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Figure 30 Land Use Plan for the Central Business District Renewal Project with the boundary of Amendments 3 and
4. Note that the redevelopment is solely zoned Cultural/Entertainment/Education with the majority of the
remaining area zoned for commercial. 2000.

The aerial map on the left below (Figure 30) shows the Palace Theater to the east
of Waterbury Green and Downtown. Much of the area to the north and east was
underdeveloped with parking lots. The aerial map on the right below (Figure 31) shows
the redeveloped area with the UConn campus to the north and Arts Magnet School to
the east on the location of the demolished multi-family residential building and parking

lot. The approximate redevelopment boundaries are outlined in red.

Figure 31 Google Earth aerial 1991 pre-redevelopment. Figure 32 Google Earth aerial 2014 post-redevelopment.
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According to Mr. Gentile, the area didn’t see much private investment after the
redevelopment. Few restaurants or shops appeared to come in despite the influx of
students. The “Great Recession” and housing crisis beginning in 2008 certainly
impacted the already struggling, former industrial city.

Several design elements appear to have hindered the street life in this
redevelopment zone. The two parking garages are located in the rear of the project.
One is directly behind the Palace Theater and the other is behind the UConn building.
Street parking was also removed to enhance the pedestrian friendliness of the street.
These elements allows people to drive in to the rear of the redevelopment site, park in
the parking garages, walk through the garages into their respective buildings, and exit
the same way, never interacting with the street.

The commuter centric result of the project and the lack of housing constructed
deterred walkability and street life. As stated above, the plan specifically limited multi-
family residential to a portion of two of the parcels and restricted the density to be no
more than 100 bedrooms per acre for one of the parcels. According to Mr. Gentile, a 48
efficiency unit building was actually demolished on the eastern portion of the project to
create room for the Arts Magnet School, relocating those tenants out of the area. No
dormitories were constructed on the UConn campus and the school is geared to
commuters living at home, outside of the downtown area. These factors have resulted in

a lack of street life and therefore, lack of shops and restaurants.

Photograph 16 Palace Theater and UConn Campus Photograph 17 Arts Magnet School on the eastern side of
at the heart of the redevelopment. the redevelopment zone.
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Photograph 18 View of redevelopment zone from the east. Photograph 19 Parking garage at rear of Palace Theater.

By restricting housing in this area, the redevelopment focused on meeting the
needs of commuters. The project relied too heavily on the hopes of private investment
to bring in additional shops, restaurants, and housing. By leaving these elements out of
the redevelopment, the project was only successful at bringing in stand-alone cultural,
entertainment, and arts facilities without creating a neighborhood.

Meriden, Connecticut

Meriden is the tenth largest city in Connecticut with 59,653 residents and is
located approximately 25 minutes south of Hartford. Meriden saw disinvestment in the
1960s like Hartford and Waterbury. Meriden is a federal entitlement community and a
state-designated “distressed” municipality.

The redevelopment project involves the former Meriden Mall (later renamed
HUB) site, a site consisting of 14 brownfields that is being redeveloped into a park and
flood control area with approximately three acres for private development. The HUB
site is part of the City's transit oriented development (TOD) district. Within the TOD
district there are several potential redevelopment sites, including the Mills Memorial
Housing Complex, 116 Cook Ave/former Factory H, and the former Meriden
Wallingford hospital site. This redevelopment is being done in as part of HUD’s new
“Choice Neighborhoods" program, which “supports locally driven strategies to address
struggling neighborhoods with distressed public or HUD-assisted housing through a
comprehensive approach to neighborhood transformation” (HUD, 2015). The Choice
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Neighborhood project is located on the east side of downtown on a large vacant
lot/parking lot that is a brownfield site.

