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ABSTRACT
This research seeks to investigate the impact of equitable development strategies
on urban environmental justice. I focused on the extent to which the processes that
accompany the highly visible large-scale park planning projects promote equity and
inclusion in the Rail Park in Philadelphia, Pennsylvania and the 11th Street Bridge Park
in Washington D.C. This research focuses on natural urban environment settings, with
attention given to the development of highly visible parks projects that take at least
partial inspiration from New York City’s High Line Park. Park development in
underserved neighborhoods can lead to green gentrification. Thus, equity concerns are
raised, as the very residents that would benefit the most from environmental
improvements such as green space remediation and expansion are more likely to be
excluded due to their development. I employed a qualitative methodology utilizing
content analysis and 33 in depth interviews were conducted at two park project sites in
Philadelphia and Washington D.C. Based on grounded theory, I explored stakeholder
attitudes, feelings, and perceptions tied to varied notions of equity and the engagement
levels of planning processes connected to park project development. Trust capital
emerged as a major theme in the perceived efficacy of development processes that pursue
equitable goals. This factor fluctuates with stakeholder perceptions of equity and the
legitimization of socio economic concerns expressed by the community in urban green
infrastructure development. This research concludes that the inclusion of an equitable
development (ED) process impacts greening project implementation and the individuals
involved.
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CHAPTER 1: INTRODUCTION
Overview
This research seeks to broaden the understanding of urban environmental
gentrification and the development of equitable strategies associated with the prevention
of negative occurrences such as displacement and exclusion of long-term community
residents. I particularly focus on the extent to which the processes that accompany high
profile park planning projects in Philadelphia and Washington D.C. promote equity and
inclusion. Generally, those residents that have enjoyed green spaces are primarily white
and/or affluent, thus creating a deficit of such spaces in poorer underserved communities
that typically have large numbers of minority residents (Wolch, Byrne and Newell,
2014). Loughran (2014) argues that public parks have developed on an uneven spectrum;
privatized public parks in wealthier neighborhoods and lack of quality green space in
poorer neighborhoods. He further argues that urban parks and public spaces should be
assessed based on the notion of privilege.
In efforts to reverse such deficits and other environmental injustices, there are
proposals that aim to transform existing obsolete or neglected infrastructure such as
railroads and bridges in communities that lack green space access. Consequently, the
threat of gentrification has coincided with the emergence of these green spaces in
underserved communities, which is described by Wolch et al (2014) as the urban “green
space paradox”. The cleaning and redevelopment of blighted space as seen in park
development makes the neighborhoods more attractive, increasing property values and
rental costs. Long-term residents experience financial burden and varying forms of
displacement (Banzhaf and McCormick, 2007). Thus, equity concerns are raised, as the
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very residents that would benefit the most from environmental improvements such as
green space remediation and expansion are more likely to be excluded due to their
development. Gentrification and development (planning) procedures associated with the
creation of green spaces portray an example of environmental justice’s connection to
environmental improvement. Scholarship is emerging in this area of research, as
environmental justice (EJ) researchers investigate elements beyond the location and
distribution of environmental burdens or ills. Anguelovski (2015) describes this
relationship as a part of the progression of the “urban environmental agenda”, which
incorporates resistance to environmental gentrification as an element.
New York City’s High Line Park is perhaps one of the most recognizable
examples of elevated public green spaces in the United States, and the Promenade Plantée
in Paris is a prominent international example. Littke, Locke and Haas (2015) term these
projects as flagship Landscape Urbanism due to their scale. According a report released
by the New York City Economic Development Corporation property values increased by
103% from 2003 to 2011 based on proximity (walking distance) to High Line Park
(Huynh et al., 2011). Recently designers of the High Line project expressed regret
regarding aspects of the park that excluded residents, which included seeking more
community input on structural design and associated community programs (Bliss, 2017).
In the cities chosen for this research, stakeholders in Philadelphia (Rail Park) and
Washington D.C. (11th Street Bridge Park) have developed plans for similar large-scale
greening projects. The site for the first phase of Rail Park is in Philadelphia’s Callowhill
neighborhood near the city’s center. It is situated along neglected train tracks that have
not been utilized in decades. Although the site was gated it was often entered illegally.
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The site chosen for the 11th Street Bridge Park (colloquially refer as the Bridge Park) in
Washington D.C. is currently a series of highway beams crossing the Anacostia River.
Both projects are oriented as green pedestrian spaces.
Yet both projects are not without contention as concerns have arisen since the
High Line Park was completed. Such concerns are varied but include the ostracizing of
poorer neighborhood residents in favor of those that are wealthier (Loughran, 2014). If
projects such as the Rail Park and 11th Street Bridge Park are to succeed they must listen
to and address the concerns of residents in their surrounding communities (Littke, Locke
and Haas, 2015). Residents of underserved urban communities have felt particularly
threatened by the consequences of gentrification which include the rise in property value
and rent, displacement, cultural erasure, ostracism, etc. As elevated park projects gain in
popularity amongst urban development stakeholders, residents and land developers, the
importance of equitable development (ED) practices that protect vulnerable community
residents has increased. Equitable development is defined by the Environmental
Protection Agency (EPA) as “an approach for meeting the needs of underserved
communities through policies and programs that reduce disparities while fostering places
that are healthy and vibrant. It is increasingly considered an effective placed-based action
for creating strong and livable communities” (EPA, 2016). Equitable development
policies and practices aim to prioritize and serve the needs of residents in underserved
communities, while increasing the community’s overall quality of life (EPA, 2016). For
its part, stakeholders involved in the 11th Street Bridge Park development process uses a
similar definition but specific to the park project stating, “ensure that the park is a driver
of inclusive development— development that provides opportunities for all residents
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regardless of income and demography”.
The Environmental Protection Agency (2018) describes equitable development
related to environmental justice as, “an approach for meeting the needs of underserved
communities through policies and programs that reduce disparities while fostering places
that are healthy and vibrant. It is increasingly considered an effective placed-based action
for creating strong and livable communities” (n.p). To establish an enduring
environmental justice system for communities with underserved or vulnerable
populations (i.e. low income, predominately minority, renters, etc.); equitable
development measures must be dictated by the concerns of these communities in
predevelopment stages. In addition, inventive design methods and sustainable procedures
should be pursued to achieve outcomes that will benefit these communities post
development. Thus, sustainable environmental justice can be achieved by pursing
equitable development practices innovatively, while recognizing the needs of
underserved residents (EPA, 2018). For this dissertation research project, I explored the
notion of equity and its presence in the ED processes. My study included analyzing
existing ED frameworks and developing my own ED framework in the process.
The 11th Street Bridge Park and Rail Park projects both pursue some form of
equity, but in differing ways. I examine the 11th Street Bridge project because it is
presented as an ED project. Scott Kratz, Director of the 11th Street Bridge Park
Organization, explicitly expressed efforts to cultivate an inclusive development process
through the creation of an Equitable Development Plan and the assignment of an
Equitable Development Manager to oversee the implementation of the plan’s goals. This
project is compared to the Rail Park project, which does not explicitly pursue an
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equitable development process in the manner demonstrated by 11th Street Bridge Park,
however, park development advocates such as Scott Kratz present the park as an
inclusive space with public health and economic benefits. In addition, there is an
indication that general efforts were made to pursue equitable development through,
meetings to receive community feedback on the park project. Furthermore, questions
associated with park scale contributed to the selection of large park projects. I present a
more detailed explanation of the selected research sites later in the dissertation. My
research questions are based on the notion of balancing social equity and urban greening
through equitable development processes associated with the creation of large-scale
urban park projects, as well as the impact on residents in communities where the projects
are undertaken.
Main Question: Does the inclusion of an equitable development (ED) process impact
greening project implementation and the individuals involved? What factors improve the
perception of equity in the process? What hinders it? Are there any barriers to
implementation? The sub questions below will steer the research of the main question.
▪

RQ1: How is the concept of ‘equity’ envisioned? How are these concepts
included/excluded in planning processes? What kinds of ED strategies or
approaches are employed to prevent environmental gentrification?

▪

RQ2: How does the involvement of community members differ between ED and
non-ED processes?

▪

RQ3: Has there been a gentrification anticipation effect that influences residential
attitudes associated with large-scale greening projects? Does the development of
an ED proposal influence attitudes related to the project’s planning process?
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Research Significance
Numerous studies have identified the negative effects of green space development
and remediation on vulnerable groups of people (Banzhaf and Walsh 2004; Gould and
Lewis 2009; Essoka 2010; Pearsall 2010; Checker 2011), thus providing the need to
develop and implement equitable approaches to combat the “green space paradox”, also
referred to as the “pernicious paradox” (Checker, 2011). Investigating the efficacy of
equitable top-down approaches developed to significantly overcome the paradox and any
external factors that may inhibit their success is a key contribution of this research.
There is a general consensus amongst stakeholders such as planning professionals
and developers regarding the benefits of green spaces, but information related to how
such parks (specifically those using redeveloped obsolete infrastructure) shape their
surrounding communities and how they can be used to ensure growth that is inclusive and
equitable is in its infancy (Bogle, Diby, Burnstein, Woluchem and Dev, 2016). Thus,
research on the planning processes of large-scale urban park projects will illustrate the
importance of incorporating community perspectives into the equitable development of
green space in underserved communities.
In addition, this empirical research will address a gap in gentrification literature
that focuses on the urban environment and land change. Bryson (2013) states: “the urban
natural environment plays an important and understudied role shaping gentrification
processes in contemporary cities” (p. 578). My goal is to craft an environmental justice
framework for the equitable development of large-scale green space using repurposed
infrastructure. Simultaneously, I am developing a framework that evaluates these types of
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projects.
Results from this research on green space planning processes could theorize
equitable development as an extension and complement to the work research that
investigates gentrification resistance modes (Pearsall and Anguelovski, 2016). These
gentrification resistance strategies could benefit the efforts undertaken by community
development professionals, private developers and residents that interact cooperatively in
equitable development. My goal in sharing the results of my study is to help increase the
potential of equitable processes related to access and distribution of environmental public
resources in underserved communities that have suffered from environmental injustices
including locally unwanted land use (LULUs) and green space deficits. Pertinent is the
inclusion of vulnerable communities impacted by potential environmental gentrification
such as low income, predominantly minority and homeless populations. This especially
vital as the popularity of parks such as the High Line Park in New York City spurs the
development of similar projects such as those examined in this study. In Chapter 2, I
outline theoretical themes that were related to the development of this research. These
following concepts and theories form a contextual basis for the research outlined in this
dissertation.
What to Expect
This dissertation is comprised of five chapters, a list of references and an
appendix. Chapter 1 is presented as the introduction. This chapter introduces an overview
of the study, which introduces the research topic, associated research questions and the
significance of this research. Chapter 2 is a literature review that provides a theoretical
contextualization for topics associated with the investigation of this research including
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gentrification, sustainability, procedural justice and environmental justice. Chapter 3
outlines the research procedures used to conduct this research and includes methods
associated with grounded theory qualitative research including interviews and content
analysis. Data analysis tools and additional information about the research site
communities in Philadelphia and Washington D.C. (settings) can also be found in this
chapter. Research results are provided in Chapter 4. Results are presented in a format that
connect research questions to major themes that evolved from data gathered while
conducting qualitative research. Chapter 5 discusses the results of the previous chapter by
research question and introduces the core variable of this research. These results are
presented as a comparison between the communities that contain the Rail Park and the
Bridge Park. Chapter 5 concludes with a summation of this research and the significance
of future research.
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CHAPTER 2: THEORETICAL UNDERSTANDING
Overview
According to the Merriam-Webster dictionary (2015), gentrification refers to “the
process of renewal and rebuilding accompanying the influx of middle-class or affluent
people into deteriorating areas that often displaces poorer residents”. Ruth Glass, an
urban planner turned urban sociologist has been considered to be responsible for the
introduction of gentrification research in the 1960s (Slater, 2012). According to Slater
(2012) the gentrification concept was based on Glass’ research, which examined
variables such as class, housing, property value, ownership, and displacement amongst
others in London. The term itself is rooted in the English vernacular, signifying that
which belongs to a particular class, in this case the “urban gentry” or those of the middle
and upper middle class (Hamnett, 2003). Since its inception, gentrification has been
rather difficult to generalize. Over time divergent discourses have attempted to define a
process that presents complexities in its causes, manifestations, and impact.
Robert Beauregard (1986) asserts that the complexities associated with
gentrification prevent a single definition or theory from emerging. These complexities
pertain to the formation and movement of the middle class, housing markets, and the
conditions of communities prone to displacement. Mark Davidson and Loretta Lees
(2005) present a definition of gentrification that is detached from a particular space or
context and focuses on elements associated with the process that includes: “the
reinvestment of capital resources, changes in landscape, the direct or indirect
displacement of low income residents and the changes of social composition of a space
based on the settlement of higher income earners” (p. 1170). It is Davidson and Lees’
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(2005) definition of gentrification that validates further investigations into large urban
park projects, as particular attention is given to changes in landscape alongside other
specified elements such as large scale green development projects featured in this study.
Waves of Gentrification
Before I present a narrower focus on environmental aspects of gentrification, I
present a brief overview of gentrification literature marked by three periods of fluctuation
known as waves. An understanding of these waves informs this research by portraying
the processes that have influenced the development of the research communities, as we
understand them today in structural and socioeconomic terms. According to Jason
Hackworth and Neil Smith (2001) these fluctuations are largely influenced by the
political and economic conditions of that time. Aligned with the work of Ruth Glass in
the 1960s, the first wave of gentrification began as random occurrences throughout
neighborhoods in the cities of Western Europe and the northeastern United States
(Hackworth and Smith, 2001). Hackworth and Smith (2001) mark a transition period as
investors took advantage of the 1970s economic downturn by purchasing sizable amounts
of cheap land and housing units in neglected or dilapidated neighborhoods. The
significance of this is explained by Neil Smith’s (1979) “rent gap theory”. The rent gap is
highlight by the disparity in current rental income levels and potential rental income of a
property utilized in the best manner (Smith, 1979).
The purchases made in the 1970s set the scene for the second wave of
gentrification in the 1980s. Hackworth and Smith (2001) suggest that this period marked
the “anchoring of gentrification”, as changes in neighborhoods around city centers
became increasingly common (p. 467). A second transition took place as gentrification
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slowed in the late 1980s due to a recession but returned in the mid-1990s as the third
wave (Hackworth and Smith 2001). The United States federal government attempted to
spur economic growth during the second wave with programs that included block grants
and enterprise zones for businesses, but this began to change with the third wave of
gentrification. As the federal government decreased expenditures to state and local
government in the mid-1990s, Hackworth and Smith (2001) argue that state and local
governments became key players in current gentrification processes. They cite initiatives
undertaken by state and local government to fill financial gaps left by decreased federal
funding. These initiatives include investment projects that to attract wealthier residents to
the city and increased tax bases (Hackworth and Smith, 2001).
Production and Consumption Debate
One of the most well-known debates on this topic occurred between Neil Smith
and David Ley. Neil Smith (1979) developed the rent gap theory. The theoretical
paradigm heavily influenced by rent gap (Smith 1979) and consumption (Ley 1986)
debate has only begun to focus on the redevelopment processes spurred by environmental
urban sustainability initiatives. Urban sustainability initiatives are different from other
redevelopment efforts (e.g. housing renovations supported through state funding, etc.).
Urban sustainability initiatives are different from other redevelopment efforts (e.g.
housing renovations supported through state funding, etc.), as these processes are
increasing created through public/private partnerships and are not necessarily created and
driven by government. This theory is predicated on housing in or close to the center of
urban areas and the economic factors associated with the supply and demand.
Gentrification risk increases when a sizable gap in current rental income and potential
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rental income of a property exists (Smith, 1979). When a gap exists, property owners will
invest in their property via rehabilitation, redevelopment, or construction for profit gain.
A rise in property values and rents are hypothesized as the result of investment (Smith,
1979).
David Ley (1986) argues that the cause of gentrification is driven by a change in
societal purchasing behavior, not housing markets. The consumptive needs of the inner
city middle class changed as the manufacturing economy transitioned to the service
economy and the number of blue-collar workers declined. A rising number of whitecollar residents used their high purchasing power to influence the types of recreational
and cultural amenities available in a neighborhood (for example: gyms, yoga shop, coffee
shops, etc.). British geographer Chris Hamnett (2003) appears to support arguments from
both Neil Smith and David Ley. He concurs with the role that the land/housing
devaluation and financial reinvestment has played in gentrification. Furthermore,
Hamnett (2003) states that Smith has ignored the importance of a growing demand for
housing by the expanding urban middle class. He goes on to put forth an argument that:
Gentrification is the social and spatial manifestation of the transition from an
industrial to a post-industrial urban economy based on financial, business and
creative services, with associated changes in the nature and location of work, in
occupational class structure, earnings and incomes, lifestyles and the structure of
the housing market (Hamnett, p. 2403).
Hamnett’s comprehensive view of gentrification highlights the significance of
researching the impact of environmental remediation (greening) via large urban park
projects on communities. These projects hold implications for surrounding communities’
housing markets, residential demographic composition and residential consumption
patterns, which I further illustrate in subsequent literature. Furthermore, many large urban
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park projects, particularly those being redeveloped with obsolete infrastructure have
received widespread support under the assumption that all residents would benefit from
its value. Such assumptions are undermined by the concept of environmental
gentrification, as the displacement and exclusion of vulnerable populations that include
low income residents, minorities and groups without political influence coincides with
the environmental improvement of a community.
Environmental Gentrification
My research is concerned with the potential impact of environmental
gentrification on communities in urban settings. Accentuated by the “environmental rent
gap”, or the difference between actual ground rent and potential ground rent, as described
by Smith…. gentrification links green space development or environmental remediation
to the displacement of vulnerable residents and their exclusion from planning processes
in urban communities. Similar terms exist such “ecological gentrification” (Dooling
2009) and “green gentrification” (Gould and Lewis 2012). Sieg, Smith, Banzhaf, and
Walsh (2004) provided some of environmental gentrification’s earliest scholarship in a
study of public goods that concluded; “environmental gentrification leads to significant
price increases in communities with large improvements in air quality and price decreases
in communities with small air quality improvements” (p.29). Their research concludes
with the suggestion that environmental remediation benefits that could be potentially
enjoyed by low-income residents would be undermined by the growing threat of
gentrification. Banzhaf and Walsh (2006) build upon this research with a study in
California that investigates the link between environmental quality (air pollutants) and
the residential composition of communities. Their research concludes that a link exists,
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while further stating pollutant levels could act as a lure or deterrent that affects the
migration patterns of wealthier residents, low income and minority residents within a
community.
Checker (2011) describes environmental gentrification as a process that has
succeeded through adoption of language and practices used by those associated with
environmental injustice movements. Environmental justice activists have long advocated
for the reversal of environmental ills disproportionately impacting underserved
communities in American inner cities. Private developers have used the “inherently
good” nature attributed environmental sustainability and remediation to justify the
development of green projects in the communities’ environmental justice advocates
fought for. Thus, the developers stand to benefit financially from development projects as
low-income residents are at risk of displacement due to a rise in housing costs associated
with high-end development (Checker, 2011).
The literature incorporates racial constructs into the environmental gentrification.
Checker (2011) addresses race in her study of New York neighborhoods as she describes
the “greening and whitening” of space. In New York City’s comprehensive sustainable
development plan called entitled “PlanNYC”, she cites language pertaining specifically
to the development of green space in Harlem, a neighborhood that has seen a rise in the
white population since 2000 (Checker, 2011). The plan gives little attention to the
remediation of brownfields in Harlem. She links the changing racial composition of
Harlem to certain forms of rhetoric involve in urban sustainability planning. In an earlier
study of Brooklyn’s Prospect Park restoration, Gould and Lewis (2009) address racial
aspects of environmental gentrification (green gentrification) with the conclusion that the
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park’s restoration led to a subsequent surge in development around the park and a decline
in the neighborhood’s racial and class diversity. Using a San Francisco shipyard as
research setting, Dillon (2014) addresses the implications of race and social constructs
related to the remediation of abandoned or obsolete infrastructure similar to this
dissertation’s sites stating “brownfield redevelopment, rather than representing a clean
break with an industrial past, often reproduces the social relations of an older, industrial
economy‐ particularly those related to racial and health injustices” (p. 3). Essoka’s
(2010) investigation of brownfield redevelopment indicated the presence of demographic
transition that accompanied environmental remediation, as African American and Latino
populations experienced displacement associated with redevelopment.
Ill Effects of Gentrification
Physical Displacement
A major narrative in gentrification discourse pertains to the displacement of lowincome residents (Davidson and Lees 2005). Displacement is believed to occur as rents
rise in gentrifying neighborhoods and lower income residents are no longer able to afford
to live in their communities, thus moving to more affordable communities (Marcuse
1985). David Ley (1986) and Neil Smith (1979) both indicate that the threat of
displacement exists for poorer residents within their respective theories. Divergent views
on the relationship between displacement and gentrification do exist. Howard Sumka
(1979) explains the benefits that may accompany gentrification such as an increased tax
base, enhanced services, growth in employment, and financial activity, etc. In addition,
he raises the prospect for further research on the connection between displacement and
gentrification due to difficulties associated with developing effective measuring
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instruments and research cost. Overall the aspect of displacement continues to be a
contentious topic and catalyst for many objections to gentrification. There appears to be a
consensus that some displacement can be attributed to gentrification, but the magnitude
and possible presence of additional factors warrant additional research.
Other forms of Displacement
Numerous scholars (Annunziata and Lees, 2016; Gant 2016; Wilkinson 2016)
have identified aspects of displacement caused by gentrification that may be
distinguished from the physical movement of residents due to housing market financial
fluctuations. Wilkinson (2016) suggests displacement can occur “beyond the physical”
and manifest itself through symbolic or cultural displacement. She cites an example of
aesthetic insensitivity that occurred when an unemployment agency known as the Job
Centre in South London closed and converted into a pub. The pub in turn retained the Job
Centre title, which earned the ire of residents that utilized the center for employment and
found the gesture to be distasteful (Wilkinson, 2016). Annunziata and Lees (2016)
explored crisis related gentrification due to government austerity measures in Southern
Europe. Those in debt or financially impaired were most vulnerable to housing precarity
(eviction threats) and displacement driven by government policy and tenure rights. The
erasure of public spaces is connected with the continued relegation of vulnerable minority
populations such as the Roma to the urban fringes in Athens (Annunziata and Lees,
2016). Although tourism gentrification linked to the sharing economy is in its infancy,
Gant (2016) identifies this emerging economy (short term housing rental ex: AirBnB) an
entity that has negatively impacted the volume of long term housing thus facilitating
collective displacement to accommodate tourists. Long-term residents are view as a threat
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to capital accumulation by landlords and developers that seek to take advantage of the
sharing economy. Overall, acknowledging different forms of displacement deepens
overall understanding and sensitivity to potential non-housing related community
concerns in development processes. Non-physical forms of displacement separate
residents from the cultural, historical and social character of their communities, thus
presenting a form on exclusion without physical displacement. Large scale park projects
that neglect to include the cultural, historical and social underpinnings of a surrounding
community in its development process risks isolating long-term residents, exacerbating
residential tensions and aiding project resistance.
Resistance to Environmental Gentrification and Displacement
Literature documents both complexities of gentrification and responses to the
threat of this phenomenon. Resistance strategies have varied as viewed through the
temporal outline of gentrification that I described earlier in this dissertation.
Contemporary resistance strategies are highly focused on housing protection for those
vulnerable to displacement in situations such as low-income home ownership, rental
caps, affordable housing, etc. In this dissertation, I frame environmental gentrification
(EG) as an environmental justice issue characterized by the “green space paradox”.
While the risks of EG persist, there are strategies that attempt to mitigate the impact of
EG and cultivate inclusive community development beyond achieving economic goals.
These strategies seek to ensure that long term residents benefit from expansion of
economic opportunity and environmental goods absent from their communities. Pearsall
and Anguelovski (2016) cite several strategies used to fight environmental
gentrification including the leveraging of environmental policies and the adoption of
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complementary planning policies that would inhibit displacement and collaboration
between long-term residents and “gentrifiers” in redevelopment processes. Pearsall
(2013) conducted a case study of brownfield development near the Gowanus canal in
New York City and the implications of its placement on the Superfund National
Priorities List (NPL). Proponents argued NPL designation would stifle the pace
redevelopment versus, while opponents believed NPL designation would help ensure
the communities’ procedural involvement in the redevelopment process. As an example
of leveraging environmental policy, the site was ultimately placed on the superfund list
and thus may have momentarily slowed the threat of gentrification associated with
environmental remediation and property development (Pearsall, 2013).
To combat residential displacement and housing precarity, anti-gentrification
measures have been adopted in neighborhood development projects. The area of False
Creek in Vancouver, British Columbia was a described in the late 1960s as a “garbage
site” full of degraded infrastructure and waste (Ley, 1987). By the 1970s, a loosely
affiliated social group of professionals known as The Electors Action Movement
(TEAM) became instrumental in pursuing the development of the area’s built
environment, which prioritized diversity and quality of life over economically focused
efficiency. Socially oriented planning measures were pursued such as limits in high rise
development, increases in green and bike space, equitable and diverse housing options for
underserved communities, participatory planning measures, etc. Ley (1987) describes this
method of social planning as “postmodern strategy of careful placemaking (p. 45)”. The
key to this form of development was the prioritization of including underserved
residential interests in the development process. Anguelovski (2014) provides an example
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in Boston, where residents exercised control in their neighborhood’s development with
the Dudley Neighbor’s Inc. land trust (DNI). Under this land trust about 1,300 parcels of
abandoned and neglected parcels of land were obtained through eminent domain. Many
low-income residents were then able to buy homes on the community control parcels of
land. Such processes could be beneficial in the green development processes by
incorporating affordable housing mechanisms in development plans.
Another emerging strategy developed to resist environmental gentrification and
increase equity through collaboration is known as the “just green enough” strategy.
Curran and Hamilton (2012) introduce this strategy that aims to prevent environmental
gentrification in communities undergoing environmental remediation projects through the
retention of its industrial base (physical infrastructure) and the community’s workingclass population. In their case study of Brooklyn’s Greenpoint neighborhood, they argue
against narratives of inevitability typically attributed to the aftermath of environmental
remediation or cleanup, such the inevitable displacement of low-income or working-class
families, an inevitable rise in animosity against “gentrifiers” by long term residents, and
the green model of “parks, cafes and riverwalks”. Instead they argue that there is a
potential for “new spaces of politics for sustainability” (Curran and Hamilton, p. 1028).
These new spaces based on social justice can create alliances and accommodate working
class individuals and industrial uses of space. Gentrifiers and long-term residents alike
could benefit from collaborations that lead to environmental improvements and lessen the
rent gap phenomenon, such as those that could accompany the development of prominent
elevated park projects.
Existing literature addresses the element of scale as a potential determinant in
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achieving equity in green space development. Curran and Hamilton (2012) suggest that
their study of park development in Greenpoint, Brooklyn could be viewed as an example
of successful urban greening without displacement partially due to “right-sizing”, or size
appropriate green project implementation. The premise is smaller park projects are less
likely to initiate large-scale property development and an environmental rent gap. Wolch
et al. (2014) also highlights scale by stating “planners aiming for ‘just green enough’
solutions can promote green space interventions that are small-scale and in scattered
sites, rather than grander civic green space projects that geographically concentrate
resources and kick-start rounds of gentrification” (p.241). As large-scale park projects,
the sites selected for research have the potential to supplement research on the “question
of scale” and its role in equitable development, particularly as it relates to the interests of
a larger group of stakeholders with a myriad of interests that may influence the
achievement of park project's goals and implementation.
Politics and Democracy in Planning Processes
Literature addresses various politically oriented concerns connected to green
space development in urban areas. Curran and Hamilton’s (2012) study of green space
development in the Greenpoint neighborhood of Brooklyn illustrates the importance of
inclusive involvement green space development that results in a neighborhood park
retaining its industrial character. The inclusive efforts by the politically empowered
gentrifiers and long-term residents resulted in a shared collaborative effort (‘just green
enough’) in environmental remediation. The use of political influence can have harmful
effects on communities, which stands in contrast to the Curran and Hamilton (2012)
example. Checker (2011) describes methods used by political groups that originated from
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language used in the movements that advocate for equity and environmental justice,
particularly language related to the benefits of green space provision. This language is
used to justify the development of green spaces in underserved communities. Wealthier
residents are then enticed to move into low-income neighborhoods that have undergone
environmental remediation that now contain green space amenities. Thus, the concerns
held by long term residents related to environmental remediation are not properly
addressed (Checker, 2011). She states “sustainability then becomes part of a postpolitical project that sidelines question of real political inclusion and justice in the name
of technocratic, community-based deliberation” (Checker, 2011, p.225) The democratic
nature of planning processes can be impacted by who is invited to participate. According
to Dooling (2009), the consequences of environmental remediation can manifest through
the exclusion of vulnerable populations from planning processes (low-income, minority,
homeless, etc.) concerned with remediation. Therefore, those that are hold long-term
neighborhood tenure and housing precarity status simultaneously are not given
democratic deference. Overall, literature suggests that political and democratic elements
have a role in determining whose “vision” pervades in urban green space development
and if those visions, are inclusive or exclusive.
Theoretical Contextualization
Sustainability
Greening projects promote sustainability, through the environmental remediation
of space to be enjoyed over a period of time. To collectively address the global nature of
environmental degradation and rampant inequalities, the United Nation’s World
Commission on Environment and Development (WCED) assembled in 1983. Years later,
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representatives of both developed and developing nations collaborated to produce the
report “Our Common Future” (nicknamed the Brundtland Report after the WCED chair
and Norwegian Prime Minister Gro Harlem Brundtland). Contained in this report is the
landmark definition expressing sustainability as "development that meets the needs of the
present without compromising the ability of future generations to meet their own needs"
(WCED, 1987, p. 41) This report would serve as the basis for policy and practices
adopted by cities around the world.
Urban sustainability literature contains numerous themes, each predicated on the
preservation of the earth for future generations. The themes of equity, economy, and
environment have emerged as some of the most recognizable. These themes are not
exclusive, but they have been a major focus on sustainability literature. Kent Portney
(2013) presents the notion that these themes could possibly be expanded to include
education, energy, and engagement. The themes of social equity, environmental
awareness and economic feasibility can be found in the Brundtland Report’s forward
(WCED, 1987), which are included in a statement by the World Commission on
Environment and Development to formulate a global agenda that included a call to
action:
To recommend ways of concern for the environment may be translated into
greater cooperation among developing countries and between countries at
different stages of economic and social development and lead to the achievement
of common and mutually supportive objectives that take into account of the
interrelationships between people, resources, environment, and development
(WCED, 1987, p. forward).
Quastel (2009) suggests the growth in urban environmental awareness has not
coincided with concerns related to social equity, although the definition of sustainability
provided by the WCED arguably encapsulates social justice concerns. In an attempt to
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address these concerns, the concept of just sustainability has emerged. Just sustainability
lies at the intersection of environmental justice and sustainability. Agyeman, Bullard and
Evans (2002) offer the earliest conceptual form of just sustainability by stating:
Sustainability cannot simply be a ‘green’ or ‘environmental’ concern, important
though ‘environmental’ aspects are important. A truly sustainable society is one
where wider questions of social needs and welfare, and economic opportunity are
integrally related to environmental limits imposed by supporting ecosystems (p.
78).
This definition of just sustainability is applicable to this research given the focus
on social issues related to environmental justice and inequity (i.e. housing, displacement,
gentrification, process participation). In addition, this definition does not disregard the
importance of environmental awareness in the overall sustainability goals. Finally, the
expanded concept of ‘just sustainabilities” acknowledges that place-based approaches to
sustainability can differ based on location, such as those in Washington D.C. and
Philadelphia. This is significant, as the development processes of two different locations
will be analyzed for this research.
This definition of just sustainability is applicable to this research given the focus
on social issues related to environmental justice and inequity, without disregarding the
importance of environmental awareness in the overall sustainability goals. This concept is
particularly important to consider given the racial, social and economic variances that
exist in the communities surrounding the park projects and the interest groups involved
with the development process. 11th Street Bridge Park is connected to a historic African
American neighborhood in Washington, while the Viaduct Rail Park is situated within a
community with a manufacturing history and connections to Philadelphia’s Asian
American community.
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RQ1 of this dissertation raises the issue of equity and how it is perceived amongst
varied groups and stakeholders. Just sustainability emphasizes the possibility of
multifaceted perspectives on “just” and “equitable” development and what it means to
whom in the development of the large park projects proposed for examination in this
research. This can include a diverse range of interests, concerns and goals within and
between groups of stakeholders (housing, displacement, gentrification, process
participation, public health, employment, etc.). These concerns move beyond the
narrower focus on “green” concerns and ensure that racial, social, economic, etc. nuances
are given consideration in tandem with the pursuit of environmental justice. The
following section of this dissertation is a review of literature that highlights key concepts
related to green space creation, associated process and practices and negative outcomes
associated with green space creation.
Agyeman and Evans (2003) suggest that theoretical links between environmental
justice and sustainability can be expressed through practical applications such as land use
planning. Incorporating the voice of communities through engagement and offering
decision-making power alongside other stakeholders (planners, developers, etc.) is a form
of procedural justice and essential to achieving sustainable goals that are just (Agyeman
and Evans 2003). I proposed that the investigation of prominent park planning processes
would offer additional insight into links between sustainability, environmental justice and
procedural practices. Just sustainability informed this research with the investigation of
community wellbeing as it relates to the development of large park projects. This concept
broadens the base of environmental justice by pursuing a wider range of issues in a
comprehensive manner that will include the concerns of larger segments of society.
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Procedural Justice
Levels of procedural justice are predicated upon the level of fairness in decisionmaking processes. Procedural justice is contrasted with distributive justice, which focuses
on the distribution of goods and resources in a fair manner. Within the environmental
justice movement, Hampton (1999) argues for a link between equity and decision-making
processes through the involvement of diverse stakeholders. Communities must have the
capacity to voice their concerns through the provision of adequate resources and
capacities. Shrader-Frechette (2002) builds upon Hampton’s thoughts by dually
concentrating on equity and inclusion in decision-making processes. She views
environmental injustice as the disproportionate suffering of environmental burdens by
groups of people who have a decreased opportunity to participate in environmental
decision-making processes. As previously mentioned, the investigation of process is
integral to the basis of this research. As highlighted in RQ2 of the research dissertation,
this research will investigate processes that overtly and covertly made efforts to address
notions inclusion and equity in the developments of large park projects. This research
will investigate processes that overtly and covertly made efforts to address notions
inclusion and equity in the developments of large park projects. These projects are not
completely constructed; thus, the investigation of the respective planning processes is the
most advantageous avenue to explore the questions proposed for investigation in this
study.
Environmental Justice
The definition of environmental justice provided by the United States
Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) (2017) is best suited to inform this research
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with its procedural and justice related elements. These elements address the social
dimensions of recognition and participation by historically vulnerable communities
impacted by environmental injustices. The EPA defines environmental justice (EJ) as
“the fair treatment and meaningful involvement of all people regardless of race, color,
national origin, or income, with respect to the development, implementation, and
enforcement of environmental laws, regulations, and policies (EPA, 2017 pg. 1)”. This
definition coincides with the spatial distribution of environmental goods (i.e. green space
provision, clean air, etc.) and burdens in an equitable manner (i.e. hazardous materials,
lack of green space, etc.). In addition, the agency deems meaningful involvement as the
following:
▪

