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ABSTRACT

The satisfactory relocation of families from urban redevelopment

projects is a major objective of Title One Programs under the National

Housing Acts.

Urban redevelopment, with reference to the West End Project in

Boston, becomes involved with economic, physical and social factors in

low rental, blighted residential areas. Relocation of families from

such areas may virtually eliminate positive social patterns and strong

neighborhood ties which frequently exist there.

A basic problem is to satisfactorily relocate particularly low

income people into decent homes in adequate residential areas. To do

this, the city may have to build housing and improve the standard of

living for these families or compromise its renewal objectives and

standards for relocation housing. In Boston, the latter course is pres-

ently most consistently followed.

Major changes in local attitudes and procedures will be necessary

to bring relocation up to a level of acceptability in Boston.
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DEDICATION

This thesis is dedicated to the families from the West End Re-
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And to Professor Roland B. Greeley of the Department of City and Re-

gional Planning, withotit whose initial and continual guidance this thesis
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fast devotion and inspiration I would not have attended the School of Ar-

chitecture and Planning at M.I.T., my especial thanks.



INTRODUCTION

Mrs. B. is a widow who claims to be sixty years of age. She owned

a three-story row house with three apartments on Charles Street in Bos-

ton's West End. The building faces on the Charles River, Storrow Drive,

Esplanade Park and the Museum of Science.

There, in four rooms on the first floor, Mrs. B. has lived with her

son for at least sixteen years. Occasionally, other relatives have lived

in for short periods of time. In pre-redevelopment days, the other two

dwelling units were rented out and provided a source of income for the

family.

On April 23, 1958, after approximately eight years of redevelopment

maneuvering, the City of Boston had a mass "taking" of all property in

the West End Redevelopment Project. This area is to be totally cleared,

after relocation of the present tenants, with predominant reuse for high-

rental apartment housing.

Before final clearance, however, the law requires that all the former

residents of the Project be rehoused in decent, safe and sanitary housing

in other residential areas in or outside of the city.

For two years Mrs. B. has remained in her former home. She has en-

gaged legal counsel, contacted political representatives in Washington,

made the front pages of all Boston newspapers and developed a serious

case of hypertension. She cannot remain in her riverfront property, and

cannot purchase a new home in the same general location after redevelop-

ment.

To the local public agency, Mrs. B. is a problem. She still lives

in her former home an Charles Street overlooking the River, the Drive, the

Park, and the Museum of Science.

r - Y! ----------
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The extreme action taken by this West End household faced with re-

location from an urban redevelopment project points up some of the ba-

sic problems which may arise when a city such as Boston undertakes to

clear blighted areas.

Boston is in desparate need of economic aid. Renewal offers an oppor-

tunity to clear "slum" or blighted areas and, through new development on

the cleared land, to realize increases in tax revenues. Although the re-

newal process is complex and time consuming, it presents an economic op-

portunity to a city such as Boston.

Also, urban renewal becomes involved with people. People living in

blighted low-rental housing areas represent a range of income and social

groups. Some are property owners, some businessmen. Frequently, families

have lived in such areas for many years. For others, the time of residence

may be only a few months. For the former, there may be strong economic

and social ties to the neighborhood, and to certain cultural symbols and

with other groups of people in such areas.

Urban renewal, it would seem, is at least involved with the economy,

the physical environment and the people of the city. All are important

parts of any program that attempts to improve cities physically and econ-

omically, and to improve th e living conditions for people in cities.

Within this frame of reference, an attempt has been made to evaluate

the relocation of people from an urban redevelopment project, the West

End Redevelopment Project in Boston, Massachusetts.

First consideration was given to the base of operation, a blighted

residential area in Boston. An attempt was made to evaluate the areats

historical role and function, until redevelopment, as a predominantly low

rental private housing area, noting the substantial social patterns and

neighborhood ties which existed in the area for several nationality groups.
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Some consideration was given to the urban redevelopment process as

structured in the National Housing Acts from the 1930's on, the major

revisions to redevelopment in 1949 and 1954, and the federal requirements

and local determinations in regard to relocation.

An attempt was made to evaluate the actions of the local redevelop-

ment authority, the social agencies, community organizations and the

people in the Project Area as redevelopment and relocation became at

last realities.

The official relocation process was analyzed as to its operation, ef-

fectiveness, and major deficiencies as presently implemented. Recom-

mendations for changes in the administration of relocation from future

Boston redevelopment projects have been made.

Analysis of the reception areas for West End residents was conducted

at three levels, these being several concentrations of low income fami-

lies throughout the metropolitan area, the seven major reception areas

(census tracts) adjacent to the Project and North of Boston, and finally

metronolitan distribution and implications of relocation from this Proj-

ect.

The thesis concludes with recommendations as to major redirections

which must occur locally if a more substantial realization of the ac-

cepted objectives and goals of the redevelopment and relocation process-

es is to be achieved.

It is recommended that the reader first review the Glossary in the

first page of the Appendix.
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Section I. The West End Area in Boston. (1)

The West End Area in Boston in 1950 was a relatively self-contained,

high-density housing area, in which the major land uses were residential,

streets and alleys, public and semi-public and commercial-industrial, in

that order. The Area has served as a housing area since the time of the

Revolutionary War, with population composition constantly in flux and with

three major changes in the physical environment. (2)

1. 1700-1795: mainly open land in the early part of the 18th Century

with one "community" of one hundred and seventy dwellings and a meeting

house near Bowdoin Square and a colony of freed slaves in "cheap dwell-

ings around the North end of Joy Street (North side of Beacan Hill) sub-

sequently spreading over the entire slope".

2. 1795-1850: three major housing areas, including a development

of mansion-type buildings after the Revolutionary War on Mt. Vernon

Street on Beacon Hill; the "miserable huts of the Negroes" on the north

(1) The bibliography for Section I is listed in the Appendix. The West
End Health and Welfare Area is one of fifteen such areas in Boston,
as defined by United Community Services. It contains the three
"neighborhoods" described above, and includes Census Tracts H-l,
H-2, H-3, H-4, K-1, ax K-2. Tract F-6 is assigned to the North
End Health and Welfare Area, but in defining the "neighborhood" on
the North side of Beacon Hill, Tract F-6 is included in that neigh-
borhood. The comparisons of the West End neighborhoods are based on
United Community Services boundary determinations- Beacon Hill being
Tract K-2, the North side of Beacon Hill being K-1, F-6 and -2H-4,
and the West End Proper being H-1, H-2, H-3, and 1H-4. The West
End Redevelopment Project, as shown, encanpasses a major portion of
the West End Proper. (See Maps 1 and 2, pages 38 and 39)

(2) Department of Research and Strategy. Massachusetts Council of Church-
es, Boston's West End, December, 1949 (pp 1-138).

Robert A. Woods, Editor. Americans In Process, A Settlement Study
by Residents and Associates of the South End House. North and West
Ends, Boston. Cambridge, 1902 (pp 1-383).
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side of the hill, and in the West End Proper, a "comfortable, fairly

well-to-do residential area splendidly representative of Anglo-Saxon

American life". At this time, a distinct local feeling was said to

have developed in the West End Area.

3. 1850 to the early 1900's: First, under gradual pressure from

business expansion, and then from encroachment of boarding house uses

into the residential areas, and finally from immigration, the West End

Area was transformed from single homes, huts and mansions to a predom-

inantly tightly-packed, multi-family tenement housing area.

The population changes that have occurred in the Area have probably

corresponded more nearly in quantity than in composition to the physical

changes. The major role for much of the West End Area after the "Anglo-

Saxon community life" of the first half of the 19th Century has been as

a second reception center for various ethnic groups making their first

outward move from the North End, a primary reception area in Boston.

This reception center function served three major ethnic groups, while

at all times there was a number of smaller nationality groups in one

or more of the "neighborhoods" of the West End Area. The major groups

housed were:

1. 1846-1880: Irish moving from the North End to the West End; by

1885, one-fourth of the West End population was Irish, and in 1895, this

was still the dominant nationality group.

2. 1880-1910: (approximately): Jewish immigration frm the North

End started in 1880, and by 1910 this group was the dominant in the pop-

ulation. Also at this time, smaller concentrations of British, British-

Americans, Portuguese and Negroes (on the North side of Beacon Hill) were

present.



3. 1900 to the present: Italian imigration from the North End

gradually replaced the remaining Irish and predominating Jewish as the

major group. In 1950, the Italians were the predominant group, followed

by those from U.S.S.R. (Russian, Ukranian and Jewish), Canadian (other

than French), Polish and Irish.

The West End Area, as late as 1950, contained three relatively dis-

tinct "neighborhoods" which are described as follows: (3)

1. Beacon Hill: More correctly the south side of Beacon Hill, a

high-density housing area, second of the three neighborhoods in popula-

tion and area. Predominant ethnic groups were Canadian (other than

French), Irish and English. Traditionally, this area has been the center

of Boston's 'upper class', and was laid out in 1795 so as to minimize

north-south (vehicular or foot) traffic between it and the two housing

areas to the north. Of the three areas, it had, in 1950, the lowest

indices of deterioration and the highest monthly rentals. It retains

today much of the 'quality' assigned to it in the 18th Century and has

tended to stabilize the West End as a residential area in the center of

the metropolis.

2. North Side of Beacon Hill: The development in this neighborhood

more closely resembles that of the West End proper. This neighborhood was

third in population and in area. Russians (including Ukranians and Rus-

sian Jews), Canadians (other than French), Italians and Irish were, in

(3) Boston's West En . Op cit (pp 1-50)
Firey, Walter, nd Use in Central Boston, Cambridge, Massachusetts,
1947 (pp 87-135). U.S. Department of Commerce, Bureau of the Census,
1950 United States Census of Housing, Boston, Massachusetts Block
Statistics Volume V, Part 21 (pp 1-59). U.S. Department of CoNmierce,

lwureau ofthe Census, 1950 United States Census of Population, Boston,
Mas'sachusetts and Adjacent Area, Volume III, Chapter 6 (pp 1-1187



1950, the predominating ethnic groups . Characteristically, since the

1850's, this has been the rooming-house neighborhood of the Area. In-

dices of deterioration and the levels of rent are both approximately

half-way between the other two neighborhoods. The Negro district of

post-Revolutionary War days isnow gone. The North Side of the Hill

has strong social ties in at least the Jewish and Italian groups that

occupy sections of this side of the Hill. Its predominant character

remains, however, that of a rooming-house area for transient popula-

tion groups.

3. West End Proper:' The highest in density of population, lar-

gest in population and largest in area; this neighborhood had three

dominant elements: the Massachusetts General Hospital complex, the

high-density housing area in the center, and the heavily-mixed and

more generally deteriorated commercial-industrial skid-row area in the

eastern portion towards Scollay Square. Predominant ethnic groups were

Italian, Russian (including Ukranian and Jewish), Canadian (other than

French), Polish and Irish. This was the 'working class' housing section

for the larger West End Area. It had the highest indices of deteriora-

tion and the lowest rental levels. Its major use was as a housing area

for a range of household sizes from one person to ten or more person

households. In its history, an ethnic group was usually predominant,

rising or descending in importance. However, there were typically

several strong nationality groups within the neighborhood. These lived

in close proximity and were somewhat inward oriented with strong patterns

of social ties and firm attachment to cultural symbols (national church,

ethnic club and store) in the area, these latter usually being inside

the neighborhood. However, there was also an overall feeling of "neigh-

borhood" of these several ethnic groups, due in part to the separation
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of the area from the other two neighborhoods by Cambridge Street, a

major street.

The three neighborhoods, although distinct in same respects as to

housing role, were similar in physical development, and to sae degree,

in density of occupancy. The diverse ethnic and income groups living

there had for their use an abundance of cultural and community facilities

such as churches, stores and settdment houses- these being fairly well

distributed throughout the entire area.

The neighborhoods, particularly the North side of Beacon Hill and

the 'West End Proper, had through history readily adapted to different

ethnic group uses. The former, at one time predominantly of Negro popu-

lation, is now a rooming house area with small cohesive Italian and

Jewish minorities. The Jewish people now use the 19th Century African

Churches for their own religious function. Other community and private

commercial facilities, and certainly the housing itself, were similar-

ly interchangeable both in use and user. Some, such as the Elizabeth

Peabody Settlement House, were focal points for a variety of ethnic group

activities in any period of time.

From the time of the Revolutionary War, there were in the three neigh-

borhoods so described and in the Area as a whole, changes in intensity

and type of use on the land, and gradual shiftings of population groups

with social patterns and neighborhood ties varying in strength and im-

portance.

Against this historical and perpetuating association of numerous

ethnic and incane groups in a housing area conducive to the formation

of such social patterns and local ties is posed the urban renewal

program of the early 1950's. In the sense that the use of land and the

character of the population gradually, but continually changed over the
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entire area, any delineation of an urban renewal project might tend to

be arbitrary. It would not, in all probability, cover the entire West

End, and could not separate out the areas of physical decay without dis-

rupting the complex social processes that have been as continuous as has

the physical aging of the area.



Section II. Urban Renewal: The Spirit and Letter of the Law.

The first effort of the federal government in the field of urban

renewal was a mid-1930's program which had a three-fold purpose: re-

duce unemployment, clear "slum" areas, and reuse the cleared land for

public housing for needy families.

The frame of reference to guide these first attempts to cope with

urban "slum" problems is expressed in The United States Housing Act of

1937, Public Law 412, 75th Congress, Declaration of Policy, Section One:

"It is hereby declared to be the policy of the United States to

promote the general welfare of the Nation by employing its funds and

credit...to assist the several States and their political subdivisions

to alleviate present and recurring unemployment and to remedy the unsafe

and insanitary housing conditions and the acute shortage of decent, safe

and sanitary dwellings for families of low income...that are injurious

to the health, safety, and morals of the citizens of the Nation."

The minimum success of this program resulted in later urban redevel-

opment movements, such as those under state laws in the early 1940's, ex-

tending governmental powers beyond public housing to any private reuse

after "slum" clearance.

In 1949, under Title One of the National Housing Act, authorization

was given to use federal funds to write-down land costs in local "slum"

clearance actions. Reuse alternatives were controlled in part by the

existing land use in project areas.

The declaration of national housing policy in 1949 states in part that:

"...the general welfare and security of the Nation and the health and

Iving standards of its people require housing production and related com-

munity development sufficient to remedy the serious housing shortage, the

- I



elimination of substandard and other inadequate housing through the

clearance of slums and blighted areas, and the realization as soon as

feasible of the goal of a decent home and a suitable living environment

for every American family...such production (being) essential to enable

the housing industry to make its full contribution to an economy of

maximum employment, production and purchasing power..." (4)

The policy to be followed in realizing the desired housing production,

slum clearance, and maximum employment was to encourage private enter-

prise to serve as much of the total need as possible, and to offer govern-

mental assistance to enable private enterprise to serve more of thetotal

need. Further, local bodies were to be assisted and encouraged to under-

take positive programs for neighborhood development, comunity develop-

ment and redevelopment and production of lower cost housing of sound

standards. Governmental assistance would be extended to those comunities

who estimated their needs and could show that these were not being met

solely by private enterprise.

The 1949 Act perhaps stated more explicitly than did the 1937 Act

the overall purpose of such legislation. Policy declarations in regard

to housing production and elimination of slums and blighted areas were

substantially the same in both cases. The 1949 policy noted that these

programs were related to the health and living standards of people, and

specified that an overall goal was to provide a decent home and a suitable

living environment for every American family.

In addition, a major purpose remained that of encouraging the devel-

opment of an economy of maximum employment, production and purchasing power.

Emphasis in achieving the several purposes was on private enterprise as

(4)8Tr Congress, Housing Act of 1949, Public Law 171, Declaration of
National Housing Policy, Section 2, in part.



the primary vehicle for implementation of the program.

The "slum" clearance-low rental housing relationship of the earlier

Housing Acts was still relevant in 1949. Some indication of this can be

seen in the following:

"Senator Douglas: It will be necessary to get land to rehouse the

slum dwellers who are being displaced before the initial slum clearance

project can go forward...Secondly, since we want to decrease the density

of population in the slum areas, there will necessarily be a spill-over

of people who can't be rehoused, but must be housed on the outskirts of

the city." (5)

Further, Senator Sparkman stated:

"...To avoid any undue hardship to present slum dwellers, the bill

prohibits the undertaking of slum clearance projects unless adequate

permanent housing is or will be available to them... no large scale pro-

gram..could hope to succeed without the provision of decent, low-rent

housing for the low income families now occupying the slums..aside from

public housing, the only substantial volume of housing now available to

these families at this average rent is slum housing, or other substandard

quarters..." (6)

Three operations which appear to have been involved in the 1949 pro-

gram are: the production of housing with some attempt to provide lower

cost housing, the satisfactory relocation of the people from "slum" pro-

ject areas, and the clearance of such areas with alternatives as to reuse

development.

(5) United States Senate. The Congressional Record, April 14, 1949
(page 4734)

(6) Op cit. (pages 4604-4605) The quotations cannot be construed as indica-
tive of the intentions of the entire Congressional body. They do, how-
ever, indicate the concern of at least some of the members of Congress.



In 1954 a more comprehensive renewal program was incorporated into

the National Housing Act, perhaps due in part to the tendency of local

governments to emphasize the clearance phase of redevelopment. This re-

direction resulted in part from greater understanding by the Congress

of housing and "slum" problems, gained from at least three sources: hous-

ing subcommittee hearings by Congressional groups in various large Ameri-

can cities in the interim five-year period, annual hearings of the United

States Senate and House Committees on Banking and Currency, and reports

from the President' s Advisory Committee on Government Housing Policies

and Programs.

Intentions as to the direction of the new renewal approach are in-

dicated in various public documents from these latter sources and from

the President's Message to Congress on January 25, 1954.

"What we hope we are doing is to help the cities help themselves...

There is no single dramatic solution. There must be well-planned and well-

organized action, using all the tools of slum prevention, physical rehab-

ilitation, neighborhood conservation and slum clearance. No one tool will

do the job. Each is absolutely essential..." (7)

In the January message to Congress, transmitting recommendations later

embodied in the Housing Act of 1954, a basic fact-of-life for urban re-

newal programming was summed up in the first sentence:

"In order to clear our slums and blighted areas and to improve our

communities, we must eliminate the causes of slums and blight."

(7) Report of the President's Advisory Comittee on Government Housing
Policies and Programs. December 1953. As quoted in the H.H.F.A.
booklet How Localities Can Develop a Workable Program for Urban
Renewal, Washington, D.C. R-1 Revised-December 1956. (p 1)



The Housing and Home Finance Agency Administrator, Albert M. Cole,

testifying for the 1954 Housing Act, supported these recommendations by

stating that:

"The broadened authorization provided..is designed to asst our

cities to increase both the scope and effectiveness of their efforts to

eliminate slums and blight, and to develop and preserve well-organized

residential neighborhoods of good homes in suitable living environments

for adequate family life...

Slums and blighted areas are the symptoms, not the causes, of this

particular urban disease...(and) we cannot cure the disease by eliminating

only the symptoms and doing nothing about the causes..demolish and clear

our slums..add good, new housing to the supply..go after the causes as well

as the symptoms.

Any effective program to accomplish this desirable objective should

provide for these three things: First, prevention of the spread of blight;

second, rehabilitation of areas of a community which still can be saved.

Third, demolition and clearance of slums and blighted areas..." (8)

Since the 1954 Act, no major revision comparable in scope to that of

1954 has been incorporated into Title One legislation.

From the mid-1930's on, certain overall purposes, in some instances

particularly appropriate to urban renewal, have been stated or implied in

the policy declarations of the National Housing Acts. These relate to the

economy, the physical environment, and to the people of the city.

In regard to the economy, the Congress appears to be concerned that

maximum employment, production and purchasing power be maintained. To pro-

mote economic growth and improve the physical environment, housing production

and related community development are considered important, as is clearance

(8) U.S. Senate, The Congressional Record, Washington, D.C. Statement before
the Senate committee on Banking and Currency, March 12, 1954 (pp 213-214)



of "slums" and blighted areas. Through clearance, the community has an

opportunity to add new development, increasing tax revenues, strengthen-

ing the local economic base, and perhaps reducing the total cost of pro-

viding municipal facilities and services in at least some areas of the

city.

For the people, although the policy declarations are perhaps not as

specific, improvements in housing and the residential environment are stated

as being important. The Congress indicates in the policy declarations that

by increasing housing production and by imoroving the residential envir-

onment, this will promote the general welfare and security of the Nation,

and also maintain and improve the health and living standards of people.

New housing production or improvements in existing housing areas could,

in the long run, improve the health of people and certainly the residential

environment in regard to light, air and open space. However, housing pro-

duction and improvements in the living environment do not assure similar

improvements in the standard of living, particularly in regard to family

income or job type. Living standards, with emphasis on income, can be

more readily improved through positive educational and training programs,

which are not presently tied in with urban renewal programming.

Title One (Urban Renewal) programs alone cannot accomplish all of the

purposes of the Housing Acts. However, Urban Renewal is strongly related

to other programs in the Acts, including production of public and private

housing and other community development.

Urban renewal itself becomes significantly important in that:

1. The dominant type of project has been that in which predominantly

residential areas have been cleared. (9) This usually means at least a

(9) 35h of a total of 408 redevelopment projects in the nation (as of June
30, 1959) approved for advanced planning or execution were blighted resi-
dential areas. Of these 354 projects, reuse in li is for non-residen-
tial exclusively, 200 for residential and non-residential, and 30 for
residential exclusively. HHFA, Urban Renewal Administration, Urban Re-
newal Project Characteristics, Washington, D.C. June 30, 1959 (pp 8-9)
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temporary reduction in the supply of low rental housing in the community.

2. This is a major program involving large area operations in the

city for total clearance, major rehabilitation, or Code enforcement actions.

3. It presents the city with an opportunity, after clearance partic-

ularly, to increase tax revenues and to diversify its economic base through

reconstruction.

4. It provides the major opportunity to move people from a "slum" or

blighted area to better housing in an adequate residential environment, a

major purpose of the entire program.

With other programs under the National Housing Acts, many types of

housing may be constructed, rehabilitated, or protected. But redevelop-

ment operations under Title One are the major process by which people must

physically move from one area to another.

Economic stability and growth, improvements in the physical environment,

and improvements in housing and living standards for people are all impor-

tant purposes of the program. As components, each is important in and of

itself, and also in relation to the others.

All three must be evaluated and given proper consideration in compre-

hensive renewal programming in the city.

The Letter of the Law.

The National Housing Acts have incorporated several sections related

to housing production which serve at least two purposes: to increase over-

all housing inventories in private sales and rental housing and in public

housing; and to encourage local programs to provide housing with particular

reference to housing in redevelopment project areas, and housing for fami-

lies displaced from such areas.

In the former category, the housing programs include: (10)

(10) The following information was taken from HHFA, Summaries of National
Housing Acts, Washington D.C. 1949-1959.



Regular FHA Programs

Section 203: sales housing program (one and two family housing)

Section 207: regular rental housing program (multi-unit housing)

Section 213: housing for the elderly (non-profit and profit-moti-
vated rental housing in new or rehabilitated structures)

Since the inception of urban renewal, Congressional action in regard

to these regular housing programs has generally included increases in maxi-

mum amount of mortgage insurable, extension of insurance programs on an

annual basis, increases in general mortgage authorizations of the FHA,

and increases in maximum interest rates on mortgages for all types of hous-

ing.

Public Housing Program

The regular low-rent public housing program is an additional source of

housing of use in achieving the overall purposes of the National Housing Acts.

Additional subsidized rental housing can be constructed in housing projects

for the elderly and at the state level, in state-aided public housing.

Since the early 1950's, federal action in regard to public housing

has generally consisted of an overall reduction of authorization for new

units. Authorization to develop smaller, scattered developments in housing

projects for the elderly has been granted. Furtherland in renewal projects

can be made available for construction of public housing, at a price equal

to the fair market value of the land to a private developer desiring to

build housing similar in character to the proposed low-rent housing.

Housing Programs under the Urban Renewal Title of the Housing Acts.

Section 220: new and rehabilitated rental housing in redevelopment
project areas.

Section 221: new and rehabilitated housing outside project areas,
specifically to assist in relocating families dis-
placed by governmental clearance operations.

-I



Changes in these two sections have included increases in mortgage

limits and amounts insurable per project, unit and room, and reduction

in downpayments per unit for new construction.

Provision is made for production of housing in regular FRA programs

not directly related to urban renewal, in public housing programs which

may or may not become significantly related to urban redevelopment pro-

grams, and in the Title One Sections, which are intended to provide hous-

ing in redevelopment project areas and in areas outside projects for dis-

placed families.

These several programs have evolved under the National Housing Acts

over a period of years. The regular housing and public housing programs,

which may be used to increase housing inventories in a range of prices and

rental levels, evolved more or less independently of the urban renewal pro-

gram as structured under Title One from 1949 on. Section 220 and 221 pro-

grams were incorporated into the Housing Act of 1954, and were specifically

tied to local redevelopment and renewal action.

These three approaches to housing production - the regular housing

programs of the FHA, the public housing programs, and the Title One pro-

grams - can result in significant contributions to the housing inventory

at the local level, and can be of great value for the relocation of people

from urban renewal projects.

In 1954, the scope of the urban renewal program was broadened and an

additional too, intended to further the overall purposes of the housing-

renewal programs, was incorporated into the Acts. This was the Workable

Program requirement under Title One.

