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1. Introduction 

 An increasingly impactful trend in the rapidly evolving field of urbanism has 

been the population expansion of urban areas, resulting in increased pressure on existing 

spaces and resources, as city planners struggle to accommodate quickly rising demand for 

space. The impact of this trend has not only been geographic expansion of urban areas, but 

equally significant, the redevelopment of underused space in a variety of forms (World 

Bank, 2020). Redevelopment is defined by the World Bank as the shift of an area from 

low-density to high-density, accompanied by infrastructure improvements (World Bank, 

2020). This definition can be expanded to include the types of redevelopment, which as 

previously mentioned include the reuse of underused space, in the form of upzoning 

residential space, or the complete change in usage, such as a shift from industrial land, to 

residential (Keresztely, 2016). Redevelopment can take place in gaps in urban fabric such 

as a swath of surface parking lots, but can just as likely occur in a space with existing 

inhabitants, in a space perceived as blighted or under-developed. Though the context 

changes, the impact does not. Redevelopment has the power to bring long term, 

meaningful change in a number of ways. The challenge of redevelopment in the modern 

world is making it work for everyone, instead of altering the fabric of communities through 

development that caters to a certain class. Thus, the goal of this study will be to analyze 

past redevelopment projects, as well as some in progress, to assess how they have impacted 

their areas, and to find ways in which developments have been successful in mitigating 

their impact and benefitted their communities.  

 Through assessing the traits associated with successful redevelopments we 

might be able to better plan such projects for the future, with equity in mind. With this 

idea, the research I have completed was accomplished through analyzing sale prices in 

areas impacted by large scale redevelopment before and after such projects, and comparing 

these figures to analogous areas where such changes did not occur. The research went 

further, to examine the impact on demographics before and after such redevelopments, 

with studies involving the disbursement of low-income groups as a result of 

redevelopment. Accordingly, redevelopments which resulted in minimal displacement of 

existing residents might be considered least impactful to pricing, whereas conversely, 

projects which have caused a turnover in residents are considered unsuccessful in that 

respect. Additionally, regarding pricing, projects which had minimal impact on proximate 



 

sale prices could be considered successful as they minimize the pressure on existing 

residents, whereas vast increases in prices are indicative of gentrification, and considered 

against the interest of existing residents. Thus, with these assumptions, conclusions and 

recommendations have been made as to how thoughtful, beneficial redevelopment can be 

accomplished for existing residents.  

 However, because urban redevelopment is complex, it can range from such 

organized activity such as rezoning, to more grassroots redevelopment organized by 

communities, with the simple goal of improving an area without large scale change 

(Keresztely, 2016). However, for the purpose of this analysis, the intentional, government-

sponsored redevelopment of areas has been examined, as well as redevelopment instigated 

by free market motives, with rezoning typically acting as the catalyst for redevelopment. 

Thus, the capacity of government planning and intervention in orchestrating redevelopment 

through its lifespan can be holistically examined, and critiqued.  

 The reason for studying redevelopment and its effects is because of its 

increased role in shaping cities, as our urban areas grow and thought is given as to how we 

can rethink our urban space. It has been said that we are in the “Century of the City”, as for 

the first time ever in excess of 50% of the global population resides in urban areas 

(Williams, 2012). Over the next thirty years alone, the world is projected to add two billion 

people to our urban spaces, at a rate of five million new urban dwellers a month, placing 

increased strain on already land-scarce areas, and increasing the demand for reimagining 

poorly planned spaces (Williams, 2012). With that in mind, it is important to acknowledge 

the role of urban planning in creating societies that are inclusive and thus ensure the same 

quality of life to as many people as possible. It has been said that urban planning possesses 

the power to determine “the dynamics of cities and integration of inhabitants”, ensuring the 

participation of all walks of life in the prosperity of our cities (Bolay, 2020). Further 

emphasizing this point is the fact that 80% of the world’s GDP is generated in urban 

centers, where around 50% of the world’s population lives, with the top 600 urban centers 

generating 60% of global GDP, illustrating the enormous power cities have for generating 

wealth (Bolay, 2020). Understanding the economic might of our urban centers, it is no 

surprise that great inequality exists, even within such large engines of economic might. 

Urban planning possesses the power to break down these barriers, by ensuring equal access 

to resources across economic strata, through zoning which mandates demographic 

inclusion. Thus, when redevelopment is imagined in our urban centers, it is important to 



 

redevelop with equity in mind, as usually large scale redevelopments occur in resource rich 

areas, with access to public schools, healthcare, and established neighborhoods. This 

existing context surrounding redevelopments grants access to resources important for 

lifting residents out of poverty, and granting greater freedom of outcome.  

 The effect of large scale change brought on by the practice of redevelopment 

has often polarizing effects, with difference in wealth often exaggerated in areas rebuilt, as 

the wealthy profit from the amenity of new investments. Thus, it is essential to consider 

this reality in planning; Milwaukee is an excellent example of efforts to cohesively 

redevelop with community support, following a troubled past. Redevelopment can be seen 

not only as a tool for revitalizing cities, but also as a vehicle for making up for mistakes of 

the past. As mentioned, the city of Milwaukee stands as an outstanding microcosm of a 

greater issue in the United States: racial and income segregation. It has been said that 

redevelopment in the 1980s and 1990s served to further segregate Milwaukee, creating 

schisms by creating prosperity that was exclusive to the wealthy (Rodriguez, 2014). 

Milwaukee has been criticized as well for exacerbating segregation by basing its concepts 

for revitalization on plans made without participation from poorer communities, effectively 

ignoring their interests (Rodriguez, 2014). Conversely, redevelopment projects in recent 

times have focused more on community input, and have thus helped strengthen the bonds 

of communities. New Urbanism has focused on community engagement, such as 

incorporating murals and building housing that is affordable to existing residents, the result 

has been a slow down in gentrification, less political friction, and greater community 

engagement (Rodriguez, 2014). Other measures which were found to benefit communities 

were addressing needs of the citizens on a more piecemeal basis, including renovating 

abandoned buildings, park expansion, and brownfield mitigation, which served to benefit 

the community through raising property values and health conditions without triggering 

gentrification (Rodriguez 2014). The impact of inclusive planning in redevelopments can 

thus be understood to help relieve opposition and better community relations, while better 

catering to local communities.  

 

 

 

 

 



 

1.1 Research Objectives / Questions 

 With an understanding of how impactful redevelopments are on 

communities, and how redevelopments possess the ability to uplift impoverished groups, it 

is the goal of this thesis to study how past projects have impacted communities both 

positively and negatively, across income strata. Specifically, the objectives of this thesis 

will be to study the indirect impact of redevelopment on pricing and communities at large 

through understanding change as it occurred pre and post development. With these 

considerations in mind, I seek to answer the following questions in my analysis: 

1. What are the long-term impacts on demographics related to large scale 

redevelopments? 

2. How do redevelopments impact housing prices nearby? 

3. What strategies have been used to mitigate community change in 

redevelopments? 

4. How can redevelopments in the long run be profitable while addressing 

community needs? 

5. How do level of financial investment and scale of redevelopment impact 

communities in the long run? 

6. How does type of redevelopment change in impact based on the location 

of redevelopment? i.e. in an impoverished area, small/large city, dense 

area, proximate to financial district, in undeveloped area 

These questions guide the research, in an effort to fundamentally understand the 

relationship between urban redevelopment and changes in community dynamics indirectly 

and directly related to pricing. Pricing is a theme in the questions I choose to answer and 

will be the central factor studied as it is the primary driver of urban living, due to its direct 

causal relationship with disposable income, gentrification, cost-of-living, and general 

wellbeing. Pricing is also studied due to its relative transparency in many markets, where 

there are laws mandating full reporting of sales price, thus, pricing can be studied without 

significant gaps in data, and greater certainty in reported in figures. The issue approaching 

this topic is that cities are purely heterogenous, with proximate neighborhoods in the same 

city possessing often completely different traits, resulting in redevelopments presumably 

impacting pricing in different ways. Similarly, no two redevelopments are similar, and 

redevelopments occurring as a result of greater financial investment, or redevelopments of 

greater scale might impact cities and communities differently. Furthermore, it is important 



 

to study the result of redevelopment in a variety of forms, across a variety of cities and 

neighborhoods, in order to draw sound conclusions. In coordination with understanding 

other previously mentioned aspects of redeveloped, as mentioned before, I believe 

reasonable conclusions can be made for how to address and mitigate community impact as 

a result of these projects. To ensure relevant comparisons, most of the individual research 

was conducted on projects which have taken place in New York City, in order to create an 

apples to apples comparison. However, academic writings on projects in other cities were 

analyzed in order to examine the impact in other contexts.  

 

1.2 Structure of Thesis 

 The thesis is framed with firstly a focus on perceptions surrounding 

redevelopment in the form of a literature review. Through this review, a few hypotheses 

have been developed regarding successful strategies for inclusive integration in planning 

redevelopments, and methods for improving the image of this often-controversial subject 

through thoughtful planning. The literature review is followed by a component of 

individual research using raw data pulled from public data sourced from New York on 

recorded sales. The focus of the research will be on New York redevelopments and their 

impact, with an effort to maintain consistency in depth of data and timespan of data. It is 

assumed in this research that developing theories based on trends seen in one city with 

consistent data and demographics will result in the most accurate assumptions about 

impact, and more accurate critiquing of local policy. Thus, it is the goal of the research to 

develop assumptions based on literature from multi-city research, but to use data and make  

recommendations based on what was witnessed in New York.  

Image: Structure of thesis, with subsections and topics covered detailed. 
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 The research component is complex in that it is the goal to develop well-

grounded theories based on highly heterogeneous conditions and circumstances, with great 

influence of external elements. Because of this complexity, I seek to aggregate a complete 

data set by accumulating all residential sales in select areas for multiple years. In this way, 

it can be assured figures are representative of trends, and not skewed by outliers. 

Furthermore, it is important to compare the data against a larger data set in order to see 

what the trend of the larger area was, and how areas with redevelopments compared in 

pricing trends. The strategy will thus to analyze large developments in neighborhoods, and 

compare pricing before, during, and after redevelopment occurred. The analysis will go 

further to assess delivery of affordable units within the development itself compared to 

market-rate units, and determine rather each redevelopment was inclusive. It is a common 

trend in modern redevelopments to incorporate affordable units, often in exchange for 

zoning changes negotiated to facilitate development, so this will be a theme in my writing 

and analysis. Consequently, some redevelopments benefit communities more than others in 

their commitment to providing affordable units. Thus, in the end the benefit of 

redevelopment on communities is a complex balance with improving areas, providing 

amenity, not raising prices, but improving quality of life. Inevitably the assessment of 

ending benefits will always be purely subjective, but assessing price changes can at least 

quantify impact.  

 

2. Literature Review 

 In order to understand the need for redevelopment, it is important to study 

urban dynamics in order to understand the driving forces behind the phenomenon and why 

it occurs most often in underserved areas. Furthermore, it is also important to understand 

why redevelopment is beneficial to cities, as the issue is complex and provides both 

opportunities for benefit in addition to creating risk for vulnerable communities.  

2.1 History of Redevelopment in The United States 

 Redevelopment has a place in American history that is both complex and 

controversial, though the United States is just a single example of the execution of 

redevelopment, the mistakes of the country have largely been made elsewhere in the world. 

Thus, studying the United States stands as a representation of the mistakes made in the rest 

of the world, but especially the Western World, where good intentions in urban 

improvement have resulted in catastrophic destruction.  



 

 

 

 

 

 

What are the long-term impacts on demographics related to large scale redevelopments?  

 

 Through a historic lens we can analyze and begin to understand the answer to 

this question through seeing how this practice has impacted communities, especially 

minorities in the US.. Redevelopment has a place in society today that is controversial for 

its historic role in gentrification and displacement, however, these ideas for urban 

transformation began at a large scale in the 1940s. Redevelopment started as an effort by 

social workers and charitable organizations to eliminate blight and slums in order to 

improve housing conditions by replacing slums with adequate, higher quality housing 

(Keating, 2015). Keating analyzes how this effort escalated, and manifested itself as 

government-backed large scale slum clearance when the congress of the US passed the 

Housing Act of 1949, which funded such projects (Keating, 2015). The Housing Act of 

1949, with an aim of replacing old housing with new development, in fact, destroyed more 

housing units than it created (Burchell, 2000). The act was further criticized for destroying 

urban neighborhoods that were primarily inhabited by minorities, resulting in greater 

segregation and mistreatment of already marginalized groups. Often housing developments 

were replaced by non-residential projects, carving populations out of urban cores, and 

destroying the historic fabric of cities. This destruction of slums, however, was only the 

first glance at what would become an enduring trend in urban planning in the US, and 

around the world.  

 Following the use of eminent domain and urban renewal/redevelopment as 

tools for slum removal, the trend became more widespread, with lower legal thresholds to 

its usage as it became an increasingly acceptable practice. In time, urban redevelopment 

became an essential part of not only slum elimination, but “urban improvement”, and 

consequently, a facilitator of suburbanization. Robert Moses who took the lead of city 

planning in New York in 1942 would stand as the best known perpetrator of such renewal 

projects responsible for urban destruction (Keating, 2015). Moses’ aim was not the 

creation of public housing, but the simultaneous creation of infrastructure which would 



 

serve automobiles and convert New York into a city of commerce and business, and 

transition the city away from being a city of residences into one of business (Keating, 

2015). The resulting destruction of Robert Moses would go on to claim thousands of 

homes of low income residents, and devalue an untold number of houses which bisected 

his immense new highways (Keating,2015). The systematic demolition of New York was 

just the direct impact of these dangerous practices, the indirect impact was the migration 

out of the city of hundreds of thousands of residents, facilitated by new infrastructure 

which allowed greater suburbanization, devastating the tax base of New York, and creating 

worsening ethnic segregation. New York, however, was just one example. The creation of 

the Interstate Highway System would go on to impact nearly every major city in the US, as 

the federal government sought to increase automobile accessibility to downtowns via the 

newly constructed highway system in 1956 (Keating, 2015). The result of this, was no 

longer were only slums targets for redevelopment and destruction, so to were 

neighborhoods in critical corridors needed for infrastructure mobility. The impact of large 

scale redevelopment in the mid 20th century was thus fatal to the life and history of 

American cities. 

 The impact of such dramatic redevelopment efforts varied by city, with some 

cities exhibiting resistance, and others embracing the perceived benefit of destruction and 

reconstruction in an effort to restart and modernize. Minneapolis stands as an intriguingly 

tragic example of redevelopment done as a means of fighting blight. In 1961, a building 

that for decades had been the tallest building in the city, the Metropolitan Building, was 

demolished in a desperate effort to revitalize the historic core of the city (Millett, 1992). 

The district the building lied in, named the Gateway District, was home to a majority of the 

city’s historic buildings, and had long been the center of Minneapolis and activity in the 

city, lying directly on the Mississippi river. Unfortunately, years of disinvestment, white 

flight, and the aging nature of the buildings had turned the area into a perceived burden, as 

it was populated with brothels, bars, and became a center of crime (Millett, 1992). 

Unsurprisingly, this reputation deemed the area unworthy of existing in the contemporary 

world of the 1940s and 50s, as the buildings inhabiting it were perceived as dated and 

unmodern, though they were the oldest in the city. This revitalization effort didn’t stop 

with the destruction of just the Metropolitan Building -- by the end two hundred buildings 

were demolished, amounting to 17 city blocks, replaced by not new iconic buildings, but 

rather a sea of parking lots and massive office buildings, that served to turn the area into a 

center of commerce rather than culture, just as Moses had done in New York (Millet, 



 

1992). This systematic, widespread trend of the US for two decades managed to destroy 

the architectural and historic soul of many American cities, as the destruction of aging 

buildings was deemed essential for progress. This practice not only ruined cities 

aesthetically, but it resulted in the displacement of thousands of families in each city which 

engaged in such harmful practices.  

 In order to best understand the rationale behind these policies, one must 

analyze the literature of the time. One such writing was entitled Rebuilding American 

Cities: The Challenge of Urban Development, an article written in 1954 by Nathaniel Keith 

explaining the perceptions surrounding American cities at the time. Nathaniel wrote that 

this urban planning paradigm was necessary to rebuild American cities as if “after an 

atomic bombardment” in order to completely reconstruct cities from the ground up (Keith, 

1954). Keith went on to describe American cities as being physically obsolete, and 

therefore the only feasible solution was the removal of “obsolescent structures”, explaining 

that was the principle of urban development (Keith, 1954). He explained American cities 

prior to redevelopment were congested, polluted, overpopulated, and lacked sufficient 

parking as a result of a lack of planning in their development (Keith, 1954). The crux of his 

belief, and the belief of the planning community at the time, was that cities were 

insufficient for modern times, and historic buildings were not significant, acting only as 

barriers to true modernity. This idea is clearly flawed from the modern perspective, but his 

belief can be somewhat understood considering the buildings he proposed demolishing 

were largely 50 to 70 year old structures at the time, from his perception they were not old 

enough to be worthy of saving. However, the lack of a middle ground, the inability to 

perceive the value in preserving history, restoring derelict structures, and working to avoid 

displacement is something incomprehensible. Keith went onto explain how 60 large scale 

projects were underway at the time in over 30 cities across the country, with those plans 

collectively destroying 2,000 acres of “slums”, and a further 70 projects proposing to 

destroy another 3,000 acres of “slums” (Keith, 1954). Though efforts to eliminate slums 

and substandard housing were noble in theory, their effects were often much less altruistic, 

resulting in displacement and worse conditions for former residents, as their proximity to 

urban cores was compromised, and cities were gutted of vibrant cores. The widespread 

demolition of American cities has effects that linger to this very day, as misguided 

redevelopment has altered the essence of cities and bolstered the rise and perpetuation of 

suburban culture, as city centers were filled with parking lots to facilitate automobile 

commuting. 



 

What strategies have been used to mitigate community change in redevelopments? 

 Amongst the mentioned pitfalls in planning and executing redevelopment, 

there do exist examples of cities as well which staved off large scale demolition of their 

urban cores and have instead managed to channel the benefits of good planning to deliver 

benefits from redevelopment. Portland, the largest city in Oregon stands as a notable 

example. Portland today stands as a pioneering example of using urban planning to 

enhance livability, incorporating decisions regarding land use, transportation and 

sustainability over the last four decades to mold the city into a model for urbanization 

(Bates, 2018). Portland, beginning in the times when redevelopment was trending across 

the country as previously addressed, shunned these very ideas, and instead of catering to 

automobiles, decided to develop a streetcar for urban mobility (Bates, 2018). Furthermore, 

instead of carving a path through the center of the city for highway accessibility, Portland 

chose to build the highway on the outskirts of downtown, to ensure continuity in its center 

and avoid destruction of the historic urban core. Portland’s successes do not stop there, 

however, as the city has openly adopted policies of equitable development and planning in 

order to bring opportunity and equality to the less advantaged (Bates, 2018). This has 

manifested itself in creating plans that are truly inclusive, such as including the community 

in planning from the beginning, to address stakeholder needs and ensure thoughtful, 

equitable development (Bates, 2018). Furthermore, transparency in planning has provided 

greater opportunity for community members to share their ideas and concerns and 

intervene when perceived injustice takes place. Emphasizing this effort is the Passing of 

the Portland Plan in 2012 which set goals for equitable development, and mandated access 

to education, parkland, community facilities, etc. (Bates, 2018). Portland provides a model 

for urban design and city building, especially in North America, that other cities should 

look to replicate in order to ensure an equitable future, and to undue the damages of large 

scale redevelopment in the past.  

 Though Portland has been a model for equitable development and planning, 

its successes have unsurprisingly resulted in the disproportionate movement of people to 

the urban core, exacerbating issues of affordability due to land constraints. One of the 

many innovative urban planning tools used by Portland was that of an urban growth 

boundary, essentially, a line forbidding any kind of urban (or suburban) development 

beyond it. The purpose of such a tool is to purposefully constrain the geographic limits of a 

city, deliberately halting sprawl and encouraging residential density while preserving 



 

natural green space. This tool, from that perspective was successful in achieving those 

goals, as dense forest directly abuts downtown en masse. The downside, however, has been 

incredible, rapid gentrification, as central locations within the city have gained value at an 

enormous rate due to artificially constrained supply. Bates cites a statistic by Governing 

Magazine, in fact, where Portland is claimed to be the most rapidly gentrifying city in the 

US, as a result of rapid change in neighborhoods and the displacement of minorities and 

low income residents (Bates, 2018). This situation, though tragic, is not uncommon in 

modern America. As the cities of the US, once destroyed by misinformed redevelopment 

concepts look to the future, they see great opportunity, ironically, in the urban voids left by 

such redevelopment initiatives a half century ago. Portland lacks the large scale devastation 

that occurred in downtowns, and somehow even without the burgeoning economy seen in 

many American cities, housing constraints are present and magnified as buildable land is 

purposefully scarce, and thus expensive. The impact of gentrification on Portland is cause 

for concern for other American cities, as decades of urban sprawl begin to reverse and 

populations migrate back to urban cores. Portland was estimated to be only the 18th fastest 

growing metropolitan area with over 1 million people within the US from 2010-2019, 

adding 266,000 residents, or a roughly 12% increase over those nine years from 2.23 

million (US Census, 2020). The reason this is significant is because it highlights the 

problems US cities are facing, and will continue to face with growing intensity to cope 

with population growth, and the inevitable impacts of gentrification. For example, the three 

largest metropolitan areas in Texas: Austin, Dallas and Houston grew by 30%, 19% and 

19%, respectively, in only nine years (US Census, 2020). Channeling this growth to repair 

the scars of poor redevelopment will be a clear goal of urban planners; but more 

importantly, creating tailored plans for inclusive affordable development, similar to the 

Portland Plan will be key to these cities realizing social successes. Inevitably the US is 

fortunate to have population growth in nearly every one of its major metropolitan areas, but 

the key to avoiding the mistakes that caused great inequity in the past, is to plan to reverse 

the scars of past mistakes through integrative urban planning that involves communities, 

and is made with the least advantaged in mind.  

