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On behalf of nearly 200 residents living within a 1,000 feet of the Rolland Curtis project, we are 
appealing the decision of the City Planning Commission to approve the proposed Rolland 
Curtis Gardens expansion by Developers, T.R.U.S.T. South LA and Adobe Communities.   
 
We object to the expansion of Rolland Curtis for the following reasons: 
 

1. The City ignored and failed to consider the objections raised by the neighborhood 
residents who opposed the Project.  Instead, the City relied on information from non-
residents who do not live in the community.  Despite the Developer’s repeated claims, 
most neighborhood residents were unaware of the Project and do not support it.  The 
overwhelming majority of support for the Rolland Curtis project was from non-residents 
who provided misleading and erroneous information. 

2. The City failed to adequately investigate and consider the current condition of the 
community where the Project will be located.  Our struggling neighborhood is already 
very dense and crowded with the current number of existing residents.  There is an 
ongoing problem with crime and bad public schools that are not safe.  Adding 500 to 
700 new residents with the Rolland Curtis expansion will only worsen these problems 
for the community, and create an unhealthy and unsustainable environment for the 140 
families who would live in the new Rolland Curtis. 

3. The City failed to adequately investigate and consider the fact that our community 
where the Project is located already has a high concentration of low-income and 
Section 8 subsidized properties, and the community and our schools are highly 
segregated by race with a high concentration of poverty.  As a result, the City's approval 
of the Project violates the federal Fair Housing Act by its failure to “Affirmatively Further 
Fair Housing” (AFFH).  Tripling the size of Rolland Curtis will further segregate our 
community and our public schools, concentrate poverty in our neighborhood that is 
already poor and segregated, and further strain what few services and limited 
opportunities that exist for the current residents.   

4. The City's approval of the Project discriminates against the mostly poor minority 
residents of our community in the Project area because the City concentrates the 
construction of low-income housing projects in poor minority neighborhoods while 
building no low-income housing in the wealthiest and whitest areas of West Los Angeles 
like Brentwood or Bel-Air. 

5. The City's approval of the proposed Rolland Curtis project further violates the Fair 
Housing Act’s AFFH obligation by failing to provide truly open and fair housing choices 
to low-income minority individuals and families who seek affordable housing.  Decades 
of discriminatory decisions by the City regarding the siting and construction of affordable 
housing projects has resulted in poor minority families being steered to communities like 
ours that are racially segregated with segregated schools and high concentrations of 
poverty with poor access to good schools and safe streets. 
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6. The City completely ignored and failed to consider the fact that the approval of the 
Project is not consistent with the vision and goals of the City as articulated through 
various City planning documents that advocate for “Mixed-Income” developments to 
“reduce residential segregation and concentrations of poverty,” or with federal HUD 
policies promoting integration and deconcentration of poverty in communities. 

7. The City did not adequately study and consider the fact that the allowing the increased 
height, density, zoning changes, and parking concessions for this Project will 
substantially increase traffic on residential side streets and will significantly reduce the 
already limited street parking for the existing residents. 

8. The City and the Developer failed to consider reasonable alternatives to the Project that 
would be more appropriate to the neighborhood: 
a. Save the existing Rolland Curtis as affordable housing, allow the current residents to 

stay so they will not be displaced, and make necessary improvements to the 
property. 

b. Change the development to a “Mixed-Income” Transit-Oriented Development that 
preserves the same number of affordable housing units as the current Rolland 
Curtis, while allowing a wider range of income-levels, including market-rate 
apartments. 

c. Reduce the size of the proposed expansion. 
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I. INTRODUCTION – WHO WE ARE 
 
We support affordable housing that is fairly and equitably distributed throughout all 
communities of the City.  
 
Our neighborhood, located outside of the USC Safety Zone, and south of the Expo Line tracks, 
is 97% minority with 40% of residents living below poverty.  Many of the nearly 200 neighbors 
who signed petitions and letters against this project are not that different from the current or 
future residents of Rolland Curtis.1 Some live in the other low-income housing projects in the 
neighborhood, use a Section 8 voucher, or crowd together with other families and rent 
apartments or bought houses together.  They are both homeowners and renters.  Hispanic and 
African-American.  Some have grown-up in the neighborhood or lived here for 20, 30 and 40 
years.   
 
Throughout this very complicated process that we barely comprehend, the voices of this 
community has been repeatedly ignored.  We do not have the political connections, resources 
or money like the Developer to hire attorneys and consultants, or to dispatch paid employees 
to solicit support and lobby politicians.  We do not have friends who are elected officials, 
business leaders, or former City Planning Commissioners.  All we have are our voices and the 
hope that in this process we will finally be heard.   
 
We live here because we cannot afford to live anywhere else.  We know all too well that there 
is a critical shortage of affordable housing in the City.  We also know that the City has 
historically chosen to concentrate most of its affordable housing in minority South LA 
neighborhoods like ours -- poor, racially segregated communities with segregated and 
underperforming schools, high crime rates, overwhelmed public services and limited job 
opportunities.  This is a violation of the City's obligation under the federal Fair Housing Act to 
Affirmatively Further Fair Housing (AFFH) by ensuring that publicly subsidized housing 
projects do not perpetuate segregation. 
 
Affordable housing is a right for all who live in this City, and it is a responsibility that all 
communities must share equally.  For far too long, the City has asked its most vulnerable 
neighborhoods, like ours, to take on the primary responsibility for providing most of the City's 
affordable housing while allowing the wealthiest and whitest communities to avoid any 
responsibility.  The CPC's unanimous vote to approve tripling the size of Rolland Curtis 
Gardens from 48 to 140 apartments and adding 500 to 700 new residents to this struggling 
neighborhood is the latest example of the City's history of repeatedly violating the Fair Housing 
Act's AFFH mandate. 
 
We ask the City to seriously consider our appeal of the CPC's decision regarding Rolland 
Curtis, and to re-evaluate these discriminatory practices that continues to harm poor minority 
communities throughout South Los Angeles.  
 
                                                
1 Please see included petition and letters signed by neighborhood residents 
2 Los Angeles Department of City Planning, “Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration,” April 17, 2014 
3 Off-Campus Housing, USC Student Affairs, Office of International Services, https://sait.usc.edu/ois/housing/off-
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II. OBJECTIONS TO ROLLAND CURTIS EXPANSION 
 
 1. The City ignored and failed to consider the objections raised by the   
  neighborhood residents who opposed the Project.  Instead, the City   
  relied on information from non-residents who do not live in the   
  community.  Despite the Developer’s repeated claims, most    
  neighborhood residents were unaware of the Project and do not support  
  it.  The overwhelming majority of support for the Rolland Curtis project  
  was from non-residents who provided misleading and erroneous   
  information to the City. 

 
Despite the persistent and repeated marketing claims by Co-Developer, T.R.U.S.T. South LA 
(TRUST), this Project was not "community-driven," nor does it have "100% community 
support."  If residents had truly been involved from the beginning, they would have informed 
TRUST of their concerns, and we would not be here today protesting this project. 
 