The Workable Program is an official and flexible plan of action which

a community develops for effectively dealing with the problem of urban "slums"

and blight. Its seven basic parts include codes and ordinances, a comprehen-



sive community plan, neighborhood analysis to identify the extent and in-

tensity of blight, administrative organization for implementing the total

program, financial means to carry out the program, housing for displaced

families, and citizen participation - a community-wide participation of

individuals and organizations to foster understanding and support of the

total program.

A major purpose of this new requirement was to promote comprehensive

local renewal operations of long-range nature. This would include, for

example, operations to improve the quantity and quality of housing through

rehabilitation and code enforcement as well as new construction.

In order to fulfill the requirements of the workable program, the

community is required to commit itself to the attainment of objectives

for each of the seven major elements. One of the seven major elements

in the workable program is housing for displaced persons. The objective

in regard to displaced families is:

"to facilitate the rehousing, in decent, safe and sanitary accomo-

dations, of families displaced by governmental action." (11)

With federal approval of the workable program, the local community

initiates and/or continues its renewal program. Section 105 of the Housing

Act of 1949, as amended, provides that Title One contracts for financial

assistance must require that:

"There be a feasible method for the temporary relocation of families

displaced from the project area, and that there are or are being provided,

in the project area or in other areas not generally less desirable in re-

gard to public utilities and public and c ammercial facilities and at rents

or prices within the financial means of the families displaced from the

(11) HHFA How Localities Can Develop a Workable Program for Urban Renewal.
Washington, D.C., R-l Revised, December 1956. Housing for Displaced
Families (p 10)
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project area, decent, safe and sanitary dwellings equal in number to the

number of and available to such displaced families and reasonably acces-

sible to their places of employment..." (12)

Participation by the city in urban renewal programs is not required

by law. It is a voluntary action of the local community. The Federal

Housing Acts provide the programs and tools by *ich housing and renewal

programs can be implemented. Programs for public and private housing pro-

duction are structured in the Acts. Urban renewal programs, Which, in many

ways become significantly involved with housing, have a direct relationship

to some of these housing programs.

If the city takes the initiative to pursue urban renewal, it assumes

certain responsibilities in so doing. It commits itself to the attainment

of at least some of the housing objectives of the Acts, and, with urban

renewal, to those of the workable program including the objective refer-

ring to the rehousing of displaced families.

To adequately rehouse families, the city determines the scope of its

relocation workload and the adequacy of the housing inventory. If the in-

ventory is deficient in some type of accomodation or rental range, the hous-

ing programs of the Acts offer possible solutions to the problem. The city

also develops the workable program, and for specific projects determines

that a feasible method for relocating displaced families exists.

The city must also determine the quantity, quality, and rental levels

of the housing inventory available for relocation if it is to undertake re-

development operations. It must further determine that the population to

'C[1T2T HA~lanual of Policies and Requirements for Local Public Agencies
Washington, D.C., 1950-1960, Book 1, Part 2, Chapter 6, Section 1,
Introduction (p 1)



be displaced from its project areas has the necessary characteristics, with

particular reference to income classification and housing standards, to per-

mit such people to make use of the available housing.

If housing inventory and rental levels are such that existing housing

(and the normal increases through new construction) will take care of the

relocation workload, perhaps no substantial problem exists in regard to

physical displacement of families. However, if housing inventories and

rentals are insufficient to meet the needs of the population to be displaced,

a conflict may arise.

The law requires that families be relocated in decent, safe and sani-

tary housing at rentals ithin their financial means. The city then has

little alternative but to provide such housing at the aforementioned rental

levels, if such does not exist. This must be done because the alternative

to providing low rental housing is to increase family income. There are

no specific programs in the Housing Acts which encourage or require the city

to improve the standard of living (with particular reference to income) for

families to be displaced before, during, or after undertaking specific re-

development projects.

With the tools and programs provided by the law, with local initiative

to participate in the renewal program, and acceptance by the city of the

objectivesand requirements of the Acts, urban redevelopment and renewal

programs can be initiated. If the economic character and the value standards

of the population are such that existing housing will meet relocation needs,

the program should, in the housing accomodation respect, encounter no over-

powering difficulties. In the event that sufficient housing is not available,

the aforementioned conflicts arise, to be resolved by: 1) production of ad-

ditional housing as needed, 2) increasing the income levels of varying

numbers of low-income families in "slum" or blighted areas, 3) compromising



the objectives and requirements of the law and the objectives and stand-

ards of the city in regard to relocation housing.

Urban Renewal Administration Procedures and Regulations.

The Urban Renewal program is administered by the Urban Renewal Adminis-

tration of the Housing and Home Finance Agency. The program for New England

is administered through the Regional Administration for Region One, New York

City. Documentation for local renewal programs is submitted to the regional

office where detailed analysis occurs. The material is then forwarded to the

Federal office for final approval, and for distribution of funds in connect-

ion with each project.

Administrative procedures are outlined in Manuals, Circulars, and simi-

lar material which are made available to the Local Public Agency. The pro-

cedures are structured at two general levels in regard to urban renewal,

particularly the relocation phase. These may be categorized as the overall

procedures related to a continuous local renewal operation, and the more

detailed rules and regulations affecting specific projects.

For the first level, with particular reference to relocation from re-

newal projects, the frame of reference is the workable program. This is,

in a sense, "a bona fide and practical expression of the community's own

projected program to deal with its own problems, presented in good faith and

with the firm resolve to carry that program through to accomplishment". (13)

The workable program serves as the outline for the city's long-range urban

renewal program.

(13) U.S. Senate. The Congressional Record, Washington, D.C., March 12,
1954. Statement of HHFA Administrator, Albert M. Cole. (quoted in
part) (p 213)



Of the seven major elements of the workable program, a division can

be made on the basis of those that can be in the process of development

while specific projects are carried out and those that are essential in

whole or Dart to any specific project.

In the former category are the following:

1. Codes and Ordinances: Although specific ordinances may be neces-

sary for a project (zoning for reuse,- for example), building and housing

codes need not be adopted locally as a prelude to proceeding with specific

redevelopment projects.

2. A Comprehensive Community Plan: Portions of the plan may already

be in effect prior to the implementation of a project, such including zon-

ing ordinances, and tentative land use plans. The community may continue

to develop the plan during the renewal process.

3. Neighborhood analysis: Neighborhood analysis sufficient to desig-

nate one or several tentative project areas (as against city-wide surveys)

is carried out prior to redevelopment action.

For these three items of the Workable Program, a statement of intent

by the city is sufficient to meet Urban Renewal Administration requirements.

However, although these three elements need not be in a final stage of

preparation prior to undertaking projects, it does not mean that action

can be postponed indefinitely, or that these are not important parts of

a total local urban renewal program.

Those requirements which the city must meet in whole or part for

specific projects include the following:

h. Administrative Organization: Included here are the local govern-

ing body and various governmental departments, a Local Public Agency (hous-

ing authority, redevelopment agency), and a technical redevelopment and re-

location staff sufficient for project implementation.
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5. Financing: Adequate financial means must be available to the

city to carry out at least the project under consideration. Local gov-

ernmental and/or public approval of bond issues and some expenditures

prior to final approval of a project is necessary.

6. Citizen Participation: Citizen participation, in regard to a

long-range local renewal program, is a process which requires continuous

and time-consuming efforts by the local community. This phase of the

renewal process is usually evolved while specific projects are implemented.

For specific projects, citizen participation entails support of at

least a portion of the local governmental units, usually the press, various

other interest groups including real estate, financial institutions, cham-

bers of commerce and taxpayer's associations. These must combine efforts

to the extent of assuring that the voting public will approve bond issues

for projects, and will be "for" a project and the program instead of "against"

redevelopment.

Citizen participation for specific projects may or may not include

support of the church, the social agencies, the neighborhood improvement

associations, and various other groups within the urban population. In

redevelopment pro jects, it generally does not include the support of people

residing in "slum" or blighted areas. For other than total clearance pro-

jects, participation of people in blighted area renewal is essential to

the success of any such undertaking.

7. Housing for Displaced Persons: Rehousing in decent, safe and sani-

tary accomodations of families displaced by urban renewal activities is a

requirement for specific projects and in the workable program. Contracts

for Federal assistance with a duly authorized Local Public Agency are made

only if:
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"There be a feasible method for the temporary relocation of families

displaced from the project area, and...there are or are being provided...

decent, safe, and sanitary dwellings equal in number to the number of and

available to such displaced families...." (14)

In light of the major objectives of the housing and renewal programs,

including housing production, rehousing of displaced persons, and clear-

ance of project areas for various reuses, it would seem that Housing for

Displaced Persons is a major factor in any redevelopment project, partic-

ularly those in which total clearance is pursued, and of any contemplated

long-range renewal program. Relocation becomes a major function in that

it is the process whereby people are moved from "slum" and blighted areas

into such housing.

In addition to requirements that the city consent to carrying out the

seven major operations of the workable program, certain documentation is

required for each item in the program. In regard to Housing For Displaced

Persons, besides acceptance of the overall objective for this item (men-

tioned previously), the city in submitting its workable program for annual

certification must include informtion on the following:

"1. A description of measures which are now followed in rehousing

families displaced by governmental action.

2. An indication of the measures contemplated in the locality to pro-

vide opportunity for relocation in decent, safe and sanitary housing, within

the financial means of the family, to families displaced by governmental ac-

tion, including, if appropriate, a discussion of the necessity for newly-

constructed units for this purpose, whether privately or publicly financed.

(14) HHFA, Urban Renewal Administration, Manual of Policies and Procedures
for Local Public Agencies, Washington, D.C., Book I, Part I, Local De-
terminations, Section 105 (Para (c) (p XII)
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No numerical estimates of new construction requirements are necessary as a

part of the workable program, but are a significant factor in relocation

planning for specific projects.

3. An outline of the ways in which foreseeable problems in the re-

housing of minority group families can be met." (15)

The workable program then, besides the seven elements discussed earl-

ier, requires further identification by the city of its anticipated re-

location housing problems, with proposed methods for dealing with deficien-

cies, if any exist. It is certified annually so that the Federal adminis-

tration may determine if cities are making progress in the attainment of

the objectives stated in the law and accepted by the local community as

desirable local renewal objectives.

Through annual certification, the federal administration has an oppor-

tunity to check up on local progress in approaching comprehensive, long-

range renewal programming. However, the basic question in regard to the

adequacy of relocation housing remains for the local community to deter-

mine and resolve.

If adequate housing for a range of the income types in "slum" or

blighted project areas is available, the description of measures for re-

housing mentioned above and the certification serve to substantiate this

claim, and to show that the community really has such housing.

On the other hand, should the community proceed with redevelopment

(particularly clearance) without having adequately inventoried housing as

to quantity, size of units, rent levels, physical condition and location,

it is not in the position to say definitely that sufficient relocation

housing is or is not available. Failing to have the basic facts on housing

(15) HHFA, How Localities Can Develop A Workable Program For Urban Renewal,
Washington, D.C., R-1 Revised - December 1956 (p 10)
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inventory, local action, if there are deficiencies, will not be forthcoming

towards solution of the problem, whether local determinations so made state

that there is no need for such housing, and whether or not the workable

program is certified.

The local determination of housing inventory, and analysis and eval-

uation of alternative measures for meeting deficits (if these exist) as-

sumes then a much greater significance in those cases where the community

proceeds with clearance projects in predominantly residential areas than

do some of the workable program requirements which may be temporarily post-

poned.

The Urban Renewal Administration suggests, in regard to rehousing,

that "...(This) will not ordinarily be resolved if efforts are confined

to the utilization of existing accommodations." (16) The Administration

then suggest programs (including residential development on open land,

FHA housing programs, Section 221, and 213, for example) which the local

community should consider as means to increase housing inventory, if

deficits exist.

Administrative procedures at the second level consist of the more

detailed rules and regulations affecting specific projects. Certain

documentation in regard to relocation must be submitted with any urban

renewal project.

Projects approved prior to 1954 (West End Redevelopment Project) re-

quired a Survey and Planning Application (including a Relocation Reoort)

and a two-stage Application for Loan and Grant (including a Final Relo-

cation Plan). These two major reports, plus an Eligibility and Relocation

Report (redocumenting eligibility of the project and refining the reloca-

(16) HHA, Urban Renewal Administration, Manual of Policies and Procedures
for Local Public Agencies, Washington, D.C., Book I, Part II, Chapter
6, Section 4 (p 3)
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tion report findings) were required for projects from 1954 to 1959. After

the Housing Act of 1959, project documentation has reverted to the old

system.

The Relocation Report and the Final Relocation Plan are documenta-

tions intended to illustrate that there is a feasible method for relocating

project families, and that there are adequate housing resources available

for the relocation of families from the project.

The Relocation Report estimates housing available for relocation

purposes. The Local Public Agency is advised to contact representatives

of local real estate agencies, housing authorities and other sources for

information on rates of construction of sales and rental housing and to

get some idea of the inventory of housing and turnover rates. Further

sources include U.S. Census of Housing reports, surveys of local planning

boards (physical conditions), and local building department records of

permits.

The Relocation Report consists of a narrative description of the

proposed methods for meeting relocation problems, and identifies and

develops proposed solutions to problems of providing new private and pub-

lic housing if existing resources are inadequate. In the report, the lo-

cal authority must indicate its intentions of coordinating project relo-

cation with relocation from other local governmental displacement activi-

ties which create competition for rehousing facilities.

For the single person families, roomers, businesses and institutions,

this Report is to develop proposed solutions where special problems are

indicated.

Also included are a simple statement of local standards for evaluating

relocation housing, and copies of studies and surveys which indicate racial

character, composition, income, tenure, rent-paying ability, rehousing re-



quirements and rehousing desires of families who will be displaced by the

project. These studies (if conducted at all) need not be done prior to

submission of the Relocation Report, but surveys of project families to

be displaced must be completed prior to the submission of the Final Re-

location Plan.

In the first part of the Application for Loan and Grant, the Final

Relocation Plan is submitted for federal approval. This is a sophisti-

cation of the relocation report. The Local Public Agency is advised to

enlist cooperation of civic groups, minority interests, veteran's groups,

labor, industrial and commercial organizations, women's club; welfare and

religious organizations, real estate organizations and the local govern-

ment to assist in preparation of the relocation material for use in this

Plan.

The Plan includes a description of the proposed administrative or-

ganization for relocation, cost estimates for relocation, policies and

procedures for locating, inspecting and referring site occupants to per-

manent accomodations, the Notification to Site Occupants Form, a state-

ment of policy in regard to financial assistance to tenants, the relo-

cation schedule and a statement that the local government has held a

public hearing on the relocation proposals.

In addition to survey and analysis of housing, the Administration

requires the local authority to conduct a sample survey in the project

Area to secure racial composition, income data, and information on the

needs and desires of the population in regard to housing accommodations.

A correlation of project population and available housing is then made

and the relocation plan is finalized (assuming adequate housing is avail-

able). With completion of this Plan, the local governing body determines

that relocation is feasible, and the Application for Loan and Grant is



forwarded to the regional office.

The Urban Renewal Administration policy in regard to the formation of

the Plan is that the local community makes the determinations as to the

housing available, the economic and other characteristics of the popula-

tion to be rehoused, and from this developsthe Plan. The regional review

of the Plan is not based on field checks, but is more an analysis of ad-

ministrative and financial aspects of the operation. As for relocation

itself, the review is a check of the number and composition of the staff

in relation to total workload, and a siiilar check on computations as to

the relocation schedule in relation to housing available and population

to be rehoused, using the information in the Plan.

Other policies and administrative requirements in regard to reloca-

tion include the following:

1. Relocation payments: up to $100 for family moving expenses, and

$2500 for non-residential establishments.

2. Scope of the relocation problem:

a. "Family...is interpreted as a group of two or more persons

living together and related by blood, marriage or adoption". (17)

b. In regard to single person households, and industrial and

commercial establishments, while not part of the official workload, the

Local Public Agency should consider this problem in light of its effect

on the expeditious acquisition and clearance of the land.

3. Relocation housing: first preference for accomodations in public

housing are given to families displaced by any governmental clearance ac-

tions. For families from redevelopment projects, maximum income limits

(17) Op cit. Section 3. Scope of the Relocation Problem (p 1).
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for admission are raised to coincide with maximum income limits for

continued occupancy.

4) Number of Referrals: "If a family that appears eligible for

public housing refuses to file an application or refuses a reasonable

offer of a permanent public housing unit, the administration by the Local

Public Agency of the Relocation Plan with respect to that family may be

considered fulfilled. However, ... the Local Public Agency should continue

its efforts to rehouse the family..." (18)

5) Information Statement: "The information statement to advise

site families of the relocation program and of plans to assist them in

finding new accommodations shall include the following: ...

(3) Assurance that families will have the opportunity of being re-

housed in accommodations which are in accordance with locally approved

standards of decent, safe and sanitary housing...

(7) Advice to the family that they undertake to seek suitable ac-

commodations..." (19)

6) Advisory Committee: To enlist community aid and cooperation,

the Local Public Agency is advised to encourage formation of an Advisory

Committee to advise on methods and techniques for relocation, to obtain

cooperation of property owners and real estate agencies in securing in-

formation on available housing, to enlist cooperation of social agencies,

and to act as a two-way channel to reach the larger "community" with an

explanation of relocation, and to keep the Local Public Agency informed

of citizen reactions (including project families).

(18) Ibid.

(19) Op cit. Part III, Chapter 4, Section 6. Securing, Evaluating, and
Offering Rehousing Accommodations (p 1)
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Local Administration. (20)

After the Application for Loan and Grant is approved at the regional

and national levels, and the contracts are signed, federal funds are ad-

vanced and the Local Public Agency sets up a relocation office in the

Project Area, and begins official relocation.

The relocation service may be a central family relocation agency serv-

ing other agencies in the community, another public agency having a re-

location staff, or a relocation staff within the Local Public Agency.

The Federal Administration recommends that this service be conducted

under competent supervision, with professionally qualified supervisors,

experienced inspectors and interviewers.

In the period immediately after approval of Loan and Grant (and the

advance of federal funds), and while the official relocation office is

being set up, two important events usually occur locally:

1. a 100% survey of the population remaining in the Project is carried

out. The information from this is entered on cards, and is for the field-

worker a major source of information on the families remaining in the area.

2. preparations are made for a staged or mass "taking" of property

in the Project. By this process the city assumes legal title to al

land and buildings and becomes rent collector, property manager and re-

location service for project families. Negotiations with former property

owners are later consummated.

To begin the relocation process, the staff has as resources the in-

formation from the Relocation Plan and from the 100% Site Occupants

(20) The following material is based on the relocation requirements out-
lined in the Manuals. It is intended to convey a general impression
of local administrative procedures without reference to a specific
project.



Survey, the (assumed) cooperation of at least some of the several interest

groups mentioned previously, and an (assumed) adequate supply of relocation

housing.

As a frame of reference for local administration, the Manuals list

the following requirements (besides those previously mentioned in regard

to standards of housing and meeting needs and requirements of families): (21)

1) Maintenance of records on inspection and evaluation of dwelling

units, including interior and exterior structural conditions, plumbing

and heating, sanitary facilities, fire hazards, and the surrounding en-

vironment.

2) Minimization of unknowns, including efforts to determine causes

for disappearance of families, and subsequent modification of operational

methods as required.

3) Inspection of dwelling units for all families, before or after

relocation.

4) Eviction in case of complete failure to cooperate with the Local

Public Agency.

The first step in the actual relocation process consists of sending

an Advisory Statement (22) by registered mail to each project family, in-

forming each of its rights under the law, of action it may take to seek-

ing housing on its own initiative, and of the Local Public Agency's relo-

cation service.

(21) HHFA, Urban Renewal Administration, Manual of Policies and Require-
ments for Local Public Agencies, Washington, D.C., Book II, Part III,
Chapter 4, Execution of the Relocation Plan, Section 1-10. (in part)

(22) See Appendix, Page 123 , for example of Advisory Statement and
Vacancy Survey Card.



1. Workload: fieldworkers are assigned specific "blocks" for the

entire project. Workload is flexible though, and may be concentrated tem-

porarily in areas scheduled for early demolition.

2. Interviews: the fieldworker makes daily (or more frequent) trips

to assigned households, with lists of apartments vacant and potentially

available to the family;;holds informal discussions with the family, and

(theoretically at least) attempts to interpret their housing needs and re-

quirements.

3. Referrals: referrals of specific apartments to specific families,

with the family (with possible agency help) then looking over the various

referrals, and accepting or refusing the dwelling unit offered.

4. Additional services: depending on the local interpretation of

the relocation service required, additional services (buying groceries,

transportation, advice) can be offered to the families. In hardship cases,

rent reduction or waiver of back rent may be made.

The operation, including these many functions, entails also the morass

of progress reports, documentations, eviction notices, telephone calls, cor-

Actual relocation consists of the following general procedures

broadly outlined or implied in the Manuals, and subject to local in-

terpretations and modifications:

Operations in Regard to Relocation Housing:

1. From newspaper ads, real estate listings and telephone calls to

the relocation office, potential housing accommodations are listed on

Vacancy Survey Cards.

2. Inspection by relocation personnel of such accommodations,

evaluation of these in comparison with local standards of acceptability

and publication of lists of acceptable and potentially available dwelling

units.

Operations in Regard to the Site Families:



respondence, and other "red tape" requirements associated with the high-

ly complex administrative processes of urban renewal.

The Local Public Agency is not legally responsible for the following:

1. Families that relocate rior to the "taking"- although one ob-

jective of the program is to minimize unknowns, there is no legal require-

ment that the agency attempt to trace such families, or to find out into

what housing area relocation occurred or the quality of housing received.

2. Single person families, roomers, boarders, businesses- there

is no legal requirement for relccation of these several groups. In re-

gard to these, the Agency is advised to identify and develop proposed

solutions where special problems exist. For the individuals, the list-

ings and other ancillary services may be made available (advice, small

relocation payments). For comiercial and industrial establishments re-

location service in practice can range from making out a site occupants

card and taking down the address after the tenant self-relocates, to

conducting a full business relocation service, including referrals based

on agency field work, with legal and financial advice to the tenant. This

is also a local determination.

The whole process of relocation from urban renewal projects then is

set up to function within broad federal objectives and somewhat more

specific administration policies and requirements as a frame of reference.

The local community accepts these objectives, interprets the requirements,

and implements the relocation pro gram.

Relocation is a major process in the implementaticn of any redevel-

opment project, particularly in those where total clearance is contemplat-

ed. As long as there is such redevelopment, there will also be relocation.
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The federal emphasis on local interpretation, local determinations as

to housing accommodations available for relocation purposes and much of the

other basic information is likely to continue. In the regional review of

local relocation operations, the field representatives are concerned chief-

ly with the administrative aspects of relocation, such as the size of staff,

the allocation of staff time to various administrative functions (receipt

of rents, property management, demolition procedures), and particularly as

to where and how the federal funds for relocation have been spent.

Urban Renewal Administration inspection of relocation housing is at

best insufficient. (23)

With such emphasis on the local approach to renewal, particularly with

respect to relocation from project areas, it would appear that the burden

of responsibility for satisfactory relocation implementation rests with the

city, the Local Public Agency, and the ccrmunity of interests that support

local urban renewal programs.

(23) The following information was gained in discussions with Mr. Peter
Stockbower and other Site Representatives of the HHFA, URA, working
out of the Boston Office. May, 1960.

A Site Representative inspects a sample of relocation housing each
month. Mr. Stockbower, for example, is responsible for eight pro-
jects in New England. Each month he takes three or four cards from
the local files, and interviews the relocated family. He and the
other representatives agreed completely that: 1) the evaluation of
housing is not based on any systematic method of inspection (an APHA
type, for example), and is not recorded; 2) the evaluation is of the
dwelling unit, and to a minor extent, the structure. The physical
environment is not evaluated; 3) it is up to the local community to
set the standards and to inspect and evaluate relocation housing ac-
cording to these standards.

The intent to check relocation housing appears to exist. The actual
inspection in quantity and methodology is inadequate.
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Section III. Urban Redevelopment in the West End Proper.

The West End Redevelopment Project Area is a 48 acre tract in the

center of the West End Proper (See Map 1, page 38 ). A 1953 Boston

Housing Authority "West End Project Report" noted building coverage of

90% in 11 of the 48 blocks of a larger 78 block area being studied, and,

excluding streets and vacant tracts, of 72% for the net land area.

Ground density was in excess of 152 dwelling units per net residential

acre.

The Project totals 48 acres with 16 in streets and alleys, 24 in

residential use, 4.5 in public and semi-public uses, and 3.5 in commer-

cial uses. There were 3671 dwelling units in the Project. (24)

The predominant housing type was 3-5 story walkups, in rows, with

building coverage by lots ranging from 70 to 100%. Buildings were gen-

erally without setback from the sidewalk.

Non-residential development of the neighborhood service type was

scattered throughout the Project. This included 315 nonresidential es-

tablishments of which approximately 60% were neighborhood retail-service

facilities.

The area was well serviced by community facilities of four types. (25)

These included:

1. Service to Individuals: public and private casework agencies

rendering direct service to individuals, including such as the Jewish

(24) Boston Housing Authority, Declaration of Findings, West End Redevel-
opment Plan, Boston, Mass. May, 1956. Revised March, 1957. Revised
May, 1957(pp 11-18). Other figures are from Site Occupants Cards in
the Boston Redevelopment Authority Relocation Office.