 Witnessing the Portland model of using an Urban Growth Boundary and its 

successes, it might be intuitive to assume this model can be used elsewhere to encourage 

downtown growth and encourage responsible redevelopment, but it should be noted the 

peculiarities and pitfalls of their design. First of all, the concept of the urban growth 

boundary for which Portland is famous has been criticized as draconian as a result of “not 



 

addressing the underlying market failures responsible for sprawl” (Jun, 2004). From a 

redevelopment standpoint, an urban growth boundary encourages redevelopment more in 

the center as it limits sprawl, and ideally concentrates the population, resulting in higher 

density living. Because of this, several states have adopted the policy as a tool statewide, 

and it’s a continually more popular idea in urban planning to encourage redevelopment in 

the core. However, research in Portland found that implementation of such land use 

limitations resulted in less efficient usage of land outside the core, rendering land 

proximate to the downtown unused, and forcing development to thus spread further out, 

resulting in suburban growth patterns “similar to Los Angeles” (Jun, 2004). The appeal of 

the Portland model however, lies in the fact that it continues to fuel growth in the center 

where employment actually continues to rise as a proportion of the metro area, a trend in 

the opposite direction of other cities. This has been the result of successful redevelopments 

and revitalization efforts within the city, which have resulted in both increased 

employment and residential density (Jun, 2004). The success of redevelopment downtown 

and the forces of the urban growth boundary in Portland, however, have been largely due 

to the efficiency of public transit, which other cities lack, as public transit ridership has 

gone up, against the trend of other cities (Jun, 2004). I believe the urban growth boundary 

is thus a responsible idea in cities where residents have alternates to driving, as it 

encourages housing decisions to be made based on transit accessibility. This method 

Portland has used for encouraging responsible growth and redevelopment appears to have 

worked, but requires many requirements to be satisfied in order for it to truly provide 

equitable opportunity.  

2.2 The Urban Development Crisis and Land Scarcity 

 A rapidly intensifying, seemingly unspoken crisis of the modern day is that of 

urban expansion and the many difficulties with which it creates, as I have discussed. An 

almost universal trend worldwide is the movement of people to cities, rather from rural 

areas, suburbs or via immigration. For perspective, in 2000 an estimated 2.85 billion 

people worldwide lived in urban areas, by 2010 that number ballooned to 3.94 billion, and 

by 2020 it has been estimated there would be 4.21 billion, an annualized growth rate of 

2.02% and 1.86%, respectively (Angel, 2010). It has been said that this pattern is almost 

ubiquitous worldwide, as the existence of cheap transit and growing economies, especially 

in the developing world, bring more people to cities (Angel, 2010). A number of issues 

arise from this reality, as this population rise puts strains on resources, public services and 



 

housing. The land resource repercussions are perhaps most shocking, as in 2000 it was 

projected that global urban areas covered around 600,000 square km, about 800,000 in 

2010, and over 1,000,000 square kilometers in 2020 (Angel, 2010). This is a result of not 

just population growth, but the tendency of population density to diminish as urban areas 

expand, and the periphery, generally, is less dense than the core. This outward growth 

places tremendous value, and pressure on the city center, creating more and greater 

opportunities for the wealthy residents to take advantage of proximity instead of living in 

far, harder to reach areas. This growth thus causes greater incentive for redevelopment in 

urban cores, as the outdated planning of many areas in older cities is not representative of 

current land demands of a city, and thus, redevelopment is a solution to modernization and 

greater density. This trend poses a great challenge to cities that seek to maintain equality, 

and opportunity for less wealthy residents to live in central locations, rather than being 

displaced by the free market. It is thus the duty of urban planners, developers, and 

governments to find harmony in developing solutions to ensure the long run sustainability 

of income diverse, equitable, fair cities in the face of growing demand for space.  

 The need for redevelopment is a result of supply-demand dynamics whereby 

the demand for space has outgrown supply, and redevelopment serves to help satisfy that 

need. The problem is in planning and constructing urban spaces, generally, there has been 

an insufficient allotment of space dedicated to housing whereby there hasn’t been adequate 

construction to satisfy demand (Meen, 2016). This fact is not necessarily indicative of the 

inefficiency of the free market, but often rather a result of governments enacting overly 

strict regulations which have served to suppress the ability of the free market to meet 

demand (Meen, 2016). Thus, as demand grows with increased employment and improving 

economic conditions, stable or slightly increasing supply will inefficiently respond to 

growing demand, causing an uncontrollable rise in pricing. The solution would be 

significant changes to rezoning, as Meen suggests, but this is unrealistic, especially in 

modern Europe where urban norms in terms of building height, housing density, and unit 

size have become key elements of the culture. To illustrate a lack of resource commitment 

to housing construction in Europe, just one to two percent of British GDP from the mid 

1800s to world war one made its way to housing construction (Holmans, 2005). This lack 

of capital commitment to expanding housing availability paired with burdensome 

regulation on construction has resulted in overpriced housing throughout not only the UK, 

but Europe and the US as well. On the contrary, upzoning is a key strategy to satisfying 

demand in the US and Asia, where there is less taboo in regards to the development of 



 

taller, historically uncontextual buildings. Rezoning for higher density is a means of 

quenching the need for new housing without needing to create new space for development. 

This is a strategy involving redevelopment, where underutilized space is repositioned for 

higher density development. The end goal, is thus a satisfying of market demand and in 

theory an impact of reducing housing prices correlating with new housing units coming to 

market.  

2.3 Government-driven Redevelopment 

 Redevelopment is inevitably a reality any growing city faces, as urbanities 

evolve, it becomes necessity over time that some areas were developed in a way that no 

longer meets the needs of the city of the present, and it is in this scenario that 

redevelopment is useful. In Hong Kong, a city that has experienced rapid economic 

expansion, and a corresponding surge in demand for space for housing as well as offices, 

this reality has become clear. It is stated that despite the economic fortune of the city, a 

whopping one quarter of the 39,000 privately owned buildings in Hong Kong are in 

disrepair, amounting to around 10,000 buildings within the city (Yau, 2011). As a result, 

Yau explains how the municipality has embarked in the recent past on a crusade, 

undertaking large scale redevelopment across the city, with one such example being 

Langham Place, a large scale redevelopment that required the demolition of an entire 

residential area. A pricing analysis provided on Langham Place was shocking, in that 

housing prices proximate to the redevelopment site did not show significant rise or fall, 

despite the promise of improved conditions nearby (Yau, 2011). This provides an 

interesting observation on the impact of redevelopment, as a large scale, seemingly 

beneficial redevelopment failed to significantly impact pricing, as it might be predicted. 

Yau later goes on to discuss that this is a unique circumstance, as the observation in other 

circumstances outside of this one had the opposite result as it was stated later on that in 

New Zealand simple proximity to attractive buildings can result in a pricing premium up to 

37% associated with redevelopments (Yau, 2011). This is clearly intuitive as the impact in 

urban redevelopment is a twofold improvement in areas of blight. This is because firstly, 

areas in derelict condition, through redevelopment, are eliminated, causing the first 

improvement in condition. Secondly, the erecting of new, presumably better structures than 

what existed before causes a further gain in value, by enhancing the area. This should 

cause a large rise in value, and benefit current owners, while potentially burdening renters 

through what often results in a rise in rents over time. Yau, however, acknowledges that 



 

there haven’t been extensive studies into the impact of redevelopment on pricing in Hong 

Kong, as well as generally, at the time of his publication, so he draws no conclusions.  

 The analysis of cases in Hong Kong is interesting due to the uniqueness of 

the city, as further studies are done regarding externalities, it is shown that the impact of 

redevelopment is more nuanced than simply causing price gain or reduction, universally. 

Yau in analyzing the impact of Langham Place, the major redevelopment in a blighted area 

of Hong Kong, noted that this development in particular did not cause a net rise in pricing, 

in his own regression analysis (Yau, 2011). It is then explained that upon studying 

externalities, the rise in traffic, reduction in light, and impedance of air flow all caused a 

negative impact on the environment for residents, resulting in what might be considered a 

loss in value to the area, as pollution and noise rose, while access to light and air 

diminished. Additionally, Yau, 2011  also presents the concept of rent-gap theory, an 

explanation for the cause of gentrification. The idea within rent gap theory is that under 

existing conditions and circumstances, rent is artificially low due to potential issues with a 

property and perhaps externalities. The result is that a change to the building itself, a 

change to land use (such as conversion to commercial use), or a change to externalities all 

might improve the potential rent a property can ask. In gentrification, this occurs when a 

building stays the same but surrounding changes, such as the development of a new 

shopping center proximate to housing. The assumption in this scenario is then that an 

existing building nearby isn’t achieving premium rent due to its condition, and an upgrade 

to the building or a change in land use might render higher rents. In the end, the results of 

the study in Hong Kong seem to be that not all large redevelopments constitute 

improvements, and might actually act as a hindrance to the community. The question that 

arises in this scenario though, is how to balance community benefit without raising the 

rent-gap so much as to cause gentrification. This highlights the issue of redevelopment 

being perceived as a beneficial solution to urban blight. Market responses such as that seen 

in Langham Place are an unfortunate testament to the fact that redevelopment is often a 

greater burden than a benefit to the local community.   

 Aside from the aforementioned Langham Place, the government of Hong 

Kong has been accused of state-led gentrification throughout the city due to the manner of  

redevelopment in a politically unique city. Hong Kong, as mentioned has an abundance of 

derelict skyscrapers as a product of its quick economic rise, resulting in a juxtaposition 

throughout the city of old residential buildings from its time as a fishing town against 



 

modern skyscrapers which reflect the reality of its contemporary economy. But these new 

buildings hide the secret that displacement is virtually essential in their existence. In Hong 

Kong the government acts in public private partnerships via the Urban Renewal Authority 

(URA), which oversees the redevelopment of sites in Hong Kong (La Grange, 2016). The 

government of Hong Kong through this authority operates as the arbiter of redevelopments 

citywide. Redevelopments have become financially necessary as the government tries to 

retain business-friendliness through not taxing 80% of its residents, a bulk of its income 

supplementing this financial gap is thus derived from profit in redevelopments in engages 

in creating (La Grange, 2016). Hong Kong faces great issue as well with the fact that it is 

at the mercy of extreme density, with 60,000 people residing per square kilometer, and 

80% of its population residing in a rather small 100 square kilometers of the 1000 square 

kilometer city (La Grange, 2016). This density is problematic in a number of ways. Firstly, 

the government of Hong Kong mostly engages in multi-building, large scale master-

planned redevelopments. One such example is the previously mentioned Langham Place, 

which required the demolition of 58 buildings and displacement of 2,600 people, with the 

development replacing it providing no housing, but instead a hotel, mall, and office tower 

(La Grange, 2016). This kind of redevelopment is fundamental gentrification, as it 

displaces the poor en masse in interest of more economically productive structures. 

Furthermore density causes issues in greatening the number of effected parties. As in a 

dense city, a significant, attractive redevelopment in a highly populated area will cause a 

rise in prices to a larger number of units than in a less densely populated area, causing 

greater disruption and displacement. In the end, Hong Kong stands as a unique example of 

direct displacement and gentrification perpetrated by the government. But this case is 

indicative of the practice of many local governments, which often give preference to 

redevelopment and destruction of eyesores over the displacement of poor residents.  

 The practice of Hong Kong in implementing a large scale systematic 

redevelopment, though economically profitable, is greatly flawed in its approach. This 

system relies on the creation and movement of low-income residents into local social 

housing projects, the majority of which residents have been shown to not choose to move 

into (La Grange, 2016). Thus, as a result of removing old time residents from their housing 

with authority, there is a gradual but unstoppable movement of people out of the area, as 

they are forced to find new housing. The solution for this scheme could be to integrate 

affordable units within the market rate developments and increase density to accommodate 

it. However, the need for profit for the government likely renders this business decision 



 

infeasible. With extensive research on the impact of massing low income residents in areas, 

and the drawbacks of such practice, it would be sensible to pursue integrative housing 

rather than segregated social housing (Keating, 2015). It is with this knowledge that I do 

not believe this practice is advisable or morally responsible, as it seeks to effectively 

gentrify the areas deemed worthy by the government whilst providing few options to 

former residents.  

 The specter of government backed gentrification and redevelopment is 

however not unique to Hong Kong, as the phenomenon exists globally, especially in the 

US. Often, infrastructural improvements such as those to streets, public spaces, or general 

streetscape have the unintended consequence of raising home value and encouraging 

private investment, leading to displacement and inevitably, larger scale gentrification. An 

odd example of such a situation occurred in New York when the federal government 

passed the Liability Relief and Brownfield Revitalization Act in 2002 (Pearsall, 2013). 

Brownfield sites are plots of land contaminated usually by industrial waste that has deemed 

the land unsuitable for human use due to exposure (Pearsall, 2013). As such, the presence 

of one such site in the middle of New York City, the Gowanus Canal, became a target for 

the federal government, due to its impacting a large number of people, but also because the 

upside potential was great, as there are only a few such waterways in the city. The 

municipal government acknowledged in planning for the future of the site that there existed 

great potential for residential use, as parcels along the canal could be turned into tax-

generating parcels, while accommodating new residents and giving affordable housing 

options to existing residents (Pearsall, 2013). The primary fear with Gowanus was that it is 

surrounded by long-gentrified areas of Brooklyn which now house the richest inhabitants 

in the borough: Carroll Gardens, Cobble Hill, and Park Slope (Pearsall, 2013). Deepening 

the desire for residential development, an upscale supermarket was constructed in the 

neighborhood in 2013, increasing the potential for nearby residential development. The 

existence of so many factors make the prospect of redevelopment and gentrification not 

only attractive, but likely, and illustrate the fear of people living in rezoned and well-

located areas that simple improvements meant to benefit them might actually bring 

unwanted attention that displaces them.  

 The realities for Gowanus have manifested themselves quickly, as 

developments and proposals have already made their way to the neighborhood. For 

example, despite community opposition to housing development, two rental buildings at 



 

363 and 365 Hudson Street were constructed in 2017, bringing with them market rate units, 

in addition to 139 affordable units (Rosenburg, 2017). In the wake of the success of these 

projects, the neighborhood has been confronted with another far larger development, 

Gowanus Green, which is set to feature several residential buildings with 950 units, 703 of 

those being affordable (CityRealty, 2020). Despite the size of Gowanus Green, the project 

was supported and planned by the New York City Housing and Preservation Department, 

and as a result received approval due to the large scale creation of affordable housing, 

green space, and construction of a new school (CityRealty, 2020). Despite the many 

benefits the project has promised to bring the neighborhood, the community has opposed 

the development greatly, fearing the promise of gentrification in its wake. The reason for 

such great fear, despite myriad benefits to the community is likely not the direct impact 

this development will have on them, but rather the indirect impact that precedence of large 

scale construction will have on the neighborhood, as it sets the tone for further 

development. For example the benefit of a new, modern school might seem like an 

attractive option for existing residents, but it poses the potential to be a great draw for new 

wealthier residents to move to the neighborhood as well. In the end the success of 

Gowanus will surely be a product of community feedback and government oversight to 

ensure the development of affordable units which cater to the local population. But it’s 

equally important to note that communities often oppose all development in all forms in 

their neighborhoods, as with Gowanus, and in those cases it is often the duty of 

government to weigh benefit to cost, and ensure communities can harness the benefit of 

public-private partnerships , such as creation of green space, schools and affordable 

housing. 

 Gowanus presents itself as the opportune circumstance for redevelopment in 

many ways, as it allows the creation of a new neighborhood and added cohesion to an 

important part of Brooklyn. Brownfield sites generally, as mentioned, were targeted by the 

Bush Administration as being superfund targets largely for their marketability after cleanup 

efforts were completed (Rosenburg, 2017). It is my belief that this is an excellent strategy, 

as brownfield sites have generally been abandoned even by business, and are void of 

immediate residentially zoned area due to their industrial status, thus providing a void in 

the urban fabric to reimagine and rebuild cities with more contemporary vision. Gowanus, 

as a highly polluted area in the past has virtually no street activity, with an overabundance 

of dilapidated and abandoned buildings.  The potential for not only site cleanup but also 

the repositioning of this area, is frankly, an opportunity that shouldn’t be missed. The 



 

housing nearby is largely social housing that is guaranteed by the government, and thus 

would not result in gentrification in the form of displacement. Because of this, and the 

myriad benefits that are offered by private firms in helping to cleanup and develop the 

waterway, this stands as an excellent example of development cities should pursue, 

especially in the face of decreasing free supply of units. The chance to develop in areas 

where even industrial business has largely fleeted and there isn’t a great residential 

presence is certainly a chance for great gains in amenity, housing creation, and 

enhancement of the city overall. Thus, I believe that community opposition in this situation 

needs to certainly act as advisory but not as a means of inevitable approval for the project, 

as the neighborhood would stand to lose an untold number of affordable housing units 

should it defeat the rezoning and repositioning of the area. These opportunities to 

redevelop industrial lands largely emptied by the migration of manufacturing employment 

offer themselves as the best opportunity for supplying new housing in modern cities, as it 

doesn’t require the displacement of residents, and offers great opportunity to redevelop 

with abundant affordable housing provided.  

  

2.4 Free-market-driven Redevelopment 

 Just as the government has the capacity to implement dramatic urban change 

through development, so too does the free market – as environmental factors instigate 

change such as economic improvement, population growth, and increased visibility, there 

is often market response in the form of investment. One notable example of market-driven 

gentrification, redevelopment, and displacement in the US is the city of Miami. The city of 

Miami has long been a cultural hub for the Latin American Community in the USA, with 

over 50% of the population being Cuban, over 70% being Latino (US Census, 2020). This 

is significant as it has helped the city draw interest from wealthy investors and residents 

from South and Central America, as well as Mexico and the Caribbean. This dynamic has 

manifested itself in the last ten years as a fundamental resurgence of the city, as highrises 

have been constructed in once low slung areas, expanding the downtown immensely 

(Samara, 2008). As the downtown has continued to spread, so too has interest in other parts 

of Miami City, drawing developers to reconsider once unheard of locations, as Miami has 

long struggled with violence that shoed away newcomers to downtown. One such 

neighborhood witnessing a surge of interest is Overtown, an area situated adjacent to 

Downtown Miami, it is prime for redevelopment consideration. However, the 



 

neighborhood is also plagued by poverty, with a median family income of just $14,000 

(Samara, 2008). The dire poverty means residents there cannot afford to pay more than 

$350 a month for housing costs, but the market rate in Miami-Dade County is $775 for just 

a one-bedroom apartment (Samara, 2008). This reality came to a head when a developer, 

Crosswinds, proposed to build a housing development in the neighborhood on land that sat 

vacant for 20 years (Samara, 2008). The issue surrounding this proposal however, was that 

to qualify to live there, residents needed to prove their income exceeded at least $40,000 a 

year, almost three times the neighborhood average (Samara, 2008). This type of out of 

place redevelopment that doesn’t cater to the needs of the community, but rather, 

systematically injects new residents without consideration for community residents to 

participate is destructive to the social fabric of neighborhoods and the area at large. In the 

end, due to widespread community opposition and the eventual downturn of the economy, 

which profoundly impacted Miami housing, the project was never realized. But if the 

project was passed, it would surely be responsible for creating a rise in value of 

surrounding land, and its completion could easily be perceived as a win for developers 

looking to also profit off the cheap land and downtown proximity the area offered, without 

considering local residents’ needs.  