All of the nearly 200 residents who signed petitions and letters against the proposed Project 
live within 1,000 feet of Rolland Curtis, primarily along 38th Street, Wisconsin Street, Walton 
Avenue and 39th Street.  The majority reported not being informed of the Project, or 
participating in any of the planning sessions hosted by TRUST.  There were no residents who 
reported knowledge of the existence of the Expo/Vermont Neighbors Organizing Committee, 
despite claims from TRUST that this is the primary "neighborhood" group supporting the 
Project.  In fact, since TRUST and Adobe purchased Rolland Curtis in 2012, they have had 
zero involvement with this neighborhood, except for when it suits their own purposes, such as 
securing approval of this Project. 
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  A. Project supporters reside outside of neighborhood 
 
The above map shows that all of the opposition to the Project is from residents who live in the 
community near the proposed Project.  A review of the 79 letters of support submitted by 
TRUST to the City showed that aside from the current Rolland Curtis residents (who will likely 
not return after the Project is completed), only 3 letters were from residents who live in our 
neighborhood that is located outside of the USC Safety Zone, between Exposition Avenue and 
Martin Luther King, Jr. Boulevard, and Vermont Avenue and Normandie Avenue.  The support 
letters from local businesses were gathered at a strip mall on the corner of King and Vermont 
and included establishments such as Smokin' Gifts and the Sherwin Williams auto paint store.  
 
A review of the speaker cards from the September 11, 2014, City Planning Commission 
hearing showed that of the 31 speakers, only 6 speakers were neighborhood residents who did 
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not live in Rolland Curtis.  The overwhelming majority of speakers who were in support of the 
Project were affiliated with "community" groups that have an existing relationship with TRUST.  
Unfortunately, since the hearing was scheduled on a weekday without a specific time, many 
neighbors were unable to attend because they could not afford to lose a day of work.  Those 
that did go were so intimidated by the behavior of TRUST and these community groups that 
they were afraid to speak. 
 
  B. Misleading information presented by non-residents  
 
Although most of the Project supporters at the CPC hearing do not live in our neighborhood, 
they spoke in enthusiastic support of the Project with misleading information.  Specifically, their 
argument that USC students have taken over our neighborhood and they are currently 
displacing residents was false.  If they lived in our neighborhood, they would have known that 
our location south of the Expo line tracks is outside of the USC Safety Zone.  USC advises its 
students not to live here because USC says it’s not safe compared to all of the extra security 
provided north of the tracks – extra LAPD patrols, USC’s private police force and security 
guards on every block.  According to TRUST, there is also an agreement between USC and 
these community groups that USC would not develop or encourage development of 
neighborhoods south of the Expo tracks.   
 
The resident displacement occurs in the USC Safety Zone where property values and rents 
north of the tracks are astronomical – million dollar rental properties and USC students paying 
as much as $1,000 per person to share an apartment with other students.  The residents who 
are displaced in the USC Safety Zone are pushed south of the tracks to our neighborhood 
where 1-bedrooms still rent for $800-$850 and 2-bedrooms go for $1195 with plenty of 
vacancies.  In fact, the market rate rents are comparable to the upper range of rents for the 
Project, calling into question the Project supporters’ arguments that expanding Rolland Curtis 
is necessary because this community is in the throes of gentrification with escalating rents.  
The estimated costs for the construction of the expanded Rolland Curtis is $422,842 to 
$491,630 per apartment - far more expensive than the value of all of the homes in the 
neighborhood. 
 
Complicating the matter further are investors lured to our neighborhood due to our proximity to 
USC and misleading sales pitches from real estate agents.  After they have purchase 
properties in our neighborhood with the intention of cashing in on USC students, they soon 
discover that most USC students will not rent south of the Expo tracks.  These investors end 
up renting to Section 8 instead because Section 8 pays more than the market rate rent, further 
contributing to the concentration of subsidized housing in the neighborhood.    
 
    C. TRUST's community outreach 
 
Extensive outreach to the community by TRUST only began after residents expressed their 
opposition to the Project through the collection of over 100 petition signatures submitted at the 
June 4, 2014 hearing at the City Planning Department.  However, the true intent of this 
outreach by TRUST was not to sincerely engage the community, but an attempt to discredit 
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the validity of the signatures collected by several residents.  According to an August 27, 2014 
letter from TRUST to the City, TRUST cast doubt on the validity of one-third of the signatures 
collected by claiming that those who signed the petition were misled about the Project.  More 
disheartening, several residents who received visits from TRUST reported that canvassers 
warned them that if they did not support the Rolland Curtis expansion, that USC would take 
their house away.  Other residents said TRUST representatives were not interested in listening 
to their concerns, and they felt intimidated and pressured by TRUST to change their position 
on the Project.  
 
This behavior by TRUST and these other "community" organizations is disappointing.  They 
are supposed to be the same groups normally dedicated to helping people like the low-income 
minority residents of this neighborhood become “empowered” so their voices are heard in a 
complicated process like this.  Instead, TRUST and these community groups have essentially 
silenced the voices of our neighborhood. 
 
 2. The City failed to adequately investigate and consider the current   
  condition of the community where the Project will be located.  Our   
  struggling neighborhood is already very dense and crowded with the  
  current number of existing residents.  There is an ongoing problem with  
  crime and bad public schools that are not safe.  Adding 500 to 700 new  
  residents with the Rolland Curtis expansion will only worsen these   
  problems for the community, and create an unhealthy and unsustainable  
  environment for the 140 families who would live in the Project. 
 
The City completely failed to consider the existing problems within the community when 
approving the Project.  Our neighborhood is already very dense and crowded with the current 
number of existing residents. We currently have ongoing problems with crime and not enough 
police officers to deal with it.  We do not have access to good, quality schools that are safe for 
our children.  Due to the complete lack of public services available to residents now, adding 
500 to 700 new people to the neighborhood with the proposed Rolland Curtis project will 
further overwhelm the police and the schools and the shaky state of the neighborhood will 
deteriorate even more.  Why is the City spending so much money to place 140 families in a 
neighborhood that is not safe for them and the public schools are terrible for their children? 
 
As important as it is to increase the numbers of affordable housing in the City, the types of 
communities where these projects are located is just as important.  The Fair Housing Act 
requires that the City and Developers consider factors such as racial demographics, poverty 
rates, school quality, and the existing numbers of low-income and Section 8 subsidized 
housing in a community when making planning decisions about where to build affordable 
housing.  The intent of this requirement is to ensure that public funds are not used to 
perpetuate segregation and concentrate poverty in already poor, segregated communities and 
the local schools.  The City and the Developer also have a responsibility to the poor families 
desperately seeking affordable housing to provide them with a safe neighborhood with equal 
access to opportunities like good schools for their children. 
 



Justifications/Reasons for Appealing 
CPC Approval of Rolland Curtis Gardens Expansion 
CPC-2013-3340-GPA-ZC-DB-SPR 
 

Appeal of Walton Avenue Neighbors 
October 27, 2014 

8 

  A. Existing crime and police protection 
 
The City failed to consider the Rolland Curtis neighborhood’s existing problem with crime, and 
that the addition of 500 to 700 new residents would negatively impact LAPD’s ability to provide 
police protection to the community.  The City’s April 17, 2014, Environmental Impact Analysis, 
regarding the Project’s impact on police protection was completely inadequate.2  The City 
determined that the project’s impact on police protection could be “potentially significant.”  
However, the Analysis determined that “mitigation” efforts such as adding “nighttime security 
lighting” in order to “Design Out Crime” through the design of the new Rolland Curtis complex 
would be sufficient to keep the neighborhood safe and prevent overburdening the police.  This 
analysis completely failed to consider the most basic information such as the existing crime 
rate in the neighborhood, or even bother to consult with the residents, or our local police 
officers.  The Developer also did not address this issue in its application. 
 
