direct partnership
with the AHA during the active relocation phase of
the revitalization. Moreover, the attitude of the RRT
members was very pragmatic: when new needs were
discovered, the RRT reached out to bring in new
service providers with expertise in that area. For
example, when it was discovered that many former
McDaniel Glenn families were facing the risk of
eviction because of payment violations, the RRT
brought in the Sullivan Center to provide emergency
financial assistance for rent and utilities to families
facing the risk of eviction or utility disconnections.
Another example is mental health assessments and
services, which were met in part by inviting the
National Mental Health Association of Georgia to join
the taskforce and provide mental health services.

Although the AHA had never been heavily invested in
direct service provision in previous HOPEVI revital-
izations, relying instead on a network of service
providers, the McDaniel Glenn experience under-
scored the critical role the Responsible Relocation
Taskforce played in “responding to needs as they
arise” which validated the importance of coaching,
counseling, and connecting residents to quality
services. Even these services, however, were typically
provided by outside vendors such as PeachtreeWorks
and Families First in the case of McDaniel Glenn and
IntegralYouth and Family Project and Families First, as
in the case of AHA’s other public housing revitaliza-
tions and its Quality of Life Initiative.9

At a Responsible RelocationTaskforce briefing midway
through the McDaniel Glenn revitalization, AHA
acknowledged the added value the taskforce and its
partners brought to the families affected by the revital-
ization but raised concerns about the ability to sustain
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that level of service in subsequent revitalizations.The
partners themselves had been willing to invest in the
McDaniel Glenn families because of their prior and
ongoing work in Mechanicsville and other NPUV
neighborhoods but also raised concerns about their
abilities to continue to support services at the levels
maintained during the McDaniel Glenn relocation.

Beginning in FY2005, with the establishment of its
Service Provider Network, AHA moved to formalize
its partnerships with Atlanta-based service providers
and in subsequent years continued to expand that
network, which has grown from 18 organizations in
2005 to 54 providers in 2010. In addition to relying on
outside agencies for its comprehensive case manage-
ment, coaching, and referral services in public housing
developments undergoing revitalization, AHA also
moved to expand those services to also include the
families affected by its Quality of Life Initiative and to
bring on staff its own Client Services Counselors
(professionally trained social workers) to provide
coaching, counseling, and referral services to families
in AHA’s Housing Choice program and to those
families affected by QLI or revitalization activities that
require services beyond their period of eligibility (27
months for QLI, 60 months for revitalization). Most of
the costs of AHA’s enhanced Human Development
and Support Services strategy have been covered by
the AHA through the increased flexibility granted to
AHA through its Moving toWork agreement with
HUD, which has allowed the agency to combine its
federal housing funding into a single, authority-wide
fund to support MTW goals and objectives.

Rapid Response ForeclosureTeam

In ChapterTwo (relocation discussion) and also in
Chapter Five (local housing markets) we noted that
the Mechanicsville and Pittsburgh neighborhoods
were severely impacted by the foreclosure crisis.The
large number of vacant and foreclosed properties
made it difficult for former McDaniel Glenn residents
to relocate to another housing unit in the neighbor-
hood, due in part to the lack of rentable units and
AHA’s inspection policies about neighboring proper-
ties. The foreclosure crisis also affected those former
McDaniel Glenn residents (and other AHA-assisted
clients) who ended up renting a property (in NPUV
or elsewhere in the city) that later became foreclosed,
forcing them to find another affordable rental unit.To
better address these issues, AHA established a Rapid
Response ForeclosureTeam (RRFT) in 2008 to

provide assistance to AHA-assisted clients affected by
foreclosure. Drawing on staff fromAHA’s Housing
Choice and Resident Services departments, the Rapid
Response ForeclosureTeam helps AHA-assisted
clients affected by foreclosures to find affordable
housing in new locations. According to the AHA,
more than 500 clients affected by foreclosures
received assistance in 2009, which was a 28 percent
decrease from the number assisted in 2008.10