 Another example of market-driven gentrification in the city of Miami is the 

case of Wynwood, not so far away from Overtown, it also benefits from great proximity to 

downtown Miami. The neighborhood, immensely industrial for the majority of its history 

had fallen into severe decay by the early 2000s, as warehouses and factories were 

abandoned (Wynwood, 2020). These buildings, perceived as an eyesore to most, presented 

themselves as an opportunity for artists, and in 2002 Art Basel opened a second festival of 

its institute there and so started the surge of interests from artists in the area (Wynwood, 

2020). The artists took responsibility for the transition of Wynwood away from industry, as 

ornate murals painted on the walls of factories and warehouses began to draw interest in 

the neighborhood from non-artists and businesses (Gonzalez, 2014). Artists themselves 

began moving to the neighborhood and using formerly industrial buildings as residences, 

as well as studios for selling art (Gonzalez, 2014). This obviously resulted in the 

displacement of businesses that occupied the area previously, and was pivotal in effectively 

removing industrial business from Wynwood, as it evolved into a mixed use neighborhood 

of artistry and residences, with a corresponding rise in cost of land. This movement 

converted the neighborhood into a hub of the arts, but worked to displace in its entirety the 

businesses and people there before. Today, this area makes up the Wynwood Business 



 

Improvement District, over 50 city blocks featuring more than 200 murals, and over 400 

businesses where there previously were few (Wynwood, 2020). The case of Wynwood, 

however, I believe lies in direct opposition to that of adjacent Overtown. This is because 

Wynwood’s success inevitably displaced the few industrial businesses there, and resulted 

in the creation of an immense number of new businesses, economic activity, and 

employment which benefitted the city and area. Furthermore, the creation of Wynwood as 

an artistic haven gave a new identity to the area, and created a chance for locals to engage 

in the arts in a way they couldn’t before, as world class artists have flocked to the area to 

contribute their own artwork on the walls of Wynwood.  

 These two cases in Miami are interesting because they occurred 

simultaneously in adjacent areas, and greatly show why market-driven redevelopment and 

gentrification has such a polarizing reputation. It is my belief that the Overtown 

development, with virtually no commitment to the interests of the community was 

detrimental, and could have acted as a great catalyst for further development and 

displacement had it been realized. The residents of Overtown, perceived as anti-

development even explicitly decried this notion, exclaiming they wanted development that 

catered to the community and would happily support development in that scenario 

(Gonzalez, 2014). It is intriguing because the Overtown development sought to replace a 

long vacant lot, and would theoretically improve the atmosphere of the neighborhood, and 

in this way, it serves as a good example that not all tangible improvements to the visual 

experience in communities is in the best interest of residents. Wynwood, conversely, 

sought to bring artistry, business, commerce, and new inhabitants to a virtually abandoned 

industrial area. Though it undoubtedly resulted in displacement of existing business, its 

benefits in spurring interest, creating an arts district, offering free public space for artistic 

viewing for the city, and the formation of a new identity for Miami all far outweighed the 

loss. Additionally, the neighborhood was totally industrial before, and thus did not result in 

a displacement of people from their homes. This style of redevelopment, with an 

understanding for the potential for displacement, and the free market and residents actively 

working to avoid such an impact, is beneficial for cities. Unlike Overtown, the artistic 

movement in Wynwood faced little opposition, and today exists as a great attraction in the 

city, and employment opportunity for Miami, especially the nearby residents of Overtown.  

 Inevitably the differences between community-driven and government-driven 

gentrification and redevelopment lie mostly in execution and actors, though they are 



 

similar in result. In both circumstances, the interests of longtime residents are often left 

unconsidered, and as a result, both are bound to create friction and cause controversy. 

However, both simultaneously have the potential to be done in ways that benefit their 

communities, when the needs of the community are made in the planning of such projects. 

The example of Hong Kong certainly is the most impactful and hardest to control, as the 

government’s far reaching power and the fear of resistance drive residents to accept even 

the worst compensation and circumstances. Conversely, the power of community in 

Overtown and Gowanus showed how significant local opposition can be, as in both cases 

community groups were able to stifle and delay development. However, these cases were 

very different, where the Overtown development represented business interests void of 

local consideration, Gowanus’ developments have incorporated massive amounts of 

affordable apartments, community amenities, and green space, planned in cooperation with 

the municipal government. The result of the Gowanus developments was a net gain in 

amenity and atmosphere as vacant brownfield was replaced by greenspace, new apartments 

for local residents, a canal walk path, and a local school . Despite these benefits the 

community still opposed the projects, inevitably, without success. The Gowanus example 

surely exemplifies how just as governments and developers can overreach, so to can local 

groups in opposing development of any kind, often without discretion as to rather or not it 

benefits them. Thus, the apparent similarities, and fundamental differences in these cases 

are a valuable study in how different redevelopments can be, not only in what they are 

replacing, but also in their ability to create great benefits, or their ability to destroy 

communities. As such, it is important to not look at all development as intrinsically 

beneficial or universally negative, but instead assess them on an individual basis. It is now 

obvious redevelopments with government cooperation have the potential for great benefit, 

while those done unilaterally without government or local participation have great potential 

for frictional change.  

 Strategies for successful implementation of affordable housing without 

massive displacement can be derived from the circumstances analyzed. It becomes clear 

for example, through analysis of Hong Kong, that the government acting as a free market 

developer with profit incentives can be useful in the redevelopment and improvement of 

building condition, but under status quo acts as a systematic vehicle of displacement. On 

the other side, the government acting as an enabler of development through brownfield 

rehabilitation or infrastructural improvements can be compromising if plans are not in 

place for affordable housing creation and management of development in an area. The 



 

cases of Brooklyn both saw large community outcry and public opposition to perceived 

undesirable community changes. It was thus significant for the government to work 

alongside developers and the community simultaneously in rezoning to meet the needs of 

the people. Ultimately this a theme in the projects which had the greatest success, as 

government cooperation with community organizations resulted in projects which were 

more reflective of local needs rather than the will of developers. It is with this knowledge 

that it can be said that not only should developments include an affordable housing 

component, but for large projects with long term and potentially large consequences, there 

should be community involvement throughout the process with the government acting as a 

mediator. This will ensure not only control on gentrification, and addressing that issue, but 

also the ultimate lack of friction between developers and communities, which under proper 

circumstances can be a mutually beneficial relationship. 

2.5 The Rise of Unaffordability in Contemporary America 

 The creation of affordable housing in cities is largely the product of 

government intervention, as previously discussed, but there are often cases where market 

dynamics dictate a prevalence of affordable housing simply as a result of market 

circumstance. As such, it is important to note that there exists a great disparity in economic 

prosperity across the US, effectively resulting in three stages of existing market conditions 

as noted by Gabriel Metcalf. These three circumstances are: cities with shrinking 

populations and thus an abundance of housing (mostly in the Rust Belt), cities with 

growing populations and a correspondingly sufficient rise in housing units and 

development (mostly in the Sun Belt), and then lastly cities with growing populations but 

low levels of housing development (Metcalf, 2018). Cities falling into the first category are 

cities that may have peaked economically, such as Detroit, but are now experiencing 

abandonment, in these cities, addressing affordable housing is likely not as urgent, since 

there’s an abundance of existing cheap housing stock. Conversely, cities such as New 

York, San Francisco, Boston, and Washington DC lack developable land, but have thriving 

economies, resulting in a rapid rise in pricing as supply fails to match demand, and in these 

cases affordable housing is an urgent crisis (Metcalf, 2018). In these cities, it could be said 

that burdensome red tape, community opposition, high construction costs, and ineffective 

zoning requirements limit development substantially, especially in San Francisco where 

rather stringent density requirements exist, limiting large development in most of the city 

(Metcalf, 2018). The opposite can be seen in other cities with strong economies, such as 



 

Atlanta, where not only is there abundant developable land, but lower restrictions on 

development, allowing the city to address the housing needs of its rapidly growing 

population by simply allowing the private sector to address those needs (Metcalf, 2018). 

The need for nuanced approaches to redevelopment is thus understood, as cities in various 

housing conditions will need to address affordability differently, and understand that they 

might change categories if regulations or economics change.  

 It is apparent that the growth of cities paired with the creation of new housing 

should be the primary determinant in the need to address affordable housing creation, 

though nuanced examination of gentrification on a more localized scale is needed. Despite 

the presence of construction in new areas of growing metropolises that does not constitute 

redevelopment, there is a growing trend towards redevelopment in areas proximate to 

central districts as downtown living becomes more popular, resulting in gentrification and 

displacement even in these cities (CBRE, 2020). The increasing density of American cities, 

makes redevelopment a guaranteed certainty, as can be seen in the development of 

multifamily housing, a style of development that exists primarily in dense cities. In 2017 

through 2020 there have been around 280,000 multifamily residential units completed 

annually, compared to just 65,000 annually between 2010 and 2012 (CBRE, 2020). It is 

certain that as American living habits change, with shifts to urban cores and areas 

proximate to public transit, redevelopment and rent hikes will force longtime residents to 

seek housing elsewhere when they can no longer afford these neighborhoods. This trend is 

already seen in several small housing markets, in the rather unsuspecting markets of 

Colorado Springs, Birmingham, Albuquerque, Greensboro, Memphis, Dayton and Tucson 

rental growth year-over-year was in excess of 4% in 2019 (CBRE, 2020). This trend shows 

the increasing complexity of assessing the need for affordable housing in cities, as the 

supply demand balance begins to shift in even smaller cities driving rents higher, 

mandating the need of government action in overseeing affordable housing creation and 

maintaining such units.  

 As mentioned the crisis of affordability impacts all cities in the US in 

different ways, but is most prevalent in a select few cities where economic growth and a 

lack of supply formation has exacerbated the issue of affordability. The greatest examples 

of this crisis lie in California, where immense economic growth, popularity of the region, 

and immigration heave led to housing prices increasing over 100% between 1996 and 2016 

in the metropolitan areas of San Francisco, Los Angeles, San Diego and Riverside 



 

(Metcalf, 2016). San Francisco most shockingly, rose 168% in pricing in these 20 years, 

from $302k to $813k with those prices already adjusted for inflation (Metcalf, 2016). This 

rise in price has come with a directly inverse correlation to available land, as once land-

rich regions have been developed as a result of this population growth. Unsurprisingly, 

other popular cities of the last decade – Boston, Seattle, Denver and Miami made up the 

cities that experienced the next highest growth, as economic prosperity brought greater 

value to homes, and greater urgency to the affordability crisis (Metcalf, 2016). In response 

to such issues in 2019 Oregon, California and New York all passed rent-control legislation, 

highlighting increased government unease regarding the crisis (CBRE, 2020). Though 

rental control is a useful step, the end result will only impact rental apartments and 

artificially limit rental supply, leaving free reign over the market for homebuyers, where 

prices are increasingly out of control. The only solution in cities with such economic 

fortune is construction of new housing, but high barriers to entry in the form of costs and 

regulation suppress the free market’s ability to respond. Thus the prospect of redeveloping 

land has become increasingly attractive as such opportunities present rare chances to create 

central housing without direct displacement. 

2.6 Strategies for Addressing Unaffordability  

 Cities have begun using more tools to combat the rise of unaffordability as 

the crisis has worsened, resorting to a variety of mitigation efforts to ensure more equitable 

living circumstances and opportunity. These methodologies have been in four primary 

forms: Social housing, rent controlled housing, vouchers, and rent control (Metcalf, 2018). 

It’s unfortunately clear that these methods of housing assistance, though noble in intent, do 

not serve to stem the crisis of affordability, as the inevitable impact on housing supply is 

minimal. For example, New York has a rather high 10% of its housing falling under social 

housing, and an additional 35% rent-regulated, with just 25% unregulated and 30% owner-

occupied (Metcalf, 2018). This assistance has accomplished the goal of keeping low 

income residents in their homes, but has done little to alleviate the burden on middle class 

homeowners and renters who often do not qualify for such assistance. Additionally, rent 

regulation has resulted in the misallocation of housing as longtime residents do not move 

freely, but choose to stay in place to retain their unit, even if it no longer meets their needs.  

The inability of cities to meet housing demand through construction will assure the crisis 

of unaffordability persists. One possible solution is an expansion of housing subsidies and 

social housing to include middle class residents, such as in Europe where for example 33% 



 

of people are benefactors of social housing (in the Netherlands), which would serve to 

assure more urban residents are able to live there sustainably (Metcalf, 2018). The 

effectiveness of public housing in the US however, has been brought into question, as vast 

developments executed in the 50s and 60s in the previously mentioned crusade against 

slums have been plagued with racism, crime, bad living conditions and generally bad 

design (Metcalf, 2018). The trouble with these developments was in their execution, as 

they concentrated poor people in one place in vast numbers, providing fuel to any problems 

that already existed in the community, such as crime and violence. Furthermore, bad 

property management by local authorities has made the living conditions often deplorable. 

In response the government had launched the HOPE VI program, aimed at demolition and 

replacement of such poorly conceived developments in favor of more traditional housing 

(Metcalf, 2018). Thus, the issue of affordability, especially for poor people has been an 

unending crisis, as the legacy of poor decisions made half a century or more ago have 

continued to inhibit communities.  

 The most effective solution for the US thus revolves around a more modern 

concept and initiative – inclusionary housing. Inclusionary housing directly goes against 

the concept of mass grouping people of equal income, and instead serves to integrate the 

income groups together in market-rate housing schemes. This style of housing in theory is 

revolutionary, as it offers dual benefits to developers and residents, for the first time 

integrating low-income residents into the same housing quality that middle and upper class 

citizens enjoy. The concept is simple in the case of New York: developers receive benefits 

in the form of zoning variances, building on publicly-owned land, or an increase in allowed 

square footage, and in exchange, they allocate 20% of housing to low-income residents, or 

30% to moderate income residents, thus providing “affordable” apartments (NYC DOF, 

2020). The terms however vary, with San Francisco instead mandating that developers 

include affordable housing in developments with benefits to the developers unguaranteed 

(Metcalf, 2018). The circumstances in San Francisco are also interesting in that developers 

are required to building between 5 and 25 percent affordable, with the option to either 

build on site, or pay for offsite development of units, with fees ranging from 250 thousand 

to 750 thousand dollars per unit (Metcalf, 2018). The benefit, in theory, is that this grants 

residents the right to housing they can afford, but in buildings maintained by private 

entities, thus relieving the government of maintenance and construction obligations whilst 

granting residents the opportunity to far higher quality apartments. The benefits to 

residents however are not that simple. The story of legacy poverty in the US is perpetuated 



 

by poor residents becoming victim to an intergenerational lack of access to quality 

education and often being surrounded by crime and gang activity. The option to remove 

low income households from such circumstances and place them in areas void of such 

hostilities that impact their lives, might very well offer an opportunity for breaking these 

toxic cycles. This form of true inclusivity has the potential to revolutionize cities, as it 

eliminates income segregation, and grants access to better schools and resources. Placing 

greater amounts of incentives into and encouraging inclusive housing is a necessary step 

for American cities, especially those experiencing an abundance of development near the 

cores, as it will ensure a more equitable future by granting disenfranchised citizens the 

opportunity to more wholly partake in the economic successes of their city. 

 Inclusionary housing does however have a couple drawbacks that must be 

considered, as they limits its usage as the sole tool for affordable housing. Unfortunately 

the option to develop affordable housing lies at the mercy of new development, and thus its 

limits are realized by how much developers are willing to build in a given year. For 

example, 200,000 multifamily units were expected to be completed in 2020 (before 

knowledge of the impact of coronavirus) (CBRE, 2020). If in an optimistic scenario, 10% 

of those units were affordable units, that would lend itself to the creation of 20,000 

affordable units against the 180,000 market rate units that would need to also be created. 

This dependence on market rate unit creation, and the fact that these policies exist only in 

primary cities in metropolitan areas is a limiting factor for the moment. The proposal has 

been made that cities receiving financial benefits from developers to create units might 

reallocate those funds to housing creation in suburbs where development is cheaper and 

thus more efficient, but so far no such scheme has materialized (CBRE, 2020). So in the 

end, inclusionary housing exists as a way for society to provide the most impactful change 

for low income households, in a piecemeal low-quantity fashion. One solution, however, to 

creating more units, is ensuring that redevelopments in cities are mandated to include 

mixed-income affordable units. But this poses the possibility of stunting developments as a 

result of cost increases. As mentioned, redevelopments have the capacity to change 

neighborhoods in good ways, but also to catalyze gentrification. By ensuring affordable 

apartments are an element in all redevelopments it is possible to be truly inclusive, 

allowing low income residents to partake in transformative projects they cannot afford, and 

perhaps lending community support to such projects. 

 



 

2.7 The 421-A Tax Abatement in New York 

 

How can redevelopments in the long run be profitable while addressing community needs? 

 

 A step towards sustainable unit creation in the future of the US seems to be 

the long term and meaningful involvement of the private sector, as developers have the 

capacity to combat place-based housing of low-income groups, and grant a wider range of 

opportunities for affordable living. The need for profit fulfillment and satisfying business 

needs, however, can often stand as a barrier to affordable housing initiatives. It is with this 

in mind that the 421-a program was devised, seeking to harness the power of the private 

sector to engage in large scale creation of affordable units in otherwise market rate 

developments – a form of inclusionary housing often engaged in redevelopments. As an 

example, one major source of 421-a units came with the redevelopment of a massive swath 

of industrial riverfront in Brooklyn. The area, comprising of 175 blocks was negotiated 

with developers to include affordable units, and in exchange developers would gain 

additional height allowance, an extremely valuable perk where permanent uninhibited river 

views command top dollar (DeSena, 2009). Additionally, developers would be tasked with 

paying to turn industrial waterfront into parkland, then turn it over to New York as public 

park space. For perspective, to qualify for the affordable housing it was necessary to have 

an income starting at 80 percent of median for the area for low-income, or 125 percent or 

below for moderate income, with at least 20 to 25 percent of apartments in developments 

achieving these requirements (DeSena, 2009). The end result is planned to feature 3,584 

affordable units, out of 10,500 created, roughly a third of the total units developed 

(DeSena, 2009). Without understanding the impact of potential future gentrification, this 

compromise which came with intense community opposition initially, is a resounding 

success for the area, despite immense immediate opposition from the community. This 

cooperation and agreement serves as an excellent example of the power of public-private 

partnerships, as 175 blocks of new parkland and development will be created, granting 

unprecedented amenity to the community, and granting access to what was not long ago 

industrial wasteland. This remnant of New York’s industrial past has met a very fortunate 

demise. In the years of community opposition before the agreement, waves of 

redevelopment schemes were turned down by the community, with the city eventually 

proposing instead to develop  a waste transfer facility and then a powerplant on the 



 

waterfront instead (DeSena, 2009). With the opportunity cost of avoiding the 

materialization of such toxic facilities, it is clear that this redevelopment stands as a 

successful example of what can be done when government, community and industry 

cooperate.  

 The 421a program, as expressed, offers myriad benefits, but certainly has its 

critics as well, as the program allows developers to forgo taxation in exchange for the 

creation of affordable units. Benefits have gradually been negotiated, and for example now 

construction workers on the projects are guaranteed to make an impressive sum of money, 

at $45 an hour for projects outside Manhattan, and $60 an hour for projects within 

Manhattan (Bagli, 2017). This expands the impact of the projects, in theory, as it assures a 

higher standard of living not only for future tenants, but also construction workers. The 

greatest critique of the program is that the taxation lost for the city, to the tune of $1.4 

billion annually, could be used to instead fund other programs to include affordable 

housing itself (Bagli, 2017). I believe though this criticism is fair, given the reputation for 

poor quality and management of city-backed public housing, as well as the aforementioned 

downside of bulk housing which groups low income households, the benefits far outweigh 

this cost.  

 Additionally, it’s important to remember the burden lifted from the city’s 

budget by offering these benefits. An estimated 2,500 affordable units will be created 

annually through the existence of the program, amounting to 25,000 units over ten years 

(Bagli, 2017). Considering the immense cost of construction in New York, with 

developments of single buildings often surpassing a billion dollars, it is my belief that this 

program is worthwhile, as it allows the government to largely avoid the costs and resource 

commitment need for this housing. There is also the possibility that these buildings built 

with the tax incentive might not have been built if the program didn’t exist, offering 

credence to support the program. Some forms of alternate affordable housing creation have 

also sparked interest however. In 2017 a statewide program aimed at more direct 

construction, on just a $2.5 billion budget planned to create 100,000 affordable units 

throughout the state, making any question surrounding financial efficiency of the 421a 

program certainly valid (Bagli, 2017). It is my belief however, that with all these 

considerations the most impactful and effective program is that of inclusionary housing, in 

the case of New York, the 421a program. The opportunity for low-income families to 

enjoy a greater quality of housing, as well as improved proximity to employment zones is 



 

an opportunity of immense value. These types of programs have the potential to end the 

cycle of intergenerational poverty, and grant a high standard of living and greater 

education to those who benefit. Just as well, these redevelopments have provided ample 

amenity in the form of new parkland throughout Brooklyn, Queens and Manhattan, making 

their impact even more significant.  

 In the end, however, the most effective way to make housing affordable in 

cities is to enable and ensure more construction occurs to meet the demand of cities. As 

discussed, New York and Hong Kong face similar problems with developing affordable 

housing. High regulation, high levels of development, and high demand have driven the 

value of land so high, that the only development that can occur in city centers is expensive. 