Like any other South Central LA neighborhood, our community is considered to be one of the 
higher crime areas of the City.  Many of our residents do not feel safe walking in certain parts 
of the neighborhood.  There is an ongoing, daily struggle with crime, specifically gangs, graffiti, 
drugs, and shootings.  Just down the street from the proposed Rolland Curtis project are 
several known areas for buying drugs.  Our local gang and their nearby rivals mark-up our 
walls, houses, apartment buildings, sidewalks, lampposts, utility poles, and even our cars, with 
graffiti to claim our neighborhood as theirs.  They have threatened residents who tell them to 
stop, or paint over it.  The sounds of gunfire are far too common.  Over the last several 
months, there are have been multiple incidents where people have been shot. 
 
According to the most recent crime statistics from our local LAPD Southwest Division, in a ten-
month period from January 1, 2014, until October 11, 2014, there have been 17 homicides and 
a total of 1,228 violent crimes.  There were 174 reports of shots fired and 69 shooting victims.  
The LA Times homicide database ranked our Exposition Park neighborhood as the 8th 
deadliest out of 270 neighborhoods for 2013.  Despite this, there never seems to be enough 
police to respond to 911 calls that residents have given up trying to call.  Our local police 
officers regularly tell us they are understaffed and there are not enough of them to handle the 
crimes in our neighborhood now.  What will happen when the proposed Project adds 500 to 
700 new residents to this area? 
 
Since our neighborhood, including the Project area, is just outside of the USC Safety Patrol 
Area, USC explicitly advises its students not to live here due to “safety reasons.”3 After the 
2012 murders of two USC graduate students near our neighborhood, USC erected 2,000 feet 
of fencing, wrapped it around the entire campus and locked our community out at night.  We 
cannot blame them, and it turns out they were right to lock us out.  In June 14, 2014, the LA 
Times reported that property crimes on USC campus during the restricted hours dropped by 

                                                
2 Los Angeles Department of City Planning, “Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration,” April 17, 2014 
3 Off-Campus Housing, USC Student Affairs, Office of International Services, https://sait.usc.edu/ois/housing/off-
campus.aspx 
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50%, and violent crimes was significantly reduced.4  If our neighborhood is not considered safe 
enough for USC students, then why is it safe enough for 140 families with children?  
 

B. Underperforming, unsafe and segregated public schools 
 

Once again, the City’s Analysis of the proposed Project’s impact on the affected public schools 
completely failed to evaluate the most basic information such as academic performance, 
student safety, student to teacher ratios and current size of the student population.  The City 
failed to consider this in their decision to approve the Project.  The City conservatively 
estimated at least 57 children would reside at the new Rolland Curtis.  The report further 
determined that the impact on the three public schools could be “potentially significant,” but 
easily “mitigated” by the simple payment of “developer fees” to the schools.5  The Developer 
again fails to address this issue in its application. 
 
The three home schools for the residents of our neighborhood and Rolland Curtis are Weemes 
Elementary School K-5, Foshay Learning Center 6-8, and Manual Arts Senior High School, 9-
12.  Sadly, these schools are some of the worst LAUSD schools in the system and in the state.  
They are chronically underperforming academically and unsafe for our children due to violence 
inside the schools.  (Foshay's K-5 and 9-12 programs have improved, but students are only 
accepted by application and a lottery.  Hundreds apply and a waiting list is maintained.)  

HOME SCHOOLS FOR ROLLAND CURTIS GARDENS RESIDENTS AND NEIGHBORS 
2012-2013 Weemes Elementary K-5 Foshay Learning Center 6-8  Manual Arts Senior High 

School 9-12 
Student Population 846 1,128 1,867 
Student to Teacher 
Ratio 22:1 26:1 21:1 
API Statewide Rank, 
1 to 10 (highest) 2 2 1 
API Base (Target 800 
with max of 1000) 741 710 593 
API Growth (Target 
800 with max of 
1000) 

750 719 626 

CST English, 
Percentage of 
Students at 
Proficient/Advanced 

43.40% 32.70% 26.70% 

CST Math, 
Percentage of 
Students at 
Proficient/Advanced 

53% 25.70% 5.40% 

Source: LAUSD School Accountability Report Cards (SARC) 2012-2013, LAUSD Data Summary Sheets 2012-2013, LA Times California 
Schools Guide 

                                                
4 “Property Crimes Drop After USC Implements New Measures,” LA Times, June 14, 2014 
5 Los Angeles Department of City Planning, “Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration,” April 17, 2014 
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According to the most recent LAUSD data available from the 2012-2013 school year, the three 
home schools had the lowest Academic Performance Index (API) rankings possible on a scale 
of 1 to 10 with 10 being the highest.  Weemes and Foshay 6-8 each received a 2 ranking.  
Manual Arts had a 1 ranking.  Less than 50% of the students in any of the home schools 
scored proficient or advanced in the California Standards Tests (CST) in English.  In CST Math, 
only 25.7% of Foshay 6-8 students and 5.4% of Manual Arts scored proficient or advanced.   
 
Although these schools are all considered to be part of the "USC Family of Schools," the 
involvement of USC appears to be minimal and has had little affect on the entire population of 
students.  In 2008, LAUSD handed over operation of Manual Arts to L.A.’s Promise, a non-
profit, with the hopes that they can turn it around, but the California Department of Education 
still identifies Manual Arts as one of the 5% of “persistently lowest-achieving schools” in the 
entire state.6  In a 2011 application for a School Improvement Grant for Manual Arts, LAUSD 
provided this description of the neighborhood surrounding the school: "This community has the 
highest poverty and the highest rate of violent crimes in all of Los Angeles.”  Over the last few 
years, Weemes and Foshay have been operating under a “Program Improvement” (PI) plan 
due to their repeated failures to improve student test scores.  Despite all of these interventions, 
Weemes, Foshay 6-8, and Manual Arts, remain chronically underperforming.7 
 
As residents with children, we can tell you first hand the stress, anxiety and fear that we face 
when making decisions about our children’s education in this neighborhood.  We know how 
singularly important education is to our children’s chance at having a good future, but the 
educational opportunities in our neighborhood are almost non-existent. 
 
Many residents do not want to send their children to the home schools, but there are few 
alternatives.  Although there are excellent charter schools and some magnet schools in the 
neighborhood, parents literally have to win a lottery in order for their children to attend.  There 
are hundreds of applications for very few open spaces and long waiting lists are standard.  The 
process is tedious and time-consuming.  Each charter school requires filling out a different 
application in order to be entered into that school’s lottery.  Parents often travel to multiple 
schools to submit applications and hope for the best.  The process must be repeated each 
school year, and requires significant advance planning.  For the better charter schools, if a 
child does not get accepted by the time they are in kindergarten or first grade, there is little 
chance they could ever attend that school since it is unlikely that new openings occur at the 
later grade levels. The parents who can take their children out of the neighborhood for school 
spend a lot of time traveling back and forth.  Other parents who consider moving out of the 
neighborhood find that they cannot afford to live in areas with good public schools.   
 