� Issues for Future Evaluation
Our findings show that for most former residents of
McDaniel Glenn the revitalization experience yielded
positive outcomes as manifest in better quality
housing, better neighborhoods, and overall improve-
ments in their quality of life. For the vast majority of
former residents, the primary revitalization interven-
tion was the relocation itself and the opportunity to
secure a housing voucher.With these vouchers come
increased options for mobility and choice in selecting
housing and neighborhood. As with most HOPEVI
revitalizations very few original residents returned to
the new McDaniel Glenn. For the McDaniel Glenn
site and the immediately surrounding neighborhood,
the revitalization also brought mostly positive results.
Our findings demonstrated the McDaniel Glenn
HOPEVI revitalization has begun the replacement of a
formerly distressed public housing community into a
mixed-income community more tightly connected
with its surrounding neighborhood and accompanying
investments in community and public facilities.Violent
crime has dropped sharply and most residents in the
areas surrounding McDaniel Glenn perceive the
revitalization to have been the right thing to do.They
anticipate a stronger, more vital neighborhood in the
years ahead.

In looking back at the McDaniel Glenn experience
and also looking ahead, three issues stand out for us
as potential areas ripe for future research. First, we
need better systems for tracking the residents
affected by public housing revitalizations.Though a
minority, there is a segment of the affected population
for whom we know very little about their outcomes.
Most of these households very likely lost their eligibil-
ity for housing assistance and probably ended up in
neighborhoods that were comparable to or worse off
than the McDaniel Glenn they left behind. Others may
have received housing assistance, but because of our
inability to locate them during the household inter-
view phases of the evaluation we do not know
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whether their fates more closely match the former
residents we were able to interview or whether their
outcomes were less positive. Thus, better methods
for tracking affected residents will enable a more
thorough assessment of the outcomes of public
housing revitalizations and also allow analysts to
better determine the long-term effects of public
housing transformations on the original residents.

A second issue that warrants further investigation is
how new low-income residents of mixed-income
developments fare in their new communities. Most of
the emphasis in HOPEVI evaluations has been on the
original residents, most of whom do not return to the
new development.The effects on the new low-income
residents are typically overlooked in most HOPEVI
evaluations. How do they adjust to living in a mixed-
income community? How do they respond to living in
a new community that may very well have fewer
providers of support services than the community
they left behind? On the other hand, do they transi-
tion to self-sufficiency faster because of their
residence in a mixed-income community than do low-
income residents living in more traditional low-
income communities? And what about the market
rate residents who locate in the new mixed-income
communities?Who are they and why do they chose
these neighborhoods? How, if at all, do they interact
with the low-income residents in their developments?
Do they send their children to the neighborhood
public schools? How do the market rate residents
become a part of the social, community, and civic life
of their new neighborhoods?

A third issue worthy of future study is the effect of
HOPEVI revitalization on communities receiving
relocated households. In particular, how does poverty
deconcentration from public housing communities
influence perceived and actual crime rates in communi-
ties where relocated persons takeup residence? How
do neighbor networks operate in these destination
communities? And what happens to social, civic, and
economic conditions in these communities over time?
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AppendixA
TableA-1 Sample Sizes and Margins of Error

Sample/Sample Comparisons Sample Size
Margin of Error,

95% Confidence Interval*

Sample

Baseline 293 ± 5.8%

Follow-Up 188 ± 7.3%

Panel 160 ± 7.9%

Control 200 ± 7.0%

Comparisons betweenTwo Samples:

Follow-Up vs. Baseline ± 9.3%

Follow-up vs. Control ± 10.1%

Panel vs. Control ± 10.6%

Baseline vs. Control ± 9.1%

* See Roger E. Kirk, Statistics: An Introduction, 3d edition (Chicago: Holt, Rinehart andWinston, Inc., 1990), pp. 440-
441 for formulas for calculating confidence intervals for p and p1 - p2.
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TOTAL