People have an opportunity to participate in decisions about activities that
may affect their environment and/or health.

▪

The public's contribution can influence the regulatory agency's decision.

▪

Community concerns will be considered in the decision-making process.

▪

Decision makers will seek out and facilitate the involvement of those
potentially affected (EPA, 2017 pg. 1).

Taylor (2011) notes criticism of the historical environmental justice paradigm by
minority communities due to the belief that injustices within their communities have been
historically ignored. Therefore, the EJ movement does not serve their best interests.
These injustices are related to the disparities in the concentration of environmental goods
and burdens. Communities with many lower income and/or minority residents are most
likely to experience the burdens, while wealthier and white residents enjoy more
environmental benefits. Scholesburg (2008) critiques the distributive focus on
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environmental justice. While acknowledging the importance of distribution in EJ
movement, he suggests that there are additional variables that need to be addressed in
order to create more inclusive conceptions of justice namely recognition and
participation. The recognition of barriers faced by low income and predominantly
minority communities in decision-making processes is integral to the success of justice
for everyone, particularly those in underserved communities.
I propose that the threat of environmental gentrification and procedural
deficiencies in green project development are environmental justice issues, particularly in
communities that have suffered disproportionately from burdens (lack of green space,
brownfields, toxic dumping, minimal engagement, etc.). Green spaces are the physical
sites of investigation in this study as their presence serves as the catalyst for “green space
paradox”. Residents in underserved communities could find themselves balancing
conflicted feelings between environmental improvements in their communities alongside
gentrification anxieties (Wolch et al. (2014). These potential anxieties lead to the
formulation of the study’s RQ3.
Much of environmental justice literature has focused on the distribution of
environmental goods and burdens (Pearsall and Pierce, 2017). This focus fails to place
adequate emphasis on environmentally concerned decision-making processes that
exclude certain stakeholders, such as those in low income and predominantly minority
neighborhoods. Although there is recognition of the distributive bias by scholars, it
continues to persist in academic research (Pearsall and Pierce, 2017). Therefore, an
environmental justice paradigm that pursues social sustainability and incorporates
procedural justice forms the framework of this research study (see Figure 1). My aim was
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to investigate the role of various stakeholders in the planning processes of large park
development, including those most vulnerable to displacement, gentrification and
exclusion. The framework moves away from a primary focus on the distributive attributes
of EJ.

Figure 1: Equitable Framework for Environmental Justice
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CHAPTER 3: METHODOLOGY
Overview
This research explored the processes and those related to the development of
project sites in the American cities of Philadelphia and Washington D.C. It sought to
broaden the understanding of the social and environmental paradigm that coincides with
the development of large urban park projects in underserved communities. The research
questions of this study were exploratory in nature, thus qualitative methods were selected
for data collection and analysis to address the following main research questions and subquestions:
Main Question: Does the inclusion of an equitable development (ED) process impact
greening project implementation and the individuals involved? What factors improve the
perception of equity in the process? What hinders it? Are there any barriers to
implementation? The sub questions below will steer the research of the main question.
▪

RQ1: How is the concept of ‘equity’ envisioned? How are these concepts
included/excluded in planning processes? What kinds of ED strategies or
approaches are employed to prevent environmental gentrification?

▪

RQ2: How does the involvement of community members differ between ED and
non-ED processes?

▪

RQ3: Has there been a gentrification anticipation effect that influences residential
attitudes associated with large-scale greening projects? Does the development of
an ED proposal influence attitudes related to the project’s planning process?
Data derived from qualitative research is distinguished from quantitative research

data used for statistical analysis such as population percentages or income levels (Babbie,
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2007). Qualitative research can capture nuisances such as feelings, perspectives, attitudes
and behaviors that cannot be easily quantified, such as those in the research questions of
this study. Babbie (2007) states “we all engage in field research whenever we observe or
participate in social behavior and try to understand it” (p. 286).
Textual content and human experiences served as the data sources for this
research, thus data collection and analysis were based on Grounded Theory. Within
grounded theory, qualitative data collection techniques are flexible and varied. Collection
techniques included semi-structured interviews, participant observation, focus groups,
contextual analysis, etc. Barney Glaser and Anselm Strauss originally developed
Grounded Theory. According to Neff (1998) Grounded Theory can be used in research
that wishes to investigate some process. The purpose of this study was focused on the
planning processes associated with the development of large park projects. Glaser (2010)
explains Grounded Theory as the study of a concept, not simply a descriptive study of a
descriptive problem. For this study, the concepts of equity and the “green space paradox”
could arguably be described as concepts or abstract ideas.
Setting
This research focused on natural urban environment settings, with attention given
to the development of large parks projects that take at least partial inspiration from the
High Line Park. Two sites were chosen to conduct comparative research for this study,
located in the city of Philadelphia (also colloquially known as Philly) and the United
States capital of Washington D.C. (District of Columbia or D.C.). As previously
indicated, both cities have large park project proposals and have embraced differing
visions and methods regarding equitable development, such as the creation of an
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Equitable Development Plan associated with the park proposal in D.C. No such proposal
was developed in Philadelphia’s park planning process, which underlies these selections
for comparative research. The park projects are large scale, highly visible, elevated and
based on the redevelopment of obsolete infrastructure into green public spaces.
Furthermore, each park project is situated in or near neighborhoods that are undergoing
some form (economic, physical, demographic, etc.) of transition. Other reasons for site
selection included research site proximity and the traveling availability of the researcher.
Philadelphia and Washington D.C. are major cities on the east coast of the United States
located 139 miles apart along Interstate 95 (Google, n.d.). The cities are connected and
accessible via train, car and commercial bus, with the researcher based in Philadelphia.
Finally, the park projects selected for research were in or close to communities with large
numbers of minorities and working-class individuals that could benefit from the equitable
development of these greening projects, but simultaneously could be vulnerable to
environmental gentrification.
Site One: Rail Park (Phase 1; SEPTA Spur) in Philadelphia, PA
Originally built in the 1890 of steel material, the Reading Viaduct (also known
simply as the viaduct) was developed and used to allow passenger and freight trains
access to the central core of Philadelphia. The final train traveled upon its rails in 1984,
which allowed the Viaduct to fall into a state of abandonment and dilapidation. Weeds,
garbage and graffiti would eventually become markers of this space, thus creating an
eyesore and environmental liability to those in its vicinity (Center City District, 2016).
The Southeastern Pennsylvania Transportation system (SEPTA) purchased a portion of
the viaduct in 1995, which consists of a quarter-mile-long, 26,000-square-foot spur that
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curves off northwest from the main branch and runs from Callowhill Street to Noble
Street that would become the elevated portion of the overall park project. (Center City
District, 2016).
The Rail Park project itself takes inspiration from similar projects such as the
Promenade Plantée in Paris and the High Line Park in New York City’s Chelsea
neighborhood. It consists of elevated, tunnel, street level and below street level sections
of unused railroad infrastructure known as the Viaduct, the Cut and the tunnel (The Rail
Park, 2016). The first phase of the elevated park project site stretches north and then east
across 12th and 13th Streets in the area north of City Hall.

Figure 2: Rail Park Site Map
The site of the Rail Park is situated predominantly in the Callowhill neighborhood
just north of Center City Philadelphia and close to the Chinatown neighborhood. The
Vine Street expressway forms Callowhill’s southern border and separates it from

32

Chinatown and the remainder of Center City Philadelphia. The Callowhill neighborhood
is historically linked to large-scale industrial and manufacturing operations. The
neighborhood’s residential character came from workers that lived close to the industries
that employed them. Coinciding with industrial decline throughout the city, the 1960s and
1970s saw a decline in the area’s population as businesses and residents left the
neighborhood (Moyer, 2009). As markers of its industrial past, many warehouses and
factories remain in the neighborhood today. Some are occupied and undergoing various
forms of redevelopment or reuse. Speculation about the viaduct’s future continued and
eventually assessments gauging the costs of demolishing the viaduct were undertaken.
Ultimately demolition was deemed too expensive (Saffron, 2016), thus the focus was
shifted to redeveloping the rail space. For the purposes of this dissertation, I will
reference will continue to reference this neighborhood as Callowhill although it is
referred to by other names. Callowhill is one of the official names used to in officially
release documents, alongside Chinatown (Brey, 2016).
In 2004, Callowhill residents Sarah McEneaney and John Struble created an
organization to pursue the redevelopment of a neglected rail space, as plans for High Line
Park project in New York City began to take shape. Several ideas were envisioned for the
park that would provide green space, beautify the neighborhood, spur business and attract
residents into the neighborhood. A strong push from local government significantly
improved the park’s chances for development (Saffron, 2016). In 2011, then Philadelphia
Mayor Michael Nutter incorporated the elevated park into the Citywide Vision Plan
(Saffron, 2016). In 2015, Philadelphia city council member Mark Squilla pushed for the
purchase of the elevated section of the neglected rail space from SEPTA. Under the
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current agreement, the Center City District (CCD) is leasing the space from SEPTA and
overseeing the construction of the parks elevated SEPTA spur section. Subsequently, the
City of Philadelphia will take ownership of the space. Millions of dollars in funding was
secured from private, local and state sources such as the Knights Foundation, William
Penn Foundation, Pennsylvania state government, and the City of Philadelphia (Saska,
2015). On a smaller scale, individual and business donations were received to support
park construction.
As part of the planning process, efforts were made to recreate the park with input
from community members via meetings and surveys (Center City District, 2016).
According to the Center City District (2016) community members favored a green space
that was safe, clean, accessible and retained industrial infrastructure, but interests and
concerns were not monolith. Community advocates such the Philadelphia Chinatown
Development Corporation (CDC) argue that the issues impacting the immigrant
community of Chinatown have not been properly addressed such as the provision of
affordable housing.
Divergent interests in the community surrounding the viaduct can be viewed
through the prism of various names associated with the neighborhood such as Callowhill
(typically residents rail park advocates, The Loft District (real estate) and Chinatown East
(historical ties to Chinatown). Development oriented conflicts have occurred in the
community and highlights the tension between residents in the Chinatown and Callowhill
communities. Residents have tradition of opposing local development initiatives, such as
the downtown ballpark stadium proposal in the early 2000s. Then new mayor John Street
supported the development of a baseball park for the Philadelphia Phillies just south of
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the Callowhill community in greater Chinatown south of the Vine Street expressway.
Mayor Street suggested that the ballpark would spur development in the Callowhill
neighborhood that had a more depressed reputation in the 2000s as a rundown area full of
dilapidated factories and warehouses (Goldberg, 2000). Chinatown residents were not
receptive to having a ballpark built in the neighborhood, with many residents citing the
lack of space required for a ballpark and disruptions that would negatively impact the
fabric of the Chinatown community. Feeling that their concerns were being ignored,
residents of Chinatown even threatened to file a racial discrimination lawsuit against the
City of Philadelphia (Goldberg, 2000). Plans for the Chinatown ballpark were eventually
scrapped, and the Phillies now play at Citizen’s Bank Park in South Philadelphia. The
legacy of resisting large-scale development projects continues to endure in these
neighborhoods today.
Years later, residents would provide divergent reactions to the creation of a
Neighborhood Improvement District (NID) in Callowhill. The NID would have secured
funding through property taxation to cover cost of neighborhood services such as garbage
removal, graffiti cleanup and additional street lighting (Brey, 2012). The district was
approved by city council, but it was ultimately defeated as slightly more than half of the
property owners in the community voted in opposition. Residents could not agree on the
amount of taxes that would be required from residents to pay for neighborhood
maintenance projects.
In addition, opposition to the NID’s implementation was blamed on what was
perceived by some community members, as a lack of transparency and residential
inclusion in the NID development process (Brey, 2012). Yet although reactions to the
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Rail Park were varied, in late 2016, ground was broken on Phase One of the Rail Park. It
was completed in 2018 and is now open to the public.

