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Section 1 Introduction
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1.1 Executive Summary
Through a series of facilitated discussions, some key planning priorities specific to the Old Central/Carver Park Neighborhood Planning Area (OCCP) were identified for consideration within this neighborhood plan. The neighborhood planning process began with a community meeting where residents identified their top planning priorities for the area.
Planning Priorities
This plan was written to address the planning priorities specific to the Old Central/Carver Park Neighborhood Planning Area (OCCP). The following topics were discussed at neighborhood planning meetings and represent the most important issues and opportunities in the planning area:
Reduce blight and improve the conditions of vacant and abandoned properties in the neighborhood.
Establish small businesses within and around OCCP which provide basic goods and services to neighborhood residents.
Improvement of the neighborhood street grid and traffic control systems to create safe, pleasant and multi-modal networks that provide additional public space for community activity.
Develop affordable housing and assisted living options for low income and elderly individuals which also improve the perception of the neighborhood.
Redefine the perception of the neighborhood by reducing petty crimes and creating a safe and stable environment.
Revitalize/redevelop OCCP in a way that maintains the current community character and avoids gentrification of the area and displacement of the existing residents
Goals
Goal #1—A  safe and stable community environment with improved conditions of abandoned and vacant properties and with reduced petty crime
Goal #2—Safe, efficient and multi-modal transportation system
Goal #3—Thriving and appealing neighborhood businesses that also serve the needs of residents. 
Goal #4—Vibrant parks and public spaces for community interaction and recreation
Goal #5—A revitalized, vibrant neighborhood that incorporates and retains the existing residents and community character.


These goals represent long and short term objectives and are the foundation for the analysis and the recommendations in this plan.


1.2	Galveston Master Neighborhood Plan
The Master Neighborhood Planning process emerged from one of the recommendations contained in Galveston’s Long Term Community Recovery Plan. The Long Term Community Recovery Plan was developed in the wake of Hurricane Ike, advocated for the creation of a master document to consolidate and coordinate social, environmental, and economic planning at the neighborhood scale. In 2010 and 2011, Galveston Island’s neighborhoods were delineated and analyzed, culminating in the development of 17 neighborhood plans focused on the unique priorities and goals of each neighborhood. 
The 17 different plans provide a tool for the city and the neighborhood residents to use in tandem with Galveston’s Comprehensive Plan. The Master Neighborhood Plan (MNP) is comprised of the individual neighborhood plans that address the priority issues for each neighborhood; each neighborhood plan also discusses neighborhood-specific instances of city-wide issues addressed in the Comprehensive Plan. This neighborhood plan identifies the planning priorities of the Old Central/Carver Park Area community and discusses opportunities to address them. Finally, the plan recommends the appropriate actions and strategies to lead to its implementation.
1.3	 The Planning Process in Old Central/Carver Park
The Old Central/Carver Park Neighborhood Plan was guided by a series of meetings held from September through November. The initial meetings sought to collect information from residents about the issues most applicable to their neighborhood and culminated with their feedback on the goals, opportunities, and actions identified based on that information. 
At these meetings, neighborhood residents gathered and were encouraged to: 
discuss the priorities for the future of the OCCP area 
work in consultation with the city’s planning team to refine their goals and priorities 
identify appropriate actions and opportunities for meeting the goals 
Finally, the planning team outlined implementation measures to further the objectives and carry-out the agreed-upon action items.
The future of OCCP is an important determinant for the island’s overall recovery efforts, as well as efforts to the revitalization the island to become more economically competitive.
OCCP has been one of the most “planned” and studies areas on the island due to persistent socio-economic challenges to the area, and more recently due to the extent of hurricane damage experienced there and the ensuing demolition of the public housing developments that located within OCCP.  Planning efforts to date include the Comprehensive Plan, two neighborhood plans (1982 and 1991), a neighborhood plan update that began in 2001, extensive discussion in the Long Term Community Recovery Plan, and the Galveston Housing Authority’s Master Planning Study for Replacement Housing. An unfortunate result of this focused attention has been that residents of OCCP feel that there has been lengthy discussion but little implementation.  
Historically, the attention and funding that has been focused on plans for revitalizing OCCP has produced few tangible benefits, according to area residents. Increases in funding to the OCCP neighborhood after Hurricane Ike has both increased residents’ expectations, on the one hand, and generated frustration and disillusionment, on the other, according to neighborhood residents, due to inadequate discernable progress.  The result is that until tangible improvements in the neighborhood are apparent to residents many will refuse to organize or become invested in community improvements.  A successful plan requires participation and “buy-in” by neighborhood residents, and for that to occur, a level of trust and interaction must be improved between residents of OCCP and the City. 
1.4 Neighborhood Planning Area
The OCCP planning area is located on the Bayside of the island between 54th Street on the west and 26th Street at its east end. Broadway Boulevard divides the neighborhood into two portions—a smaller area 2-3 blocks deep to the south and the more substantial area to the north (between 4 and 7 blocks deep). OCCP, one of the oldest neighborhoods in Galveston, is located adjacent to downtown on its east side and located just below the waterfront corridor of industrial and port properties lining the north side of Galveston.  
[image: Old Central Carver Park - Project Area.jpg]

Figure 1.1  The Old Central/Carver Park Neighborhood Planning Area
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Section 2 History
2.1 Residential History
This brief history of the neighborhood provides a background for the discussion of the current-day neighborhood in the subsequent sections of this plan. Old Central/Carver Park (OCCP) is among the island’s older areas and is located directly adjacent to the historic downtown on its east side.  On its northern boundary, it is located just below the industrial and port properties along the eastern bayside of Galveston.  
[image: 100_0200.JPG]Old Central/Carver Park neighborhood offers over a century of working class heritage.  OCCP residential areas were inhabited by the families of workers at the nearby port and related industries, such as the cotton compress.   In the latter portion of the 20th Century, the neighborhood and its residents began an economic decline that increased the prevalence of poverty, crime, and disrepair.  Since the 1940’s and until their demolition after Hurricane Ike, OCCP hosted two of the three major public housing developments on the island.  Despite hardships, OCCP has remained a vibrant community with many links to its history.Figure 2.1 Side Façade of African American Museum (no longer in operation)
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2.2 Historic Figures
John Arthur ("Jack") Johnson (March 31, 1878 – June 10, 1946), nicknamed the “Galveston Giant”, was an American boxer, the first African American world heavyweight boxing champion (1908–1915).   Johnson was inducted into the Boxing Hall of Fame in 1954, and is on the roster of both the International Boxing Hall of Fame and the World Boxing Hall of Fame.  Johnson's skill as a fighter, and the money that it brought, made it impossible for him to be ignored by the establishment. In the short term, the boxing world reacted against Johnson's legacy. But Johnson foreshadowed, in many ways, perhaps one of the most famous boxers of all time, Muhammad Ali. In fact, Ali often spoke of how he was influenced by Jack Johnson.
The Old Central/Carver Park community center is named after prominent African American Norris Wright Cuney. Wright Cuney (1846-1898) lived an amazing life rising from slavery to be a Republican Party leader in Texas.  Although he was born into slavery, he never served as a slave and his father sent him to school in Pittsburgh in 1859, at age 13 (Wikipedia, 2010).  At the end of the Civil War, Wright Cuney moved back to Texas and got involved with the Union League, an organization dedicated to attracting freed southern African Americans to the Republican Party.  Thus began Wright Cuney’s career in organizing and politics (Wikipedia, 2010). Write Cuney served as an alderman in the city and a national Republican delegate.  He was active in improving employment and educational opportunities for African Americans in the city.  Regarded as one of the most important black leaders in Texas during the 19th century, Wright Cuney eventually became the chair of the state’s Republican Party (Wikipedia, 2010).  During the post-Civil-War period, leaders such as George T. Ruby and Norris Wright Cuney, who headed the Texas Republican Party, promoted African-American civil rights helping to drastically improve educational and employment opportunities for blacks in Galveston and in Texas.
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Section 3 Existing Conditions
3.1 Overview
The Existing Conditions section discusses several characteristics of the neighborhood, including the people who live here, homes, businesses, and public places, among others.   Data presented in the following sections is from the 1990 and 2000 U.S Census and from the City of Galveston Planning and Building Divisions. Data from the 2010 U.S. Census is not reflected in this plan since results will not be released until after this plan is finalized in early 2011.  Nonetheless, further analysis is strongly encouraged when 2010 data is available to gain a better sense of the impact that Hurricane Ike had on neighborhood residents.  Particularly with the Old Central/Carver Park planning area (OCCP), there was extensive flooding and physical damage--as evidenced by both the rebuilding efforts and the unrepaired homes.  The impact on the community and population is not as obvious—in depth analysis of 2010 numbers will be a crucial first step in understanding how best to recover and revitalize the fabric of the neighborhood.
3.2 Demographics
Between the 1990 and 2000 Census counts, OCCP was one of the larger, more populous neighborhoods in Galveston. The population was 7,594 residents in 1990 and 6,185 in 2000. Table 3.1 shows that the age distributions of the population remained largely consistent between census years. The most significant change was seen for the 40 to 49 year-old cohort, which increased 4.8 percent. In 2000, the median age was 30 years old. Table 3.1 Population

	Age
	1990
	2000
	2010

	0 – 4
	10.4%
	10%
	 

	5 – 17
	26.4%
	24.3%
	

	18 – 21
	5.5%
	7%
	 

	22 – 29
	11.2%
	10%
	

	30 – 39
	13%
	12.3%
	 

	40 – 49
	8%
	12.8%
	

	50 – 64
	13%
	11.3%
	 

	65 and up
	12.5%
	12.4%
	




The racial and ethnic makeup of Old Central Carver, presented in Table 3.2, is largely African American, but experienced a slight shift towards more Hispanics and whites between 1990 and 2000. In 2000, for example, 69.7 percent of residents identified themselves racially as “black”, down from 80.7 percent in 1990. The percentage of residents who identified as “white” increased from 12.1 percent to 18.8 percent during this time. Hispanic “ethnicity” is not grouped as a racial category in the US Census methodology; instead it is currently measured separately.  Those residents that identified themselves ethnically as “Hispanic/Latino” increased from 13.5 percent in 1990 to 22.5 percent in 2000.  
Table 3.1 Race and Ethnicity
	
	1990
	2000
	2010

	Race
	
	
	

	White
	12.1%
	18.8%
	 

	Black
	80.7%
	69.7%
	

	American Indian / Native American
	10%
	.4%
	 

	Asian
	1.6%
	.5%
	

	Other Race
	5.6%
	9.5%
	 

	Multi-race
	n/a
	1.2%
	

	Ethnicity
	 
	 
	 

	Hispanic/Latino
	13.5%
	22.5%
	



Table 3.3 shows the breakdown of OCCP residents by their level of educational attainment for both 1990 and 2000. Generally speaking, the residents became more educated over the decade: the percentage of residents with at least a high school diploma increased by 14 percent and there was an overall shift towards completing higher levels of education. 
Table 3.2  Level of Educational Attainment
	 
	1990
	2000
	2010

	Up to 12th grade, no diploma
	53%
	39%
	 

	High School graduate – some college
	38%
	49%
	

	Associates degree – Graduate degree
	9%
	12%
	 



Old Central/Carver Park also experienced a positive trend in household incomes during the 1990’s. As Table 3.4 illustrates, there was a larger proportion of residents making more money in 2000 than in 1990.  In 1990, 4.8 percent of households earned above $50,000 while in 2000, fully 11 percent of households fell into that category. The percentage of residents making less than $25,000 decreased 14 percent between 1990 and 2000. Households earning above $75,000 more than tripled; increasing from 1.6 percent to 5.2 percent of households in the planning area.
Table 3.4 Household Incomes
	 