Don’t Know/ Not
Question/Variable Valid Refused Applicable

A1. Neighborhood type 185 0 3

A2. Significant amount of trash 184 0 4

A3.Any graffiti 184 0 4

A4.Vacant or dilapidated buildings 184 0 4

A5. People loitering 184 0 4

B1. Current housing situation 185 3 0

B2. Use Section 8 voucher 178 1 9

B3. How many times moved 188 0 0

B4. How long lived in current house 132 0 56

B5a. Chose current neighborhood: Close to family/friends 187 1 0

B5b. Chose current neighborhood:On-site supportive services 184 4 0

B5c. Chose current neighborhood:Access to community centers/stores 188 0 0

B5d. Chose current neighborhood: Low rent/rent subsidy 187 1 0

B5e. Chose current neighborhood: Purchase own house/condo 185 3 0

B5f. Chose current neighborhood: Public transportation 188 0 0

B5g. Chose current neighborhood: Good schools 187 1 0

B5h. Chose current neighborhood: Job opportunities 187 1 0

B5i. Chose current neighborhood: Neighborhood safety 186 2 0

B5j. Chose current neighborhood: Better/larger apartment 187 0 1

B5k. Chose current neighborhood: No choice/nowhere else 187 1 0

B5l. Chose current neighborhood:What housing authority gave 181 7 0

B6a. Housing preference:Apartment/house 187 1 0

B6b. Housing preference: Landlord/building management 185 2 1

B6c. Housing preference: Maintenance/upkeep 185 3 0

B6d. Housing preference: Neighborhood 187 1 0

B6e. Housing preference: Location of the housing 185 3 0

B7a. Current neighborhood: People willing to help others 163 25 0

B7b. Current neighborhood: Neighborhood is close-knit 158 30 0

B7c. Current neighborhood: People get along with others 168 20 0

B7d. Current neighborhood: People can be trusted 161 27 0

B7e. Current neighborhood: People respect other's property 169 19 0

B7f. Current neighborhood: Good place to raise children 174 14 0

B7g. Current neighborhood: Positive role models for children 156 32 0

B7h. Current neighborhood: People will call police right away 174 14 0

B7i. Current neighborhood: Neighbors would help if being robbed 158 30 0

B7j. Current neighborhood: Neighbors will watch house when away 167 21 0

B7k. Current neighborhood:Would ask neighbor for favor 178 10 0

B7l. Current neighborhood: People work together to improve neighborhood 166 22 0

TableA-2.
McDaniel Glenn Residents: Follow-Up Survey Responses by Question Number