(25) Information regarding community facilities and service was drawn from
unpublished United Community Services reports, from Mass. Council of
Churches, Boston's West End, A Study of Church and Community, Boston,
Mass., December 1949. (pp 1-138) The categorization of these facili-
ties, and later information on the level of facilities in reception
areas was made available by Mr. William Baird, with assistance from
Mr. Ben Hersey of the Elizabeth Peabody House, who are presently
conducting a study of this phase of relocation from the West End Re-
development Project.
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MAP SHOWING CHIF INSTITUTTO NS AND MEETING PLACES IN THF WEST END,BOSTON. 1902

Note: all such facilities in the Project Area are underlined.
(X) denotes facility vacating Project Area between 1902-1950
(*) denotes facility changing use or user (St.Andrew's to Heath Baptist Christ-

ian Center- No. 18; Reformed Presbyterian to Polish R.C. Church- No. 19)
bn- from one location to another withiAPthe Project Area (West End Branch
Library- No. 20).
The five public schools remain as located in 1902, with changes in class use.
New facilitiesin the Project Area only, after 1902 (partial list): 1 syna-

gogue, 2 nurseries, Boston Music School, West End House, Blossom Street
Health Unit.

1. Public Baths(X)
2. Synagogues
3. Public Schools
h. Missions

5. Gym (Women's & Girls)
6. Gym (Men and Boys)
7. Elizabeth Peabody House
8. Mass. General Hospital
9. Eye and Ear Infirmary
1.Suffolk City Jail
ll.Mt.Sinai Hospital (X)
12.Hebrew Industrial School
13.St.Joseph's R.C. Church
1.West End Day Nursery &

Infant's Hospital (*)-

15.Boston Lying-In Hosp.(X)
16.House of Good Samaritan
17.Yincent Hospital(*)'
18.$t.A drew's Church (*)
19.Ref'ormed Presbyterian(*)
20.West End Br. Library (*)
21.Salvation Army
22.Baptist tabernacle (X)
23.Bowdoin Sq. Musefm
2h.Bowdoin Sq. Theatre
25.Wayfarer's Lodge
26.Temporary Home forWomen
27.Charity Building
28.Relief Sta. City Hosp.
29.Slannyside Day Nursery
30.St.Augustine's Church(*)

31.Associated Charities
32.Revere St. Methodist

(Colored) (*)
33.12th St. Baptist

(Colored) (*)
3h.Villard Y Settlement
35.Police Station No.3
36.St .Monica's Hospital
37.1st M.E. Church (*)
38.St.John The Evangelist
39.Bulfinch Pl. Chapel

Map
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Family and Children's Service, and the in and outpatient services at

Massachusetts General Hospital.

2. Service to Groups: this included the Elizabeth Peabody House,

the West End House, and other centers for organized recreation.

3. Religious Organizations: in the Project there were 6 churches

(3 Synagogues, 1 Protestant and 2 Catholic-Polish and Irish-Italian

churches) and similar services of the Salvation Army. Adjacent to the

Project were approximately 11 additional facilities of this type.

4. Other Leisure Time Centers: this included 3 schools within

the area, numberous ethnic clubs and cellar clubs, and various open

spaces adjacent to the Project, as well as the street corners, door

stoops and sidewalks within the Project.

The 1950 population of approximately 12,000 consisted of the follow-

ing ethnic groups in order of size: Italian, U.S.S.R. (Ukranian, Russian,

Jewish), Polish, Canadian (other than French), and smaller subgroups of

English-Welch, Irish, German, Austrian, Lithuanian, Romanian, and Greek,

and other Europeans. The other major ethnic group was the Jewish, which

included members from several of the European countries.

The long-term trend for the population in the West End Area was a

sharp decline from 1910 to 1930 and a much more gradual decline from that

time on. "Neighborhood" and census tract populations fluctuated signi-

ficantly. (26)

(26) The population in Census Tract H-1, which covered about 75% of the
Project, increased by 3.2% from 1930-1940 and decreased by 5.5% from
1940 to 1950. It probably cannot be concluded that the Project pop-
ulation would or would not continue downward. However, two factors
would contribute to the decline outside the Project Area, but with-
in the West End Proper (neighborhood), these being the greater de-
terioration and higher vacancy rate of the mixed use area east of
the Project, and the demolition program of Massachusetts General
Hospital on Cambridge Street, west of the Project. (See Map 2 ,
page 39 ).
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Of these population groups, there were very significant cultural-

social ties among at least four of the five groups noted below.

Italians: The dominant ethnic group in the Project with strong,

extended family ties. Percent of foreign-born dropped significantly

from 1940 to 1950, but the Project was still a second reception center

from the North End. Public and commercial facilities for this group

included the St. Joseph's Roman Catholic Church, numerous ethnic stores,

and various clubs, and the like.

Jewish: Essentially an elderly group, second in size and with

strong social ties. Of all the groups, this probably had the least chance

of survival without redevelopment of the West End. Numerous facilities,

including 3 Synagogues in the Project and 2 on the North Side of Beacon

Hill, and numerous stores served this group at one time the dominant one

in the West End Area.

Polish: Third in size, with foreign-born taking a substantial

drop between 1940-1950. Facilities for this group included a Polish

Church, some commercial facilities and joint use of area facilities

separately and with other groups (Peabody Settlement House, West End House,

the nurseries and the streets).

Irish: Fourth in size, this group seemed to be similar in age com-

position to the Jewish, without evidence of such strong ethnic ties. The

major in-project facility for this group was St. Joseph's Church.

Ukranian: A smaller group, the Ukranians were oriented out of the

Project for much of their activity, this being centered around either of

three national churches in the South End and Jamaica Plain.

One additional group for which there were no specific indications

of strong nationality ties in the Project was the Canadian, other than

French.



These several groups were located in varied concentrations and

scatterings in relation to one another, with varying degrees of in-

group and out-group orientation towards or away from the Project.

Within the Project and the larger area, there were community and com-

mercial facilities to service at least the major ethnic groups.

That strong social ties existed even after some of the ethnic group

members left the West End (before and after project selection) is evi-

denced by at least three general occurrences.

1. Ethnic group members moving to other housing areas returned to

visit friends and meet at the churches and clubs and other facilities in

the area even after demolition began. Some found that "service" facil-

ities in other areas were deficient or lacking in opportunities for so-

cial contact as were the West End's. Numerous return visits and contacts

of this kind occurred with the members of the Elizabeth Peabody Settle-

ment House and the West End House where, for specific activities or for

regular group meetings, former residents returned.

2. Second and third generation national families remained or moved

back into the West End to live near or with relatives (particularly the

Italians). In some instances, they moved in temporarily to be with rela-

tives after "official" relocation started.

3. Some ethnic group members who left the West Ed returned regular-

ly to patronize West End food stores. Such included some Jewish families

living in Brookline, for example.

The cultural ties and social patterns in such housing areas are fre-

quently of substantial significance and their "value" cannot be ignored

or discredited in any program to improve housing for urban people.

Of these many facilities, adaptation to reuse by different groups

within the population was a characteristic. This included the churches,



stores and, of course, the housing. Other facilities, such as the Pea-

body House, the nurseries and West End House, tended to remain unchanged

in their roles of bringing families and individuals of mixed ethnic, age

and income backgrounds together. This was a valuable role of the Project

as a housing area.

It would appear that there were positive and negative aspects of the

West End Proper as a low rental and family-oriented housing area.

High density housing and high building coverage reduced light and

air to the dwellings. Large areas of open space (other than the 1/3 of

the Project in streets and alleys) were not interspersed through the

Project.

However, this type of row housing on narrow streets had positive

character also. It tended to place families and individuals in close

proximity to each other, fostering numerous social contacts at the count-

less door stoops, windows and at the many local stores. The streets

served as a circulation system for pedestrians and cars, but were more

important as communication paths through the entire area for the people.

The neighborhood stores served as shopping centers, employment cen-

ters, and leisure-time centers for West End families, and were focal points

for social contact on these circulation paths mentioned above.

The major roles of the Project as late as 1950 in relation to various

ethnic, income and age groups appear to have been the following: (27)

(27) Mass. Council of Churches, Boston's West End, Op cit. Robert A.
Woods, Editor. Americans in Process, Cambridge, Massachusetts, 1902
(pp 1-383), Herbert J. Gans. The Human Implications of Current Re-
development and Relocation Planning, AIP Journal, Vol XXV, No. 1,
February 1959 (based on an eight-month sociological ccammunity study
while a resident in the West End Redevelopment Project). John R.
Seeley, The Slum: Its Nature, Use and Users, Op cit. Also from
Oersonal discussions with members of the relocation staff, and from
the information on Site Occuants Cards.



1. A reception area, second stop for the Italians moving from the

North End to the more spacious and less deteriorated housing units of the

Project. Also, a primary reception area for minor immigrations from

Europe, including Polish, Hungarians and Italians, and for specific im-

migration programs, such as that in the early 1950's.

2. A permanent housing area for other relatively stable ethnic

groups such as the Polish and Ukranians and for the declining Jewish

and Irish groups.

3. A processing area serving as a private, low-rental housing area

for those who would remain until sufficient savings permitted a further

outward move;:for those, who by reason of choice or preference, remained

in the area (irregardless of income, ethnic group or age), and for those

who, because of economic or other limitations, never made the move out -

this latter group including perhaps some of the larger families and some

of those with permanent low-income jobs (janitors, bus-boys, waitresses,

low-skill factory jobs). (See Appendix, page 131 ).

4. The accessibility role: Although inconsistently noted.on the

Site Cards, there were references to Project families working in the area

and more frequent references to employment downtown or at Massachusetts

General Hosital.

The low-rent role of this housing area was important for at least

the following reasons:

1. This was a low-rental private housing area which meant that

some of the institutional factors such as found in public housing did

not exist. Included here are the factors of rental itself which was among

the lowest in the city and which represented a form of security against

loss of residence due to rent increases, and the fact that where tenant-

landlord ties were strong, rent could be postponed in case of job loss.



Further, deviant behaviour need not cause concern about loss of residence.

2. The West End Area provided numerous part-time jobs for the el-

derly as well as others. The reduced rent in return for janitorial ser-

vices was frequently noted on the Cards.

3. Another function of the area, a combination of its low rental

and locational character, was as a housing area for perhaps 75-100 house-

holds with specific medical problems (mental, cardiac, psychiatric) who

were on weekly outpatient care at the Massachusetts General Hospital

under any one of several health prograns. (28) This service included

visitations to the home by Hospital personnel in cases where the family

was unable to go to the hospital.

A final factor was the location of the Project in relation to down-

town employment, shopping facilities and leisure-time centers, as well as

to recreational areas such as the Esplanade Park. These were within con-

venient walking distance of the housing area. This was important, par-

ticularly for the retired and elderly with limited money for entertainment

and other activities. (29) To assign "costs" to these many roles is prob-

ably not possible. It is, however, desirable and necessary in planning

residential area development and in relocating people from one housing

area to another to understand such functions and to evaluate these in re-

lation to the character and composition of the population served when pro-

gramming improvements in the urban environment.

(28) The level of data recording on the Site Cards precludes a more pre-
cise statistic.

(29) United Community Services of Metropolitan 3oston, Housing Preferences
of Older People, Study No. 2, Boston, Massachusetts, February, 1959
(pp 1-68)



Redevelopment and Relocation. The Beginning. (30)

In 1949, the National Housing Act was passed making federal funds

available for cities to clear "slums" and blighted areas, to rehouse

particularly low income families into decent homes, while providing an

opportunity to reuse cleared land to increase tax revenues and diver-

sify the economic base, as well as to reduce municipal expenditures

in cleared areas.

In December of 1950, the Preliminary Report of the Boston City

Planning Board on the General Plan for Boston delineated some 15 gen-

eral areas as most in need of redevelopment, including the West End Proper.

The first redevelopment project in Boston was the New York Streets

Project, implemented under Boston Housing Authority administration. Loan

and Grant Contracts were signed in May, 1955; funds were made available

one month later, and a Site Relocation Office was opened one month after

that. A year prior to that, 931 families had lived in the Project Area.

When the relocation office opened, 368 remained. Of these, 214 were ten-

tatively eligible for public housing. Fifty seven went into this type of

housing, 27 in the only project in the South End. (31)

(30) The chronology of events was from two sources: Mr. William Johnson,
Boston Redevelopment Authority Staff, and from the newspaper clip-
ping files (on the West Eid and housing in general) of the Christian
Science Monitor. Where headlines are quoted, they are from The Mon-
itor. Possibly other local papers gave somewhat greater publicity
to the West End Redevelopment operation.

(31) Boston Redevelopment Authority, Final Relocation Report, New York
Streets Project-UR Mass. 2-1, March, 1958, Boston, Massachusetts.
(p 1-15). It is not known if any families from this project re-
located into the West End Redevelopment Project Area.
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In 1950, the City made application for advance funds for three study

areas: the South End, the West End, and Mattapan.

In 1951, preliminary planning was completed on all three areas and

in 1952, the West End was selected as a Project Area. Determinations of

physical conditions supporting redevelopment action were published in the

West ihd Redevelopment Plan, Declaration of Findings, May 1956, March

1957, and May 1957, from earlier studies.

Why would the West End Proper, as described earlier, be selected as

a locus for redevelopment operations with predominant treatment being to-

tal clearance?

There appear to be at least three reasons.

With federal funds available, it would be possible for the city to

renew portions of the West End Area which were "slum" or blighted. Ur-

ban redevelopment offered an opportunity for physical improvement in this

housing area.

It would also be possible for the city to renew portions of the Area

in which costs for municipal housekeeping and welfare services were as

high or higher than many other housing areas in the City. (32) The lo-

cational characteristics of the area presented an excellent opportunity

for reuse with potentially greater tax revenues.

(32) Available information as to "costs" for provision of such services
precluded a complete evaluation of the economic factor. However,

some indication of this can be gained from the following.

A favorability ranking of 63 neighborhoods for 5 economic factors
(aid to dependent children, dependent aid, median rents, old age
assistance, unemployment) by the Greater Boston Community Council
in 1945 showed the West End Health and Welfare Area (later so de-
fined), the East Boston, Charlestown, North End, South Boston,
South End and Roxbury Health and Welfare Areas as least favorable
for these factors. These "costs" are attributable to economic and
other limitations of the population residing there, and not to the
condition of housing (excepting rent, of course).
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In line with the objectives of urban renewal, it would seem that

an opportunity was presented for the city to improve living conditions

for people, which is a third purpose of such operations.

The "community" that supported renewal apparently thought that by

such action in the West End, living conditions for people would be im-

proved. (33) As noted below, this can be interpreted in two ways. How-

ever, it is as important in urban renewal operations that the people in

project areas achieve overall improvements in their living environment

as it is for the greater urban population to benefit economically and

socially from such operations. A major purpose of the Act is to move

project families from undesirable environments and somewhat inadequate

housing to decent homes in adequate residential areas.

To qualify for federal aid, the local government must support a

determination that "slum" or blighted conditions exist in an area, re-

quiring some type of community action.

"The HHFA doesn't undertake to establish specific criteria of

blight to which project areas must conform. What is required is that

the local public agency support a determination based on any combination

of the factors set forth below, or on other factors which it feels ren-

der the area inadequate for decent living...(these) fall into two prin-

cipal categories; those which are in themselves characteristics of resi-

dential inadequacy or unfitness (including inadequate dwelling facilities,

obsolete dwelling facilities, improper building locations, coverage and

use of land, and unsatisfactory community facilities); and those which

(33) In discussions with personnel of the Boston Redevelopment Authority,
The Relocation Staff, and others interested in the program, it Was
generally agreed that the "community" felt that redevelopment would
improve living conditions for people. This was subject to two in-
terpretations though. One was that redevelopment would be for the
good of West End residents, as well as for the greater community.
The other interpretation was that, although sacrifices might be
made by West End households, the greater good for the greater num-
ber of people wouldbein the long run, a justification for redevel-
opment of the area.
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are not themselves characteristics but which have been found to be sym-

ptoms of blight (including economic deterioration, such as declining

property values, high incidence of tax delinquency, and low average rents;

existence of social problems; high incidence of juvenile delinquency.'.) (34)

The letter of the law is a broad outline or guide from which the lo-

cal authority selects those criteria which are most appropriate to the

area under study. The process of qualification is not overly difficult.

First, there is an abundance of criteria, covering many indices of phy-

sical decline and various economic and social conditions which exist in

older, low rental urban areas. Secondly, as with most other phases of

the redevelopment process, responsibility rests with the local governmen-

tal agencies to determine that physical, economic and social conditions

are such as to require "community" action.

Early in 1953, shortly after the City Council received and approved

the Preliminary Report of the West End, a seven-page pamphlet entitled

"Urban Redevelopment and The West End" was published for public distri-

bution by the Boston Housing Authority. It attempted to explain some

factors of the renewal process to justify in part redevelopment in the

West End, indicated tetative reuse plans for the area, cited major reas-

ons for redevelopment and noted briefly what would happen to the people

in the Project. From this report, the following is noted:

"Although the West End is not our worst residential area, it is

clearly substandard - no longer an asset to Boston..and it seems to have

the best chance of being rebuilt into a modern neighborhood because of

its good location near the Charles River with its recreation area and

near good transportation...

(314) HHFA, Urban Renewal Administration, Manual of Policies and Require-
ments for Local Public Agencies, Washington, D.C., 1950-1959. Book
I, Part 2, Chapter 4, Section 2, Categories and Criteria of Area
Eligibility (pp 3-5).



...some parts of the West End do not need renewal..(and) will remain..

...the most important reason for redevelopment of the West End is to

get rid of the existing bad conditions - to improve the living conditions

of the people who now live there, and to relieve the City of the tax bur-

den for extra expenses of fire protection and the like...

What will happen to the people? ...the Authority has made plans to

rehouse every family that would have to move..first, apartments in public

low rent housing projects will be made available..the Authority will find

private apartments or houses reasonably located and at rents they can af-

ford to pay for the remaining families..

The Federal law requires that you must be relocated in a decent, safe

and sanitary apartment at a price you can afford to pay, or there can be

no project..

The Authority will do its best to help storekeepers to find new lo-

cations elsewhere in the City where this is possible..." (35)

On the next to last page was a tentative Re-Use Plan. It showed

High Rent Housing, Low or Middle Rent Housing, Retained or Rehabilitated

Housing, and other land uses.

To qualify the West End, the Local Public Agency applied the federal

rule of thumb, selecting various indices of physical decay and other resi-

dential inadequacies and some symptoms of blight. For the evaluation, the

Authority used the American Public Health Association (A.P.H.A.) Housing

Evaluation Technique, which is structured for a comprehensive evaluation

of all interior conditions of dwelling units, interior and exterior struc-

tural conditions, and environmental deficiencies in housing areas.

(35) Boston Housing Authority, Urban Redevelopment Division, Urban Redevel-
opment And The West End, Boston, Massachusetts (no date). Quotations
were taken from the unnumbered pages throughout the pamphlet.



On the basis of various Authority surveys (including the APHA Sur-

vey), analysis of other surveys and studies, including U.S. Census of

Population and Housing Reports, and record of various city departments,

the findings for the West End included the following, in part:

Characteristics of Residential Inadequacies:

90% building coverage in almost all lots; no building setbacks;

27 licensed rooming houses; 6.2% of the structures owner occupied.

Structural and Dwelling Unit Conditions

Dwelling Unit Conditions:

63.5% (2331) of the dwelling units had 90 penalty points or more,

and 2 or more basic deficiencies and are substandard.

15.5% (569) had 89 - 60 points and less than 2 deficiencies and

are marginal.

21.0% (771) have 59-0 points and less than 2 deficiencies and are

standard.

Structural (and dwelling unit) Conditions:

Included an evaluation, inside and outside the strudture, listing

minor cracks, holes, damaged surface, larger deficits and extreme deficits.

Sanitary conditions around buildings were noted, including percent of

buildings with defective trash barrels, accamulations of garbage and

trash, rats and other vermin.

Sanitary conditions of dwelling units were noted. For 11% of these

units, one or more of 11 deficiencies existed (plumbing, water pressure,

damp walls, wiring, cellars, wash basins, laundry tubs, etc.).

Symptoms of residential blights The Authority cited 23 active tuberculosis

cases, and 10 deaths from this disease; also welfare caseloads for Aid to

Dependent Children, Direct Aid, General Relief, and Old Age Assistance.

Except for the environmental conditions noted above, the following
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sentence summed up this aspect of the evaluation:

"Environmental conditions were not scored as the area was uniformly

bad." (36)

The Authority, on the basis of the facts set forth on the preceding

page, declared and found:

"l. The Project Area is a 'substandard' and 'decadent' area...in

that it is an area where dwellings predominate and which is detrimental

to the safety, health, morals and welfare of the inhabitants and users

of the area and of the City of Boston at large by reason of dilapidation,

overcrowding, faulty arrangement and design and the lack of ventilation,

light and sanitation facilities of the dwellings therein; the existence

of buildings which are out of repair, physically deteriorated, unfit for

human habitation...the substantial change in business and economic con-

ditions, and excessive land coverage that exists in parts thereof with

resultant inadequate light, air and open space..." (37)

In evaluating the West End for redevelopment, physical conditions

and sanitary conditions were substantially evaluated. However, the state-

ment as to environmental conditions does not represent a valid determin-

ation of the residential environment of the area.

If "environmental conditions" as stated above relates only to physi-

cal conditions, it is an incomplete evaluation because the positive social

factors of the West End as a housing area are completely discredited.

If "environmental conditions" is meant to include the physical and

social conditions of the area, it is an inadequate evaluation.

Of this high density, row housing residential area, with four or five

(36) Poston Housing Authority, Urban Renewal Division, West End Redevelop-
ment Plan, Declaration of Findings, Op cit (p 14)

(37) Op cit (p 11)
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major ethnic groups and several minor groups living in close proximity,

the following observation was made in 1958, six years after the West

End was selected as a locus for redevelopment operations:

"...some aspects of life in the West End resemble that of the European

villages from which (the families) or their parents came. The extended

family plays an important role, since relatives often reside in adjacent

apartments. People here live within an intricate social network and a

multitude of informal groups which are crucial to the functioning of

people in a culture in which..individualism..is unknown..Antisocial be-

haviour among permanent West End residents was low, in part because of

strict (though decreasing) parental control over children and of the per-

suasive sanctions against any kind of nonconformity". (38)

If redevelopment (total clearance) was a proper action in the West End,

and if as stated in the pamphlet, Urban Redevelopment And the West End, one

of the most important reasons for redevelopment was "to get rid of exist-

ing bad conditions- to improve the living conditions of people who now

live there..", the evaluation would necessarily include the range of

physical, economic and social factors of importance in that housing area.

The nest End had negative and positive factors in its housing role.

Probably no factor was dominant, but all were of significance. By fail-

ing to acknowledge the positive social factors, the evaluation was immed-

iately inadequate. This substantial deficiency might indicate a lack of

local concern for the overall needs of all West End families. It might

indicate an overemphasis on the clearance aspects of the program, and the

reuse aspects, with insufficient consideration of the people in the proj-

ect area. It could certainly make any relocation or other renewal plans

of significantly reduced value and usefulness in implementing the program.

(38) Herbert J. Gans, The Human Implications of Current Redevelopment and
Relocation Planning. Op cit (page 3). Mr. Gans lived in the West End
Redevelopment Area for eight months conducting a sociological study.



Two months after the APHA survey of April 1955, the Final Plan for

the West End was submitted to the Urban Renewal Administration. A year

later, it was resubmitted for approval and a year after that, it was ap-

proved by the Boston Planning Board, the City Council, and the Mlassachu-

setts State Housing Board.

In March of 1955, the Final Relocation Plan, part of the Application

for Loan and Grant, was completed. It included a description of the pro-

posed administrative organization for execution of relocation, available

housing accommodations, standards for permanent relocation housing, poli-

cies and procedures for locating, inspecting and referring site occupants

to permanent relocation accommodations, the Notification to Site Occupants

form (including relocation housing standards; see Appendix, page 123 ),

a seven-stage relocation plan covering a period of 4 years and 9 months,

some information on West End families as to size, race, income, rent-pay-

ing ability, and eligibility for public housing based on a 1010 sample, a

long list of pertinent local regulations as to housing accommodations,

various proposed administrative operations and financial estimates of re-

location cost.

In the revision of November 1955, estimates of rehousing resources

were again stated with estimates made forpublic and private rentals and

sales housing.

Within this substantial volume of material, there was no indication

that the needs and desires of the people for housing had been evaluated,

other than for the sample breakdown of income and family composition men-

tioned above and a reference to the minor non-white population in the

West End.

Three factors are of note here.



As to the relocation plan, it was substantially a description of

administrative organization and financial aspects of relocation with

documentation of forms and standards. As a plan for relocating people,

it contained two major elements: the estimate of housing available (to

anyone) in the metropolitan area and the City, and the information from

the 10% sample survey, giving family size and income, estimating eligi-

bility for public housing and showing a breakdown of 124 upper income

families that could afford rentals in new construction.

The Summary of the Relocation ban for approximately 3075 West End

families was as follows:

#It is estimated that there are approximately 2122 families eligi-

ble for public housing.

There are 953 families ineligible for public housing. Of these,

434 are one-person families. Hence, there are 519 families of two or

more persons to be relocated in private housing. Among the latter group

are 124 families that can afford rentals in new construction." (39)

For the Relocation Plan the major source materials were U.S. Census

of Housing Reports and reports compiled by other agencies such as the

real estate boards. These, at best, gave indications of vacancies in cen-

sus tracts for varying periods of time which could be correlated with pop-

ulation characteristics in the project and in census tracts in Boston and

the metropolitan area.

There were no surveys of housing available which would give a clear

indication of dwelling unit size, condition, rental level, turnover rate,

and composition of the.popuation at the neighborhood level in the metro-

politan area, with the exception of some such information for public housing.