	1990
	2000
	2010

	Less than $25,000
	82.7%
	69.3%
	 

	$25,000 - $49,999
	12.4%
	19.6%
	

	$50,000 - $74,999
	3.2%
	5.8%
	 

	$75,000 - $99,999
	1.1%
	1.3%
	

	$100,000 - $149,999
	0.1%
	2.6%
	 

	$150,000 or more
	0.4%
	1.3%
	



3.3 LAND USE AND ZONING
The Old Central/Carver Park planning area manifests numerous social dynamics and market forces, which have contributed to its modern day urban environment—both the positive and negative aspects. The central location and the complicated history of this socioeconomically disadvantaged neighborhood resulted in complex configurations of land use and residential housing arrangements.
Land Uses
OCCP covers an expanse of 420 acres that feature over 12 different types of land uses.  Residential and Commercial land uses are the most prevalent in the planning area.  The acreage covered by residential land uses (including SF, MF and other) is approximately equal to the area utilized for commercial purposes—each accounts for 39% of the planning area’s total acreage.  Figure 3.1 shows the locations and distribution of land uses in the OCCP planning area.  
[image: Old Central Carver Park - Land Use and Open Space and Brownfields]Table 3.5 shows the area in acreage of the different land uses in OCCP.  Single family residential land use accounts for over a quarter of the OCCP area (26.5%).  This type of residential land use is more prevalent and consistent in the portion of the planning area that lies south of Broadway, although some residential uses are also spread throughout the area north of Broadway among the other land use types.  The unfortunate combination of hurricane damage and the neighborhood’s socioeconomic profile has resulted in many of these units falling into disrepair. Figure 3.1 Existing Land Uses

Although the total area within OCCP devoted to multifamily housing is not particularly high compared to other planning areas, the multifamily residential use in OCCP is distinctive in that much of it is concentrated among a few expansive areas consisting of two or more blocks.  This land use pattern reflects the prevalent development model when the public housing units in the neighborhood were developed earlier in the 20th century.   By 2000 population estimates, OCCP’s population density was about 14 persons per acre, this is


Table 3.5 Land Uses
	 
	Acreage
	Portion

	Cemetery
	13
	3.1%

	Commercial
	163
	38.6%

	Government
	2
	0.5%

	Heavy Industrial
	7
	1.8%

	Light Industrial
	5
	1.2%

	Multi-Family Residential
	45
	10.6%

	Recreation/Parks
	4
	0.9%

	Religious
	7
	1.7%

	Residential other
	5
	1.2%

	School
	6
	1.5%

	Single-Family Residential
	112
	26.5%

	Vacant
	52
	12.4%

	Total
	421
	100%



slightly denser than the island’s median population density, but much more sparsely populated than the other, older neighborhoods located in the urban core (ranging from 19 to 26 persons per acre for San Jacinto, Lasker Park, Kempner Park and the East End).   Incidentally, the public housing projects were badly damaged by Ike and subsequently demolished; the configuration of their redevelopment has yet to be determined.
The commercial land uses tend to be concentrated along Broadway Boulevard and include restaurants, fast food, bakeries, bars, catering, or meat/seafood providers with a lesser component of retail goods and service providers (liquor stores, convenience stores, payday loans, etc.).  The large areas of commercial use that are located on the bayside of the neighborhood, north of Broadway, tend to accommodate community centers, churches, daycares, schools, civic organizations and healthcare services and some now-vacant lots.   
The Government land use reflected in the northeast portion of OCCP is the Island Transit Headquarters.  Light Industrial and Heavy Industrial land uses combined utilize about 3% of the OCCP neighborhood—nearly all of which is clustered in the northeastern area of the neighborhood.  Central Middle School accounts for the School land use within the neighborhood and is, incidentally, located in the same area all the industrial land uses.  On the south side of Broadway in the middle of OCCP is the large, multi block City of Galveston cemetery—it accounts for over 3% of the neighborhood land use area.  Of the 405.2 acres of land in the neighborhood with land use defined, approximately 111.43 acres is single-family residential and 52 acres are defined as vacant.  
Zoning
The zoning in OCCP has been updated and revised over decades and does not adequately encourage the type of development anticipated or desired in the planning area.  Table 3.6 shows the various base and overlay zoning districts present in the OCCP area.  Zoning for residential development accounts for 38 percent of the total land in the neighborhood; commercially zoned properties and those zoned light industrial account for 29 percent and 33 percent of the planning area, respectively.
The large amount of area zoned for residential use (General Residential and Multifamily) is mainly located south of Broadway (except for the commercially zoned corridors mentioned above) is zoned for residential use.  North of Broadway, OCCP is zoned for residential use east of 46th Street, mainly between Sealy and Ball Streets (although the residential zoning reaches further north between 34th and 39th Street).
Table 3.6 Zoning Districts
	Base Zoning
	Acreage
	Portion 

	CBD 
	0.1
	0%

	Residential 
	160
	38%

	Commercial 
	119
	29%

	Light Industrial 
	138
	33%

	Institutional 
	0.3
	0.1%

	Overlay Zoning
	 
	 

	Gateway
	45
	11%

	Broadway
	100
	24%

	Total zoned
	418
	100%



OCCP is zoned with almost 30% of land located within districts allowing for commercial development—mainly along Broadway Boulevard, 32nd and 38th Streets south of Broadway, between Ball and Winnie (Avenues H and G) from 39th to 33rd Streets, on both sides of Winnie (Avenue G) in the far eastern part of OCCP (moving downtown) and clustered west of 51st Street.
Although a slight majority of the planning area is zoned for residential development, the acreages for light industrial and commercial development are similar in area. There are 417.61 acres in the neighborhood of which approximately 119.28 acres of land are zoned for commercial, 137.53 acres of land are zoned for light industrial uses and 160.39 acres are zoned for residential uses. In addition, there is 0.08 acres of land zoned as the Central Business District (CBD) and 0.33 acres of land zoned as institutional. 
Fully a third of OCCP is zoned for Light Industrial use (33%)—all of the property within this zoning district is located in the north portion of the neighborhood (above Broadway).
[image: OCCP - Zoning]Parts of OCCP also fall into two different Zoning Overlay Districts.  Nearly 11% of the neighborhood is within the Gateway Overlay Zone and 24% of OCCP is additionally affected by the Broadway Overlay Zone.Figure 3.2 Base and Overlay Zoning 



3.4 URBAN DESIGN AND NEIGHBORHOOD CHARACTER
As shown in the land use figure, buildings in the Old Central/Carver Park Neighborhood planning area are a mixture of single- and multi-family residential, commercial, government, industrial, recreation, vacant, and cemetery. Broadway Boulevard  runs through the center of the neighborhood and a dense cluster of single-family residential buildings are located south of Broadway Boulevard from 54th Street on the west to about 26th Street on the east. Commercial uses are prevalent along both sides of Broadway Boulevard through the full stretch of OCCP. The western corner of the neighborhood is more uniformly composed of higher intensity uses including commercial and multi-family residential. In contrast, the eastern side of the neighborhood is a mix of single- and multi-family residential, school, and light and heavy industrial uses. 
The area of the city where Old Central/Carver Park is located is considered to be on the west side of the island relative to other, earlier developed neighborhoods east of 25th Street, including the East End District and San Jacinto Neighborhoods (Beasley and Fox, 1996). Initial development in many areas west of 23rd Street did not begin until the beginning of the 20th century. This time difference in development periods explains, in part, the variations in building age and architectural style within the neighborhood. Additionally, much of the western area of the city was laid out in “outlots.” This layout encouraged a looser pattern of development (Beasley and Fox, 1996). While Old Central/Carver Park exhibits this diversity in building type and style, it shares a similar urban density as surrounding neighborhoods that developed in the 19th century such as Kempner Park and San Jacinto.
[image: C:\Documents and Settings\kleymanah\Desktop\Galveston_COPY\Draft Plans\urban design existing conditions\OCCP pics\100_0207.JPG]Disinvestment over years and then damage from Hurricane Ike has led to the presence of empty, often damaged structures and vacant lots.  After Hurricane Ike, affected public housing developments were demolished, increasing the number of vacant lots and contributing to a more desolate appearance in this area.  Nevertheless, the existing homes and other structures present in the OCCP planning area maintain their historic significance and retain the potentially attractive characteristics that make rehabilitation assistance and redevelopment efforts desirable.  Figure 3.3 Historic homes in OCCP in need of rehabilitation

Homes and other Building Styles
Single-family homes are a mix of smaller, one-story simple buildings and two to three story buildings with porches on either one or two floors, as is common throughout adjacent neighborhoods. Some common architecture types in the neighborhood include tenant cottages; alley dwellings, often consisting of two houses that were joined; southern town-house type dwellings; wood cottages, of the style of working-class Galveston neighborhoods in the late 19th century; two-story I-homes; mansard-roofed style cottages; raised bungalows; and, Victorian-style homes (Beasley and Fox, 1996). Residential blocks are fairly uniform in size with alleys running through the middle and accessory structures or separate housing units with entrances facing the alleyway.
[image: R0010235.JPG][image: R0010239.JPG][image: R0010242.JPG][image: R0010238.JPG]Residential properties directly abut commercial buildings along Broadway Boulevard with few mature trees to buffer this transition between uses. One large area of commercial land is located north of Broadway Street between 46th and 50th Streets. The Moody Compress is a low building occupying an area of approximately three blocks square.Figures 3.4 Clockwise from top left: multi-family housing, older single-family residential structures, typical historic home and newly-developed single family housing units.


Multifamily housing is prevalent in the OCCP area. Galveston Housing Authority has also had a continuous presence in, and influence on, the overall housing character of the planning area.  Located in large stretches of contiguous blocks, 3 of 4 GHA housing projects were hosted by OCCP up until Hurricane Ike led to their demolition.  During 2001-2002, GHA completed Cornerstone Place, a 32-unit subdivision built on the property formerly housing Cedar Terrace Residents, and as recently as 2005 Old Palm Terrace was demolished to construct The Oaks, a 28-home subdivision and 20-unit elderly duplex facility for public housing residents. These developments are still thriving post-Ike.

Commercial Uses and Accessibility
[image: 100_0213]The majority of retail and commercial buildings along Broadway Boulevard are set back from the sidewalk with parking lots in front of the buildings.  Generally speaking, a range of goods and services are available along both sides of Broadway; from restaurants and fast food establishments to auto repair, bail bondsmen and Moody Compress.  Abandoned buildings and apparent code infractions are sporadically distributed along the corridor and contribute to a less appealing commercial environment.  Figure 3.5 Typical lay-out for businesses on Broadway Avenue

Although sections of Broadway feature some retail and food related establishments, lack of access to basic groceries, household needs and daily services within walking distance to residential areas was cited as a problematic issue for residents living in the planning area—many of whom do not own vehicles (see Section 4 Transportation and Infrastructure). Residents also voiced concern that—increasingly—the nature of retail and service providers clustered along Broadway Boulevard appeal to an undesirable clientele. With a large thoroughfare like Broadway Boulevard, the neighborhood has the perfect layout for a diverse array of local businesses. Residents described that commercial resources in the neighborhood would be enhanced by small locally run businesses scattered more evenly throughout the neighborhood.
Roads, Streets and Connectivity
As described in the Transportation Section, the main road through the Old Central/Carver Park planning area is Broadway Boulevard. The street networks north and south of Broadway is predominantly a grid pattern with back alleys. Inherently, Broadway creates a barrier, particularly because much of its traffic is through-traffic, either coming into and departing from the island. In addition to the high traffic along this street, residents cited concerns about vehicles cutting through the neighborhood along Ball Street, where high-speeds create unsafe conditions for pedestrians. Residents also noted the lack of street lighting and stop signs throughout the neighborhood, the addition of which would increase both traffic and pedestrian safety. 