B8. Making new friends 186 2 0

C1.Attend community group meetings 188 0 0

C2. Frequency of community group attendance 89 6 93

C3. Community group leader 95 0 93

C4.AHA's CATALYST initiative 187 1 0

C5.Volunteer with community group 188 0 0

C6.Volunteer with community group for CATALYST 29 0 159

C7.Attend church last 12 months 188 0 0

C8. Church location 132 0 56

C9. Registered to vote 188 0 0

C10.Vote in last presidential election 162 0 26

C11. Informally deal with neighborhood problems 187 1 0

D1. Neighborhood safety 187 1 0

D2a. Neighborhood problem: Graffiti, trash or junk 185 3 0

D2b. Neighborhood problem: People hanging around 184 4 0

D2c. Neighborhood problem: People using/selling drugs 161 27 0

D2d. Neighborhood problem: Shootings 183 5 0

D2e. Neighborhood problem:Violent crime 180 8 0

D2f. Neighborhood problem: Property crime 180 8 0

D2g. Neighborhood problem: Gangs 164 24 0

D3. Last year at McDaniel Glenn house broken into 188 0 0

D4. Current neighborhood house broken into 187 1 0

D5. Last year at McDaniel Glenn anyone beaten/attacked/shot 187 1 0

D6. Current neighborhood anyone beaten/attacked/shot 188 0 0

D7a. Police in current neighborhood: People unfairly stopped/questioned 167 21 0

D7b. Police in current neighborhood: Not enough police 174 14 0

D7c. Police in current neighborhood: Police come right away 168 20 0

E1. How many children under 18 187 1 0

E2. Making friends in new neighborhood 100 1 87

E3. Child(ren) school-aged 101 0 87

E4.Type of school child(ren) attend(s) 96 1 91

E5a. Child(ren)'s current school(s): Proximity to home 93 3 92

E5b. Child(ren)'s current school(s): Curriculum 89 7 92

E5c. Child(ren)'s current school(s): Extracurricular activities 85 11 92

E5d. Child(ren)'s current school(s):Teachers 91 5 92

E5e. Child(ren)'s current school(s): Principals 90 6 92

E5f. Child(ren)'s current school(s): Rec/play areas 89 7 92

E5g. Child(ren)'s current school(s): Physical structure 94 2 92
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TOTAL

Don’t Know/ Not
Question/Variable Valid Refused Applicable



E5h. Child(ren)'s current school(s): Books/other materials 90 6 92

E5i. Child(ren)'s current school(s): Level of student achievement 90 6 92

E6. School safety 90 6 92

E7. Other children's families 64 32 92

E8. Child(ren)'s academic performance 91 5 92

E9. Child(ren)'s overall behavior 90 6 92

F1a. Services in current neighborhood: Health care 152 36 0

F1b. Services in current neighborhood: Public transportation 177 11 0

F1c. Services in current neighborhood: Grocery stores 187 1 0

F1d. Services in current neighborhood: Childcare 185 3 0

F1e. Services in current neighborhood:Afterschool programs 187 1 0

F1f. Services in current neighborhood: Parks and rec facilities 187 1 0

F1g. Services in current neighborhood: Services for elderly 99 89 0

F1h. Services in current neighborhood: Services for disabled 103 85 0

F1i. Services in current neighborhood:Adult ed/job training 117 71 0

F1j. Services in current neighborhood: Drug/alcohol prevention/treatment 73 115 0

F1k. Services in current neighborhood: Services for ex-prisoners 42 146 0

F1l. Services in current neighborhood: Banking and financial 157 31 0

F2a. Services in McDaniel Glenn: Health care 182 6 0

F2b. Services in McDaniel Glenn: Grocery stores 188 0 0

F2c. Services in McDaniel Glenn: Childcare 186 2 0

F2d. Services in McDaniel Glenn: Parks and rec facilities 158 30 0

F2e. Services in McDaniel Glenn: Banking and financial 166 22 0

F3a. Rate:The Center forWorking Families 188 0 0

F3b. Rate: MechanicsvilleWeed and Seed 185 3 0

F3c. Rate: Summech Community Development Corporation 188 0 0

F3d. Rate: Center for BlackWomen'sWellness 188 0 0

F3e. Rate: Pittsburgh Community Improvement Association 187 1 0

F3f. Rate: MechanicsvilleYouth Restorative Justice Board 187 1 0

F3g. Rate: Dunbar Community Center 188 0 0

G1. Live in current neighborhood for next five years 180 8 0

G2.Type of housing most like to live 183 5 0

G3.Visit new mixed income housing 188 0 0

G5.Want to live in mixed income housing 177 11 0

G7. Move to new mixed income housing 73 5 110

G10. Screening criteria/eligibility rules 184 4 0

G11.Are rules clear 105 2 81

G12.Are you eligible 98 9 81
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G13. Living in area with wealthier people 186 2 0