More concerning, the neighborhood children who must attend the home schools report being 
scared at school because there are fights on a daily basis and the overwhelmed school staff 
cannot or will not do anything about it.  Currently, our neighbors have received multiple reports 
from different students and parents from Weemes about ongoing assaults between students at 
this elementary school.  In one infamous incident in 2012, a video of brawling Weemes’ 
                                                
6 California Department of Education, Tier I Schools as of July 25, 2014, http://www.cde.ca.gov/ta/ac/pl/tier1.asp 
7 LAUSD School Accountability Report Cards (SARC) 2012-2013, LAUSD Data Summary Sheets 2012-2013 
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mothers at a preschool graduation went viral on the Internet.  The fight erupted because of 
“budget issues” -- Weemes could only provide one cap and gown for all of the young 
graduates and it had to be shared for taking pictures.8   At Foshay 6-8 and Manual Arts, the 
most recent LAUSD student surveys on school safety found that 49% of the students at both 
schools reported not feeling safe on campus.9  Not surprisingly, violence in the neighborhood 
leads to violence in the schools. 
 
How will the introduction of 140 families with children from the proposed Rolland Curtis affect 
these already underperforming schools?  More importantly, why didn’t the Developer consider 
these factors prior to proposing the addition of 140 mostly two and three bedroom apartments 
geared towards families with children?  Why did the City ignore these facts when making their 
decision to approve the Project?   
 
We feel strongly that the proposed Project will exacerbate an already bad situation by making 
it worse and increasing the competition for what few educational alternatives there are such as 
open charter school spaces.  As for the families who would live in the new Rolland Curtis, they 
will find themselves struggling as much as we are now with finding good schools for our 
children.  It’s completely unacceptable.  They deserve better, and so do we. 
  

3. The City failed to adequately investigate and consider the fact that our 
 community where the Project is located already has a high concentration of 
 low-income and Section 8 subsidized properties, and the community and 
 our schools are highly segregated by race with a high concentration of 
 poverty.  As a result, the City's approval of the Project violates the federal 
 Fair Housing Act by its failure to “Affirmatively Further Fair Housing” 
 (AFFH).  Tripling the size of Rolland Curtis will further segregate our 
 community and our public schools, concentrate poverty in our 
 neighborhood that is already poor and segregated, and further strain what 
 few services and limited opportunities that exist for the current residents.   

 
Our neighborhood already hosts a high concentration of low-income, subsidized and Section 8 
properties in our immediate area, far more than other neighborhoods in the City, especially in 
West Los Angeles.  According to data from the federal government, City agencies, and rental 
listings for Section 8 properties, we found that within our neighborhood, including Rolland 
Curtis, there are already 32 properties that are low-income, subsidized, or Section 8, in an 
area that is approximately ½ mile by ½ mile.  Within our 90037 zip code, that is approximately 
three square miles with 62,000 residents, there are 166 of these properties.10  The following 
maps show the locations of these properties in relation to the proposed Rolland Curtis project. 
                                                
8 Samantha Tata and Ryan Bourgard, NBC News Los Angeles, June 15, 2012, 
http://www.nbclosangeles.com/news/local/Weemes-Elementary-School-Los-Angeles-Preschool-Graduation-Fight-
Brawl-Moms-Parents-159148855.html 
9 LAUSD Data Summary Sheets 2012-2013 
10 This data was obtained from the federal Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD) database on 
Low-Income Housing Tax Credit (LIHTC) properties and Section 8 rentals, the affordable housing rosters from the 
Los Angeles Housing Department (LAHD) for 2011, and Los Angeles Housing and Community Investment 
Department (LAHCID) for 2014, and a 2011 roster from the now-defunct Community Redevelopment Agency 
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(CRA/LA).  Additional data for Section 8 properties was obtained from HUD, the Los Angeles County Housing 
Resource Center (LAHRC) and a private classified rental listing service for Section 8 landlords, gosection8.com. 
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Putting too many of these projects so close together hurts our predominately low-income, 
minority neighborhood, by further segregating our community and our schools.  It is a violation 
of the federal Fair Housing Act’s “Affirmatively Further Fair Housing” (AFFH) obligation.  
Approval of the proposed Project further violates the Fair Housing’s Act’s AFFH obligation.   
 
According to HUD, “The Fair Housing Act not only prohibits discrimination but, in conjunction 
with other statutes, also directs HUD to promote proactive steps to overcome historic patterns 
of segregation.” 11  Some of the primary goals of AFFH is reducing segregation and reducing 
racial and ethnic concentrations of poverty in neighborhoods like ours.12  Any government or 
private entity that accepts HUD funds has an affirmative responsibility to the AFFH mandate.  
Failure to do so has resulted in successful AFFH litigation and HUD administrative complaints 
across the country where private groups have taken action against various cities and counties 
for their policies and actions that resulted in HUD funds being used for affordable housing 
projects that perpetuated segregation and the concentration of poverty in low-income minority 
neighborhoods.  Those cities and counties lost HUD funding until they complied with the AFFH 
mandate.13  
 
  A. HUD’s renewed enforcement of AFFH 
 
Although the AFFH mandate has existed since the original passage of the Fair Housing Act in 
1968 as Title VIII of the Civil Rights Act, HUD has failed to aggressively or effectively enforce it 
until now under the Obama Administration.  Prompted by several successful AFFH lawsuits 
and HUD administrative complaints, HUD has taken action against multiple jurisdictions, such 
as Westchester County, New York; Dallas, Texas; and the State of Maryland, for failing to 
comply with their AFFH mandate.  The Obama Administration proposed a new AFFH rule on 
July 19, 2013, and it is expected to be implemented in late 2014. 14, 15, 16 According to a 2013 
analysis of the proposed AFFH rule by USC Professor Raphael Bostic and HUD Official 
Alastair McFarlane, they noted the need for the rule due to “evidence that HUD-assisted 
housing is often concentrated in segregated, high-poverty areas” like ours.17 
 
  B. City policies related to affordable housing projects has contributed  
   to keeping Los Angeles segregated 

 
As all City residents already know, Los Angeles is very segregated.  The area commonly 
referred to, as the “Westside” or “West LA” is predominately white, middle to upper income, 

                                                
11 AFFH Regulatory Impact Analysis Summary, Docket No. Fr-5173-P01 
12 HUD’s User Friendly Guide to AFFH Proposed Rule, “A New Assessment Process to Affirmatively Further Fair 
Housing” 
13 Michael Allen, “Affirmatively Furthering Fair Housing in Delaware,” presentation to the Delaware Housing 
Coalition, April 4, 2013, in Georgetown, Delaware 
14 California Department of Housing and Community Development, “Analysis of Impediments to Fair Housing,” 
September 2012, page 1-7 
15 National Low Income Housing Coalition’s Advocates’ Guide for AFFH 2014 
16 Federal Register, July 19 2013, Proposed Rules, Affirmatively Further Fair Housing, Docket No. FR-5173-P-01 
17 Raphael Bostic and Alastair McFarlane, “The Proposed Affirmatively Furthering Fair Housing Regulatory Impact 
Analysis,” Cityscape: Journal of Policy Development and Research, 2013   
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and considered to be safe with great public schools.  The entire area located south of the 10 
Freeway, more infamously known as "South Central" or more recently as “South LA” is known 
for being almost exclusively Hispanic and African-American, poor, and dangerous with the 
worst public schools in the City.  According to a 2012 CensusScope.org and University of 
Michigan analysis of segregation in urban areas, the City was ranked as the 10th most 
segregated in the U.S.  A color-coded map clearly showed the concentrations of various races 
and ethnicities with whites in West LA and Hispanic and African-Americans in South LA.  
Decades of the City’s policies and actions in approving low-income housing projects in already 
highly segregated and impoverished neighborhoods have contributed to this segregation.  