Figure 3: Self photograph of Rail Park
Site Two: 11th Street Bridge Park, Washington, D.C.
The proposed 11th Street Bridge Park is situated on the Anacostia River in
Washington D. C’s southeastern quadrant. The river separates the Anacostia
neighborhood from the Navy Yard and Capitol Hill neighborhoods. The southeast
quadrant’s population is predominantly African American, but there are socio-spatial
variances within it. The area that includes the working-class Anacostia neighborhood on
the southeastern side of the Anacostia River is predominantly African American in
residential composition, while the smaller northwestern section of the quadrant across
the river is comprised of the Navy Yard and Capitol Hill neighborhoods. The
percentage of white residents and wealthier households in these neighborhoods stand in
contrast to its southeastern geographical counterpart. The Anacostia neighborhood
developed in the mid-1800s as one of Washington D. C’s earliest suburbs, with a
residential population largely employed by the Navy Yard. Although the neighborhood
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developed under strict housing policies that restricted those of African American, Irish
and mixed ancestry, the present-day population is predominantly African American and
houses historical sites such as the former home of abolitionist Frederick Douglass
(United States National Park Service, n.d.).

Figure 4: Bridge Park Site Map
A report released in 2015 by the Urban Institute that assessed Washington
D.C.’s 179 neighborhoods stated that 23 percent are considered economically
disadvantaged, and most economically disadvantaged neighborhoods lie east of the
Anacostia River (Stein, 2015). These neighborhoods are characterized by higher rates of
unemployment, lower rates of high school graduates and single parent households
headed by women. A high concentration of poverty lies in the 8th ward, which includes
the Anacostia neighborhood. Coincidently this area has also experienced a growth in
development, which supports the Urban Institute advocacy for policies that will increase
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development in underserved areas, while limiting an increase in housing costs and the
displacement of longtime residents.
Harriet Tregoning, then Director of Planning envisioned an opportunity to create
a privately owned public operated park using the remaining infrastructure composed on
piers that crossed the Anacostia River in southeastern Washington D.C. (Bogle, Diby,
Burnstein, Woluchem and Dev, 2016). During talks Harriet would ask Scott Kratz about
his interest in making the 11th Street Bridge Park a reality. He viewed the 11th Street
Bridge Park as a catalyst for inclusive development that would provide benefits for
surrounding communities regardless of socioeconomic status (LISC, 2015). Goals for
the elevated park project are numerous and include the provision of recreational green
space, spurring economic activity, improving environmental education and public
health and establishing connections between divided communities (Bogle, Diby,
Burnstein, Woluchem and Dev, 2016).
Highways provide auto connections between the two sides, but the 11th Street
Bridge Park is promoted as green infrastructure for the pedestrians. The Washington
D.C. (D.C.) Department of Transportation initiated work to replace the bridge in 2009
and thus far the local government and private donors have pledged over $1.5 million
dollars for the park’s development. The Washington D.C. branch of the Local Initiatives
Support Corporation (LISC DC) an organization devoted to supporting equitable
community development has pledged additional funding. Scott Kratz, a former
government worker would go on to become director of the 11th Street Bridge Park
organization, which focuses on inclusive and equitable development that would benefit
communities surrounding the 11th Street Bridge Park site.
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The Anacostia community initially had anxieties around the 11th Street Bridge
Park, due to the neighborhood history of broken promises and distrust, one example
being the closing of the public housing project Barry Farms, taking away vital affordable
quality housing. Yet the 11th Street Bridge Park’s Equitable Development Process was
founded on gaining the community’s trust. In pursuit of equitable development, the 11th
Street Bridge Park organization soliciting help from organizations such LISC DC and the
Urban Institute as part of an Equitable Development Task Force. The task force was
created in 2014 and began drafting mission statements that year. It served as the planning
process advisory board tasked with creating an Equitable Development Plan, which was
released in 2015. LISC DC became involved with the Bridge Park offered project
management support and planning expertise, in addition to funding to focus on equitable
development initiatives. The Urban Institute tracked and documented the planning
process, measuring impact during the planning process and assuring that impact would be
measured after the Bridge Park is built. The 11th Street Bridge Park Project’s Equitable
Development Process is detailed below.
Equitable Development Plan
As previously mentioned, an Equitable Development Plan (EDP) was created for
the 11th Street Bridge Park project in Washington D.C. In 2014, the 11th Street Bridge
Park organization began the groundwork to develop a plan with the goal of “ensuring
that the Bridge Park would be a driver of inclusive development--development that
provides opportunities for all residents regardless of income and demography (LISC
DC, 2015, p.5). The plan was developed in concert with residents, government officials,
business professionals, development owners and leaders of social institutions from
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Anacostia and the surrounding wards, as an effort to minimize the negative effects of
the rising property values that coincided with the development of similar park projects
such as the High Line Park. The original plan specifies three areas to focus strategies
that would directly impact the communities surrounding the 11th Street Bridge Park
including workforce development, housing and small business enterprise growth (LISC,
2015). Workforce development initiatives attempt to address high unemployment rates
on the east side of the Anacostia River. The goal is to work with local government,
contracting companies, workforce development organizations and other entities to
prioritize Bridge Park employment opportunities for residents in surrounding
communities suffering a deficit of employment opportunities. The housing focus of the
EDP is tasked with ensuring residents are able to live in the community and enjoy the
benefits on the Bridge Park, through mechanisms that ensure affordable housing rentals
and pathways to homeownership such as a Home Buyer’s Club for residents living
within the Bridge Park neighborhoods and the development of a Community Land Trust
to mitigate displacement. The focus on developing more small business enterprises aims
to cultivate wealth creation opportunities for residents and economic vitality in
communities surrounding the Bridge Park (LISC, 2015). To effectively implement
equitable development goals associated, the EDP was developed by the Equitable
Development Task Force five years before the expected opening of the 11th Street
Bridge Park in 2019.
Similarities exist between the development of the 11th Bridge Park and Rail
Park. Both projects received great support from local government, private funding and
sought public input in its development processes. Yet the planning process associated
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with the development of the 11th Street Bridge Park resulted in the creation of an
Equitable Development Plan (EDP). The plan was created by a taskforce, which used
meetings to gather input from diverse stakeholders including residents, community
leaders, businesses, government officials, non-profit partners, etc. Three goals for
inclusive community development were established and include workforce
development, affordable housing and small business enterprise in the Anacostia
neighborhood as described in Chapter 1 (LISC, 2015).
Data Collection & Procedure
Content Analysis
A contextual analysis of documents pertinent to this research was undertaken.
Materials included but were not initially limited to planning and discussion documents,
written public communications and proposals (such as the Chinatown North Strategic
Plan, the 11th Street Park Equitable Development Plan and news articles) related to the
development of the Rail Park and 11th Street Bridge Park. I reviewed six news articles,
one planning document, one community non-profit communications document, one
community development corporation document, and one non-profit research organization
report for the Rail Park. I reviewed three news articles, one community non-profit
communications document and one community non-profit planning document for the
Bridge Park. The sample materials were reviewed for accuracy. A coding system based
on grounded theory was used to implement a content analysis of the materials indicated.
As the materials underwent analysis, themes were identified. The goal was to extract
themes that would detail the development of the park project with attention to language
that concerns equity through the rationale given for park development, perspectives of
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park project proponents, perspectives of park project opponents, etc. Investigating the
communications approach of park project stakeholders helped in uncovering themes that
preemptively addressed, emphasized or omitted potential concerns associated with largescale park development (gentrification anticipation, employment opportunities, housing,
cultural recognition, community engagement forms and levels, scale, etc.) before directly
engaging community residents. In search for possible discrepancies between “words and
action”, this analysis was compared to procedural steps that were subsequently taken as
community engagement took place. Furthermore, documents helped to explain what
equitable development strategies or approaches were employed to prevent environmental
gentrification in the respective park projects. Overall there were minimal ethical issues
related to this form of research due to the absence of direct interactions with humans.
Obtaining Participants
Data collection was empirical in nature and took the form of 33 total face-to-face
interviews, 16 for Philadelphia and 17 for Washington, D.C. As part of my fieldwork
process I made between 80 to 90 interview requests. Using the purposeful sampling
technique, I initially aimed to identify and select potential participants for interviews
based on their unique perspectives in relation to the research questions posed in this
study. Creswell and Plano Clark (2011) suggested that those identified and selected with
this technique be well informed or experienced with the issues related to the undertaken
study. In addition, this sampling method is noted for its use in qualitative research as tool
in selecting “information-rich” cases (Patton, 2002). In this case, the researcher was
allowed to use their judgment as they select potential participants (interview candidates).
For this study, participants were representative of the communities surrounding the
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specific sites of this study (Rail Park and 11th Street Bridge Park). In addition, a portion
of participants were individuals living in communities around the selected sites and
individuals involved in the development of the park projects target for research in
Philadelphia and Washington D.C.
Many individuals were discovered primarily through exhaustive internet
searches. Participants were contacted via email and social media outlets. The terms
‘Rail Park’, “Bridge Park”, “Callowhill”, “Elevated Park”, “Anacostia”, “D.C. Navy
Yard”, “community organizations’, etc. were amongst search terms commonly used to
identify organizations and the information of potential contact participants. Subscribing
to mailing list was another used to obtain potential participants for interviews. Friends
of the Rail Park and the 11th Bridge Park both issued news items and articles to
subscribers of their respective email lists. I was able to identify additional community
organizations in close proximity to the park projects using utilizing the zooming
function of Google Maps. Finally, I conducted walking tours of each neighborhood to
get a better sense of the residential landscape and community institutions located in
each neighborhood, as Google Maps may omit new construction or landscape changes.
Initial interview requests were followed up with additional interviews requests
once a sufficient amount of time passed. Some initial requests were rejected for a variety
of reasons, with time constraints given as a major reason. Other requests received no
response, or I was redirected to someone other than the individual I originally contacted.
In a few instances, participants were able to connect me to other individuals that were
suitable for interviews. Once interested participants indicated a willingness to participate,
they were sent a consent form and we mutually agreed on a time and interview method.
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Each interview in Philadelphia was conducted in person. Due to time and travel
constraints about a third of the interviews with Washington D.C. participants were
conducted over the phone or Skype. Both mechanisms had the ability to save the
interviews for transcription.
Inclusion and Exclusion Criteria
Research participants in Philadelphia and Washington D.C. comprised of women
and men over the age of 18 associated with or located in proximity to the park site under
investigative research. A purposive sampling method was employed to select and
interview participants for in-depth at each site previously described. Participants that
were excluded were those initially contacted but expressed limited knowledge on the park
projects under investigation and lacked familiarity with communities near the research
sites.
Final Participants
The participants interviewed were varied in both their experiences and attitudes
concerning the development and impact of large park projects in the communities where
they lived, worked and/or advocated on behalf of. In Philadelphia, I interviewed
individuals with significant roles in the development of the Rail Park, several community
business owners, real estate development professionals, design professionals, local artists,
several community organization representatives, and residents that ranged from young
professionals to those with decades of community tenure. In Washington D.C., I
interviewed housing professionals, individuals promoting the Bridge Park, community
residents in wards contiguous with the park project site, members of the Anacostia arts
and culture community, an economic development professional, business owners, local

44

government officials, a community church official, a built environment researcher and an
urban environmentalist. In total thirty-three interviews were conducted between June and
December 2017, with 16 in Philadelphia and 17 in Washington D.C. A table providing
further details on final participants can found in the appendix section of this dissertation.
Each of the research sites contained diverse populations, with the Callowhill
neighborhood in Philadelphia primarily comprised of white residents and an adjacent
Asian American community (interviews were conducted with residents and Chinatown
advocates). The Anacostia community in Washington is predominately African
American, which I suspect played a role in securing interviews as an African American
male doctoral candidate. Many of the participants expressed an elevated level of
comfort as they spoke with me regarding racial experiences, while using language and
euphemisms that were assumed as mutually understood by African Americans. As an
example, a community resident, business owner and self-identified environmentalist
stated during our interview “it always does me good to hear that young men of color are
involved with environmental stuff”, upon learning about my research and teaching
experiences (Participant 16, personal communication, December 7, 2017). My
experience as a Philadelphia and Temple University student was additionally benefit,
when interviewing long-term Callowhill residents. I sensed a level of comfort as we
generally spoke about various Philadelphian topics such as sports, food, schools, etc.
before the formal interview began. I can only speculate that such connections impacted
interviews positively by elevating candor in responses. My ability to secure interviews
from the Chinatown and Asian American communities proved to be difficult, but was
able to obtain a few interviews, which was an important element of this research.
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Interview Process
The interview phase of data collection was completed in two parts. Initial
interviews were conducted before embarking on more substantial fieldwork. Using the
purposeful sampling method, four pilot interviews were conducted between each
research site. I contacted organizations for pilot interviews in Washington D.C. that
include the non-profit organization Building Bridges Across the River at THEARC
involved in the creation and execution of the 11th Street Bridge Park’s Equitable
Development Plan (EDP). In addition, I approached the Washington D.C. office of
Local Initiatives Support Corporation (LISC DC) a national community development
support organization, due to their role in developing the 11th Bridge Park EDP and their
post development financial pledge to support initiatives focused on inclusion, equity
and quality of life improvement in the communities surround the 11th Street Bridge
Park.
I followed the same strategy while attempting to secure pilot interviews from
community organizations in Philadelphia such as the Chinatown Community
Development Corporation. Members of this organization have expressed concerns about
the Rail Park project in the past. In addition, I sought interviews with the original
members of the Friends of the Rail Park Board. These individuals including Sarah
McEneaney were part of the earliest efforts to preserve and redevelopment the rail
infrastructure in the early 2000s. Friends of the Rail Park are a group comprised of
residents that advocate and raised funds for the creation of the Rail Park. I obtained
additional pilot interviews with community leaders and businesses from the
neighborhoods of the park project sites.
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These pilot interviews were used to develop a rapport with stakeholders in the
development of large-scale park projects discussed for this research. Pilot interviews
aided in the identification of community residents and members of civic groups,
business owners, non-profit entities, local government and private developers that may
be interview participants for this study. Materials including the research protocol,
question list, and appropriate consent documents affiliated with this initial set of
interviews were submitted for approval to the Instructional Review Board at Temple
University. Once pilot interviews commenced, responses were transcribed, analyzed for
themes, and used to improve questions (as needed) within the original interview
structure that was created for the subsequent in-depth interview portion of this
qualitative research. In addition, pilot interviews will support the development of a
suitable triangulated research structure to conduct quality fieldwork. The findings of
these interviews are addressed in the dissertation, with attention given to any qualitative
improvements and changes that were made as a result of conducting pilot research. A
pilot interview guide can be found in the appendix of this dissertation. Using the
purposeful sampling method, 33 in depth interviews were conducted between the two
research sites. According to Creswell (1998) this number is sufficient for conducting
qualitative grounded theory research (p. 64). A semi structured interview schedule was
utilized to gather data for research. Interviews consisted of semi-structured questions
that allowed participants to provide in depth responses. In some instances, a form of
questioning that is more orderly was required during interviews, when response
clarifications are required. In addition, sub-questions and follow up questions were used
as necessary. A copy of interview questions is provided in the appendix of this
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dissertation. Interview questions gauged the participants’ level of civic engagement and
captured their feelings about community development planning processes and the threat
of gentrification. With permission from the participant, interviews were recorded
electronically with a voice recorder and supplemented by light note taking. As
necessary, telephone interviews were recorded with the TapeACall mobile application
and verbal party consent. Recorded interviews were labeled with pseudonyms, saved,
coded and transcribed upon completion. The objective of these interviews were to
capture both level of importance and conceptions of equity, through the lens of differing
interests and stakeholders concerned with the development of major green space
projects in urban communities. I sought to understand how each participant’s
conceptions fit at into a planning (comprehensive or piecemeal) framework that best
serves the interests of the surrounding communities and possibly beyond the immediate
area. The table of primary sources can be found in the appendix.
Institutional Research Board Protections for Participants
With the consent of research participants, I digitally recorded interviews that
were subsequently translated and transcribed. Digital recording was an optional part of
participation. In cases where consent for digitally recording interviews was denied, I
took notes on my interview guide for future analysis. Digital recordings, translations,
and transcripts were stored on a password-protected computer. Written notes, consent
forms and the recorder used for conducting interviews remains kept in a locked home
filing cabinet. In order to ensure participant confidentiality, I replaced their actual
names with pseudonyms in the translations, transcripts and the text of my dissertation. I
will continue this practice in any publications resulting from this research. Furthermore,
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the names of any other persons mentioned in the interviews are protected with a
pseudonym. Any concrete places or addresses discussed during the interviews that
could lead to identification of the research participants are generalized using landmarks
or larger areas instead. I also replaced the name of the pilot interview informants’
organizations unless they decided to publicly disclose their names.
Analysis
Data analysis was completed within the Grounded Theory (GT) framework.
This framework can be used in research that wishes to investigate a process, such as the
planning processes of this study (Neff, 1998). Grounded Theory’s inductive approach to
research attempts to “derives theories from the analysis of patterns, themes, and
common categories discovered in observational data”, which differs from research
based on the deductive reasoning (Babbie, 2007, p. 296). Themes, categories and codes
emerge from an analysis of documents and transcribed interviews of participants, thus
grounded the research and negating the need for an initial research hypothesis. Themes,
categories and codes also emerged throughout the interviewing process, which were
included in memo writing. Memos are in the used in Grounded Theory as written
documentation of theory development, which will include definitions for chosen
categories, their justification, order and relationships amongst them (Willig, 2013). A
memo example can be found in the appendix of this dissertation. To develop a greater
understanding of the “green space paradox”, I extracted themes associated and the
equitable processes/practices pursued to overcome the paradox and any external factors
that may inhibit their success, with a focus on large-scale park projects.
I investigated themes guided by my theoretical understanding of environmental
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justice, sustainability, procedural justice, etc. Numerous themes included varied
conceptions of equity based on the socioeconomic conditions of participants and their
connections to site communities, and conflicts between green space provision and
economic aspirations. I also investigated the possibility of external factors such as
gentrification/displacement anticipation influencing equitable park development and the
success of employed planning processes, future outlooks of impacted communities
influencing potential park project success, factors influencing strength/weakness of
community member participation in the planning processes, park enthusiasm levels, etc.
The results of the research were informed in large measure by the views of participants.
Qualitative data associated with the stakeholder attitudes, feelings, and perceptions were
tied to varied notions of equity and the engagement levels of planning processes
connected to park project development. The analysis provides a better understanding of
equitable approaches in cities and why they may differ in implementing green space
initiatives.
Research Instrument
Data collected from transcribed interviews was analyzed with the ATLAS.ti
software program. According to its developer Scientific Software Development GmbH
(2016), this program includes tools to help the user locate, code, and annotate findings in
the data, weigh and evaluate their importance, and visualize the relationships among
them. It can aggregate large volumes of documents while keeping track of all notes,
annotations, codes and memos in all fields of the data. In addition, ATLAS.ti can be used
with text files, pictures, audio files, video files, or geographic data (Scientific Software
Development GmbH, 2016). The College of Liberal Arts has an upgraded license for this
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software and it can be found in classrooms and computer labs throughout campus. In
addition, the software can be installed onto any computer owned by Temple University.
As a student within the College of Liberal Arts, I had access to this software. As a
company, ATLAS.ti offers training courses and webinars free of charge. As the sole
researcher, I registered and attended a training course to gain additional familiarity and
into the software’s use in the humanities, social sciences and health sciences. In addition,
I obtained a book developed to guide researchers using ATLAS.ti as an analytical tool.
Using ATLAS.ti themes extracted from the transcribed interviews will be interpreted and
presented in the research results.
Analyzing Qualitative Data
Open Coding
This stage in the coding process uncovers the earliest codes generated from
collected data. During this stage each piece of data for this study including interview and
secondary source materials was read numerous times to decipher information in the
development of initial categories. Each category generated has associated properties that
align with quotes pulled from interviews and textual sources. In their explanation of open
coding, Strauss and Corbin (1998) offers the following “To uncover, name and develop
concepts, we must open up the text and expose the thoughts, ideas and meanings
contained therein. Without this first analytical step, the rest of the analysis and the
communication that follows could not occur (p.102)”. Along with the other stages of
coding, this is an iterative process that begins to form the structure of a theoretical
framework. Over nine hundred initial codes were created during this stage of analysis for
various reasons that includes the amount of data analyzed, the researcher’s effort to
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provide rigor to data analysis and the development of overlapping codes in the coding
process. As I began to analyze the data, I took the first one hundred codes and started
creating initial sub-categories. I continued to develop and refine these categories as I
analyzed from the remaining codes.
Below is a brief example extracted from this research:
Open Coding

Properties

Participant’s words

Wanting Affordable Housing

Diminishing affordable
housing concerns; Ill prepared
for changing housing market;
finding affordable housing in
other communities

Thinking about paying rent;
area needs more affordable
housing; address housing for
everyone

Table 1: Open Coding Example
Axial Coding
In grounded theory, axial coding helps in the discovery of core concepts emerging
from the research, by identifying the connections and relationships that exist between
categories from open codes (Babbie, 2007). This stage of coding in grounded theory
looks for emerging relationships between codes. Based on the categories discovered in
the open coding process, twenty-two axial categories emerged. These categories
presented additional clarity to the overall study, as they began to connect with the study’s
research questions. Evolving conceptions of equity on both community and individual
levels including quality of life concerns, housing, diversity, the environment, etc. As a
major component of this study, uncovered themes regarding community involvement in
park pre-planning process provided a differentiation between stated equitable
development and grassroots approaches to large park projects. Furthermore, the impact of
individual and collective attitudes regarding gentrification and the green space paradox
were uncovered. Captured data with themes related history, real estate speculation,
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public space ownership, neighborhood divisions, various forms of displacement, etc.
informed the research results and helped in the establishment of a core concept during
selective coding. Below is a brief example of the axial coding undertaken:
Axial Coding

Open Coding Basis

Housing & Land Tenure

Wanting Affordable Housing; Community
Control Housing; Homeownership; Forms of
Land Tenure and Control

Table 2: Axial Coding Example
Selective Coding
The final stage of the coding process helps the researcher isolate the core category
of the study needed to form a theory or theoretical framework in grounded theory. This
core category should be connected in some form to all the other categories generated in
the previous coding stages (Babbie, 2007). After constant data comparison and the
development of a concept map using the axial codes, a core concept was discovered. The
discovery of a core concept was aided by the memo process that I utilized to track my
thoughts on emerging themes over the transcription and coding periods of this research.
Below is a complete code list used for analysis.
Business Development & Sustainability

Arts & Culture

Education Priorities

Communication & Cooperation

Environmental Justice

Design

Forms of Diversity

Inclusive/Equitable Development

Housing & Land Tenure

Trust

Political Strength & Connections

Gentrification

Pre-Development Process (Stages)

Historic Community Grievances

Quality of Life

Neighborhood Composition

Role of Capital

Notions of Displacement

As Public Space

Green Space Benefits
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Spatial Divisions & Implications
Table 3: Selective Coding Example

Expressed Feelings: Park Project

Concept Mapping
As the data coding process evolved categories, concepts and themes began to
materialize from research interviews and documents. Following the qualitative coding
process, concept mapping was used as tool to decipher relationships with ATLAS.ti
software. Concept mapping can provide clarity in the construction of a theoretical
framework through graphical display (Babbie, 2007). Below is one concept map
developed from this study. The analytical nature of grounded theory forced me to
scrutinize information derived from interviews through multiple stages of coding. The
coding and subsequent concept mapping process allowed me to uncover themes in a
manner that was unrestricted by a hypothesis. Thus, the results were more organic.