(39) Boston Housing Authority, Urban Renewal Division, Relocation Plan,
West End Land Assembly and Redevelopment Pro ect, U.R. Mass. 2
Boston, Mass., March 16, 1955, November, 1955 (p 13).
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The Relocation Plan for the West End was more nearly a documentation

of administrative and financial aspects of relocation than a plan of action.

Information sufficient to determine whether or not housing would or would

not be available in quantity and quality and at rentals necessary to re-

house the West End population did not exist. As such a documentation, it

is of primary value in securing approval of the Loan and Grant contract.

A second deficiency was the paucity of information on the needs and

desires of the West End residents for rehousing. Although statistics on

family income and composition were a step in the proper direction, the

correlation of income with family desires for type of housing (public

housing particularly) given the social composition of the West End pop-

ulation and the location of the housing area in cacmparison with the near-

est housing project (the South End) might indicate that an estimate of

65% of families tentatively eligible for public housing (and hence covered

in the Plan) would be an over-estimation.

The Information Statement to Site Occupants (See Appendix, page 123 )

enumerated the standards for relocation housing. Physical and sanitary

conditions of structure and dwelling unit (as emphasized in the West End

housing evaluation) were similarly noted as important, although there was

no mention in the Plan of the type of evaluation system that would be

utilized (such as the APHA point system). The more noticeable deficien-

cies in the standards were in regard to the physical environment in which

the dwelling unit would be located, and the social composition of the pop-

ulation, both of which were noted and/or implied as indices of poor en-

vironmental conditions in the Declaration of Findings for the West End.

All told, in the Relocation Plan, the standards for rehousing people

fram the West End Project appeared to be deficient in acknowledging the

needs and desires of the people in comparison with the information which
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was available on the West End's housing role for substantial nation-

ality groups, the facilities and services in the area, and the acces-

sibility of that housing area to other areas by foot, auto and transit.

The federal standards which served as an outline for the local

relocation housing requirements are as follows:

"...that there are or are being provided in the project area or

in other areas not generally less desirable as to public utilities and

public and commercial facilities and at rents and prices within the fi-

nancial means of the families displaced from the project area, decent,

safe and sanitary dwellings..reasonably accessible to their places of

emplcyment." (40)

The Authority interpreted this outline and set up the standards

for relocation housing. These were subsequently aporoved at the re-

gional level as part of the Relocation Plan.

The Plan and the standards for ralocation housing represent two of

major elements which the local agency has to use in implementing relo-

cation. Against these local standards, focusing on physical conditions

of structure and dwelling unit, and the Plan, emphasizing public housing

and using generalized information in regard to private housing, a com-

parison can be made with possible standards of West End families in re-

gard to relocation housing. (41)

(40) HNFA, Urban Renewal Administration, Manual of Policies and Re-
quirements for Local Public Agencies, op cit. Section 1 (p i)

(hl) The possible standards for West End families were based on an
analysis of factors emphasized as important to the people in
the Project Area, the West End Proper, and the West End Health
and Welfare Area. Sources for this tentative categorization in-
cluded the several readings referenced earlier, interviews with
relocation fieldworkers and personal interviews with families in
the West End Health and Welfare Area. The levels are not pre-
sented as hard and fast categorizations, but as tentative assign-
ments on the basis of the emphasis in the sources noted above.
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Federal-Local Agency West End Families

lst level:

physical. and sanitary condition of
structure and dwelling unit

public housing, a major relocation
housing resource

the composition and character
of the population in housing
areas, and the facilities of
such areas (church, store,
leisure-ttne centers)

accessibility to employment
centers, to downtown, to public
transportation facilities, and
other activity centers

2nd level:

reasonable accessibility to
employment

housing areas not generally less
desirable as to public utilities,
and public and commercial facilities

rent: a function of financial
means and family standards
(amount of income to be spent
for shelter)

private housing (influenced by
cultural values including op-
portunities for group associa-
tions and social ties; the a-
bility to participate in accep-
table and deviant behavioural
patterns without serious diffi-
culties or ramifications; and
by economic considerations of
a West End type housing area,
with minor, but strong tenant-
landlord ties, rent postpone-
ment in case of loss of job,
rent reduction and/or employ-
ment for janitorial service,
and opportunities for sanctioned
and unsanctioned entrepreneur-
ial enterprises)

3rd level:

minor acknowledgements in the Relo-
cation Plan of social and racial com-
position of the West End population

physical quality of the exter-
ior of the dwelling unit (42)

(42) Relocation fieldworkers were constantly surprised to find that the
dwelling units (in approximately 40% of the cases) in the West End
were in a substantial state of cleanliness and maintenance.



59

If this comparison of standards has any validity, it would seem that

it might be possible to achieve substantial cooperation of people in the

relocation process for the West End if dwelling unit conditions were de-

cent and standard. Basic conflicts might arise, however, in situations

where the composition of the community (physically and socially) and the

accessibility of the dwelling unit were not within the range of the needs

and desires of at least some of the West End families.

The period between Relocation Plan formation in 1955 and approval of

the Loan and Grant Contracts, and the mass "taking" of land in the Project

Area, was consumed with a very confusing, complex, and emotion-laden series

of project "go-aheads", "stumbling blocks", "green lights" and "hurdles

to be cleared". These events were substantially covered in the local press.

Other Relocation Planning.

Of the non-governmental agencies in the Project, planning for relo-

cation included the following individual and group actions, including,

where relevant, Authority cooperation.

For the West End families, all indications from interviews, articles

and newspaper files are that there was no definite consensus that rede-

velopment would or would not occur. The population, however, slowly left

the Project in the eight-year maneuvering period.

Community Organizations and Agencies.

Most social agencies were faced with two problems. One was to con-

tinue services in the Project until demolition was complete. The other,

for those that were planning in advance, was to attempt to relocate into

another area in the city or the metropolis.

The West End House expanded its program to meet the demands during

the early project days for more service for the younger children. Eliza-

beth Peabody Settlement House located in a temporary site in the Project,
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as its building was in one af the first areas to be demolished. The

House had a consultant's study undertaken in regard to their permanent

relocation problem.

One casework agency, the Jewish Family and Children's Service, pre-

pared in advance for relocation from the Project.

There was no indication that any of the Protestant or Jewish Churches

made plans for relocation. The Massachusetts Council of Churches had, in

1949, ompleted a study - Boston's West End - with major emphasis on the

continuance of Protestant church functions in the Health and Welfare Area.

Both the Polish and Irish-Italian Catholic Churches desired to remain in

the Project.

The social agencies and community organizations discussed or tried

to discuss the impending relocation in late 1958 and early 1959. In

the opinion of Mr. Vincent Ciampa, Director of the Community Organization

Service Division of United Community Services, and Mr. Berton Fliegel, a

professional social worker on the Relocation Office Staff, little con-

structive planning and programming had been accomplished in regard to

overall group coordination on a comprehensive basis. Much of what was

done was in the form of additional duties for social agency personnel

with other jobs.

A West End Neighborhood Council was organized at least 6 months

prior to the "taking" of land. This was composed of representatives from

most of the social agencies in the Area, from Massachusetts General Hos-

pital, the Churches, and the Redevelopment Authority, and United Community

Services.

Two subcommittees were set up by the Council. The Interpretation

Committee was to meet with redevelopment officials and discuss methods

for transmitting accurate information to West Ehd residents and to dispel
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rumors. It operated for the first 9 months (until the end of 1958) of

relocation and when Mr. Ciampa, the consultant and coordinator to this

committee, became involved in other renewal work, it folded. The In-

terpretation Committee produced a document listing the relocation rights

of people in the Project. It was later distributed in the Project to

households and at the churches and settlement house.

The Inter-Agency Case Committee was to work closely with relocation

officials to determine which social agency could best deal with individ-

ual problem families. The Case Comittee has continued to operate under

the coordination of Mr. Ciampa.

The Council itself, besides sponsoring these committees, met fre-

quently, compared notes, and discussed as an organization various relo-

cation problems. Individual members in their own professional job con-

tributed substantially to the reduction of difficulties in regard to

relocation. The Council's main role was to sponsor the committees.

There was no permanent paid backbone to all of the se organization

and committee functions to work full-time in coordination of the social

agency and extra-legal relocation activities in the Project.

The following additional points summarize the actions of the com-

munity and the Authority up to the time of land "taking" and shortly

thereafter:

1. The aforementioned Urban Redeveloment in the West End received

undetermined distribution in the Project. Three additional forms were

sent out (See Appendix, pages 126-127)- registered letter with Notification

to Site Occupants (after the "taking"), a sheet of Facts and Pertinent In-

formation on the Progress of the West End Redevelopment Project (at approx-

imately the time of the "taking"), and a letter from the Chairman of the

Redevelopment Authority to residents and property owners in the area re-
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garding relocation payments, and payments to property owners (2 months

after the "taking". These farms were intended to familiarize the people

with relocation and to dispel rumors.

2. The Press had a role in the redevelopment of the West End with

substantial coverage of the whole complex public-private process from

1959 on - with significant periods of calm when the process lagged.

Perhaps an indication of the confusion as to eventual redevelopment

are the following lead lines to various releases on the status of the

West End Redevelopment Project. (43)

"Slum Clearance. Hub Told Danger of Blight Spread. (12/6/1954);

Hub's Urban Renewal Report To Washington. Bid for Millions. (10/20/1955);

Debate Mounts in Boston Over Plan To Rebuild West End District (7/9/1956);

1957 Demolition Looms (7/18/1956); West End Folk To Get Housing (12/18/1956);

West End Project Gets Federal Nod (4/1/1957); Bill Filed To Halt Clearance

(6/7/1957); Council Votes West End Plan (7/23/1957); Hub Housing Project

Await* 'Got Signal (12/13/1957); L Plans Court Fight on West End Project

(1/25/1958)."

Some indication of the local attitude towards public housing, a

major relocation resource in the Plan, might be concluded from the fol-

lowing:

"Lone Paid Recreation Aid for 25 Projects (11/21/1955); We're All

Taxi Poor (1/22/1955); Public Housing Training Urged (1/24/1955); Rent

Hike Looms in Vet's Project (1/1/1955); Workers to Spur Rec. at Project)

6/15/1955); 20 Teen-Agers Beat 2 Youths (Heath St. Project) (8/3/1955);

5 Hospitalized, 12 Arrested in Roxbury Teen-Age Row (Bromley Street Pro-

(43) Taken from the files on the West End Redevelopment Project, with the
kind assistance of Mr. Earl Foell of the Christian Science Monitor.
Boston, Massachusetts. March 1960.
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ject) (9/10/1955); Housing Units to Get Play Areas (6/30/1956)."

3. Recommendations were fcr thcoming from various social agencies

in regard to possible improvemets in the relocation process prior to

and after official relocation started. An example is the notice of Apart-

mentsWanted sent by the United Community Services to the Jewish Advocate

in August of 1958 requesting aid in relocating some 200 Jewish families

and individuals.

On April 23, 1958, the Boston Redevelopment Authority had a mass

"taking" of all property in the West End Redevelopment Project. This

represented a significant change in plans from the seven-stage program

noted in the Relocation Plan.

Dtring the 4 months prior to the "taking" the staff conducted a

100% Site Occupant's Survey of the households in the Project.

Population Changes - Project population changed in somewhat the

following manner between 1950 and 1958: (44)
Families Population

1950 (prior to significant publicity) 3487 12,0

1955 (period of significant publicity
and delays; Relocation Plan developed) 3075 10,762

1958 (January-April - Site Occupant's Survey
of remaining households) 2276* 7,966

1958 (April 23: Relocation Office Report of
Relocation Workload) 2573 6,983

* The low point of total number of families (households) mould not neces-

sarily be at this exact time, but somewhere between 1955 and 1958. It is

not reasonable to assume that approximately 300 families moved in during

January - April 1958.

The vacancy rate in the Project went from 5% in 1950 to 38% in 1958.

(44) Total dwelling units: 3671. Vacancy rates of 5% and 38% as noted.
3.5 persons per family average. Information supplied by the Boston
Redevelopment Authority and from the April 1958 Relocation Workload.
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One factor is of note in the 1950-1958 breakdown of population.

If the total number of families increased after the low point (2276)

in the 1955-1958 period while population declined, it might indicate

an outmigration of 2 persons or more families (households) and an in-

flux of single pemn families. This, in view of the legal responsibil-

ities of relocation, has some significance.

Of the workload remaining at the time of the "taking", some in-

dication of its composition can be gained from the information on 1230

Site Occupants Cards for 2 person or more families. (45)

Income: Low 53% Moderate 19% High 23% Unclassified 5%

Composition: Elderly 14% Broken 1: 7% Broken 2: 14% Normal Compsition 65%

Nationality: Italian 41% Other 28% * Jewish 9% Polish 9%
Irish 5% Ukranian 3% Greek 2% French 2%

*Other (predominantly Canadian other than French, and other European)

Relocation Bdbre the "Taking".

Of the businesses in the area, the 1956 and 1957 Declaration of

Findings noted approximately 315 nonresidential establishments in the

Project. There were approximately 250 Site Occupants Cards in the files

for such establishments as of May, 1960.

Of the population remaining (approximately 2/3rds if change in vacancy

is used as the indices; the same percentage reduction if total number of

families is used, and approximately 45% if total population is used) the

above statistics give some indication of composition. In comparison with

this are the households that moved prior to official relocation.

When the Relocation Office staff conducted its 100% Site Occupants

Survey, it noted or inquired about the families that had moved from the

area (in addition to the Cards from the 10% Sample of the mid-1950's).

(45) Inormation on Household Income and Social Character appears in Ap-
pendix, page 130 . Income categorization was based on maximum ad-
mission limits to federally-aided low rent public housing.



Of a file of approximately 1210 Cards in the Vacant Dwelling Unit file,

information was found on the following 143 Cards (1).

Single Person Households: 79

Two Person or More Households: 64

Of the second category, composition was as follows:

Income Family Composition

Low 24 65% Elderly 4 6%
Moderate 7 19% 58% Broken (1) 10 16%
High 6 16% Broken (2) 9 14%
Unspecified 27 42 Normal 41 64%
Total: 64 - 64

This is not a representative sample. If it were, comparisons with

the composition of 2 person or more households in each category (before

and after official relocation) might indicate first that some of each in-

come type moved out prior to the "taking". This might tend to counteract

the impression commonly held that the high income households disappear

first and live in such areas mainly because of judgements in regard to

rental for housing.

If it were a representative sample, a comparison with West End fam-

ilies left for the relocation wcrkload might indicate that of the popula-

tion leaving before, a somewhat higher percent are low income, a signi-

ficantly larger percent are Broken families (1): (in which the family is

male or female base with c hildren 18 or under), and that a higher percent

of elderly remain in the Project Area.

As to area of relocation, a series of directory checks was made in

an attempt to trace this "non-representative" sample.

Area of Relocation Total Families

Not Located:
West End Health and Welfare Area
Dorchester North
Brighton-Allston
Other (less than 2 per area)



If this were a representative sample, the results would not be

significantly different from later determinations of relocation area

for the 1230 families mentioned on the preceding page.

Of the events up to the time of official relocation action, the

most significant would seem to be that approximately 1/3 of the popu-

lation left the area prior to April 23, 1958. (46) The relocation ac-

commodations of the se families is, for all practical intents and pur-

poses, unknown.

Other events of some importance in the eight-year period are that

the project boundary was expanded to include the housing up to Cambridge

Street, the proposed renewal treatment went from clearance and rehabili-

tation to total demolition (excepting a church, a library and one other

historical building), a period of 2} years (minimum) had passed between

Relocation Plan fcrmation and official relocation action, the "community"

took some action to improve relocation, and the "taking" of land and re-

location program became a one-phase operation instead of the staged pro-

cess as planned up to 1957-1958.

Perhaps most significant of all is that proposed reuse, without

significant public coverage in the press, went from High Rent Housing,

Low or Middle Rent Housing, and Retained or Rehabilitated Housing and

nonresidential land uses to its present (May 1960) delineation of High

Rental (or Luxury) Housing and nonresidential land uses.

(4.6) T oactors influencing population remaining would be the out-
migration of West End families and a significant decline of fam-
ilies moving into the Project from other areas. Of the out-
migration, whether it was "normal" or accelerated because of the
impending project was impossible to determine from the material
available.
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Relocation Imlementation

Official relocation began on April 23, 1958.

Relocation Tools - For tools to move West End families from the Project

to decent homes in other housing areas, the "community" had at least the

following:

1. The Relocation Staff. As part of the complex West End rede-

velopment process, it would seem essential for the community to assure

that the relocation staff be of substantial quality and training to im-

plement this important phase of the program. With regard to relocations

caseworkers, it would seem essential that this portion of the staff col-

lectively and individually possess for the most part the following char-

acteristics: prior public relations work, ability to speak a foreign

language (Italian, Jewish, Polish, Russian), social work (casework)

training, a desire to perform this type of work (encompassing the quali-

ties of perserverance, tact, diplomacy and courage, and the ability to

understand people), and housing inspection and evaluation experience

(since the West End family caseworker also inspected housing for West End

relocatees).

Four of the personnel from the New Yorks Streets Relocation operation

formed the base for a larger relocation staff in the West End. Of the

four, two had previous housing evaluation experience. These two had

prior public relations experience and one of these same two could speak

a foreign language. A total of ten fieldworkers were used in the West

End with seven now remaining. The procedure has been to establish the

maximum staff needed, employ and use such staff until the workload de-

clines; then, as resignations occur, the position is not filled. The

redevelopment process (with reference to relccation) being a relatively

new process, the tendency to view such a staffing operation as an op-



portunity to provide employment in local government has not been totally

ignored.

For the first three months of official relocation, all relocation

caseworkers were pulled in from the field to handle the administrative

burdens connected with property management, maintenance, and collection

of rent and other office administrative processes.

In the fall of 1959, under the initiative of the West End Neighbor-

hood Council and with the full and immediate cooperation of the Boston

Redevelopment Authority, Mr. Berton Fliegel, a professionally trained

social worker, was placed permanently with the local Relocation staff.

In implementing relocation, the staff, besides meeting the adminis-

trative and financial "red tape" requirements, has made commendable ef-

forts in regard to the number of referrals offered each cooperative fam-

ily, in aiding economically and physically impaired persons, in securing

,wiver of rents in hardship cases, and in minimizing evictions which have

been negligible.

2. The Relocation Plan. The Plan by April 1958 was two and one-

half years old, based on housing resources available to anyone and with-

out sufficient information as to location or physical characteristics of

such housing. As a plan, it was inadequate. Its chief purpose, and this

minor, was to serve as a guide to administrative operations, and financial

aspects of office operation.

3. Site Occupants Cards. From the 100% Site Occupants Survey, cards

were available on which, for approximately 2/3rds of the households, fam-

ily name, address, composition, income, tenancy, rental, sometimes relo-

cation requirements (location, rent, bedrooms), relocation. preference as
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to type of housing and some other information was noted. (47)

4. Housing. I summation of the status of this most important element

in the relocation program follows:

Public Housing: an inventory of 13,837 units, with turnover of approx-

imately 13.7% for all projects in Boston. The highest rate of turnover was

in Columbia Point Project (18-20%). Among the more relevant locational char-

acteristics and tenancy requirements of local public housing (with reference

to West End families potentially eligible for this) are: (48)

Locational characteristics: there is no public housing in the West

End or North End Akreas. The project closest to downtown is in the South End.

Of the fifteen federally-aided projects, six are in Roxbury and one in the

South End. Neither area has significant white ethnic group associations.

Three (East Boston, Charlestown, Franklin Hill Ave.) are in areas generally

associated with specific nationality groups. Of the remaining federally-

aided projects, Columbia Point, with the highest turnover, is connoted to

be the least accessible and least desirable (socially) of the Boston proj-

ects.
Tenancy requirements: (factors which, if present at all, were

minor in the West End private housing function): dwelling units are

inspected annually; various maintenance and management personnel make

(47) See Xppendix, page 128, for example of Site Occupant Relocation Card.

(48) Sources: Boston Housing Authority; Boston Redevelopment Authority
and United Community Services of Metropolitan Boston.

The tenancy requirements are not implied to be necessarily undesirable.
However, some would seem to be of significance in Relocation Planning
for a West End type of project and population. For example, if ethnic
group associations were important to West End families, it would seem
that any relocation Plan or operation would have to take this into
account (whether desirable or not), particularly if it were relying
heavily on public housing for relocation purposes.
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periodic visits (requested and otherwise) to the dwelling units.

-income is checked annually; rental increases with rise in income

-a three year residence requirement in Boston (usually waived for

West End families)

-a minimum rental of $35 a month, regardless of income or job status

-a review of court record, in itself a deterrent to admission

.or public housing, turnover rates for the entire inventory might in-

dicate that the quantity of this relocation housing was sufficient for

those desiring it, at least with a staged relocation plan and with West

End families receiVing first preference for vacancies. There was however

no apparent attempt to correlate turnover and location of project with

composition of West End families by nationality.

Sales Housing: indicatians (Relocation Plan; general availability

of sales housing in suburban areas) were that sales housing would be

available for those who could afford or desired it, location aside.

Information on location was not recorded in the Plan, although a general

idea of major areas of construction might have been held locally.

Rental Housing: it was not known if sufficient housing, adequate even

by local relocation housing standards, was available in quantity and qual-

ity far the relocation of hest End families. The deficient Relocation

Plan was predicated on insufficient information to conclude that such

housing was available, or that therefore, the feasible method far re-

location existed. There had been no Section 220 or 221 housing built

at the time of relocation (or until May 1960) in metropolitan Boston.(49)

Various reasons for lack of such housing production included (from inter-

views) lack of community promotion, lack of private money for such invest-

ment, and deficiencies in the programs as* presently structured.

(49) There have been no metropolitan Bostcn projects involving Section 220
housing. There has been (May 1960) one Section 221 housing develop-
ment in New England, this in Hartford, Connecticut. After the 60 day
waiting period, it was used for normal rentals (i.e., not for dis-

placed families from a redevelopment project).
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5. Community Cooperation. There was at least substantial com-.

mittee verbalizing of the relocation problems of the West End and num-

erous and valuable individual efforts by those social workers in and

adjacent to the Project area in the relocation operation. Approximately

18 months after relocation officially started, there was also a profes-

sional social worker on the staff. However, there was not a substantial,

professional staff of such personnel permanently set up to coordinate the

relocation efforts in the Project for social agencies and with the Auth-

ority.

With these tools, the Local Authority started to relocate what it

listed as a total workload of 2555 households (including single person

families, 2 person or more families, and combinations of single and two

person families in the same household).

The Actual Relocation Process.

Relocation could be aclieved in the following ways: into public

housing, into sales housing, by disappearance, or into private rental

by self relocation or agency referral.

For public housing, the family was encouraged to fill out a form.

This done, the form went through the Housing Authority channels, and if

the family was found to be eligible, it received preference for any va-

cancy which occurred. Although the family might indicate a choice of

project, referral would be to that project only when there was a vacany

in that project. Otherwise, the referral would be to other projects

anywhere in the city. This process would tend to result in more refer-

rals to the projects with higher turnovers.

If the family refused a reasonable offer for public housing, imple-

mentation of the Plan, by law, was considered accomplished. In practice,

innumerable referrals generally continued.
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For sales housing, lists were made available from which families

might select houses for inspection. The families buying a home invari-

ably looked for their own accommodations.

For the majority of two person families, those going into private

rental housing, the method of relocation occurred with or without the

completion of the process outlined below.

To secure housing accommodations, the staff - from listings in

newspapers, from real estate boards, and taken by telephone - filled out

Vacancy Survey Cards (See Appendix, page 125 ). These units were then

inspected and if found acceptable, were put on lists which were distri-

buted to West End families. A considerable time lag occurred between

receiving information on a unit, having it inspected, and publishing and

distributing the list to West End families. The staff members indicated

that frequently by the time the inspector got to the apartment, the unit

was taken.

On the list, housing was broken down by city and town,, and by neigh-

borhood inside Boston. The range of rentals, size and a variance of con-

ditions was represented as the relocation fieldworkers did the housing

inspections using the fore-mentioned card.

When and if the family received and used this list, it could inspect

on its own initiative (with sometime staff help in regard to transporta-

tion) the units listed. If the unit fit the needs, income and other re-

quirements of the family, it would be taken. This was the first type of

relocation into private rental housing and is called an LPA (Local Public

Agency) referral. For this type of relocatee, a Vacancy Survey Card was

made out and kept in the file.

However, according to the local staff, people invariably looked for

their own housing accommodations, with or without the list.



If the family looked for and found its own dwelling unit, the agency

would be notified by phone occasionally, or would track down the family

through the telephone company or the post office and send an inspector

out to make a nonrecorded inspection of the unit, using the standards on

the form mentioned in those instances for visual evaluation only. If

the unit, with the family in it, proved standard by agency definition,

this was entered as a self-relocated family in the reports and files. (50)

One additional form of self-relocation could occur - this being in-

to agency-defined substandard housing units. The staff, in those in-

stances, attempts to persuade the family to move into standard quarters,

and has responsibility for continuing this persuasion for two years.

In this operation of the Boston staff, two critical deficiencies are

of note.

First, there was a fairly complete failure to coordinate relocation

with other renewal activities, inside or outside the city. (51) For ex-

ample, listings of available units included the later-approved Castle

Square Redevelopment Area, and the more recently approved government cen-

ter extension. Although referrals perhaps occurred before project approv-

al, a fairly rapid check of Boston Planning Board studies (and those of

other communities, where available) would have indicated that many list-

ings were in neighborhoods or in portions of other cities and toerns in

which one type of renewal action or another was contemplated.