 

 
Source: CensusScope.org, University of Michigan’s Social Science Data Analysis Network, 2012 
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 C. Proposed Rolland Curtis project is in a low-income minority    
  neighborhood with a high concentration of existing affordable    
  housing developments and Section 8 properties 

 
Our neighborhood where the proposed Rolland Curtis project is located is in South LA.  
According to the most recent U.S. Census Bureau data for our zip code, 90037, the 
surrounding community around Rolland Curtis is overwhelmingly minority and poor.  The 
minority population is 97.1% comprised of 76.7% Hispanic and 20.4% African-American.  The 
population below the poverty line is 40%.  The median income is $27,072.18 
 
According to HUD’s AFFH beta data tool, the area where the proposed Rolland Curtis 
expansion is located is identified as a “racially/ethnically-concentrated area of poverty.”19  
 

 
                                                
18 U.S. Census Bureau, American Community Survey, 2008-2012 
19 U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development, Affirmatively Furthering Fair Housing Prototype 
Geospatial Tool, http://www.huduser.org/portal/affht_pt.html#dataTool-tab  
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Approval of the proposal to triple the size of the existing Rolland Curtis is promoting 
segregation in an already segregated neighborhood with an overwhelmingly minority 
population.  It will further concentrate poverty in an already poor, low-income area. 
According to Washington DC civil rights attorney, Michael Allen, who has pioneered AFFH 
litigation and successfully brought AFFH lawsuits against multiple cities and counties, 
“Permitting concentration of affordable housing development in minority neighborhoods likely 
perpetuates segregation and is a violation of the recipients’ AFFH obligation.”20 
 
 4. The City's approval of the Project discriminates against the mostly poor  
  minority residents of our community in the Project area because the City  
  concentrates the construction of low-income housing projects in poor  
  minority neighborhoods while building no low-income housing in the  
  wealthiest and whitest areas of West Los Angeles such as Brentwood or  
  Bel-Air. 

 
Contrary to the City’s AFFH obligation, the City has a history of approving low-income housing 
projects in poor minority neighborhoods like South Los Angeles at a disproportionately higher 
rate than in upper-income non-minority neighborhoods in West Los Angeles.  As a result, 
South Los Angeles, and our neighborhood, has a disproportionally higher number of low-
income housing projects than West Los Angeles.  If the City’s upholds its approval of the 
Rolland Curtis expansion, our neighborhood will suffer from the discriminatory effect of the 
City’s decision because it will result in the perpetuation of segregation and continued 
concentration of poverty in our community. 
 
  A. Many low-income housing and Section 8 properties in South Los  
   Angeles, very little in West Los Angeles 
 
According to data from the federal government, City agencies, and rental listings for Section 8 
properties, we searched for low-income, subsidized properties and Section 8 rentals in four of 
the wealthier zip codes on the Westside in Bel-Air, Pacific Palisades, Brentwood, and Cheviot 
Hills.  The median income ranged from $81,240 to $182,270 and the majority of the population 
is White, ranging from 61.6% to 87.9% of the total population.21  Out of the four zip codes, 
there were only two properties in Cheviot Hills - a mixed-income development and a senior 
residence.  There were no Section 8 rentals in any of the West LA zip codes. 
 
By contrast, we conducted the same search for two zip codes in South Los Angeles - 90037 
where the proposed Rolland Curtis Gardens is located, and zip code 90044 that is located 
directly south of 90037.  There were 67 low-income subsidized properties and 389 Section 8 
rentals located in the two South LA zip codes.  These two zip codes were highly segregated 
and poor.  The population in 90037 is 97.1% minority and 40% live below poverty.  In 90044, 
the population is 96.6% minority and 32.4% live below poverty.  The median income ranged 
from $27,072 to $29,481.    
                                                
20 Michael Allen, “Affirmatively Furthering Fair Housing in Delaware,” presentation to the Delaware Housing 
Coalition, April 4, 2013, in Georgetown, Delaware 
21 U.S. Census Bureau, American Community Survey, 2008-2012 
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The rental market in South Los Angeles is also more affordable than the majority of other 
communities in Los Angeles such as the Westside, raising more questions regarding why the 
City chooses to concentrate affordable housing projects in an area that is already more 
affordable than anywhere else in the City.  According to the USC Casden Multifamily Forecast 
for 2014, South Los Angeles had the fourth lowest average monthly rent in all of Los Angeles 
County at $1,234, and the highest increase in vacancy rates.  The USC forecast also found 
that the average rents for South Los Angeles had decreased by 10%, the largest decrease of 
all submarkets analyzed in the report.22 

 
This data shown in the following table and map shows clearly that the City, through its policies 
and actions, discriminates against low-income minority neighborhoods by approving a 
disproportionately higher number of affordable housing projects in South LA where rents are 
already lower than most of the City, while rarely approving any of these project in upper-
income white neighborhoods in West LA, where the rents are the highest. 
 

COMPARISON OF SELECTED ZIP CODES FROM WEST LA AND SOUTH LA 

Zip Code Neighborhood Low-Income 
Subsidized 
Properties 

Section 8 
Properties 

Total 
Population 

White  African-
American  

Hispanic  Median 
Income 

% Below 
Poverty 

WEST LOS ANGELES                 

90077 Bel-Air 0 0 10,465 87.9% 0.4% 3.6% $182,270 5.64% 

90272 Pacific Palisades 0 0 22,893 86.6% 1.1% 4.7% $148,984 4.50% 

90049 Brentwood 0 0 33,520 80.6% 0.8% 6.4% $113,792 5.93% 

90064 Cheviot Hills 2 0 25,894 61.6% 1.8% 13.9% $81,240 11.27% 

SOUTH LOS ANGELES                 

90037 South LA -
Rolland Curtis 
Gardens 

38 128 62,276 1.2% 20.4% 76.7% $27,072 40% 

90044 South LA 29 261 85,940 1.3% 37.7% 58.9% $29,481 32.4% 

Source: This data was obtained from the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD) database on Low-Income Housing Tax Credit 
(LIHTC) properties and Section 8 rentals, the affordable housing rosters from the Los Angeles Housing Department (LAHD) for 2011, and Los Angeles 
Housing and Community Investment Department (LAHCID) for 2014, and a 2011 roster from the now-defunct Community Redevelopment Agency 
(CRA/LA).  Additional data for Section 8 properties was obtained from the Los Angeles County Housing Resource Center (LAHRC) and a private 
classified rental listing service for Section 8 landlords, gosection8.com.  Population data was obtained from the U.S. Census Bureau’s American 
Community Survey 2008-2012 for each zip code. 
 