Figure 5: Concept Map
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Validity Strategies
According to Creswell (2009) validity is one of the strengths of qualitative
research. A myriad of strategies was employed to increase the credibility or
trustworthiness of research results by the researcher, participants and or readers
(Creswell, 2009). Triangulation is a method that was used to increase the validity of
research. As described in the methods section of this dissertation, greater credibility can
be given to research that includes multiple sources of information in qualitative research.
Bias clarification is another strategy used to increase credibility (Creswell, 2009).
Grounded theory promotes the use of various data collection methods (Babbie,
2007). Methods for this study were comprised of a content analysis, pilot interviews and
key interviews. The use of varied research techniques was based on methodological
triangulation. Triangulation attempts to answer research topics that entail a diverse range
of perspectives such as those expressed in interviews and surveys. According to Creswell
(2008) triangulation serves as an instrument to increase the overall accuracy of
undertaken research, by gathering of data from a variety of sources. The following
section of this dissertation provides further detail on this study’s setting, data collection
procedures, research settings, participants, analysis tools, validity strategies and research
limitations.
As the sole researcher implementing this study, it was important to identify any
biases, personal experiences or assumptions regarding the research topic. As a
Philadelphia native, I am familiar with the history and changes of the communities
surrounding the Rail Park (Septa spur section), as I and many family members lived in
those communities. I believe these experiences have advanced my sensitivities,
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awareness and knowledge of major subjects pertaining to this study and aided in my
rapport with participants and data allocation. Every effort was being made to avoid
personal biases in this study and the interpretation of associated data, although complete
objectivity was difficult to ensure. The thoughts and opinions of participants were
respected as experiences outside of my own.
Research Limitations
As with many cases of research this study had limitations. The coding system
developed for the contextual analysis portion of this research was subjective and based
upon my logic. Qualitative information collected from my interviews had limitations as
self-reported information, which can be difficult to verify independently. Utilizing the
purposeful sampling technique raised the potential for biases that could appear from
participants in their respective interviews due to positive and negative experiences
tainting perspectives, misplacement of events, exaggeration, selective memory, etc. It
was important to recognize the possibility of these biases occurring. In addition, while I
had developed professional connections in the planning and community development
communities of Philadelphia, such connections were not as extensive in Washington D.C.
For this study, access to key participants was very important. I stressed the
importance of having an efficient methodological research design to carry out this study
in a timely manner and mitigate limitations that could occur to the best of my ability.
Finally, an abbreviated version of grounded theory was utilized to undertake this
research. In contrast to the complete version of grounded theory, there was not an initial
stage of categorizing and coding original data (i.e. interview transcripts). Categories and
codes were developed through analysis once data had been collected. The abbreviated
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version of grounded theory is utilized in cases where time and/or resources are restricted,
such as my case previously indicated (Willig, 2013).
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CHAPER 4: RESULTS
Overview
In this chapter, research results are presented and subsequently discussed in
accordance to grounded theory. The results of this type of study are best presented when
organized around key categories that emerged from the research. If a core variable
(central category) emerges from the research it should be initially addressed alongside
supplementary categories that support a relationship with the core variable (Willig,
2003). The coding process led to sub-category codes, which help to answer the research
questions, and developed supporting category codes, which contextualize the subcategory codes in further detail. I share results by research question, sub-category codes,
and supporting category codes, and by sites (the Rail Park and the Bridge Park). I present
an in-depth analysis and comparison in the Discussion and Conclusion chapter.
Data results focus on the extent of these issues in relation to the two research
sites. Results are written in narrative form and follow a tiered structure that separately
follows each respective research question. Each research question will be addressed by
the supporting categories that support the subcategories (see Figure 6 below).
Furthermore, each site will be addressed separately within this framework. News articles
were particularly biased in presenting a view formed by its author, editor or organization.
Thus, an effort was made to avoid the incorporation of articles into this research that were
overtly presented a singular views or opinion based without quotes. Therefore, materials
used for the results include quotes of various stakeholders involved in the two park
projects at several levels (local, city and state).
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For each of these questions, as mentioned above, I developed sub and supporting
categories based on collected data. In the table below, you will find the research
questions, the rationale that emerged for how to address these questions, the subcategories that I discovered when coding, and the supporting categories. The subcategories and supporting categories represent all of the issues that emerge when
examining each research question. Note that the text in each cell applies to both case
studies, as the rationale, sub-categories and supporting categories applied to both the Rail
Park and the Bridge Park. View the table on the next page to see how research results are
linked to proposed research questions.
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Research Question

Rationale

Sub-Category

Supporting
Categories

RQ1: How is the
concept of ‘equity’
envisioned? How are
these concepts
included/excluded in
planning processes?
What kinds of ED
strategies or
approaches are
employed to prevent
environmental
gentrification?

- Addressing
historical grievance
of a community and
the issues associated
to enhance equity
- Included or
excluded in the
equitable
development process;
level of inclusivity
sought and achieved

Historic Community
Grievances

- Role of Other Forms
of Capital
- Social & Financial
Capital Concerns
- Political Strength &
Connections
- Quality of Life
Issues
- The Environment
- Business
Development &
Sustainability
- Education
- Housing & Land
Tenure
- Spatial Divisions &
Implications

RQ2: How does the
involvement of
community members
differ between ED
and non-ED
processes?

- Top down
(comprehensive) vs.
bottom up
(grassroots)
approaches to park
project outreach

Predevelopment
Procedure

- Communication &
Cooperation
- Inclusive/Equitable
Development
- Park Design
- True Public Space
- Arts & Culture

RQ3: Has there been
a gentrification
anticipation effect
that influences
residential attitudes
associated with largescale greening
projects? Does the
development of an
ED proposal
influence attitudes
related to the
project’s planning
process?

- Feelings regarding
Expressed Feelings:
the park projects
Park Project
overall and the green
space in a generalized
context (i.e. feelings
regarding
displacement,
diversity,
gentrification, etc.)

- Diversity
- Neighborhood
Character
- Gentrification
- Notions of
Displacement

Table 4: Research Questions Table
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Research Question 1 Results
Research Question 1 posed the question: How is the concept of ‘equity’ envisioned? How
are these concepts included/excluded in planning processes? What kinds of ED strategies
or approaches are employed to prevent environmental gentrification? Throughout my
process of using grounded theory and using coding to analyze my participant responses,
natural sub-categories and categories to supplement my sub-categories became apparent.
Therefore, for Research Question 1, I will be presenting my findings by site (first the Rail
Park and then the Bridge Park), and within each site, I will be presenting my findings by
sub-category and supplemental categories (per Figure 6).
The Rail Park: Results for Research Question 1
Sub-Category: Historical Grievances
To address issues of inequity it was necessary to answer the question, ‘How is the
concept of ‘equity’ envisioned’? Historical grievances impact the community’s
perception of community development initiatives and how they could benefit. In Chapter
3, I presented some background of the neighborhood surrounding the Phase One elevated
component of Philadelphia’s Rail Park. The Callowhill neighborhoods diverse and
evolving history is magnified by the numerous competing visions of the community,
which is characterized by its diversity of names including Callowhill, Chinatown North,
the Eraserhood and the most recent name of Spring Arts. There is a history of community
resistance against large-scale development projects that community members deemed
disruptive, as evidenced by the rejection of nearby downtown ballpark stadium proposal
in the early 2000s. The anxiety around the historical perception of being ignored persists
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as illustrated by the thoughts of a member of a local cultural organization regarding
development associated with the Rail Park:
I feel like there is always a threat of that. You don't want to wake up one day and
be like ‘Oh, I still live here but it's not home anymore’. I think we're concerned
with making sure we maintain that and it's definitely a threat 'cause especially,
historically we have gone against things like prisons and baseball stadiums that
don't add to culture but can take away space and take away people that come into
that neighborhood are part of those communities (Community Resident and
Organization Member, Participant 24).
While other grievances exist, many expressed in the community are illustrated in
the desire to acknowledge the influence of Asian Americans in Callowhill and nearby
Chinatown. On a greater scale, residents have viewed Callowhill as a forgotten
neighborhood when compared to better-known areas of Philadelphia such as Northern
Liberties and Old City. Callowhill residents contend that the community is emerging
from its industrial past, as evidenced by the growth of residential land use. A white
Callowhill resident provides racial contextualization to the notion of being forgotten,
stating, “Chinatown has a long history of being marginalized as a city, and I think that's
still a concern” (Community Resident, Participant 26). The element of race plays an
underlying role in the perception of equitable development concerning projects in the
community. The history of central Philadelphia’s Asian American community influences
the development priorities of concerned communities, much like the history of African
Americans influenced development projects in southeastern Washington D.C
communities like Anacostia.
Role of Other Forms of Capital
Building capital is important amongst residents, as many believe development is
often skewed to the benefit of the wealthy and businesses. The role of various forms of
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capital has emerged as a key area to address in conjunction with a comprehensive
development approach to large park development. Forms of capital include social,
financial, and political capital.
Social & Financial Capital Connections
Philadelphia participants addressed the role of social and financial capital within
the community on a minimal level. Financial capital is the accumulation of wealth. Social
capital is based one’s ability to social connections. Social capital impacts one’s ability to
obtain local services. Participants in Washington D.C. provided more input on concepts if
social and financial capital in a following section of this chapter.
Political Strength & Connections
Amongst Philadelphians in the Callowhill neighborhood the ability to influence
policy and pursue an insistence on political investment has been determined as good for
equitable development planning. One’s ability to obtain and wield political capital or
display savvy within political processes through connection is important in influencing
the progress of development projects in the community.
One only needs to look at the contentious battles between supporters and
opponents of the proposed Baseball Stadium in Chinatown and Neighborhood
Improvement District (NID) to view successful exercises in the utilization of political
capital. In 2012, the NID proposed for Callowhill neighborhood was defeated in City
Council by a collective group of businesses and property owners that feared a rise in tax
would push them out of the neighborhood (Brey, 2012). The level of capital amongst
residents fluctuates. A resident’s ability to voice one’s opinion and the ability to "do
something" with one’s opinion do not exactly correlate, as I was told by a Rail Park
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advocate while answering a question regarding their ability to voice concerns in
neighborhood development processes: “Voice? Sure. Do something? Probably not.
Right?” (Community Organization Member, Community Business Employee Participant
27). Participants also indicated their belief in inequities between public and private
development financing sector.
Quality of Life Issues
While the provision of green space is important, the Callowhill participants
indicated several other quality of life concerns. Accessing good amenities and services
are important. Addressing basic infrastructure issues, such as roads and lighting are
important. The availability of adequate parking is a concern that has been raised a several
interviews regarding the Callowhill community. Participants have also noted the
neighborhood lacks amenities, commodities and services. Participants expressed concern
that a food desert exists in Callowhill, and residents lack access to food that is priceeffective and high in quality. Neighborhood cleanliness is also a concern that has been
raised in the community. Residents have complained about the prevalence of garbage and
animal waste, and fear with the rise in neighborhood businesses, the neighborhood will
attract those who disregard neighborhood cleanliness (Community Organization Member,
Community Business Employee, Participant 27). Additionally, residents have associated
lack of foot traffic with safety concerns and an unwelcoming feel. Participants expressed
the feeling that residential growth will alleviate that concern, thus densifying Callowhill
would be a positive safety step. Other concerns noted are the vacancy, abandonment and
dilapidated structures/spaces in Callowhill. It is important to note that concerns expressed
in interviews may not be interchangeable between participants for this research.
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Participants considered community amenities such as green space important for
the neighborhood. The Rail Park is envisioned as both a community asset and amenity.
Many felt the Rail Park could be an asset to combat some of the issues in the
neighborhood and could help spur the provision of business services. Yet others have
questioned the private funding of public amenities in the past, i.e. the proposed early
2000s ballpark (Community Resident & Organization Member, Participant 21).
Additionally, there have been questions that have arisen about the extra services required
to maintain the park (Local Business Owner, Participant 2). Participants want the Rail
Park as an amenity, but also want to mitigate any residential nuisances, citing
appreciation of the low-key reputation of the Callowhill neighborhood.
The Environment
In contrast to Washington D.C., there was minimal feedback from Philadelphia
participants concerning environmental justice topics. The provision of greenspace was
the main topic of discussion related to the natural environment in the Callowhill
neighborhood. Several participants, expressed concerns generally connected to
beautification and the lack of green spaces such as parks (Former Community Resident,
Participant 28). One of the earliest Rail Park advocates and artist expressed the
following,
“The people who live and work in this neighborhood will benefit from it (the Rail
Park) because there is no green space, and I have a yard but most people who live in this
neighborhood they live in converted factories so they don't have yards, they don't even
have a stoop to hang on, so just having a public Green Space has been really important to
people” (Community Resident & Organization Member & Participant 18). Furthermore,
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any concerns pertaining to remediation of the park’s original viaduct site was primarily
contained within the planning documents analyzed as a part of this research.
Business Development & Sustainability
For participants considering the overall business climate in Callowhill there was a
divergence of thought, The Asian American community highlighted the importance of
focusing on retaining business and warehouses located in Callowhill (also called
Chinatown North) was through a variety of possible mechanisms that include the use of
rent control measures. Other community residents focused on the need to attract and
maintain businesses and fill in vacant spaces. Prospects for business development were
intertwined with the potential impact of the Rail Park and its extension, as participants
noted a wealth of available spaces for businesses to flourish, such as start-up companies.
Participants also noted the potential use of business-oriented mechanisms to improve the
community's quality of life through collective financing, such as future a Business
Improvement District (BID) once more businesses were established in the community.
Education
The educational priorities of the Callowhill neighborhood are focused on youth
and young families. There is a desire to keep young families in the community, which
hinges on access to quality education. Enhancing the quality and accessibility of
education is a priority in the Callowhill neighborhood.
The Folk Arts Cultural Treasures (FACTS) Charter School, which opened in
2007, educates the youth of the neighborhood, with an emphasis on Asian American
culture. As former teacher stated, the environment is part of the educational priorities of
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the community, as FACTS views the Rail Park as a potential space for environmental
education (Former Community Resident, Participant 28).
Housing and Land Tenure
Like many other cities across the country, the availability of affordable housing is
a growing issue in Philadelphia. Affordable housing in Callowhill has been a longstanding and contentious issue amongst various populations. Some non-Asian American
Callowhill participants did not indicate affordable housing concerns, however, some
Asian American Callowhill participants expressed a pressing concern for many Asian
American residents in the community, particularly when it comes to affordable housing
for new immigrants. There was a well-publicized disagreement regarding the
development of the space allocated for the Rail Park, which pitted affordable housing
supporters against park development supporters. Many participants believe that setting
aside affordable housing by real estate developers is inadequate, thus providing
affordable housing for residents connected to Chinatown has been the focus of the
Chinatown Community Development Corporation.
Housing is tied to the potential impact of the Rail Park development. It is also
viewed as a potential tool of displacement mitigation connected to the Rail Park. A major
component of the Rail Park’s development is the possibility of rising housing prices,
which is addressed in a later section. Although housing developments exist, it is not
affordable housing as many businesses occupying manufacturing spaces are selling to
developers that turn spaces into expensive housing. It has also been suggested that
greenspace development inhibits affordable housing, as mentioned earlier.
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Spatial Divisions & Implications
Conceptions of space have emerged throughout this research, as the
neighborhoods surrounding the Rail and Bridge Parks were analyzed. This geospatial
awareness in Philadelphia centers on the transient nature of the Callowhill neighborhood
by participants. The Rail Park has been regarded as a tool in bridging communities and
erasing structural barriers. There is precedent for different community partners in
Callowhill working together to bridge divides. The Vine Street Expressway is a structural
border that has separated the Callowhill community from the greater Chinatown
neighborhood. A participant and Rail Park advocate provided an example of different
community groups and artists working together on a cultural plan guided by the Asian
Arts Initiative to help cultivate a more cohesive sense of community amongst residents
and community supporters, the participant remarked “I feel like that was the first time
that folks in Chinatown felt like they were being listened to. There was like a chance of
rebuilding this gap that has been in their neighborhood” (Community Organization
Member, Community Business Employee, Participant 27).
The Bridge Park: Results for Research Question 1
Sub-Category: Historical Grievances
As expressed in the Rail Park section, when examining equity, it was necessary to
address issues of inequity to answer the question, ‘How is the concept of ‘equity’
envisioned’? When compared to nearby communities across the Anacostia River such as
Capitol Hill and the Navy Yard, the Anacostia community of southeastern Washington
D.C. and surrounding wards have a history of neglect and inequalities. The legacy of
these inequalities exists within the predominantly African American population of this
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community in terms of disparities in wealth, employment, and income, amongst others.
Feelings of frustration have permeated throughout the community as socioeconomic
concerns persist. The community has developed a reputation as a dangerous
neighborhood that community members would like to overcome, as they look forward to
turning Anacostia into a visitor-friendly neighborhood. As a participant and director
within the Anacostia Arts Center put it, “We fight a really bad reputation. It's a cool
neighborhood, like it's fine. It's no more dangerous than Northwest (Washington D.C.)”
(Local Business Director, Participant 3).
The 11th Street Bridge Park project was initially met with skepticism since
residential anxieties with other large-scale investments previously existed. These
anxieties are predicated on a history of broken promises and distrust. Circumstances
related to the closing of the public housing project Barry Farms has drawn the ire of
residents and activists advocating for the provision affordable quality housing. Negative
residential feelings are further stoked by what is viewed as lack of acknowledgment
concerning the tendency for development to occur in spaces predominantly occupied by
underserved or vulnerable populations. The representation or lack of acknowledgment of
African Americans has been a concern in real estate developers. Such experiences have
guided many of the initial responses to the 11th Street Bridge Park project. Furthermore,
feelings of invasion are initially associated with any dramatic changes that are not
believed to be in the community’s best interest.
There are larger processes unfolding that have influenced residential attitudes
about development projects, especially amongst predominately minority communities.
Washington D.C. residents have taken notice of the city’s shifting demographics. Some
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residents have attributed the increasing focus on service enhancement and beautification
as welcoming signals in efforts to attract wealthier white residents, as cities experience a
growth in residential growth rates partially due to growing preferences by many to live in
cities. Such linkages associate the provision of park commodities and their level of
attractiveness to demographic visitation rates. Other participants have argued that it is the
wealth gap, not the race gap, that primarily stokes the residential apprehension to major
development projects and the developers involved by Washington D.C.’s minority
communities. According to an African American economic development expert in Ward
8, “Truth is painful, but you have to start with the purpose that these are the facts. So that
as we develop strategies, we're trying to develop strategies to address the problem and not
a symptom. And sometimes that takes a wrong turn, it takes multiple years to cultivate
and put together” (Community Economic Development Expert, Participant 33).
Role of Other Forms of Capital
As expressed in the Rail Park section of Research Question 1, building capital is
necessary to make decisions in a community. Forms of capital have emerged as key areas
to address in conjunction with a comprehensive development approach to large park
creation, particularly amongst residents in the southeastern Washington D.C. Forms of
capital include social, financial, and political capital.
Social & Financial Capital Concerns
Washington D.C. participants addressed the role of social and financial capital in
community development with more nuance. An African American recreational space
expert stated, “Unfortunately, that (social capital) is not something that most people,
immigrant communities, communities of color have access to” (Recreational Green
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Space Expert, Former Community Worker, Participant 19). The participant correlated
“who you know” with what you can get accomplished for your community. Navigating
through local government procedures with the aid of connections is easier for processes
such as, obtaining historical designation for properties at risk for demolition or
development, such as the homes in the Barry Farms community near Anacostia. The
expert expressed this point further stating “working for so many different city agencies,
that's one of the only reasons I know how to do something.... I meet people I can be like,
"Yo!, Who do I need to call to get this done” (Recreational Green Space Expert, Former
Community Worker, Participant 19).
Owning land or properties were expressed as important and a form of financial
insurance. Additionally, having access to credit/mortgage lending banking was noted as
important. However, not all forms of accumulating financial capital within the
community are highly regarded. For example, the neighborhood home ownership
program was described as pro-capital market, yet homeowners are vulnerable to the
market. Financial investment is noted as solely for economic gain, not human capital
development (such as education). It is best to pair financial investment with community
social/human capital investment.
Participants noted that disturbing existing neighborhood connections erodes
existing social capital amongst residents. A spiritual leader for a church in the Anacostia
community noted the dwindling of the churches congregation due to parishioners moving
out of the community. Disruptions of social capital sever community bonds, which are
important for individuals and groups in communities to function well civically,
economically, socially, etc. Participants describe addressing social needs as a key
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component to equitable development. Connections are linked to social capital impact
system navigating (Recreational Green Space Expert, Former Community Worker,
Participant 19).
Political Strength & Connections
Like Philadelphia, in Washington, D.C. an individual’s ability to navigate systems
is important. Accessing services within the city is more difficult for disadvantaged
groups, specifically amongst the city’s predominately African-American communities.
One participant noted that behavior is of importance when navigating systems of
government, specifically amongst African-Americans (Recreational Green Space Expert,
Former Community Worker, Participant 19). Having policy and political investment is
good for equitable development planning. Holding political affiliated strength, savvy or
connections is also important.
Funding is tied to political influence. Participants such as an interviewed social
activist for underserved communities in Washington D.C. discussed the ability of
developers to navigate political systems based on their collective power (Community
Development Expert, Social Activist, Participant 22). This stands in contrast to ordinary
individuals’ ability to navigate political systems. The development of the Bridge Park is
an example of exercising political capital via connections with local government
agencies. An individual in Bridge Park leadership received support early on to connect to
funders due to political capital. In contrast, an organization geared towards social justice
and minority communities felt as though they would not receive the same type of support
because they lacked the same political capital.
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It can be difficult to accumulate political capital for some residents, and the
residential understanding of civic systems can be difficult. Systems only work for
residents if they have knowledge (Recreational Green Space Expert, Former Community
Worker, Participant 19). Political strength of a community is just as important as other
forms of capital accumulation amongst participants.
Quality of Life Issues
Many concerns are shared between residents of both research sites. Much like
Philadelphia, accessing goods, amenities and services are important in the high
residential DC neighborhood. Anacostia residents talked about the disparity between
grocery stores. One grocery store is not too far but carries subpar food options, yet Harris
Teeter, beyond Ward 8, carries more high-quality food and caters to a higher
socioeconomic demographic (Community Resident & Local Artist, Participant 17).
Anacostia suffers from crime, a lock of quality commodities and resources for poorer
neighborhood residents to enjoy. Additionally, access to quality healthcare is needed.
Parking is also a concerning and contentious issue in Anacostia. Whether or not poorer
residents are being ostracized is not up for debate, however, there are mixed opinions
about whether this is being done unintentionally (Community Organization Director,
Participant 1).
Participants said changing demographics in the Anacostia neighborhood could
positively impact commodities. Certain groups of people moving in hold a greater
amount of influence in development processes such as those that are wealthier and hold
other forms of capital. Participants pointed out the need to work collaboratively to