As seen in the photographs below, the site was historically a dense urban center
with multi-story mixed use buildings covering the downtown lot. The area was
demolished in the early 1960s by urban renewal, similar to DoNo, and the Meriden Mall
was constructed with large amounts of surface parking. The Mall was later renamed the
“HUB” and experienced difficulties staying economically viable in the 1980s and early
1990s. The property was prone to flooding and the building was abandoned for over a
decade. The building was demolished in 2007.
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Photograph 20 Redevelopment site was formerly a mixed Photograph 21 Former Meriden Mall/HUB building. 1971.
use downtown. Undated (pre 1965). Source: Record-Journal Archives.  Source: Record-Journal Archives.
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Photograph 22 Flood of HUB site 1992. Photograph 23 Abandoned Meriden HUB 2006.
Source: Record-Journal Archives. Source: Record-Journal Archives.
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Figure 35 Upgraded train station. Source: Regnier, 2015. Figure 36 East adjacent affordable housing complex.
Source: Regnier, 2015.

The City has been trying to redevelop this large, downtown property in the heart
of their downtown for over a decade. The commercial portion of the current downtown
lies adjacent to the west beyond a railroad operated by Amtrak. Several proposals were
suggested; however, major remediation of the contaminated brownfield site needed to
be completed first. Much of this work was recently completed in 2014 utilizing U.S.
Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) Brownfields Assessment & Clean Up grant
funding.

The HUB redevelopment project is part of a larger City Center Initiative to
transform the downtown area. The guiding document for the redevelopment is the
Meriden Transit Oriented Development (TOD) Master Plan dated April 2012 prepared

by Parsons Brincherhoff. “The TOD Master Plan is intended to be a collaborative
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community process that will include preliminary design concepts for the new Meriden
Intermodal Center, a station-area market analysis, a strategy for building long-term
public-private partnerships (tax incentives, subsidies, land assemblage),
recommendations for improved traffic patterns and parking, and an exploration of the
merits of various planning tools (zoning/regulations) and design guidelines
(streetscapes/public realm/architecture) for defining the new identity of the City
Center” (p. 4).

The Master Plan noted that the majority of Meriden is zoned for small lots;
however, the HUB site and several other Downtown sites were identified as large parcels
capable of being redeveloped due to their vacancy or underutilization. The Master Plan
indicated the need for strategic infill development in the Downtown to fill in the gaps.
The Master Plan specifically discusses mixed-use and mixed-income developments.
Table 7 describes the Master Plans focus areas and recommendations for

redevelopment.

Meriden Master Plan Implementation Table

Subject Description
Meriden Pedestrian link across the rail line from Colony Street to the HUB
Intermodal Center | Park; a new mixed-use, multi-modal interface and parking structure
Revitalize the north-south commercial-retail corridor with strategic
Colony Street infill development and the preservation of historic buildings; connect
(11 Crown Street) | to the new Meriden Intermodal Center
14.4-acre park affording public amenities, Harbor Brook flood
HUB Park control, and 150,000 SF of mixed-use development
Provide quality affordable housing for residents of the Mills Housing
complex could facilitate construction of a variety of mixed-income

Meriden Housing residential typologies within walking distance of the Meriden
Authority Site Intermodal Center

Utilize historic building fabric, plus new infill of the commercial-retail
East and West streetscape to revitalize and reconnect civic, educational and
Main Street community facilities

Mixed-use project (100 housing units / 35,000 square feet
commercial-retail space) to anchor area south of Hanover Street.

Factory H Area Viable development tied to new traffic, greenway and pedestrian
(116 Cook Ave) connectivity

A grand, landscaped boulevard that connects the interstates directly
Pratt Street to the new City Center will be a catalyst for development to the
“Gateway” north and east of the park, connecting to the library and City Hall

Table 11 Meriden Master Plan Implementation Table. Data collected from Parson Brinckerhoff report, 2012.
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As in DoNo, the redevelopment is occurring in three sections. Three separate
proposals from three different developers were selected in the Spring of 2015 for the
three different areas of redevelopment. It should be noted that The Michaels
Organization’s proposal was for all three areas; however, they were only chosen for their
redevelopment proposal of the 11 Crown Street site. According to Ms. Juliet Burdelski,
Director of the Meriden Department of Economic Development, developer agreements
will be negotiated over the next six months while the final brownfields remediation is
completed.