H1. Currently work for pay 188 0 0

H2. How many jobs currently working 76 0 112

H3. How long at current/main job 76 0 112

H5. Mode of transportation to get to work 76 0 112

H7. How found current job 75 1 112

H9. Looked for job in last 12 months 112 0 76

H11.Anyone in household work for pay 188 0 0

H12. Number of people in household employed 14 0 174

H13. File personal income taxes for 2008 183 4 1

H14.Taxes prepared 95 0 93

H15. Receive refund from tax preparer 61 1 126

H17. Household income 179 9 0

H18. Checking/savings account 184 4 0

H19. Not enough money to buy food 186 2 0

H20. Cut size of meals 187 1 0

H21. Utilities cut off 188 0 0

I1. Physical disability 188 0 0

I2. Behavioral/mental health disorder 188 0 0

I3.Where go for routine medical care 188 0 0

I4. Health 187 1 0

J1. Relocation experience 187 1 0

J2. Quality of life in current neighborhood 187 1 0

J3. Health in current neighborhood 185 3 0

J4. Job access in current neighborhood 185 3 0

J5. Household expenses in current neighborhood 187 1 0

J6. Demolishing and redeveloping right thing to do 182 6 0

K1.Age 187 1 0

K2. How many adults in household 186 2 0

K3. Race/ethnicity 187 1 0

K4. Education 188 0 0

K5. HouseholdType 187 1 0

K6. Driver's license 188 0 0

K7.Access to car 188 0 0

K8. Gender 188 0 0
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Don’t Know/ Not
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A2. Significant amount of trash 188 0 12

A3.Any graffiti 188 0 12

A4.Vacant or dilapidated buildings 188 0 12

A5. People loitering 188 0 12

B0.Years in current house 200 0 0

B0a.Where lived before 198 2 0

B0b. Ever lived in public housing 200 0 0

B0c. Ever had Section 8 voucher 198 2 0

B1. Current housing situation 199 1 0

B5a. Chose current neighborhood: Close to family/friends 199 1 0

B5b. Chose current neighborhood:On-site supportive services 197 3 0

B5c. Chose current neighborhood:Access to community centers/stores 200 0 0

B5d. Chose current neighborhood: Low rent/rent subsidy 198 2 0

B5e. Chose current neighborhood: Purchase own house/condo 196 4 0

B5f. Chose current neighborhood: Public transportation 200 0 0

B5g. Chose current neighborhood: Good schools 199 1 0

B5h. Chose current neighborhood: Job opportunities 199 1 0

B5i. Chose current neighborhood: Neighborhood safety 199 1 0

B5j. Chose current neighborhood: Better/larger apartment 199 1 0

B5k. Chose current neighborhood: No choice/nowhere else 193 7 0

B5l. Chose current neighborhood:What housing authority gave 191 9 0

B7a. Current neighborhood: People willing to help others 192 8 0

B7b. Current neighborhood: Neighborhood is close-knit 187 13 0

B7c. Current neighborhood: People get along with others 199 1 0

B7d. Current neighborhood: People can be trusted 199 1 0

B7e. Current neighborhood: People respect other's property 199 1 0

B7f. Current neighborhood: Good place to raise children 199 1 0

B7g. Current neighborhood: Positive role models for children 199 1 0

B7h. Current neighborhood: People will call police right away 192 8 0

B7i. Current neighborhood: Neighbors would help if being robbed 184 16 0

B7j. Current neighborhood: Neighbors will watch house when away 193 7 0

B7k. Current neighborhood:Would ask neighbor for favor 195 5 0

B7l. Current neighborhood: People work together to improve neighborhood 190 10 0

B9. Rate Block 198 2 0

B10. Rate Neighborhood 198 2 0

B11. Neighborhood Change 176 24 0

B12a. Neighborhood Change: Neighborhood safety 179 21 0

B12b. Neighborhood Change: Racial diversity 175 25 0
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Don’t Know/ Not
Question/Variable Valid Refused Applicable