The lack of available land in both cities due to geographic constraints and government 

regulation has made the cost of any land high, and thus any development which occurs on 

that land cannot reach profitability with affordable apartments alone, and in order to 

compensate for cost, developers aim for high end clients thus charging more. Metcalf made 

the argument that four types of regulation exist in the realm of development: zoning, 

building standards, permits for the creation of new supply and fees (Metcalf, 2018). The 

extent of these regulations serves to limit development, and thus, the greater the regulation 

the greater the cost of housing will be, as constraints on supply creation are driven higher. 

Burdens to development such as costly and extensive impact and environmental studies, 

overreach of communities in requiring input and review, and burdensome regulation 

surrounding building requirements can serve to lengthen time of design and conception, 

and ultimately drive development costs far higher. One workaround for this in New York 

has been the creation and allowance of as-of-right development, where developers are 

permitted to build with certain standard limitations, and only deviations from such require 

further review, such as ULURP (uniform land use review procedure) (Metcalf, 2019). By 

eliminating processes which add time and cost to construction for the developer and the 

government, construction can be expediated. Furthermore, by permitting use of ULURP 

only when developers choose to deviate from as-of-right development, the government can 

gain greater leverage in demanding affordable housing or other community benefits as they 

are not as time-limited in the review of projects which might otherwise demand their 

resources. Just as the government must find ways to streamline and encourage 

development, so too must communities. As examined, the relentless resistance to 

development of unoccupied industrial space in the waterfront and Gowanus neighborhoods 

of Brooklyn almost cost the borough thousands of units of affordable housing, even 



 

developments with over 70% such units were opposed. The ability of developers to seek 

community input without needing community approval, but rather city council approval 

instead, would serve to make sure developers adequately incorporate community needs 

without being limited by what is often over-opposition to virtually all forms of 

development. In the end, affordable housing will be as Metcalf described: “Sandcastles in 

the Sand”, if cities cannot limit costly regulation, as affordable units created will be a drop 

in a sea of unaffordable housing for the rest of society. 

2.8 Literature Review Conclusion 

 Through analyzing the manifestations of redevelopment, and the complex 

history of the practice in the US, its significance on the urban landscape of the country is 

obvious. Redevelopment is controversial because it requires destruction in order to create, 

in practice causing the complete transformation of either small areas, or vast ones. 

Redevelopment has in the past acted as a great destroyer of the American urban fabric, as 

its implementation single-handedly gutted the historic core of cities across the country, 

replacing them with ill-conceived social housing that has already been replaced through 

other costly projects. It is thus no surprise that the best solutions are not those that are 

unilaterally conceived and implemented by government, as in the past, but rather the 

projects that bring parties together, finding synergy and productivity as the input and 

resources of communities, the government, and private enterprise work to create more 

inclusive, thoughtful redevelopment that creates and complements communities, rather 

than destroying them. The issue with such lofty goals is that without appropriate 

community input and cooperation, such redevelopments create environments for 

displacement as well. Understanding the factors behind displacement, and which types of 

redevelopments cause the greatest rise in pricing will be my goal in my research. I intend 

to study several large scale redevelopment projects which are great in area and financial 

investment, and thus almost assuredly impactful on pricing in their areas.  

3.0 Data and Research Approach 

 In pursuit of a holistic understanding of the impact redevelopments have on 

housing prices and displacement, my strategy will be to focus on large scale 

redevelopments in the borough of Manhattan in New York, and to analyze how pricing has 

changed in neighborhoods where redevelopment has occurred, versus Manhattan as a 

whole. The data I will be focusing on is pricing data derived from sales that have occurred 

in Manhattan, disclosed by the City of New York in an annually released Rolling Sales 



 

Data file. This data is useful because it is separated by neighborhood and includes all sales, 

as New York requires complete transparency and reporting of sale price at closing. 

Analyzing impact to pricing over time in the same building can show how gentrification is 

or isn’t taking a foothold. However, seeing the presence of new buildings and new units 

selling is also an indication of gentrification and can be used as a sign of displacement, as 

new units come to market in new developments, effectively raising the cost of living in the 

area.  

3.1  Data Sources 

 Having worked in New York in real estate development, I know data 

compilation can be cumbersome and difficult, as the municipality of New York City 

mandates only a certain level of transparency. New York by law mandates the disclosure of 

sale price, signing date, closing date, and buyer but that is about it, this leaves information 

as previously mentioned such as residential area of a unit up for tedious and sometimes 

costly manual retrieval. For this reason, considerations around unit size might be difficult 

to independently retrieve. To solve for this issue, I have contacted my former employer, 

Corcoran Sunshine Marketing Group, and will be using some figures they have released to 

me that they have compiled to create 10 year studies of price changes in Manhattan. 

Furthermore, I believe to truly tell the story of displacement it will be useful to have 

information on how demographics have changed in impacted neighborhoods as a result of 

said displacement. As a result of this, I will be using information gathered and disclosed by 

NYU Furman Center, which compiles rather comprehensive neighborhood data that 

summarizes the changes which have occurred in neighborhoods, and thus can provide 

further context to the impact of pricing on displacement. These data sources together will 

summarize three important aspects of redevelopment and displacement: a change in 

absolute price, a change in price per square foot / meter, and a change in neighborhood 

demographics.  

3.2  Methods for Examination 

 It is my strategy to focus on a neighborhood-by-neighborhood analysis of 

affected areas and then to further take a look at changes in sale price within buildings. My 

method for analyzing is compiling all condominium sales in Manhattan in the last 10 years 

and assessing how the neighborhoods where redevelopments have occurred have faced 

different changes in pricing than the borough as a whole. It has been said that gentrification 

has been identified in many central city neighborhoods across the US by an “increase in 



 

housing investment, a rise in housing prices, stabilizing tax bases, increase in amenity, and 

dramatic shifts in cultural / demographic identity”, all of which are highly common themes 

in the aforementioned changes of Brooklyn (Hwang, 2016). Two of the main components 

of gentrification however are “increases in housing value and rents” which adversely 

impact existing residents by slowly outpricing them (Hwang, 2016). On the side of 

causation, it has been said that the greatest causes of gentrification are usually an increase 

in amenity offering, increased employment and decreases in crimes in American cities 

(Hwang, 2016). The significance of these factors in spurring gentrification is a clear 

indication of the pivotal role redevelopments play in causing gentrification as the large 

scale development usually aim to increase amenity in the area to attract residents. 

Furthermore, often developers will intentionally target areas of decay or disinvestment, as 

engaging in redevelopment in these areas is met with less opposition due to lower 

populations and greater perceived benefit (Hwang, 2016). It can thus be said that 

redevelopments tend to occur in areas with high levels of disinvestment and low income, 

with measures of desirability being a result of increase in amenity, and rises in 

displacement occurring from the rise in amenity attracting new residents. For this reason, 

rises in rents and housing prices are the main measurements for displacement, as they are 

indicative of the entry of higher income residents into the area and the gradual “pricing 

out” of longtime residents (Billingham, 2015). The process of this movement, however, is 

often exaggerated to be a quick one, when in reality displacement is a gradual process, with 

longtime residents making financial decisions for themselves as they see a rise in rent and 

housing prices, to move to a more affordable area, and for this reason, studying long term 

price impact is most relevant, rather than quick year-over-year fluctuation (Billingham, 

2015).  

 My method will focus on select neighborhoods in New York that have 

received the most significant redevelopment in my opinion, with the qualifications for 

“significant redevelopment” being a project costing over $1 billion, encompassing multiple 

blocks (more than two), and being composed of multiple buildings. In this regard three 

primary redevelopments as of late stand out: Essex Crossing in the Lower East Side 

neighborhood, Hudson Yards in the newly self-named neighborhood of Hudson Yards but 

proximate to Chelsea, and lastly the redevelopment of the World Trade Center in the 

Financial District with proximity to Tribeca. In my opinion each of these is significant 

because they all occurred in areas that were void of existing buildings for different reasons, 

thus resulting in no direct displacement, but all clearly having the potential for indirect 



 

displacement. Each of these projects has different elements and components which I will 

detail, all of which might create an impact on value gain in the area. My method will thus 

be a comprehensive study of each projects, detailing the circumstances surrounding each 

project, and then go into a pricing study of the area throughout the past ten years. 

3.3  Trustworthiness of Study 

 Issues around trustworthiness are a concern with pricing studies for 

previously mentioned reasons. Firstly, simply looking at gross price doesn’t tell the total 

story, for example, a rise in gross price likely means a rise in neighborhood value, but it 

could also symbolize a shift in appeal to larger families, and thus a rise in average price as 

larger units with more rooms are sold. This isn’t likely, but it’s a theoretical example of the 

complexity of studying raw price, and for that reason price per square foot and 

displacement must be studied in tandem for an accurate understanding. However, one issue 

I have come across in analyzing the data in its raw form is that there doesn’t exist 

information on unit sizes, which is essential in understanding how value has changed. That 

is because costlier units in the same area are often larger units, and thus, a rise in average 

sale price, especially in the short term can simply be a result of larger units selling. Thus, 

any analysis of a rise in actual value will have to be based upon independent reports from 

third parties on average price per square foot change in neighborhoods, or analyzing sale 

prices for the same units over time in the same building. By analyzing how sale prices have 

changed in the same building, we can assume unit size hasn’t changed, and in newer 

developments there likely wouldn’t be renovations, so the data could be reliable. Similarly, 

a rise in average sale price is often the result of more new development occurring in an 

area, which is obviously the result of gentrification and renewed interest, but it is important 

to note at the same time that a rise in average sale price not be the result of a rise in value 

of older apartments, and thus might not impact locals. Furthermore, there is likely to be 

greater impacts on pricing proximate to the redevelopments, so studying entire 

neighborhoods often doesn’t tell the whole story, as a plot across the street from a 

substantial redevelopment almost certainly realizes greater pricing variation than a 

development elsewhere in the neighborhood. For this reason, it is important to understand 

the complexities with understanding pricing before making underlying assumptions that 

directly connect price gains to gentrification. It is also important to remember that in the 

case of some areas, there is certainly a fluctuation in sales that can be significant, 

especially on a neighborhood level, where a lack of supply might result in few sales, which 



 

causes greater fluctuation in average sale price. Thus, it will be important and significant to 

take a look at the raw data and see what sales created a rise in pricing and if they were 

concentrated in one or a few buildings, as new developments can cause great shifts in 

pricing as they close a bulk of units usually within one year. 

4.0 Findings and Discussion 

 To simplify this study and keep focus narrow, the subjects were limited to the 

above mentioned redevelopment projects all of which are in Manhattan. I believe it is 

necessary to keep the geographic focus narrowed to one city to create a more coherent 

“apples to apples” comparison, outside of which consideration of more elements would be 

necessary, such as variations in income or zoning regulation. My findings have thus been 

rather telling, with rises in pricing directly corresponding to the opening of new buildings 

near redevelopment projects that have resulted in large pricing gains. My research has 

definitely led me to understand that gentrification is a slow building-by-building process 

rather than a large event, as sometimes it is made out to be. Rather than being a quick 

transformation of areas, it is more the case that new developments gradually transform an 

area, and proximity to these raises the price of neighboring buildings. However, the 

interesting discovery in my findings was where this was most pronounced, which was not 

in the neighborhood I expected. I will delve into my research on each of these three 

neighborhoods on an individual basis, and then in the end summarize all of Manhattan 

together in effort to concentrate and delve deeply into each subject redevelopment.  

4.1 Subject Redevelopment Sites 

 Firstly, in order to understand the subject sites and their potential for impact, 

I think it is integral to display the location of the sites and gain an understanding regarding 

their relationship with the city and their communities.  

 

How does type of redevelopment change in impact based on the location of 

redevelopment? i.e. in an impoverished area, small/large city, dense area, proximate to 

financial district, in undeveloped area 

 

 These projects though they exist in the same borough of Manhattan, they 

exist in vastly different environments with different zoning schemes, and thus have vastly 

different potential for impact within their communities. This is important because 

redevelopments will impact communities largely in different wants depending on their 



 

environment. Rezoning of industrial areas for development might result in displacement of 

manufacturing jobs for example, while redevelopment in a residential area will surely 

impact pricing of apartments and the lives of residents. With 

this in mind, the first project to be examined is Essex 

Crossing, this project is taking place in a heavily residential 

area of Manhattan, surrounded by a largely historic Jewish 

neighborhood, and public housing in which many Puerto 

Ricans and Latino immigrants live today. The important thing 

is the Lower East Side was once one of the most dangerous 

neighborhood in Manhattan, with great disinvestment 

occurring in the last several decades until recently. The area is 

now bustling with youthful energy, and is thus a great magnet 

for redevelopment.  

 The next redevelopment project to be examined 

is Hudson Yards, which is occurring in a highly industrial 

part of Manhattan and has been the target of many ideas for 

redevelopment in the last 20 years, with nothing gaining enough traction to be realized 

until now. The project at over $25 billion marks the largest private project in US History, 

and one of the largest real estate projects in world history (Tyler, 2019). It is being planned 

in an area with great proximity to Times Square, Penn Station, Madison Square Garden, 

Javits Center, and the Hudson River, and is thus of great value geographically. The one 

issue is the area it exists in as mentioned is highly industrial with virtually no residential 

area adjacent to the site. The aim of this project has been to change that reality, and bring 

commercial, residential, art space, and public space to this neglected corner of Manhattan. 

But primarily to bring large scale office space to the site, reinvigorating a city with rapidly 

aging office stock, and shift the center of gravity in Manhattan. The area is very far from 

the two other projects studied, about a 5 kilometer walk from Essex Crossing and 6 

kilometers from the World Trade Center. The scale of investment and area are sure to have 

much further reaching impact however than Essex Crossing, as it is 28 acres in area, and 

has spawned a host of other developments from competing developers nearby, ensuring at 

least some level of residential displacement as thousands of new workers aim to live close 

by.  

Hudson Yards 

World 
Trade 
Center 

Essex Crossing 

Image source: Google Maps 



 

 Lastly, I have decided to review the impact of the redevelopment at the 

World Trade Center. This is surely the most well-known project, as it stands in place of 

another once-controversial redevelopment – the original World Trade Center, which was 

tragically destroyed on 9/11. The new development is significant because it marked a 

turning point for Lower Manhattan. After the tragic event that occurred in 2001, the Lower 

Manhattan Development Corporation was created to see the revitalization and 

redevelopment of not only the World Trade Center site, but also the entire region of Lower 

Manhattan, in an effort to reverse decades of decline in the area (LMDC). The goal became 

not only to rebuild the World Trade Center, but to in the process use the investment as an 

opportunity to reimagine the whole area. As a result of such development, the entirety of 

Lower Manhattan has become a bustling residential neighborhood, though it was once only 

office space. A wealth of old office buildings have seen conversions from office space to 

residential, and many other new real estate developments have come into the 

neighborhood. However, there has been a notable absence of affordable development, 

effectively leaving low income residents who must operate much of the new retail space in 

the dark. I will look into the development of new residential space and what residents it has 

accommodated. With the Lower East Side being most residential, Hudson Yards being 

mostly industrial, the World Trade Center exists as an intriguing contrast as it exists in an 

area that was once almost exclusively office space, providing interesting insight for the 

impact of redevelopment in different contexts.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

 

 

 

4.1.1 Overview of Essex Crossing in the Lower East Side 

 The first large scale redevelopment that will be examined is Essex Crossing. 

Essex Crossing is a massive 1.9 million square foot (177 thousand square meters), 

occurring adjacent to the main throughway of Delancey Street, a major artery through the 

neighborhood leading to the Williamsburg Bridge into Brooklyn (Russell, 2019). This 

redevelopment is significant as it exists as a microcosm of the American Story of 

redevelopment, and an effort to heal scars of our past through thoughtful inclusive urban 

planning. The development’s history started in the 1950s as a large swath of tenement 

housing that was demolished to make way for a failed highway project through Manhattan, 

in the process displacing 1,800 low income families (Russell, 2019). The catch is this 

project never came to fruition due to community opposition, and as a result, the land that 

was once squalid homes of innumerable Puerto Rican and Jewish families was razed for 26 

acres of parking lots (Russell, 2019). As a result, this area stood as a great testament to the 

destructive power of ill-planned redevelopment schemes and thoughtless urban design. The 

before and after photos of how the development will eventually look are below, as the 

massive parking lots are filled in with development. The benefit of this project will not 

only be providing new housing for an array of income groups, but also in bringing activity 

and increased employment to an area that was essentially just a void in the urban fabric 

with virtually no economic value.  

 

 

 

 

 



 

 

Image 1a: Image of Essex 
Crossing site before 
development.  
 

Image source:  
www.flickr.com/photos/tonyshi 

 

 

 

 

Image 1b: Rendering of 
completed Essex Crossing 
Development, with parking lots 
filled in.  
 
Image source:  
Moso Studio 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 The development’s centerpiece is a new home for the Essex Market, a 

longstanding neighborhood asset first opened in 1940. The market is exciting as it is set to 

become the largest market in the Americas, marking a significant expansion over its 

original form (Kimmelman, 2019). Additionally, the development is set to include 1,079 

total apartments with 561 being earmarked for affordable housing, significantly more than 

generally required at over 50% (Russell, 2019). Additionally, an exciting component of the 

project is that every building was designed by a different architecture firm but with similar 

forms and proportions in mind in order to create a relationship. Making the development 

even more compelling, one building is 14 levels, featuring 99 units of affordable senior 

housing, with a medical clinic in the ground floor and a newly developed park nearby 

(Russell, 2019). The development is also slated to bring two new grocery stores to an area 

previously void of such options. Uniquely, the city also mandated the inclusion of a 



 

cultural institution, and as a result, the site also features a space for a new museum, the 

International Center of Photography (Russell, 2019). It is significant to note that it was 

mandated in its inception that the development give preference to former residents of the 

area displaced by redevelopment in the 1950s, further attempting to make up for the 

wrongs committed by Moses era planning. And in the new Essex Market there will be 

spaces provided for local vendors, with 75% of the vendors being immigrant, women, or 

minority owned, a great step in the direction of providing opportunity for groups that often 

don’t benefit from such developments (Kimmelman, 2019). All this information is 

significant because it shows the commitment of the city in planning this development to 

benefit the neighborhood and heal scars of the past. In the end, on paper, the development 

succeeds in creating a new community and new place, but the intrigue now will be in 

analyzing the impact on the market, as certainly the replacement of the unsightly void that 

was there would already raise real estate value, but the creation of new amenity will 

undoubtedly act as an even larger driver of real estate value.   

 As this development began construction around 2016, and now has four out 

of nine buildings complete, the project has achieved incredible efficiency rarely seen in 

such large projects. The question arises if despite such great efforts to appeal to middle 

class residents, and deliver housing to low income residents might still draw gentrification, 

especially as the development acts as a visual improvement to what’s long been considered 

the least attractive street in the area, Delancey Street. For example, though the largest 

tower in the development features half affordable apartments, the other half of the 195 

units are market rate (Kimmelman, 2019). This reality is mirrored in the completed 242 

Broome, where 42 units are priced at $2,000 per square foot, well above the neighborhood 

average, and the cheapest available apartment is priced at $1.35 million (Kimmelman, 

2019). It is an obvious necessity that delivering so many amenities in a large development 

will require the sale of high priced units, but it does bring into question how great the 

potential for igniting gentrification this development might possess. The hope is that this 

development may in the future set precedence for public-private partnerships in a city 

where developers often reap most of the reward from development. It is to be seen if a 

project developed even with such noble intentions, in a rather unsavory part of town, might 

still catalyze gentrification.  

 

 



 

4.1.2 Overview of Hudson Yards on Manhattan’s West Side 

 The Hudson Yards is effectively the exact opposite of Essex Crossing in ambition 

and scale, as the development exists not in an area that was ever residential, but instead 

industrial. Additionally, the scale of investment is tremendously larger with Hudson Yards, 

as its expected end cost is around $25 billion, with an array of satellite projects nearby only 

increasing the amount of investment coming to the area. Driving complexity and costs for 

this project are its precarious positioning above an active railyard. Due to the need to build 

over the railyard, there is an immense cost of $1 billion with simply developing a platform 

on which the rest of the development lies, resulting in a need to achieve even higher sales 

figures than normal (Sharf, 2019). The result is a project that’s been subsidized with $1.4 

billion in tax breaks and $4 billion in other city investment in the form of transit extension 

and infrastructure improvements (Sharf, 2019). The first residential component of the 

project 15 Hudson Yards, is set to include 300 apartments, with 100 set aside as being 

affordable for low and moderate income residents (Tyler, 2019). That is significant in a 

building where the cheapest apartment costs $3 million, but it poses great questions for 

how the redevelopment might impact the neighboring area, as it proves the attraction of 

this once derelict area to wealthy residents. It is undeniable that the 100 apartments set for 

affordable living will provide immense benefit to the residents lucky enough to reside in 

them as they are granted unprecedented access to building amenities and local resources 

such as schools of higher quality and equally as high quality healthcare. But the cost in the 

way of foregone taxes will certainly garner the attention of opponents. 

 

 Image 2: Existing buildings outlined over 
the 2015 conditions of Hudson Yards 
showing level of development. 
 