The larger HUB development project will daylight the underground Harbor
Brook and create flood control infrastructure needed to eliminate flooding in and
downstream of the central business area. Although several versions of the
redevelopment have been proposed over the years, the City of Meriden’s Development &
Enforcement Department website indicate Figure 38 is the Final Concept Plan. The

plan consists of a city center park with transit oriented economic development with the

upgraded high-speed Amtrak line running north-south (www.cityofmeriden.org).
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Figure 37 Meriden HUB redevelopment final concept plan. Source: City of Meriden, Milone & MacBroom 2007.

Pennrose’s proposal for the HUB site includes a city park with a daylighted

brook. Two principal buildings will be constructed along the roadside to help connect to
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the street and will provide neighborhood retail with mixed-income housing. An

amphitheater and pavilion cafe will also be included.
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Figure 38 HUB Conceptual Site Plan with ground floor plans of retail with mixed-income apartments above.
Source: Pennrose, 2014, p. 17.
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Figure 39 Graphic of proposed mixed use building on the HUB site. Source: Penrose, 2014, p. 16.

Pennrose’s proposal is for one building along State Street and two along Pratt
Street. “The two principal proposed buildings are mixed-use and mixed-income, with
affordable apartments mixed into the buildings in such a way as to be indistinguishable
from the market rate units. All building materials and finishes will be of the highest

guality and aesthetically compatible with the existing, historic context of downtown
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Meriden” (Pennrose, 2014, p.14). The third building will be a single story commercial
structure that may double as a visitor’s center for the HUB park. The redevelopment is
meant to serve as a bridge to the new train station and spill over development into
Downtown.

The buildings will have 80 and 90 residential units, respectively, and ground
floor retail with housing above. Penrose understood the need for density, affordable
housing, and meeting the needs of the surrounding community. Penrose sought to
create a mixed-income development targeting units at or below 80% of area medium
income (AMI) that will still bring in ample rents; however, this may leave out the
poorest of the poor in Meriden.

In order to maximize the density at 50 dwelling units per acre (du/acre) within the

TOD the proposed developments must have 10% of the units reserved for residents at

affordable income bands. The projects presented herein include both market rate

scenarios and mixed income, with 20% of the units at or below 80% of area median
income. For both financing feasibility reasons and in order to maximize density on
these sites, the scenarios with 20% of the units limited to 80% of AMI, which still

carry substantial rents, will likely be the preferred course of development. (p. 14)

The second redevelopment site is located at 11 Crown Street and consists of a 1.6 acre
parcel overlooking the larger HUB site. The proposal calls for a five story podium
apartment building overlooking the proposed HUB park with potential for ground floor
retail or commercial and four smaller, three-story integral garage townhomes to taper down
to the lower rise buildings on the southwest side of the neighborhood. A total of 81 mixed
income units are proposed. “Michaels anticipates the use of Project Based Section 8, LIHTC
(both 9% and 4% with tax exempt bonds), DOH funds, and private mortgage and equity
financing. The first two phases will include 25% project based Section 8 units, 55% 9%
LIHTC units, and 20% straight market rate units. The third and final phase is projected to
be a tax exempt bond phase and include 50% tax credit units and 50% straight market rate
units” (Michaels, 2014, p. 9). Landis and McClure have found that does not promote
mixed income developments effectively due to the larger profits to developers who
construct only affordable units (Landis & McClure, 2010, p. 334). However, since

Michaels plans to use a mix of funding sources, their strategy may be more successful.
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Figure 40 Concept plan of five-story apartment building and garage town homes for 11 Crown Street located to the
southwest of the HUB site. Source; Michaels, 2014, p. 15.