Historic Landmarks 
[image: 100_0211.JPG]In addition to commercial and residential buildings, the Old Central/Carver Park Neighborhood is home to several historic landmarks. Mt. Olive Missionary Baptist Church (located at 3602 Sealy/Avenue I) was organized in 1876 as an extension of Avenue L Missionary Baptist Church.  After the original structure was destroyed in the 1900 storm, it was rebuilt in 1922, with the present sanctuary completed in 1969.  John S. Chase, the first African-American licensed to practice architecture in the state of Texas designed the new sanctuary. The Mount Olive Missionary Baptist Church has been an established feature of the neighborhood since its construction in 1922 (City of Galveston, 2010b).Figure 3.6 Mt. Olive Missionary Baptist Church

[image: Ashton-Villa-2][image: DL1-16-11 392.JPG]Galveston established a volunteer fire company in 1841 and the Star State Company, No. 3 Fire House (located at 2828 Market/Avenue D) was incorporated by city ordinance in late 1859.  In 1959, Star State Company became the first integrated station in the city.  Similar to many of the historic structures in the city, the original structure of the fire house was destroyed in the 1900 storm.  The building was reconstructed 3 years later and used by the Fire Department until it was decommissioned in the 1960’s. As reported by the city, “significant exterior alterations have occurred to the building including the removal of decorative features and the application of stucco over the original brickwork,” but the building and the history it represents remain meaningful additions to the OCCP planning area (City of Galveston, 2010b). Figure 3.8 Ashton Villa (GHF, 2010)
Figure 3.7 Historic No. 3 Firehouse

Two other historically significant landmarks are located close to the Old Central Carver Park neighborhood, Ashton Villa is located at 2328 Broadway, and Galveston City Hall is located at 823 Rosenberg Street. Ashton Villa was built in 1859 by James Moreau Brown for his family home. The house is one of the first masonry structures on the island. The current City Hall building was constructed at its site located at 823 Rosenberg Street in 1916 (City of Galveston, 2010b).
Abandoned Properties and other Vacant Land 
Vacant properties can include abandoned, boarded-up buildings; unused lots that attract trash and debris; and neglected industrial properties with environmental contamination known as brownfields.  The entire area north of approximately Church Street is potentially an environmental hazard area due to the previous industrial uses. Figure 3.9 Vacant Falstaff Brewery

[image: R0010244.JPG][image: DL1-16-11 345.JPG]In the OCCP neighborhood at large, there is the high prevalence of Brownfield sites.  Eleven recorded brownfields are present in OCCP.  They are generally concentrated east of 33rd Street and north of Broadway, although two are located near Avenue F and 51st Street and one is south of Broadway around 31st Street.  
Figure 3.10 Vacant lots attract debris and litter and impact adjacent properties

3.5  HOUSING
As indicated in the Land Use section, until Hurricane Ike the residential development in OCCP was largely single-family, but with large contiguous multi-family developments operated by the GHA.  Based on 1990 and 2000 U.S. Census data, this analysis does not capture the full extent of the hurricane’s impact on the housing inventory and occupancy in the planning area.  Nevertheless, the stock was slowly decreasing prior to Ike--by 15% (519 units) between 1990 and 2000.
Housing Tenure and Occupancy
Table 3.7 shows the break-down of housing units in OCCP based on occupancy in 1990 and 2000.  The occupancy rate held steady at 81% of units in both 1990 and 2000—very near the island-wide rate.  Over the decade, OCCP’s proportion of occupied housing units inhabited by renters ranged from 72 percent to 69 percent with a slight decrease over time.  The planning area had a significantly higher proportion of units occupied by renters than the island as a whole (which was 56 percent renter occupied in 2000)—the Cedar Park and Oleander housing projects potentially contributed to the higher rate.    
Table 3.7  Occupancy
	
	1990
	2000
	2010

	
	# Units
	% of Total
	# Units
	% of Total
	# Units
	% of Total

	Total Housing Units
	3389
	100%
	2870
	100%
	
	

	Occupied Housing Units
	2752
	81%
	2326
	81%
	 
	 

	Vacant Housing Units
	637
	19%
	544
	19%
	
	



As reflected in Table 3.7, nearly a fifth of the housing units in OCCP were vacant in 1990 and 2000.  Table 3.9 looks further at the primary reasons reported that those units were unoccupied.  The real significant change from 1990 to 2000 was the loss of 145 vacant housing units attributed to “Other Vacant”.  More recently, according to City records for 2009, 125 residential building permits were issued for properties within the OCCP planning area, which indicates redevelopment activity.
Table 3.8  Tenure
	 
	1990
	2000
	2010

	Occupied Housing Units
	2752
	100%
	2326
	100%
	 
	 

	Owner-Occupied Housing Units
	771
	28%
	729
	31%
	
	

	Renter-Occupied Housing Units
	1981
	72%
	1597
	69%
	 
	 



In 2009, approximately 46% of single-family houses are assumed to be owner-occupied year-round because they have homestead exemptions. 


Table 3.9  Vacant Housing Units
	
	1990
	% Total
	2000
	% Total
	2010
	% Total

	For rent
	390 
	68%
	454 
	90%
	 
	 

	For sale only
	27
	4%
	28
	5%
	
	

	Rented or sold, not occupied
	41
	0%
	33
	0%
	 
	 

	Seasonal, recreational, occasional use
	34
	5%
	27
	5%
	
	

	For migrant workers
	0
	0%
	0
	0%
	 
	 

	Other vacant
	145
	23%
	2
	0%
	
	

	Total Vacant Units
	637
	
	544
	
	
	


Housing Value and Rent
Based on U.S. Census data, the appraised values of housing in OCCP was approximately $52,000 in 2000. As illustrated in Table 3.10, the values of homes increased from 1990 to 2000. In 1990, 32% of homes were worth more than $50,000 compared to 57% in 2000. The percentage of homes valued between $50,000 and $99,999 also increased from 30% in 1990 to 45% in 2000.  
Table 3.10 Housing Values
	
	1990
	2000
	2010

	
	% of Housing
	% of Housing
	% of Housing

	Less than $50,000
	67.6%
	42.5%
	 

	$50,000 - $99,999
	29.9%
	45.2%
	 

	$100,000 - $149,999
	1.3%
	4.7%
	 

	$150,000 - $199,999
	0.2%
	1.7%
	 

	$200,000 - $299,999
	0.5%
	3.6%
	 

	$300,000 - $499,999
	0.5%
	0.9%
	 

	$500,000 +
	0%
	1%
	 

	Median Housing Value
	--
	$52,382
	 



Rents increased from 1990 to 2000. According to the U.S. Census, 67% of renters paid less than $200/month in 1990 compared to 5% in 2000. The percentage of renters paying more than $400/month increased from 2% in 1990 to 53% in 2000.  These are significant increases which likely strained financial resources for many occupants.  In fact, landlords’ inflating rental prices on the scarcer, post-Ike, available units was a growing concern of participants of community meetings.  The median rent in 2000 was approximately $296/month.
Table 3.11   Monthly Rents
	
	1990
	2000
	2010

	
	% of Total
	% of Total
	% of Total

	Less than $200
	67.40%
	4.80%
	 

	$200 to $399
	30.60%
	42%
	 

	$400 to $599
	1.80%
	44.60%
	 

	$600 to $999
	0.30%
	8.60%
	 

	More than $1,000 
	0%
	0%
	 

	Median Rent
	--
	$296 
	 



Surveyed Housing Conditions
Early in 2010, City inspectors surveyed the island collecting information on general property conditions. Properties marked under violations were observed as displaying City code violations (e.g. unkempt grass, paint, roof, yard, etc.) Inspections were based on visual assessments from windshield surveys meant for general information purposes only.
Of the properties inspected in OCCP, 16 percent were recorded as exhibiting some form of code violation and 14 percent were classified as vacant lots. Figure 3.11 is a map of those properties within the urban core of the island, take from the 2010 Housing Market Study.
The City also assessed Hurricane Ike housing damage.  Almost all (99%) of Old Central Carver housing properties were affected by the storm to some degree.  The majority (76%) of housing properties experienced minor damage, while 23% were classified as substantially damaged or destroyed.  Figure 3.12, also from the 2010 study, illustrates the location of damages housing units, also reflecting the reported level of damage for each property impacted.
Perhaps most significant change in housing conditions for OCCP was the immediate loss of 569 public housing units in and around the area.  Three quarters, or 435, of those units were located at Oleander, Palm Terrace and Cedar Terrace properties within the OCCP planning area boundaries.  These units all represent rental housing which provided affordable living accommodations for the local population.




[image: Galveston Core_Code Violations]Figure 3.12 Damage Inspections of Residential Parcels
Figure 3.11 Urban Core Properties Exhibiting Code Violations

3.6 ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT
Assessing the existing economic conditions within the Old Central/Carver Park planning area is important in determining how best to develop the area economically in the future. Basic indicators of economic conditions include commercial activity and employment-related data of the residents. Discussed below in more detail are the key economic development issues and indicators in OCCP. Aspects like educational attainment, occupational mix, work status and existing businesses contribute to the overall economic context for the planning area. 
Economic Base
Occupations
The U.S. Census classifies occupations into several broad categories: 1) management / professional, 2) service, 3) sales and office, 4) farming/fishing/forestry, 5) construction, and 6) production/transportation. The percentages reflected in Table 3.12 were calculated based on the total OCCP population in 1990 and 2000 that was 16 years or older and was employed in that year. It shows that that employed population was 1,838 in 1990 and increased 9 percent—to 2,022—by 2000.
Over the decade there were very slight increases in those employed in the management/professional industry (3%) and in service occupations (1%). There was a slight percentage decrease in employment in sales and office occupations between 1990 (24 percent) and 2000 (23 percent). The number of people employed in construction, extraction, maintenance and repair professions increased quite a bit in comparison—nearly doubling from 7 to 13 percent between 1990 and 2000. 
The 1990 census reported that 40 individuals (or 2 percent of the planning area’s population) held jobs in the farming, fishing and forestry industry; however, in the year 
Table 3.12  Occupations
	
	1990 (# / %)
	2000 (# / %)
	2010 (# / %)

	Management, professional and related
	276 (15%)
	368 (18%)
	 

	Service
	680 (37%)
	718 (36%)
	

	Sales and office
	446 (24%)
	465 (23%)
	 

	Farming, fishing and forestry
	40 (2%)
	6 (0%)
	

	Construction, extraction, maintenance and repair
	134 (7%)
	264 (13%)
	 

	Production, transportation and material moving
	262 (14%)
	195 (10%)
	

	TOTAL
	1,838 (100%)
	2,022 (100%)
	 



2000, this number dropped to seven (which, for statistical reasons this is zero percent of the population). Employment in production, transportation and material moving occupations decreased considerably from 14 percent in 1990 to 10 percent in 2000.
Work Status
	
	1990
	2000
	2010

	Worked in census year
	2,321 (50%)
	2,534 (54%)
	 

	Did not work in census year
	2,321 (50%)
	2,173 (46%)
	

	Total Pop. >16 yrs.
	4,642 (100%)
	4,707 (100%)
	 


The 1990 Census reported that, of the employable population (calculated as the population age 16 and over) 50 percent worked that year and 50 percent of neighborhood residents reported that they did not work that year. Although the ratio shifted slightly in 2000 with 54 percent working and 46 percent not working, that proportion of employable population not working is still considerably higher than in the island as a whole.
Table 3.13 Work Status

The 2000 Census reports more detailed data on work status, which is reflected in Figure 3.13.  The chart shows the work patterns of employed residents of the neighborhood in the year 2000. The vast majority of those employed (78 percent) worked 35 or more hours per week in 2000. Twenty-two percent of the population worked 34 hours per week and less. 
[image: ]
Figure 3.13 Work Status




Neighborhood Businesses and Employment 
Table 3.14 summarizes data provided by the University of Texas Medical Branch (UTMB) on the neighborhood businesses within the OCCP planning area. In 2010, the University of Texas Medical Branch (UTMB) collected data about the types and locations of business establishments across the island. For ease of analysis, the individual categories of UTMB data are grouped into seven larger categories of business types and neighborhood facilities: 
Retail: liquor stores, post offices, gas stations, convenience stores, general stores
Food-Related: restaurants, fast food establishments, bars, grocery stores
Community Facilities: worship facilities, food pantries, community centers
Education: Galveston Independent School District schools, childcare facilities, community colleges, daycare centers
Financial Services: pay day loan businesses, banks
Health: gyms/health food stores, clinics, healthcare facilities 
Hotels: hotels/private clubs
Table 3.14  Business Types
	
	# of Establishments

	Retail
	12

	Food-Related
	37

	Community Facilities
	39

	Education
	9

	Financial Services
	1

	Health
	2

	Hotels
	1

	Total
	101



The majority of businesses are community facilities (39). The next-most prevalent type of business is food-related (37). There are 12 retail facilities and 9 educational facilities. In addition, there are two health facilities, one financial service facility and one hotel in the neighborhood.
 