(50) The staff indicated that some LPA referrals might have been placed
inadvertently in the self-relocated file in those cases where people
did not notify the Authority that it had accepted a dwelling unit
from their listing (after self-relocation). Of course, if the dwell-
ing unit were on the listing, it could have been checked by the staff
against the relocation address received by phone, from the telephone
company, or from the post office to verify this matter,

(51) This is not an attempt to fix blame. Perhaps a public policy state-
ment of the Authority or of community interests as to what constituted
acceptable housing as to area would have helped bring this deficit to
staff attention. Individual staff members (relocation fieldworkers) were
frequently aware of pending renewal activities and acted accordingly
with their assigned caseload.

- ----------



The second major deficit was in regard to standards of relocation

housing and the methodology for evaluating such housing.

To qualify the West End for redevelopment, the Authority evaluated

physical and sanitary conditions of dwelling unit and structure quite

thoroughly. It further took a look at the physical environment around

the structure. Certain deficiencies of population (disease rates, wel-

fare caseload) were noted as indicative of "slum" and blighted conditions.

For the environment of the West End (whether physical and/or social)

it was not evaluated because the area was "uniformly bad".

In the Informational Statement to Site Occupants, a list of require-

mentsfor acceptable housing was published (See Appendix, page 123 ). On

this listing for relocation housing, there was neither an entry regarding

physical or social environmental conditions, nor standards for evaluating

such environmental conditions such as were implied and stated to be facts

for the local "finding" that the West End was a "substandard" and "decad-

ent" area.

In the listing of standards noted above, two other deficiencies are

as follows. Item 10, as to square foot of floor space per occupant, is

not evaluated in the relocation unit. (52)

Finally, for Item 12, there is no systematic method listed in the

Relocation Plan, in the Information Statement or in any other document

as to how the determination is made that structure, or dwelling unit, is

in good repair and an adequate state of maintenance.

(52) This is not to imply that the standard is inadequate or that it
shouldn't be used. There probably should be some minimum floor
space per persons requirement, however.

The more important point is that if such standards are not used in
evaluating housing, they should not be put in (local and federal)
governmentally approved and publicly disseminated documents, in-
cluding Informational Statements to Site Occupants.
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In inspecting relocation housing, the Vacancy Survey Card (See

Appendix, page 125 ) is used as indicated previously.

In this second listing of acceptable relocation housing standards,

the floor space requirement is left out as it should have been in the

former listing of standards if it was not to be later used.

For evaluating physical condition of dwelling unit and structure,

two entries can be noted on the Vacancy Survey Card; one, "Adequate

Repair - Yes or No"; the other, "Standard Housing - Yes or No". Again,

there is no systematic method for the relocation fieldworker to use in

the evaluation process.

For environmental conditions, which could include the physical and

social environment, the Inspection Check List notes: "Suitable Environ-

ment - Yes or No". In addition to the fact that there is no published

standard for making this determination, this item is generally not eval-

uated by the relocation workers in determining the suitability of relo-

cation accommodations.

The standarc for relocation housing were set up by the local Author-

ity and were formally approved by the several governmental units (Council,

Planning Board, State Housing Board, Redevelopment Authority) and cer-

tainly informally by the greater community in that it could evaluate these

in the various public documents in which such standards were listed and

could object at public hearings if such standards seemed inadequate. (53)

In the West End, a systematic and comprehensive evaluation of the

physical and sanitary conditions of structure and dwelling unit and a more

k53) This is not to imply that the "ccnmunity" is generally capable of e-
valuating such standards.* The Relocation Staff, in its operation,
and as presently staffed, has to work with the tools that are given
to itpincluding here a set of standards for evaluating housing, so set
up and approved by several governmental units and at least theoretical-
ly by the larger community.

*It should be concerned about these, however, in regard to relocation
housing.



or less blanket community condemnation of the environment was stated in

the Findings and alluded to by the press. For relocation housing, the

evaluation of sanitary conditions of dwelling unit andperhaps interior

of structure are quite well covered. Although there is no methodology

outlined for evaluating physical conditions of the dwelling unit, it was

stated that the interior of the unit (and the othe r items marked with an

X on the Vacancy Card, page 125 , Appendix) was evaluated, and in case of

deficiencies, determined to be substandard. For the strudure, the stan-

dards for evaluating physical condition are not recorded and, therefore,

probably not systematically applied with approximately ten fieldworkers,

one with previous housing evaluation experienceinspecting relocation

housing.

For the (physical and/or social) environment of relocation housing

areas, the standards diminish from the systematic evaluation by the APHA

technique for the West End to a simple Yes or No answer as to environ-

ment for relocation housing areas.

If nothing else, the system of ddmpromdaed standards for evaluating

relocation housing in Boston precludes an intelligent evaluation by the

community of the actual results of relocation in terms of the igprovements

in the housing for relocatees and of progress in the attempt to eliminate

slums and blighted areas and improve living conditions generally.

With this type of housing evaluation, it woald indeed be difficult

to determine, without field investigation, using a systematic method of

evaluation, whether or not West End families realized improvements in

housing and in the residential environment.



Section IV. Relocation As An Administrative Process - Results & Conclusions

In the overall process of moving families or of families moving them-

selves from the West End Project, the Authority Relocation Staff had the

tools mentioned previously. It also had the overall federal frame of

reference. This was that there be in the project area or elsewhere in

areas not generally less desirable in regard to public utilities, public

and commercial facilities, and at rents or prices within the financial

means of the families displaced, decent, safe and sanitary housing with-

in reasonable accessibility of employment.

In implementing this and using the housing evaluation system outlined

previously to determine quality of housing, the procedure could be summed

up as follows. (5h)

As for public utilities, the housing areas in the inner metropolitan

area are well serviced by water, sewers, gas and electricity. (These

facilities were, from staff indications, available in the units.)

For public and commercial facilities, the determination if these

were not generally less desirable was made generally by the family be-

ing referred to a specific unit. The fieldworker might be and frequently

was aware that, for example, there were Jewish stores in Dorchester and

Italian stores in East Boston. As to desirability, this was more a fam-

ily decision. Some comparisons of this factor are possible in the re-

ception areas.

As for rents within the financial means of the family, the determin-

ation was made as follows if the family was low income (approximately 50%

of the 2 person or more households studied). Rent within financial means

for other than public housing would mean that there would usually evolve

(54) From discussions with Relocation fieldworkers at the Boston Site
Relocation Office for a period of 6 months. (November 1959 - April
1960)
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the conflict between decent, safe and sanitary housing and rental the

family could afford, unless the family was able to afford more for shel-

ter than it thought possible. This was sometimes the case when a field-

worker established firm contact with the family and became familiar with

their needs and requirements. In the typical case however, rent within

financial means was a family decision. In those cases where private hous-

ing was secured and was adequately evaluated and found to be : standard,

the conflict was somewhat resolved. The closest approach to this was

with the LPA referrals (175 households), and some self-relocated in cer-

tain areas.

In other cases, the conflict of decent housing at rental within family

means was resolved by compromising the standard of housing required. Then,

only in those cases (40 out of 920 self relocated) where extreme structural

or interior physical and sanitary unit deficiencies existed was the relocat-

ed family said to be in a substandard unit, agency-defined.

As rentals for relocation housing units were not recorded, an evalua-

tion of rent as against housing accomodations was virtually impossible.

Decent housing was determined by using the compromised evaluation

methodology outlined above and earlier. Some comparisons are possible.

Reasonable access to place of employment was a combination of one or

both of the following: a family decision and/or the ability of the field-

worker to correlate this family need with spe cific referrals.

Relocation of families from the West End became then a combination of

family decisions as to adequate housing and environment, with numerouss

(relevant and irrelevant) referrals from the staff. Decisions working in the

direction of achieving the overall purposes of the 6est End redevelopment



program, as far as relocation was concerned, were not substantially in-

fluenced by a Plan. In those instances where the fieldworkers and the

social warker involved in the operation were able to interpret family

needs and correlate these with housing that met most of the requirements

noted previously, the relocation could be said to have been successful.

This was sometimes the process for LPA referrals.

This process, of course, in and of itself, even where decent housing

in a culturally acceptable neighborhood was achieved, would not assure that

the family would readjust to the new environment.

With the results, comparisons of administrative relocation accom-

plishments (public housing, LPA referrals, sales housing, rental housing,

standard or substandard) are possible. Referring to governmental stan-

dards for housing as against West End family standards at the three levels

mentioned earlier, comparisons of value are possible mainly in regard to

physical condition of structure, to type of housing (public, private,

rental, sales, etc.) and to the composition of the population in recep-

tion areas given the determinations of the factors of rent and accessibil-

ity and public and commercial facilities mentioned earlier.

The only consistent evaluation for physical conditions would be from

field surveys if an indication for all types of referrals were to be gained. (55)

(55) Records were kept for LPA referrals only (175 out of 1095 families in
private rental). For these units, using the local standards, interior
sanitary facilities, dual egress, and kitchen facilities would be ac-
ceptable in allunits. However, all physical conditions of dwelling
and structure would be noted as Adequate: Yes or No. Since LPA re-
ferrals were all supposed to be into agency-defined standard units,
all of these would be Yes. For the larger number of self-relocated,
not even this assumption is possible as there is no record kept for
these units. For public housing, interior condition of dwelling and
structural condition would meet the standards consistently. As for
adequate residential environment, this would need consistent evalua-
tion. Hence, to evaluate physical conditions with any degree of con-
sistency, a field survey was necessary.

-
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A comparison of the Relocation Plan and the results of implemen-

tation gives some indication of the validity of the Plan and of the ac-

tual definition of the term "workload".

First, there were 315 nonresidential establishments in the Project.

Second, for families, the tabulation of relocation follows:

Relocation Plan - November 1955
Total Families:

Single Persons:
3075

-- 434

Relocation Workload
2555
.82L

Two Person or
More Families: 2641 1731

Legal Workload: 2641 1731
Eligible for Public
Housing 2122 1139
Ineligible for Public
Housing 519 592
To be relocated into
Private rental housing 519 592

Actual Relocation: (56)

Total Households: 2 Persons or more per Household 1731
Too Far Away to Inspect -75
Whereabouts Unknown -66
Whereabouts Unknown, "Tracing" -60
Remaining to be Relocated -165

Total Households for which evaluation was possible: 1365
Purchased Housing (57) -95

Total Households in all RentalHousing:
Eliminated because of erroneous classification

Total 2 Person or More Households Referred to Previously
& Used in the Remaining Evaluation

1270
-40 (58)

1230

(56) Figures other than "total" workload figures were compiled from Relo-
cation Office Site Cards over a period of 6 months and,hence, are not
comparible with Monthly Progress of Relocation Reports.

(57) Families purchasing sales housing were not included into the evalua-
tion as the distribution was scattered within and outside the inner
metropolitan area.

(58) 40 households in the 2 person or more category in Relocation Office
Files were eliminated from the evaluation as they were composed of
unrelated, single persons living together, and more properly would
be a part of the evaluation of relocation of single persons which
was beyond the scope of this study.
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For the approximately 1230 households studied, the follwing is the break-

down as to type of relocation housing secured, and method of relocation:

Total Two Person or More Families: 1230
Public housing: 135
Private rental: l095

Self-relocated: - 920 *

LPA referrals: 175

* including h0 households in agency-defined substandard units

Canclusionst three major points are of note as to Plan and Workload. First,

the estimates of housing inventory and amount available for relocation in

the Plan are of little value, since the number of families "needing" private

rentals was predicated only on those not tentatively eligible for public

housing and those families other than single persons. Thus, if a correla-

tion of West End population with available dwelling units had been made

(using adequate housing information), it would have been inadequate as

formulated, failing the reduction of the number of families going into pub-

lic housing to a more realistic percentage.

Second, the unknowns in the total workload are significant. The accommo-

dations by local standards of 824 single person families are not known.

This precludes their inclusion in figures regarding total workload relocat-

ed into agency-defined standard housing.

For approximately 200 additional families (2 person or more), the accommo-

dations as to standardness or type are not known (too far away to inspect,

whereabouts unknown). Total workload then can not be claimed to include sane

2555 families. Nor can it be said that only 40 of these are in substandard

units, even with the compromised definition of such housing. (59)

(59) Quotations in the local papers regarding West End relocation continue
to cite Authority-released figures of some 3000 families in the West
End workload, these having been relocated wilF"little difficulty"
(i.e., approximately 40 in substandard units).
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Third, the approximate 5:1 ratio of self-relocated to LPA referrals

is significant in that for the former category, inspection of the dwell-

ing unit occurs without a record of even a Vacancy Survey Card in most

instances and after the family has moved into the unit.

Thus, for only approximately 175 units can there be said to have

been an evaluation, on record, of the unit to date. Additional cards

of units on the listing, but not available to or not taken by West End

families might be available. But in terms of evaluating relocation

housing for West Enders, this is the level of data recording, and the

implementation of the inspection system. (60)

For those outside the law (businesses, rooming houses, and single

person households) and for the two person or more families, relocation

has resulted in the following.

Nonresidential Establishments - The business and industrial relocation

service for the West End consisted primarily of the maintenance of a file

of Site Occupant Record Cards, Non-Residential (See Appendix, Page 129)

on which, for approximately 250 Cards in the file, the usual notation was

the name, address, owner and type of business, and, after the businessman

self-relocated or went out of business, the new location address was listed.

Of the total 315 nonresidential establishments in the Project, Cards

were available on approximately 250 of these. The difference of 65 could

be those who relocated prior to official relocation.

(60) Again, this is not a reflection on the present staff. The system for
evaluating dwellings was not developed by the fieldworkers. They used
what was given to them to use and the staff cannot build housing in
.ocations where people desire to live.

Further, if the relocation operation were on a continual basis, many
of these complex and confusing administrative procedures would be re-
fined and less difficult to describe. The overall level of data re-
cording and record maintenance, if nothing else, could be then sig-
nificantly improved.



Of the remainder of 250, whereabouts of approximately 50 are un-

known. Approximately 50 have gone out of business.

An opportunity to offer substantial relocation service to business

establishments in the West End was not utilized. For the most part, busi-

nesses relocated without Authority help. Approximately 100 or 40% were

"1lost". At the same time, there are many vacant stores in Boston, into

which, with a high-quality relocation service, some of these might have

relocated.

Failure to offer business relocation services to these 315 nonresi-

dential establishments in this respect alone does not make sense. Further,

for those who went out of business, there were no plans or actions to aid

in re-establishing business or to find other employment.

Included in this category of no relocation service were some 27

licensed rooming houses and an undetermined number or unlicensed rooming

houses. Although in evaluating the West End, the Authority indicated

that "the presence of these rooming houses (was) both an indication of

decadence in the area and also a factor in spreading blight", (61) there

was no apparent attempt to offer a high-quality relocation service to

these activities in the interests of gaining some element of control over

relocation, perhaps reducing the impact of such "blighting" influences on

adjacent residential or other areas.

Single Person Families - This type of family constituted approximately

1/3 of the so-called total workload in the Project. The Authority is not

legally required to relocate these individuals. Of the 824 such families,

734 had relocated by their own efforts as of January 30, 1960.

In practice, the Authority makes available to these people the list-

ing of vacant units. It was stated that these units are evaluated, in

(61) Boston Housing Authority, Urban Renewal Division, West End Redevel-
opment Plan, Declaration of Findings, Op cit, (p 13).

-



case there is ever a need for the information so obtained. (62)

Sales Housing - There were 104 property owners among the 1230 house-

holds going into rental accommodations. (See Appendix, page 13Q) Of the

95 households going into sales accammodations, approximately 30 were for-

mer owners. Thus, the source of income from property ownership was elim-

inated for some 104 of 134 former owners, while 65 new ownerships were

achieved. The positive aspects for the latter are countered by the loss

in the former. For former owners, there is no plan of action whereby

sales housing is made more readily available, or a plan whereby some other

source of income would compensate (in the undetermined instances that it

occurred) those who could not reasonably afford to lose income-producing

property.

Rental Housing; Public, Private Self Relocation and LPA Referrals,

PublicHou n (See Appendix, page 132-.)

Of the 135 households (11% of all rentals) going into public housing,

31% expressed an initial desire for this type of housing; 19% expressed a

desire for private rentals, and 1/2 had no preference indicated.

The percentage desiring public housing was the highest of the three

categories (public housing, private self relocations, and LPA private

referrals). The percentage desiring private rentds was the lowest.

In regard to economic composition, comparisons with the "normal"

range in the 1230 households analyzed follows:

1230 West End Households
Income: Low 53% Moderate 19% High 23% Unspecified 5%
Composition: Elderly 14% Broken (1) 7% Broken (2) 14% Normal 65%

(62) The Relocation Director stated that Imost" of these households go
into substandard units as sanitary and cooking facilities are shared.
If this be the case, when the Authority releases figures on total
workload and families going into standard units of this total, it
should include single persons in the total workload only if it is
willing to also include the tentative evaluations of their housing
accommodations.
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In regard to public housing relocatees, all were, of course, low

income. In composition, the major differences were that a higher per-

centage (37%) of Elderly and Broken (1) (14%) tended to go into public

housing as against a much lower percentage (39%) of normal composition

in comparison with all 2 person households.

As to area of relocation, approxinately 1/2 indicated a desire to

remain in a Boston Project with Dorchester North and South and Brighton

and East Boston being most frequently indicated as the desired area.

The policy whereby referrals to public housing units were offered

on the basis of available vacancies, irregardless of area, without wait-

ing until vacancy and choice of area coincided, probably significantly

affected the number of families that went into this type of accommodation.

Of the referrals to public housing noted on the Site Cards, the most fre-

quent was to Columbia Point which has the highest turnover. The most

frequently preferred projects were Franklin Field and Franklin Hill

Avenue in Dorchester, which, in the final analysis, took 25 West End

families. Columbia Point took 16.

Of the developments, the Charlestown Project took 43 West End House-

holds with Italians (15) the predominant group entering; East Boston (near

Maverick Square) took 15 of which Italians (11) were predominant; the

Dorchester Projects took 25 with Jewish predominating. Columbia Point

had a mixture of at least four ethnic family types from the West End.

It is perhaps significant that the two Brighton Projects took 8 West

End households and Old Harbor Village one, these being considered generally

desirable. On the other hand, the South End Project took 2 and three

Roxbury Projects took a total of 11 families, these being in areas with-

out strong ethnic (Italian, Jewish, Polish) ties.

For relocation into public housing from the West End, it would appear

that those Projects located in areas generally conceded to have certain
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cultural and ethnic group associations were most frequently utilized by

West End families. The Project with the highest turnover did not take the

greatest number of families.

Of the 135 families entering public housing, the following informa-

tion from the Boston Housing Authority is significant. (63)

West End Families In Project Moved Out
Total

Charlestown 69 3 6%
East Boston 15 1 6%
Dorchester (2 Projects) 25 0
Roxbury 11 4 36%

This would lend support to the apparent tendency for West End families

to relocab more satisfactorily in those areas in which ethnic ties are

indicated as stronger (Charlestown and East Boston" Italian, Dorchester-

Jewish). (64)

Private Rental Housing, Self Relocation (See Appendix, page 133).

Of the 920 households (75%) in this category, 40% expressed an initial

desire for this type of accomodation; 10% for public housing; 4% for sales

housing, and 40% had no preference.

Percentage desiring private rentals and sales was the highest of the

three categories.

In regard to economic composition, the self relocated group tended to

have fewer low income (6% less than "normal"). In social composition, only

slight differences were noted in Elderly (3%), and in normal composition

(4% more).

Of the 55% that indicated a preference of area, 60 % desired to re-

(63J)iuchof the information on public housing throughout the report, and
all of the information on West End Relocatees remaining in public hous ing
is credited to the cooperation and substantial efforts of Mr. Carnelius
J. connors, Chief of Research Statistics, Boston Housing Authority, and
his staff (See Appendix, page 137).
(64). It has not been meant to imply throughout that individual staff
workers failed to t ake this into account. The planning processfor reloca-
tion did though.
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main in Boston and 1/3 of these did. 205' desired to leave the city and

2/5 of these so relocated. (65)

It is perhaps indicative of the accessibility factor that of 45%
expressing no choice, the largest group relocated within the West End

Health and Welfare Area, and of those expressing a desire for reloca-

tion in a Boston neighborhood, twice as many expressed a desire to re-

main as close to the Project as possible, as for any other neighborhood

in the c ity.

Of the self-relocated, choice of areas most consistently preferred

were the West End, Dorchester (North and South) second, followed by Med-

ford and Somerville. These fairly consistently reflect either the fac-

tor of accessibility and/or ethnic group associations - the latter for

at least the Jewish and Italian families.

Private Rental Housing, LPA Referrals. (See Appendix, page 134 -)

Of the 175 households (14%) in this category, preference of housing

type was practically the same as the Self- Relocated.

In regard to economic composition, the LPA referrals most closely

matched the "normal" character of West End families of 2 persons or more.

In composition, this group included 65 more Elderly, and 6% fewer normal

families.

The only other difference of any importance between self-relocated

and the agency referrals in regard to social composition or economic

character was that the Agency tended to deal with a greater percentage

(65) In comparing area of choice figures, the results are not necessarily
completely indicative of the real situation. Many West End families
had no idea of rental levels, housing conditions, accessibility and
the like outside the Area (as noted by Mr. Gans and the fieldworkers).
Many guessed at an area as one in which they would "like" to live.
Some, after checking units in such areas, never returned. Others
did not ever go to the area specified. As noted, 45% indicated no
preference.
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of two person families of low andmoderate income than other size or inccme.

As to area of relocation, 400 desired to remain in Boston, but of the

175 total, 60% did. In comparison with Self-relocated, approximately the

same percentage (33%) desired to remain in Boston. For the LPA referrals,

a greater percentage remained inthe city.

Forty percent had no preference as to relocation, and of these, the West

End Area and Dorchester North and South took the largest numbers. For

those expressing a desire to remain in Boston, the West End and borchester

were most frequently expressed as preferred areas for relocation.

As a final comparison of these two categories, the following summarizes

some of the more salient pointst

1. self-relocation was almost the sole method of relocation into

Hyde Park, Roslindale, Brookline, and Back Bay. This is perhaps indicative

of the Agency s tendency to deal with more o f the low income families.

2. the approximate ratio of LPA referrals to Self-relocated was 1:5.

For the North End, West End, Back Boy, Somerville, Medford, Arlington and

Everett, LPA referrals were practically nonexistent. At least four of these

areas have significant concentrations of Italians which perhaps facilitated

the self-relocation process.

Comparing the distribution of 1230 public and private rental households

inside and outside of Boston, 40% left the city. For the low income, 5%
fewer left the city- the only significant difference.

In regard to family composition, 15% fewer Elderly, 15% fewer Broken(l)

and 8% fewer of the Broken(2) types left Boston.

Of the families of normal camposition, 4% more than the average left the

city.

Probably the most significant factors in the administration of the
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relocation from the West End were the decisions of the families as to what

constituted adequate and acceptable housing accomodations.

For the Relocation Staff, successful implementation of the process on

the basis of the results would appear to hinge on how well the caseworker

understood the needs and requirements of the assigned family; these needs

including the most positive factor for the dominant ethnic groups, social

composition in the reception area.

the value of the Plan, which was given much stress by the "community"

as the vehicle that demonstrated that there was a feasible method for re-

locating people, and that housing of different types was available for re-

location purposes, is questionable. For all households in rental housing

(public ard private), 3% specified a preference for sales housing, 41%

had no preference, and 14% expressed a desire for public housing.

Of the relocation workload, (2 pe rsons or more families) approximately

40% were referred to public housing units. 11% went into public housing.

It would appear that either the Relocation Planning process was deficient

in its determination of the housing needs and requirements of West End

people, or it was not intended, as implied inthe public communications media,

and by various comunity officials, to be of much use, except as a symbol to

hasten project approval.

Significant improvements in the present relocation process could be

effected, even within the present framework. To present the recommendations

in proper perspective, these will be included at the end of the next section.
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Section V. Relocation of West End Households. The Reception Areas.

To evaluate the reception areas, the 1230 families studied were located

by census tract and street address for metropolitan Boston. (See Appendix,

Page 140.3). The distribution of these families made unneeded any analysis

of housing in eight of the fourteen cities and towns in the MTA District.

This District covers the inner metropolitan area, or about 1/5 of the cities

and towns in the standard metropolitan area.

Reception areas were evaluated at three levels: some concentrations of

low inccme families; the seven tracts which took twenty or more households,

and finally the inner metropolitan area.

There were 33 tracts with 7 or more families (50% or more low income), in-

cluding 4 of the 7 major tracts. These were distributed in 6 of the 14 MTA

District cities and towns (BostonCambridgeSomerville, MedfordChelseaRevere).

To reduce the scope af evaluation and pinpoint housing accommodations for low

income families, those tracts with 6 or more low income families (17 in all)

were located. Of these, 13 were in Boston, 9 being predominantly public housing.

The 4 with predominantly private rent al housing, plus the 2 in Medford, 1 in

Chelsea and 1 in Revere were evaluated (See appendix, page 138, Eight Second-

ary Tracts). Evaluaticn of the population ccmposition- resident and incaming

from the West End, the accessibility, and the physical quality of housing

was carried out by the author. These three standards, in descending import-

ance, were earlier noted as being significant in the West End low rental

housing fuziction. Comparison with the reverse order of governmental standards-

physical conditions, accessibility, and the social composition of project

population followed.