Image source:  
Forbes 

 
 

 

  

 

 

 



 

 The Hudson Yards furthermore benefits from another project which has been 

criticized for its impact on gentrification. The High Line is a long park on a once 

abandoned elevated railway running through several neighborhoods – Hudson Yards, 

Chelsea, Meatpacking District and ending in West Village. It has become remarkable for 

its capacity to catalyze redevelopment, as the project itself cost $153 million, yet it had 

spurred over $2 billion by 2011, surely a drop in the bucket to what the figure is today 

(Faulk, 2011). This ultra-successful park sparked redevelopment all up and down the 

periphery of the park as parking lots and tenement buildings were quickly replaced by new 

condo buildings designed by famous architects colloquially known as starchitects. The 

inclusion of the end of the High Line Park in Hudson Yards surely serves as a great 

amenity for the development, and perhaps was a reason this project has been so sought 

after. Additionally, the Hudson Yards lies adjacent to Javits Center, a very large 

convention center used for events hosted in the city. These benefits and proximity have all 

garnered the interest of many firms, as Coach, Related, Oxford USA, and L’Oreal USA 

move their headquarters to the area in a move to stay trendy and attract talent (Tyler, 

2019). Though the immediate area of Hudson Yards is void of residentially zoned area and 

thus, apartments, it lies in rather proximate vicinity to long established neighborhoods. 

While Hudson Yards borders 32nd street on its southern side, the formerly working class 

neighborhood of Chelsea begins at 30th street, and is certainly going to be a target for the 

thousands of workers who have come to the area to work in the office towers constructed 

at the Hudson Yards. Furthermore, the extreme luxury of 15 Hudson Yards as mentioned 

before will undoubtedly act as a litmus test for developers who now believe the area is 

capable of achieving such high price points, placing greater pressure on longtime residents, 

as new developers are certain to come looking for new development opportunities. The 

gentrification likely to come from Hudson Yards is two-fold, as units sold at Hudson Yards 

raise interest in luxury residential real estate nearby, and office workers newly brought to 

the area look for proximate housing. To understand the impact in greater depth, I will 

analyze the area and its pricing trends to see how prices have changed with this project 

now being realized in its first stage.  

 

 

 

 



 

4.1.3 Overview of World Trade Center in Lower Manhattan 

 The World Trade Center needs no introduction, as the site of a devastating 

event in 2001, it is known worldwide, but for the purpose of my analysis I would like to 

see how the reincarnation of this site has caused a wave of residential development, and a 

subsequent rise in pricing. It is important to note that the immense investment in this site 

created great interest in not only the development, but the entire Lower Manhattan area 

absent of the effects of the tragedy. The redevelopment of the 16 acre site has cost 

approximately $15 Billion as a memorial, brand new transit center, museum, and three 

large office buildings have been constructed in the site (Levitt, 2016). Anticipation for the 

redevelopment paired with direct government planning and investment have shifted the 

neighborhood from almost purely office and commercial to a largely residential 

neighborhood as the number of residents in the area tripled to 61,000 by 2018, from 20,000 

in 2001 (Metro). This shift has largely been driven by the conversion of antiquated office 

space from its old use into modern living space. One such example of that conversion is 

the renovation of One Wall Street from a massive office building into a residential building 

with 566 apartments and a 44,000 square foot high-end grocery store downstairs (Metro, 

2018). This is just one example of dozens of massive conversions that have brought more 

residents downtown, in addition to other brand new developments which have brought 

greater density and residential capacity to the area. It is important to note, however, that 

One Wall Street hasn’t chosen to partake in the 421a inclusive housing program and thus 

does not incorporate affordable apartments into the 566 apartment total mentioned before. 

This is problematic as few new developments in Lower Manhattan have chosen to partake 

in the program, which has slowly turned the neighborhood into an almost exclusively 

wealthy area, as so little residential space existed before 2001 that virtually all the new 

capacity built since then has been for the wealthy. This is problematic as it fails to include 

low income residents in the transformation of this neighborhood that not only has great 

access to nearby employment hubs, but also mass transit and public schools which might 

serve to help lift these residents out of intergenerational poverty. It is thus my goal to study 

how demographics and pricing trends have shifted in the area to measure how 

gentrification might be taking a foothold in this rapidly transforming neighborhood.  

 

 

 



 

4.1 Pricing Trend Analysis 

 

How do redevelopments impact housing prices nearby? 

 

 As the primary focus of my thesis, I think the question of pricing fluctuations 

resulting from redevelopment are important as one of the leading drivers of displacement 

following these projects. In an effort to understand how these neighborhoods have been 

impacted by redevelopment, I have compiled statistics on pricing gains by extracting data 

from the New York Rolling Sales files which have been made public. What is seen is 

pretty clear trends upward in all areas, as the redevelopments examined have presumably 

not only driven interest in the developments themselves and amenities provided, but also 

caused greater confidence in the fundamentals of these areas which has encouraged further 

redevelopment. It is important to note that aside from Hudson Yards, all these areas were 

in some way trending towards upward in pricing on their own, as the entirety of Manhattan 

has benefitted from an improving / largening economy, and as such, Manhattan as a whole 

will be used as the control against which I will examine pricing gains.  It stands to reason 

that a neighborhood experiencing pricing gains lower than Manhattan as a whole would not 

be considered as gentrifying, but is important to note that any rise out of pace with the 

neighborhood’s historic trend is a potential sign of gentrification, as value increases 

outpace the cyclical norm. Furthermore it is important to note that substantial rises in 

neighborhood value also likely denote the sale of units selling in newly developed 

buildings which is surely a sign of gentrification as developers begin seeing greater 

potential for profit in the neighborhood and target wealthier residents for their buildings. 

 My method for analyzing this data is to triangulate a number of sources in 

order to tell the story of neighborhood change. My first source has been the rolling sales 

data where I have compiled 65,000 sales over 10 years in Manhattan, and distilled this data 

to understand how the neighborhoods previously mentioned have seen pricing changes 

relative to Manhattan. Secondly, to understand value change and how not only sales have 

become more expensive but so too has value increased on a per square meter basis, I have 

reached out and received a report on Manhattan and its neighborhoods from my former 

employer, Corcoran Sunshine Marketing Group, and have used this as the second aspect of 

my analysis to understand value change. And lastly, I have gathered data disclosed by 

NYU Furman Center on demographic change to show how price changes and value 



 

changes have resulted in demographic shifts which we can conclude, is a sign of 

gentrification or a lack thereof.  

 4.2.1 Analysis of Lower East Side Pricing Trends 

Gross Price Changes 

 

 To begin, in analyzing changes in gross price in Manhattan, the quickly 

degrading affordability of the borough can be seen, as since 2009 prices have nearly 

doubled from $1.7 million to $3 million. Certainly this new average price is outside the 

range of affordability, as was the price in 2009. Geographic constraints and scarce 

developable land appear to be driving prices in the borough higher, even as the number of 

sales annually has stayed virtually the same level ever year. With average price increasing 

more than an annualized $100,000, there is great concern for rampant pricing and quickly 

deteriorating affordability issues that may be irreversible. This illustrates greatly the 

importance of mandating or at least highly encouraging inclusive housing in new 

developments now, as they are the only way to make sure low and moderate income 

residents can participate in the successes of Manhattan. As can be seen in the rightmost 

column, sales over $1 million now make up 73% of total sales in Manhattan as of 2019, 

again showing how dire the situation has become for anyone with a desire to live in this 

borough. For scale perspective, the area of Manhattan is about 23 square miles, or 59 

square kilometers, so the area is quite vast to achieve such high figures in sale price. The 

Lower East Side stands as a clear island of relative affordability, important to maintain to 

preserve equity in a sea of unaffordable housing, but that reality seems to be fleeting as 

prices rise in the area. 

 In the last ten years the Lower East Side has clearly made up lots of ground 

in reaching the level of pricing seen in Manhattan. Prices have more than tripled for 

condominium units, and the number of condos sold in the process has increased by almost 

Manhattan Lower East Side Lower East Side
Year Average Sale Price % Change No. of Sales % over $1M Year Average Sale Price % Change No. of Sales % over $1M
2009 $1,695,556 NA 5,069         51% 2009 $646,340 NA 34              18%
2010 $1,719,142 1% 6,061         52% 2010 $832,139 29% 77              26%
2011 $1,668,418 -3% 5,585         51% 2011 $989,193 19% 60              42%
2012 $1,842,974 10% 5,990         53% 2012 $1,055,174 7% 73              29%
2013 $1,908,185 4% 6,522         57% 2013 $1,018,330 -3% 97              34%
2014 $2,322,817 22% 6,110         63% 2014 $1,281,108 26% 54              61%
2015 $2,426,743 4% 6,367         67% 2015 $1,288,226 1% 43              60%
2016 $2,935,030 21% 6,203         70% 2016 $1,192,638 -7% 44              59%
2017 $2,859,456 -3% 6,136         73% 2017 $2,228,225 87% 76              75%
2018 $2,809,086 -2% 5,019         70% 2018 $2,055,035 -8% 177            75%
2019 $3,026,587 8% 5,505         73% 2019 $1,917,569 -7% 375            96%



 

12 times, with investor interest in the area piqued by redevelopments, transit accessibility 

and a statistically intangible “cool” factor that the area possesses in its ongoing 

transformation. The Lower East Side has seen recent drops in average price over the last 

two years that come as no surprise, as ultra-expensive apartments at new developments 

have sold, leaving the less attractive, cheaper apartments to sell, often discounted. 

Furthermore, epitomizing the regeneration of the neighborhood was the development 

named 215 Chrystie, where the seven apartments sold there in 2017 averaged $8.6 million 

in value, including a penthouse which set the record for most expensive sale ever in the 

area at $16 million. This building surely drove the average for the neighborhood higher, 

and thus should make it understood that 2017 and 2018 were outliers as the units there 

were sold out by 2018.  But the shocking observation is even though the average price has 

dropped two consecutive years in the neighborhood, the percentage of units sold over $1M 

has increased from 18% to 96% by 2019, a remarkably large transformation, with almost 

every unit sold being priced over $1 million in a neighborhood that was once considered a 

no-go zone. The shift in neighborhood dynamics can be further seen as well in the number 

of condominium units sold. As the number has risen dramatically, it’s a clear sign of the 

increased interest in condominium units in the neighborhood, as this rise in sales is likely 

indicative of new developments being constructed and selling their new units in the 

market, driving up condo inventory and sales. From a simple observation of the data here it 

appears there is rampant gentrification as all metrics have increased by multiples since 

2009, with perhaps the most concerning statistic being units sold over $1M. The 

neighborhood is clearly experiencing a shift, as condominium buildings are constructed, 

replacing empty lots or old aging residential buildings, changing the character of the area. 

 The area also appears to be outpacing price growth even in Manhattan, as its 

metric growth is beyond that seen on a larger scale. For example, in Manhattan there was a 

sizable 22% increase in the percentage of units sold over $1 million, that compares to a 

78% jump in the Lower East Side, ending in the previously mentioned figure of 96% of 

units sold being in that range. The huge jump in pricing metrics in the neighborhood can 

partially be attributed to sales at the monstrous 250 South Street, which accounted for 249 

sales in the area in 2019. The building is a massive outlier, standing far above the 

neighborhood, adjacent to the Vladeck Public Housing, a rather massive housing project. 

The building has certainly redefined the neighborhood as it stands far above the otherwise 

lowslung neighborhood, and brings an overabundance of expensive units to this otherwise 

modest market. Therefore, there should be questions about the long term impact of such a 



 

massive development and the types of people it brings to this area, especially considering 

its immediate adjacency to such a vast low income 

housing area. It is often regarded as the pinnacle as 

gentrification for the neighborhood, as it represents 

the changing face of this area. The building features 

800 market rate condominium units priced at an 

average price per square foot of $2,202 (roughly 

$23,700 per square meter) according to CityRealty 

(CityRealty, 2017). The developers, aiming for 

public approval as well as tax relief benefits added 

204 affordable apartments to the development, 

aimed at those making 60% of the area median 

income (CityRealty, 2017). There is a catch though, 

the residents of these affordable units live in an 

adjacent building, not the massive monolith of 250 

South Street, which has drawn criticism about there being essentially a “poor door”, or a 

building exclusively for poor that is different than that where the market rate apartments 

are, raising questions about true equity. The impact of this building on the landscape of the 

neighborhood, paired with the immense number of sales it has had in a price range unusual 

for the area have clearly caused controversy, as the building stands as a testament to 

corporate overreach, especially in the creation of affordable units and public benefit.  

 

 

 

 

Image source: onemanhattansquare.com 



 

  

 The story of 250 South Street is important, as it illustrates the reality of 

gentrification in the neighborhood today. To further analyze the units driving up pricing, I 

compiled the 10 highest price sales in 2009 and 2019 to compare on a granular level how 

large this change has been. Notice that three of the most expensive units sold in 2019 were 

at the aforementioned 250 South Street, though notable, it’s important as well to see that a 

further seven units were sold in the same price range in shorter buildings more 

characteristic of the neighborhood. Looking at the 

list of most expensive sales in each year it becomes 

apparent the transformation that has taken place, as 

the tenth most expensive sale in 2019 was more 

than twice as expensive as the most expensive unit 

sold in 2009. In fact, the most expensive sale in 

2019 was more expensive than the 10 highest sales 

in 2009 combined. This type of rapid 

transformation of the residential landscape brings 

great questions around the change and displacement 

that must be occurring on a more granular scale. It 

can be seen from the dates of construction provided 

by New York that all the most expensive units were 

built many years after 2009, showing the level of 

new construction and renewed interest in the 

neighborhood. Additionally, in studying the 

10 Highest Sale Price Condo Units Sold in the Lower East Side in 2019
ADDRESS APARTMENT YEAR BUILT SALE PRICE SALE DATE

250 SOUTH STREET, 80C 80C 2015 12,751,575 12/27/19
204 FORSYTH STREET, PH PH 2013 7,600,000 5/28/19
242 BROOME STREET, PHB PHB 2016 6,520,000 6/27/19
250 SOUTH STREET, 62J 62J 2015 6,254,030 10/24/19
204 FORSYTH STREET, 6 6 2013 6,000,000 3/12/19
242 BROOME STREET, PHC PHC 2016 5,650,000 4/22/19
250 SOUTH STREET, 80A 80A 2015 4,909,929 11/21/19
150 RIVINGTON STREET, PHD PHD 2018 4,342,238 8/1/19
150 RIVINGTON STREET, PHA PHA 2018 4,250,000 7/31/19
196 ORCHARD STREET, PH11F PH11F 2017 4,070,909 2/28/19

10 Highest Sale Price Condo Units Sold in the Lower East Side in 2009
ADDRESS APARTMENT YEAR BUILT SALE PRICE SALE DATE

115 ALLEN STREET                         4 1889 1,550,000 11/25/09
32 CLINTON STREET                        4A          2008 1,500,000 9/25/09
115 ALLEN STREET                         5 1889 1,500,000 7/2/09
7 ESSEX STREET                           8A          N/A 1,385,000 11/2/09
7 ESSEX STREET                           19 N/A 1,200,000 8/12/09
71 LUDLOW STREET                         2B          1900 1,110,037 7/16/09
21 LUDLOW STREET                         9B          1901 776,238 7/1/09
130 SUFFOLK STREET                       134-D       N/A 650,000 6/11/09
21 LUDLOW STREET                         4B          1901 610,950 9/11/09
154 ATTORNEY STREET                      201 2004 609,000 12/18/09

Mapping of most expensive units sold in 
2009 (grey) and 2019 (black) showing 
distribution.  
Image source: Google Maps 



 

distribution of most expensive units in the map provided, there is an interesting density of 

sales occurring proximate to the subject redevelopment site, Essex Crossing. Worthy of 

note, in the top 10 sales of 2019, two of them were sales at 242 Broome, the first market 

rate condominium building completed at Essex Crossing. Thus there must be questions that 

arise of if Essex Crossing is not only driving greater interest in the area contributing to 

gentrification, but also contributing itself, as it accounts for two of the most expensive 

units sold in 2019, and an additional two of the most expensive units sold in 2018.  

  

 Exemplifying the renaissance that Essex Crossing has ushered, as I am 

writing this text a new development just one black away has been proposed, of far larger 

scale than most of the buildings in the Essex Crossing development (Londono, 2020). At 

30 stories tall, the building is remarkable for the area, eclipsing the building with the most 

stories in Essex Crossing which has 28 stories (Londono, 2020). This development at 55 

Suffolk Street is set to include the headquarters of the Chinese-American Planning 

Council, a synagogue, low-income senior housing and market rate housing. What is 

slightly concerning, however, is that of the 366 units being offered, only 25%, a presumed 

92 units, are set aside for affordable housing, and that housing is specifically for low-

income seniors (Londono, 2020). Solely meeting the minimum threshold for affordable 

housing in the shadow of Essex Crossing which has surpassed minimum requirements in 

so many ways, is a letdown for the neighborhood. It is also of issue that the housing in this 

development is polarized, with only market rate units and low-income senior housing 

Source: Google Maps Source: Dattner Architects 

Image 3a (Right): Planned 
development at 55 Suffolk Street 
 
Image 3b (Bottom): Pre-
development conditions at  
55 Suffolk street 



 

being offered, there isn’t great contribution to enhancement of income diversity in the area. 

This style of development which caters to the wealthy and the extreme poor without a gray 

area will certainly contribute to greater inequity in the future of the Lower East Side, which 

has traditionally been moderate and low income in makeup. This development surely 

proves the appeal that Essex Crossing is providing, but even amidst the success of Essex 

Crossing, there is no guarantee that future developments built as a result of the desirability 

of Essex Crossing’s proximity will achieve the same levels of income diversity and 

affordable housing creation. 

Value Changes  

 In light of the data being analyzed it is necessary to know that the prime 

delivery of gentrification is likely to be in the form of new developments large and small 

which slowly raise the collective value of the neighborhood. Thus, in order to understand 

how the neighborhood is changing outside of gross price, price per square foot must be 

analyzed to note value change. Because such information is proprietary with square 

footage often murky or unreported, developers and consultants have greater insight due to 

the abundance of documentation they have collected. I have thus received approval from 

my former employer to use their analysis of price per square foot across Manhattan, and 

will thus be analyzing the ten year report they have aggregated to analyze these value 

changes. The reason analyzing this metric is important is because it provides insight into 

the impact of gentrification, as price per square foot measures the value per area the market 

is willing to support given changes in circumstance. The utility is especially insightful 

when analyzing the price changes of buildings which have been unchanged for a long time, 

as you can see how an apartment in stable condition has changed in value per unit as 

market conditions and neighborhood interest have changed around it. In line with this 

stream of thought, I will analyze both market change in price per square foot as well as the 

change in price per square foot in a single condo building, in order to understand how on a 

more granular level this neighborhood has seen pricing shift. 

 

 



 

 With the provided analysis above, it is possible to see the extent of price per 

square foot change in the neighborhood. But it is important to note that the data provided 

here is based on prices from when an agreement for purchase was made, and is not 

necessarily representative of the final price. Furthermore, this data includes co-op units 

which are more abundant in the area than condominium units, and thus dilute the final price 

per square foot. In this analysis there is notable fluctuation from the two outliers already 

mentioned, 215 Chrystie Street and 250 South Street, both of which sold a large number of 

their apartments in 2017. Thus, 2017 should be considered a statistical outlier and not 

representative of ongoing gentrification, but rather the extreme of where prices might move 

on a permanent basis if gentrification is not mitigated. What is clear from this analysis is a 

rapid upward trajectory of prices, especially amongst studios and one bedrooms. Studios are 

commonly purchased in this area by young professionals and are thus a common target of 

developers in newly constructed buildings. The price per unit of space in studios has 

increased 47% since 2010, rapidly outpacing price per unit growth overall which has 

increased 21%. However, across the board there has been a considerable rise in value that is 

indicative of the change occurring in the neighborhood, especially amongst large four 

bedroom apartments which in a rather fast 5 years saw prices virtually double per unit of 

space. This trend is likely to continue, though we see prices appearing to plateau, as more 

new developments centering around Essex Crossing and that rapidly redeveloping area will 

surely cater to high income residents and ask far greater prices than are custom in this area, 

as a result of the abundance of amenities offered at Essex Crossing. Furthermore, as 

discussed, Essex Crossing went from being a source of lowering value, as it was simply 

Analysis of change in price per 
square foot in the Lower East 
Side over the last ten years, 
from 2010. 
 
Source: Corcoran Sunshine 
Marketing Group 10 Year 
Report for Lower East Side 



 

eyesore surface lots before, into a source of tremendous value growth, as it has brought new 

parkland, amenities, and grocery stores to the area. Thus, we can predict with great certainty 

these prices are going to rise, and unaffordability will continue to be a great issue in the area.  

 

 To examine this phenomenon on a more granular level, I have extracted same 

unit sales from one of the first significant new developments in the neighborhood, the Blue 

Condominium. This building was completed in 2007, according to date of condominium 

sales, and thus was at the forefront of new development and gentrification in the area. 