 

                                                
22 USC Casden Multifamily Forecast 2014, USC Lusk Center for Real Estate 
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  B. Other jurisdictions facing HUD enforcement actions and civil   
   rights litigation 
 
Due to an increased interest in AFFH enforcement by HUD, civil rights litigation in this area is 
also increasing.  There are currently about a dozen lawsuits across the country as a result of 
practices similar to the City of Los Angeles.  In Dallas, Texas, the city is currently at risk of 
losing millions of dollars in HUD funds due to the city’s practice of locating the majority of its 
affordable housing in low-income minority areas.  According to a January 6, 2014, editorial in 
The Dallas Morning News, “City Hall must cease and desist from discriminatory practices and 
find ways to eliminate, rather than reinforce, pockets of poverty dominated by racial minorities.”  
HUD determined that “Dallas clumps its affordable housing programs in areas already flush 
with such projects and overrepresented by minority populations living at or below the poverty 
line.”  Although HUD requires local governments to offer a variety of housing choices, Dallas’ 
practices effectively eliminated fair housing options for poor minority families.  The newspaper 
wrote, “[I]t’s hardly a choice when specific groups keep being pushed into the same isolated, 
downtrodden neighborhoods,” and the “net effect is a vicious cycle.”23  
 
In 2007, Westchester County, New York, was sued by the Anti-Discrimination Center and HUD 
began an enforcement action after it was determined that the county built affordable housing 
projects in predominately low-income minority areas.  According to the settlement terms in 
2009, Westchester County was required to develop 750 affordable housing units, within 7 
years, in “the whitest neighborhoods.”  660 units had to be built in areas with an African-
American population of less than 3% and Latino population of less than 7%.  In addition, the 
county was required to return $30 million to HUD, with $21 million to build the new “integrative 
units,” as well as supply an additional $30 million from its own funds.  The county also had to 
pay $2.5 million in attorneys’ fees and costs.24 
 
 5. The City's approval of the proposed Rolland Curtis project further   
  violates the Fair Housing Act’s AFFH obligation by failing to provide   
  truly open and fair housing choices to low-income minority individuals  
  and families who seek affordable housing.  Decades of discriminatory  
  decisions by the City regarding the siting and construction of affordable  
  housing projects has resulted in poor minority families being steered to  
  communities like ours that are racially segregated with segregated   
  schools and high concentrations of poverty with poor access to good  
  schools and safe streets. 
 
The City’s approval of a disproportionately high number of low-income housing projects in low-
income minority areas like South Los Angeles has the discriminatory effect of denying truly 
open and fair housing choices to low-income minority families.  The City’s discriminatory 
actions have resulted in low-income minority families being steered towards living in highly 
segregated neighborhoods with high concentrations of poverty.  As a result, low-income 
                                                
23 “Editorial: City Housing Discrimination Must Stop,” The Dallas Morning News, January 6, 2014 
24 Michael Allen, “Affirmatively Furthering Fair Housing in Delaware,” presentation to the Delaware Housing 
Coalition, April 4, 2013, in Georgetown, Delaware 
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families have little access to the kinds of resources, opportunities, amenities and public 
services that are available in wealthier, non-minority neighborhoods such as safer streets and 
good public schools. 
 
Poor minority families, like those who would live in the proposed Rolland Curtis, are forced to 
live in an unsafe area with poor educational opportunities for their children, the key to escaping 
poverty and a better life.  As important as it is to increase the affordable housing stock, the City 
must begin to examine the quality of the neighborhoods and the schools where these projects 
will be built. 
 
  A. Crime 
 
It is not a secret that South Los Angeles is known for not being a safe place to live due to the 
area’s high concentration of poverty, failing schools, and lack of access to jobs and 
opportunities.  What is perplexing is why the City approves so many low-income housing 
projects in such troubled, high crime areas, when they could approve these projects in low-
crime, high opportunity neighborhoods in West LA, or other parts of Los Angeles.  The City’s 
policies and actions force predominately poor minorities families who cannot afford to live 
elsewhere into poor minority areas like ours that are already struggling crime.  
 
Utilizing COMPSTAT data from the LAPD Divisions covering four of the wealthiest zip codes in 
West LA, and two South LA zip codes, including the location of the Rolland Curtis expansion, 
we compared the difference in crime rates.  The crime statistics for 2014 showed a significantly 
higher number of homicides and violent crimes in South LA in the same areas where the City 
has approved a disproportionately higher number of low-income housing projects. 
 
The LAPD West Los Angeles Division provides police services for the zip codes covering Bel-
Air, Pacific Palisades, Brentwood and Cheviot Hills.  Again, our research showed a total of two 
affordable housing projects and no Section 8 properties in these four zip codes.  In 2014, there 
were three homicides and a total of 155 violent crimes so far in 2014.  There were 8 reports of 
shots fired and three shooting victims.25   
 
The two South LA zip codes are served by multiple LAPD Divisions, specifically Southwest, 
77th Street and Southeast.  The 90037 zip code where the Rolland Curtis project is located is 
covered by Southwest and 77th Street.  The 90044 zip code located directly south of 90037 is 
served by 77th Street and Southeast.  The southern end of the 90044 zip code boundary, 
known as Westmont, is served by the LA County Sheriff’s South LA Station.  Again, our 
research found 67 low-income, subsidized properties, and 389 Section 8 rentals for these two 
zip codes.  For these two zip codes, in 2014, there were 61 homicides and 4,714 violent 
crimes so far in 2014. 26  For the areas not including Westmont, there were 705 reports of shots 
fired, and 356 shooting victims.27 

                                                
25 LAPD COMPSTAT West LA Area Profile, 9/14/14-10/11/14 
26 LAPD COMPSTAT Area Profiles for Southwest, 77th Street, Southeast, 9/14/14-10/11/14; LA Times Homicide 
and Neighborhood Profile for Westmont 
27 LAPD COMPSTAT Area Profiles for Southwest, 77th Street, Southeast, 9/14/14-10/11/14 
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COMPARISON OF CRIME RATES FOR SELECTED ZIP CODES IN WEST LA AND SOUTH LA 
AREA WEST LOS ANGELES SOUTH LOS ANGELES 