3.7 TRANSPORTATION AND INFRASTRUCTURE
Transportation
[image: COG_NB_OldCentralCarverPark_RCSL.jpg]Travel through and within Old Central/Carver Park is mostly by way of personal automobile, transit and bicycle.  The roadway classifications and speed limits within the planning area’s boundaries are shown in Figure 3.14. The OCCP planning area is highly accessible from the south and east and, in fact, cut-through traffic often uses OCCP streets to avoid Broadway Boulevard bottlenecks.
Figure 3.14 Road Classifications and Speed Limits

In 2006 and 2008, TxDOT measured traffic volume at specific points throughout the neighborhood. These traffic volumes are reflected in Figure 3.15.  The single busiest point in the planning area experienced an average daily volume of 31,000, located at the intersection of 32nd Street and Broadway.  Incidentally, this is also the second busiest point in the City’s roadway network. 
Figure 3.16 highlights the reported accidents within the OCCP planning area between 2003 and August 2010.  A total of 1,185 accidents were reported, three-quarters of which occurred along Broadway Boulevard.  One hundred twenty-seven accidents occurred specifically at the intersection of Broadway and 51st Street, indicating a particularly problematic area. Significantly, six accidents involving pedestrians and bicyclists were reported within Old Central Carver, more than any other neighborhood.  Two of these accidents took place at the intersection of Broadway Boulevard and 39th Street. 
[image: COG_NB_OldCentralCarverPark_Accidents.jpg][image: COG_NB_OldCentralCarverPark_AADT.jpg]According to the National Household Travel Survey, approximately 37 percent of households within the census tracts that contain the Old Central Carver neighborhood do not own a personal vehicle.  The other 63 percent of vehicle-owning households travels an average of 52 miles per workday. This is a much higher rate of residents without vehicles than in other planning areas on the island—walking and biking are prevalent means of transportation in OCCP.  The initial design of the neighborhood transportation system predates the automobile; therefore, its scale is advantageous for a high presence of pedestrians and bikers.  However, lack of signage, traffic control, continuous sidewalks, lighting and designated bike lanes makes the street network less than ideal for safely accommodating alternative modes of transportation.  Figure 3.16 Reported Traffic Accidents
Figure 3.15 Traffic Volumes

Transit Routes 1, 71st via Market and Broadway; and 3, 61st – W Broadway via Avenue M, serve the neighborhood. In addition, there are four bicycle lanes in the neighborhood: along 43rd, 35th, 27th and 26th Streets.  These lanes are connected by share the road signage for bicyclists along Avenues H and M.  One block within the neighborhood, 45th Street from [image: COG_NB_OldCentralCarverPark_AltTrans.jpg]Avenue L to Broadway has sidewalks.  The transit, bicycle and pedestrian infrastructure within the neighborhood are shown in Figure 3.17.Figure 3.17 Alternative Transportation 

Infrastructure
Much of the Old Central/Carver Park planning area is in a sub-drainage system that drains to the northwest towards the Galveston Ship Channel. Residents report that poor drainage causes frequent flooding throughout the neighborhood. The Master Drainage Plan completed for the City in 2003 indicated that much of the flooding occurs near Broadway Boulevard where there are limited storm sewers. Residents attending the community meetings were critical of recent drainage improvements made along Broadway Boulevard and suspected that the “fixes” had, in fact, diverted stormwater onto adjacent properties to the north.  This example highlights the challenge facing Galveston to implement a comprehensive revamp of the island’s drainage system, rather than simply undertaking location-specific improvements.
The stormwater, wastewater, and water systems in Old Central/Carver Park all exhibit some level of disrepair. Figure 3.18 indicates the locations identified by OCCP residents during community meetings.  There are many examples of localized stormwater drainage and flooding issues across Galveston Island. In many instances, solutions to these problems will transcend neighborhood boundaries. A similar case holds for the City’s wastewater collection and treatment system, which consists of five wastewater treatment facilities of varying size, and its water distribution system, which relies on water purchased from the Gulf Coast Water Authority on the Texas mainland. For a citywide discussion of Galveston’s [image: COG_Infr_OldCentralCarverPark.jpg]stormwater, wastewater and water systems, see Appendix A.
3.8 PARKS AND OTHER PUBLIC SPACESFigure 3.18 Transportation and Infrastructure Hotspots Identified by Residents

Although OCCP contains two major parks and a pocket park, combined they account for only 1.9% of the total neighborhood area, and the planning area features no other dedicated open spaces. Wright Cuney Park is about 1 ¾ acres and is centrally located north of Broadway and adjacent to the Wright Cuney community center.  Sheppard Park is approximately the same size and is located between the middle school and the Island Transit headquarters (in the northwestern part of the neighborhood).  The pocket park is ¼ acre in size and is located a block from the eastern boundary of the neighborhood.
Another defining feature of the neighborhood is the Old City Cemetery located along Broadway Boulevard between 40th and 43rd Streets.  Old City Cemetery was developed in 1840 and 1841 when the Galveston City Company set aside four city blocks for a public burial ground. At that time, this land was far beyond the western edge of urban development (Beasley and Fox, 1996). Some of the present-day cemeteries are religious while others are secular. As described in the Galveston Architecture Guidebook, all of the cemeteries have similar design features; orthogonal grid layouts, high curbed edging, minimal ornamental vegetation, and an urban feel (Beasley and Fox, 1996).
[image: 100_0222.JPG] 




 

[image: 100_0224.JPG]
Figure 3.19 Wright Cuney Park and Community Center


3.9 SAFETY
The eastern portion of the Old Central/Carver Park planning area falls within Police Zone 1 and the remainder located in Zone 2.  Zone 1 covers the entire eastern portion of the island.
Fire Station 5 and the EMS center are located on the western edge of the neighborhood, on 56th Street.  Near the eastern end of the neighborhood, Fire Station 1 provides service.  
While burglary and theft constitute the majority of crimes reported to the police in 2009, there were a number of violent crimes, including two manslaughter/homicides. The incidence of crime in all categories, except for burglary and robbery, appears to be higher in OCCP than in Galveston overall.

Table 3.14 Crime Statistics for 2009
	Type of Crime
	2009 Incidents

	Aggravated Assault
	26

	Aggravated Robbery
	12

	Burglary - Auto
	51

	Burglary
	97

	Motor Vehicle Theft
	28

	Robbery
	7

	Sexual Assault
	8

	Theft
	87

	Homicide 
	2



Neighborhood perception of policing is generally negative.  As mentioned previously, the OCCP planning area hosted a fair portion of public housing units within its boundaries.  At community meetings, there was general agreement that incidences of petty crime seemed to have declined since demolition of the units after Hurricane Ike.  However, residents experienced a greater sense of security prior to Ike, as well—before the acute loss of population the increased presence (and presumably, vigilance) of neighbors and friends provided a supportive social network in the community.
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Section 4 Goals, Opportunities & Actions
4.1 Overview
During public meetings, Old Central/Carver Park residents discussed their priorities for the future of the area. This section defines the goals and describes opportunities and actions toward desired ends.  Before delving more into the goals of and strategies for progress in the planning area, it is necessary to acknowledge, then move beyond, past planning and redevelopment efforts in OCCP.
Numerous prior attempts to revitalize OCCP have been unsuccessful.  According to the 2004 Old Central Carver Park Revitalization Plan, “Neighborhood improvement projects completed since 1997 through HUD funds include redeveloping sidewalks, paving alleys, upgrading street lights, financing a portion of the new Wright-Cuney facility, funding community policing activities, providing minor repairs to homes, removing 30 unsafe structures, and providing funding for public services such as homeownership down payment assistance.” (OCCP Revitalization Plan, 2004)
In fact, from 1997-2007, a total of $6,194,488.91 in CDBG & HOME funds were invested in the Old Central/Carver park area.  At the same time, at public meetings for the Master Neighborhood Plan, residents of OCCP expressed disillusionment with the environment and lack of investment into their communities.  Specific complaints included the inadequacy of infrastructure, lack of effective policing, scarce public support or resources for home rehabilitation and the protracted closure of the Wright-Cuney Community Center two years after Hurricane Ike.  
At this time, in early 2011, the City continues to struggle to disburse federal funds via a complex recovery program.  On the other hand, the Wright Cuney Community was reopened in November 2010—in time to hold a meeting for this plan with OCCP residents.   
The issues identified in this plan are, no doubt, very familiar to the community.  Some of the opportunities and actions presented here, in fact, were suggested by attendees at the community meetings.  Post-Ike, OCCP still faces some of the same fundamental challenges, but they have been exacerbated.  Damage to the housing inventory from the storm and the subsequent displacement of a chunk of the population makes addressing those issues even more imperative.  To undertake the repair of physical damage and population loss experienced from Ike, the community and the City will have to embrace it as an opportunity to resolve other, historical, obstacles to revitalization by overcoming deeply engrained mistrust and skepticism, enhancing communication with internal and external stakeholders, encouraging infill and rehabilitation, creating economic opportunity, and improving safety.