The final redevelopment proposal by Poko Partners was for the 116 Cook Avenue
property located approximately 2 mile to the southwest of the main HUB
redevelopment area. Poko proposes to redevelop the main former industrial building.
The second phase of the redevelopment would consist of six smaller three and four-story
residential buildings constructed around a central recreation area. “The proposed
development will consist of 184 mixed-income units distributed throughout the seven
buildings. Of the 184 total units, 145 will be market rate and 39 will be affordable to
households earning up to 50% AMI. Meriden Mews will include 309 new parking spaces
in three separate lots” (Poko, p. 4).

Figure 41 Concept Site Plan for the 116 Cook Ave redevelopment located approximately 1/2 mile to the southwest of
the HUB site. Source; Poko, 2014, p. 8.
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Table 8 details the differences between the Master Plan and the redevelopment
proposals. The proposals allow for more mixed-income residential units and
retail/commercial space than promoted in the Master Plan, while maintaining the need

for a public park and intermodal transportation center.

Meriden Implementation Table Comparison
Subject Master Plan Proposed Critical?
14.4-acre park, Harbor Brook flood Yes
14.4-acre park affording public control, 170 mixed-income units,
amenities, Harbor Brook flood and approximately 225,000 SF of
control, and 150,000 SF of mixed- | retail, restaurants, and
HUB Site use development commercial/visitor center.
Single-use: 81 mixed-income units Yes
Colony Street with potential ground floor retail.
(11 Crown Infill development and the No proposals were accepted for
Street) preservation of historic buildings other portions of Colony Street
Single-use: 184 mixed-income Yes
Factory H Mixed-use project (100 housing units with recreation area. Historic
Area (116 units / 35,000 square feet preservation and redevelopment of
Cook Ave) commercial-retail space) the old factory.
Pedestrian link across the rail line Possibly
from Colony Street to the HUB
Meriden Park; a new mixed-use, multi-
Intermodal modal interface and parking Upgrades to the train station are in
Center structure progress

Table 12 Meriden Implementation Table Comparison

It is clear that the developers who submitted proposals for the three
redevelopment projects within Meriden’s downtown were connected to the needs of the
City and its current residents. Without denying the need for economic development and
revitalization of the underdeveloped areas of its downtown, the developers were still
able to meet the needs of the existing residents with affordable and mixed income units
and neighborhood scale retail.

Conclusions and Lessons Learned

These two case studies provided unique insight into the world of redevelopment.
Waterbury provided a case study of an area with a long history of large scale, State and
Federally funded redeveloped. The latest of which began in 2000 and was fully
complete in 2005, a full decade ago. This allowed me to analyze the results of the

redevelopment and articulate lessons relevant to the DoNo redevelopment. Utilizing
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Meriden as a case study showed a parallel redevelopment project, which gave me the
opportunity to compare how Meriden’s guiding planning document worked in relation
to the received development proposals.

The biggest lesson in Waterbury is that cultural, entertainment, and educational
facilities do not always spur private investment, nor does it always spur displacement.
The revitalization of the Palace Theater, UConn campus, and Arts Magnet School may
be anchors in the neighborhood; however, these were designed for people outside of the
surrounding area. This has led to people coming in for one purpose and returning
immediately home. Waterbury, like DoNo, could have put out an RFP for mixed-use
development to coincide within the redevelopment project.

The poor economy and continual decline of the inner city in Waterbury over the
past decade, combined with the design flaws of the redevelopment, revitalization did not
spur economic development in the area. Because of this, the surrounding neighborhood
actually declined in terms of unemployment and poverty. Gentrification and spillover
did not appear to occur as a result of this redevelopment. Due to the projects, some
residences and local businesses were displaced anyway.

Meriden, like DoNo, has studied their target area many times in the last decade.
Planning does not always immediately kick start development. The planning process
may take many years in order to reach a consensus amongst municipal officials and the
public. Italso allows more time for research and data collection, which may later assist
in attracting funding as in Meriden’s case. Because of their years of research into the
target area, the City knows its issues well and have been able to collect grants and
subsidies to assist in the redevelopment.