Zip Code 90077 90272 90049 90064 90037 90037 90044 

Neighborhood Bel-Air Pacific 
Palisades Brentwood Cheviot 

Hills 

Rolland 
Curtis 

Gardens 
South LA South LA 

Low-Income-
Subsidized 
Properties 

0 0 0 2 9 38 29 

Section 8 
Properties 0 0 0 0 23 128 261 

LAPD 
DIVISION West Los Angeles Division Southwest 

Division 
77th Street 

Division 
Southeast 
Division 

LA County 
Sheriffs 

South LA* 

Homicides 
Year to Date 
10/11/2014 

3 17 39 29 10* 

All Violent 
Crimes YTD 
10/11/2014 

248 1228 1843 1363 280* 

Shots Fired 
YTD 

10/11/2014 
11 174 276 255 Not 

Available 

Shooting 
Victims YTD 

10/11/14 
3 69 156 131 Not 

Available 
Source: This data was obtained from the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD) database on Low-Income Housing Tax Credit 
(LIHTC) properties and Section 8 rentals, the affordable housing rosters from the Los Angeles Housing Department (LAHD) for 2011, and Los Angeles 
Housing and Community Investment Department (LAHCID) for 2014, and a 2011 roster from the now-defunct Community Redevelopment Agency 
(CRA/LA).  Additional data for Section 8 properties was obtained from the Los Angeles County Housing Resource Center (LAHRC) and a private 
classified rental listing service for Section 8 landlords, gosection8.com.  Crime data was obtained from the most recent COMPSTAT reports for LAPD 
Division.  *LA County Sheriff’s data was not available.  Data was obtained from the LA Times Homicide and Neighborhoods database.  

 
 
The area of Westmont along the border of South LA is notable due to its small size of 1.8 
square miles and extraordinarily high homicide rate, the highest in the County.  The LA Times 
Homicide Report showed that since 2007, 100 people have been killed in Westmont, 61 of the 
murders occurred along or near a two-mile section of South Vermont Avenue between 
Manchester Avenue and Imperial Highway.  The newspaper dubbed this corridor as “Death 
Alley.”28  In this deadly area, the following map shows there is a high concentration of low-
income, subsidized and Section 8 properties in Westmont and along “Death Alley.” 
 

                                                                                                                                                                   
 
28 Nicole Santa Cruz and Ken Schwencke, “South Verrmont Avenue: LA County’s ‘Death Alley,’” LA Times, 
January 19, 2014 
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  B. Segregated, Underperforming Schools 
 

In addition to high crime, South Los Angeles has some of the most segregated and 
underperforming schools in the City.  Segregated communities result in segregated schools.  
The City’s practice of approving affordable housing projects primarily in poor, highly 
segregated areas has contributed to the segregated state of the City’s schools.  The families 
who live in these projects are forced to send their children to failing schools that will do little to 
help prepare their children graduate from high school, get into college, and find a good job - 
essential to escaping poverty.  
 
A 2009 report by the UCLA Civil Rights Project examined the locations of affordable housing 
projects subsidized by the Low-Income Housing Tax Credit (LIHTC) program, and the quality 
of the schools for the families residing in an LIHTC property.  The study found, “The greatest 
concentration of Los Angeles County LIHTC units targeted to families were located in the 
predominately poor and segregated neighborhoods of downtown and South Central Los 
Angeles,” and these locations have “detrimental effects on residing children’s educational 
opportunities” because their home schools were highly segregated with an overwhelming 
majority of students who are poor. 29  The author, Deirdre Pfeiffer wrote, “A primary outcome of 
LIHTC family units’ concentration in poor, minority neighborhoods is that they feed into 
segregated and underperforming schools--conditions that exacerbate cycles of poverty and 
disadvantage.”30 
 
In the forward to report, UCLA professor and The Civil Rights Project co-director, Gary Orfield, 
wrote, “[O]ne would hope that families [living in LIHTC units] gain access to good safe 
neighborhoods with good schools, which give their children a better chance in life.  Housing is 
about much more than building materials and square feet of living space; it is about a family’s 
opportunity.  Anyone who has ever looked for housing for his or her family knows that.”  
Unfortunately, the LIHTC program “reinforce[s] residential and educational segregation of 
minority families.  Since these families are desperate for housing and will live wherever it is 
built.”  Orfield continued, “These schools directly undermine the chances for the children 
growing up in those housing units to escape the kind of conditions of poor education and 
poverty that put their families in subsidized housing.31   
 
 
 
 
 
 

                                                
29 Deirdre Pfeiffer, “The Opportunity Illusion: Subsidized Housing and Failing Schools in California,” UCLA Civil 
Rights Project, December 2009 
30 Deirdre Pfeiffer, “The Opportunity Illusion: Subsidized Housing and Failing Schools in California,” UCLA Civil 
Rights Project, December 2009 
31 Gary Orfield, “Foreward: The Opportunity Illusion: Subsidized Housing and Failing Schools in California,” UCLA 
Civil Rights Project, December 2009 
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The three home schools for Rolland Curtis, Weemes Elementary School K-5, Foshay Learning 
Center 6-8, and Manual Arts Senior High School, 9-12, are highly segregated, poor, and 
underperforming.  The student population for each of these schools is 99% minority with 77% 
to 87% disadvantaged.  The API rankings are the lowest possible on a scale of 1 to 10 with 10 
being the highest.  Weemes and Foshay 6-8 have a 2 API rank and Manual Arts has a 1 API 
Rank.32  
 

ROLLAND CURTIS GARDENS SCHOOLS OF RESIDENCE 
Demographics/Test Scores Weemes Elementary 

K-5 
Foshay Learning 

Center 6-8  
Manual Arts Senior 
High School 9-12 

Student Population 846 1,128 1,867 

Hispanic 71% 83% 81% 
African-American 28% 16% 18% 

White 0% 0% 0% 

Disadvantaged 77% 87% 84% 

API Statewide Rank, 1 to 10 (highest) 2 2 1 
CST English, Percentage of Student at 
Proficient/Advanced - ALL STUDENTS 

43.40% 32.70% 26.70% 

CST Math, Percentage of Student at 
Proficient/Advanced - ALL STUDENTS 

53.00% 25.70% 5.40% 

 
By contrast, the public schools in the four wealthier zip codes in West LA that had only two 
low-income, subsidized housing projects and no Section 8 properties, were less segregated, 
had fewer disadvantaged students, and better test scores.  We looked at four elementary 
schools that were in the 90049, 90064, 90077, and 90272 zip codes and compared them to 
Weemes Elementary, the home school for Rolland Curtis.  The minority population for the 
West LA schools ranged from 15% to 36% and the number of disadvantaged students ranged 
from 4% to 8%.  Each of the elementary schools’ API ranking was a 10, the highest possible.  
The majority of all students, including those classified as disadvantaged, tested at 
proficient/advanced for the CSTs in English, 87% to 91%, and 90% to 94% in Math.  At 
Weemes, only 43% of students were proficient/advanced in English and 53% in Math.33   
 
In fact, the percentage of disadvantaged students in the West LA schools scoring at 
proficient/advanced in the CSTs in English and Math was higher than the disadvantaged 
students at Weemes.  At the four West LA zip codes, 61% to 85% were proficient/advanced in 
English and 65% to 77% in Math.  At Weemes, 44% of disadvantaged students were 
proficient/advanced in English and 54% in Math.34  
                                                
32 LAUSD Data Summary Sheets 2012-2013 for Weemes Elementary, Foshay Learning Center, Manual Arts 
Senior High School 
33 LAUSD Data Summary Sheets 2012-2013 for Weemes Elementary, Kenter Canyon Elementary, Overland 
Elementary, Roscomare Elementary, and Palisades Charter Elementary 
34LAUSD Data Summary Sheets 2012-2013 for Weemes Elementary, Kenter Canyon Elementary, Overland 
Elementary, Roscomare Elementary, and Palisades Charter Elementary 
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Given the importance of education as a means of overcoming poverty, why doesn’t the City 
place affordable housing projects in areas where the public schools are good and the 
opportunities for the children of poor families are greater than in neighborhoods like ours? 
 