73

address quality of life concerns in the community that are geared towards alleviating
poverty.
Due to the neighborhood’s proximity to a large water source, improving the
environmental and recreation space are also important. The Anacostia River has
historically been a tool of division as well as an asset (Community Economic
Development Expert, Participant 33). The park has the potential to be a great amenity, as
outdoor exposure highly regarded. Those people view the Bridge Park as a commodity
with the ability to alleviate ills within the community. Non-green benefits and amenities
that are associated with the park project are what will develop around the Bridge Park, for
example restaurants and other types of business that cater to the community. It will also
be a spatial connection to better resources on the other side. The sentiment expressed by
many participants was that there was a lack of urgency related to environmental justice
issues by the African-American community, and that the Bridge Park would help address
those. As one participant who is a long-time resident of Anacostia commented “So I
don’t know...its just that I don’t think enough people are taking the environmental stuff
that’s going on in the country seriously enough” (Community Resident and Business
Owner, Participant 16).
The Environment
In Anacostia, participants said they view the power imbalance through an
environmental lens, connecting race, class and environmental justice. Environmental
justice was indicated as an important puzzle piece to understanding other social issues
comprehensively. There have been expressions of concern about environmentally
vulnerable populations that are often predominantly low income and minorities
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communities. Perceptions of environmental improvement were multifaceted for many of
the participants. There was the historical nature of the Anacostia River being polluted,
thus noting the cleanup as important. Participants also noted the connection to green
employment, with one participant mentioning the solar industry (Community Economic
Development Expert, Participant 33). Participants noted elevating the importance of
environmental justice and access to green space as vital. An environmental justice
concern was that there was not enough overall black investment in the environmental
justice realm. There was an initial frustration with the shallow view of environmental
justice issues, when it is about much more than environmental cleanup. A long time
Anacostia resident elaborated with the following, “as far as any environmental issues are
concerned and my thing is you know we're looking at things at the very...I think a lot of
things are very superficial” My thing is, what happens if we run out of water?
(Community Resident and Business Owner, Participant 16). Conversely there is a belief
that green spaces and the Anacostia River waterway are primary tools against the ill
effects of environmental injustices (Community Member and Bridge Park enthusiast,
Participant 5).
Business Development & Sustainability
Overall, Anacostia participants noted the sustainability of business investment as
key, stating that the presence of the Bridge Park as an attraction would provide multiplier
benefits to the community's small business growth and sustainability. Some expressed
beliefs that the number of Anacostia residents is currently too low to maintain new
businesses, thus, they welcomed the presence of potential customers visiting via the
Bridge Park and believe the Bridge Park could be used to create a space that is a
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destination for people from the other side of the bridge (Local Business Director,
Participant 3). Small businesses and entrepreneurship are favored over chains such as
“Starbucks”. There are mixed opinions on this as one participant quipped, “Oh great, first
sign of gentrification. Here comes Starbucks. Well to me I say, okay…so what would you
rather have? Nothing there for another 20 years?” (Community Resident & Local Artist,
Participant 17).
Anacostia participants noted more of a focus on residential employment.
Workforce development with the cultivation of small businesses was an important
component of equitable development goals established by local community organizations
(Community Development Expert, Participant 10). Job training and placement have been
identified as important to neighborhood business cultivation and sustainability.
Workforce development has not yet been properly researched or implemented in the
community. A noted critique is that the job training alone is ineffective, that job training
should instead be paired with job placement to be most effective. In addition, providing
business development skills to youth has been cited as vital to success.
Other noted critiques include the need for more financial capital for businesses to
obtain more physical store space. However, there have been efforts to improve the
business attraction to Anacostia, and as a result, Anacostia is seeing some growth with
incoming businesses and entrepreneurs who have recently established themselves in
Anacostia. Not all businesses have physical storefronts; some have incubator space. New
storefronts and a business incubator are currently located in the Anacostia Arts Center.
Residents throughout Washington, D.C. need to visit the Anacostia community and
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support its businesses, as they view the Bridge Park as a tool to achieve this (Local
Business Director, Participant 3).
Education
Just like Philadelphia, in DC the Anacostia neighborhood believes tangible
environmental education and experience is important, however, there are outstanding
issues. Educating the public on environmental justice issues still requires much work. In
addition, there is a lack of diversity in the environmental education field. Although there
are deficiencies, there is an existing passion for community engagement and
environmental education programming. In relation to environmental education, there
needs to be an expansion of education in the public health field for the community.
Outside of environmental education, participants noted some common grievances
surrounding overall education in Anacostia, such as funding, after school programs, lack
of adequate supplies and educational resources, teacher/education networks, and quality
schools. As a result, a focus on environmental education is noted as lacking while more
basic needs are still not being met.
Housing and Land Tenure
Affordable housing and socioeconomic disparities are sensitive topics. Research
participants view affordable housing and minority ownership as a social justice issue. The
displacement of residents in the Hope Six public housing units in the neighboring Barry
farms community has been invoked by many participants as symbolic to the plight of
low-income residents in the greater southeastern quadrant of the city. The concept of
housing equity has been met with skepticism connected to the dismantling of these public
housing units. Several participants suggested mixed income housing would be developed
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in space devoted to affordable public housing, which will permanently prevent any of the
former residents from returning. These feelings impacted the trust level of residents by
community groups who began to take steps that would improve affordable housing
options in Anacostia.
Participants connected with the development of the Bridge Park have focused on
the steps to avert any potential consequences associated with gentrification caused by the
park’s development. It has been acknowledged that Anacostia homeowners are less
vulnerable than their renting counterparts to displacement and housing cost fluctuations.
Increasing the availability of affordable housing is viewed as a major tool in combating
potential displacement for renters, alongside the provision of homeownership
opportunities for low-income residents.
There are additional equitable housing programs and policies under development
to cultivate local partnerships that mitigate potential displacement, including the
development of a Community Land Trust (CLT). The notion of value capturing (value of
public infrastructure that private landowners benefit from) to fund CLT or affordable
housing preservation, small business improvement, etc. was mentioned but not initially
explored. There have been expressed critiques of CLTs, including the suggestion that
they are heavily geared to homeownership and relegate the concerns of renters. Another
participant believes that developers cannot be responsible partners in affordable housing
development, as they are afraid of community CLT control. In addition, nervousness tied
to perception of community control was expressed, as participant implied the
effectiveness of CLTs can hindered with newer residents at the helm. Another participant
connected to community organization expressed confusion, as the organization was not
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initially consulted about the CLT despite holding expertise in affordable housing matters.
Nevertheless, the creation of a CLT has been a popular housing recommendation in drafts
of the Equitable Development Plan.
Lower income residents’ lack of home ownership knowledge contributes to
tension with housing market residents: property owners and developers. There is a
comprehensive approach to combating housing precarity with additional initiatives that
have either been undertaken or that many would like to see undertaken by community
partners including promoting education and leadership initiatives focused on housing
rights, utilizing historic preservation methods to a tool to ensure community tenures,
providing technical assistance to resident co-op owners and partner developers, and other
named initiatives. Many are enthused by the dedication of community partners to fair
housing practices, as described by a community affordable housing specialist in
Washington D.C.:
Everyone who's been involved in the process. If this process of engaging
community members early and listening and incorporating those insights into the
development plan, and concerted efforts to do an equitable development plan to
get multiple layers of investment in the community for the community members.
For economic development, for housing development, infrastructure, trying to
offset the future anticipated negative effects of gentrification. If that had a
different outcome, then development in other parts of the city or in other parts of
the country, that would be really ... yeah I mean proud is an interesting word to
use because I'm not the author or steward of this process by any means. But I've
been involved in my small way. I think just to have a development effort that's
been much more intentional about inclusion and equity and access from the very
beginning, be able to offset the negative effects of gentrification due to its
development would be remarkable" (Community Housing Expert, Participant 31).
Spatial Divisions & Implications
In D.C., access to resources is tied to space via the city’s subdivisions, which
includes eight ward subdivisions, located within the city’s four quadrants. The Anacostia
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River is often cited as a physical barrier that reinforces racial and class divides between
Ward 6 and Anacostia’s Ward 8. Ward 8 suffers from lack of educational resources and
lower incomes in contrast to the nearby Capitol Hill and Navy Yard neighborhoods.
There has been expressed hope that the Bridge Park will serve as a mutually beneficial
project for both sides of the bridge’s border. Participants of Ward 8 would like to take
advantage of the easier access to amenities and quality food sources, while cultivating
economic development initiatives associated with the Bridge Park that would reinvigorate
the business community.
Summary of Research Question 1
In summary, the Asian American community, the artist community and its past as
an industrial space heavily influences today’s Callowhill community. Competing visions
of the neighborhood has impacted the perception of the Rail Park project. Participants
discussed social and financial capital on a minimal level, but there was a sense of pride in
the community’s political power connected to successful battles with developers in the
past. The neighborhood lacks any green space, so the Rail Park is a priority to many in
the neighborhood. Conversely, the need for affordable housing is a key concern for many
in the area’s Asian American community. Many residents would like to have more
business young families to settle into the neighborhood. The neighborhood has a
relatively new school to serve a young student population that many would like to see
grow. Quality of life concerns are driven by residential anxiety about graffiti, garbage
and crime. Many view Callowhill as a transient community, due to its proximity to
Center City. There is hope that Rail Park lead development will be vehicle that fills in the
gap between the neighborhood and the surrounding communities.
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The Anacostia community and more broadly Ward 8 has suffered from
inequalities for years. Broken promises of redevelopment initially stoked skepticism
about the Bridge Park project. Residents favored initiatives that would help them build
wealth, increase their political power and mitigate the erosion of social connections. In
addition, the lack of quality goods and amenities are concerns within the community.
There is are disparities in the number of grocery stores and restaurants between Anacostia
and the Navy Yard and Capitol Hill communities across the Anacostia. While it’s
important for residents to have access to goods and amenities across the river, many have
indicated a new for investment into small businesses within Anacostia. Participants have
deemed past workforce development programs unsuccessful and suggests they should be
overhaul and incorporate and a job placement component into retooled programs.
Environmental justice concerns relate to the pollution of the nearby Anacostia River in
the past and the provision of additional greenspace in the community. These concerns are
viewed through the lens of race and class in many instances. Educating the community on
environmental issues is a concern. It stands alongside traditional grievances surrounding
public education such as resource quality and lack of afterschool programs. Affordable
housing is one of the most pressing concerns in the neighborhood and is viewed as a
social justice issues, thus community members have been active in homebuying
programs. In addition, participants have indicated positive support for housing initiatives
such as a proposed Community Land Trust (CLT) to improve residential housing
stability. Overall, many hope that the Bridge Park will connect communities that are
separated by race, income, resources, water, etc.
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Research Question 2 Results
Research Question 2 posed the question: Has there been a gentrification anticipation
effect that influences residential attitudes associated with large-scale greening projects?
Does the development of an equitable development proposal influence attitudes related to
the project’s planning process? Throughout my process of using grounded theory and
using coding to analyze my participant responses, natural subcategories and categories to
supplement my sub-categories became apparent. For Research Question 2, I present my
findings by site (the Rail Park and then the Bridge Park), and within each site, I will be
presenting my findings by sub-category and supplemental categories (per Figure 6).
The Rail Park: Results for Research Question 2
Sub-Category: Pre-Development Procedure
The sub-category of pre-development procedure became apparent when sorting
through codes, noting that pre-development procedure would be an important topic to
mention when answering questions related to gentrification. Coordinating and receiving
community buy-in on projects such as community clean ups is very important in the predevelopment stage, particularly before consulting with development professionals
(planners, architects, community development professionals, etc.) (Community
Organization Member, Community Business Employee, Participant 27).
Participants attributed the neighborhood sense of civic duty to the Rail Park to the
early outreach engagement level. Since the amount of time one could spend volunteering
for the Rail Park team can fluctuate, the Friends of the Rail Park community organization
hired an Executive Director in 2018 in an effort to build capacity. The Rail Park team is
proud of their community engagement level, and their willingness to engage with other
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community members on projects. The Rail Park community organization fostered
community engagement with local organizations and felt that overall; there was positive
perception of community engagement (Community Resident, Participant 26).
Callowhill has a history of community members combatting development that
residents deemed to be detrimental and not in the neighborhood’s interest, such as the
proposed ballpark in the early 2000s. The creation of a Neighborhood Improvement
District (NID) was unsuccessful due to disagreements over the amount of taxes that
would be required from residents to pay for neighborhood maintenance projects
(Community Organization Member, Participant 13). Some community members,
disgruntled by lack of involvement in the planning process, have withdrawn from other
community engagement processes, due to contention (Community Organization Member,
Community Business Employee, Participant 27).
There have been variations of the Rail Park community organization’s outreach
and participation methods. The Rail Park project contains an ongoing community
engagement strategy, working collaboratively to address quality of life concerns. One
technique involved explaining the planning engagement process for a community art
project (Community Organization Member, Participant 23). Other outreach methods
included mailings and presenting the option of reading meeting records (Community
Resident & Organization Member, Participant 21).
Overall, participants expressed mixed feelings of about the engagement process,
as there were a few critiques. Some participants expressed that the Rail Park community
organization was unaware of programs that limit displacement and gentrification and
noted minimal community involvement in the Rail Park design (Community Resident,
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Participant 29). Participants said that the decision-making and public engagement
contained community voice and argued that piecemeal park development is best for the
Rail Park. Other participants stressed that continuity of the park is important for
community engagement and momentum (Community Resident & Organization Member
& Participant 18). It was noted that the Rail Park process cannot please everyone but can
try to please most stakeholders. In terms of future engagement on park planning,
participants wanted the community to be more actively involved, rather than the Rail
Park community organization simply seeking consultation (Community Organization
Member, Participant 13).
Communication and Cooperation
The Callowhill community, although described by some participants as transient,
has multiple community engagement outlets and existing mechanisms with which to
voice concerns. There is a general feeling amongst participants that community voices
can be heard (Local Business Owner, Participant 2). In terms of Rail Park
communications, the project directors have engaged the community in an open house
fashion. Many participants attended community meetings in venues and homes, which
fostered community engagement.
Participants credited community organizations as a forum to voice concerns and
connecting community businesses with using community voice. Yet at the same time,
many participants described the Neighborhood Improvement District opposition to tax
disagreements and park maintenance, noting lingering bad feelings, and rejecting the
neighborhood tax attached to Rail Park development (Public Space Historian,
Participant 8).
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Participants noted disagreements about the next phase of the Rail Park, and
discussion of other uses for Rail Park funding that did not occur despite community
voice. Other participants noted displacement concerns are being heard and describe
engaging and connecting with the community meeting attendance (Community Resident,
Participant 26). Some participants viewed the neighborhood’s Register Community
Organization (RCO) as the most effective community concern outlet and noted that they
use their membership on the public RCO board to voice concerns (Community Resident,
Participant 14).
Some participants said the level of communication between community
stakeholders is great, and that there is minimal disagreement between the stakeholder
groups, although the communication level between organizations was initially rough. The
differing of opinions is heard of but does not play out on a larger scale (Local Business
Owner, Participant 2). Other participants said they had no knowledge of existing
disagreements between community groups regarding the park development, and no major
negative responses regarding the park from the Building Improvement District (BID).
Presently, the communication between the community organizations appears to be strong.
Participants reported thinking positively about potential of collaboration and
communication between community organizations after the park opens (Community
Organization Member, Participant 23). Participants noted using zoning meetings and
events as an outlet to voice concerns. Some participants noted that obtaining information
on when meetings would be held was a bit complicated without social media and
mentioned the importance of using technology to stay engaged (Community Resident,
Participant 26). Since there were so many opportunities to be engaged in the process,
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some participants mentioned it was hard to be sympathetic to those who chose to not be
civically engaged (Community Resident, Participant 26).
Inclusive/Equitable Development
This section provides insight into the aids and detriments associated with the
pursuit of inclusive/equitable development. Such insights are placed based as illustrated
by variations in the results between each city. In Callowhill, there are different ideas of
what constitutes inclusive and equitable development in pre-development and postdevelopment forms. Rail Park developers learned lessons from the High Line in New
York City in balancing economic feasibility, social equity and natural environment
(Community Resident & Organization Member, Participant 21). One main takeaway was
that collaboration and communication enhances inclusive equitable development. The
Callowhill Neighborhood Improvement District was identified as important to the Rail
Park development and diversifying the Callowhill community board was identified as a
need. Participants felt inclusive development must work for underserved populations in
order to create social equity within the neighborhood.
While engaging the community in pre-construction was identified as important,
the importance of engaging the community in post construction was also emphasized in
order to understand issues with post-construction green spaces such as access, ownership
and maintenance. Homeowners expressed fear of property tax rise and maintenance fees
associated with the Rail Park community organization (Community Resident &
Organization Member, Participant 21). The Neighborhood Improvement District is
continuing to work with the Rail Park community organization to address these potential
issues. Overall, most participants expressed beliefs that inclusive development is
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challenging, and noted the importance of remembering the community in historical
context. Having policy and political investment was considered an asset for equitable
development planning (Community Resident & Business Owner, Participant 6).
Park Design
Participants in Callowhill acknowledged the flawed design process of the Rail
Park, as well as the evolving improved relationships with the surrounding community.
Residents appreciated the park designers’ respect for the park as a community amenity
(Community Organization Member, Participant 23). However, when it came to residents’
perception of the Rail Park design engaging community, the reaction was mostly positive,
with little apprehension (Local Business Owner, Participant 2). All participants agreed
engaging the public on park design is important, therefore, meetings engaging the public
on the Rail Park design were held to personalize the connection with the park
development and design and to relay the progress of the project to the community
(Community Designer, Participant 9).
True Public Space
Participants in each city hold various visions about their respective park projects
and the public attributes ascribed to these projects. Race and culture are intertwined into
the communities’ needs and perceptions of public space, particularly regarding long-term
Asian American residents around the Chinatown neighborhood in Philadelphia. There is a
feeling of contention of the Rail Park space by many residents in the greater Chinatown
community and amongst many in the Asian American community. A Rail Park advocate,
and community liaison explains, “Some folks from Chinatown didn't feel they were part
of the process, you know? And there's no mal-intent there, you know? I said, you know,
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‘we're not trying to exclude you.’ But people get left out”. (Community Organization
Worker, and Planning Expert, Participant 30).
Arts and Culture
In Philadelphia, although participants acknowledged the first wave of artistic
gentrification occurring in the Callowhill neighborhood, the Chinatown cultural influence
strongly extends into Callowhill (Community Resident, Participant 14). Therefore,
participants emphasized the importance of acknowledging the community’s Asian
American culture and incorporating aspects of art and culture into the pre and post
development of the Rail Park. There is a major emphasis on arts and culture in the
community, and participants proudly view the Rail Park as an artistic transforming of
neighborhood space. Exciting key partnerships are developing due to the Rail Park, for
example the partnerships involved with creating a community Cultural Plan. Lead by the
Asian Arts Initiative, organizations such as Arts & Crafts holdings have joined residents
in the planning engagement process for a community art project. Yet some participants
such as a new Callowhill resident continued to question the cultural sensitivity of
developers (Community Resident, Participant 14).
The Bridge Park: Results for Research Question 2
Sub-Category: Pre-Development Procedure
As was noted for the Rail Park, the sub-category of pre-development procedure
became apparent when sorting through codes, noting that pre-development procedure
would be an important topic to mention when answering questions related to
gentrification. Coordinating and receiving community buy-in on projects such as
community clean ups is very important in the pre-development stage, particularly before
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consulting with development professionals (planners, architects, community development
professionals, etc.) (Community Organization Member, Community Business Employee,
Participant 27).
Anacostia participants noted that communicating with residents is important and
using community engagement as a tool of equitable development is key. If the
community is well informed and involved with the Bridge Park planning process, the
project will be successful (Community Organization Director, Participant 1). Some
participants acknowledged racial sensitivities in the park’s development. The social
justice organization Black Lives Matter was involved in community engagement (Local
Business Director, Participant 3). In general, the participants implied receptive
communication from the director of the Bridge Park organization, noting the director’s
work ethic and thoughtfulness in obtaining feedback from the community before
consulting professionals.
Although priority is given to incorporating the input of local community
stakeholders, a policy savvy taskforce of government, nonprofit and political advocacy
groups was formed to analyze data to begin equitable development planning. One
outcome of early community development was that arts and culture was identified as an
important element of the Equitable Development planning (Community Development
Expert, Participant 10).
Some participants indicated increased trust between the 11th Street Bridge Park
organization’s director and stakeholders in park development and stated that the
community engagement planning process has been a tool of equity for the community
(Community Housing expert, Participant 31). The Bridge Park project has tried to combat
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fear through engagement. One technique for participation was to use a post-it technique
for community members to express their opinions (Community Organization Member,
Participant 23). Residents expressed a feeling of being valued in the community
engagement progress and credited the Bridge Park organization for constant community
engagement. In addition to adult community engagement, the Bridge Park has also
ensured that youth have mentorship and other opportunities to participate (Community
Resident and Business Owner, Participant 32). However, a participant noted low
community meeting participation, and low meeting attendance (Community Economic
Development Expert, Participant 33). A disconnect remains between the engagement
outlets and the level of residential participation in those outlets. An equitable
development taskforce meeting was expanded to meet concerns; however, it was nonpublic. The discussion centered around analyzing the impact of the Bridge Park on both
sides of the Anacostia River. Overall, the many believe that the Bridge Park organizers
gave considerable power to the community to shape and edit the park design.
LISC DC became involved with the Bridge Park’s development due to the
engagement efforts of the Bridge Park organization director. LISC offered project
management support and planning expertise the aid the development of Bridge Park
project. In addition, LISC DC has provided a funding commitment of $50 million dollars
to focus on equitable development initiatives. It was important for the organization to go
beyond being a technical assistance intermediary and think about the project’s future by
developing devices to clearly measure important development goals. Participants noted
that long-term strategic planning is important for the Bridge Park’s perceived longevity
and ongoing implementation of identified goals. The Urban Institute’s work in tracking
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and documenting park planning processes and measuring impact after park development
was given as an example to indicate the importance measuring equitable development
goals post construction (Community Development Expert, Participant 10).
Participants expressed belief that studies on an urban park development and
community impact is important, and that different community discussions will arise once
the park project is completed. One participant noted that inclusive planning should have
been implemented at every stage (Community Development Expert, Social Activist,
Participant 22). Although the residential knowledge of the Bridge Park project varies,
community engagement does in fact exist. The Bridge Park organization’s director Scott
Kratz, who lives and works in the community, has positively impacted residential
perception of the project (Recreational Green Space Expert, Former Community Worker,
Participant 19). Scott has lived in the community for seven years and began engagement
with the community about the possibility of a Bridge Park before the project was
underway. In smaller meetings, participants feel more feelings are able to be expressed,
such as church meetings and one-on-one conversations (Community Resident and
Organization Member, Participant 7). The Bridge Park organization’s staff is reflective
of the Anacostia community, which is important for outreach. The staff is comprised of
predominately women and people of color. The organization’s Equitable Development
manager is an African American man that is native to Washington D.C. and has lived in
Ward 8 for over 16 years (Building Bridges Across the River, 2018).
There are positive park feelings from engaged residents, public engagement, and
collaborative decision-making. The Bridge Park underwent a yearlong planning process
with a technology component for feedback. Participants note that troubleshooting
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concerns is difficult after the plan is implemented, and that there are still partnership
opportunities for items they cannot address (Community Resident and Organization
Member, Participant 7).
Communication and Cooperation
In Anacostia, participants noted community meetings being held in venues and
homes of various sizes, reported attending such meetings. Public meetings were listed as
a tool to foster community engagement, gain feedback, and provide clear measurable
recommendations. The Bridge Park attempted to cultivate public-private partnership in
their planning (Former Community Representative, Participant 15). Some participants
noted community organization disagreements, and said that since residents have many
pressing priorities, there is limited community participation in these meetings, while
others said they had no knowledge of existing disagreements (Local Business Director,
Participant 3). After an initial Bridge Force taskforce was created, there was a meeting
involving the public from both sides of the river that grew into an expanded taskforce.
There were also other stakeholder and civic association meetings held (Community
Development Expert, Participant 10). Many participants noted the Bridge Park team
being effective communicators, and cited instances of them participating in community
events not affiliated with the park project (Community Development Expert, Social
Activist, Participant 22).
Participants noted the Bridge Park director facilitating open communication in the
early stages with the community, yet also stated that development must be based on deep
truthful communications, or risk being superficial. There has been discomfort in asking
questions that can lead to development misperceptions (Community Economic
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Development Expert, Participant 33). Nonetheless, displacement concerns are being
heard, community engagement in the Bridge Park is happening via surrogate info as well
as technology, and engagement with civic organizations of the community is happening.
Residents are expressing community concerns via the ward’s Advisory Neighborhood
Commission (ANC), community meetings, message boards, and community police
meetings (Local Government Representative, Participant 11). Yet other participants
noted no major negative responses regarding the park. Presently, the communication
between organizations is very strong in the Anacostia community, even as some
community organizations have been resistant to the Bridge Park project.
Some participants have noted that community members with differing viewpoints
can work towards shared goals, although there is too much emphasis on new terms for
collaboration, which underscore the user of partnership in the coordination of project
investments (Community Development Expert, Participant 10).
Participants noted using Facebook Pages as an additional medium to voice
residential concerns and noted the importance of technology overall for community voice
(Local Government Representative, Participant 11).
Inclusive/Equitable Development
As was noted in the Rail Park section, addressing inclusive/equitable development
provides insight into the aids to and detriments in the pursuit of inclusive/equitable
development. Such insights are placed based as illustrated by variations in the results
between each city.
In Anacostia, some participants appreciated the efficient equitable development of
the Bridge Park workers, noting the urban economic outlook. The need for the
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community to be a part of and to access the park planning process was considered very
important. Some concerns that were brought to light were balancing economic feasibility,
social equity and the natural environment (Community Economic Development Expert,
Participant 33). Participants believed in the Bridge Park’s potential to facilitate
comprehensive development. The Bridge Park project described equitable economic
development as a park project anchor. City partners have taken an active role in the
planning process; reviewing the equitable development plan. Participants noted that
collaboration and communication enhance inclusive equitable development.
One concern participants expressed was viewing banking backers of the Bridge
Park as antagonistic to community interests, stating that the community must seek
measures to limit displacement and to bring commodities to the neighborhood that would
benefit local residents. For participants, the financing of the park muddied the perception
of inclusive development. One participant believed projects that use public funding
should reflect the public interests. A participants and community development expert
states in contrast to the High Line Park project, “The idea that I think, at least I had
coming to our work with the Bridge Park, is that this could be the next generation that
actually thinks about social and economic and racial context. And says if this is going to
get public money, this needs to actually represent the public” (Community Development
Expert, Participant 10).
Public housing removal elevated equity skepticism amongst residents.
Homeowners expressed fear of rising property tax rise and maintenance fees, similarly to
Philadelphia homeowners, yet homeownership was also seen as a tool of equity. The fear
was expressed that the neighborhood was already being damaged, despite equity efforts.
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Participants agreed that having original Anacostia residents control the neighborhood
space enhances equity. Different stakeholders would like the chance to engage in the
development process. Participants noted that creating tangible equitable development
tools is vital; not simply talk, and that cultivating political and cultural equity are the next
steps (Community Development Expert, Social Activist, Participant 22).
An initial equitable development task force began drafting mission statements in
2014 and served as the planning process advisory board. Once the initial equitable
development task force analyzed initial data, the purpose was to provide input on the
planning process. The taskforce came up with multiple recommendations, but only one
was within the scope of the Bridge Park developers’ ability to achieve. A facilitator was
used to engage taskforce members as if current park project design was the final design.
Participants noted that the equitable development approach to remediate park planning is
still in its infancy, so mistakes will occur. Eventually, the equitable development task
force narrowed the focus to three key issues with post-construction green space: access,
ownership and maintenance. The task force expressed residents wanting inclusiveness
and questioning whom the Bridge Park will benefit. While the park developer expertise is
not in the three focus areas, feasible goals can still be considered for the future
(Community Development Expert, Participant 10).
Inclusive development must work for underserved populations in order to create
social equity, thus feeling empowered and having a say in community development is
vital. Inclusive development is a challenging, dynamic, nodal process. Having
community members working on essential parts of the project ensures more dedication
and resources to comprehensive planning. An example was given by a participant
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explaining the importance of having community members in high-profile positions on the
Bridge Park’s non-profit development team performing outreach, “I know (name
redacted) is from here. Grew up here. Has a wonderful network of folks like me, so just
having him involved in the project ... And he grew up on that side too (Ward 8), so having
him involved in the project I know I've been forming a lot of important historical D.C,
knowledge that is not included in a lot of these new, fancy projects” (Recreational Green
Space Expert, Former Community Worker, Participant 19). Additionally, having policy
and political investments are good signs for equitable development planning, and
honestly assessing the development projects and life cycle is important. Participants
noted the importance of initially analyzing data regarding the neighborhood on both sides
of the Anacostia River to improve equity and limit and prioritizing the input of residents
in the community organizations over developers. The Bridge Park leveraged a LISC
investment pledge to raise additional funding. LISC is also making investments outside
of the Bridge Park to non-profits/projects elsewhere in the surrounding communities
(Community Development Expert, Participant 10).
Some participants expressed beliefs that with long term collaborative planning,
Washington D.C. could become a model of a “smart city” (Community Economic
Development Expert, Participant 33). The Bridge Park has expressed a historic
commitment to invest in Anacostia. Participants pondered the role of race and equity in
the built environment and presented community ownership of property as an equity tool
and displacement mitigation. Residents seek an inclusive community Bridge Park. Social
capital is believed to be a key development component. One participant suggested equity
was built too much around homeowners, rather than renters. A suggestion was made to
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flip the order of the planning process to equitable development, addressing the
greenspace paradox and reverse sequencing (Community Member and Bridge Park
enthusiast, Participant 5).
Park Design
Some members of the Anacostia community have vocalized opinions to
developers regarding park design components. Participants have noted the importance of
engaging the public on park design and have expressed general concerns about a
perceived lack of involvement in community development planning processes. The
continued hope is community residents will have the power to shape and edit the park
design, to personalize the connection with the park development and design. The Bridge
Park design process has received some praise for the coordination of a design
competition that incorporated residential input. One participant regarded the park
designing firm as “very nice, people they're very smart people, they created what I think
to be a great design” (Community Organization Director, Participant 1).
True Public Space
Several participants connected to the Bridge Park project are working to create
public space that is open, inclusive and accessible. These traits have been identified as
important markers of public space in the Anacostia community. Although many
participants have touted the strength of community engagement in the development
process, some participants expressed concerns about the level of community in the park
development planning process. Associated with any pushback against the park’s
development are questions of the overall park value for nearby Ward 8 residents. Such a
concern was explained by a participant with the following, “But how many of the original
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residents is it (Bridge Park) going to benefit ... That is another question. So it would've
been a beautiful thing to see that come and be available to those who are indigenous to
this community and have them be able to enjoy it. But I definitely see that it's a great
need and that it will be a great meeting point for those who are in the community”
(Community Resident and Organization Member, Participant 7).
Arts and Culture
Anacostia participants emphasized the importance of African American arts and
culture in the community. Anacostia has an open space for the artist community to
express themselves and their concerns; sharing this space also with the community (Local
Business Director, Participant 3). Participants expressed needing opportunities for the
growing arts culture community. To that end, arts and culture was identified as an
important element of the Bridge Park Equitable Development planning due to community
engagement. However, when engaging in initial planning, arts and culture as an area that
was missed, and the Bridge Park project is working to remediate this. Bridge Park
developers are funding cultural community events, and emphasizing the park focus on
aspects of arts and culture.
In addition, the cultural differences pertaining to park utilization by AfricanAmerican families. To emphasize these cultural differences in relation to the “gentrified
sports” of flag football and soccer, a participant said in their interview “there were always
people there, but it wasn't organized. It was people going and getting their crabs, driving
across the bridge, sitting outside eating that ... Having birthday parties ... So, once again
it's perception of usefulness versus what black folks do” (Recreational Green Space
Expert, Former Community Worker, Participant 19).
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Overall, participants indicated an increase in trust between the Bridge Park
starters and community stakeholders in park development, which considers the
neighborhood’s artistic and cultural atmosphere. The director of the Bridge Park
organization has been more engaged with the arts community, and In addition, a real
estate developer working on development projects in the community has given a voice to
the steadily developing arts community (Community Resident & Local Artist, Participant
17).
Summary: Results for Research Question 2
As previously mentioned, residents of Callowhill have successfully ended
development efforts in the past, thus many have some knowledge of civic engagement.
Efforts to gain community input for the Rail Park project primarily focused on the
holding open community meetings. Opinions of the overall predevelopment planning
procedures for this project are mixed. Some participants expressed the flaws of the design
process and felt that input from the Asian American community was lacking. However,
the critics seemed hopeful about the chances to cooperate in the future. In addition,
participants noted the importance of Asian American art and culture in the community.
Communication between community organizations have been frayed over the past few
years, as illustrated with disagreements over the Neighborhood Improvement District
proposal that was defeated, but many on both sides of that issue believe that the lines of
communication are gradually improving, although opinions differ on how strong the
improvements are. The strength of communion and collaboration between neighborhood
stakeholders is important in reaching equitable development goals.
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In Anacostia, participants noted that communicating with residents is important,
and using community engagement is a key to community investment. Many felt that the
Bridge Park team effectively communicated with the community. The community felt it
was important to be a part of the Bridge Park Planning Process as a step towards
inclusive development, and most residents were proud to be able to provide input to the
Bridge Park Design Competition. Overall, residents expect the Bridge Park to be a space
that is open, inclusive and accessible to anyone who would like to visit, including
community members.
Research Question 3 Results
Research Question 3 posed the question: How does the involvement of community
members differ between equitable development and non-equitable development
processes? Throughout my process of using grounded theory and using coding to analyze
my participant responses, natural sub-categories and categories to supplement my subcategories became apparent. For Research Question 3, I will be presenting my findings
by site (first the Rail Park and then the Bridge Park), and within each site, I will be
presenting my findings by sub-category and supplemental categories (per Figure 6).
The Rail Park: Results for Research Question 3
Sub-Category: Expressed Feelings on Park Projects
As noted previously, when answering a question about involvement of
community members, it became important to note how community members felt about
the park projects. It was evident throughout this research that getting everyone on board
with the Rail Park was an arduous task. Some participants namely residents expressed
positive views about the Rail Park, suggesting Philadelphia will benefit as a whole,
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viewing citywide beautification efforts positively. A longtime resident of Callowhill cited
the provision of greenspace for the residents of Callowhill as a priority, before the Rail
Park discussions begun (Community Resident & Organization Member, Participant 21).
One participant, a Callowhill pioneer, settling in the neighborhood some time ago,
expressed the Rail Park invoking a feeling of pride (Community Resident, Participant
26). However, other participants envisioned Asian American residents and Chinatown
being both literally and figuratively looked down upon from the Rail Park (Community
Organization Member, Community Business Employee, Participant 27). One participant
saw the looming sense of gentrification and increased traffic threats as a threat. Overall,
the feelings about the park project were mixed. Residents had a sense of curiosity about
the Rail Park; however, there was no consensus on where the park stood in terms of
neighborhood priorities. In the next few paragraphs, I will address community feelings on
the process of the Rail Park, the potential tourism, the impact on the community, and the
hopes for the Rail Park.
Some participants felt that the residents who were engaged and who were
involved in public engagement and decision-making in general felt positively about the
process overall. They felt that not only was the construction of the Rail Park going well,
but they were also seeing efforts to make the Rail Park development more inclusive (Real
Estate Developer, Participant 20). However, other participants expressed concern about
the process, saying that the community felt excluded from it and that changes were
occurring regardless of resident feelings about the Rail Park. There was a sentiment of
lingering bad feelings and fearing a neighborhood tax attached to the park development
(Community Resident and Organization Member, Participant 7). Some participants
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expressed concern about the development of the other Rail Park sections as well. Overall,
although the Rail Park has engaged frequently with the community, the reaction has been
mixed.
When it came to the potential of Rail Park tourists, some participants felt excited
about attracting park visitors, and envisioned the Rail Park making the quiet
neighborhood of Callowhill more visible. One resident said the fact that the Rail Park
would be reused urban spaced made it a very attractive tourist destination (Community
Organization Member, Participant 23). Yet other participants feared the park wouldn’t
live up to designer and community expectations. Other participants feared a negative
High Line “like” impact, citing the High Line level of attraction and attention as a
negative for the neighborhood (Community Resident, Participant 26). There seemed to be
a mix of some participants wanting the Rail Park to be a tourist attraction and others
fearing the tourism potential.
Participants expressed different feelings on the impact of the Rail Park on the
Callowhill community. Some felt the Park would be an amenity both for the local and the
city residents, expressing the need for green space as a high priority. Homeowners
expressed positive feelings about the Rail Park, and some favored the alternative
transportation possibilities that may come with the expanded Rail Park. Some participants
felt the large park project would provide a feeling of enhanced safety for the
neighborhood. One participant said that redeveloping the space is economically better
than leaving the space abandoned and an eyesore (Former Community Resident,
Participant 28). Yet other participants expressed the internal conflict regarding
greenspace and other city needs. They felt the park would be a homogenized space,
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which was worrying to those residents. Others, having mixed sentiments, said the
proximity to the Rail Park (and therefore, tourists) directly correlated to residential
feelings on the park, and that it would be interesting to see how residential feelings about
the park would change when open (similarly to the High Line residents in NYC).
Still, even with the mixed feelings, participants expressed hopes for the Rail Park,
some visualizing the park as a community bridge and anchor, hoping the Rail Park will
be a neighborhood destination, unlike the High Line. Some hope for historic preservation
and the reuse of industrial space, citing the Bridge Park in DC as an example of how a
project can bring attention to a community. A previously quoted Rail Park advocate, and
community liaison participant noted,
We can use the Rail Park as a rallying point, what 11th Street bridge does. It's
like, there's D.C., it's crazy, and we're building this bridge. Some fear that it's
gonna catalyze or spark more gentrification, but we're gonna use this bridge, and
we're gonna figure out a way for it to bring resources, to bring attention, to bring
discussion to that neighborhood. Now, they're having discussions about land
trusts and jobs, and those were discussions you couldn't have before. I'm hoping
the Rail Park does something similar (Community Organization Worker, and
Planning Expert, Participant 30).
Diversity
Diversity is important to address; however, diversity is viewed through different
lenses depending on the community. When speaking specifically about the Callowhill
community, participants focused on diversity related to the retention of the Asian
American culture and the expansion of other forms of diversity, specifically age and
familial composition. Participants noted the importance of pursuing diversity in a
proactive manner beyond race and noted the importance of fostering dialogue between
diverse voices that are important in the community. One participant noted the importance