B12c. Neighborhood Change: Income diversity 199 1 0

B12d. Neighborhood Change: Number of businesses/stores 199 1 0

B12e. Neighborhood Change: Quality of businesses/stores 180 20 0

B12f. Neighborhood Change:Affordable housing 172 28 0

B12g. Neighborhood Change: Quality of housing 182 18 0

B12h. Neighborhood Change: Quality of public schools 199 1 0

B13. Neighborhood trajectory 185 15 0

B14a. Revitalization Effects: Safer 176 24 0

B14b. Revitalization Effects: Schools improved 125 75 0

B14c. Revitalization Effects: Friends/relatives forced to relocate 183 17 0

B14d. Revitalization Effects:Area nicer 185 15 0

B14e. Revitalization Effects: New businesses 199 1 0

B14f. Revitalization Effects: Little effect 199 1 0

C1.Attend community group meetings 199 1 0

C2. Frequency of community group attendance 144 1 55

C3. Community group leader 145 0 55

C5.Volunteer with community group 200 0 0

C7.Attend church last 12 months 200 0 0

C8. Church location 158 0 42

C9. Registered to vote 200 0 0

C10.Vote in last presidential election 189 0 11

C11. Informally deal with neighborhood problems 200 0 0

D1. Neighborhood safety 190 10 0

D2a. Neighborhood problem: Graffiti, trash or junk 195 5 0

D2b. Neighborhood problem: People hanging around 199 1 0

D2c. Neighborhood problem: People using/selling drugs 182 18 0

D2d. Neighborhood problem: Shootings 189 11 0

D2e. Neighborhood problem:Violent crime 189 11 0

D2f. Neighborhood problem: Property crime 193 7 0

D2g. Neighborhood problem: Gangs 168 32 0

D4. Current neighborhood house broken into 199 1 0

D6. Current neighborhood anyone beaten/attacked/shot 199 1 0

D7a. Police in current neighborhood: People unfairly stopped/questioned 199 1 0

D7b. Police in current neighborhood: Not enough police 193 7 0

D7c. Police in current neighborhood: Police come right away 187 13 0

E1. How many children under 18 197 3 0

E3. Child(ren) school-aged 75 0 125

E4.Type of school child(ren) attend(s) 68 0 132
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E5a. Child(ren)'s current school(s): Proximity to home 67 1 132

E5b. Child(ren)'s current school(s): Curriculum 67 1 132

E5c. Child(ren)'s current school(s): Extracurricular activities 65 3 132

E5d. Child(ren)'s current school(s):Teachers 67 1 132

E5e. Child(ren)'s current school(s): Principals 66 2 132

E5f. Child(ren)'s current school(s): Rec/play areas 63 5 132

E5g. Child(ren)'s current school(s): Physical structure 68 0 132

E5h. Child(ren)'s current school(s): Books/other materials 68 0 132

E5i. Child(ren)'s current school(s): Level of student achievement 66 2 132

E6. School safety 68 0 132

E7. Other children's families 67 1 132

F1a. Services in current neighborhood: Health care 161 39 0

F1b. Services in current neighborhood: Public transportation 189 11 0

F1c. Services in current neighborhood: Grocery stores 197 3 0

F1d. Services in current neighborhood: Childcare 91 109 0

F1e. Services in current neighborhood:Afterschool programs 108 92 0

F1f. Services in current neighborhood: Parks and rec facilities 173 27 0

F1g. Services in current neighborhood: Services for elderly 121 79 0

F1h. Services in current neighborhood: Services for disabled 116 84 0

F1i. Services in current neighborhood:Adult ed/job training 140 60 0

F1j. Services in current neighborhood: Drug/alcohol prevention/treatment 101 99 0

F1k. Services in current neighborhood: Services for ex-prisoners 85 115 0

F1l. Services in current neighborhood: Banking and financial 199 1 0

G3.Visit new mixed income housing 199 1 0

G5.Want to live in mixed income housing 199 1 0

G7. Move to new mixed income housing 66 5 129

H1. Currently work for pay 200 0 0

H2. How many jobs currently working 97 0 103

H3. How long at current/main job 96 1 103

H5. Mode of transportation to get to work 97 0 103

H7. How found current job 96 1 103

H9. Looked for job in last 12 months 99 4 97

H11.Anyone in household work for pay 199 1 0

H12. Number of people in household employed 40 0 160

H13. File personal income taxes for 2008 195 5 0

H14.Taxes prepared 123 1 76

H15. Receive refund from tax preparer 59 0 141

H17. Household income 190 10 0
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H18. Checking/savings account 195 5 0