Since the Meriden redevelopment project is on a similar time frame as DoNo,
comparing the redevelopment proposals with how well they match the Master Plan
allowed me to make conclusions on how well DoNo was doing. It appeared as though
the developers working in Meriden were much more attuned to the neighborhood needs,
while also pursuing the economic development that DoNo seeks. Meriden; however,
lacks the same wealthy and expensive Downtown that Hartford has so they had less pull
to cater to the non-existent wealthy, young professional demographic in Meriden.

Meriden was more successful at getting developers to do affordable housing because it’s
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a Choice Neighborhood and had identified the need for affordable housing in previous
studies and plans.
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Summary & Analysis of DoNo Proposal/Master Plan

The DoNo Master Plan set the precedent for the DoNo Proposal; however, the
proposal was centered on the construction of a minor league baseball stadium. While
giving this redevelopment an anchor, this significantly changed the developer’s
perspective. While this area needs economic development, it also needs services and
affordable housing for the existing underserved residents to the north and northwest of
DoNo. Originally, the Proposal was shy of the Master Plan’s recommendation for
residential units; however, the City Council was able to increase that number to 116% of
that of the Master Plan.

DoNo Implementation Table Comparison

Final Numbers
Approved by
Hartford Planning Final
and Zoning Proposal/
Subject Master Plan | Proposal | Submitted to OSTA | Master Plan
Residential units 810 673 9241 116.2%
Commercial SF 285,000 221,000 0 0%
Retail/Active Uses SF 157,310 196,400 349,178 222.0%
Light Industrial SF 0 30,000 43,000 43,000%
Parking spaces 1,658 1,405 1,665 100.4%

Table 13 DoNo implementation table comparison with final numbers approved by the Planning and Zoning
Commission and submitted to OSTA. Please note that the Proposal includes 220,000 square foot minor league
baseball stadium as retail/active uses. The final numbers include 129,178 square feet for retail. Note that 100% in
the Final Numbers/Master Plan column on the far right would indicate an exact match between the Proposal and

the Master Plan. Percentages higher than 100% indicate the Proposal offers a greater amount than the Master Plan
allotted, while those lower than 100% indicate the Proposal offers a far fewer amount.

To analyze the Master Plan and final Proposal, | compared the recommendations
to my original research questions. Will the Master Plan provide enough housing to meet
the future needs of market rate and affordable housing in this area? Will the potential
influx of new residents spill over into the adjacent Clay Arsenal, Asylum Hill, and Upper
Albany neighborhoods and cause displacement? What are the factors in creating a
successful mixed-income, diverse neighborhood? What are the tools and techniques
planners can use to keep existing residents in their homes during the process of

gentrification?
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Utile’s Master Plan showed that housing growth Downtown is fueled by young
professionals with annual salaries of approximately $60,882 as well as empty nesters
(older adults whose children are no longer living with them). The analysis indicated
that the average young professional’s budget for rent is approximately $750 and $1,000.
The research showed that Downtown could support an additional 1,700 to 4,700 units of
housing even considering the existing downtown units and the 1,100 units that are
planned (Utile p.47). With this information, Utile proposed a total of 2,185 housing
units within all five of the development districts. Of these units, 810 were designated for
the two districts which are located in DoNo.

The latest numbers for the DoNo Hartford, LLC Proposal designated 941 units for
the DoNo area. This area does not include the Downtown West area, which contained
three additional development districts. The City appears to have pushed back on DoNo
Hartford, LLC whose original Proposal included only 673 housing units. Although this
number matches the Master Plan, it leaves a large gap in housing units for Downtown
West, which has no current development plans. DoNo Hartford, LLC is not required to
fully match the Master Plan; however, it is setting the precedent for development in
Downtown Hartford. It may be in the City’s best interest to require development
proposals to meet the standards set within its’ Master Plans. Without additional units
planned throughout Downtown, there is a possibility of spillover of the targeted higher-
income young professionals and empty nesters into the surrounding neighborhoods.

