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HOPE VI is one of the most exciting developments in public housing since 1937, 
when the nation pledged to provide safe, clean, and decent housing for all Americans. 
HOPE VI partnerships are not only transforming buildings, they are transforming 
the lives of residents and revitalizing entire communities. Dormant neighborhoods are 
coming to life all across the country, and public housing is again seen as a path to 
self-sufficiency. 

Bringing high quality design to the buildings, streets, parks, and public places 
in HOPE VI communities is critical. The path to self-sufficiency is made easier 
if a neighborhood is planned to help residents with different incomes interact with 
one another. This process is enhanced if every home, regardless of the resident’s 
income, is both functional and attractive. Finally, residents can learn real pride and 
when their neighborhood looks and feels like neighborhoods in the surrounding 
community. 

These “Principles for Inner City Neighborhood Design” have been jointly developed 
by HUD and the Congress for the New Urbanism. They are intended to serve as a 
framework for both the design and the process of designing HOPE VI and other 
urban infill developments. We offer them to you as one more tool for your consider­
ation in creating communities of opportunity. 

Andrew Cuomo Robert Davis 
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U.S. Department of Board of Directors 

Housing and Urban Development Congress for the New Urbanism 
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Over the past several years, a new philosophy has emerged within the U.S. Department of 

Housing and Urban Development (HUD) that recognizes the importance of good design in 

the development of public housing. Simply giving people a roof over their heads is no longer 

enough. HUD now aims to boost community pride-and evenrevitalize distressed areas-

through the provision of high quality housing for everyone. HUD’s new philosophy also 

recognizes that involving citizens in decisions that will effect their lives helps build a long-

term support structure to maintain the livability of neighborhoods into the future. 


The Congress for the New Urbanism (CNU) has worked with HUD to shape the criteria by 

which communities and their public housing agencies receive funds under the HOPE VI 

program. HOPE VI was created to transform the most derelict public housing projects into 

neighborhoods of pride and hope. Rather than just sending money to fix the projects, HUD 

is making it clear: The projects that receive HOPE VI funding should embrace good design 

principles. With the help of CNU’s principles, housing authorities across the United States are 

rebuilding crumbling housing projects as integral parts of their broader community, indistin­

guishable from (or possibly better than) private development. The new developments offer 

housing opportunities for a mix of incomes, ages and abilities. They support the educational 

opportunities of residents and the economic future of the surrounding community. 


To help HUD and local housing agencies make the most of their HOPE VI investments, 

CNU members developed the “Principles for Inner City Neighborhood Design,” 14 strategies 

for rebuilding public housing into vital and vibrant neighborhoods. While the principles 

focus primarily on design, they should be considered in concert with social, economic, and 

environmental strategies. Case studies from HOPE VI projects throughout the country 

help illustrate how these simple strategies can be utilized. 


This book of principles provides examples of how to apply New Urbanism to individual 

projects in cities and towns. Communities striving to create neighborhoods of opportunity 

should consider these principles as one part of their strategy. 




WHY DESIGN MATTERS .. 

In recent years, designers, planners, and developers have experimented with the principles of 

the “New Urbanism,” combining features of traditional community planning with new ways 

of organizing daily life in a rapidly changing world. The tools of New Urbanism can help 

housing agencies and developers build communities, rather than just buildings. 


The fundamental idea of the New Urbanism is to view the neighborhood as the building 

block of healthy cities and towns. In a well designed neighborhood, adults and children can 

walk safely to nearby shopping, schools, and parks. Public facilities serve as focal points for 

community activity. A broad range of housing options allow a mix of family sizes, ages, 

incomes, and cultures to live harmoniously. Transit service to regional jobs is a convenient 

walk from home. Neighbors know each other and take a special sense of pride in their homes 

and community. Healthy neighborhoods foster positive community spirit that can in turn 

help mend old wounds and remake the city. 


In order to achieve these goals for housing, public agencies and developers must integrate 

design and place-making into their process. They must take special care to ensure that the 

details for streets, buildings, parks, and public spaces all work in concert to make the neigh­

borhood a place where people want to live and can live safely. We’ve all seen projects that 

did more harm to the neighborhood than good when they turned their back on a public street 

or were out of scale with the character of the surrounding area. A public agency or company 

following the New Urbanism will pay attention to detail and commit itself to development 

projects that fit seamlessly with the surrounding city. 