103

of having people from different work backgrounds as stewards as community, citing the
local neighborhood organization as an example.
Neighborhood Character
Participants are concerned with rising land value in Callowhill. Due to the
neighborhood’s proximity to Center City and public transit points, there is increasing
attention coming from real estate developers who are interested in the prospects for
development projects in the community, thus the growth in influence within the
community by perceived outsiders has worried some affordable housing advocates.
Construction data justifies these concerns and illustrates the growth in interest that the
neighborhood is receiving from real estate developers in the Callowhill neighborhood.
Since 2016, the number of building permits have notably doubled year over year, due to
anticipated Rail Park and housing pressures due to the neighborhood’s proximity to
center city (Mosley, Tehrani, & Gilchrist, 2017). The attraction of investments and
development activity in the community has some residents reacting with pride. The
neighborhood has seen emerging residential growth on a large scale; primarily in loft
apartments. Spacious lofts have brought more residents to the neighborhood. There is
rapid construction in the neighborhood; primarily mixed development projects. The
forms of commercial development are shifting from small/industrial to larger-scale
commercial, i.e. technology projects. The property development firms Arts & Crafts
Holdings, is viewed as a primary residential and commercial project driver in the
neighborhood. Their projects are viewed favorably by many residents and as one resident
puts it, “they're not turning (buildings) into condos, they're doing retail on the ground
floor and upstairs they are doing office and work space which is really interesting
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because this neighborhood has always been kind of a mix of industry and the residents”
(Community Resident & Organization Member & Participant 18). The neighborhood is
aware of adjacent development projects and billboards that are being purchased with
advertisement space in anticipation of the Rail Park. Compromising or developing strong
relationships with real estate developers could cultivate inclusive development.
The neighborhood has been moving from largely residential to mixed-use
residential/commercial, with expanding work and commercial spaces. There is
confidence amongst some participants that commercial growth will continue to increase
in the neighborhood. Callowhill is home to many older industrial-age buildings, which
gives the neighborhood a unique character. The development of industrial space has been
a unique task, but interest in areas with a post-industrial aesthetic is growing. Developers
are finding the industrial aesthetic of buildings in Callowhill appealing for development
(Community Resident & Organization Member & Participant 18).
Participants that support the park suggest that the neighborhood is filling up, not
pushing out residents, that residents are no longer occupying empty spaces, not that
residents are being pushed out. Callowhill is a historically industrial neighborhood that
only recently emerged as residential. They believe that infilling is a good thing, as they
associate lack of foot traffic with crime and a feel of being an unwelcoming
neighborhood. According to a participant with a background in urban historic
preservation, “It is a neighborhood that was pretty heavily vacated by both industry and
residents. So, what I think we're seeing now is infill and growth of both commerce and
neighborhoods that is being driven by the promise of the Rail Park, at least in part”
(Public Space Historian, Participant 8).
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Participants have indicated that bringing in younger residents into the community
is important, particularly younger people with families, although it's noted that many
older residents are less open to change. Older residents show resistance to younger
residents with families, and some have noted a concern with the influx of white residents
to traditional Asian American spaces. Overall, residents feel this impacts the character of
the community.
Despite the existing multiple communities within Callowhill, many think of the
neighborhood as a close-knit community. Community institutions such as churches
serving the Asian American community are important spaces used to engage the
Callowhill/Chinatown residents, and contribute to neighborhood cohesiveness
(Community Resident & Business Owner, Participant 6). Participants are proud of the
community collective organizing tradition despite their differences, one example being
fighting against the development of the proposed ballpark project in the early 2000s. Rail
Park organizers, being aware of this sentiment, incorporated neighborhood major real
estate developers, with the hope that developers would be a bit more sensitive to the
neighborhood’s character, incorporating resident feedback as much as possible.
In general, the expressions by many participants are the neighborhood is moving
in the right direction. The proximity to Center City is residentially favorable. One
resident said they appreciate living in the neighborhood (Community Resident,
Participant 14). Several participants have linked recent property development to a growth
in commodities (restaurants, stores, etc.), although they still note that some commodities
are lacking (primarily a supermarket). Callowhill and to a larger extent Chinatown still
grapples with lingering issues of identity within the community. As noted in Chapter 1,
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the neighborhood is known by many names, and there’s commonly contention amongst
what name is used (Callowhill, Chinatown North, Eraserhood, Spring Arts, etc.). Real
estate developers refer to the neighborhood as Spring Arts, the artist community typically
refers to the neighborhood as Callowhill, and many Asian American residents refer to the
neighborhood as Chinatown North.
Gentrification
In Callowhill, there is a general expectation that some form of gentrification will
occur. Residents noted this expectation based on the acknowledgement of first-wave
gentrification from artists who moved into the neighborhood around the 1970s. Many
acknowledge the weight and complexities gentrification carriers, such as rising property
value/housing prices, both locally and citywide, as well as changes in neighborhood
composition (Community Organization Member, Participant 23). It is anticipated that
property values will rise with the development of the Rail Park, as many participants
correlate large-scale green space projects with a rise in property value.
There was an expectation that gentrification will occur in some form, but that
there are potential benefits that can be reaped by the community. Many participants who
supported the Rail Park advocated for market rate development, viewing rises in property
value and land value as positive. Property developers and homeowners, who will benefit
from land and property appreciation, favored rising property values. At the same time,
there were also anxieties in connection to looming effects of gentrification and shifts in
land and property value. There was worry about the impact of rising rents, as well as
services provided for a growing homeless population. An idea expressed to preempt any
ill effects of gentrification proposed by participants included the preservation of spaces
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that provide services to the community at large. A participant affiliated with a local Asian
American Arts organization in Callowhill offered their sentiments with the following:
We have been a neighborhood that has been industrial, that has been largely left
to ... we have a lot of Chinese immigrant businesses that support Chinatown and
this neighborhood. A lot of social services agencies that were also concerned
about that have a long history here, that like being here 'cause if you look at the
neighborhood we're actually really close to center city. For problems like
homelessness, for problems like accessing, being able to access social services,
just healthcare, check-ins, and kind of those services that these programs offer, it's
a pretty convenient neighborhood to get to for a nomadic population. This
neighborhood has been great for that. The gentrification pressure that everybody
is feeling is compounded by the fact that you're trying to hold space for those
audiences (Community Organization Member, Participant 23).
There was a sentiment of reluctance to accept that gentrification is unfolding
within the community. Some participants felt the area was not residential enough for
gentrification or displacement to occur in the first place, contesting the idea that there is a
sharp rise in property taxes during gentrification, and felt that gentrification is a word that
is used far too often. Some participants assume because many people own their homes
that gentrification won’t impact them (Community Organization Member, Community
Business Employee, Participant 27). However, others fear rising rents, particularly
members of the greater Chinatown/Asian American community. Still some suggest too
many other neighborhood concerns exist that prevent gentrification from happening on a
widespread scale, such as concerns around crime and garbage. Some participants
expressed cautious optimism about the changes in the community, expecting the Rail
Park benefits to be skewed to immediately impact them. Thus, they didn’t think the Rail
Park would have a large enough impact to serve as a catalyst for large-scale
neighborhood change.
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Notions of Displacement
Several participants indicated the complexities of both anticipating and addressing
the potential displacement of residents in connection with the Rail Park’s development.
Many described mixed feelings regarding the existence of conditions within the
neighborhood for large-scale displacement to take place. As previously mentioned, many
residents outside of the Asian American community denied the possibility of large-scale
displacement, with arguments that they had not heard any concerns regarding
displacement. When asked about the possibility of residential displacement one business
owner replied, “If there's any concern about displacement, it’s no one wants to have less
parking” (Local Business Owner, Participant 2). However, Asian American residents
expressed concern for major businesses historically serving the greater Chinatown
community, noting that developers are buying properties that these manufacturing
businesses formerly occupied to turn into residential properties. Additionally, concern of
possibility of displacement was expressed for other vulnerable communities, including
renters and the senior population. One participant expressed the need for displacement
mitigation measures, such as controlling rent prices and keeping the area more
commercial to prevent the displacement of residents (Community Resident, Participant
14). There is the appearance of a racial divide in the anxiety levels related to potential
displacement. Many participants believed that displacement concerns were being heard,
but participants within the Asian American community exhibited the heightened concerns
of residential displacement. Feelings of fear surrounding possible cultural displacement
have been expressed, as a notably young white resident replied, “There's been
displacement of races other than African Americans. What do we do about Chinatown?
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There are so many working blue-collar Asian people that are in our neighborhood. That's
just something that I've worried about and wondered about” (Community Resident,
Participant 14). A long-term white resident also addressed this concern stating,
I feel like there is always a threat of that. You don't want to wake up one day and
be like "Oh, I still live here but it's not home anymore". I think we're concerned
with making sure we maintain that and it's definitely a threat 'cause especially,
historically we have gone against things like prisons and baseball stadiums that
don't add to culture but can take away space and take away people that come into
that neighborhood are part of those communities (Community Resident and
Organization Member, Participant 24).
There is an outstanding concern that the impact of community development projects can
be detrimental to the community, if a long-term view is not considered during project
development processes such as the Rail Park (Community Resident & Organization
Member, Participant 21).
The Bridge Park: Results for Research Question 3
Sub-Category: Expressed Feelings on Park Projects
As noted previously, when answering a question about involvement of
community members, it became important to note how community members felt about
the park projects. Like the Callowhill neighborhood of Philadelphia, participants in
Anacostia expressed mixed feelings about the Bridge Park in DC. Some participants
expressed an evolution of opinion about the 11th Street Bridge Park from moving from
apprehensive to excitement. Others, like in Callowhill, said that residents who were
engaged in the public and decision-making felt positively about the Bridge Park. One
longtime resident explained the initial argument for the Bridge Park as a mechanism to
bridge the wealth gap between the “haves and the have-nots” (Community Resident and
Business Owner, Participant 16). The Bridge Park was viewed as a new, unknown
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novelty, and residents were conflicted. Others cited the knowledge gap of the Bridge Park
as directly related to community tenure. In such a transitioning neighborhood, a
participant and community church leader explained that conflicted feelings about the 11th
Bridge Park projects were to be expected by responding,
So we've seen this steady transition of the community changing. And so beautiful
projects like the Bridge Project, they're met with kind of a mixed response of
excitement that finally some things are being changed and improved, but also a
sense of sadness that the community has been so neglected and downtrodden for
so long (Community Resident and Organization Member, Participant 7).
An elaboration on feelings associated with the parks and their development processes
such as potential tourism, the effect on the community, and hopes for the Bridge Park are
addressed in the next few paragraphs.
While speaking to residents in respect to their feelings about the process, some
participants expressed feeling part of the planning process, and seeing efforts to make the
Bridge Park development inclusive. The LISC organization declared that the Bridge Park
leadership team is working to not make the mistakes attributed to the High Line Park by
approaching measurable equitable development with multiple stakeholders (Community
Development Expert, Participant 10). Yet others following the Bridge Park’s
development offered critiques such as the racial inequities of project financing, asserting
that some negative feelings about the park process were partially due to financial
institutions disproportionately favoring private developers over community organizations
in offering funding for community projects. Furthermore, fears of community change that
was not community driven added to feelings of skepticism about the project by some
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residents, but these sentiments did not appear to be widely held. A member of the LISC
organization that tried to assuage skepticism by framing the Bridge Park project as a
piece of a broader development strategy and asserting others should not be “too mystified
by the narrative of this park bridge, because there's unintended consequences that follows
with that”, which narrowly frames the park’s potential (Community Development Expert,
Participant 10).
When pondering the park project’s potential impact on tourism, some participants
believed the park project has the potential to enhance Washington D.C.’s overall tourism
industry and would encourage people from other cities to visit the neighborhood. One
participant who serves as a Ward 8 government representative said, “I certainly see how
it will attract visitors from outside the community, as well as inside the community, quite
frankly” (Local Government Representative, Participant 11). Other participants agreed
and anticipate the Bridge Park attracting a wide array of people: locally, citywide, and
beyond. Yet some felt the park would not attract others.
When considering the impact on the community, some participants felt that the
Anacostia need for the Bridge Park is high, and that it would be an attractive
neighborhood asset, but not a major tourist catalyst. The participant of the LISC
organization expressed these sentiments, saying, “I think they think of this as building, I
don't even know. The work that they're doing surpasses park. And it's about community
building, it's about really, in the process of creating a physical space for a community,
how do you that. And I think it's a really good example of their work” (Community
Development Expert, Participant 10). Participants who felt positively viewed the Bridge
Park as a stimulant for increased urban development, and as a community bridge to social
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economic disparities and history of the neighborhood. However, participants who felt
negatively believed the project is largely recreational, and non-essential for Anacostia.
They expressed wanting to protect the existing community greenspace and felt that
obtaining other greenspaces was not a pressing concern. As in Philadelphia, the looming
gentrification and traffic threats temper positive feelings on the Bridge Park for many
participants.
Still, even though participants expressed mixed viewpoints, there were some
hopeful feelings expressed for the Bridge Park. Participants who are hopeful about the
Bridge Park view the park as a possible violence reduction asset, and as a possible youth
recreation asset. Some viewed the park project as a potential grassroots opportunity. The
previously mentioned member of the LISC associated with the park’s Equitable
Development Plan thinks that the “Bridge Park” has the potential to be a unifying spaces,
as stated, “the idea that I think, at least I had coming to our work with the Bridge Park, is
that this could be the next generation that actually thinks about social and economic and
racial context” (Community Development Expert, Participant 10).
Diversity
The Anacostia community is not as racially or ethnically diverse as the Callowhill
community. Callowhill became more diverse because of the first-wave artists coming into
the community. Anacostia participants noted the importance of recognizing AfricanAmericans in the community as the community begins to diversify. Although
demographic changes in Anacostia and other nearby sections of Ward 8 is currently
occurring at a slow pace, there is an anticipated growth in development that many believe
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with will sooner rather than later. Therefore, participants talked about the maintenance of
their culture as the community changes.
Neighborhood Character
Participants connected to Anacostia viewed the community through different lens
based on socioeconomic/racial context. In the Washington D.C. study, a stronger focus
on race and income and how they connect was discovered, versus a stronger focus on
housing and displacement in Philadelphia. Participants in Anacostia anticipated
neighborhood change in many forms. They were aware of development projects in
surrounding neighborhoods such as the redevelopment of the Navy Yard. Residents
foresaw growth and property development due to an increased interest from real estate
developers. Developers have had their eyes on Anacostia for some time as described by a
long term resident, “during my days in Council Member Berry's office, there were real
estate folks because I guess they saw the wave coming, following. And I'll never forget they were home owners on Morris Road, and these real estate folks were coming to them
saying I want to buy your house and I'll give you $80,000. Well $80,000 to a homeowner
who's not faring well is a lot of money” (Community Resident and Business Owner,
Participant 16).
Several participants have speculated that there will be racial, class and age shifts
of residents in the community of greater Southeast Washington, D.C. Ward 8 which
includes the Anacostia community has been described as “the last frontier” for affordable
housing in the District of Columbia (Community Resident and Business Owner,
Participant 16). Current neighborhood changes have already had an impact on
community institutions. A community church leader explained their community church’s
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struggle to maintain their presence, even with proactive measures taken (such purchasing
nearby property) as parishioners dispersed (Community Resident and Organization
Member, Participant 7). Due to relocation, these parishioners dispersed and found new
churches outside of the community. Community institutions, such as the church, are
important in engaging others; therefore, with the inevitable selling of such churches,
neighborhood social connections are disrupted, as expressed by the aforementioned
church leader (Community Resident and Organization Member, Participant 7).
Residents and community leaders are cognizant of a growing influence from
outside real estate/property developers who have been (in many cases, quietly)
purchasing properties in the community (Community Economic Development Expert,
Participant 33). Traditionally, the neighborhood has not attracted guests, however, with
the influx of new development, more visitors desire a place to stay. Since the
neighborhood lacks hotels, there has been a rise in hospitality infrastructure such as
AirBNBs. This is partially due to the proximity to the neighborhood to the Navy Yard
and Capitol Hill. Much like Philadelphia, yet on a smaller scale, participants have
connected the growth in commodities to property development in the neighborhood.
Several participants expressed a fear of community change that is not community
driven. Much like Philadelphia, there is a sentiment amongst older residents who are
more resistant to change. However, other residents have welcomed anticipated changes,
and some participants have noted that residents have to be prepared for community
changes. One participant expressed enthusiasm for the neighborhood in the face of
developmental change, noting that community resilience is strong. Despite overall
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changes, the participant believed the historic nature of the African-American community
will carry through and live on.
Gentrification
In Anacostia, there was the general expectation that some form of gentrification
will occur, and much like Philadelphia, participants acknowledged the weight and
complexities that gentrification carries. Participants acknowledged change is happening
in their community and in greater Washington, D.C. metropolitan area as well. Before the
Bridge Park project even started, rising property values were occurring. A previously
quoted recreational space expert provided the following opinion linking the Bridge Park
to gentrification, I think the changes are happening, regardless of the bridge or not. If
anything, the bridge is going quicken that” (Recreational Green Space Expert, Former
Community Worker, Participant 19).
Also, like Philadelphia, several participants expressed the expectation that
gentrification would occur, but that there are benefits for the community. Those benefits
most often cited are on the commodity side, such as restaurants, supermarkets,
entertainment establishments, and even a national chain coffee shop coming into the
community (Community Resident & Local Artist, Participant 17). The growing property
value was cited as beneficial both for long-time homeowners as well as newer Anacostia
property holders. They viewed the Bridge Park project as an entity that would bridge
neighborhood change and economic development.
However, gentrification overlaps a bit with the aforementioned conceptions of
neighborhood character, causing other participants anxieties connected to the effects of
gentrification. Those participants expressed concern that the neighborhood will change
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racially over time (Environment and Public Health Researcher, Participant 25).
Participants expressed the fear that the Bridge Park will accelerate demographic change.
One possible result of this would be the declining church membership as the
neighborhood beautifies. Those participants expressed a fear of physical exclusion from
the Bridge Park (like the Highline in NYC), which is a form of environmental
gentrification. There was also the fear of the rise in property values, which will lead to
rises in rent. Participants noted that the government has a hand in aiding development in
the neighborhood by offering property values incentives, which residents connect to
gentrification and the lack of indigenous resident-lead initiatives, particularly older
residents.
There was the general sense amongst participants that gentrification is currently
occurring even without the Bridge Park project influence noting the overall urbanization
process throughout the country (including government agencies offering incentives).
However, looming questions remain if the Bridge Park will exacerbate gentrification
residents feel already exists.
Supporters of the Bridge Park’s development initiated an economic impact study
based on the High Line, creating a taskforce that would study the impact of property
value implications on residents surrounding the park. The goal of the taskforce is to not
simply think of the Bridge Park in terms of exacerbating economic inequalities but as an
opportunity to use the Bridge Park as a vehicle to invest in the community in a
collaborative manner.
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One participant who is a housing expert and has been associated with the Bridge
Park pre-development process expressed optimism regarding the park project’s impact on
community collaborative efforts:
Everyone who's been involved in the process. If this process of engaging
community members early and listening and incorporating those insights into the
development plan, and concerted efforts to do an equitable development plan to
get multiple layers of investment in the community for the community members.
For economic development, for housing development, infrastructure, trying to
offset the future anticipated negative effects of gentrification. If that had a
different outcome, then development in other parts of the city or in other parts of
the country, that would be really ... yeah I mean proud is an interesting word to
use because I'm not the author or steward of this process by any means. But I've
been involved in my small way. I think just to have a development effort that's
been much more intentional about inclusion and equity and access from the very
beginning, will be able to offset the negative effects of gentrification due to its
development would be remarkable” (Community Housing expert, Participant 31).
Yet although strong supporters of the Bridge Park exist, the looming threat of
gentrification tempers that support. One African American participant even questioned
their role as a possible “gentrifier” who recently moved into the community
(Recreational Green Space Expert, Former Community Worker, Participant 19). That
participant, a researcher, expressed wanting to explore issues of gentrification and parks
further, while another participant suggests the community was uncomfortable talking
about development and neighborhood change. A third participant romanticized the idea
of neighborhood change, stating it could be great for that individual, without accounting
for associated discriminatory policies.
Notions of Displacement
There are differing neighborhood thoughts on the Bridge Park potential
displacement versus the property appreciation as an effect of gentrification. Property
values appreciation means monetary gain for some and displacement for others. Overall,
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neighborhood prosperity is needed, however, the community would like the historical
African-American community retained. There is potential for the Bridge Park to be
incorporated into potential displacement, yet it can also serve as a catalyst for
neighborhood development.
Some fears of displacement, like Philadelphia, are for vulnerable populations such
as renters and the senior population (Community Development Expert, Social Activist,
Participant 22). A criticism given by a participant noted that the park development
progression was too fast for any plans to help residents vulnerable to displacement
(Community Development Expert, Social Activist, Participant 22). As mentioned
previously, the cultural displacement of social institutions such as community churches
remains an ongoing fear of many participants.
The level of awareness of anti-displacement programs varies by resident. One
resident noted basic knowledge of the Bridge Park anti-displacement programs such as
equitable housing programs and policies that are being addressed by local governments to
mitigate displacement (Local Government Representative, Participant 11). Equitable
housing programs and policies are being offered by the local government to mitigate
displacement. One example is the Community Land Trust (CLT), a mechanism for land
rent stabilization and home ownership promotion and land control. CLT controls what
development happens on land that the organization has purchased.
In response to concerns for potential displacement, Local Initiatives Support
Corporation (LISC) initiated an equitable development planning process. Currently, the
displacement concerns are being heard and anticipated by LISC (Community
Development Expert, Participant 10). The Bridge Park director’s displacement mitigation
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efforts have been applauded as stated by a participant, “I think the most important thing
he's done is this business of helping people stay in their homes” (Community Resident &
Local Artist, Participant 17).
The following response from a Bridge Park affiliated urban farming program
captures the complexities of this research,
I think that the park symbolizes a lot, I think it symbolizes bringing
together a community, reaching across the other side of the bridge. But I
think it also means a lot of other things. I mean, when you have
development you also have gentrification, you have a bridge that is going
to bring a predominately white Ward Six walking across the bridge into a
predominantly, historically African American area. You have huge income
disparities, so when you build a bridge, you are bridging a lot of history
and a lot of culture and a lot of richness, but you also bring in a ... You're
bringing in a group of people who financially can do a lot of disrupting.
It's a catch-22 (Environment and Public Health Researcher, Participant
25).
Summary of Results for Research Question 3
Overall, feelings about the Rail Park project were mixed, based on the
demographic of the participant, particularly amongst the Asian American Community.
For participants in Callowhill, the conception of diversity went beyond race and
ethnicity; their definition included age and family composition as well. Participants were
well aware of the industrial aesthetic of the neighborhood and wanted to maintain it. In
addition, many residents were sensitive to the contributions of the Asian Americans and
regarded those contributions as positive for the overall character of the community.
Generally, participants believe the neighborhood is going in the right direction as it
relates to overall development and anticipate gentrification. Although concerns for
displacement exist, many residents felt displacement cannot exist on a large scale because
there are so many vacant plots in Callowhill.
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Originally the responses to the Bridge Park in Anacostia ranged from
apprehension to outright excitement. Residents noted the importance of maintaining the
African American culture as the neighborhood diversifies racially and economically.
Residents were well aware of the real estate developer interest in the neighborhood and
foresaw growth. Anacostia residents generally acknowledged the potential for
gentrification in the community. Residents generally have knowledge of the antidisplacement programs associated with the development of the 11th Bridge Park.
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CHAPTER 5: DISCUSSION & CONCLUSION
Overview
In this final chapter, I discuss my results by illustrating comparisons between the
communities that surround the Rail Park and Bridge Park projects. I discuss the
implications of my study, both for practice as well as for future research on this subject.