[image: side graphic]

[image: side graphic]4-1Galveston Master Neighborhood Plan


Particularly in post-Ike Galveston, recovery and revitalization of the area will ultimately depend on community organizing to represent the remaining OCCP residents and property owners.  Opportunities and Actions for community organizing and strategizing are dealt with under Goal #5, but establishing a cohesive entity acting on behalf of the community is an underlying assumption for many of the other actions.  Although the organization envisioned in Goal #5 is a neighborhood association there are several possibilities for framing the efforts.  The desired end is to create a coherent and legitimate channel for communicating on behalf of the local stakeholders.
GOAL #1
A safe and stable community environment with improved conditions of abandoned and vacant properties and with reduced petty crime
Issue Summary
OCCP residents understand from experience the negative impact that vacant and abandoned properties have had on their neighborhood.  Living in a neighborhood with many vacant and abandoned properties leads to decreased property values, which can devastate a family’s financial security. When neighborhood populations decline and properties become vacant, a smaller number of residents bear a greater proportion of the city’s tax burden. This fact is particularly relevant in lower-income neighborhoods.  
OCCP was experiencing disinvestment and urban blight prior to Hurricane Ike; however, these conditions were exacerbated by the high levels of damage experienced.  These properties continue to attract crime, drag down property values and degrade the quality of life of the remaining residents.  Many buildings and homes have not been restored since the storm. Residents realize that removing and redeveloping blighted properties and structures is crucial for the survival of their community:  for displaced residents to return, as well as attracting new residents to the neighborhood.
Demolishing crumbling vacant buildings does not completely eliminate the costs associated with abandonment.  According to research by the National Vacant Properties Campaign, the proximity of vacant and abandoned properties makes obtaining homeowner’s insurance, mortgages, and loans for home improvements more difficult.
The City would also benefit from investments and revitalization in OCCP.  Blighted, abandoned or vacant properties strain the resources of local police, fire, building, and health departments.  Blighted properties depreciate property values in turn reducing property tax revenue.  In fact, attending to vacant and abandoned properties can overwhelm local resources in some cities. The police and fire departments bear the brunt of the responsibility, along with building inspection and code enforcement units. But most municipalities have staff from several departments addressing the care of vacant properties: legal offices, public works, housing, and real estate services all deal with vacant properties.  Vacant properties often become a breeding ground for crime, tying up an inordinate amount of police resources.  It is important for municipalities to address vacancy or code issues early because inaction simply allows the problem to grow worse.
Ongoing code violations contribute to the neighborhood’s blight problem and discourage the rehabilitation of damaged properties. Particularly in the case of pre-Ike blight, some owners had abandoned their properties to become dilapidated from neglect (the Falstaff Brewery is the most prominent example).   The National Vacant Properties Campaign found that the most common reason a property is abandoned is because the cost of maintaining or operating it is higher than the apparent value of the property. OCCP residents also suspected that neglect is partially due to concerns that encouraging upkeep or revitalization would result in an increase in property values and, in turn, taxes. 
If the property goes into tax forfeiture, a common fate for vacant or abandoned properties, ownership is transferred to the municipality which tries to recover the lost taxes through the sale of the property.  But gaining title is a long and difficult process that consumes government resources.  Once the title is obtained, cities often auction off delinquent properties for the amount of the tax lien, but the reclamation of all of the lost taxes is not guaranteed.  When cities try to recover delinquent taxes on parcels where homes have been demolished, they take a financial hit in unpaid taxes as well as a (often costly) demolition.
One challenge the community faces in efforts to rehabilitate abandoned or vacant properties is the lack of involvement from out-of-town owners or landlords of local properties.  Passing state legislation to streamline the system for returning tax-delinquent properties to productive use enables county and state governments to reclaim properties much more quickly and with a clear title judgment. The law helps local governments move quickly, before a vacant building deteriorates or starts to spread blight. The law could also create a fund, paid for through property sales, that helps local governments manage foreclosed land.
Another key contributor to the spread of blight identified by residents—particularly in the case of post-Ike vacant properties—is lack of recovery funding assistance.  These damaged properties are continuing to degrade as the owners wait to access federal disaster recovery funds for maintenance and/or repairs.  The fact that property owners in OCCP often lack the credit and/or disposable income necessary to front the costs means that repairs must wait on the bureaucratic process. 
For many properties, like the vacant, dilapidated Falstaff Brewery or former African American Museum, efforts to balance cost with benefit would determine how properties would be put back into use on a case-by-case basis.  For example, adaptive reuse may provide a viable option for historic properties no longer utilized and maintained for their original purposes.  If the community would value the return of a cultural establishment like the museum, there are resources available to reestablish the endeavor, but with a more polished presentation and operation. 
Many of these opportunities and actions are meant to address, or at least minimize, the immediate negative impacts of vacant properties and abandoned buildings on the community.  These can be thought of as opportunities to “stabilize” the area while the City and community proceed with other improvements and implement long term solutions for reversing the decline.
Opportunities & Actions
1.1	Residents identify, record and prioritize problem properties related to Code Enforcement or crime activity.
1.2	Residents initiate and coordinate meetings with representatives from City Planning Department, Code Enforcement and Building Division to: 
1.2.1	Share and discuss list of prioritized properties  
1.2.2	Determine what actions are already being taken to address them 
1.2.2	Discuss the feasibility of incentives and strategies for reuse/rehabilitation
1.2.4	Discuss the pros and cons of adaptive reuse overlay zone and land banking
Land banking can include lots that have been defaulted upon due to back taxes, land subject to urban renewal, land purchased specifically for public use, land obtained from churches, schools, or other non-profits.  Residents partner with the City to create a Community Land Bank.
1.3	Residents research and engage in “sweat equity” activities:
1.3.1	Home rebuilding programs (i.e. Habitat for Humanity) for potential partnerships.
1.3.2	Hosting neighborhood “lot cleanup” programs.
In communities with many vacant lots and a falling population, immediate rebuilding may not be an option. Lot clean-up programs offer a means for neighborhoods to reverse the neglect associated with vacant and abandoned properties with sweat equity. Most often, they are efforts run by community volunteers with supplies and dumpsters provided by local government.  Cleaning up vacant lots and seeding them with grass and plantings can help increase neighborhood property values.  Investment in greening translates not only into increased quality of life benefits, but also into higher property values.  A community led initiative could include clearing abandoned lots of debris, planting grass and trees, regular cleaning and mowing, and transferring parcels to adjacent homeowners as private side yards.
1.4	City Code Enforcement educates City inspectors and enforcement officials about resources and programs to support property owners.  Produce education/awareness materials for distribution.  Residents and City develop and undertake an effective property management plan for vacant lots.
1.5	Residents coordinate a series of meetings with representatives of City Planning to strategize around identified priority lots/properties:
1.5.1	Planning communicates the availability, cost and any other pertinent issues and development restrictions to the community.
1.5.2	Collaboratively brainstorm to develop options and strategic vision for the reuse of large, abandoned, privately owned properties in the area.
1.5.3	Begin compiling a comprehensive list of available properties with associated conditions to be used in future RFPs from development partners.
1.5.4	Discuss partnerships with state programs and local non-profits.
Residents research the possibility of using federal tax credits for historic renovation.  Partner with the local chapter of the Galveston Historical Foundation for resources and information.
1.6	Residents engage renters and out of town property owners in the OCCP Neighborhood Association.

1.7 	Representatives of Code Enforcement communicate with residents/Neighborhood Association regarding:
1.7.1	Applicable City ordinances and enforcement efforts.
1.7.2	Contacts and actions available to citizens for addressing problems
1.8	City implements a permit and inspection program to improve rental unit conditions. 
The City requires property owners to apply for, and periodically renew, permits to rent a particular property.  Approval/renewal is conditioned upon an inspection of the premises to ensure that specific living conditions are maintained.  Implement the rental permitting system: first for subsidized units in the area, eventually for all landlords.  A rental permit program can only be effective if the City also enhances its inspection program to identify and address tenant and property issues on a more regular basis.

[image: falstaff-brewery2.jpg][image: falstaff-brewery-land.jpg]
Figure 4.1 Abandoned Falstaff Brewery

[image: Pages from brewery-Final-2.jpg]
Figure 4.2 Renderings from the Falstaff Brewery Redevelopment Plan

1.9	Galveston Police Department (GPD) assigns specific officers to foot-or bike-patrol the neighborhood with designated visits to involved citizens.
1.10	Residents coordinate meetings with representatives from GPD:
1.10.1	Compile and submit a prioritized list of streets and areas with insufficient lighting.
1.10.2	Compile and submit a list of properties that are hosting criminal activities.
1.11	Residents report specific crime and safety issues and problem areas to the police.  Residents are aware of the crime problems and specific locations where crime occurs, but they feel that police are either uninterested or unwilling to deal with crime and engage the neighborhood in improving the situation.  Others feel that policing verges on harassment.
1.12	Residents establish an enhanced Neighborhood Watch program in OCCP:
1.12.1	City installs pedestrian scale streetlights to improve visibility and safety.
1.12.2	City Permitting encourages Crime Prevention through Environmental Design (CPTED) as best practices for any multifamily or mixed use development proposals through incentives.
1.12.3	Galveston PD offer a community policing “academy” to train residents in conduct when on neighborhood watch.
GOAL # 2
Safe, efficient and multi-modal transportation system
Issue Summary
Various aspects of the existing transportation system in and around the OCCP planning area were discussed in Section 3 Existing Conditions. In order to accomplish OCCP’s goal of creating safe, efficient and multimodal transportation, efforts will need to focus on improving traffic management, road conditions, pedestrian and bicycle accommodations, public transit services and streetscapes and ROW amenities.  Each of these aspects contributes to the overall functionality and appeal of the transportation network and the area it serves.
Generally speaking, neighborhood streets in OCCP are in poor physical condition and have historically not been well-maintained.  Potholes and sinkholes are prevalent in the neighborhood and road striping and basic traffic control infrastructure is inadequate in some high-traffic nodes.  Like many other neighborhoods in the island’s urban core, alleyways that divide a residential block are typical in OCCP.  However, the prevalence of unpaved alleys seem to be a more common feature to OCCP. 
While the presence of multi-lane, high-traffic streets allows for easier access by personal automobiles into and out of an area, these throughways can also create noise and cause safety issues, thus detracting from the pedestrian environment. In the case of OCCP, Broadway Boulevard is not only the main arterial and throughway, but it also divides the planning area into two distinct sections to its north and south.  Broadway Boulevard and its high levels of traffic present both an opportunity and some challenges to the planning area—making it easily accessible by car on the one hand means cut-through traffic and potentially dangerous conditions for pedestrians on the other.  Currently, large set-backs from the sidewalks and high-traffic conditions with limited buffers to protect pedestrians detract from the walkability of the area.    
Physical repairs and improvements to the street network should be designed to accommodate multimodal traffic.
Traffic control and signage improvements should incorporate safety considerations for all modes.  Many street signs are still missing from Ike and crosswalks are absent in areas frequented by pedestrians.  There is opportunity here for inviting pedestrian-accessible streetscapes. In order to create more pedestrian and bicycle opportunities throughout the neighborhood, residents would like to see better traffic control, more lighting around the neighborhood, better-maintained sidewalks, street trees, and street furniture.  
The public transportation system is particularly important for OCCP residents, as well.  Community members were frustrated that the existing service is out of touch with user needs.    
The City recently established its Alley Repaving Project to repave alleys in low- to middle-income areas. To help decide which alleys will get a concrete conversion, the city is asking for paving requests.
Opportunities & Actions
2.1	Residents compile a prioritized list of “hot spots” for street repairs, bike lanes and sidewalk installations for Public Works.  The map presented in Figure 3.18 can serve as a starting point.  The ultimate goal is to install pedestrian-scale lights and incorporate streetscape elements throughout the neighborhood: landscaping and trees, benches, awnings and trash receptacles along sidewalks.  
2.2	City Public Works repairs physical damage of streets (pot holes, ruts)
2.3	Public Works plans and incrementally constructs a continuous, clearly delineated network of sidewalks with ADA accommodations.
2.4	Island Transit designs and conducts a survey to determine how/if the bus service should be adjusted in terms of frequency, routes and/or accommodations.  Although this is most pressing for OCCP, it should incrementally be undertaken on an island-wide basis.  
2.5	City improves accommodations for transit users:
2.5.1	Public Works locates transit stops at corners which feature amenities, signage and street furniture to encourage nodes of activities.  
2.5.2	Island Transit to operate and maintain transit stops, including posted maps, schedules and contact information.

[image: 37th and Ball.jpg]2.6	Develop guidelines or incentives for placing buildings along the street face and locating parking to the side or rear.Figure 4.3 Rendering of 37th Street and Ball Avenue with multimodal accommodations

2.7	Residents contact the Houston-Galveston Area Council seeking knowledge of federal and state grant programs (i.e. Livable Centers and Pedestrian/Bicycle Transportation)
2.8	City Planning conducts a traffic analysis and management best practices for the planning area.
2.8.1	Communicates planned transportation/traffic improvements and timeline for implementation with residents 
2.8.2	City marks all pedestrian crossings and installs cautionary signage (“No Thru Traffic”, “Slow: Children Playing”) where appropriate
2.8.3	City Planning and residents consider the pros and cons of utilizing traffic calming measures along Ball and other problematic stretches.