If this mixed-use development succeeds in attracting the large pool of young
professionals and empty nesters Utile believes are interested and willing to move to a
walkable urban environment in the Hartford area, there is a likely possibility of spill
over to the adjacent neighborhoods. While each of the surrounding neighborhoods;
Downtown, Asylum Hill, Clay Arsenal, and Upper Albany, all have high housing vacancy
rates of 20 to 22%, low median rents in Asylum Hill, Clay Arsenal, and Upper Albany
could attract young professionals to these neighborhoods.

Now, it may seem as though with vacancy rates double that of the state, these
neighborhoods would simply slowly fill up and have room for any newcomers. Ina
perfect world this may be true but according to Andrew Helms research “gentrification

seems to be undeterred by housing vacancy, particularly during the early stages when
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renovators purchase and renovate abandoned buildings that are usually deteriorated but
still structurally sound” (Helms, 2003, p. 485). Helms has several other findings that
indicate the neighborhoods to the northwest and west of DoNo have the possibility of
gentrifying:

By and large, the results confirm intuitive expectations and support anecdotal

accounts about the determinants of renovation, particularly as it occurs in the

context of gentrification. Older, low-density houses in older, moderate-density
neighborhoods are most likely to be renovated. Accessibility to the [Central

Business District] CBD matters: improvement is more likely in areas that are

close to downtown and well-served by mass transit. Housing vacancy does not

deter renovation, but nearby public housing projects do. Neighborhood
amenities, including city parks and bodies of water (Lake Michigan in this case),

encourage renovation activity (Helms, 496).

Clay Arsenal, Upper Albany, and Asylum Hill are all located adjacent to a
maximum of two miles from the CBD (Downtown), are older, moderate-density
neighborhoods, and have a fair amount of parks. The DoNo redevelopment may also
connect these neighborhoods to Riverside Park and the Connecticut River. These
neighborhoods already contain the large Keney Park and Golf Course, Bellevue Square
Park, Brackett Park & Parker Community Center, Heartbeat Park, Sigourney Square
Park, and are close to Bushnell Park in Downtown.

Hartford’s public transportation is also increasing. There is an existing bus
system connecting the surrounding neighborhood to Downtown, as well as a free “dash
shuttle” circulating Downtown. The Amtrak train has recently been upgraded to “high-
speed” connecting north and south, making it easier to get to cities such as New Haven
and New York City. Hartford also has several large entertainment venues, and will have
the new minor league baseball stadium in DoNo in Spring 2016.

According to the Metro Hartford Progress Points report developed by the
Hartford Foundation for Public Giving, 82% of the 121,000 jobs in Hartford are filled by
commuters from the surrounding region. The population of Hartford reportedly
doubles during the daytime due to the influx of commuters. These statistics were
collected from the U.S. Census Bureau, 2011. Many of these jobs are located in
Downtown Hartford, especially those within the insurance and finance industries.

Based on this information, coupled with the National trend of people moving back into
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urban centers, there is a market for attracting professionals into the city for live, work,
and play.

Comparing the final redevelopment Proposal, whose details are in the process of
being finalized in a developer agreement with the City Council, with the Master Plan, we
see a greater amount of housing, retail, and active uses with far less commercial
development. The findings of this project indicate that this will assist in creating a
vibrant and successful neighborhood with revitalization. The details regarding
affordable housing and what types of future retail establishment are brought in will
determine if the development will be beneficial to the existing low-income residents in
the surrounding neighborhoods.

The project appears as though it’ll bring in some new people to the DoNo area;
however, with Hartford being within a cold market and it being historically low-growth,
it is unclear whether or not this redevelopment will create a large enough influx of new
population that may cause spill over into the surrounding neighborhoods. That being
said, the construction of over 900 housing units is at least a good start to supporting
housing in this area and preventing displacement amongst the low-income residents of
Clay Arsenal, Asylum Hill, and Upper Albany neighborhoods.