Research findings are presented by each research question posed in the first chapter. Each
of research question discussed in this chapter steered the investigation of the main
question of this research, “Does the inclusion of an equitable development (ED) process
impact greening project implementation and the individuals involved? What factors
improve the perception of equity in the process? What hinders it? Are there any barriers
to implementation?”. This chapter concludes by summarizing the importance of the
research findings. The core category of trust materialized as the center of this study. It
influenced the efficacy of addressing the greenspace paradox at both research sites. I
named three sub-categories that attempt navigate the potential impact of the greenspace
paradox and connects to the core category which includes: historical grievances,
expressed feelings: park projects and predevelopment procedure. The relationship
between the core and subcategories in connection to the proposed research questions are
explored and discussed in greater depth later in this chapter. Concept mapping and
memoing were tools utilized to visually and cognitively uncover possible relationships.
Discussion of Results for Research Question 1
This research captured concepts of equity as envisioned by interviewed
participants. As the varying meanings of equity were uncovered during conducted
interviews, I explored the planning processes of the Rail Park and 11th Street Bridge Park
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to better understand the extent to which these concepts were included or excluded in the
respective planning processes of each park project. In addition, equitable development
strategies employed to ameliorate or prevent the possible impact of environmental
gentrification were investigated as a part of this research. As indicated in Chapter 4, an
important step in enhancing equity involves addressing the historical grievances (i.e.
affordable housing, environmental concerns, lack of quality goods, etc.) that have been
expressed by community members. Feelings regarding historic grievances impact the
community’s perception of community development initiatives and how they believe they
could benefit. The level of inclusion of residents achieved in the equitable development
processes was also important to consider.
Numerous participants have noted the changing class, racial and spatial
demographics within neighborhoods and the entirety of each site’s metropolitan areas.
This has had implications for demographic and neighborhood change (alongside market
led development) in each neighborhood, with feelings more clearly expressed in a
residential sense for Anacostia, but in a commercial/cultural/aesthetic way for the
Callowhill (Chinatown North/Spring Arts) neighborhood. Callowhill is unlike its
Anacostia counterpart in terms of historic land use and demographics. Perhaps such
changes and forces are receiving more attention by residents in D.C. due to the
community’s residential history for African Americans, while Callowhill has an
industrial history with elements of cultural attachment from Asian Americans and the
artist community of the 1970s and 1980s.
To cultivate trust amongst stakeholders one must comprehend the historical
grievances that have been expressed by communities surrounding the park projects. It is
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only when these grievances have been understood by those in initial power that there can
be a truer understanding of the components required to develop with community equity in
mind. Concepts of equity are entangled with the planning processes of the researched
park projects. The inclusion or exclusion of individuals in the equitable development
process portrays the level of inclusivity sought and influences the level achieved.
Race, national origin, income and class add historical contextualization to the
grievances that community members said they would like to have addressed alongside the
provision of respective parks. In principle, to many community residents the Rail Park
and 11th Street Bridge parks are green projects that are prominent enough to use as a
leveraging tool for the provision of social needs. These needs include goods and services
that have been deemed inadequate or missing from surrounding neighborhoods. Such
leveraging is in accordance with the pursuit of just sustainability, which advocates for the
integration of social and environmental justice as major factors of sustainable
development. Community residents have identified and described issues that they would
like to have addressed which include: Quality of Life Enhancement, Business
Development & Sustainability, Education, the Environment, Housing & Land Tenure,
Political Strength & Connections, Spatial Divisions & Implications, and Social &
Financial Capital, which are covered in Chapter 4. These grievances form the foundation
of mistrust that exists within communities undergoing a form of drastic development or
change. It is from an initial level that trust will need to be cultivated.
Within the theoretical understanding framework that was explained in Chapter 2, I
indicated that literature addresses various politically oriented concerns connected to green
space development in urban areas. Curran and Hamilton’s (2012) study of green space
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development in the Greenpoint neighborhood of Brooklyn illustrates the importance of
inclusive involvement green space development that results in a neighborhood park
retaining its industrial character. The inclusive efforts by the politically empowered
gentrifiers and long-term residents resulted in a shared collaborative effort (‘just green
enough’) in environmental remediation. The use of political influence can have harmful
effects on communities, which stand in contrast to the Curran and Hamilton (2012)
example. Checker (2011) describes methods used by political groups that originated from
language used in the movements that advocate for equity and environmental justice,
particularly language related to the benefits of green space provision. This language is
used to justify the development of green spaces in underserved communities. Wealthier
residents are then enticed to move into low-income neighborhoods that have undergone
environmental remediation that now contain green space amenities. Thus, the concerns
held by long term residents related to environmental remediation are not properly
addressed (Checker, 2011). Checker (2011) states “sustainability then becomes part of a
post-political project that sidelines questions of real political inclusion and justice in the
name of technocratic, community-based deliberation” (p.225).
Both the Callowhill and Anacostia communities suffer from semblances of spatial
segregation that has left residents bereaved. Such spatial segregation has played a role in
the lack of amenities and infrastructural improvements that these areas suffer from.
According to participant interviews, both sites suffer as food deserts that are separated
from adjacent neighborhoods by a major roads or river. In addition, residents would like
to figure out ways to connect. The socio-economic characteristics are quite interesting
when studying three racial groups and varying levels of income trying to find their place
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in these neighborhoods. Both neighborhoods have suffered from peripheral aspects of
modernist urban planning that marginalizes populations.
Discussion of Results for Research Question 2
This research examined how the involvement of community members differed
between the stated equitable development and non-equitable development processes,
focusing on top down versus bottom up development. The democratic nature of planning
processes can be impacted by who is invited to participate. According to Dooling (2009),
the consequences of environmental remediation can manifest through the exclusion of
vulnerable populations from planning processes (low-income, minority, homeless, etc.)
concerned with remediation. Therefore, those that hold long-term neighborhood tenure
and housing precarity status simultaneously are not given democratic deference. Overall,
literature suggests that political and democratic elements have a role in determining
whose “vision” pervades in urban green space development and if those visions are
inclusive or exclusive.
There was an emerging theme within the documents that illustrated the diverging
missions of the created community groups affiliated with the respective park projects
being investigated for this research. The Friends of the Rail Park emerged as an advocacy
group with the merging of two smaller Rail Park advocacy groups in the early 2000s,
unlike the 11th Street Bridge Park community that has been geared towards the
development of a park project based on community feedback. This should be noted an
example of top down approach to park centered community development and a “bottom
up” grassroots approach to potential comprehensive park-based community development.
In addition, these projects approach community input at distinctively different junctures
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in the planning process. Advocates of the 11th Street Bridge Park sought residential
feedback as the earliest stage of potential development. No development professionals
(designers, architects, etc.) would be consulted until after nearly two years of extensive
community engagement. Rail Park advocates appear to have approached the planning
process in a manner that limited residential input in earlier stages. Feedback opportunities
would come later during the designing process, without much discussion of park
alternatives. Empirical data collected from interviews noted feelings of exclusion in the
planning and design process expressed by Chinatown residents in regard to the Rail Park
advocates’ approach.
My conversation with a member of LISC (Community Development Expert,
Participant 10) provided a technical approach to participatory planning. This was
illustrated in terms of the participants’ attention to concepts such as area median income
(AMI), value capturing as it relates to private property owners receiving benefits from
public infrastructure projects such as the Bridge Park, and measurable goals. This
interview detailed the development of the Equitable Development Plan in terms of
phases. These phases expanded in numbers and degree of privacy as time progressed and
eventually incorporated the ideas of the public. What does the type of initial control
ultimately mean for the overall feasibility of agreed upon goals and the incorporation of
community priorities in such projects? Such a controlled method of planning could
ultimately be beneficial to carrying out initiatives regarding affordable housing,
workforce development, business creation, etc. that may not be achieved with a “bottom
up/grassroots” engagement approach with projects such as the Rail Park (Phase 1), but
the answer to that is not definitive. The participant as a white male clearly acknowledges
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the racial, spatial and socioeconomic complexities concerned with developing this project
in an equitable manner (ex: capturing the importance of arts and culture). It is important
to mention the notion of thinking about equity beyond the planning process. As
previously mentioned, LISC DC has promised the 11th Street Bridge Park project $50
million dollars to carry out equitable initiatives after construction of the park is
completed. At this moment similar financial commitments have not been made to the Rail
Park and they are exploring post construction funding options such as once again
investigating the development of a Business Improvement District (BID).
A prominent member of the Anacostia Arts and Culture Center presented both an
artistic and business-oriented view of the benefits that the Bridge Park can produce for
the community through increased foot traffic and small business expansion. As an
outsider to the community, this participant clearly stated the initial bias developed based
on Anacostia’s reputation as a “bad neighborhood”. While conducting fieldwork, I was
given a stern warning by an African American woman native to Washington D.C. to be
careful in the Anacostia neighborhood. What is notable about these instances is the bias
against the neighborhood by black residents that for whatever reason I would have
thought would be more cautious in labeling a predominantly African American
neighborhood with such a broad brush. This goes to the notion that the participants’
positive feelings about the Bridge Park could be connected to the potential enhancement
of Anacostia’s reputation, which will bring in outsiders that can support the fledgling
businesses. As the participant noted, (paraphrasing), “the community would have to come
to every show and store an extraordinary number of times” to keep emerging small
businesses financially viable. Overall the participant noted the work ethic of the Bridge
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Park director in holding many community meetings and developing trust amongst the
residents in the process. The participant had overall positive views of the project but
noted the community’s anxiety around housing prices rising and displacement,
particularly amongst renters and the amount of affordable low-income housing being
developed to make way for market rate housing.
Discussion of Results for Research Question 3
This research assesses the presence of a gentrification anticipation effect and how
it may influence the attitudes of participants impacted by the respective large-scale
greening projects. Furthermore, this research explores the development equitable
development proposals and their possible influence on attitudes related to the project's
planning process. There seems to be a divergence in the way participants from each site
react to gentrification or the prospect of gentrification. Older residents of the Callowhill
community seem to be wary of being participants in the processes of gentrification or
associated with it through participation in the development of the Rail Park. In that
respect, a participant who was one of the earliest Rail Park advocates seemed to impress
upon the notion that resident participation is essential to park design. In addition, other
younger residents interviewed are mostly property owners, so they enjoy the prospect of
home prices rising while gaining valued community green space. Residents in Callowhill
have different priorities than the large number of renters in Anacostia. They are very
concerned about quality of life issues related to crime, street lighting, greenspace,
community public space, garbage and parking. Anacostia residents are concerned with
displacement of renters that would not benefit from rises home/land value. Instead they
grapple with issues that many wealthier/newer residents of Callowhill can afford to adapt
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to including access to quality amenities such as quality schools, clean river spaces, access
to employment opportunities, quality food, etc. Anacostia residents are acknowledging
the benefits to gentrification and would like to benefit from what can be provided through
equitable development goals that provide affordable housing, access to cultural and
business amenities, green beautification and environmental education, etc.
The attitude towards the park projects differed between the Callowhill residents
and the Anacostia residents. Callowhill residents asked (paraphrasing), “How can we
enjoy this great new greenspace without making any waves or ruffling any feathers”?
Anacostia residents asked (paraphrasing), “How can our residents benefit from the
“goods” that come with gentrification and mitigate displacement”? These differing
attitudes appeared to stem from divergent approaches from the park project leaders in
each area. The Bridge Park leaders seemed to connect more directly to Anacostia
residents, whereas the Rail Park leaders had difficulty establishing trust in the Callowhill
neighborhood.
Trust
Throughout this study, the categories were discovered and scrutinized, thus
leading to the element of trust emerging as the core variable. It binds together each
research category, through various routes, as illustrated in the following concept map:
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Figure 6: Concept Map
Building trust to overcome historic grievances and circumstance in underserved
communities was important in the Bridge Park planning process. This concept stands
outside the comprehensive development goals of affordable housing, workforce
development and small business growth but is equally important for approaching
planning as a bottom up process. This goes against my initial thoughts of the Bridge Park
project as one that was used more of a top down approach to development (organically
organized). For its part, communication between community groups in Callowhill
appears to be in better shape now but started off acrimonious. There may be underlying
tension the still exists and may rise again one Rail Park is open. The concept of trust has
been previously explored as a singular topic and as a basis for the exploration of trust
capital.
Trust: General Literature
Fukuyama (1995) defines trust "as the expectation that arises within a community
of regular, honest, and cooperative behavior, based on commonly shared norms on the
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part of the other members of that community (p. 26)”. The concept of trust according to
Grudzewski, Hejduk, Sankowska, & Wańtuchowicz (2008) “is the expectation that arises
within a community of regular, honest, and cooperative behavior, based on commonly
shared norms, on the part of other members of that community” (p 24). Castaldo (as cited
in Castelfranchi and Falcone, 2010) defines trust by proposing five interconnected
themes. These themes are as follows:
The construct, where trust is conceived ‘as an expectation, a belief,
willingness, and an attitude’ (Castaldo, 2002).
The trustee, ‘usually individuals, groups, firms, organizations, sellers, and
so on’ (Castaldo, 2002). Given the different nature of the trustee
(individuals, organizations, and social institutions), there are different
types of trust (personal, inter-organizational and institutional). These
trustees ‘are often described by reference to different characteristics in the
definitions being analyzed – specific competencies, capacities, nonopportunistic motivations, personal values, the propensity to trust others,
and so on’ (Castaldo, 2002).
Actions and behaviors, as underlined also from other authors (e.g.
(Moorman Zaltman and Desphande, 1992)) the behavioral aspect of trust
is fundamental for ‘recognizing the concept of trust itself’ (Castaldo,
2002); both trustor and trustee behaviors have to take into account the
consistency of the trust relationship. Behavioral aspects of trust have been
studied also showing its multidimensional nature (e.g. (Cummings and
Bromiley, 1996)).
Results and outputs of behavior, trustee’s actions are presumed to be both
predictable and positive for the trustor. ‘The predictability of the other
person’s behavior and the fact that the behavior produces outcomes that
are favorable to the trustor’s objectives, are two typical results of trust.
This has been particularly studied in works, which suggest models
designed to identify the consequences of trust (e.g. (Busacca and Castaldo,
2002; Castaldo, 2002).
The risk, without uncertainty and risk there is no trust. The trustor has to
believe this. They have to willingly put themselves into a ‘position of
vulnerability with regard to the trustee’. Risk, uncertainty and ambiguity
(e.g. (Johannisson, 2001)) are the fundamental analytic presuppositions of
trust, or rather the elements that describe the situations where trust has
some importance for predictive purposes. (Castelfranchi and Falcone,
2010 p.10)
The first three themes of construct, trustee, actions and behaviors are applicable to
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the results of this research, as they are related to the pre-development stages of park
project creation. Specifically, these themes are at the center of cultivating trust capital as
an intangible resource that can be developed and/or depleted in the predevelopment stage
of a project.
Trust Capital
Trust capital is a non-tradable resource that is established and cultivated over a
period of time between stakeholders (Grudzewski et al., 2008). Any individual or
stakeholder can possess varying levels of trust capital at any to. To further understand
this definition of trust capital one must be aware of the differentiation between of two
variables that exist within the concept. These variables are known as trustfulness capital
and reliability capital (Grudzewski et al., 2008). As stated by Sztompka (2007),
trustfulness capital can be given to those that an individual trust, while an individual that
is trusted by another person receives reliability capital (p. 246-247).
Trustfulness and Reliability Capital
As an individual’s level of trustfulness capital increases, so does the likelihood
that the individual will view strangers as trustworthy or unsuspecting. As an example, the
Equitable Development Plan produced by 11th Street Bridge Park stakeholders should
elevate the trust level Bridge Park leadership received from community residents in the
D.C. neighborhoods that the park is being built. Trustfulness capital is complementary to
reliability capital (Sztompka, 2007). As an individual’s reliability capital grows so does
the likelihood that strangers will trust that individual. Thus, others will view an individual
as a reliable person, as this form of capital increases.
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Figure 7: Truthfulness Capital & Reliability Capital Diagram
Research Goal
The main goal of this research was to broaden the understanding of urban
environmental redevelopment and strategies associated with mitigating potential
consequences of redevelopment. The research focused on two examples of urban
environmental development: The Rail Park in the Callowhill neighborhood of
Philadelphia and The Bridge Park in the Anacostia neighborhood of Washington, D.C.
While assessing the planning processes of both projects, a couple themes arose: the
deficit of green spaces in poorer/underserved urban communities with a large minority
population (Wolch, 2014), and the “Green Space Paradox”: the threat of gentrification
coincides with green space development, thus harming the very residents that would
benefit the most from additional green space. Therefore, the idea that perhaps
alternatives/strategies could change or alter the gentrification status quo arose.
Research Gaps
Research findings addressed gaps in several areas in varying levels. There is little
information on exactly how large public spaces shape their surrounding communities or
how we can use them to ensure equitable and inclusive growth (Bogle, Diby. Burnstein,
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Woluchem and Dev, 2016). This relates to the undertaken research, as impact of the two
park projects were generally focused on the possible changes they could bring to their
respective neighborhoods. This study also expands empirical research on the effects of
large scale public park projects using obsolete infrastructure in American cities such as
Atlanta’s Beltline (Immergluck, 2009), Chicago’s the 606 Elevated Trail (Harris et al.,
2018) and the previously mentioned High Line Park in New York City (Huynh et al.,
2011). Bryson (2013) states “the urban natural environment” plays an important and
understudied role shaping gentrification processes in contemporary cities” (p. 578). In
addition, the research investigates the efficacy of equitable top-down approaches to
significantly overcome the “green space” paradox. A pivotal part of this study expands
research on the topic of Trust Capital, a specific topic that has been minimally covered in
the environmental justice framework proposed in Chapter 1. Finally, this study has
procedural practice implications for the development of similar projects, which impact
communities that have historically underserved or marginalized (low income, minorities,
homeless, etc.).
Research Participant Benefits
Participation in this research did not provide any direct monetary or material
benefits to participants. Sharing their perspectives and experiences with me in interviews
could serve as a possible source of civic empowerment for the research participants. I
plan to share my research findings in accessible formats with the research participants
(should they express interest), pilot informants’ organizations and public officials. As a
result, a potential benefit to the research participants is that their voices may be heard and
considered by community leaders, urban planners and policy makers. Understanding the
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experiences of residents and community stakeholders has the potential to facilitate the
inclusive development of large scale green public space projects that will provide
comprehensive benefits to impact communities. This is important for all communities,
but those with historically underserved populations are most vulnerable to the negative
consequences of the green paradox.
Conclusion
The research undertaken for this dissertation provides an intricate picture, which
portrays the myriad of elements that can exist within the framework of developing largescale environmental oriented spaces based on the High Line Park. Trust is an intangible a
resource that is central to the main research question, which examines the impact of
creating and utilizing equitable development strategies in the predevelopment phase of
large-scale green space development. The development and use of trust capital impacts
the community support level of the researched projects, when considering residential
conceptions of equity. It is important to take these conceptions into account in
communities that feel marginalized and hold deeply ingrained societal grievances. The
level of trust cultivated in association with the involvement of community members
differs between projects with well-coordinated outreach strategies and residential
inclusion within development processes at levels deem appropriate. The key in
developing trust capital for the 11th Street Bridge Park planning process was influenced
by the park project initial supporters’ dedication to gathering community input on the
project in settings of multiple scales before developing an equitable development plan.
Inversely, trust capital development for the Rail Park project appeared to lag behind the
Bridge Park, as initial and subsequent supporters approached community involvement in
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a manner that left a segment of the community feeling excluded from the park’s
development. The anticipation of gentrification and possible (physical and cultural)
displacement does loom within the both communities researched, but levels of trust in the
Bridge Park’s predevelopment process influences the negative emotions regarding the
project. For residents in the Anacostia community, it is seen as a potential vehicle for
displacement, but moreover a tool that can be leveraged in supplying the community
access to good and amenities that will enhance quality of life. Higher levels of trust
between stakeholders assuage concerns associated with the development of highly visible
large park projects, with proactive measures that aim to address concerns. Lower levels
enhance the anxiety levels attributed to displacement concerns, as discovered with the
Rail Park’s development process.
Research findings align with several “just green enough” strategies” which
advocates for coalition building, democratic development procedures and affordability
protections for those that are at greater risk of being negatively impacted by gentrification
including low income homeowners, renters, senior citizens, etc. (Checker, 2011). In
addition, findings contrast with Wolch et al. (2014) and the recommendation of small site
interventions and bottom-up anti-gentrification measures as “just green enough”
strategies. This research suggests that in its current stage of development, the Bridge
Park’s top-down approach to equitably developing a large-scale park project has been
received in a generally more positive light by residents than the Rail Park’s bottom-up
development approach that did not squarely focus on anti-gentrification measures.
Finally, the Bridge Park’s stakeholders approach to development align with Curran and
Hamilton (2012) who state “in contesting the narrative of inevitability surrounding
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environmental gentrification, activists have formed alliances at a variety of scales,
constructing an alternative vision of the sustainable city, forcing a more democratic,
diverse, and just view of what green looks like” (pg.1039).
Future Research & Implications
Similar studies undertaken in the future will add to environmental justice literature that
focuses on the urban natural environment and gentrification in cities developing projects
like the “High Line”. Current research on the equitable development of highly visible
green space projects is in its infancy. The research employed for this project is predicated
upon place-based research specific to the sites and populations that contributed to this
study. Additional studies will inform the growing literature on efforts to preempt
environmental gentrification and its place with an environmental justice framework. Such
a framework compliments the role of procedural justice that both ensure environmental
justice based on social constructions with just sustainability. Implications for the
development of similar projects, which impact low income, minorities and homeless
populations disproportionately should be studied further in studies that assess any
existing predevelopment procedures and post development relationships. Finally, post
development research of these projects could inform future approaches to equitable
development as the demand for green space amenities grows in urban settings.
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APPENDIX A: THEORETICAL MEMO SAMPLE
Theoretical Memo Sample: How may I benefit from gentrification?
There seems to be a divergence in the way participants from each site react to
gentrification or the prospect of gentrification. Older residents of the Callowhill
community seem to be wary of being participants in the processes of gentrification or
associated with it through participation in the development of the Rail Park. In that
respect interviewees such as participant 18 seemed to impress upon the notion that
resident participation is essential to park design. In addition, other younger residents
interviewed are mostly owners so they like the prospect of home prices rising while
gaining valued community green space. Furthermore, the residents of this area have
different priorities that the large number of renters in Anacostia. They are very concerned
about quality of life issues related to crime, street lighting, greenspace, communal/public
space, garbage and parking. On the other end Anacostia residents are concerned with
displacement of renters that would not benefit from rises home/land value. Instead they
grapple with issues that many wealthier/newer residents of Callowhill can afford to adapt
to including access to quality amenities such as quality schools, clean river spaces, access
to employment opportunities, quality food, etc. Anacostia residents are acknowledging
the benefits to gentrification and would like to benefit from what can be provided through
equitable development goals that provide affordable housing, access to cultural and
business amenities, green beautification and environmental education, etc.
Callowhill: How can we enjoy this great new greenspace without making any waves or
ruffling any feathers?
Anacostia: How can our residents benefit from the “goods” that come with green
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gentrification and mitigate displacement, thus improvements in everyday life are
welcome.
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APPENDIX B: PILOT INTERVIEW GUIDE
What is the mission of your organization (if applicable)?
How familiar are you with the Viaduct Rail Park/11th Street Bridge Park project? Could
you elaborate on any of the project's history?
What are the goals of the park project as you see it?
As a stakeholder what are your specific ambitions concerning the park project?
How do would you describe the relationship between different interest groups in the
community? How about outside interests?
In you opinion, who stands to benefit the most from the creation of this park? Why?
Do you believe that there are competing visions for the neighborhood's future? How does
the park project fit in?
Can you describe any efforts by local groups to either support or oppose changes in the
community overall? How does this apply or connect to the park (if at all)?