To build a community, public agencies and their allies must consider design along with social 

and economic development. Too often, groups attempt to develop the social, economic, and 

physical components of a community separately. Experience shows that housing develop­

ments that consider only social mobility or economic development rarely create lasting posi­

tive change in residents’ lives. Similarly, projects that are beautifully designed, but do not 

integrate families of diverse incomes often become pockets of wealth - or of poverty. 


HOPE VI is part of HUD’s attempt to incorporate design into community development. 

It has provided a wealth of good examples of how attention to design can make a positive 

difference. 
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The Inner City Task Force of the Congress for the New 
Urbanism has developed a set of design principles that 
have proven effective in inner city neighborhoods. These 
principles have been tested in several HOPE VI projects. 
They are proposed as a set of working principles to be 
further tested and refined through use. 

Citizen and Community Involvement: Engage residents, neighbors, 

civic leaders, politicians, bureaucrats, developers, and local institutions 

throughout the process of designing change for neighborhoods. 

Economic Opportunity: The design of neighborhood development 

should accommodate management techniques and scales of construction 

that can be contracted to local and minority businesses. 

Diversity: Provide a broad range of housing types and price levels to 

bring people of diverse ages, races, and incomes into daily interaction-

strengthening the personal and civic bonds essential to an authentic 

community. 

Neighborhoods: Neighborhoods are compact, pedestrian-friendly, and 

mixed use with many activities of daily life available within walking 

distance. New development should help repair existing neighborhoods or 

create new ones and should not take the form of an isolated “project.” 

lnfill Development: Reclaim and repair blighted and abandoned areas 

within existing neighborhoods by using infill development strategically to 

conserve economic investment and social fabric. 

Mixed Use: Promote the creation of mixed use neighborhoods that 

support the functions of daily life: employment, recreation, retail, and 

civic and educational institutions. 



City-wide and Regional Connections: Neighborhoods should be con­

nected to regional patterns of transportation and land use, to open space, and to 

natural systems. 

Streets: The primary task of all urban architecture and landscape design is the 

physical definition of streets and public spaces as places of shared use. Neighbor-

hoods should have an interconnected network of streets and public open space. 

Public Open Space: The interconnected network of streets and public open 

space should provide opportunities for recreation and appropriate settings for 

civic buildings. 

Safety and Civic Engagement: The relationship of buildings and streets 

should enable neighbors to create a safe and stable neighborhood by providing 

“eyes on the street” and should encourage interaction and community identity. 

Provide a clear definition of public and private realm through block and street 

design that responds to local traditions. 

Dwelling as Mirror of Self: Recognize the dwelling as the basic element of a 

neighborhood and as the key to self-esteem and community pride. This includes 

the clear definition of outdoor space for each dwelling. 

Accessibility: Buildings should be designed to be accessible and visitable while 

respecting the traditional urban fabric. 

Local Architectural Character: The image and character of new develop­

ment should respond to the best traditions of residential and mixed use architec­

ture in the area. 

Design Codes: The economic health and harmonious evolution of neighbor-

hoods can be improved through graphic urban design codes that serve as predict-

able guides for change. 
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Project: Valley Green/Skytower HOPE VI Redevelopment, Washington, D.C. I Urban and Architectural Design: Urban Design 
Associates, Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania I Client: District of Columbia Housing Authority and a partnership among the Tenant Management 
Council, Enterprise Social Investment Corporation, and A & R Development, I Program: 314 new units of mixed-income housing, both 
rental and home ownership replacing two public housing projects I Timeline: Designed 1997-98, construction 1998-2000. 