GOAL #3
Thriving and appealing neighborhood businesses that also serve the needs of residents. 
The Existing Conditions section listed the neighborhood businesses recorded by UTMB in the planning area.  With 39 community facilities, 37 food-related businesses, 12 retail establishments and 9 educational facilities, it is evident that there is economic activity in OCCP. Two health facilities, one financial service facility and a hotel also located there contribute to the diversity of that activity, too.
Notwithstanding the number of businesses recorded by UTMB, planning area residents lack nearby, basic goods and services to meet their daily needs.  Particularly in light of the low ownership of personal vehicles, traveling to purchase quality services and products is burdensome for many living in OCCP.  Although Broadway is nearby and has extensive commercial development, the businesses located there generally do not provide appropriate products and services that residents need.  If quality shops and services, like grocers, hardware stores, bank branches or similar types of establishments were located along Broadway, residents would frequent them.
Ideally, community members prefer that commercial establishments be scattered throughout the planning area in a similar manner in which they existed in the past.  The historical presence of neighborhood businesses consisted of locally-owned, small-scale establishments that were intermingled with residential properties.  These types of neighborhood businesses not only contribute activity to the area, but tend to cater to meeting the residents’ daily needs.  Ultimately, the main objective is to locate quality goods and services nearby, although mimicking historical commercial patterns is preferred by the community for various reasons. 
Opportunities & Actions
3.1	City Planning revises the planning area’s zoning district(s) to allow for small-scale businesses 
3.1.1	Revisions to permit additional mixed use activity
3.1.2	Focus commercially zoned properties near high-activity intersections to encourage corner stores
3.1.3	Revisions to allow for advanced home occupation arrangements and live/work opportunities
3.1.4	Revisions loosen parking requirements for small neighborhood businesses.
3.2	Residents identify priority properties for locating small businesses.  Focus on corner properties and those easily accessible to pedestrians.
3.3	City establishes a financial assistance and incentive programs to support: 
3.3.1	Community members to invest in start-ups and small businesses within the neighborhood.
3.3.2	Businesses that predominantly supply basic household needs and fresh foods.


3.4	Residents determine the feasibility and desirability of hosting periodic, cyclical markets.
GOAL #4
Vibrant parks and public spaces for community interaction and recreation
In addition, the community views the street network as common, public space in which social activities take place.  Nevertheless, the delineation between road and sidewalk is unclear in many places and street amenities are non-existent.  Creating amenable space along the right-of-ways encourages pedestrian activity in public areas and promotes a sense of personal safety and security in the community.    
Opportunities & Actions
4.1 Residents initiate meetings with representatives of City Planning to:
4.1.1	Determine potential routes for hike and bike trail to circulate the neighborhood and access public spaces and recreational areas.
[image: OpenSpace.jpg]Figure 4.4 shows the existing designated parks in OCCP, as well as the identified brownfield sites and vacant land as identified using aerial photos.  Residents can utilize this as a starting point to strategize around targeted properties for acquisition and creating open space connections between open and public spaces (discussed in more detail under Goal #1).Figure 4.4 Designated park space and Aerial Photo-verified Vacant Properties

4.1.2	Discuss the availability and challenges of securing access of potential routes.
4.1.3	Identify areas/sites where new recreational opportunities could be created and discuss availability of City funding.
4.2	Partner with the City to identify lots in the neighborhood that can be used for “pocket” parks and/or community gardens.  
4.3	Residents reach out to other area organizations, like COG, Old Seawall Neighborhood and the East End Neighborhood Association to learn about prior, successful efforts to secure, designate and fund park space.
4.4	Residents coordinate with administrators of Wright-Cuney Community Center to design and conduct a neighborhood survey to identify needed supportive services and pursue appropriate resources or providers.
Some services that should be considered and researched include neighborhood healthcare or wellness centers, swimming pool, bowling alley or skating rink, offices for social and counseling services, methadone clinic, fitness center, instructional classes, gymnasiums, pre-school activity space and activities, daycare services, multipurpose rooms and activities for elderly persons.  The different recreational and/or community services potentially housed in a center will greatly influence the available funding sources, the overall financial viability of the center and the interest from potential partners.
4.5	City improves facilities and maintenance of Sheppard Park and Wright-Cuney Parks.
4.6	Partner with Old Central Middle School to involve student body in developing a community gardens program.  
4.7	Residents meet with the City to discuss partnerships with state programs and local non-profits. Research and leverage donations, volunteer and other resources contingent upon neighborhood involvement, to coordinate with local support.
4.8	Residents become familiar with Galveston’s ReLeaf Plan and engage the City of Galveston’s Tree Committee to:
4.8.1	Determine which planting approach is most appropriate for priority areas in neighborhood.
4.8.2	Ensure that priority areas are replanted in an adequate timeframe.  Recruit and train OCCP community “Arborists”.




GOAL # 5
A revitalized, vibrant neighborhood that incorporates and retains the existing residents and community character.
The community expressed anxiety over the loss of population experienced after Ike and the need to bring back many former residents currently without the means to return.  The advanced ages of many displaced residents further obstructs their ability to return since affordable housing and supportive services are basic requisites they need to rebuild their community.  According to residents, most available rental properties are substandard and dilapidated.  Rental property prices have also increased significantly since Ike—despite the lower quality of units.
Although efforts to rehabilitate and redevelop underutilized properties in difficult urban areas can ultimately lead to their revitalization, these efforts also come with the inherent risk of changing the physical character of the community or eventually pushing out residents due to prohibitive costs that often accompany property value increases. 
Neighborhood residents were aware and anxious about the potential gentrification of OCCP.  They witness persons buying up full block fronts to redevelop and worry about speculation, out-of-scale or otherwise inappropriate development and real estate flipping. With abandoned buildings comes social fragmentation. Individuals who live in communities with an increasing number of vacant buildings begin to feel isolated, weakening the community as a whole.  Although OCCP residents seemed enthusiastic about neighborhood improvements, they expressed concerns about the ability to accommodate low-income residents with a history in the community.
Opportunities & Actions
5.1	Re-activate community organizing efforts.  Formation of an effective neighborhood association or comparable organization will provide OCCP residents with a unified voice and increase representation when interfacing with decision-makers.  
5.1.1	Form sub-committees to focus on addressing each of the neighborhood’s main priorities for change.
5.1.2	Identify key persons from the OCCP community and offer programs such as leadership training workshops and mentorship opportunities.
5.2	City Planning adjusts area zoning to more accurately reflect the current neighborhood make-up and to ensure that the neighborhood is protected from intrusion by incompatible uses such as additional parking lots or heavy industrial activity.
5.2.1	City Planning identifies the dominant scale, characteristics, alignment and materials of existing structures in the neighborhood and mandate that new development will conform.
5.2.2	Residents consider forming and adopting a Neighborhood Conservation zoning overlay
5.3	City Department of Planning and Community Development creates incentives to encourage repair of existing units before replacement.
5.4	Residents form a non-profit organization to promote rehabilitation of the Star State Fire House and the reopening of African American Museum as a focal point and cultural assets to the community.
Common functions of such non-profits include soliciting philanthropic donations and public funding for physical rehabilitation or relocation, hosting events around clean-up and maintenance of properties and recruiting volunteer services (like landscape design expertise, in this case).
5.5	Residents coordinate with City to explore creation of a community land trust.  
Land trusts are generally designed to allow current property owners continued control over the nature of redevelopment through a nonprofit corporation.  The organization can acquire and manage land in order to preserve housing affordability and prevent foreclosures for its residents.  Forming partnerships with organizations like the National Community Stabilization Trust will facilitate the process of establishing an effective community land trust model that maintains affordability of homes as property values increase.
5.6	Residents coordinate a series of meetings with GHA establish a formal line of communication with the Galveston Housing Authority to track progress and developments around the rebuilding of former Public Housing sites.
5.7	City establishes a value capture system prior to the implementation of redevelopment activities.  
Value Capture refers to a type of public financing in which increases in private land values generated by public investment are “captured” through a land related tax to pay for other public projects.  Tax Increment Financing or TIF is an example of value capture. 
5.8	City adopts alternative measures of protecting affordability for existing residents and property owners:
5.8.1	Offering property tax abatements will avoid an increased tax burden
5.8.2	Inclusionary affordability requirements can be handled by transferring land to non-profit housing corporations, housing coop, etc.  Intermediaries include the Enterprise Foundation, Local Initiatives Support Corporation (LISC), etc.
5.9	Expand Wright-Cuney services to include job training, community organization and real estate development coaching.
5.10	Develop gap financing programs to assist property owners in home improvements, particularly those individuals with limited resources, the elderly, and physically challenged.
4.2 Looking Ahead
In all the communities in the Master Neighborhood Plan, residents who came to the meetings participated in an exercise in developing a long-term vision for their area. The visioning exercise for this Master Neighborhood Plan was postponed due to a general concern and hesitancy to decide what the area should strive towards in the long-term when only a fraction of the OCCP community can be present to provide input.  There are a number of former residents that have not been able to return home since Ike and those that remained must determine if and how to give them the chance to participate in forming that vision.
[image: ]No doubt, the above opportunities and recommendations seem daunting upon initial review.  It is crucial to emphasize the potential window of opportunity that is open for revitalizing OCCP in a meaningful and thoughtful manner.  Although care has been taken to present a cogent, digestible analysis, there is clearly much work to be done and great challenges to overcome which are beyond the scope of this plan.  OCCP can learn from other communities.  The most appropriate message to conclude this Master Neighborhood Plan is pulled from the Lower Italian Market Revitalization Project in Philadelphia: “Don’t wait for a catalyst project to jump-start this change. Initiate temporary uses to activate the corridor now.”Figure 4.5  Dilapidated Former African American Museum 




4.3	Resources for Goal 1:
Guide to Classifying Industrial Property by Yap and Circ, published by the Urban Land Institute, 2003
Walking to Work: Bringing Employment Centers Back to Neighborhoods, by Jay Hoekstra  http://www.terrain.org/articles/26/hoekstra.htm
Lower Italian Market Revitalization Project, Passyunk Square Civic Association. August 2008.
Horton, Jennifer.  "How to Start a Community Garden"  30 April 2008.  HowStuffWorks.com. <http://tlc.howstuffworks.com/home/community-garden.htm>  09 November 2010.
Old Central Carver Park Revitalization Strategy; revised draft, 2004.
Master Planning Study for Replacement Housing, for the Galveston Housing Authority, October 2009.
Housing Galveston’s Future: An Assessment of Trends and Post-Ike Post Ike Plans, presentation by Georgia State University, August 2010.
City of Galveston, Re-Leaf Plan: http://texasforestservice.tamu.edu/uploadedFiles/FRD/Urban_Forestry/Community_Inventory_and_Reports/Tree%20Planting%20Strategic%20Plan-Final(1).pdf  
Houston Habitat for Humanity: http://www.houstonhabitat.org/
Neighborhood Clean-up assistance Program: http://www.longbeach.gov/cd/neighborhood_services/clean_up_programs.asp
Operation Brightside, St. Louis MI: http://stlouis.missouri.org/501c/brightside/enter-operation.html
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Section 5 Implementation
 The actions and opportunities in Section 4 cover a wide range of options: from immediate actions that can be taken by residents to long-term development of complicated programs that must be spearheaded by the city with support from outside agencies.  Achieving the goals through these actions requires a plan of attack.  This section provides a suggested approach to taking the steps toward achieving the goals for the Old Central-Carver Park Neighborhood Planning Area.
All of the recommended actions and opportunities in Section 4 have been re-organized in table format.  Their leading agent, the time frame for carrying out the action, and the type of action are identified.  There is also a column for estimated costs, which the residents and City will continue to develop as actions become more defined and move toward detailed bids and estimates.  This section of the report constitutes a tool for all users of the neighborhood plan to prioritize their next steps based on factors that provide a structure for tackling the goals for the neighborhood.  
In Old Central-Carver Park, the City is the leading agent for 20 actions. Residents are the leading agent for 12 actions, and coordinated efforts between residents, the City and potentially third parties are necessary to undertake 5 actions. To identify which actions correspond to the leading agent, see column “Who” in the Implementation Table.
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	Action Number
	What
	Who
	When
	Type of Action
	Cost

	Goal #1: A safe and stable community environment with improved conditions of abandoned and vacant properties and with reduced petty crime.