H19. Not enough money to buy food 198 2 0

H20. Cut size of meals 197 3 0

H21. Utilities cut off 198 2 0

I1. Physical disability 199 1 0

I2. Behavioral/mental health disorder 198 2 0

I3.Where go for routine medical care 200 0 0

I4. Health 200 0 0

J2. Quality of life in current neighborhood 199 1 0

J3. Health in current neighborhood 199 1 0

J4. Job access in current neighborhood 185 14 1

J5. Household expenses in current neighborhood 197 3 0

J6. Demolishing and redeveloping right thing to do 197 3 0

K1.Age 198 2 0

K2. How many adults in household 199 1 0

K3. Race/ethnicity 200 0 0

K4. Education 198 2 0

K5. HouseholdType 199 1 0

K6. Driver's license 199 1 0

K7.Access to car 200 0 0

K8. Gender 200 0 0
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TableA-3.
Mechanicsville/Pittsburgh Resident Follow-Up Survey Responses by Question

TOTAL

Don’t Know/ Not
Question/Variable Valid Refused Applicable



Survey instruments available online at http://oucp.emory.edu/our_work/research/mg.html

A. Identifying Former McDaniel Glenn Residents

In an effort to reach as many former McDaniel Glenn residents as possible during the follow-up phase of the
evaluation, the field research team took numerous steps.

Letters and Calls (Based onAHA Listing ofAffected Households). The OUCP was provided an
initial listing file from the Atlanta Housing Authority which included addresses and phone numbers for approxi-
mately 365 former McDaniel Glenn residents who were eligible to participate in the second phase of the study.
As a means of introduction, all residents were mailed a letter. The letter explained the purpose of the study
and informed residents that the OUCP would be attempting to contact them within the next few days at the
telephone number provided for their household by AHA (which was included in the letter). Residents were
encouraged to contact the office if the telephone number on file was incorrect. Approximately three to four
days after the letters were sent out, members of the field research team began calling residents to schedule
interviews. Unfortunately, a large majority of the telephone numbers were invalid. Additionally, large portions
of the letters (approximately 20 percent) were returned with no forwarding address.

Word of Mouth.Whenever the field research team was able to successfully reach a resident, we asked them
if they were still in communication with other former McDaniel Glenn residents. If so, we asked them for any
contact information they might be willing to share with us. Additionally, the field interviewers were trained to
ask the residents upon completion of the survey if they were in personal contact with other former McDaniel
Glenn residents relocated during the same time. Word of mouth proved to be our most effective means of
identifying relocated residents.

Calls (Based on 2nd and 3rdAHA Lists). Subsequent to the first list of affected households we received
two additional file listings of former McDaniel Glenn residents from the Atlanta Housing Authority. While the
second list provided very little new or otherwise current information, the third list included up-to-date phone
numbers for approximately two dozen former residents.

Baseline Survey Contact Information. At the end of the Baseline survey, residents were asked if they
would like to participate in the next round of interviews, to be conducted in Summer 2009. If so, they were
asked to provide their contact information, along with the contact information of a neighbor, family member or
a friend – in the event their personal information had changed. Unfortunately, this information yielded very
little in the way of additional respondents as large majorities of the telephone numbers (both residents and
“others”) were no longer valid.

Center forWorking Families List.We also requested and received a file with contact information for
former residents of McDaniel Glenn fromThe Center forWorking Families, where approximately 100 former
McDaniel Glenn households had received services or were currently participating in TCWF programs. While
the list was quite extensive, it became obvious while making the calls that the list most likely dated back to the
months immediately following the relocation as a very large proportion of the telephone numbers were non-
working numbers.

Appendix B
Household Surveys and Sample Selection
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Web-BasedAddress Locator Services. In a final attempt to identify former McDaniel Glenn residents, the
OUCP used two commercial web-based address locator services to obtain current telephone and address
listings for all former McDaniel Glenn households that we had been unable to contact. This method, however,
produced a little more than a dozen additional respondents.