I APPLICATION AND CERTIFICATE FOR PAYMENT AIADOCU 

Project: Concord Village/Eaglecreek HOPE VI, Indianapolis, IN I Contract Administration: Armonics, Inc., Indianapolis, 
IN I Client: Indianapolis Housing Authority I Architect Program Manager: ARMONICS & Clyde E. Woods Associates, 
Inc., Indianapolis, IN I ,Physical Program: Demolition and new construction of 220 Public & Home Ownership Housing 
Units and Community Building in the Near Westside of Indianapolis. I Construction Costs: $20,000,000.00 
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Project: Ellen Wilson Neighborhood Development, Washington, DC I Urban Design and Architecture: Weinstein Associates Architects, 

Washington, DC I Landscape Design: Oehme van Sweden & Associates, Inc. Washington, DC I Client: Ellen Wilson Limited Liability 
Corporation I Program: 154 Cooperative housing units in 92 buildings I Financing: HUD Hope VI and market rate. 
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Project: Churchill Revitalization Plan, Holyoke, MA I Client The Holyoke Housing Authority I Developer Phase 1: 


The Community Builders I Urban Design: Calthorpe Associates, Berkeley, CA I Architectural Design: Dietz & CO. I Landscape 

Architecture: Denig Design I Timeline: Designed 1997-1999, construction to begin 2000. 
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Project: Flag House Courts HOPE VI, Baltimore, Maryland I Urban and Architectural Design: Torti Gallas and Partners l CHK, 
Silver Spring, Maryland I Client: Housing Authority of Baltimore City, Mid-City/Integral, H.J. Russell I Program: 140 public housing 

rowhouses and apartments, 190 market-rate rowhouses and apartments, 12,000 sf of retail, 20,000 sf renovated community center I 
Cost of site and exterior improvements: $60,000,000 I Timeline: Designed 1999, construction co begin 2000. 
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Project: Northend Master Plan, Newport, RI I Urban Design: Calthorpe Associates, Berkeley, CA I Client: The City of Newport 
and Newport Housing Authority I Timeline: Planning 1998-2000, construction to begin 2000. 
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Project: Fourth Ward Master Plan, Houston, TX I Urban and Architectural Design: Stull & Lee, Inc. I Client: City of Houston, TX l 
Program: Revitalization for Historic Neighborhood I Timeline: Master plan 1998-1999. 
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Project: Diggs Town Public Housing Transformation, Norfolk, Virginia I Urban and Architectural Design: Urban Design Associates, 
Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania I Clienr: Norfolk Redevelopment and Housing Authority I Architects of Record: CMSS Architects I Program: 
528 units of Public Housing in CIAP program renovation I Cost of site and exterior improvements: $17,0001unit I Timeline: Designed 
1990-1993, constructed 1993-1995. 
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Project PleasantView Gardens, Baltimore, Maryland I Urban and Conceptual Archiiral Design: Totti Gallas and Patmers l CHK, Silver 
Spring, Maryland I Clint: Housing Authority of Baltimore City I Design/Builder: A & RfHarkins Joint Venture I Program: 201 public housing 
rental rowhouses, 27 for-sale rowhouses, 110 unit senior building, 10,000 sf. Day Care Centq 15,000 sf. recreation centq renovated community 

building 1 Cost of site and exterior improvements: $52,00O/unit I Timdine: Designed 1995, construction complete 1998 
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Project: Del Carlo Court, San Francisco, Caiifoornia I Architects: Solomon Architecture and Urban Design, San Francisco, 
California I Client: Mission Housing Development Corporation I Program: 25 affordable rental units I Construction costs: 
$3,784,000 I Timeline: Designed 1991, completed 1993. 
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Concept: If we investi-

Project: Concord VillagelEaglecreek HOPE VI, Indianapolis, IN I Contract Administration: Armonics, Inc. Indianapolis, 
IN I Client: Indianapolis Housing Authority I Architect Program Manager: ARMONICS & Clyde E. Woods Associates, 

Inc., Indianapolis, IN I Physical Program: Demolition and new construction of 220 Public & Home Ownership Housing 
Units and Community Building in the Near Westside of Indianapolis. I Construction Costs: $20,000,000.00 
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Project: Strategies for Providing Accessibility & Visitability for Hope VI Homeownersbip I Consultants: Urban Design Associates, 
Pittsburgh, PA; Weinstein Associates Architects, Washington, DC; Larry Perry, Architect I Client: HUD Office of Public Housing 
Development I Program: HOPE VI I Timeline: Completed 1999. 
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Pmjectz Ellen Wilson Neighborhood Development, Washington, DC I Urban Design and Architecture: Weinstein Associates Architects, Washington, DC I 