	1.1
	Identify, record and prioritize problem properties related to Code Enforcement or crime activity.
	Residents
	0-6 months
	Research / Analysis
	

	1.2
	Initiate and coordinate meetings with representatives from City Planning Division, Code Enforcement and Building Division to: 
	Residents
	0-12 months
	Communication
	

	1.2.1
	Share and discuss list of prioritized properties 
	Residents
	
	Communication
	

	1.2.2
	Determine what actions are already being taken to   address them
	Joint
	
	Communication
	

	1.2.3
	Discuss the feasibility of incentives and strategies for reuse/rehabilitation
	Joint
	
	Research / Analysis
	

	1.2.4
	Discuss the pros and cons of adaptive reuse overlay zone and land banking
	Joint
	
	Research / Analysis
	

	1.3
	Residents research and engage in “sweat equity” activities:
	Residents
	0-6 months
	Research / Analysis
	

	1.3.1
	Hosting neighborhood “lot cleanup” programs.
	
	
	
	

	1.3.2
	Home rebuilding programs (i.e. Habitat for Humanity) for potential  partnerships.
	
	
	
	

	1.4
	Train inspectors and enforcement officials about resources/programs to support property owners and Code Enforcement produces education/ awareness materials for distribution.
	City
	0-12 months
	Program Development/ Improvement
	

	1.5
	Coordinate a series of meetings with representatives of City Planning to strategize around identified priority lots/properties:
	Residents
	0-18 months
	Communication
	

	1.5.1
	Communicate the availability, cost and any other pertinent issues and development restrictions to the community.
	Planning
	0-6 months
	Communication
	

	1.5.2
	Collaboratively brainstorm to develop strategic vision for the reuse of large, abandoned, privately owned properties in the area
	Joint
	0-12 months
	Research and Analysis/ Communication
	

	1.5.3
	Begins compiling a comprehensive list of available properties with associated conditions and options to be used in future RFPs for development partners.
	Planning
	0-6 months
	Research and Analysis
	

	1.5.4
	Discuss partnerships with state programs and local non-profits.
	Joint
	0-6 months
	Research and Analysis/ Communication
	

	1.6
	Engage renters and out of town property owners in the OCCP Neighborhood Association.
	Residents
	0-12 months
	Communication
	

	1.7
	Coordinate meetings to communicate with residents/Neighbor-hood Association regarding:
	Code Enforcement
	0-6 months
	Communication
	

	1.7.1
	Applicable City ordinances and enforcement efforts.
	
	
	
	

	1.7.2
	Contacts and actions available to citizens for addressing problems.
	
	
	
	

	1.8
	Implement a permit and inspection program to improve rental unit conditions. 
	City
	0-12 months
	Program Development/ Improvement
	

	1.9
	Assign specific officers to foot-or bike-patrol the neighborhood with designated visits to involved citizens.
	GPD
	0-6 months
	Communication and Program Development/ Improvement
	

	1.10
	Coordinate meetings with representatives from GPD:
	Residents
	0-6 months
	Communication
	

	1.10.1
	Compile and submit a prioritized list of streets and areas with insufficient lighting.
	
	0-6 months
	Research and Analysis/ Communication
	

	1.10.2
	Compile and submit a list of properties that are hosting criminal activities.
	
	0-6 months
	Research and Analysis/ Communication
	

	1.11
	Report specific crime and safety issues to the police in real time.  
	Residents
	0-18 months
	Communication
	

	1.12
	Establish an enhanced Neighborhood Watch program supported by:
	Residents
	0-6 months
	Program Development/ Improvement
	

	1.12.1
	Install pedestrian scale streetlights to improve visibility and safety.
	Public Works
	0-12 months
	Capital Improvements
	

	1.12.2
	Encourages Crime Prevention through Environmental Design (CPTED) as best practices for any multifamily or mixed use development proposals through incentives.
	City Building Permits
	0-12 months
	Policy
	

	1.12.3
	Offer a community policing “academy” to train residents in conduct when on neighborhood watch.
	GPD
	0-6 months
	Program Development/ Improvement
	




	Action Number
	What
	Who
	When
	Type of Action
	Cost

	Goal #2: Safe, efficient, and multi-modal transportation system.

	2.1
	Compile a prioritized list of “hot spots” for street repairs, bike lanes and sidewalk installations for Public Works.  
	Residents
	0-6 months
	Research/ Analysis
	

	2.2
	Repair physical damage of streets (pot holes, ruts)
	Public Works
	0-18 months
	Capital Improvements
	

	2.3
	Plan and incrementally construct a continuous, clearly delineated network of sidewalks with ADA accommodations.
	Public Works
	0-24 months
	Capital Improvements
	

	2.4
	Design and conduct a survey to determine how/if the bus service should be adjusted in terms of frequency, routes and/or accommodations.  Although this is most pressing for OCCP, it should incrementally be undertaken on an island-wide basis.  
	Island Transit
	0-6 months
	Research/
Analysis
	

	2.5
	Improve accommodations for transit users:
	
	
	Policy
	

	2.5.1
	Locate transit stops at corners which feature amenities, signage and street furniture to encourage nodes of activities.  
	Public Works
	0-12 months
	Capital Improvements
	

	2.5.2
	Island Transit to operate and maintain transit stops, including posted maps, schedules and contact information.
	Island Transit
	0-6 months
	Program Development/ Improvement
	

	2.6
	Develop guidelines or incentives for placing buildings along the street face and locating parking to the side or rear.
	Planning
	0-12 months
	Policy
	

	2.7
	Contact the Houston-Galveston Area Council seeking knowledge of federal and state grant programs (i.e. Livable Centers and Pedestrian/Bicycle Transportation)
	Residents
	0-6 months
	Communication/Research and Analysis
	

	2.8
	Conduct a traffic analysis and management best practices for the planning area.
	Planning
	0-6 months
	Research/
Analysis
	

	2.8.1
	Communicate planned transportation/ traffic improvements and timeline for implementation with residents 
	Planning
	0-6 months
	Communication
	

	2.8.2
	Mark all pedestrian crossings and install cautionary signage (“No Thru Traffic”, “Slow: Children Playing”) where appropriate
	Planning
	0-12 months
	Capital Improvements
	

	2.8.3
	Consider the pros and cons of utilizing traffic calming measures along Ball and other problematic stretches
	Joint
	0-6 months
	Research/
Analysis
	




	Action Number
	What
	Who
	When
	Type of Action
	Cost

	Goal #3: Thriving neighborhood businesses that serve the needs of residents.

	3.1
	Revise the planning area’s zoning district(s) to allow for small-scale businesses 
	Planning
	0-12 months
	Policy
	

	3.1.1
	Revisions to permit additional mixed use activity
	
	
	
	

	3.1.2
	Focus commercially zoned properties near high-activity intersections to encourage corner stores
	 
	 
	 
	

	3.1.3
	Revisions to allow for advanced home occupation arrangements and live/work opportunities
	
	
	
	

	3.1.4
	Revisions loosen parking requirements for small neighborhood businesses.
	 
	 
	 
	

	3.2
	Residents identify priority properties for locating small businesses.  Focus on corner properties and those easily accessible to pedestrians.
	Residents
	0-6 months
	Research and Analysis
	

	3.3
	City establishes a financial assistance and incentive programs to support: 
	City
	0-18 months
	Program Development/ Improvement
	

	3.3.1
	Community members to invest in start-ups and small businesses within the neighborhood.
	
	
	
	

	3.3.2
	Businesses that predominantly supply basic household needs and fresh foods.
	 
	 
	 
	

	3.4
	Residents determine the feasibility and desirability of hosting periodic, cyclical markets.
	Residents
	0-6 months
	Research and Analysis
	




	Action Number
	What
	Who
	When
	Type of Action
	Cost

	Goal #4: Vibrant parks and public spaces for community interaction and recreation.

	4.1
	Initiate meetings with representatives of City Planning to:
	Residents
	0-6 months
	Communication
	

	4.1.1
	Determine potential routes for hike and bike trail to circulate the neighborhood and access public spaces and recreational areas.
	Joint
	0-18 months
	Research and Analysis
	

	4.1.2
	Discuss the availability and challenges of securing access of potential routes.
	Planning
	0-6 months
	Communication
	

	4.1.3
	Identify areas/sites where new recreational opportunities could be created and discuss availability of City funding.
	Joint
	0-18 months
	Communication
	

	4.2
	Identify lots in the neighborhood that can be used for “pocket” parks and/or community gardens.  
	Planning
	0-6 months
	Research and Analysis
	

	4.3
	Reach out to other area organizations, like COG, Old Seawall Neighborhood and the East End Neighborhood Association to learn about prior, successful efforts to secure, designate and fund park space.
	Residents
	0-6 months
	Communication/Research and Analysis
	

	4.4
	Coordinate with administrators of Wright-Cuney Community Center to design and conduct a neighborhood survey to identify needed supportive services and pursue appropriate resources or providers.
	Residents
	0-6 months
	Research and Analysis
	

	4.5
	Improves facilities and maintenance of Sheppard Park and Wright-Cuney Parks.
	City
	0-12 months
	Capital Improvements
	

	4.6
	Partner with Old Central Middle School to involve student body in developing a community gardens program.  
	Residents
	0-6 months
	Program Development/
Improvement
	

	4.7
	Meet with the City to discuss partnerships with state programs and local non-profits. Research and leverage donations, volunteer and other resources contingent upon neighborhood involvement, to coordinate with local support.
	Residents
	0-6 months
	Communication
	

	4.8
	Become familiar with Galveston’s ReLeaf Plan and engage the City of Galveston’s Tree Committee to:
	Residents
	0-6 months
	Research and Analysis
	

	4.8.1
	Determine which planting approach is most appropriate for priority areas in neighborhood.
	
	
	
	

	4.8.2
	Ensure that priority areas are replanted in an adequate timeframe Recruit and train OCCP community Arborists.
	 
	 
	 
	




	Action Number
	What
	Who
	When
	Type of Action
	Cost

	Goal #5: A revitalized, vibrant neighborhood that incorporates and retains the existing residents and community character.

	5.1
	Re-activate community organizing efforts.  Formation of an effective Neighborhood Association or comparable organization will provide OCCP residents with a unified voice and increase representation when interfacing with decision-makers.  
	Residents 
	0-6 months
	Program Development/ Improvement
	

	5.1.1
	Form sub-committees to focus on addressing each of the neighborhood’s main priorities for change.
	
	
	Program Development/ Improvement
	

	5.1.2
	Identify key persons from the OCCP community and offer programs such as leadership training workshops and mentorship opportunities.
	 