Unfortunately, little information is known regarding the developer’s agreement,
as it has yet to be finalized for the mixed-use portion of the redevelopment. According
to a Hartford Courant article “Hartford Releases Details of Downtown, Stadium
Projects,” local, woman and minority-owned businesses are to be given preference in
contract work for the baseball stadium. (Carlesso, Jenna, and Goode Steven). The City
should use the developer’s agreement to get neighborhood services, job preferences, or
training because it is selling the land below market rate. This is a critical planning tool
that can be used to combat any negative impacts of gentrification.

Another planning technique the City could use is to sell a portion of the land to a
non-profit to construct affordable housing using LIHTC, in order to more easily create a
larger percentage of affordable housing units as it is more profitable for developers to
construct all low-income units. This would create a balance of affordable housing
constructed and operated by a non-profit and market rate units constructed by the

stadium and mixed-use developer. This strategy may be more enticing for the mixed-
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use developer as it would relieve them of the affordable housing requirements and need
for a subsidy, while streamlining the affordable housing development under a non-profit
developers who specializes in affordable housing.

The factors in creating a successful mixed-income, diverse neighborhood are
different for every neighborhood. However, a key element is allowing access municipal
amenities, such as parks and transit. Separating income levels by structure may not
always lead to social and economic segregation if these amenities and opportunities are
still accessible to all residents. Planners can use developer’s agreements as their tool to

developing successful neighborhoods.
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Recommendations

Essential to this project is the question “what is ‘Planning’?” The basis of this
Master’s Project is to analyze the potential impacts of a critical piece of planning, a
master plan. According to the American Planning Association, Planning works to
improve the present and future community.

[Planning] is a dynamic profession that works to improve the welfare of people
and their communities by creating more convenient, equitable, healthful,
efficient, and attractive places for present and future generations...Good planning
helps create communities that offer better choices for where and how people live.
Planning helps communities to envision their future. It helps them find the right
balance of new development and essential services, environmental protection,
and innovative change (www.planning.org).

I began this project in the Spring of 2014 prior to the completion of the DoNo
Master Plan or any proposals being submitted to the City for development. | had hope
and excitement that this area was ripe for redevelopment. To my pleasant surprise, a
major redevelopment of DoNo has unfolded right in front of me. While | am excited for
the prospect of revitalization in and around DoNo, as a Planner, | seek to work to the

benefit of the entire community.

Throughout my research of housing, gentrification, redevelopment, several case
studies, and the details of this project, | have developed several recommendations for
the City of Hartford to plan for all the current residents. DoNo’s location as the
connecting piece between the contrasting Downtown and North End neighborhoods of
Clay Arsenal, Upper Albany, and Asylum Hill makes its’ redevelopment sensitive and
political. The needs of the City and its economic development must be balanced with

the needs of the existing underserved community.

Affordable Housing

e Hartford should require that 20% of the housing units constructed in DoNo are
affordable with affordability restrictions of 80 or 99 years. DoNo Hartford LLC has
stated that with the exception of the funding for the baseball stadium, the mixed use

development was originally intended to be funded entirely by private financing. This
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appears to be DoNo Hartford LLC’s reason for not originally including affordable
housing.

According to an article written by Kenneth Gosselin in the Hartford Courant on
February 20, 2015, after they are seeking a $20 million subsidy from the Capital
Region Development Authority (CRDA). “[The] city council pushed to have some
rentals set aside for low and moderate income households. Those apartments carry
lower rents. Centerplan and its partner, Leyland Alliance of New York, had intended
not to seek public subsidies. However, including ‘affordable’ housing would create a
gap between the cost to develop and the revenue that would be generated” (Gosselin,
2015).