Examining the first sales made in 2007, it’s clear the building was above the average price 

per square foot seen for the area. However, price appreciation since the sales in 2007 have 

been tremendous throughout the building, as all but one unit examined experienced gains 

of over 20%. For example, unit 11B increased in price from $1.6 million in 2007, to over 

$2.3 million by 2016, a 47% rise, and a rise per square foot of $500, or over $5,000 per 

Same Unit Sales in Blue Condominium at 115 Norfolk Street

Date Unit Price Beds Baths ft²
Price per 

Square Foot
Change in Value

2/27/07 2B $850,238 1 bed 1 bath 900 $945 Dollar Change: $383 ppsf
12/16/14 2B $1,195,000 1 bed 1 bath 900 $1,328 Percent Change: 41%

3/13/07 3A $789,143 1 bed 1 bath 787 $1,003 Dollar Change: $331 ppsf
7/12/19 3A $1,050,000 1 bed 1 bath 787 $1,334 Percent Change: 33%

2/21/07 3B $1,247,356 2 beds 2 baths 1218 $1,024 Dollar Change: $409 ppsf
1/12/16 3B $1,745,000 2 beds 2 baths 1218 $1,433 Percent Change: 40%

2/26/07 4B $1,267,721 2 beds 2 baths 1216 $1,043 Dollar Change: $302 ppsf
7/31/13 4B $1,635,000 2 beds 2 baths 1216 $1,345 Percent Change: 29%

3/15/07 6A $880,786 1 bed 1 bath 800 $1,101 Dollar Change: $177 ppsf
8/29/13 6A $1,022,500 1 bed 1 bath 800 $1,278 Percent Change: 16%

5/30/07 6C $876,500 1 bed 1 bath 770 $1,138 Dollar Change: $329 ppsf
11/4/16 6C $1,130,000 1 bed 1 bath 770 $1,468 Percent Change: 29%

3/6/07 7A $896,060 1 bed 1 bath 782 $1,146 Dollar Change: $261 ppsf
9/16/14 7A $1,100,000 1 bed 1 bath 782 $1,407 Percent Change: 23%

4/5/07 7C $860,421 1 bed 1 bath 766 $1,123 Dollar Change: $290 ppsf
8/15/14 7C $1,082,500 1 bed 1 bath 766 $1,413 Percent Change: 26%

3/8/07 8B $1,232,082 2 beds 2 baths 1129 $1,091 Dollar Change: $835 ppsf
6/21/17 8B $2,175,000 2 beds 2 baths 1129 $1,926 Percent Change: 77%

2/23/07 9A $946,972 1 bed 1 bath 782 $1,211 Dollar Change: $388 ppsf
12/22/16 9A $1,250,000 1 bed 1 bath 782 $1,598 Percent Change: 32%

7/2/07 10A $1,013,158 1 bed 1 bath 785 $1,291 Dollar Change: $302 ppsf
5/17/16 10A $1,250,000 1 bed 1 bath 785 $1,592 Percent Change: 23%

2/28/07 10C $987,702 1 bed 1 bath 785 $1,258 Dollar Change: $366 ppsf
7/12/19 10C $1,275,000 1 bed 1 bath 785 $1,624 Percent Change: 29%

2/27/07 11B $1,578,287 2 beds 2 baths 1401 $1,127 Dollar Change: $526 ppsf
12/11/16 11B $2,315,000 2 beds 2 baths 1401 $1,652 Percent Change: 47%

2/22/07 11C $997,702 1 bed 1 bath 786 $1,269 Dollar Change: $257 ppsf
10/4/16 11C $1,200,000 1 bed 1 bath 786 $1,527 Percent Change: 20%

4/16/07 12B $2,621,993 3 beds 3 baths 2186 $1,199 Dollar Change: $436 ppsf
12/1/15 12B $3,575,000 3 beds 3 baths 2186 $1,635 Percent Change: 36%

Self-generated analysis of 
same-unit sales within the 
Blue Condominium, based 
on extract from Streeteasy. 
 
Data Source: Streeteasy.com 



 

square meter. This is extra significant considering the fact that in the meantime an 

abundance of new developments have come to market, making the quality of this building 

obviously inferior to those apartments and buildings which came far later. Despite the 

diminishing relative attractiveness of this building, the attraction of the neighborhood has 

been substantial enough to drive up prices of all units examined. This is a textbook 

example of gentrification, as a building with no changes sees tremendous rise in value not 

as a result of improvements made to the building, but improvements in the area. With this 

examination it is possible to see and understand how displacement must be occurring in the 

area amongst renters without rent controlled units. Theoretically if rents followed rises in 

condominium value, there would be a rent rise far out of reach of low income residents, for 

example, a unit renting at $1,200 in 2007 with a 50% rise by 2015 would be $1,800, 

understandably out of reach of low income workers. The necessity of affordable unit 

retention and creation can thus be seen, especially in these rapidly transforming 

neighborhoods where residents are left at the mercy of developers in establishing the 

attractiveness of their area for new tenants.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

Demographic Changes  

 

 In the story of redevelopment’s impact to change neighborhoods, there is 

clearly a great need to study displacement and diversity, the prime effect of gentrification 

which draws such ire. This can be understood by analyzing demographic shifts over time, 

and as such, I have extracted some demographic data on the Lower East Side to analyze how 

the neighborhood has changed since they began reporting, and the impacts of gentrification 

are quite easily visible in the financial and demographic shifts present.  Firstly, the Lower 

East Side has famously large Puerto Rican and Chinese communities, which as mentioned 

before started their presence there in the 1960s with the flight of the Jewish population. 

Foreign-born residents and ethnic Asians, as seen here have slowly diminished in presence 

as at the same time rent has risen by $200 a month on average in just 12 years, and more 

concerningly, rent as more than 30% of income now effects nearly 5% more of the 

population at 27%. This has likely been an aspect in the shift of ethnic minorities, as the 

black population has declined .6% over 12 years, and the Asian population has dropped 7%, 

while the ethnic white population has increased by 3%, along with a 4% rise in the Hispanic 

population. The neighborhood is visibly changing from a haven of the working class, into a 

more exclusive wealthy area, as the median household income has risen from a rather modest 

$78,000 to $135,570, an incredible 74% rise in just over a decade. Such a large rise in income 

surely comes at the cost of displacement, as low income residents are being replaced by 

wealthy residents who can afford rents and apartments in the area. But more concerningly, 

this rise in income shows that efforts to provide inclusive affordable housing through the 

421a program, and through the massive allocation of affordable housing at Essex Crossing 

 Indicator Description 2006 2010 2018
The share of the population that is born outside the United States or Puerto Rico. 39.3% 35.2% 30.9%
The percentage of the total population that identifies as Asian (non-Hispanic). 34.8% 34.7% 27.3%
The percentage of the total population that identifies as black (non-Hispanic). 9.7% 6.4% 9.1%
The percentage of the total population that identifies as Hispanic (of any race). 21.4% 22.9% 25.6%
The percentage of the total population that identifies as white (non-Hispanic). 32.4% 33.7% 35.3%

The median price per unit for one unit buildings. $3,670,040 $3,521,850 $5,472,400
The median price per unit for two- to four-unit buildings. $805,090 $710,050 $1,137,500
The median price per unit for multifamily buildings. $256,060 $208,280 $612,500
The median price per unit for condominiums. $945,410 $1,022,470 $1,588,470
The median owner-occupied household's total income of all members of the household aged 15 years or older. $78,320 $104,520 $135,570
The geographic area's population divided by its land area and is reported in thousands of people per square mile. 102.4 91.1 89.1
The share of renter households whose gross rent made up at least 30 percent of their monthly pre-tax income. 22.3% 25.6% 27.0%
The median gross rent $960 $1,050 $1,140

Demographic data from 2006, 2010 and 2018 documenting changes in rent and ethnic makeup. 
Data source: NYU Furman Center 



 

is not working. It is notable that the first affordable housing developments at Essex Crossing 

were completed in 2017, proving that the development is sadly unable to stem the tide of 

gentrification sufficiently. Lastly, an analysis of unit cost and building cost is the last 

evidence needed to see this new reality, as median cost per unit has risen tremendously across 

all categories, surely outside the range of most moderate or low income individuals. This 

rapid change in an area once considered a haven of immigrants and the working class is 

concerning, as the character of a once grungy area quickly reverses to a rich enclave, the 

stories and contributions of longtime residents are quickly lost, as their displacement 

becomes an imminent reality of the rapidly intensifying cost of rent and home ownership. 

4.2.2 Overview of Midtown Pricing Trends 

 Just 10 years ago Hudson Yards was initially envisioned as a “city within a 

city”, transforming a vast swatch of Manhattan’s underdeveloped industrial western fringe 

into an ultra-productive residential and commercial zone. The massive 28-acre district, when 

finished will include 14 acres of open space and accommodate approximately 125,000 

people a day (Hudson Yards NY, 2020). As mentioned, its position as the most expensive 

private project in US history means that the impact of its economic magnitude is massive, as 

it is expected to contribute $19 billion annually to the GDP of New York City (Hudson Yards 

NY, 2020). With 18 million square feet of space expected to be constructed by the finish of 

this project, the level of development will surely be immense, and the ensuing transformation 

of this once lowkey area from a sea of industrial businesses – car repair shops, parking lots, 

and the like – into high end office and residential space will surely have far reaching impact 

(Hudson Yards NY, 2020). With this in mind, I think it is necessary to examine the impact 

the project has had on the neighborhood in which it resides (Midtown), but also the far 

reaching impact it will have on the highly proximate neighborhood of Chelsea, which has in 

recent times transitioned from a modest neighborhood, into a more “Toney” one, with the 

fashionable Meatpacking District to its south and Hudson Yards at the north bookending the 

neighborhood. Not only in monetary terms, but also physical and logistical, Hudson Yards 

represents a project of far greater impact and potential for transformation than Essex 

Crossing, and thus shall be an interesting subject for comparison. With plans for the inclusion 

of affordable housing around the 20% threshold, the project doesn’t reach the ambitious 

goals of Essex Crossing for inclusionary housing, likely as a result of the much larger costs 

shouldered by the developers in building the platform for the project as well as the far larger 

scale of the buildings being developed, which require a much higher pricepoint to reach 



 

feasibility. In order to understand the impact of this development in pricing, visualization of 

its scale is needed, below are pictures which illustrate the massive area the project is set to 

cover. It is important to note that only the eastern portion has been completed, which opened 

at nearly full capacity in March 2019. As a result of its rather recent opening, it should be 

understood that the impacts on pricing are mostly anticipatory, likely from developers having 

greater interest in the area and buying up apartments beforehand, and from future workers 

in the area preparing to move. The inevitable impact on residential pricing rise will likely be 

far more realized in the coming years as the project reaches full completion.  

 

Image 4a: Image of Hudson 
Yards site before 
development.  
 

Image source:  
Related Companies and 
Oxford Properties group 
 
 

 

 

Image 4b: Current condition 
of Hudson Yards, with 
uncovered Western Yards 
 
Image source:  
Related Companies and 
Oxford Properties group 
 
 
 

 

 

 

 

 



 

Gross Price Changes 

 

 In order to analyze the impact of Hudson Yards and the speculative 

development which has preceded it, I have grouped two neighborhoods together: Javits 

Center and Chelsea. Javits Center only exists in New York Sales Data as a legacy 

placeholder for what used to be an unnamed area that is now commonly referred to as 

Hudson Yards, thus combining the two from a statistic standpoint made sense, as very few 

sales occurred in the neighborhood before Hudson Yards completion. As we can see, with 

the opening of High Line Park in 2009, the new age of Chelsea was officially ushered in, 

as it began in line with average condominium sales in Manhattan but has slowly outpaced 

the borough at large. The statistic which accurately depicts the transformation seen in the 

area is sales over $1 million, as seen previously, Manhattan has seen this percentage rise 

significantly, from 51% to 73% in a short 10 years. However, Chelsea and Javits Center 

have experienced a much more rapid transformation, going from 63%, nearly 2/3rd of sales, 

to almost 90% by 2019. Furthermore, the impact of the opening of Hudson Yards can be 

greatly seen in 2019, as the number of sales jumped by over 150, a 66% rise over 2018. 

This huge escalation in high-priced sales, paired with a 12% rise in pricing might be 

detrimental to the area, as virtually any chance of affordable housing seems to be 

disappearing. It should be noted that 160 of the new condominium sales which occurred in 

the area in 2019 were at 15 Hudson Yards, as it opened during 2019, resulting in a huge 

boost to pricing and sales figures. Nonetheless, the impact on pricing, similar to the Lower 

East Side, will be largely in precedence, as other developers see opportunity for large, 

pricey developments as the success of Hudson Yards ushers in more interest. Furthermore, 

the abundance of new amenity offerings at Hudson Yards are sure to gather the interest of 

residents in more nearby areas than just the area to the south, I have also analyzed Clinton, 

known to New Yorker’s as Hell’s Kitchen.  

 

Manhattan Chelsea / Javits Center Lower East Side
Year Average Sale Price % Change No. of Sales % over $1M Year Average Sale Price % Change No. of Sales % over $1M
2009 $1,695,556 NA 5,069         51% 2009 $1,667,232 NA 404            63%
2010 $1,719,142 1% 6,061         52% 2010 $1,926,275 16% 354            70%
2011 $1,668,418 -3% 5,585         51% 2011 $1,912,868 -1% 347            73%
2012 $1,842,974 10% 5,990         53% 2012 $1,798,944 -6% 411            65%
2013 $1,908,185 4% 6,522         57% 2013 $2,587,493 44% 399            80%
2014 $2,322,817 22% 6,110         63% 2014 $2,698,273 4% 383            71%
2015 $2,426,743 4% 6,367         67% 2015 $2,637,224 -2% 293            78%
2016 $2,935,030 21% 6,203         70% 2016 $3,558,951 35% 332            86%
2017 $2,859,456 -3% 6,136         73% 2017 $3,076,515 -14% 273            86%
2018 $2,809,086 -2% 5,019         70% 2018 $3,042,137 -1% 249            87%
2019 $3,026,587 8% 5,505         73% 2019 $3,395,554 12% 414            89%



 

Clinton, the residential 

neighborhood to the north of 

Hudson Yards, has also 

experienced price gains, but 

since 2015 has remained 

somewhat stable in sales. The 

neighborhood is skewed by 

large buildings which have 

opened in recent years, 

notably 2015 and 2017, and thus driven figures temporarily higher. Overall outside these 

outlier years, the neighborhood appears to be on a somewhat stable trajectory upward with 

pricing, with over 60% of units in the area selling for over a million dollars the last three 

years. However, this neighborhood lies much further from Hudson Yards, and might not 

show significant rise as a result of the project, until the Western side is realized. The area 

has a reputation for being far more working class, hence the name Hell’s Kitchen, and thus 

might fare better in staving off gentrification.  

 

 The data on most expensive units sold is also quite telling, as it shows the 

long-standing reputation of the area as one of extremes, with working class and the upper 

crust members of society living alongside each other for a long time. Taking a look at most 

expensive units we can see how even in 2009, there existed highly priced apartments being 

sold, with a significant drop-off after the fourth highest sale, in fact, the average of the fifth 

Page 1
Clinton Chelsea / Javits Center

Year Average Sale Price % Change No. of Sales % over $1M
2009 $822,846 NA 122            17%
2010 $900,994 9% 154            31%
2011 $973,171 8% 173            31%
2012 $1,167,676 20% 153            45%
2013 $1,276,107 9% 145            45%
2014 $1,241,124 -3% 116            51%
2015 $1,484,601 20% 270            58%
2016 $1,260,969 -15% 155            50%
2017 $1,544,451 22% 219            74%
2018 $1,537,209 0% 125            66%
2019 $1,429,309 -7% 116            63%

10 Highest Sale Price Condo Units Sold in Chelsea / Javits Center in 2019
ADDRESS APARTMENT YEAR BUILT SALE PRICE SALE DATE

15 HUDSON YARDS PH82A 2019 13,241,499 12/12/19
15 HUDSON YARDS PH85A 2019 13,005,249 10/18/19
508 WEST 24TH STREET PHN 2013 10,700,000 2/4/19
15 HUDSON YARDS 80A 2019 10,600,000 12/20/19
106 SEVENTH AVENUE 8 NA 9,750,000 6/27/19
15 HUDSON YARDS 70A 2019 9,652,169 6/13/19
15 HUDSON YARDS 71A 2019 9,570,709 6/20/19
15 HUDSON YARDS 69A 2019 9,353,750 6/25/19
15 HUDSON YARDS PH85C 2019 8,933,362 12/23/19
15 HUDSON YARDS 72A 2019 8,910,290 6/21/19

10 Highest Sale Price Condo Units Sold in Chelsea / Javits Center in 2009
ADDRESS APARTMENT YEAR BUILT SALE PRICE SALE DATE

100 ELEVEN AVENUE                        1718A       2007 19,400,000 11/25/09
200 11TH   AVENUE                        PH4         2007 18,029,375 9/25/09
100 11TH   AVENUE                        22PHA       2007 16,495,650 7/2/09
200 11TH   AVENUE                        PH3         2007 11,847,875 11/2/09
447 WEST 18TH   STREET                   P910A       2007 7,331,400 8/12/09
127 7 AVENUE                             PH11        2008 6,134,956 7/16/09
450 WEST 17TH   STREET                   PH07        2006 5,880,393 7/1/09
127 7 AVENUE                             PHA         2008 5,181,110 6/11/09
100 ELEVEN AVENUE                        14B         2007 5,091,250 9/11/09
200 11TH   AVENUE                        3N          2007 5,040,337 12/18/09



 

through tenth highest price sales varied greatly, from over $9 million in 2019, to just $5.5 

million in 2009. The statistic gets even more extreme when looking further down the list of 

sales. However, what is clear is that even in 2009 there was great attraction to the 

neighborhood, as completion of the High Line Park as previously mentioned ushered in a 

new class of buyers who were intrigued by the transformation of the neighborhood and 

optimistic about the future of the area, 

as the park catalyzed a renaissance 

of sorts. However, the story of the 

evolution is more complex, as the 

highest priced sales in 2009 were 

centered around the High Line Park 

and adjacent to the Hudson River. 

Conversely, 8 of the most expensive 

sales in 2019 were at the Hudson 

Yards, with only two elsewhere in 

the area. This transition illustrates in 

great clarity the changing dynamics 

of the area, as the northern edge of 

the area, once deemed to be more 

moderate-income, begins its 

transition into a wealthy, high 

income area, in line with the rest of 

the neighborhood. There are still high 

priced sales similar to 2009 occurring throughout Chelsea, but the distribution of ultra-

expensive sales has gravitated to Hudson Yards for now, ensuring greater transformation in 

that area, and for longtime residents.  

 Proponents of the Hudson Yards have long argued that displacement is not an 

issue with the direct effects of the project, as the land which surrounds it, as well as the 

land it was built on have been highly industrialized. Its placement over a railyard meant 

that there was quite literally no displacement as a direct result of construction. 

Furthermore, the periphery of the project being occupied by heavily industrial land has also 

meant that any projects developed nearby would result in virtually no residential 

displacement, but instead the displacement of the small industrial businesses which occupy 

the land. Further displacement has likely also been avoided by an agreement with the City 

Image: Ten highest priced sales in the 
neighborhood in 2009 (grey) and 2019 (black) 



 

of New York to develop a new subway extension to reach the area, the 7 train, which 

extends to Grand Central Terminal and the transit hub of Times Square Station ensuring 

great transit accessibility to the area, in affect relieving the need for large scale creation of 

residential space proximate to Hudson Yards. The result of such meticulous planning 

might have saved the area from greater gentrification as the ability of residents to reach the 

offices and centers of employment provided by the area quickly ensured less need for 

nearby residences. Furthermore, as the area is still largely a mix of industrial sites and 

construction zones, the desire to live in the area is likely quite low for now, until this 

transitional phase is passed.  The fact that many residential buildings, such as 35 Hudson 

Yards, have not yet been completed means that we do not fully understand yet what the 

sales even within the development will fully be. It’s also important to note that many of the 

first residential buildings completed in the area such as The Eugene, and One Hudson 

Yards are rental buildings and thus are not reflected in the pricing of the area, even though 

rents in both of these buildings are only affordable for high-income individuals, and their 

mere existence might actually indicate the commencement of gentrification’s future 

foothold in the area. All this combined, as well as the infancy of the development means 

that we likely do not yet know the complete impact this redevelopment will have on the 

area, and talks of dodging gentrification are surely to be proven untrue.  