Resident Population
Two bominant Groups

Incaming West End Families
Tro Dominant Groups

X5A Dorch, South
T7B Dorch. North
Hl West End Area
F1 North End
SCl3Revere
SCh Chelsea
MC58Medford
MC53edford

USSR, Polish*
USSR, Polish
Italian, USSR
Italian
Italian, Canadian(o/t)
USSR, Polish
Italian
Canadian (o/t), Italian

6 Jewish, 2
5 Jewish, 3
5 Italians,
6 Italians
5 Italians,
h Jewish, 2
9 Italians

12 Italians

*USSR and Polish groups, particul&rly the former, wouldinclude Jewish people

For accessibility, two have access equal to that of the West End (pedestrian,

11 transit, and auto); 2 additional have all except the pedestrian access

of the est End to drwntown Boston, and the remaining four no longer have

pedestrian or rail rapid transit access as in the West End.

Against this is posed the present emphasis in evaluating housing areas,

as far as the people living in them are concerned, on physical conditions.

The field evaluaticn of 100% of the private rental structures in these

3 Tracts indicated tie following conditions: (66)

Structural Treatment

Conservation(or minor rehab.)
Major rehabilitation
Demolition

Area Treatment*
Conservation Rehabilitation Redevelopment

* "Area" is equivalent to a census tract
*- does not include 6 public housing dwelling units

In regard to access to employment, the general standard of the Authority

is realized, as all tracts are wit hin the MTA District, reasonably accessible

(66) An Exterior of Housing and Environmental Deficiencf Survey (See Appendix,
Pag19o structures and housIng area was carried out by the author.
The form was used for similar 10rk in Brookline, Massachusetts in 1959
and substantially met the federal requirements for determining s tructural
and environmental "slum" or blighted conditions. Some level of con-
sistency was thus obtained for structural and environmental conditions,
these being two important factors in qualifying the West End for clearance.

Tract

Irish
Italians
4 Other

2 Jewish
Italian
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at least by auto and bus to the inner metropolitan area. As this stan-

dard is not spelled out in any greater detail, it may be considered sub-

stantially met.

For governmental evaluation of health and economic deficiencies in

reception areas, there was none in any tract.

Three points are of note from this. First, the tentative standards

as outlined in Section III appear pertinent in relocation, particularly

the primary one. In 7 of the 8 tracts, the dominant ethnic group in the

tract correlated with the dominant West End family groups entering the

area.

For accessibility, both sets of standards were substantially realized.

Without being able to evaluate dwelling unit conditions, it cannot

be determined (generally) in regard to the actual unit for a West End

family whether or not it was decent, safe and sanitary.

The burden of evaluation then falls on the physical condition of

structure, and on the environment of the housing area, two strong points

in determining "slum" conditions in the West End.

It would appear that the governmental standard was compromised in

about 1/2 of the cases (43 out of 81), with the structure requiring either

demolition or major rehabilitation. In some instances, this bmpromised

standard has no ill effect whatsoever. In the two Medford tracts, with

60% in low income, the relocatees appear to have an opportunity to re-

adjust to the community there. At the same time, substantial improve-

ments were realized in housing, as to structural condition (predomin-

antly single family, and some 2 family types) and to the residential

environment, in light and air, open spacelandscaping, and general mu-

nicipal housekeeping.
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Unfortunately, the evaluation of housing falls apart in areas such

as the Chelsea Tract (SC-4). Housing there is located in an area con-

tiguous to the Mystic River Bridge approaches. The physical environ-

ment is one of blighted and dilapidated structures, spot demolitions,

and Diles of rubble and trash.

For the North End Tract, perhaps the social environment is more

positive for Italian families than even the West End. But the housing

and physical environment in this instance perhaps represents the near

bottom-of-the-scale conditions of the housing that was evaluated in Chelsea.

Of these 8 tracts, 2 are in housing improvement areas (Dorchester);

1 is in a private demolition area (H-1, locus of Mass. General Hospital

demolitions for surface parking); and one (SC-13) is generalized as an

economically deficit areajna city-wide analysis of surplus-deficit areas

for renewal in Revere. It, however, is not involved presently in any

planned renewal action of any type.

Because of the inadequacies of the evaluation system and the failure

to fully take into account factors in relocation besides the physical

movement of families from one area to another, in two tracts at present,

some 'West End families have been or are about to be disturbed once again,

1. In Tract H-1, (Cambridge-Blossom, North Grove Streets) demolitions

for Mass. General Hospital parking expansion have already removed 3 or h

West End families relocated there from the Project. For the remaining

10 or 11 families, tenure must indeed be insecure.

2. In Tract T7B, Dorchester North, the 12 families are in an active

City Housing Improvement Area. Of these, 3 are in structures that would

appear to require demolition, and 3 more in major rehabilitation structures.



The Seven Major Reception Areas.

Concentrations of Twenty or more West End Families.

Seven Tracts in the inner metropolitan area took twenty or more

families. These are the two adjacent to the Project (K-1, H-4), one

in East Boston (B-3), one in Revere (SC-12), and three in East Somerville

(Mh0, MChl, MCh2). In all, the seven took 21% of West End relocatees in

rental housing (two person or more families).

The following descriptions of the overall physical environment of

these areas give some indication of the character of at least some of

the reception areas. (67)

North Side of Beacon Hill (K-1): A historical rooming house area

in Boston into which 63 West End families relocated (2nd highest tract

total), 12 being LPA referrals. Cf the 501, sample, 16 were children

under 18 years of age. The area is similar physically to the West End

Project (3 story walkups, high density, no building setbacks, some in-

dices of deterioration, lack of open space). It contains 2 synagogues,

several Protestant churches, one nursery and a religious facility with

a small gymnasium.

There are no present renewal plans for the area.

East of the Project (H-4): This tract runs from the North Side of

the Hill to North Station. It is the residue for the most part of the

West End Proper. Housing is 3 story row walkups, structures separated

by spot demolitions and some apartment buildings. Land use is highly

mixed residential, industrial, commercial and skid-row activities. There

(67) From landuse maps of the Boston Planning Board, City of Somerville,
U.S. Department of Commerce, Bureau of the Census, Census of Pop-
ulation 1950, Boston, Massachusetts (p 1-end), from evaluation of
the physical environment and residential structures in the field,
and interviews and discussions with families (West End relocatees
and otherise) residing in the areas (particularly K-1 and H-4).



are significant indices of structural and environmental decay in the

area. Much of the skid row and rooming house function from the adja-

cent Project ran over into this area, in addition to that substantial

amount already there and in adjacent Scollay Square. Additional de-

ficiencies for its residential role include noise, fumes, general con-

fusion created by the aforementioned activities, the heavy vehicular

traffic, the MTA overhead, and the Central Artery as well as poor mu-

nicipal housekeeping.

Sixty-seven West End families went into this tract, including four

LPA referrals. Children under 18 in the sample (50% of dwellings) tot-

alled 16. This tract took the largest number of West End relocatees

and also had the greatest number of agency-defined substandard units.

The area is generally considered to be an Italian-oriented housing

area. Of the 50% sample, (33 structures) 14 are in the Government Cen-

ter Extension. An additional 11 of the total of 67 families are in

Agency-defined substandard units. In addition, if the "non-representa-

tive" sample earlier mentioned is at all indicative of pre-project re-

location, there is an undetermined number of such families in the gen-

eral area. (68)

Under any valid system of evaluating housing, this area, irregard-

less of the condition of structures and dwelling units per se, could not

(6b) It is conceivable that the "community" could have coordinated its
renewal programming with long-range renewal studies of the Boston
Planning Board. Quite possibly, the extension of the Government
Center could have been foreseen much sooner. Renewal Project
boundaries (as in the West End Project) are frequently changed.
Despite the impending government center extension, no special
efforts are being made to help the West End families so affected.
A 10% sample survey is presently being conducted (April-May 1960)
to secure information for the relocation of all families from the
area, generally by the same process outlined'in this study.



conceivably be classified as a housing area suitable for relocation of

displaced families, whether by self relocation, by agency referral, or

by self relocation into substandard units.

East Boston (B-3): An area which in the 1950 Boston Planning Board

Preliminary Report on the Master Plan was designated as most in need of

redevelopment (excluding the public housing project into which 15 of the

households relocated). In private housing, there were 2 LPA referrals.

The Housing Project is bordered on two sides by the East Boston docks,

wharves, and industrial development, and on the other two sides by

physically blighted residential structures of wood frame and brick face,

two and three story construction.

There are no active renewal plans at present for the area. If there

were, of the five families in private housing, two families are in major

rehabilitation type structures, and one in demolition type structure.

The area of the Project is generally considered to be an Italian

neighborhood. There am throughout many Italian stores, a national

church, some clubs, and other such facilities.

Revere (SC-12): Approximately 1/2 of the sample was in three decker

structures in a lowland area and the remainder scattered throughout hous-

ing of substantially sound condition in the surrounding higher slopes.

The lowland area has characteristics similar to the Chelsea and

North End areas referred to previously, and not unlike the area East

of the Project. Dilapidated structures are generally distributed through

the lowland; spot demolitions are frequent, as are the rubble from these,

general debris and trash on vacant lots and in the streets.

The remainder of the sample was in two and three story structures

and apartments of sound construction in areas which would, in all prob-

ability, be conservation areas in the event of any renewal action.
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Twenty two West End families relocate3 into this tract with three

LPA referrals. The entire tract is an economically deficient (City

defined) area below the revenue level of tract (SC-12) mentioned earlier.

However, the lowland housing conditions probably contribute heavily to

this classification.

There are no present renewal plans for the area.

Somerville (MCh0): A triangular tract west of McGrath Highway and

south of Broadway. Structures are a mixture of one and two family housing,

three deckers and apartment housing and overall are standard. The area

would be a conservation area. A very few minor and major rehabilitation

buildings exist.

The physical environment in this tract is substantially improved

over much of the West End. There is generally much open space around

buildings with coverage ranging from 30 - 75%; substantial improvements

in light and air to dwellings, and in public landscaping and municipal

housekeeping were noted.

Twenty five West End families relocated into the area, of which

four were LPA referrals.

There are no present renewal plans for the tract.

Somerville (MChl): A large tract, on both sides of McGrath High-

way and north of Broadway, it has three more -or less definable neighbor-

hoods. The one east of McGrath is predominantly two and three family

(three deckers) structures with building coverage ranging from 65 - 85%.

There are minor indices of deterioration in structures thoughout the area,

and indications of deficient municipal housekeeoing in streets and walks,

and in public landscaping. However, the physical environment represents

substantial structural, open space and light and air improvements over

much of the former housing area. There are no stores or churches within

the neighborhood, all commercial for this and most for the other two
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neighborhoods being in the ribbon development along Broadway.

West of MAcGrath are the other two neighborhoods. The first is the

larger, with a few Italian stores and clubs, and various community facil-

ities (church, parochial school, public school, Foss Park) in and con-

venient to both of these neighborhoods. Housing usually is of conser-

vation type with occasional rehabilitation structures. Building coverage

is lower than for the first area with generally adequate municipal house-

keeping, landscaping and substantial improvements in light, air and open

space, and structural conditions. (Two and three family structures are

predominate).

The third neighborhood took approximately 10% of the relocatees

into the tract. It is a smaller, single family residential area on

high ground overlooking the Mystic River. All housing is in excellent

physical condition.

The second and third neighborhoods are accessible by foot to Foss

Park, a large and well-maintained public park and playground near McGrath

Highway.

There are no present municipal renewal plans for this tract.

Somerville (MCh2): East of McGrath and south of Broadway, this area

is bordered in its entirety by ribbon commercial and industrial uses. On

the fringes, the housing mixed in with the nonresidential uses is in

generally poor condition physically with demolition and major rehabil-

itation type structures throughout. Some penetrations of similarly poor

housing into the center of the tract occur. The central portion is of

two and three family and row housing in a generally sound state of repair.

Some community facilities are located in the area (churches, school).

Twenty seven Viest End families relocated into the area with four

LPA referrals. Had housing been evaluated consistently, the relocation



results for Somerville would have been in total quite acceptable and im-

pressive.

There are no present renewal plans for this area.

For the three reception areas in Somerville, the general concensus

of opinion of those connected with relocation was that East Somerville

was usually considered to be an Italian housing area.

TRACT AND NUMBER OF RESIDENT POPULATION: DOMINANT INCOMING WEST
RE LOCATEES ETHNIC GROURS END FAMILIES

North Side of Beacon Hill USSR, Canadian (o/t), Irish Italian (14), Jewish
(K-1) Total: 63 and Italian (5), Irish (4), Other

(3)4)*
East of Project Italian, Canadian (o/t), Italian (35), Other
(H-4) Total: 67 Polish (12), Polish (8),

Jewish (6)
East Boston Italian Italian (16) public
(B-3) Total:- 20 and private housing

Revere (SO-I) USSR, Polish, Italian Jelia (), Italian
Total: 21 (7)
Somerville Italian, Irish, Canadian (o/t) Italian (1)4), Po-
(MCO) Total: 25 lish (3), Ukranian

(3)
Somerville (Mhl) Italian, Canadian (o/t), Italian (24),
Total 3l4 Irish Irish (2)

Somerville (MCI2) Canadian (o/t), Italian, Italian (14), Polish
Total: 27 Irish l(), Other (6)

*Other: predominantly Canadian (other than French) and Other European
groups.

The correlations here are not quite as strong for the North Side df

the Hill (which is a rooming house area), and for one of the Somerville

Tracts in which three or four groups are mixed together. However, for

the area east of the Project, for East Boston, Revere and two Somerville

Tracts, the correlation factor in relocation appears quite positive. With

the exception of the Revere Area which was not evaluated, in each of these

latter three areas (and for the North Side of the Hill), cultural-ethnic

group facilities of several kinds (synagogues, churches, stores, clubs,

open public sitting spaces) were noted, particularly in East Boston and
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the two Somerville Tracts.

In regard to the accessibility factor, it is substantially met in

regard to the general governmental standard. In comparison to the level

of accessibility of the West End, residents in K-1 and H-4 have compar-

able access. For the East Boston and Revere areas, only pedestrian ac-

cessibility to downtown is eliminated. For Somerville, auto and bus,

access are available in comparison.

A 50% evaluation of structural conditions in each of the seven major

reception areas revealed the following conditions:

STRUCTTJRAL TREATZENT AREAL TREATMENT

Conservation Rehabilitation (1) Redevelopment (2)

Conservation
(and minor code enforcement) 25 19 15

Major Rehabilitation 5 21 l

Demolition 12 18

(1) Tract K-1 (North Side of Beacon Hill) was classified as a rehabili-
tation area for this evaluation. Tract H-4 (South of Cambridge
Street) was also. Tract H-4 (North of Cambridge Street) was clas-
sified as a redevelopment area. Structural conditions were evaluated
as is.

(2) Does not include 15 public housing units.

The most consistent factor in the present method of evaluating re-

location housing for West End families appears to have been the consis-

tency of extreme degrees in results, both as to quality of structure, and

of the physical environment.

For these seven areas, the standards for evaluating relocation hous-

ing included no consideration of social factors (other than those known

to the individual fieldworkers). The range in degrees of social envir-

onmental conditions is extreme and at one end, quite unacceptable as

decent housing in an adequate environment for any family life. There

should have been no referrals into Tract H-4, and, depending on the needs

of the family (particularly those with children), into K-l. It appears
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that unless the dwelling units in reception areas failed to pass the

minimal sanitary and interior physical ccndition requirements, it was

classified as standard housing. Failing to adequately assess the unit

and failing to consisel evaluate the physical and social environ-

ment, the relocation, with respect to these seven tracts, ranged from

the highly acceptable to the totally deplorable.

It seems faily certain that in relocation housing evaluation for

West End families, almost any dwelling unit qualified as relocation

housing, unless the unit by itself was totally inadequate. Thus, re-

housing might either be in seriously deficient housing areas (physical

development, the physical environment, and the social environment) or

in areas of adequate residential environment. Any such method of hous-

ing evaluation may thus make the results appear acceptable on paper.

Any relocation by this method of evaluation is bound to result in at

least two occurrences in the final community analysis of the operation

(if this occurs):

1. Significant misunderstanding of the actual results or mis-

representation of these in public reports.

2. A general (and partly justifiable) failure of the "community"

that supports renewal to be aware of the many basic problems, and the

need for attempting a solution of these.

Yet, despite this level of relocation implementation, and excepting

the North Side of the Hill, the Area East of the Project, the East Poston

private housing, and part of the Revere Tract, a significant number of

West End families in Revere and particularly in Somerville representing

a range of income levels, significantly improved both housing structure
For

and environment. readjustment in these instances, and where the ethnic-

cultural base provided an opportunity to re-establish broken social ties
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and patterns, a positive side to relocation was presented, even under

its present implementation. Indications are that, even without com-

munity support and understanding, some improvements can and do take

place.

For the seven reception areas, a brief evaluation of community

facilities and services at the four levels present in the West End was

carried out (service to individuals, service to groups, religious or-

ganizations, and other community facilities and leisure-time centers).

For 4 of the 6 areas evaluated, (Revere was not evaluated) facilities

and services in these four levels were generally comparable in regard

to potential for service with the former housing area.

Of note in this regard, (for the three tracts in Somerville, par-

ticularly) the following general observations are offered:

1. The facilities, with reference to pedestrian access are in

location more widely scattered, as would be expected in lower density

areas. This neither impairs level or scope of service and would be of

significance only in instances where elderly people might find the added

distance an inconvenience. (69)

2. The rather complete range of all four levels in the West End

would be rather difficult to realize in relocation and not necessarily

imperative to success of the program. In Somerville, for example, the

excellent municipal recreation program compensates greatly for the re-

duced and re-oriented level of services of the relocated Elizabeth Pea-

body Settlement House for families (particularly children) in the three

reception areas in that city.

T3'Some of the indications were borne out to a degree in interviews with
families on the North Side of the Hill and in the area East of the
Project. With reference to the Elderly above, the few contacts in
Somerville indicated that for elderly oeople, the excessive walking
distance to church and to other facilities in those areas reduced
this activity.
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3. The apparent strength of the social-ethnic ties appeared of

greater importance than the levels of such services that were or were

not available. For example, with reference to Somerville, there is

apparently no home visitation program for medical patients such as in

the West End. This was, for the former housing area, a useful service

for at least a minor segment of the population.

With the two tracts adjacent to the Project, the levels of service

available have been subject to the greatest modifications of all the

tracts. Assuming that the Polish families can readjust to the basement

facilities of St. Joseph's Roman Catholic Church (out of which they had

moved a few years previously to establish a separate and larger facil-

ity), and that for the Jewish and Protestants, the facilities on the North

Side of the Hill can meet the needs there, the following deficiencies oc-

cur. First, the public library in the Area has been closed. There is

further no settlement house (in the proper sense of the word) and direct

services to individuals (Jewish Family and Children's Services and other

public and private case work agencies giving direct sertices to indi-

viduals) were indicated as having been substantially reduced, excepting

those available at Mass. General Hospital.

For the approximately 120 known West End families in these two tracts,

(and at least 20 known to be in Tract H-1) the only settlement facility

is a Protestant d0nomiti~inchapel with gymnasium with limited facilities

and rather outmoded program. (70) Such Elizabeth Peabody House programs

as the ones for problem children, the theatre, the facilities for club

(70) There is a social worker from Elizabeth Peabody House currently
attempting to frfect a chaige in the program of this facility for
which only limited potential at best exists.
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meetings, all of which tended to bring varying ethnic and income and age

groups together, are thus greatly reduced.

In considering the physical and social environment for the area

East of the Project and parts of the North Side of the Hill, with par-

ticular reference to relocated and resident children in these areas, it

would seem reasonable that, in the relocation process, such possible

occurrences, as well as the known-to-be existing deficiencies, would be

taken into account. Further, and more disturbing, is that fact that with

the exception of various social agencies remaining in the area, there is

little "community" concern, and certainly no plan of action to rectify

these deficiencies. Possible solution of these problems for residents

of the North Side of the Hill, and for the area East of the Project are

even now being slowly set aside as the social agencies begin discussion

with respect to another problem area, the Castle Square Redevelopment

Area.

There is little apparent "community" support by those interests that

substantially back the urban renewal program in Boston to implement ad-

ditional social programs for each project coordinating these with long-

range renewal programs of the city and working in the direction of fore-

seeing and attempting to solve such happenings.

This problem existed for at least some of the reception areas. The

degree to which it has been prevalent in other inner metropolitan areas

not here evaluated is not presently or specifically known.
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Patterns of Distribution in the Inner Metropolitan Area. (See Maps ,

pagesl40.l- , Appendix)

For the typical West End family (two persons or more) themost significant

factor in determining area of relocation appeared to have been the ethnic

composition of the community, and the related cultural facilities and ser-

vices in potential housing areas. In areas generally considered to be ethnic

communities, the correlation was strong. For example, of 160 relocatees

in Somerville, 90 were Italian. For Medford, o±' $3-relocatees, 47 were Ital-

ian. For Chelsea, approximately 40% were Jewish.

Within Boston, 60 of 83 families relocating into East Boston were Italian.

for the same group, 42 of 57 going into the North End were also.

In Dorchester North, not indicated as being so positively oriented to

one ethnic group, 25 of 108 families were Jewish, 23 were Italian and 15

were Polish. These tended to concentrate somewhat by tracts, but less so

than with Somerville, Medford, East Boston, and the North End. Within

this Area, smaller numbers of Greek, French, Irish and Negro also located.

In those areas, again withemphasis on Boston, where there was no indic-

ation of a strong ethnic-cultural base in relation to West Vnd groups,

the greatest mixture occurred. For example, in the South End there were

8 different groups, and a similar number in Roxbury.

For relocation purposes, it would appear then that for projects in which

there are population groups with fairly strong ethnic group associations

and neighborhood ties, this desire of people to live near or readily access-

ible to people with similar national backgrounds and cultural values must

be taken into account in the planning and implementing processes.

This desire expressed in the relocation of West End families resulted

in rehousing in areas which represented the extremes in structural and

physical environmental qualities, including East Boston, the North End

and Chelsea on the significantly deteriorated side of the sliding scale,
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and Medford and Somerville on the positive side.

In area, those which had the least correlation with a particular ethnic

group or groups usually had poor overall environmental conditions, such

including the South End, Roxbury, South Bostcn and East Cambridge.

Another pattern of distribution related to the primary value is the

distribution of the range of incane types (See Map, Appendix, pagelh 4.). Of

the 1230 households, Sh% were low income. There was no significant tendency

for high incane families to distribute on a pattern different from the low.

There were three exceptions however: Ihe South End, with 70% low income,

South Boston with 66% and dharlestown (primarily public housing) with 81%.

In this same sense, physical deterioration, which might be expected to

correlate with low income, was insignificant in the North End correlation,

where only the normal percentage was of low income. Theresocial base for

readjustment is strong. Only in the South End, and to a lesser extent

in Roxbury were there tendencies for concentration of low income, without

the apparent opportunity for readjustment, and at the same time, with overall

residential evnironmental and structural deficiencies.

Other than for the differences noted above, the distribution of households

by incane did not vary significantly, either for Health and Welfare Area

or city and town, or for the 7 major reception areas, excepting East Boston,

where three-fourths of the families went into the houosing project there.

It wouia appear then that at least for the West End population, there

was a tendency for a range of incomes to relocate into the same housing

areas, this occuring despite the extremes in physical condition. This in

retrospect was not unlike the original housing area.

The accessibility standard at the metropolitan level has some significance.

97% of the families in rental housing relocated within the Metropolitan Tran-

sit Authority District. Of these, 55% relocated within walking distance

( mile) of a rail rapid transit, or rail street car line. Of the 14 cities
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and towns in the District, one-half had as many as twenty relocatees. Only

Medford, Cambridge, Somerville and Boston had as many as fifty families, as

did East Boston, Charlestown, the North End, the West End and Dorchester

North and South. Within Boston, West Roxbury, Hyde Park and Roslindale had

less than twenty. Of fourteen MTA District cities and towns then, sixty five

percent (65%) of the sest End families went into four cities, including with-

in Boston six of fifteen Health and Welfare Areas.

1he distribution was not metropolitan-wide, or even throughout the inner

metropolis. liminating Brookline, Newton, Watertown, Belmont, Arlington,

Malden, Everett aid towns outside of those, and West Roxbury, Hyde Park, Ros-

lindale, and Back Bay, all with minor roles, the distribution has a positive

correlation with the major transit lines from Cambridge to Dorchester, Jamaica

Plain through Charlestown to Everett, and through East Boston to Revere. The

only significant deviation is for Somerville and Medford, There public transe

portation does not include rail transit. However, overall rail transit access-

ibility would still appear to be at least a secondary factor in East Boston,

Revere, Charlestown, Dorchester and the North End, as well as in 6omerville

and Medford, to the desire for housing in an area culturally similar.

The final correlation is two-fold. First, the overall distribution-

with emphasis on primary reception areas in Somerville, East Cambridge,

the West End, North End, East Boston, Charlestown and Dorchester North and

South- has a positive correlation with the concentrations of social work

agencies for individual and group services in the inner metropolitan area.

The pattern of distribution of these services correlates with the patterns

of relocation for nationality groups, for low income groups, and with the

accessibility to rail transit lines (excluding Somerville and Medford).



108

In relation somewhat to this, concenttations of West End families tend-

ed to occur in those areas potentially or presently under renewal study

or in various stages of implementation.

For the Revere and Chelsea Tracts discussed earlier, there were in each

area portions of the city into which West 4nd families had- relocated and

which appeared to have little alternative but for total clearance treat-

ment. With the Revere Tracts, the City's economic benefit-cost survey

placed both areas well below the break-even line. However renewal is

not presently planned. In the Chelsea tract, the families are immediate:

to an approved redevelopment project.