149

APPENDIX C: IN-DEPTH INTERVIEW GUIDE
Research Question

Interview Question

Potential
Participant

Background
Questions/Ice Breaking
questions

Demographic information

*COM, PO,
CDP, PS

Do you live in the community, and how long
have you lived here?

COM, PO,
CDP, PS

Do you have family in the area?

COM, PO,
CDP, PS

(If in DC): My wife is from DC, so I’ve spent
a lot of time here. I’m originally from
Philadelphia. Have you ever visited Philly?

COM, PO,
CDP, PS

(If in Philadelphia): I’ve lived in Philly all of
my life. (Talk about neighborhoods).
How is the concept of
‘equity’ envisioned?
How are these concepts
included/excluded in
planning processes?
What kinds of equitable
development (ED)
strategies or approaches
are employed to prevent
environmental
gentrification?

Describe plans or procedures in place that
allows/allowed residents to voice opinions.

COM, PO,
CDP, PS

How have the responses to the new park
been? Do they vary?

COM, PO,
CDP, PS

Have strategies and/or programs been
developed to prevent displacement? Why?
Why not?

COM, PO,
CDP, PS

What kind of strategies and/or programs have
been developed? Why was this
strategy/program chosen?

COM, PO,
CDP, PS

How does the
involvement of
community members
differ between ED and
non-ED processes?

Have you been involved in the park planning
process? If, so how? How do you feel about
the new park?

COM, PO,
CDP, PS

Where would you place the park it in terms of
the community needs? High? Low?

COM, PO,
CDP, PS

What is the connection between residents and
the park developers (planners, etc.)

COM, PO,
CDP, PS
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Have any residents expressed concerns about
the park?

COM, PO,
CDP, PS

Have there been any disagreements between
different parties related to the park? If so, tell
me about it.

COM, PO,
CDP, PS

What are you proud of in your community?
What are you concerned about in your
community?

COM, PO,
CDP, PS

Do you believe your concerns have been
heard and/or addressed? What about the
community as a whole?

COM, PO,
CDP, PS

Has there been a
gentrification
anticipation effect that
influences attitudes
associated with largescale greening projects?
Does the development of
an ED proposal
influence attitudes
related to the project's
planning process?

Do you expect increases in your rent,
mortgage or property value? Why/why not?

COM, PO,
CDP, PS

Do you believe the park will attract new
people to the area? What kind of people do
you think it will attract?

COM, PO,
CDP, PS

How do you feel about new park coming the
neighborhood?

COM, PO,
CDP, PS

Wrap up

Thank you for offering this valuable
information, is there anything else you’d like
to add before we end?

COM, PO,
CDP, PS

Community (COM) = Community Resident, Business Owner
Public Official (PO) = Government official
Community Development Professional (CDP) = Development professional in nonprofit
capacity, CDC’s, etc.
Private Stakeholder (PS) = Individual connected to private funder
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APPENDIX D: PRIMARY SOURCE TABLE
Participant

Type

Frequency

Interview Time

Primary Sources
Community Organization
Director

Qualitative, Semi
Structured, One on One
Interview
Single Interview

25 minutes

Local Business Owner

Qualitative, Semi
Structured, One on One
Interview
Single Interview

48 minutes

Local Business Director

Qualitative, Semi
Structured, One on One
Interview
Single Interview

21 minutes

Community Organization
Member, Community
Resident

Qualitative, Semi
Structured, One on One
Interview
Single Interview

42 minutes

Community Organization
Member, Community
Resident, Park Project
Leader

Qualitative, Semi
Structured, One on One
Interview
Single Interview

41 minutes

Community Resident,
Business Owner

Qualitative, Semi
Structured, One on One
Interview
Single Interview

16 minutes

Community Organization
Member, Community
Resident

Qualitative, Semi
Structured, One on One
Interview
Single Interview

22 minutes

Public Space Historian

Qualitative, Semi
Structured, One on One
Interview
Single Interview

17 minutes

Designer

Qualitative, Semi
Structured, One on One
Interview
Single Interview

27 minutes

Qualitative, Semi
Community Development Structured, One on One
Expert
Interview
Single Interview

35 minutes
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Local Government
Representative

Qualitative, Semi
Structured, One on One
Interview
Single Interview

27 minutes

Designer

Qualitative, Semi
Structured, One on One
Interview
Single Interview

45 minutes

Community Organization
Member

Qualitative, Semi
Structured, One on One
Interview
Single Interview

13 minutes

Community Resident

Qualitative, Semi
Structured, One on One
Interview
Single Interview

27 minutes

Former Community
Representative

Qualitative, Semi
Structured, One on One
Interview
Single Interview

44 minutes

Community Resident,
Business Owner

Qualitative, Semi
Structured, One on One
Interview
Single Interview

40 minutes

Community Resident,
Community Organization
Member

Qualitative, Semi
Structured, One on One
Interview
Single Interview

1 hour, 22
minutes

Community Resident,
Community Organization
Member, Local Artist,
Park Project Leader

Qualitative, Semi
Structured, One on One
Interview
Single Interview

21 minutes

Recreational Green Space Qualitative, Semi
Expert, Former
Structured, One on One
Community Worker
Interview
Single Interview

29 minutes

Developer

Qualitative, Semi
Structured, One on One
Interview
Single Interview

17 minutes

Community Resident,
Community Organization
Member

Qualitative, Semi
Structured, One on One
Interview
Single Interview

56 minutes

Qualitative, Semi
Community Development Structured, One on One
Expert, Social Activist
Interview
Single Interview

30 minutes
153

Community Organization
Member

Qualitative, Semi
Structured, One on One
Interview
Single Interview

39 minutes

Community Organization
Member, Community
Resident

Qualitative, Semi
Structured, One on One
Interview
Single Interview

39 minutes

Environment and Public
Health Researcher

Qualitative, Semi
Structured, One on One
Interview
Single Interview

28 minutes

Community Resident

Qualitative, Semi
Structured, One on One
Interview
Single Interview

34 minutes

Community Organization
Member, Community
Business Employee

Qualitative, Semi
Structured, One on One
Interview
Single Interview

34 minutes

Former Community
Resident and Worker

Qualitative, Semi
Structured, One on One
Interview
Single Interview

19 minutes

Community Resident

Qualitative, Semi
Structured, One on One
Interview
Single Interview

24 minutes

Community Organization
Worker, Planning Expert

Qualitative, Semi
Structured, One on One
Interview
Single Interview

17 minutes

Community Housing
Expert

Qualitative, Semi
Structured, One on One
Interview
Single Interview

55 minutes

Community Resident,
Business Owner

Qualitative, Semi
Structured, One on One
Interview
Single Interview

42 minutes

Community Economic
Development Expert

Qualitative, Semi
Structured, One on One
Interview
Single Interview

59 minutes
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APPENDIX E: PARTICIPANT RECRUITMENT SCRIPT
To: <email address of potential participant>
From: tua36093@temple.edu
Hello,
My name is Labaron Palmer. I am a PhD student of Geography and Urban studies at
Temple University in Philadelphia, Pennsylvania. I am conducting research for my
dissertation. I am inviting you to participate because you are (associated with or living
near the 11th Street Bridge Park or Viaduct Rail Park).

The purpose of my research is to understand how surrounding communities are affected
by major park projects in Philadelphia and Washington DC. Today I would like to talk to
you about your experiences with development of the (11th Street Bridge Park or Viaduct
Rail Park). The information you share today can help me improve understanding of the
experiences and challenges of creating major park projects in urban communities. Would
you be willing to meet with me for an interview? The interview will include open-ended
questions that you can answer freely and would last 30 to 60 minutes. Are you willing to
participate? If so, please respond with a meeting time and place that would work best for
you. If you have any questions or concerns about this request or the interview, please feel
free to contact me at lpalmer@temple.edu or 267-694-0452 or email my advisor Dr.
Hamil Pearsall at hamil.pearsall@temple.edu.

Sincerely,
Labaron Palmer
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