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

Demographic Changes  

 

 In understanding how Hudson Yards deviates from Essex Crossing in its 

impact, we can again take a look at demographics. The issue, unfortunately, is that NYU 

Furman Center’s data only details demographics of Midtown, whereas that area is much 

larger than Hudson Yards, with our area acting as a small subdistrict of Midtown. Thus, 

this analysis might not indicate completely the impact of Hudson Yards. At first glance, it 

is interesting that the foreign-born population has steadily increased. Though immigrants in 

this area of the city often have high income due to being white collar workers, and thus this 

might not be indicative of displacement not occurring. Looking further, we actually see 

that the Asian and Hispanic populations have grown in proportion, while the white and 

black populations have both fallen. This may support the foreign born population statistic 

as new immigrants enter the area. However, interesting, the price per unit for condos and 

units in multifamily buildings has risen pretty tremendously, with condo pricing increasing 

by about half, while household income has held steady. Furthermore, less residents in the 

area are rent burdened than before, though rents have risen by about $300 since 2006. This 

all appears quite counterintuitive until we see that residential density has increased 26%, 

meaning there has been a large increase in residential capacity for the area. This large rise 

in density likely indicates the market has been efficiently allocating resources in the area, 

as building height and density allowances are much greater here than in the Lower East 

Side. Therefore, it is likely to assume that actually the ability of the market to meet demand 

through effective zoning and the willingness of developers to accommodate that growth 

has stabilized Midtown. While the effects on a more granular level are not completely 

 Indicator Description 2006 2010 2018
The share of the population that is born outside the United States or Puerto Rico. 24.0% 27.0% 30.8%
The percentage of the total population that identifies as Asian (non-Hispanic). 13.7% 13.9% 17.1%
The percentage of the total population that identifies as black (non-Hispanic). 6.0% 6.3% 4.0%
The percentage of the total population that identifies as Hispanic (of any race). 14.6% 12.6% 15.3%
The percentage of the total population that identifies as white (non-Hispanic). 64.0% 63.6% 60.1%

The median price per unit for multifamily buildings. $776,630 $548,130 $917,400
The median price per unit for condominiums. $1,230,940 $1,474,940 $2,036,500
The median owner-occupied household's total income of all members of the household aged 15 years or older. $142,610 $130,730 $134,570
The geographic area's population divided by its land area and is reported in thousands of people per square mile. 42.8 43.8 53.8
The share of renter households whose gross rent made up at least 30 percent of their monthly pre-tax income. 21.6% 22.6% 19.9%
The median gross rent $1,780 $1,840 $2,090

Demographic data from 2006, 2010 and 2018 documenting changes in rent and ethnic makeup. 
Data source: NYU Furman Center 



 

known, the insight from a market perspective on sustaining affordable units through 

market means is a useful note in this area.  

4.2.3 Overview of Lower Manhattan Pricing Trends 

Gross Price Changes 

 

 It should be noted when studying the impact of pricing changes caused by the 

redevelopment of the World Trade Center that the term “Lower Manhattan” is used to refer 

to the general geography of the southern part of Manhattan, and includes Tribeca, the 

Financial District and other smaller proximate neighborhoods that statistically are groups 

together. Consequently, I will additionally study the impact of pricing on Tribeca, as the 

neighborhood lies just one block north of the site, beginning at Vesey Street, and is thus 

relevant to the discussion of pricing fluctuation. Because of the efforts of the Lower 

Manhattan Development Corporation, which was allocated $10 billion in the revitalization 

of the broadly defined southern portion of Manhattan, there was great impact to a number of 

areas, and its dissolution in 2007 meant that by the beginning of the data in my analysis, 

pricing likely already reflected a large portion of these improvements (Lower Manhattan 

Development Corporation, 2014). Despite this reality, the Financial District, even into 2009 

still largely existed as an office district, and was only beginning its transformation, as 

investments by the development corporation largely focused on infrastructure and 

reconstruction at the World trade Center. As early large scale developments existed in the 

neighborhood, notably 15 William, 99 John Street, and 88 Greenwich, the volume of sales 

was high in 2009, but the average price quite low. In fact, the average sale price in the 

Financial District was less than half of Tribeca’s average price in 2009, showing the lack of 

appeal for the Financial District. However, a 40% rise in prices followed, and since then the 

average price has remained high, with One World Trade Center’s completion beginning a 

new age for the area. The price for the Financial District reached highs in 2017 when 404 

units sold at an average price of over $2 million, marking a peak for both metrics. However, 

Financial District Tribeca Chelsea / Javits Center
Year Average Sale Price % Change No. of Sales % over $1M Year Average Sale Price % Change No. of Sales % over $1M
2009 $986,862 NA 379            37% 2009 $2,404,841 NA 284            76%
2010 $1,378,742 40% 338            22% 2010 $2,312,903 -4% 341            77%
2011 $923,181 -33% 381            25% 2011 $2,003,774 -13% 394            62%
2012 $1,036,150 12% 346            35% 2012 $2,340,223 17% 394            68%
2013 $1,025,844 -1% 442            42% 2013 $2,466,541 5% 456            73%
2014 $1,141,349 11% 443            50% 2014 $2,633,697 7% 300            69%
2015 $1,383,308 21% 348            52% 2015 $3,020,714 15% 468            76%
2016 $1,274,199 -8% 263            52% 2016 $3,514,113 16% 423            77%
2017 $2,028,799 59% 404            69% 2017 $3,525,569 0% 438            82%
2018 $1,339,401 -34% 210            49% 2018 $4,492,612 27% 350            81%
2019 $1,172,133 -12% 179            50% 2019 $5,430,258 21% 356            81%



 

that year was elevated by the completion of 50 West Street, where 122 sales occurred, and 

since then, a lack of new buildings being completed has lowered the average price. 

Regardless, the impact to the area is clear, as it has transformed from a purely office district 

into a high-end residential neighborhood as well. The transformation can be seen in the 

percentage of sales over $1 million, which has risen from 22% in 2010, to a seemingly stable 

50% today. But as large office conversions and new buildings of great height and size enter 

the market, it appears they have effectively kept pricing from escalating out of control as 

seen in other areas.  

 Tribeca is an excellent example of the opposite reality. Extensive controlled 

historic areas, preserved buildings, and lower density allowances meant to preserve the 

atmosphere of the neighborhood have kept supply deeply constrained, and resulted in a far 

higher rise in prices. At an average price of $2.4 million in 2009, the figure represents almost 

double the 2019 average price in the Financial District. However, since then, nearly every 

year prices have risen in a seemingly uncontrolled manner, with number of sales staying 

fairly constant. In 2019, the neighborhood saw 81% of sales occur over $1 million, and 

achieved an average sale price of over $5 million, certainly ensuring the neighborhood was 

out of the range of affordability by any standard. The area was heavily skewed in 2019 when 

16 of the highest priced sales all occurred in the same building, 70 Vestry, for over $30 

million each. The lack of developable land paired with the inability to construct with great 

density means that pricing will almost surely remain high in perpetuity, as the neighborhood 

becomes increasingly exclusive due to such high costs of living. The development of the 

World Trade Center and the subsequent efforts to revitalize downtown certainly brought 

renewed interest to the area and catapulted its status, as the Tribeca Film Festival and other 

cultural activities sought to redraw its image. The lack of large scale in the buildings built in 

this area paired with expensive land means that developers will choose to forgo benefits of 

the 421-a inclusive housing program in favor of obtaining profit instead. Thus, it stands to 

reason that with time low-income residents will continue the trend of being displaced. 

  

 

 

 

 

 



 

 

 

 In examining the ten most expensive sales from 2009 and 2018 the 

transformation of the Financial District and Lower Manhattan from an office district to a 

hybrid office-residential district is clear. The lack of existing residences, developable land, 

and high cost of development and conversion has unfortunately ensured the lack of low-

income residence creation. Correspondingly the area has become a sort of “playground for 

the rich”, attracting larger and more grand conversions of old office space and new 

development. Excellent examples of this are 50 West Street which commanded three of the 

most expensive sales in 2018, and 101 Wall Street, a conversion of a classic prewar office 

building. The result of the successful transformation of this district once burdened by 

devastation has been the 10 highest sales in 2018 occurring above $2.8 million, with the 

10th highest sale in 2018 nearly the same as the most expensive sale which occurred in 

2009, at about $3 million. The Lower Manhattan renaissance can only be considered a 

success in the eyes of visitors and those who pass through. But there must exist questions 

of rather the success of such a grand experiment could be more inclusive, in order to ensure 

greater equity and income divsersity in the area.   

 

 

 

10 Highest Sale Price Condo Units Sold in Financial District in 2018
ADDRESS APARTMENT YEAR BUILT SALE PRICE SALE DATE

20 WEST STREET 4F 1930 13,650,000 10/4/18
114 LIBERTY STREET 9 1913 7,650,000 5/31/18
114 LIBERTY STREET 8 1913 6,200,000 6/15/18
101 WALL STREET PH2 1931 5,250,000 9/28/18
99 JOHN STREET PH04 2003 4,500,000 5/8/18
50 WEST STREET 55A 2014 4,033,333 8/28/18
50 WEST STREET 42C 2014 3,042,750 4/16/18
50 WEST STREET 46D 2014 3,000,000 4/16/18
33 RECTOR ST 11 N/A 2,825,000 5/31/18
15 BROAD STREET 1010 1914 2,800,000 9/7/18

10 Highest Sale Price Condo Units Sold in Financial District in 2009
ADDRESS APARTMENT YEAR BUILT SALE PRICE SALE DATE

75 WALL STREET                           36M/N       1987 2,973,290 6/11/09
18 PINE STREET                           PH50        1928 2,912,195 4/30/09
15 WILLIAM STREET                        PH-2        2005 2,726,333 9/3/09
15 WILLIAM STREET                        PH-3        2005 2,670,207 9/3/09
15 BROAD STREET                          3000 1914 2,625,000 2/27/09
15 WILLIAM STREET                        PH-1        2005 2,545,625 9/21/09
75 WALL STREET                           PHL6        1987 2,443,800 9/17/09
75 WALL STREET                           38C         1987 2,426,238 9/14/09
75 WALL STREET                           34F         1987 2,351,344 10/29/09
20 PINE STREET                           PH11        1928 2,265,606 6/29/09



 

In visualizing the success of the 

redevelopment of the World Trade 

Center, like the other neighborhoods, 

it is important to see where the sales 

have occurred. The World Trade 

Center after the tragic events that 

took place there was not considered 

an attractive place to live, because of 

the visible devastation and memory 

of events. The investment in 

monetary terms as well as time taken 

to ensure the visual essence and 

atmosphere were appropriate for not 

only reflection, but also to continue 

ordinary life were ultimately a 

success. In 2009 nearly all the most 

expensive sales centered around Wall 

Street, in the heart of the Financial 

District quite far from the World Trade Center. This trend made sense as aging office 

buildings on Wall Street lost their attractiveness to firms who wanted Class A office space, 

and the prestige of Wall Street for residential living was prominent, as wealthy prospective 

residents craved the opportunity to call the famous street their home. By 2018, the trend of 

Wall Street living certainly did not end, but the gravity of attraction moved to the World 

Trade Center, where a brand new transit hub designed by Santiago Calatrava, a new 

memorial, and new shopping center were excellent reason for new residents to move nearby. 

Again, this trend is unique in a developed city, because unlike the Lower East Side, 

redevelopment in this district typically involves new office space being created, and thus the 

displacement of companies rather than people. Even still, there are pockets of low income 

residents in the area, such as in Southbridge Towers, which is a low-income senior housing 

center. The inability of the market to supply or create low to moderate income housing 

ensures the income homogeneity of the neighborhood and potentially wastes an opportunity 

for lifting low income New Yorkers out of poverty who can benefit from the wealth of 

resources available to them in the area.  

 

Image: Ten highest priced sales in the 
neighborhood in 2009 (grey) and 2019 (black) 



 

 

Demographic Changes 

 

 Similar to the Lower East Side, the impact of large scale redevelopment can be 

seen on the neighborhood through demographic metrics which have shifted since 2006 

significantly for the area. Firstly, the immigrant population has seen notable declines, 

dropping by 4%, as the Asian population experienced a nearly 5% decline in proportion 

alone. This is notable, as the Financial District abuts Chinatown, and the Asian community 

has been a longstanding component of the neighborhood. Similarly, the black proportion of 

the population, though never high, dropped by a percentage point, an unfortunate sign of the 

lack of inclusivity occurring in new developments. The white and Hispanic communities, 

however, did see rises in proportion, as the percentage of the area that is ethnically white 

rose by over a percentage point, but this rise was lower than the two percent rise amongst 

Hispanics. The growth in the Hispanic population matches a citywide trend of ethnic 

Hispanics gaining in proportion, and thus is not a surprise. However, the displacement of 

ethnic Asians and blacks is an unfortunate sign of a failure to develop inclusionary housing. 

Though it is worthwhile noting that population gain in the area, evidenced by the rise in 

population density to around 52,400 people per square mile means that a drop in proportion 

could be the product of dilution rather than displacement, as other ethnic groups enter the 

area at a faster rate. Regardless, there certainly exists a disconnect between new 

developments and the existing community, as a new class of resident is catered to in the area 

with neglect to address the housing needs of the existing community.  

 Analysis of sales occurring in the area showed rise in average price as new 

developments lifted interest in the area. Correspondingly, data from the Furman Center 

indicated pricing rises as well, as price per unit for multifamily buildings nearly tripled in 12 

 Indicator Description 2006 2010 2018
The share of the population that is born outside the United States or Puerto Rico. 25.9% 23.1% 21.2%
The percentage of the total population that identifies as Asian (non-Hispanic). 19.2% 14.6% 14.5%
The percentage of the total population that identifies as black (non-Hispanic). 2.7% 2.4% 1.7%
The percentage of the total population that identifies as Hispanic (of any race). 4.9% 5.6% 7.4%
The percentage of the total population that identifies as white (non-Hispanic). 71.5% 73.2% 72.6%

The median price per unit for one unit buildings. $8,152,200 $14,550,360 $8,000,000
The median price per unit for multifamily buildings. $255,600 $577,510 $732,390
The median price per unit for condominiums. $921,630 $1,167,320 $1,900,000
The median owner-occupied household's total income of all members of the household aged 15 years or older. $188,260 $175,230 $187,620
The geographic area's population divided by its land area and is reported in thousands of people per square mile. 50.8 50.0 52.4
The share of renter households whose gross rent made up at least 30 percent of their monthly pre-tax income. 20.6% 20.3% 17.5%
The median gross rent $2,180 $2,480 $2,640



 

years, while price per condominium more than doubled. Also troublesome is the rise in rent, 

which rose more than 20%, as the attractiveness in the area grew substantially following the 

redevelopment efforts of the Lower Manhattan Development Corporation. What is slightly 

surprising is that in the area the median income actually fell in the last 12 years, as did the 

percentage of rent-burdened households, even though average rent grew. This could 

potentially be attributable to the movement into the area of investors who lack a stable 

income, and often come from abroad. Regardless, it is evident that the Financial District and 

Lower Manhattan at large are changing rapidly, and becoming places where low income 

residents will not be able to live as their housing needs are not met.  

 Overall, the Financial District from an economic perspective has experienced 

an extremely positive transformation, as the area has rebounded from tragedy to become one 

of the most exclusive areas of New York. The conversion of aging office buildings into 

condos, and the new development of new residential buildings has turned the area into a 

bona fide residential area, where people now live and raise families instead of just working. 

At the same time, however, the private sector has not partaken in the creation of affordable 

units to ensure a mixed income population in the area. Despite the large mass of low-income 

workers who service the area, there exists no housing catering to them. Surely this is 

common in most Financial Districts across the world, which are generally business-centric 

and exclusive, with elevated land values. But with a dearth of affordable housing plaguing 

New York at large, the abstention from affordable housing creation in an area with as many 

residential units as the Financial District can at best be considered a missed opportunity. The 

neighborhood has also failed to meet the needs of even moderate-income New Yorkers, as 

the prices of units in the Financial District and Tribeca have in recent times skyrocketed to 

a level of cost inconceivable for such residents to bear.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

4.3 Analysis of 10-year Value Changes 

 

 

 In analyzing the above data, the impact of redevelopment and neighborhood 

change can be seen clearly, as fluctuations occur in the value per square foot. Though median 

and average price for condos dropped in the Financial District over the last 9 years according 

to the data, the price per square foot increased by about $300,  a 27% gain over that period, 

or an annual 1.8% rise. That rise though significant, was likely muffled by the immense 

supply that has come with massive developments and conversion which have regularly 

introduced an abundance of units until recently.  

 The Lower East Side combines condo and co-op data together in this data set, 

and as a result the true rise in pricing for new units, which are most often condos, is hard to 

gauge. But the overall rise in value was nonetheless substantial, with median price increasing 

50%, and price per square foot increasing a significant 34%. The annualized 2.2% rise in 

value was significant, clearly capable of causing displacement, as renters and homebuyers 

have been gradually pushed out of the area with the creeping price gain. It stands to reason 

that with the completion of Essex Crossing looming in 2020/21 this trend will not only 

continue but will likely accelerate as new amenity and visual improvement to the area 

materializes.  

 Lastly, Midtown West, centered around the Hudson Yards saw the most 

dramatic shifts. Condos rose from an already high average price of $1.150 million to $2.513 

million, a clear indication of the impact of Hudson Yards and related new development in 

its wake. Overall, condo value per square foot rose 75% over 10 years, an annualized rate of 

16%. Suffice it to say, this is the present reality with a not-yet-completed Hudson Yards 

project. The impact to the immediate area will surely be immense upon completion of the 

project in its entirety, as the nearby neighborhood of Chelsea is already built out, and the 

need for redeveloping proximate industrial land intensifies. As the neighborhood has a 

wealth of undeveloped land, the potential to avoid a Financial District level of homogeneity 

in income groups is still possible with private-public cooperation via the 421-a program. 

10 year variations in pricing in target neighborhoods 
Image Source: Corcoran Sunshine 10 Year Report 



 

4.4 Affordable Housing Creation 

 After seeing the rise in prices across these neighborhoods, I believe a full 

understanding of the housing crisis in each area can be best analyzed by assessing their 

success in creating affordable housing. The Department of Housing Preservation and 

Development in New York has created a map which I will use for this analysis, detailing the 

creation and preservation of affordable housing from the beginning of 2014 through the end 

of September 2019 (DHPD, 2019).  

 

Lower Manhattan – Financial District and Tribeca  

The Department of Housing Preservation and 

Development registered just three locations 

where such units were created in the five years 

documented. These three developments 

combined created 131 new affordable units, 

opposed to 579 market rate units, as the 

developments just reached the minimum 

threshold needed for 421-a benefits. These 

units were not just created in the Financial 

District but in Tribeca as well. Considering the 

housing density of the Financial District at 

52,400 people per square mile, this affordable 

housing creation at an annualized rate of 26 

units per year is clearly insufficient (NYU 

Furman Center, 2020). Thus, to ensure a 

mixed income population in this area in the 

future, other measures for affordable housing 

creation must be considered, as the 421-a program has failed to adequately incentivize 

developers. If the City of New York engaged in the same level of negotiation with 

developers as seen in Essex Crossing and Hudson Yards, where redevelopments on 

previously/currently owned government land gave the city more leverage in affordable 

housing decisions, there might be more opportunity for such assurance. However, it is clear 

that in this region there is insufficient affordable housing creation to meet the needs of the 

growing population and escalating unaffordability.  

Affordable housing created and preserved 
in Lower Manhattan. Dark dots represent 
new development and light are preserved. 
Source: NY Department of Housing 
Preservation and Development 



 

 

Lower East Side  

 

In the Lower East Side, where the 

legacy of the working class is much 

stronger, there has also been a much 

greater movement for the creation 

and preservation of affordable 

housing. In the same five year period 

as the Financial District, nine new 

developments created 758 affordable 

apartments, compared to 1,091 

market rate apartments in the same 

developments. This balance of 

affordable housing creation with free 

market housing has resulted in the 

neighborhood retaining a level of mixed 

income, and ensuring a future of greater 

equity than the Financial District. 

Furthermore, it is significant to note that 527 of the affordable units created were in the 

Essex Crossing megaproject. The neighborhood saw a further 16 sites which preserved 

affordable housing, staving off market rate levels of housing. The benefit to the area is 

enhanced by the fact that developers have pursued creation of housing for the lowest tiers 

of income groups, rather than aiming for moderate-income housing, benefitting the most at 

risk segment of society. There however do exist concerns that the abundance of affordable 

apartments might in time constrain supply in the neighborhood, and act as a driver for 

driving prices upward for those who do not qualify for affordable housing. This concern 

can be addressed by granting density bonuses to developers in exchange for affordable unit 

creation, relieving housing demand through new supply. The Lower East Side stands out 

for its ability to successfully redevelop in a way that is inclusive and considerate of those 

with lesser incomes, and stands as a model for inclusionary housing and affordable unit 

development at scale. 