Other potential renewal areas into which West End families have gone,

none with specific plans for redevelopment in the foreseeable future, in-

elude the East Boston Tract B-3, mentioned in the 1950 Boston Planning

Board Reporti the residue of Tract H-4 after the Government Center Project,

and large areas of the Scuth End and Roxbury as affected by present

successful or future Inner Belt-oriented projects. The scatter of famil-

ies in these latter two areas precludes however significant disruption.

Major areas of renewal activity into which West End families have re-

located are at two levels:

1. Renewal Planning Study Areas in Dorchester North and South, South

Boston, the South End and Roxbury, and Cambridge. Of the se, the Cambridge

area (a locally financed rehabilitation project) is dormant. Of the Bos-

ton areas, various renewal programs are staged fcr the future. For most of

these areas, clearance is not anticipated. 72 West End families are in

such areas.

2. The second level includes those project areas designated for major

rehabilitation or redevelopment, with total clearance. These are present-

ly in various stages of application and approval, or action.
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Major rehabilitation projects include the Washington Park Project, and

in Cambridge the Cambridgeport, Donnelly and Houghton Rehabilitation Proj-

ects. Of these a total of 16 West End families are so located. Without

evaluating the structures there, it cannot be said that such relocatees

are in structures which will be spot demolitions or major rehabilitation

treatment types. However, given the level of relocation housing inspec-

tion, as evaluated for other areas, it must be said that the possibility

exists that families in these areas will be disrupted in one way or a-

nother in the future.

Of the redevelopment projects, these include the Government Center and

Extension, and Castle Square and Whitney Street. West End families total-

ling 65 are in the former area andh are in the latter. Two projects are

presently in execution. These are housing improvement areas in Dorchester.

West End relocatees into these two areas total 28. A field evaluation of

a total of 19 private rental structures in these two areas (T7B, X5A) re-

vealed that 7 muld require major rehabilitation and tw would probably

require demolition.

There are a total of 72 families from the West End relocated in stucr

areas.

A total of -14 families are in projects in various stages of approval,

with total clearance treatment affecting 69 of these famillies.

Metropolitan Implications. The metropolitan distribution of West End

families has significance on the following points:

1. even with large scale relocation, the area of distribution of re-

locatees is relatively defined, regardless of incame of households.

2. for the West End families, the factors of population composition

and ethnic-cultural facilities in reception areas appeared to be the dom-

inant standard in their conception of adequate relocation housing.
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3. physical condition of structure and the character of the environ-

ment were emphasized as major deficiencies in the West End. In the

reception areas, aided by the compromised standard of eyaluation used

by the Authority, 3/5's of the approximately 200 structures evaluated

(See Appendix, Page 138) would require major rehabilitation or demo-

lition treatment.

4. excepting Medford and Somerville, the pattern of relocation has

been such as to place the families in areas with potential for or present-

ly planned and programmed for renewal activity.

5. given the inconsistencies of rehousing evaluation, the deter-

mination as to overall improvement for West End households is virtually

impossible, with reference to total workload. Referring to the field

evaluation of some 200 structures, 1 out of 4 are in conservation areas.
At least these could be considered as decent, safe and sanitary housing

in an adequate residential environment, meeting essentially the spirit

and the letter of the local housing standards.

6. The consistency of results of tie field evaluation would indicate

that there was not sufficient housing available to relocate West End

families in accordance with the stated objectives of the program, and

the standards setup for rehousing accommodations. It appears certain

that if such housing were available, it was not in areas which met the

needs and requirements of the West End families for the typical reloca-

tion move. In those instances where it was adequate to the needs of

the family, and not in line with the Authority's standards, the latter

was usually compromised.

Perhaps there is no effective way at present to guide or cantrol the

tendency for people to relocate into other blighted areas which have

potential for reestablishment of disrupted social patterns and ties, with

or without optimization of other standards. Until there is such a controlling
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method, there would appear to be three major choices possible, when the

potential reception area- as in Chelsea, East Boston, Tract H-4, the

North End, the North side of Beacon Hill, and areas of Dorchester- is in

"slum" or blighted condition:

1. in implementing the relocation pro gram, major emphasis could be

placed on avoiding referrals to or listings of dwellings in "slum" and

other early rehabilitation areas; emphasis also on dwelling unit improve-

ments as important in relocation operations; and finally a continuing

responsibility for all families referred or self-relocated into such areas.

2,. the c omiunities carrying out redevelopment progfams can build or

otherwise provide decent, safe and sanitary housing in such areas, in accord-

ance with acceptable rehousing standards.

3. in some way, and perhaps completely, standards far relocation

housing can be ccmpromised or ignored.

1 he first two actions would of course slaw domn relocation operations.

If the latter course is chosen, the results on paper may appear to be

acceptable. Such actions will however tend to postpone intelligent con-

sideration of the basic problems of the program. Nor will evaluaticn of

the results indicate clearly the need for remedial action.

Further with implementation of relocation failing to emphasize the

unacceptability of relocation into other potential or active renewal areas,

disruptions of future programs may occur. The process of moving a person

from one place to another, if done crudelyind without consistency, does

not change basic attitudes concerning use of housing, or the desirability

of housing iprovement programs.

Of the three choices, the third course is a substantial breach of

4ccepted community objectives in pursuing urban renewal underTitle One

of the National Housing Acts.

This approach was most consistently pursued in the implementation of

relocation from the West End Redevelopment Project in Boston.
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Section VI - Major Recommendations and Redirections

With relocation as it presently operates in Boston, the primary re-

sponsibility for successful displacement of a family from one area to an-

other rests with the fieldworker. This places too much responsibility at

the improper level.

By the time the Relocation staff begins its operation, 1/3 of the

workload has left. Of those remaining, the opportunity for fieldworker

and tenant to establish sound rapport is substantially reduced as a re-

sult of the long and confusing series of events prior to project approval,

by the generally erroneous impressions conveyed to project families by the

"community" regarding reuse of project land, the quality and availability

of relocation housing, and the Plan by which the people will be relocated.

Relocation is too important a process to be administered as it now

is in Boston. However, if no other alternative existed, the only re-

course would be to work with the existing system.

The following are offered as minimal recommendations for improving

the relocation as it is presently put into effect. These involve no

change in governmental organization.

1. General
A. The "community" that is interested in continuing urban renewal

should, through a Citizen's Action Committee or similar public body, adopt

a relocation objective, which will be frequently published in the news-

papers and distributed in any potential renewal project area. If the

"community" really believes in the objectives of the program, and really

desires to rehouse persons in decent housing in adequate housing areas,

it should be willing to publicly state this objective.

B. Information released to the press and other communications media

should be factual with respect to actual workload, legal responsibilities

of local relocation and the results of relocation as nearly as can be de-

termined.
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2. Administrative
A. Relocation housing standards - Although the existing housing

evaluation technique is not as comprehensive as the system used to qual-

ify areas for clearance, some improvement in the results of relocation

would be achieved if:

a. Fieldworkers were given training in the evaluation process, so

as to minimize personinterpretations.

b. Some systematic method (besides sink, toilet, bath and dual egress)

is used to evaluate dwelling unit and structure.

c. The existing evaluation is carried out by a minimum number of re-

location personnel.

d. Housing that does not qualify under this improved technique is

so determined and kept off the vacancy list.

B. Referrals -
a. A fieldworker should be assigned a permanent job (if necessary)

of checking with the Boston Planning Board and all other governmental

agencies in and outside the city in regard to study areas, planning areas,

and approved areas of renewal activity (public and private). This infor-

mation should be posted publicly in the relocation office. The same work-

er should be responsible for assuring that units on the vacancy list are

not in redevelopment or major rehabilitation project areas. Units in

code enforcement and study areas should be intensely evaluated.

b. Vacant dwelling unit information should be compiled by the same

personnel. Units should be immediately inspected, and without waiting

for the publishing of a list, the worker should be able to take a family

to the vacant unit (involves transportation expenditures).

c. The following (at the minimum) additional information should be

put on the Site Occupants Cards: national background of the family; place

of employment, type of work, predominant means of transportation, major
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leisure-tiae activities, and length of tenure in present housing, and

in the housing area.

d. The needs and requirements of families should be taken into account

at least to the extent of encouraging relocation, through selective re-

ferrals, into housing areas suitable to some of the basic family needs.

For example, families with children should be encouraged to relocate

near schools, andin housing areas containing or near public parks and

playgrounds.

0. Referrals to public housing should be held up until a vacancy

in the unit preferred by the family becomes available.

C. Records.

a. Records should be maintained on all relocation housing, and

referenced to the appropriate Site Occupants Card.

b. A much higher level of information should be entered on business

site cards, indicatirg at least some attempt to provide a business re-

location service.

By instituting action along these several lines, some improvement

in relocation service could be realized. However, the present policy

of employing a staff for specific projects and subsequently starting

a new one with the next project is not an acceptable procedure.

Further, the relocation operaton is of too great importance to serve

aa an employment center for untrained and inexperienced personnel in

need of jobs.

In Boston, there appears to be insufficient standard housing available

to relocate people properly. It would seem important thento achieve

any degree of success in relocation, that the staff be highly trained

for the relocation work.
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A relocation staff, to function most effectively, should be able

to experiment with different procedures,to receive and use applicable

recommendations advanced by other agencies, and to do this without

impediment ary administrative regula tions.

It would be desirable to separate the relocation function in Boston

from the Redevelopment Authority. The authority itself is a part-time

body concerned with project implementation. Its staff is likewise or-

iented towards reuse plan considerations and project implementation.

A relocation staff is concerned with people.

D. Centralized Relocation Agency - A centralized relocation agency

would be most desirable set up under the Office of the Mayor or of De-

velopment. It would be directly staffed by relocation personnel with

training experience as outlined previously and with professionally trained

social workers. Its major functions would include the following:

a. Housing Evaluation:
1. Develop methods for evaluating relocation housing and en-

vironment on a basis comparable to that used to qualify areas for clear-

ance.

2. Set up a unit for a continual inventory of housing, as to

quantity, quality, location, size, rental lev1s, and turhover. Such in-

formation would be of substantial use in determining if housing to meet

needs is available for relocation purposes.

b. Relocation Services:
1. Establish a relocation service for single person families,

using the same housing evaluation techniques developed for other relocation

purposes.

2. Establish a business-industrial relocation service with pro-

fessionally trained staff to operate a continual service of this type.

3. Further refine the process of referrals by coordinating re-

location with all public and private clearance and other renewal actions,
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and by involving the social agencies in the reception areas in the reloca-

tion process. Coordinate the relocation program with those of other cities

and towns in the metropolitan area.

4. Establish a relocation service for overincome families evicted

frcm public housing projects.

5. Establish within the Relocation Office, or in conjunction with

a private agency, an employment service for displaced persons and business-.

men in those cases where relocation will result in job loss.

6. By this more comprehensive relocation service, and with the aid

of trained social workers on the permanent staff, coordination of efforts

to aid special problem families (handicapped, medical and other problems)

can be realized, so that relocation will be carried out into housing areas

equipped with special facilities for such families.

c. Coordinated Physical and Social Service Planning.

Through regular contacts of members of the permanent staff of the

relocation office with urban renewal planning staffs (part of regular

planning departments) progress could be made in two directions. First,

to structure renewal programs on a comprehensive basis, taking into account

besides the emphasized economic and reuse factors as of the present, factors

relating to degrees of physical deterioration and the human element in-

olved in renewal planning and programming. Second, considerable progress

could be made in the direction of coordinating renewal activities with

programs to improve and/or relocate community and social services in accord-

ance with proposed shifts in population. Little is presently being accomp-

lished in this respect.

With a highly trained professional relocation service, substantial

improvements couldte realized, given the other tools as presently existing.

However, without adequate housing, the service, no matter how refined, would

experience basic difficulties. As to additional mechanisms to secure hous-

ing when it is available, the following are proposed:
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1. An option mechanism whereby vacant apartments can be signed

for relocation use immediately upon inspection, and if standard.

In this way, the staff could have at least a small reservoir

of accomodations for referral to a range of tenants. With the

signing, a month's rental would be paid to the owner by the

Authority.

2. Permission to the staff to carry out minor rehabilitation (paint-

ing, cleaning, etc) where this will result in successful referrals

3. An optional lease arrangement of some sort to secure rental units

for relocatees with reasonable assurance that rental increases

will not occur for at least a year after relocation into the unit.

With development of the centralized staff, implementing plans of action

of the several types mentioned, a substantial difference in relocation re-

sults might well be anticipated.

However, four additional major actions are necessary locally to achieve

realization of all the major objectives of the renewal operation, or at

least to optimize the chance of so doing. These three place emphasis on

the human element in redevelopment and relocation, which at present in

Boston receives the minimum of consideration by the greater "community"

of renewal advocates and the elements of passive interest in the general

public.

The operations in the West End were deficient in regard to the families

living there because:

1. The analysis of the West End Proper as a low rental housing area

was inadequate, failing completely to recognize many of the roles

of that housing area

2. The failure to provide housing related to the needs and require-

ments of the range of populaticn groups there substantially ne-

gated the positive aspects of relocatio n (Somerville and Medford).
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3. The major deficiency, a plan of action to encourage readjust-

ment of families in the reception areas, has received only limited at-

tention at best in Boston, and this by a few social agencies who assume

the burden in addition to their regular programs. There is no direct

support from the redevelopment process or the relocation program, as

presently structured, for a program of this type.

Major Redirections

Failure to comprehend the total role of the West End as a housing

area for different ethnic, income and social groups in the city's popu-

lation has not eliminated the need for such downtown housing areas to

meet these several needs. There were justifiable reasons for low income,

moderate income and high income people living in the West &d. Of all

the reuse proposals official and otherwise for the area, that one of the

early 1950's that specified in part low rental or public housing was

wholly justified. It would have come closest to meeting the desired

range of rental needs in reuse.

Besides the failure to take into account the roles of the West End

as a housing area, a wealth of material on the living habits, the social

patterns, and values of West Ehd families in choosing housing accommoda-

tions was practically left unrecorded in the renewal planning process.

Such basic information is essential for a thorough evaluation of the re-

sults of relocation. That the legal requirements of redevelopment do

not require such information is not a valid reason for failure to collect

it.

1. It is recommended that in the study of future renewal areas,

full survey and analysis of the many roles of such areas be carried out.

Demonstration grants provide a possible starting point for such studies.

Needed as well are major studies of skid row problems in Boston.
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With administrative procedures standardized in the relocation process,

and a centralized relocation staff in permanent operation, substantial

improvements in relocation might be realized. With a much more intensive

and sincere analysis of blighted housing areas prior to renewal action,

a more enlightened renewal program could be set up.

However, it is not enough that one city set up such administrative

and analytical machinery. Relocation from urban renewal projects will

probably continue to disperse families throughout the inner metropolitan

area. Active renewal programs are being conducted in Boston, Cambridge,

Medford, Chelsea, Malden and Revere. future relocation problems will

became more difficult of solution as other low rental blighted private

housing areas are cleared or subject to major renewal treatment.

There is a need for a comprehensive and coordinated approach to re-

location problems in the inner metropolis. There is also a need for

a similar approach and analysis of the housing inventory in all types

of housing for this area.

The delineation of project areas in the inner metropolis and even

sincere attempts to keep displaced families out of such areas is only

a first step in a much more highly coordinated metropolitan relocation

program.

2. It is recommended that some public or semi-public agency be

authorized and given financial backing to conduct continuous housing

surveys in the inner metropolitan area. Such information would then be

made available to the several relocation agencies. Further, this agency

should have strong advisory powers in regard to relocation policies and

procedures for this area, so as to coordinate local relocation operations.
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Redevelopment is a community-supported program, based primarily on

local determinations and actions. At present, the community that sup-

ports redevelopment and sets the subsequent relocation operation into

motion does not assume a comparable responsibility for the consequences

of its actions. Community emphasis in program implementation is presently

focused on the project selection, approval, execution and reuse phases.

Relocation should also be considered a primary operation in redevelopment.

It is the major process for moving people from locally-defined "slum" or

blighted areas into locally-defined adequate residential areas with decent

housing for the displaced person.

Relocation presently is a minor responsibility of the city agencies

and an assumed major task of social agencies and organizations. At the

same time, there is no assurance and indeed no like community support to

assure that the process is in total acceptable, that the results meet the

needs of the people, or that the health, education and welfare agencies

are able to adequately meet the new demands for service in receptions areas.

3. It is recommended that the community of interests that support

redevelopment accept a like responsibility for comparable efforts and fi-

nancial aid to put into operation a continual program which will assure

adequate social agency facilities and levels of service and public facil-

ities and services in rehousing areas. A major purpose of this program will

be to aid the readjustment of the relocated family into the new housing area.

Failing this community support, it is recommended that financial aid

for this program be made a permanent part of the federal-local urban re-

newal program cost- at a flexible rate for each project, depending on the

size of project, the number of families to be displaced, and the low in-

come and problem families among these.

These three major redirections - comprehensive analysis of the "slum"
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as a housing area; comprehensive housing inventories and coordinated

relocation for the inner metropolitan area, and a substantial increase

in the social agency service in relocation housing areas and in the

relocation program- are all essential to a successful redevelopment prog-

ram,

However, the success of these will be determined to a great extent

by the final process which enttile two coordinated actions. The first

is comprehensive and coordinated renewal programming- .encompassing

comprehensive analysis, determination of project areas and levels of

treatment, and coordination of these functions with the provision of

community facilities and services. This programming must of course be

strongly linked with the inner metropolitan relocation program.

These several broad inter-community actions are necessary to bring

the redevelopment and relocation process up to a certain level of accep-

tability. However, the major action which must be taken is production

of housing- both low rental and moderate rental housing in the inner

metropolitan cities and towns.

From the evaluation of results of West End relocation, it would appear

that there was not sufficient low rental and moderate rental housing

in the inner metropolitan area, including at least Boston, Cambridge,

Chelsea, and Revere, to assure satisfactory relocation of people fran

that project, within the accepted goals andobjectives and standards

of the program.

As it does not appear likely at present that the private housing ind-

ustry will provide quantities of such housing, it seems necessary to

construct subsidized low rental housing and controlled moderate rental

housing in various inner metropolitan locations by public action, in

whole or part.

4. It is recommended that consideration be given to alternative
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methods for the provision of low and moderate controlled rental housing

by the several communities now pursuing urban renewal programs.

It is necessary that such inter-community housing production be put

into operation before further clearance of blighted housing areas. Such

a program will need to produce lowr rental housing in downtown locations,

and low and moderate rental housing in small developments in many inner

metropolitan locations. Such housing construction would seem of necess-

ity to be implemented under a public agency.

Conclusion.

In pursuing redevelopment programs, improvements in housing for

people in project areas are as important or more important than overall

improvements for the general public good. Therefore, relocation from

renewal projects assumes great importance as the process by which such

housing improvements are assured.

In relocating people from projects, it is equally important that the

relocation housing be decent and sanitary accomodations and in an environ-

ment conducive to sound family growth and development.

These objectives and goals of relocation can not be taken as state-

ments of intent only, which at the city's prerogative and in due time

will be realized. In undertaking renewal actions, the city accepts

these goals, which are both mandatory and desirable. Whether this

acceptance is participated in wholeheartedly or not, it is an obliga-

tion which must be taken s eriously. Improvement: in living conditions

for people living in "slum" or blighted areas is an important part of

any renewal project and any comprehensive renewal program.

Action in the directions indicated must be taken immediately and pur-

sued continuously if relocation from metropolitan Boston redevelopment

prodects is to attain the expected results. Until such action is forth-

coming, clearance of such declining residential areas should be stopped.
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If such action is not taken, in the several directiorsand on an

inner-metropolitan scale, the results of relocation can not be great-

ly different from those of the West End relocation operation. Until

the communities in metropolitan Boston that presently support urban

redevelopment are willing to come to grips with the several basic

problems of relocation, particularly the provision of suitable low

and moderate rental housing for certain groups within the population,

the results of relocation will more nearly be an outward move to another

blighted or "slum" area, instead of a move upward into decent housing

in amenable residential areas.

The latter is a major purpose of urban renewal in American cities.
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GLOSSARY OF TERMS

Local Public Agency - The local redevelopment authority or housing author-

ity that administers the redevelopment program. In Boston, the Relocation

Office is under the Redevelopment Authority or local public agency.

"Community" - as used in the writing - Community refers to the various

interest groups that support urban redevelopment in Boston.

Type of Relocation:
Self Relocation - That in which the family seeks and finds housing on

its own initiative, and after which the inspection of housing occurs.

LPA Referral - That in which the agency evaluates vacant housing, re-

fers specific families to such housing, and the family accepts such accom-

modations.

Family Composition:0
Elderly - Head of household 65 and over; spouse 62 and over.

Broken (1) - Male and female base families with children under 18.

Broken (2) - The same with children over 18; also related, unmarried

individuals living as one family.

Normal - Married couple with or without children, including extended

families.

Income Classification:

Income was based on maximum admission limits to federally-aided low

rental public housing. On this basis, andusing average income for type

of job where income was not specified, 53% of the 2 person West End house-

holds studied were low income.

For two-person families, low income was from 0 - $3600 per year; mod-

erate from $3601 - $4800 per year; and high income $4801 and over per year.

Classification for larger families was based on increase of income allow-

ance as family size increased, according to housing authority standards.

"Taking": the legal action whereby the City assumes title to all property

in a project area; negotiations with former property owners follow;

tenants as of that date pay rent to the city.
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INFORMATIONAL STATMENT TO SITE OCCUPANTS

AND

VACANCY SURVEY CARD

Showing Standards For Re'location Housing

At two different periods of time in the implementation

of the Project



INFORMATIONAL STATMENT TO SITE OCCUPANTS

(Residential)

Date

RE:

Dear Sir (or Madam):

The building in which you now live is in an area taken by the Boston Hous-
ing Authority - according to law - for a slum clearance and urban redevel-
opment project.

After the land has been cleared it will be developed by private enterprise
into a new, modern residential area in accordance with the Redevelopment
Plan approved by the City.

Both State and Federal Laws provide that every family shall be helped to
find a dwelling unit which is decent, safe and sanitary.

If you are eligible you shall be offered an apartment in a public housing
project with priority for admission.

If you wish to seek housing on your own initiative you are encouraged to
do so. However, it is to your interest, as a safeguard against accepting
sub-standard housing, to make sure that the dwelling unit meets the follow-
ing requirements.

1. It must have a kitchen sink in good working condition.

2. It must have safe and adequate cooking facilities.

3. It rust have safe and adequate heating facilities.

4. It must have a room - partitioned off for privacy - contain-
ing a flush water closet and a lavatory basin in good work-
ing condition.
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5. It must have a room - partitioned off for privacy - con-
taining a bathtub or shower in good working condition.

6. Every kitchen sink, lavatory basin, and bathtub or shower
required as equipment for a standard dwelling unit shall
be properly connected with both hot and cold water lines.

7. It shall have adequate rubbish storage facilities and gar-
bage disposal facilities.

8. It shall have adequate and properly connected water heating
facilities.

9. It shall be adequately lighted and ventilated.

10. There shall be 150 sq. ft. of floor space for the first oc-
cupant of a standard dwelling unit and at least 100 sq. ft.
of floor space for each additional occupant; floor space to
be computed shall be the total habitable room area. Floor
space shall be subdivided into sufficient rooms to be adequate
for the family.

11. There shall be two safe, unobstructed means of egress lead-
ing to safe and open space at ground level.

12. It shall be structurally sound, in good repair, and shall be
in an adequate state of maintenance.

When you find a dwelling unit which you consider to be suitable notify the
Project Manager at the Field Office immediately, giving the address so that
his staff may inspect the dwelling and advise you whether it meets the stan-
dards of decent, safe and sanitary housing.

A Field Office in the project area has been established at
Street to serve you and to answer any questions you may have. Ths office
will be open fron 9:00 A.M. to 5:00 P.M., Monday through Friday. The Pro-
ject Manager will be Mr.

Until you are relocated you will be permitted to remain in your present
place at the sufferance of this Authority. You shall not be evicted un-
less you fail to pay rent, use the premises for illegal purposes, or re-
fuse to cooperate with the Authority.

Your cooperation is requested in making this slum clearance and redevelop-
ment program a successful one.
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Vacancy Survey Card - These cards are made out for all dwellings that
qualify for relocation purposes and that are subsequently put on the
vacancy listings for relocation referrals. For families that self-re-
locate, no card is made out. For LPA referrals, a card is made out and
kept in the files. Of particular note is the inspection check list as
is the APHA evaluation technique and the standards in the Notification
to Site Occupants. These cards are filled out by the several relocation
fieldworkers who do casework and inspect housing.

UR-5 (Front)

BOSTON REDEVELOPMENT AUTHORITY

VACANCY SURVEY CARD Listed By:
X

RENTAL
x

A d d ress.....---- ---- .---------------.- -- -

No. of Rooms .....X No. of Bedrooms........ .. Floor X ....... Rent....

O ther F acilities -X-.------.-.-------.-.--.-.---.--. -

Furnished Yes................ No ............. If partially, what?

Landlord or A gent ............. ................................... ............ Phone .

Restrictions and other requirements...............------.

FOR SALE

Sale Price $ . .. . Down Payment $ ..... .... Monthly Payment $

Income ........................... Assessment..................... .... Land Area.........................

Conveniences or Im provem ents......... X--.-----.---------------------------.-----.------------.---.--

UR-5 (Back)

Record of Referrals

Date...... Family Name ..................

A ddress ---.--.-----

Action taken ...................................

Date Family Name

A ddress --.-.-.---.-.---

Action taken ...................................

Date Family Name ..................

Address ---.---.-

Action taken - --..-.