Landscape Design: Oehme van Sweden & Associates, Inc. Washington, DC I Client: Ellen Wilson Limited Liability Corporation I Program: 154 

Cooperative housing units in 92 buildings I Financing: HUD Hope VI and market rate. 
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Project: Park DuValle HOPE VI Project, Louisville, Kentucky I Urban Design and Pattern Book: Urban Design Associates, 
Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania I Rental Building Architecture: Stull and Lee, Inc, Boston, Massachusetts and William A. Rawn 
Associates, Architects I Program: 1100 homes in a mix of single-family, duplex, row, and apartment houses I Timeline: Designed 
1997-1999, constructed 1998-2001. 
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HOPE VI: THE LONG VIEW 

When public housing was born during the Great Depression, economic hardship was wide-
spread, but poverty was considered temporary. Times would improve. All the same, poverty 
was understood to be shameful; no family was expected to live in public housing longer than 
they had to. Once incomes rose, tenants were expected-or even required-to move out. 
Public housing was intended to be clean and decent, it wasn’t intended to be a permanent 
home. Little details, like using curtains instead of closet doors, and numbers instead of names 
for buildings, reinforced that impression. Nobody reflected that up-and-out was a recipe for 
community instability. The result was that cities were loaded with housing projects that were 
headed for implosion. Compare the old policies with those of HOPE VI. 

Instead of designing a group of buildings to be temporary way-stations on a family’s climb 
out of poverty, today, a whole mixed-income neighborhood is designed so that people can live 
there permanently if they choose. The building types-houses, rowhouses, and small apart­
ment buildings-have been designed to be suitable for family living without the need for large 
operating and maintenance staffs required by high-rise construction. Slum clearance has given 
way to historic preservation, repair, and restoration. The emphasis is on designing new devel­
opment as a seamless part of larger existing neighborhoods and communities. 

Public housing no longer segregates low income families. Instead, it is one element of a larger 
policy. Today’s housing policy includes vouchers that provide low-income families with the 
opportunity to find housing in higher income communities and home-ownership programs 
that encourage families with resources to buy into formerly low income districts. The real 
estate market is used to help shape each project. 

Planning now involves community participation. Design solutions respond more to their 
immediate environment. Buildings allow for more diverse tenants and provide more room for 
individual and family development. 

Of course, it is possible for any enterprise to go wrong. A danger for HOPE VI would be to 
let the design innovation devolve into a new set of stereotypes, comparable to some of the old 
public housing stereotypes. Projects can be poorly administered; buildings can be allowed to 
deteriorate; public spaces can be neglected. However, the HOPE VI program allows for the 
evolution of real communities, which can act to preserve their physical and social environ­
ment over the long term. 
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The Congress for the New Urbanism is a non-profit membership organization 
made up of professionals, elected officials, and community activists with interests 
including architecture, urban design, real estate development, housing and 
transportation policy, environmental protection, and civic activism. CNU members 
believe that compact, pedestrian-friendly neighborhoods are the best building 
blocks for vibrant communities. 

ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS 

This publication was produced in collaboration with CNU’s Inner City Task Force 

and HUD’s Office of Public Investment. The following individuals deserve special 

recognition for their contributions: Elinor Bacon, Jonathan Barnett, Matt Bell, 

Ralph Bennett, Stephanie Bothwell, Peter Calthorpe, Roma Campanile, 

Robert Davis, Cynthia Demitros, Olon Dotson, Hope Fang, Robert Freedman, 

Ray Gindroz, Miriam Gusevich, Christopher Hudson, David Lee, Cheryl O’Neill, 

Elizabeth Plater-Zyberk, Shelley Poticha, Jeff Riddel, Andy Shafer, Eleanor Smith, 

Dan Solomon, Matt Taecker, John Torti, Amy Weinstein, Terri Wolfe, 

Emmanuel Yeow 


For more case studies that demonstrate how the Principles for Inner City 

Neighborhood Design can be used, visit CNU’s web site: www.cnu.org. 




For more information contact: 

THE CONGRESS FOR THE NEW URBANISM 

The Hearst Building, 5 Third Street, Suite 725 

San Francisco, CA 94103-3202 


Tel 415 495-2255; Fax 415 495-1731 

e-mail: cnuinfo@cnu.org, website: www.cnu.org 
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