 

Affordable housing created and preserved 
in the Lower East Side. Dark dots 
represent new development and light are 
preserved. 
Source: NY Department of Housing 
Preservation and Development 



 

Hudson Yards and Midtown West  

  

Finally, Hudson Yards and Midtown 

West have seen affordable housing 

creation, which is important, because as 

previously mentioned there is a lack of 

residential development here, with large 

swaths of commercial and industrial 

space dominating the area. As a result, to 

ensure the neighborhood is mixed 

income in the future, there is a great need 

to maximize the benefits of inclusionary 

housing now through adoption of the 421-a 

program and its benefits. This area saw six 

total sites which created new affordable 

apartments, significant for an area that is only 

starting to become residential, as the next wave of completed structures will hopefully, and 

likely, render more affordable units. Overall, the six developments in the area created a total 

of 738 new affordable apartments, against 2,217 market rate apartments. This massive 

amount nearly equaled the creation which was seen in the Lower East Side. This level of 

development was possible due to the large scale of buildings in the area, with the largest 

creating 234 affordable apartments out of its 931 total units. While most of the buildings 

only aimed to supply 20% of their units as affordable, the minimum, the success of the 421-

a inclusionary housing program in this area is undeniable. The ability of such large 

developments to include affordable housing serves to question why such achievements 

haven’t been possible in the Financial District, where buildings of equally large scale are 

developed regularly, but lack affordable housing. In this region, where a new neighborhood 

is essentially being built from the ground up, immense demand is sure to exist for low income 

employees to service these developments in a variety of roles, thus the creation of affordable 

housing is not only moral, but essential. Creating mixed income housing thus serves to 

ensure the continued diversity of New York, and avoid the homogeneity that has become of 

the Financial District.  

 

Affordable housing created and preserved 
in the Hudson Yards area. Dark dots 
represent new development and light are 
preserved. 
Source: NY Department of Housing 
Preservation and Development 



 

4.5 Comparison of 10 Year Fluctuations 

 Through visualizing the 10 year changes in each area against Manhattan 

overall, the range of change can be more accurately understood. Firstly, the trend of 

Manhattan creates an important control as it shows a steady increase in percentage of 

condos sold over $1M over time, without sudden rises. The Lower East Side, on the other 

hand has experienced immense and sudden fluctuation, starting with few sales over $1M 

and the lowest average price of all areas, and consistently rising to higher stats, with the 

greatest jump occurring with the completion of elements of Essex Crossing and 50 South 

Street. Chelsea / Javits, due to the side of the area covered also sees gains, that are far 

slower, more on pace with Manhattan at large, but with an already high and still climbing 

percentage of sales occurring in excess of $1M. The Financial District shows the most 

confusing fluctuations, with average price increasing drastically in 2017 and falling back 

again, skewing the figures. However, due to small unit size in the area and an abundance of 

supply, the percentage of sales below $1M continues to remain below Manhattan, at 

around 50%. With this visual representation, it appears the Financial District is the area in 

the most stable environment, as presumably the large amount of inventory and new 

development has suppressed market demand. The Lower East Side and Chelsea / Javits 

however appear to be on noticeable upward trajectory in pricing, with a quickly lessening 

percentage of units sold below $1M. It is clear that if or when the percentage of units sold 

under $1M reaches at or near zero percent, that the neighborhood has failed to be inclusive. 
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Though affordable units as mentioned before are off market and thus not shown, the 

inability of these areas to create housing for the middle class and moderate income 

residents is setting Manhattan on a trajectory to become a city of true wealth extremes.  

5 Conclusion 

5.1 Research Summary 

 In researching for this report, the growing issue of affordability not only in 

the US, but the world it large is clearly determining the level of income segregation in our 

cities, and without deliberate policy intervention, will be guaranteed to worsen. The 

fundamental issue with land is in its finite nature. It is thus essential in cities with growing 

population and employment bases to acknowledge the factors that can help mitigate pricing 

rises through intervention. Among the resources for combatting the displacement of low 

income residents as a result of unaffordability, is redevelopment. As researched, a 

universal fact in cities is that there exists underused land, even close to urban cores. It is 

significant that with the resource of centrally located industrial land, or underzoned land, 

that there is action taken to reposition and develop it in a thoughtful way. The issue, as 

mentioned, is the immense power for exacerbating, rather than combatting gentrification 

and displacement that such projects can have. As redevelopments typically take land that 

was undesirable, and convert it into productive, attractive new development. The impact of 

rising value nearby depends greatly on the nature of the project, and the people which are 

attracted to it. For example, in Langham Place’s redevelopment in Hong Kong was found 

to have resulted in no pricing gains in surrounding residences, because the perceived loss 

of light, increase in traffic, and reduced air quality weighed against the benefit of nearby 

retail did not justify a desire to live there for wealthier residents. Conversely, creating 

useful resources such as in the case of Essex Crossing, or the World Trade Center, where 

greater transit accessibility, and access to useful neighborhood resources such as grocers 

were provided, there was a great boost to desirability for new residents. The complexity of 

evaluating how to create benefit while ensuring displacement doesn’t occur has thus been a 

very difficult task for developers.  

 This brings up an important point as well, the creation of amenity. Through 

analysis of past literature on the subject it became clear that the driving force of 

displacement and gentrification is the creation of amenity which draws new residents. 

Catering amenity to existing populations and not just attracting new residents to an area 

through amenity created to a different class is thus of great importance in mitigating 



 

displacement. The creation for example of amenity’s which cater to social services, such as 

health clinics, likely serve to benefit low income communities and possess no great point 

of attraction for high income residents, though it would benefit them. Conversely, the 

inclusion of a high end grocer, fitness center, or salon might serve to parlay the interest of a 

new class of residents without addressing the more urgent needs of the existing 

community. Thus, at least incorporating both styles of amenity would serve to control price 

increases to a degree, while catering to new and existing residents. Ultimately 

displacement through rising prices is known as “normal housing succession” and is present 

in any city (Billingham, 2015). However, controlling for housing succession in an effort to 

incorporate existing residents in the new neighborhood rather than indirectly forcing their 

movement elsewhere is a moral imperative.  

5.2 Recommendations 

 Tackling affordable housing is a complex issue, as it is a product of quite a 

dynamic set of factors, but what’s certain is that redevelopment and smart planning possess 

the potential to create far-reaching change when executed correctly. Redevelopment in the 

western world has often been a task unilaterally envisioned and executed in the eyes of 

developers. With the transformative effects redevelopment has, it must be a collaborative 

process, with cities cooperating with developers to ensure benefits to the wellbeing of low-

income residents and high income ones alike. By following the guidance of Essex Crossing 

and the Hudson Yards area, which have both effectively met the needs of low-income 

residents, while creating immense new amenity and community benefits, there can be 

simultaneous free market prosperity and low and moderate income housing creation. The 

role of government, however, should be limited to large scale projects with transformative 

roles in neighborhoods. Though the role of government and community in planning 

redevelopments has been met with success, the overreach of these parties can be of great 

detriment in development as well. Affordable housing creation is largely the effect of 

geography and economy, but also perhaps equally as important, it is dictated by regulation 

and costly procedures for approval. If cities hope to create affordable housing in the future, 

the cost of construction and the preliminary approval process has to be reduced and 

streamlined. As discussed in the report, communities will often oppose any project 

regardless of its benefits, in fear of change. For example, a tower which required a simple 

rezoning in the Northern Manhattan neighborhood of Inwood sought to create 355 units, 

with 178 of those being below market rate (Baird-Remba, 2016). In the end, this tower was 



 

greatly opposed by the neighborhood residents, even though it was in a largely industrial 

zone, with 100 residents in protest being enough to stop the project (Baird-Remba, 2016). 

The developer instead exercised the right, without review, to build a 155 unit building at a 

shorter height and pursued that plan instead, resulting in the neighborhood’s loss 178 low 

income brand new apartments. This blind opposition which shutters projects can be 

circumvented by creating minimum thresholds for developers to meet in order to receive 

density bonuses without lengthy review. Currently New York grants 30% greater density 

bonuses if 20% of apartments are made affordable, but this often requires a length reviewal 

process. If this process were made as-of-right, so developers could simply supply the 

affordable apartments without the lengthy review, then more affordable apartments could 

be created and greater density could be achieved, resulting in more affordable housing. 

Tackling the issue of affordable housing requires the creation of an immense number of 

units as our cities grow, to meet an unending demand.  

 In the depth of research compiled in the form of literature review in tandem 

with individual research compiled on my part, answers to the questions posed at the start of 

my research can be addressed.  

1. What are the long-term impacts on demographics related to large scale 

redevelopments? 

- Large scale redevelopments in the process of recreating swaths of city 

with great financial resources typically require the creation of 

substantial new amenity to attract new residents and return a profit on 

investment. As a result of this, not only does displacement occur, but 

businesses in the area begin to shift in line with changing 

demographics, to cater to the needs of new residents with greater 

spending power. The result of this could be said to not only be the 

long-term and likely permanent displacement of existing residents, 

but also the lack of participation in taking advantage of the increase in 

buying power as existing businesses are shuttered and replaced due to 

rent hikes. The end result is thus, typically, the permanent shift in an 

area, unless measures are taken to ensure inclusive housing or social 

housing can guarantee placement of low-income individuals in the 

area.  

2. How do redevelopments impact housing prices nearby? 



 

- As mentioned above, an increase in amenity and desirability of an 

area attract higher income individuals. As a result of the slow 

response of housing supply to an increase in demand, as well as the 

perceived increase of value in a changing area, there is greater interest 

and investment. Redevelopments thus cause change directly and 

indirectly in housing prices, as the investment in a project and high 

price of sales occurring within a project set precedence for the area. 

Direct change can be seen in redevelopments themselves, as in the 

case with Hudson Yards and Essex Crossing where housing prices in 

the developments set record highs for the area. And the rise can be 

seen in the area, as analyzed with the Blue Condominium in Lower 

East Side, where prices rose up to 77% in just 10 years despite the 

unit remaining the same.  

3. What strategies have been used to mitigate community change in 

redevelopments? 

- Community change has been mitigated and controlled by use of 

inclusive housing, and negotiation in general with developers. Essex 

Crossing exists as an excellent example, where amenity such as the 

health center and market sought to employ and cater to the needs of 

the existing community. Additionally, housing in Essex Crossing 

through prioritizing the elderly and residents displaced by previous 

redevelopment in the area sought to incorporate the community in the 

project. Other strategies have been used in redevelopment in 

Brooklyn which offer further examples. In Gowanus, the preference 

given to affordable housing creation, at times in numbers greater than 

market rate housing, have been pivotal in ensuring the preservation of 

the area as a middle to low income area, whilst benefitting the area 

through creation of new parkland.  

4. How can redevelopments in the long run be profitable while addressing 

community needs? 

- In order for inclusive housing to be a feasible option for affordable 

unit creation, this balance must be met with compromise. In New 

York profitability has been realized by understanding this need from 



 

developers. As such, developers in order to receive 421-a benefits are 

required to feature 20% low income units or 30% moderate income 

units in their developments, granting developers the opportunity to 

assess which pursuit might be more affordable for them. Additionally, 

perhaps the most incentivizing aspect of the program is the 30% 

bonus in added density, which allows developers greater ability to 

develop higher and larger. This is extremely significant in New York 

where high premiums can be demanded of top floor units, granting 

the additional 30% of units on top floors far more profitable than the 

30% of units created for moderate income. Lastly, the 421-a program 

grants tax relief to developers which allows them to share this relief 

with future residents and attract clients through the offering of low 

taxation on apartments for 20 years, granting a large competitive 

advantage. Alternatively, other pursuits such as granting access to 

develop on government owned land at low cost or subsidizing 

affordable unit creation over the 20/30% threshold are options seen 

pursued in Gowanus and Inwood case studies. The varying land cost, 

unit cost, and construction cost in every city is clearly different and 

for this reason. As seen in San Francisco where the inclusionary 

housing allowance is 10%, there is great fluctuation on what is 

permitted. These factors must be established on an individual basis, 

but New York provides an excellent example of inclusionary 

housing’s feasibility, as the city lies at the extreme of high expense 

across metrics.  

5. How do level of financial investment and scale of redevelopment impact 

communities in the long run? 

- Surprisingly, there wasn’t great correlation seen with financial scale 

in the study of the largest scale investments in terms of financial and 

physical presence. This is because the high zoning allowance in the 

area permitted a greater satisfaction of market demand in the 

Financial District, where developments tend to be very large, and thus 

adequately suppress market demand when new developments are 

completed. In Hudson Yards there wasn’t much change seen in the 



 

neighboring Hell’s Kitchen / Clinton neighborhood, but the closer 

Chelsea neighborhood saw surges in pricing and sales. However, of 

the case studies, the Lower East Side, with Essex Crossing, appeared 

to have the most significant shock in financial terms and number of 

sales, as the area experienced substantial price gains and a boost in 

sales. Though the construction of 250 South Street skewed those 

figures. In the end, as mentioned, gentrification and displacement is a 

gradual process, and with Hudson Yards and Essex Crossing midway 

through full construction, the full extent of their impact on pricing is 

yet to be understood. But what appears apparent is that size of 

development is only significant when zoning is understood. The 

Lower East Side, with strict zoning limitations on height and 

development, as well as little developable land, appears to be far more 

impacted by redevelopment due to these constraints.  

6. How does type of redevelopment change in impact based on the location 

of redevelopment? i.e. in an impoverished area, small/large city, dense 

area, proximate to financial district, in undeveloped area 

- The presence of redevelopments in residential areas appears to have 

by far the largest impact. This is due to a multitude of factors, but the 

placement of the World Trade Center redevelopment in the Financial 

District allowed old office stock to be converted into residential 

space, as well as empty plots that were parking lots or low density 

commercial space to be easily demolished and redeveloped. On the 

same note, the redevelopment of Hudson Yards in what was pure 

industrial area meant that demand for office space and residential 

space could be easily satisfied without resistance because the area 

lacked inhabitants and was granted huge zoning allowance in order to 

accommodate such large scale buildings. This freedom of 

development in a virtually uninhabited space meant little impact on 

residents. Essex Crossing, alternatively, is being developed in one of 

the most historic parts of New York, abutting a historic district. 

Additionally, the high density of rent controlled units and social 

housing greatly limits supply in the area. For this reason, increased 



 

demand as a result of the redevelopment quickly manifests itself in 

the “bidding up” of nearby apartments, where pricing fluctuates 

quickly as new residents seek out the increased amenity of the 

redevelopment. Thus, the area of development plays greatly into the 

impact of redevelopment, as especially zoning and context can greatly 

magnify the impact or alternatively muffle demand, when high 

density zoning is permitted.  

 

 Certainly a review of our urban structure will be needed to achieve equitable 

living conditions in cities for the future. As mentioned earlier, the inevitable agreement 

between the city of New York and the community in rezoning the highly industrial 

Brooklyn Waterfront will result in 3,800 affordable apartments, in just the last five years 

such agreements have created 738 apartments in the Hudson Yards area. These 

achievements are impossible to understate, as the benefit the improved living 

circumstances provides to families are invaluable. However, it is important to keep in mind 

that inclusionary housing is just a tool in a range of options that must be used to achieve 

equitable cities, but assuring at least the consideration of inclusionary housing in every 

large scale redevelopment is imperative, as redevelopments provide the greatest 

opportunity for large scale affordable unit creation given scale and already intensive 

government review.  

5.3 Practical Implications  

 There exists great utility in understanding redevelopments and their impact, 

as these large projects are often the catalyst and cause of devastating displacement. The 

ability to turn engines of gentrification into engines of equity is invaluable as it allows 

cities to take greater control of their future. As cities grow, as it has been mentioned, city 

centers become less affordable as a result of increased value on proximity, and 

correspondingly, poorer residents are forced more and more to the fringes. Inclusionary 

housing in redevelopments not only has the power to mix residents in the center, but also 

to remove a low or moderate income resident from impoverished communities, and grant 

them access to far better resources. The added benefit in the 421-a scenario of New York is 

that there is no physical space lost in providing extra density requirements to incentivize 

affordable housing creation. For example, in the case of the 421-a program, an increased 

density of 30% to create affordable housing creation results in no added land consumption. 



 

Thus, this is an obvious tool to use for future development, as it has become clear the price 

of increased density is worth the benefit it provides low income residents.  This research is 

also useful for cities that currently do not experience affordable housing shortages. Many 

US cities today, as a result of aforementioned urban planning blunders have an abundance 

of central land prime for development. Because of this land availability, affordability is not 

an issue in the present. But as seen in the Financial District, if opportunities are squandered 

in the creation of new buildings during a period of buildup, it can have long term 

repercussions. Thus it is important for cities even without affordable housing crises to 

incorporate inclusionary housing into their planning schemes in regards to redevelopments, 

This is because downtowns especially can quickly become exclusive zones, void of income 

diversity. It is thus important for no city, and no redevelopment to be missed at least in 

considering the inclusion of affordable housing in the future, if equitable society is to be 

achieved.  

5.4 Limitations of the Study  

 Though the research completed was multi-dimensional in metrics considered 

as review of value, gross price, and demographics changes were considered there exist 

more factors of consideration. For example, in the present there is still not detailed enough 

information available on how people move. To gain a complete understanding of how 

redevelopments impact cities, it would be useful to have a snapshot of the residents of an 

area, and how they change residence in the years following a redevelopment and their 

reasons for such decisions. For example, it was examined that income groups quickly 

changed following redevelopments, but if these moves were voluntary and someone 

instead of moving within New York moved across the country, that would be useful 

information as it wouldn’t necessarily have been a result of the redevelopment. Also, the 

inability to gain greater nuance in the study of Midtown demographics was a barrier to 

truly understanding the impact of Hudson Yards, as the entire neighborhood is quite large 

and dynamic, with microeconomies working independent of each other in different areas. 

Studying this larger neighborhood certainly was not ideal as the changes were likely less 

pronounced than a more narrow scope. Lastly, more available research on the outcome of 

affordable housing on residents would be extremely useful. It is clear someone moving 

from a low income neighborhood to the Financial District, for example might have a much 

better quality of living, and better resources. But if their income remains low, and they 

cannot afford their neighborhood, there might be issues around if they are better off or not 



 

than beforehand, especially if they are a family persisting on a single income, where living 

costs accumulate quickly. It would therefore be useful if studies and greater research on the 

recipients of affordable housing was completed to truly gauge its effectiveness on a 

nuanced basis, rather than my societal approach. 

5.5 Suggestions for Further Research  

 Future research on the topic would be highly useful, as there are a number of 

dynamics to consider in addition to displacement. For example, incentivizing this style of 

affordable housing creation to developers requires satisfying the need for profit. I think 

further research into profit given alternate scenarios of affordable housing would be 

extremely useful. For example, examining the profitability of a redevelopment with 20% 

affordable housing and no increased density allowance versus a development with the 

same 20% affordable housing creation but the standard 30% increased density. Such 

research, if positive might incentivize more developers to consider this route in their 

development. But more importantly, such research might act as a guide for governments on 

policy creation, where it is possible to see what level of incentive the max benefit for city 

and developers is gained, and pursue such a figure in their policy formation. Additionally, I 

mentioned the use of as-of-right in planning. I think further research into the cost of 

development in as-of-right cases, versus developments which require lengthy environment 

and community review such as ULURP in New York, would be an effective way to make a 

case against such reviewal processes. Our cities certainly need guidance and reasonable 

checks on the private sector, but the burden placed on developers in mandatory 

environmental reviewal is a clear hindrance to affordable housing creation would be useful 

to examine as a tool for more rapidly injecting supply into housing starved cites such as 

New York and San Francisco. 

5.6 Conclusion 

 The crises upon us today is often mischaracterized as an affordable housing 

crisis when in reality, it is a housing crisis that is not just impacting the poor, but the 

general population at large. The issue we are faced with is in theory, simple economics: 

modern cities have not been designed and policies have not been written for the creation of 

supply which matches the level of existing demand. This is not only a moral dilemma, but 

an economic one as well, as cities become exclusive zones for the rich and are at a greater 

rate forcing out low income residents. Redevelopments possess immense potential to help 

satisfy this thirst for new land and supply, as cities transition away from manufacturing, 



 

often massive industrial lands free up for redevelopment. In other cases, buildings of the 

past are too reflective of the needs of cities from the time when these buildings were built, 

and do not meet contemporary needs for space or use, and in this way also present a 

redevelopment opportunity. Whatever the case, it is clear redevelopments, especially larger 

ones, present great chances for integration and redesigning our cities in a more inclusive 

way that remedies inequality created in the past. Through synergies created by public-

private partnerships, there can be great efficiency gained, when government negotiates 

with the private sector and is willing to be ambitious in rezoning, with the understanding 

that cities need to accommodate more people. Affordability in the end is a task that will 

require the compromise of all parties, with longtime residents needing to accept change 

and especially greater density more openly, and the private sector more willing to 

incorporate affordable units for the betterment of the cities in which they seek to invest and 

profit from. It is clear, however, that the creation of affordable housing can be done in a 

financially profitable way for firms, even in the most expensive of redevelopments, as seen 

with Hudson Yards and Essex Crossing. The great expansion of cities that modern 

economics facilitates has expanded the need for government intervention and unusual 

measures to ensure the equity of cities in the future, as urban unaffordability, especially in 

the US is a rather new phenomenon. It is with this knowledge that we must understand the 

status quo of trusting the market to create affordable housing is no longer a realistic option, 

and the role of urban planners and government must be rethought and expanded in order to 

succeed. It is with this knowledge that cities can understand redevelopments to be great 

opportunities for affordable housing creation and assurance of long term equity, rather than 

vehicles of displacement and gentrification.  
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