Additionally, the City should make a concerted effort to map the location of all types
of affordable housing: Section 8 Housing Choice Voucher, Section 8 project-based
housing, LIHTC developments, and public housing, that are located in the
Downtown and surrounding neighborhoods. This information will arm the City with
the knowledge of what units may be most susceptible to conversion to market-rate
housing. The City could then work to enforce longer affordability restrictions at
these locations. The City could provide resources to properties in need of
maintenance or to the most vulnerable properties in terms of conversion and

displacement.

Mixed-Income

The DoNo redevelopment may be seen as something for middle and higher income
residents with DoNo Hartford LLC stating that wealthier young professionals will be
targeted and catered to at the start of this redevelopment. However, there are many
efforts to make the development beneficial for the Hartford residents, especially in
the surrounding neighborhoods.

The need for a grocery store is high in these neighborhoods that have been classified
as food deserts. The City should ensure that this grocery store is in the price range of
those residents who need it now. Additionally, the grocery store is located in the
south-central portion of DoNo and closer to Downtown than the underserved

neighborhoods to the north and northwest. It would be more beneficial to the
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residents of the food desert if it were located closer to them. It is understandable
that not all of the retail and housing will be affordable to all the residents of
Hartford; however, an effort should be made to include amenities for those of
varying incomes and backgrounds.

e The City should use the developer’s agreement to get neighborhood services, job
preferences, or training because it is selling the land below market rate.

e Atechnique the City could use is to sell a portion of the land to a non-profit to
construct affordable housing using LIHTC, in order to more easily create a larger
percentage of affordable housing units as it is more profitable for developers to
construct all low-income units. This would create a balance of affordable housing
constructed and operated by a non-profit and market rate units constructed by the
stadium and mixed-use developer. This strategy may be more enticing for the
mixed-use developer as it would relieve them of the affordable housing requirements
and need for a subsidy, while streamlining the affordable housing development

under a non-profit developers who specializes in affordable housing.

Master Plan

e Since DoNo Hartford, LLC is only focusing on DoNo and not Downtown West, the
City of Hartford should push DoNo Hartford, LLC to match the Master Plan as best
as possible to set a precedent for any potential Downtown West development.
Additionally, the City should make a concerted effort to match the Master Plan’s
additional housing units to meet the potential demand in the Downtown area. The
creation of the attractive mixed-used neighborhood in Downtown will certainly bring
in new residents to Hartford’s Downtown and surrounding neighborhoods. Hartford
must plan for the possibility of spill over into the surrounding neighborhoods of Clay
Arsenal, Upper Albany, and Asylum Hill.

Case Studies

e Interms of revitalization, Hartford should learn from Waterbury that bringing in
cultural, entertainment, and educational facilities may not bring the economic

development and private investment needed to create a vibrant and attractive
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neighborhood for people to live in. Waterbury’s redevelopment brought in no
housing, restaurants, or shops and was aimed for those who live outside of the
greater Downtown area to drive in to use one facility and go home afterwards,
eliminating much of the desired economic development and street life Waterbury
desired.

Attracting the minor league baseball stadium is a fantastic catalyst to the
redevelopment of DoNo; however, if this is the only piece initially completed, DoNo
will likely see the commuter-centric result of middle to high-income outsiders
coming in for the sole purpose of going to the stadium and leaving immediately after
without spending time in the surrounding areas around the stadium. This will leave
DoNo in a similar state as it is today with the exception of a beautiful baseball
stadium sitting amongst other vacant and underutilized parcels. The residential and
retail mixed-use portion of the redevelopment will be the true anchor for the DoNo
neighborhood.

DoNo Hartford LLC and the City of Hartford could utilize resources and funding
from various sources, which cities like Meriden and Waterbury took advantage of for
their redevelopment. As in Meriden’s redevelopment, DoNo Hartford should work
to make the affordable units blend in with the market rate units in a success mixed-
income environmental. The structures should be compatible with the existing
context of the surrounding neighborhoods, not just Downtown. This redevelopment
should not just be an extension of the high-income and expensive Downtown, but
should be beneficial to the Clay Arsenal, Upper Albany, and Asylum Hill

neighborhoods as well.
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