Date .... Family Name ..................

A ddress .-.--.--.--

Action taken ...................................

Inspection Check List

Adequate private bath.
Adequate private toilet.
Inside piped water

cold ...... .........
hot ................

Adequate kitchen .......
Adequate repair ... ....

Adequate heating .......
Adequate lighting .......
Suitable environment ........ r

Standard housing ............
Temporary housing......
Unfit housing .......... p
Structurally sound......
Two means of egress.

Ye 1  Nc

ersonal eval.
I
X

ot eval._
ersonal inte

iersonal eal

Signed ...X............. ......... (I
Field Worker

Filled by BRA .
(Family Name)

Comments: * (except as x's note
coneistency of eval.)



Fact Sheet on the Project

Informational Bulletin to PropertyQ nrs

which together with the

Informatinal Statement to Site Occupants

And the pamphlet Urban Redevelopment And The West End

comprise the informaticn to West End Residents

in regard to urban redevelopment, excepting

the newspapers' coverage for eight years



0 126.
P
Y

FACTS AND PERTINENT INFORMATION ON THE PROGRESS OF

THE WEST END REDEVELOPMENT PROJECT

1. Site Office opened at 25 Blossom Street (The Health Unit Building)
with Mr. John Hallisey as Site Manager.

2. Twelve field representatives are presently conducting a Site Oc-
cupancy Survey to determine how many families and businesses are
still occupying existing dwellings to be taken by Eminent Domain.
The family composition, income and other pertinent facts are gath-
ered for the purpose of helping in the relocation program.

3. Tentative plans call for a taking of the entire area within three
months.

4. All occupant families, businesses and owners will have to pay for
the use and occupancy (rent) to the Authority after the taking, at
the same rate they now pay to the present landlord. The owners' oc-
cupancy rate will be established by the Authority.

5. Every family is urged to avail themselves of the referral program
in Private Housing and Public Housing. No one will be forced to
accept any offers. Tenants are free to relocate on their own.

6. Up to $100 will be paid for family moving expenses. This, of course,
goes into effect only after the taking.

7. All business or commercial firms may be compensated for moving expen-
ses up to $2,500. All expenses must be substantiated.

8. The Authority has, is, and will continue to work with all public and
private agencies, in all hardship cases.

9. No one will be evicted except for failure to pay rent or use of the
premises for an illegal purpose or failing to cooperate with the
Authority.

10. We would like to repeat that all responsibility to tenants, ovrners,
business establishment, etc. as to relocation, payments and services,
do not take effect until the property they occupy is acquired by the
Authority.

11. At the time the Boston Redevelopment Authority acquires the property,
all residents, business and commercial concerns, as well as owners,
will be so notified by registered mail, and informtion statement will
also be enclosed.



BOSTON REDEVELOPMENT AUTHORITY
73 TREMONT STREET. BOSTON 8. MASSACHUSETTS

INFORMATIONAL BULLETIN TO PROPERTY OWNERS AND RESIDENTS

OF THE WEST END

Subject: Payments to Property Owners - Relocation Payments to Tenants

At the present time the final acquisition appraisals are being completed. After
review of these appraisals by the Land Acquisition Consultant of the Authority and
by the Land Division of the New York Regional Urban Renewal Administration Office,
option prices will be established for each parcel. However, this information is
confidential between the Authority and the individual owner and under Federal pro-
cedures could not be made public.

Option negotiat ors on a contract basis will be engaged by the Authority for the
purpose of contacting the property owners in order to make the official offers for
each parcel. If the former owner of the property wishes to accept the amount
offered, he will so indicate by signing the option form. The option negotiator will
submit the signed option form to the Authority. An attorney for the Authority will
process the case for closing.

Owners of property should not have to wait more than a week to ten days after sign-
ing the option form before receiving payment for their property, providing the neces-
sary signatures of all the owners, heirs, spouses, etc., as required, are obtainable
without delay, as well as any certificates which are necessary to a valid closing. If
there is more than one owner, probate .matters, a missing heir or other problems
involved, of course it will take longer to close the case and make payment.

A tenant who wishes to be reimbursed for the cost of moving from the project area
must file a written claim for relocation payment on forms furnished by the Authority
at the Site Office, located at 25 Blossom Street, Boston, Massachusetts. All families
or individuals who are displaced by the project and who move on or after April 23, 1958
are eligible for the relocation payment. Residential tenants will be given the option of
receiving a fixed payment per room or actual moving expenses, not to exceed $100, for
the eligible costs of moving and/or direct loss of property suffered.

For non-residential tenants, relocation payments will be made for the actual moving
expenses and direct losses of property up to $2500.

Complete information and details of eligible costs for relocation payments are posted
at the Site Office of the Authority.

Residential tenants who accept the fixed-payment-per-room relocation payment will
receive their money within one week after signing .the written claim. The residential
tenants who elect to take the actual moving expenses up to $100 will be reimbursed
after the claim has been verified, or approximately within two weeks. Payment to
non-residential site tenants will take longer, depending on the amount of the moving
expenses, special problems or direct loss incurred, which will have to be appraised
and verified. Payment should not take longer than three weeks.

JOSEPH W. LUND
June 16, 1958 Chairman



INFORMATTON CN WEST END HOUSEHOLDS

2 person or more families

Site Occupants Cards

Site Occupants Cards- Non-#esidential

Tncae Classification for 1176 Families

Job Types in the Project

Households in Rental Housing

Households Self Relocated- Composition

Households LPA Referrals- Composition

Households Public Housing- Composition

Preference of Area and Area of Rlocation- Public Housing

Status of Families entering public housing
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Site Occupants Cards - Cards made out on all households left as of April
23, 1958. Approxiately 2/3rds had Information as noted below (fractions
refer to relative consistency of data recording).

Eligible for Public Housing: I El Yes 0 No El White El Non-White Family No .........

SITE OCCUPANT RELOCATION RECORD
1. FAMILY NAME: I VETERAN STATUS- I

ADDRESS:
Sex Age Occupation Income Other Total

(1.) X I I 1/5I I
(2.) X X I IXX
(3.) X x
(4.) I II
(5.)
(6.)
(7.)

2. Housing Information: 3. Relocation Requirements:
Status: I E Owner M Tenant E Sub-Tenant Location ......... 2/ ...............................
Rent: I Maximum monthly rent $ 3
Contract $..............Sub-rent Maximum amount for2/
Utilities $................................received $........................ purchase paym ent $....

Gross $................................Number of bedrooms needed ..........

4. Relocation Preferences:
E Purchase E] Private Rental E] Public Housing El Undecided

Special Relocation Problems:

Interviewed By Date Comments

T
5. NOTICES TO FAMILY:

Date Given Effective Date Extended To Remarks

a. Informational
statement I I I

b. Notice to terminate
tenancy

6. RELOCATION REFERRALS:

Address Acet. No. Date Remarks

Unlimited referrals for

cooperative families

7. PERMANENT RELOCATION:
a. Accomplished by: X El Family's Initiative E LPA Referral El Eviction

E l O ther (Specify) .................................................................................
b. Address:...... ................... Date moved ...........................................................
c. Type of housing: I E Federal Low-Rent Public El Other Public

E Standard Private Rental E Purchased El Other (Specify)...........................
E Unknown

8. TEMPORARY RELOCATION:
a. A ddress: ......... 1 .I.............................................. D ate m oved .................................. X ....................
b. E Site Transfer El Sub-Standard Quarters Off-Site El Other (Specify)................

9. FINANCIAL ASSISTANCE GRANTED TO FAMILY: 10. RELOCATION PAYMENT:
M oving expense $.......................................................... Am ount $. I
First Month's Rent $............................
O ther (Specify) ............................................................ D ate Paid . .....................

T O T A L $.............................................................
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Site Occupant Record Card - Non-Residential - Of the 315 nonresidential
estabishments in the West End as of 1955, 250 such cards were in the
files. In all fairness, information on these cards was -onsistentl
as shown below.

UR-4

SITE OCCUPANT RECORD CARD
NON-RESIDENTIAL

Parcel No.-

Reg. No.

Date

Field Worker.

Name of Business

Owner A.

Type of Business A

Sq. Ft. Occupied. .No. of Stories Parking or Service 1/3 I

Lease Space Monthl) Rental $ Own Space

Fixtures Leased

Fixtures Owned

Remarks:

Relocation Requirements:

Location Preferred

Sq. FI.. No. Stories. .Parking or Service

Storage Buildings Sq. Ft. Rail Sidinqs

Suitable for Relocation in Area:

Vacant Land_ To build own premises

Lease siqned Notice to Vacate
Date

Extended Relocated
Date Date

Eviction Started
Date

Evicted.
Date

New Location

A ddre

D __._ l

Yes

Lease

Remarks:

No

Sale

Date Date

%WAIWona n#%aa

. ... ..

i 

l



INCOME CLASSIFICATION - 1176 HOUSEHOLDS
(excluding those in substandard units)

INCOME AND SIZE PERSONS PER HOUSEHOLD

2 - 7 & over

151 91 66
(with 27 property owners, 95

62 58 25
(with 25 property owners)

66 50 37
(with 21 property owners)

31
C's, and 23 W's)

7

622 LOW

228 MOD

266 HIGH

REFUSED INCOME OR NO INCOME:
20 17 13

(with 11 owners)

T 0 T A L S:

384 370
36% 36%

199
19%

128
12%

41 1176

T 0 T A L S: 10h owners; 95 C's; 23 W's

INCOME: Low: 53%; Moderate: 19%; High: 23%; Unclassified: 5%

ELDERLY BROKEN (1) BROKEN (2) NORMAL COMPOSITION

178 (14%) 82 (7%) 171 (14%) 794 (65%)

* Symbols: Owners - residential income producing property; C - on per-
manent compensation, refers to elderly, retired persons on OAA or SS
and also disability; W - welfare recipient Definition of Income Class-
ification and family composition can be found in the Glossary. Income
is based on maximum Admission limits to low rent public housing. Fig-
ures in table are for allhouseholds in public and private rental hous-
ing, excluding where noted 39 households in authority-designated sub-
standard housing.

1300

267
Income
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EPILORENT OF WEST EID FAMILIES
JOB TYPES FOR 300 HOUSEHOLDS

Bookkeeper
Bootblack
Barber
Bowlmaker
Bar
Baker
Bricklayer
Boilermaker

Candy
Cleaner
Clerk
City
Cook
Canner
Construction
Cutter
Carpenter
Cab
Cooper

Dressmaker
Dishwasher
Draftsman

Elevator
Engineer
Electrician

Factory
Fisherman
Fruit
Floorman
Foreman

Guard
Gas Station
General work
Globe
GI Bill
Glazier

Herald
Hotel
Horsetrainer
Hospital

Iceman
Importer
Insurance
Iron

Lab Asst.
Laundry
Laborer
Lawyer
Laborer

Market
Meat & meat cutter
Mail Messenger
Machine Operator
Mechanic
Merchant Marine
MTA

Navy
Navy Yard
Nurse (male)
Nurse (female)

Tailor
Trucker
Telephone

Unemployment Comp.
Upholsterer

Waiter
Waitress
Welder
Welfare

ADC
General Relief

Window

Office
Oil Burner

Post Office
Photography
Porter
Packer
Printing
Presser
Pla sterer
Painter

Reporter
Retired
RR Exoress
RR
Rabbi
Restaurant
Rubber (Hood)

Shipper
Shoemaker
Self-employed
SS
Stitcher
Storekeeper
Sale sman
Sausage
Sheet Metal
Secretary
Sugar
Stevedore

_W4 - - I --- - - -- - , -- , , , -- -____ - 00100"
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WEST END HOUSEHOLDS IN RENTAL HOUSING (1225 of 1230)
TOTAL ALL RENTALS LPA, SELF, PH BOSTON & ADJACENT CITIES & T(YJNS

PUBIJC HOUSING

LPA' S

L(W

131

91

INCOME

MOD
100 -

52% 30 19%

HIGH UNSPEC.

41 214%

COMPOSITION

OLD BI B2

42 37% 18 14% 13 1

34 20% 10 28 1

NORMAL

0% 58 39%

6% 101 59%

In 59 50% 19 16% 29 24% 9 10% 23 20% 6 5% 22 19% 65 56% 116

out 32 59% 1 19% 12 21% 2 1% 11 19% 4 8% 6 10% 36 63% 57

SELFS 431 47% 210 23% 230 25% 50 5% 102 31% 54 6% 130 14% 635 69% 921

Tn 212 45% 107 23% 119 25% 34 7% 61 13% 29 6% 77 16% 301 64% 472

out 195 48% 94 23% 105 25% 16 4% 35 9% 17 4% 49 12% 309 75% 410

SS 24 61% 9 23% 6 16% - 6 15% 8 21% 3 8% 22 56% 39

TOTALS 653 240 271 61 178 14% 82 7% 171 14% 794 1225

53% 20% 22% 5% 65%
IN (PH,SS,LPA) 426 135 154 43 132 61 116 448 758

SELF
OUT(LPASelf) 227 105 117 18 46 21 55 346 467

NORMAL (out) % 35% 43% 43% 30% 25% 25% 32% 44% 40%
is 40%

L _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _-

U

TOTALS

131

173
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HOUSEHOLD INCOME & COMPOSITION - SELF RELOCATED WITHIN BOSTON

REIOCATEES LON
TOTAL % #~ %

WEST END
NORTH END
SOUTH END
BACK BAY
CHARLESTOWN
EAST BOSTON
SOUTH BOSTON
BRIGHTON-ALLSTON
JAMAICA PLAIN
ROXBURY
DORCHESTER (NORTH)
DORCHESTER (SOUTH)
ROSLINDALE
WEST ROXBURY
HYDE PARK

12 24% 50 45%
40 9% 17 42%
12 3% 6 50%
24 5% 12 50%
18 4% 9 50%
47 10% 22 47%
20 4% 10 50%
37 8% 17 46%
21 4% 6 28%
31 7% 13 42%
63 13% 29 46%
32 7% 15 47%
6 1% 4 67%
2 5% -
3 5% - -

MOD HIGH UNSPEC
f~~ % ~~% 7 %

22 19% 30 27% 10 9%
8 20% 10 25% 513%
2 17% 3 25% 1 8%
4 17% 6 25% 2 8%
6 33% 2 11% 1 6%
9 19% 14 30% 2 14%
5 25% 4 20% 1 5%
7 19% 9 24% 4 11%
5 25% 7 33% 3 14%
8 26% 8 26% 2 6%

17 27% 16 25% 1 2%
8 22% 7 22% 2 9%
2 33% - - - -

- - 2 100% - -

3 100% - - - -

ELDERLY BI B2 NORMAL
# % #~~% T~ - %

14%
13%
255

6%
6%

10%
13%
9%

13%
16%
28%
17%

-e

7%
7%

4%
11%
12%

3%
6%
9%
-e

50%

21 19% 67 60%
8 20% 24 6%
2 17% 7 587
9 38% 14 58%
3 16% 12 67%
6 12% 32 70%
4 20% 14 70%
5 13% 27 74%
2 9% 17 82%
8 26% 18 58%
5 8% 44 70%
3 9% 17 53%
- - 5 83%
1 50% - -

- - - - - 3 100%

468 100% 210 45% 106 23% 118 25% 34 7% 61 13% 29 6% 77 16% 301 64%

(53% of total self relocated into rental standard housing.)

U

AREA
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HOUSEHOID INCOME & COMPOSITION - LPA REFERRALS WITHIN BOSTON

INCOME
A Thi~%,1AnYY~'1~f~ Y~ttT

nrJ.#wj-av JJZAIYJ

TOTAL -r

WEST END 21 18%
SOUTH END 6 5%
EAST BOSTON 15 13%
SOUTH BOSTON 13 11%
DORCH. NORTH 21 18%
DORCH. SOUTH 11 9%
JAMAICA PLAIN 11 9%
ROXBURY 8 7%
OT HER 11 9%
(3 or less/area)

116* 100%

w#
#u. ntun uF Trzu

14 67% 4 19%
6 100% - -
4 26% 3 20%
7 53% - -
8 38% 5 24%
4 36% 3 27%
5 45% 2 18%
7 87% - -

2 9% 1 5%

8 53% - -
6146% - -
5 24% 3 14%
3 27% 1 10%
2 18% 2 19%
- - 1 13%

4 36% 2 18% 4 36% 1 10%

50%
19
16%

29
24%

9
10%

C O MPOSIT I ON

F% #%

- - 8 38%
- - 1 16%
1 6% 1 6%
215% 1 7%
1 5% 5 24%
1 10% 2 18%
- - 1 9%
- - 1 12%
2 19% 2 18%

3 14%
3 50%
3 20%
3 23%
3 14%
2 18%
2 18%
3 38%
1 9%

23
20%

22
19%

* 67% of all households LPA referred into rental standard housing.

Ar ilat AUWAAL

I %

10 47%
2 33%

10 67%
7 50%

12 57%
6 54%
8 72%
4 5%
6 55%



HOUSEHOLD INCOME AND COMPOSITION. Relocatees into Public Housing. 134
Households (100%) minus 3 (untraceables)

TOTALS
# %

EAST BOSTON

SO. BOSTON

CHARIESTOWN

ROXBURY

DORCH. NO.

DORCH. SO.

BRI.-ALLS.

CAMBRIDGE

OTHER

22 16%

11 8%

43 33%

10 8%

23 17%

9 7%

8 6%

3 3%

2 2%

COMPOSITION
INC1ME ELDERLY Bl B2

22 3 314% 7 31% 3 14%

11 2 18% X X 1 10%

43 14 32% 5 12% 4 9%

10 4 40% 1 10% 1 10%

23 7 30% 4 17% 4 17%

9 5 55% - - - -

8 5 62% - - -

3 1 33% 1 33% - -

2 1 50% - - - -

NORMAL

9 40%

8 72%

20 47%

4 40%

8 35%

4 45%

3 38%

1 33%

1 50%

131 100% 131 42 37% 18 14% 13 10% 58 39%

Elderly, etc: see other charts (Self, LPA breakdowns)

AREA

TOTAIS



PUBLIC HOUSING - West End Relocatees into PHA-aided and State-Aided Low
Income Housing Projects. 134 households (3 untraceable due to erroneous
street listing) as of 2/21/60. AREA OTHER THAN CHOICE
RELOCATION PREFERENCE CHOICE CHS E S DOR DOR BRI

1Il REALIZED TWN BOS B OS
S4

38 (45%)

11*

l(P)(50%)
6(3P)(67%)
h(2P) (57%)
1(P) (20%)
2(2P)(33%)

6(3P)-
70%3(2P)

h(3P)(33%)
..o

15(P) 5(P) 2

7
1

2(P)
1
3(P)

2
1

(P)

1 No preference 47(7P)
2.Area specified 84

A. Boston
No neighborhds* 11
West End
South End
E.Boston
Charlestown
So. Boston
Roxbury
Janm/Pln
Dorch. No.
Dorch. So.
Bri-Alls.
Other

4
2(P)
9(4P)
7(hP)
5(5P)
6(4P)
2(P)

13(6P)

12(7P)
2(2P)

ROX NO
4(PP) 9

3(P)

OTH
SO ALL ER
4 3

2 P

1
2(P)
P

3(2P)
P

TOTALS (excl.#l) 62
(incl.#l) 73

B. Outside Bostor
No preference
Cambridge
Somerville
Medford
Revere

TOTALS

2
2(P) 1(P) (
3 -

3(P)
1

11 1 (9%)

TOTALS: Relocation Areas
No Preference
Unsuccessful
Successful

"Boston" only 7 2 1 X 2 - -- -

43 22 1 10 23

PREFERENCE OF HOUSING TYPE
Sales
Public housing
Private rental
No preference

Total %

43 31%
25 19%
66 50%

Specifying Location

36
20
32

CHOICE OF AREAS REALIZED:
84 (66%) specified an area. 38 (45%)* realized choice of area.
62 (74%) specified a particular neighborhood within Boston.
27 (43%) were successful in relocating.

*73 (87%) specified Boston (district, proper, intown, city, area) and/or a
specific neighborhood. 38 (52%) were successful in relocating.

11 (13%) specified "Outside Boston". 1 (9%) was successful in relocating.

136.

CAM
BR

(43%)
(52%)

50%)

6 4

9 52 3

83%
80%
48%
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STATUS OF WEST END FAMILIES ENTERING PUBLIC HOUSENG, BOSTN, MASS. *

*does not include three families in Cambridge Public Housing.
Didn't Total Evicted Moved Remain-

PROJECT Moved in By (1)
BHA Count Site Cards

Charlestown 46 37

Mission Hill

Move In In Out ing
Up ThuSC suiAVN UN SITE CARDS

37 1 2 .

Roxbury 5 1 4 2 2

Orchard Park
Roxbury 3 3 3

South End 2 2 2

Heath St.
Jam.Plain 3 1 2 2

East Boston 15 1 14 14

Franklin Hill
Dorch. No. 16 10 10 10

Bromley Park
Jam. Plain 3 3 3

Columbia Pt. 17 12 1 1 11
Dorch. North

Old Harbor Village 1 1

Old Colony
South Boston 7 1 6 6

Broadway
South Boston 3 3 3

Commonwealth
Brighton 6 6 6

Faneul
Brighton 1 1 1

Orient Heights
East Boston 6 6 6

Gallivan Blvd.
Dorch. South 3 1 2 2

Franklin Field
Dorch. South 10 6 6 6

147 123 6 117 1 4 112
(1) Differences between Boston Housing Authority Couhts of West End Families in

Public Housing and the figures from the Site Cards in the files could be due
to: 1) shifts from one project to ainther 2) families moving in without the
knowledge of the Authority (before relocation officially started) or 3) a
second relocation, after first going into private rental. These are not the
responsibility of the Authority, by law.

-U



Diagram Showing Location

of

Seven Primary Reception Areas

Eight of 17 Tracts With 60% or More Low Income
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CIELSEA

A.B
SC A

VIL1

EAST
BOSTON

DIAGRAM SHOWING LOCATION

of SEVEN PRIMARY TRACTS (A)

and

EIG SECONDARY TRACTS (B)

DOR CHEbSTER
NORTH

DOREHESTER *

SOUT H

EXTERIOR STRUCTURAL VONDITIONS AND AREAL. TREATENT

Structural * Area Treatment (census tract)
Treatment Conserv. Rehab. Redevel. TOTALS

Conservation 35 35 12 82

Reliabilitation 16 32 12 60

Demolition - 31 25 56

51 98 49 198

* Does not include public housing structures in these
- - -A15 tracts.

Sunmary from field survey of 198 structures:

Approximately 3 out of 4 structures are in Planned or Potential Renewal Areas

Approximately 3 out of 5 structures will require either major rehabilitation or demolitinn

138.

REERE

Boston

i



Structure and Envircnmental Deficiency

Evaluation Form
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EXTERIOR SURVEY OF HOUSING

FROM THE MANUAL OF POLICIES AND REQUIREMENTS FOR LOCAL PUBLIC AGENCIES

Basic Data

Address (Street and Number)
Orig. Design Type
SUBSTANDARD BUILDING CRITERIA

1. Major Repairs
a. Roof (not a factor)
b. Wall X
c. Foundation X

2. Extensive Minor Repairs
a. Chimneys X
b. Roofing
c. Flashing
d. Gutters (& Eaves) X
e. Downspouts
f. Siding X
g. Porches X
h. Steps
i. Trim
j. Doors, Windows, Sills X

3. Inadequate Original Construction (not evaluated)

4. Inadequate Alterations (not evaluated)

5. Obsolete Building Layout (not evaluated)

6. Major Inadequacies in Building Utilities (not evaluated)

7. Major Inadequacies in Building Facilities
a. Parking under 1 space per DU X
b. Other X

Any combination of 1 major factor plus 4 of the 6 extensive minor re-
pairs determined demolition condition. 4 of 6 extensive minor repairs
determined major rehabilitation. Where a reasonable doubt existed,
the structure was assigned to the less serious category.
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ENVIRONMIENTAL DEFICIENCY CRITERIA
-. Presence of Detrimental Land Uses (incompatible or mixed)
a. Bus. & Res. I
b. Bus., Ind., & Res. X
c. Ind. & Res. I
d. MTA - rail or bus
e. Truck Terminal
f. Storage

Commercial
Residential
Other

2. Presence of Detrimental Conditions
a. Noise X
b. Smoke X
c. Fumes, odors X
d, Litter, debris X
e. Natural causes

3. Narrow, Inconvenient, Congested, Unsafe or Otherwise Deficient
Streets - (not evaluated)

4. Inadequate Public Utilities
a. Sewer
b. Water
c. Lighting
d. Surface Drainage
e. Streets, walks (pub) X
f. Walks, Drives (priv)

5. Other Evidences of Environmental Deficiencies or Nuisances
a. Lack of adequate public landscaping X

6. Overcrowding of Structures & Dwelling Units on the Land
a. 30% building coverage or more X

7. Improper Location of Structures on the Land - (not evaluated)

8. Inadequate Community Facilities
a. Schools
b. Playgrounds I
d. Playfields
d. Parks (neighborhood X
e. Public Transportation

If the area was already classified for active renewal operations, the
existing classification was used. Of items in 6 categories evaluated,
if deficiencies were noted in 5 or 6, and depending on area distribu-
tion dilapidated structures, area was noted as redevelopment or major
rehabilitation area. With 4 or less deficiencies, area was usually
conservation (with occasional structural treatment needed).



MAPS SHfOWTNG:

Distribution by Income for Inner Boston S.M.A.

Distribution by Type of Referral for Inner Boston S.M.A.

Distribution of 33% Sample of Population by Income
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