	 
	Program Development/ Improvement
	

	5.2
	Adjust the planning area's zoning to more accurately reflect the current neighborhood make-up and to ensure that the neighborhood is protected from intrusion by incompatible uses such as additional parking lots or heavy industrial activity.
	Planning
	0-12 months
	Policy
	

	5.2.1
	Identify the dominant scale, characteristics, alignment and materials of existing structures in the neighborhood and mandate that new development will conform.
	Planning
	 
	Research and Analysis
	

	5.2.2
	Consider forming and adopting a Neighborhood Conservation zoning overlay
	Residents
	0-12 months
	Research and Analysis
	

	5.3
	Attach incentives to encourage repair of existing units before replacement.
	[bookmark: _GoBack]Building and Permits
	0-6 months
	Policy
	

	5.4
	Form a non-profit organization to promote rehabilitation of the Star State Fire House and the reopening of African American Museum as a focal point and cultural assets to the community.
	Residents 
	0-12 months
	Program Development/ Improvement
	

	5.5
	Residents coordinate with City to create a community land trust.  
	Joint
	0-12 months
	Program Development/ Improvement
	

	5.6
	Residents coordinate a series of meetings with GHA establish a formal line of communication with the Galveston Housing Authority to track progress and developments around the rebuilding of former Public Housing sites.
	Joint
	0-6 months
	Communication  
	

	5.7
	Establish a value capture mechanism prior to the implementation of redevelopment activities.  
	City
	0-12 months
	Policy
	

	5.8
	Adopt alternative measures of protecting affordability for existing residents and property owners:
	City
	0-18 months
	Policy
	

	5.8.1
	Offering property tax abatements will avoid an increased tax burden
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Appendix A:  City Wide Infrastructure
Stormwater
The Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) uses flood maps to determine the flood risk homeowners face, especially in coastal communities like Galveston. Prior to the enactment of the National Flood Insurance Program (NFIP), homeowners had no mechanism to protect themselves from the devastation of flooding, and in many parts of the United States, unchecked development in the floodplain was exacerbating the flood risk. As part of its administration of the NFIP, FEMA publishes flood hazard maps, called Flood Insurance Rate Maps (FIRM). The purpose of a FIRM is to show the areas in a community that are subject to flooding and the risk associated with these flood hazards. The map shown in Figure A.1 consolidates the FIRMs that currently demarcate the Galveston neighborhood planning areas. FEMA is scheduled to update the FIRMS in the near future. 
Approximately 90 percent of Galveston is located in high risk flood areas as designated by FEMA. As shown in Figure A.1, much of the island is designated as having a flood zone classification of AE or VE. An AE or VE designated area has a one percent annual chance of flooding and a 26 percent chance of flooding over the life of a 30-year home mortgage. In communities that participate in the NFIP, mandatory flood insurance purchase requirements apply to both of these zones. The remaining portions of Galveston, approximately 10 percent of the City, are designated as part of an X or 0.2 Percent flood zone classification. X zone classifications have moderate to low risk of flooding. Within Galveston, areas immediately adjacent to the Seawall – parts of the Denver Court/Fort Crockett, Kempner Park, San Jacinto, and University Area neighborhoods - have X zone classifications. The 0.2 Percent designated areas are transition areas between the Seawall and high risk flood areas and have a 0.2 percent annual chance of flooding.
FEMA designation provides one indication of flooding potential in a community, but equally important is the operation and maintenance of the local stormwater collection and disposal system. In 2003, a master drainage study was completed for the City of Galveston, identifying the reaches, characteristics, and conditions of the existing major storm sewer and drainage facilities. At the time of the 2003 study, a significant portion of the existing drainage system was identified as undersized to meet current City stormwater collection system design criteria. This evaluation was completed under the assumption that the collection system is clean and free of debris. However, because of tidal effects and regular winds, the collection system typically has significant levels of sand and silt, further compromising its ability to convey stormwater away from flood prone areas.
The City essentially consists of two distinct systems - storm sewers and surface drainage. Storm sewers primarily serve areas east of the Scholes International Airport behind the Seawall. West of the airport the primary drainage system is open channels with culverts and/or bridges. Based on reviews of old construction plans completed at the time of the 2003 study, much of the stormwater collection system was constructed using monolithic box culverts and clay pipe inlet leads. Many of the inlet leads are less than 18 inches in diameter, easily blocked by debris and silt. In addition, the system contains a significant
number of bridge blocks, which are shallow culverts that connect roadside gutters across intersections, allowing water to pass under roadways where there are no storm sewers.
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Figure A.1 City of Galveston FEMA Flood Zone Classification Mapping

Storm sewer maintenance operations primarily focus on street cleaning and removing debris from storm drain inlets in the streets; limited resources are available for extensive maintenance of underground and hard to access portions of the system. Sources of debris include trash from the public, leaves, grass and other yard debris, and sand from beach areas. Crews also typically inspect inlets before and after large City events such as Mardi Gras to remove trash and debris and minimize system clogging. Crews also fix drainage problems during storm events as conditions dictate. Prior to Hurricane Ike, street sweepers were typically used along the Seawall and in the downtown area to minimize sand and silt runoff into the stormwater collection system. However, the street sweepers were damaged by Hurricane Ike and street sweeping is currently sporadic at best.
Due to limited maintenance of the underground system in the past, a large accumulation of sand and debris has developed in the system. The City developed a new group within the Sanitation District Recycling Group to tackle stormwater related issues more comprehensively.  The team cleans entire reaches of the drainage system starting with the roadway gutters and continuing to the inlets, storm sewer leads and main storm sewer trunk lines. While these efforts have helped to improve the functionality of the collection system in some parts of the City, the progress has been slow due to staff shortages and competing responsibilities.
While the state of the existing storm sewer system has been a concern of the City for some time, the situation was made considerably worse due to the deposits left after the floodwaters receded following Hurricane Ike. As a result of the storm, significant deposits have been left in the storm sewer system, causing a reduction in the capacity of the pipes and creating greater recurrences of flooding problems. According to the City’s 2010 Long-Term Community Recovery Plan, City staff indicates that significant flooding (1-2 feet deep) occurs more than once a year. This causes water to stand in the streets until it can exit through the storm sewers or be soaked into the ground. This standing water creates a health issue for residents and becomes a safety concern because emergency vehicles may not be able to use certain roadways during these events.
Wastewater
This wastewater discussion is based on a review of the City’s 2003 Comprehensive Plan. The City of Galveston’s five wastewater treatment plants (WWTP) have a combined capacity of approximately 15 million gallons per day (mgd). The WWTPs serve approximately 22,000 homes, approximately 88 percent of the City’s residents, and most commercial properties. The WWTPs are dispersed throughout the city and are listed in Table A.1. Approximately 3,000 septic systems are currently in use in the City, primarily in the Bay Harbor, Indian Beach, and Ostermeyer areas and in the vicinity of Harborside Drive from 52nd to 77th Streets.
Approximately 75 percent of the residential wastewater in the City is treated at the Main WWTP. The Main WWTP service area encompasses the area east of 57th Street and English Bayou, and north of Offatts Bayou to 69th Street. This is the oldest part of the City. The current service area is made up of two sectors, Downtown and the East End. The Main Plant is currently overloaded and has no expansion capability.
The Airport WWTP service area is bound on the west by 57th Street, on the north by Offatts Bayou to Spanish Grant and out to Teichman Road. The Airport WWTP itself is nearing capacity and will require expansion to accommodate future development.

	Name
	Process
	Location
	Closest Neighborhood
	Water discharge to:

	Main
	Activated sludge
	5200 Port Industrial Boulevard
	N/A
	Lower Galveston Bay

	Airport
	Activated sludge
	7618 Mustang Drive
	N/A
	Tidal canal that connects to Lake Madeline

	Terramar
	Activated sludge/sequenced batch reactor
	4.5 miles east of San Luis Bridge and 1,900 feet west of San Louis Pass Road
	West End
	Galveston West Bay

	Pirates Beach
	Activated sludge
	0.5 miles north of Steward Road and 0.25 miles east of 12-mile Road near Eckert Bayou
	West End
	None – all effluent is pumped via pipe to Galveston Country Club golf course irrigation ponds

	Seawolf Park
	Activated sludge
	Pelican Island, 3.5 miles northeast of Pelican Island Bridge
	N/A
	Lower Galveston Bay



In the areas to the west of the airport, which remain sparsely developed, wastewater is pumped via force main from the existing collection system. Service to these western areas is handled by the Pirates Beach WWTP plant located near Eckert Bayou. This plant is relatively new and is in good condition, with usage up to about 20 percent of capacity.
The Terramar Plant service area goes from Jamaica Beach to San Luis Pass. Based on the current pattern of development and anticipating some changes that could limit continued development at the current pace and/or intensity, it is estimated that Terramar Plant has adequate capacity to serve all the residents of the western portion of Galveston Island.
During Hurricane Ike, the storm surge flooded the north side of the City causing the Main and Seawolf Park WWTPs to fail, causing service disruptions to the majority of homes. As a result of being inundated by the storm surge, millions of gallons of untreated sewage were swept into the rising floodwaters and deposited throughout the eastern end of Galveston, Pelican Island, and into the West Bay, causing numerous immediate and long-term health risks.
Many reaches of the sanitary sewer collection system are also in need of replacement and/or rehabilitation. There have been infiltration issues for a long time and the City has commissioned studies to determine what pipes need rehabilitation and/or replacement. These issues were exacerbated by the events associated with Hurricane Ike. 
Many of the individual septic disposal systems in the City are failing, creating a potential environmental problem. During rain events, residents have noted that raw sewage leaches from their septic fields into their yards, roadside drainage ditches, Galveston Bay and the Gulf of Mexico. This problem was worsened by Hurricane Ike and is a matter of the general health and welfare of the residents and surrounding waters.
Water
The City of Galveston purchases its drinking water from the Gulf Coast Water Authority (GCWA). The potable water is brought to the City through two existing waterlines that run above ground on an existing railroad bridge from the GCWA treatment facility in Texas City, Texas. The first of these lines is a 30-inch transmission main with a capacity of approximately 25 mgd. The second line is a 36-inch transmission main with a capacity of approximately 35 mgd. A third, 30-inch transmission main with a capacity of approximately 25 mgd also connects to the City system via the West Bay and is underground near the railroad bridge. It was constructed in 1894 and is not currently in service. The two working transmission lines are both owned by the GCWA and the older, buried line is owned by the City. 
The City currently has approximately 32 million gallons of water stored on the island in both ground and elevated tanks. Included in this is approximately 0.5 million gallons that is stored in the existing ground level Jamaica Beach storage tanks. There are currently five water pumping stations owned and operated by the City that provide the available water pressure throughout the system. The stations are located at 30th Street, 59th Street, Scholes Airport, Pirates Beach and Jamaica Beach. The existing water storage tanks and pumping stations are located at relatively low elevations and subject to potential damage during storm events.
Prior to Hurricane Ike, the City water usage during non-peak months was approximately 15 mgd and during peak months was approximately 25 mgd. In contrast, current non-peak water usage is approximately 10 mgd. The existing system provides drinking water to the entire City.
In the wake of Hurricane Ike, both City staff and residents have expressed concerns about the long-term safety of the water system facilities, particularly related to Seawall protection, storage capacity, and redundancy in the transmission system from the mainland. The water distribution system on the eastern end of the City, consisting of the higher density residential and commercial properties, is protected from storm damage along the gulf side by the existing Seawall. However, it is not protected on the bay side. In addition, the City’s western reaches, consisting of lower density, higher end residential properties, remain unprotected on all sides against future storm events. 
While the pressure in the system is not a source of concern, the amount of water stored on the island and the amount of water stored at a high elevation are items of concern for the community. Although the pump station mechanics did not fail, the City’s power supply to the stations was cut off as a result of the storm. With limited storage capacity on the island, the City was unable to maintain necessary pressures throughout the system.
There are also concerns about the two water transmission lines from the mainland. Their current location on the existing railroad bridge makes them potentially susceptible to wind, debris, flood, etc. during storm events. While neither of these lines was damaged during Hurricane Ike, the bridge was affected by the storm and thus there are concerns about the long-term safety of these transmission lines. 
Increasing protection of these existing highly valuable assets and upgrading the infrastructure are central to the overall viability of the recovery of the City and could mitigate extensive damage from future storm events. In order for a full recovery to continue, the City must ensure that greater water service dependability and adequate water pressures are available throughout the island at all times.
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