B. Identifying Neighborhood Residents

Because both the Mechanicsville and Pittsburgh neighborhoods had been severely impacted by the foreclosure
crisis (one local organization estimated the vacancy rate in Pittsburgh was in excess of 50 percent), the evalua-
tion team decided a random stratified sampling distribution based on housing tenure and length of residence in
the neighborhood (based on information published in the Haines Criss-Cross Directory) was not feasible.
Though this procedure yielded very positive results for the Baseline interviews, the evaluation team was
concerned that the housing/tenure information reported in the Haines directory was likely to be less valid
given the recent changes in the Mechanicsville and Pittsburgh neighborhoods. We therefore used a combina-
tion of the following techniques to generate our neighborhood samples:

• Baseline Survey Contact Information. Similar to our effort with the former
McDaniel Glenn residents, we decided to use the contact information from the Baseline
survey to try to identify neighborhood residents to participate in the second round of
interviews.While the contact information proved to be in slightly better shape, we were
only able to identify a dozen or so residents willing or able to participate in the study (a
substantial number of residents we were able to contact had moved).

• Community-Based Organizations.The OUCP reached out to a number of commu-
nity-based organizations (including the Pittsburgh Community Improvement Association
and the Center forWorking Families) , asking for their assistance in helping the evaluation
team identify neighborhood residents that might be interested in participating in the study.

• Word of Mouth. Once contacted (or interviewed), residents were asked if they knew of
any other neighbors that might likewise be interested in participating in the study.This
proved the most effective means of identifying neighborhood residents.

There were of course trade-offs as a consequence of this choice. On the negative side, the lack of randomness
in the sample introduces bias into the sample estimates, perhaps best manifest in the civic engagement
measures where respondents tended to be longer-term residents with a history of civic participation. On the
positive side, however, the control group respondents could be considered experts with greater knowledge of
neighborhood conditions and trends and perhaps better able to assess the effects of the McDaniel Glenn
revitalization than would likely have been the case with a more randomly distributed control sample.



Interviews were conducted with the following individuals over the course of the McDaniel Glenn evaluation.
Some individuals listed below were interviewed more than once.

Doug Ammar, Georgia Justice Project

Clara Axam, Enterprise Community Partners

Anthony Bostic, Atlanta Housing Authority, Relocation Services

NicoleWiggins Brownlee, Atlanta Public Schools

Sharon Collins, Mechanicsville Civic Association

Damon Duncan, PeachtreeWorks

Ronnie Galvin, Annie E. Casey Foundation

Renee Giles, Center forWorking Families

Bettye Green, Dunbar Elementary School

Peggy Harper, NPUV

Cindy Herrera, Atlanta Housing Authority

DeBorah James, Ropheka Rock of theWorld Ministries Inc.

Terri Montague, Atlanta Beltline Inc.

Bill Morgan, PeachtreeWorks

Cynthia Nash, Atlanta Housing Authority

Marvin Nesbitt, Atlanta Housing Authority

Karen Rogers,Weed and Seed

Barney Simms, Atlanta Housing Authority

AnnetteVandevere, Annie E. Casey Foundation

ChristopherWaller, Parks Middle School

MtamanikaYoungblood, Center forWorking Families

Appendix C
List of Individuals Interviewed
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Appendix D
Supplemental Maps

Figure D-1. Dunbar Elementary School and Comparison Schools

Figure D-2. King and Parks Middle Schools and Comparison Schools

Figure D-3. McDaniel Glenn Master Plan

Figure D-4. Proposed Redevelopment Projects in Mechanicsville

Figure D-5. Property Crime Densities, 2004-2009, City of Atlanta

Figure D-6. Violent Crime Densities, 2004-2009, City of Atlanta
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Source: Urban Collage Inc., Mechanicsville Community Redevelopment Plan Update, Final Report, September 2004, p. 18.

Figure D-4. Proposed Redevelopment Projects in Mechanicsville
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Figure D-5: Property Crime Densities, 2004-2009,City ofAtlanta
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Figure D-5: Property Crime Densities, 2004-2009,City ofAtlanta
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Figure D-6: Violent Crime Densities, 2004-2009,City ofAtlanta
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Figure D-6: Violent Crime Densities, 2004-2009,City ofAtlanta
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