 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 

Comparison of Schools 
 
 

Weemes 
Elementary  

Rolland Curtis 
Gardens 

Kenter 
Canyon 

Elementary 
90049 

Overland 
Elementary 

90064 

Roscomare 
Elementary 

90077 

Palisades 
Charter 

Elementary  
90272 

Area South Los 
Angeles 

West Los Angeles 

Student Population 846 558 495 478 519 
Hispanic 71% 6% 7% 1% 9% 
African-American 28% 3% 5% 4% 2% 
White 0% 79% 64% 85% 79% 
Asian 0% 10% 21% 8% 9% 
Filipino 0% 1% 2% 0% 1% 
American Indian 0% 1% 1% 0% 1% 
Pacific Islander 0% 0% 0% 1% 0% 
Disadvantaged 77% 4% 8% 4% 6% 
API Statewide Rank, 1 to 10 
(highest) 

2 10 10 10 10 

API Base (Target 800/Max 
1000) 

741 946 958 963 946 

API Growth (Target 800/Max 
1000) 

750 959 946 964 952 

CST English, Percentage of 
Student at 
Proficient/Advanced - ALL 
STUDENTS 

43.40% 88.70% 86.60% 91.20% 88.50% 

CST English, Percentage of 
Student at 
Proficient/Advanced - 
DISADVANTAGED 

43.90% 61.10% 65.40% 84.60% 65.50% 

CST Math, Percentage of 
Student at 
Proficient/Advanced - ALL 
STUDENTS 

53.00% 93.40% 89.90% 93.90% 89.50% 

CST Math, Percentage of 
Student at 
Proficient/Advanced - 
DISADVANTAGED 

53.90% 72.20% 65.40% 76.90% 69.00% 
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 6. The City completely ignored and failed to consider the fact that the   
  approval of the Project is not consistent with the vision and goals of the  
  City as articulated through various City planning documents that   
  advocate for “Mixed-Income” developments to “reduce residential   
  segregation and concentrations of poverty,” or with federal HUD   
  policies promoting integration and deconcentration of poverty in   
  communities. 
 
According to our review of several City planning documents cited by the Developer in their 
proposal, we believe that the proposed Rolland Curtis expansion is in fact contrary to and 
incompatible with the vision and goals of the City.  The City planning documents clearly made 
repeated calls for the development of “Mixed-Income” communities in order to prevent the 
continued segregation and concentration of poverty in communities like ours. 
 
The Rolland Curtis expansion would triple its size and is exclusively reserved for low-income 
tenants.  Given the already high concentration of low-income, subsidized and Section 8 
properties in the immediate area, we believe that one of the alternatives, advocated by the 
City, a “Mixed-Income” Transit-Oriented Development that preserves the existing affordable 
housing while adding units for a range of incomes, including market-rate apartments would 
help integrate our neighborhood and lessen the concentration of poverty. 
 
  A. Draft South Los Angeles Community Plan, December 2012,  
   Los Angeles Department of City Planning  
 
There are multiple references to the importance of “Mixed-Income” housing in the Draft South 
Los Angeles Community Plan in Chapter 3, Land-Use and Urban Design.  The Draft Plan 
describes the goals of creating “healthy” and “sustainable” communities, and defines these 
communities as including “mixed-income housing.”  The Draft Plan, citing 2003 planning 
guidelines issued by the Governor’s Office of Planning and Research, states, “What does 
sustainable development look like on the ground?  In a community that is developing 
sustainably, the neighborhood is the basic building block of urban design and is characterized 
by walkability, mixed-use development, and mixed-income housing.”35  
 
In fact the Draft Plan specifically references the development of “mixed-income housing” along 
the Expo Line and in Transit-Oriented Developments: 
 
“Goal LU5-3 and Goal LU6-10: Locate Density Appropriately.  Locate higher residential 
densities, senior citizen housing and mixed income housing, when feasible, near commercial 
centers, transit stops (i.e. near Expo Line and Green line station areas) and public service 
facilities.” 
 

                                                
35 Draft South Los Angeles Community Plan, Los Angeles Department of City Planning, December 2012, pages 
3-9, 3-10, 3-20, 3-21, 3-33 
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“Goal LU6-9:  Mixed-Income Communities.  Encourage additional mixed-income 
neighborhoods by promoting affordable housing and reducing residential segregation and 
concentrations of poverty.” 
 
“Transit-Oriented Districts (TODs), LU18-3:  Mixed-Income Housing. Promote and 
incentivize mixed-income housing in Transit-Oriented Developments.” 
 
  B. City of Los Angeles Draft Housing Element 2013-2021 
   May 30, 2013 
 
The City’s Draft Housing Element 2013-2021 also makes multiple references to the importance 
of creating “mixed-income” communities in Chapter 6, Housing Goals, Objectives, Policies and 
Programs.  The introduction to the Chapter 6 states, “The corresponding policies formulate the 
City’s housing approach of creating sustainable mixed-use, mixed-income neighborhoods 
strategically located across the City.”36 
 
The Housing Element identifies the following goals and objectives regarding mixed-income 
development: 
 
“Goal 2: A City in which housing helps to create safe, livable and sustainable 
neighborhoods. 
 
Objective 2.2 Promote sustainable neighborhoods that have mixed-income housing, jobs, 
amenities, services and transit. 
 
Policies: 2.2.4 Educate the public to understand and support the benefits of mixed-use and 
mixed-income communities to accommodate projected growth.” 
 
“8. Land Use Program to Increase the Production of Affordable Housing 
Objective: Increase the supply of affordable and mixed-income housing. 
 
Objective 2.2 Promote sustainable neighborhoods that have mixed-income housing, jobs, 
amenities, services and transit.” 
 
“74.  Education about Growth, Housing Need, Mixed-Use and Mixed Income 
Neighborhoods.  Provide training to neighborhood councils and other community groups 
regarding the planning process and accommodating and responding to growth, including the 
siting of housing affordable housing and special needs housing, mixed use and mixed-income 
development.” 
 
 
 
 
 
                                                
36 City of Los Angeles Draft Housing Element 2013-2021, May 30, 2013, pages 6-2, 6-8, 6-19, 6-48, 6-51  
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  C. Housing Authority City of Los Angeles (HACLA),  
   2014 Agency Plan 
 
In HACLA’s 2014 Agency Plan to HUD, the agency lists several priorities related to the 
creation of mixed-income communities in order to deconcentrate poverty in public housing 
programs and Section 8 vouchers:37 
 
Section 5.2 Goals and Objectives: 
“[L]everage available private or other public funds to develop mixed-income communities” in 
public housing projects.  
 
For Section 8, “[e]xplore all available avenues to de-concentrate low income families with the 
goal of expanding mixed-income communities.” 
 
Section 7.0 HOPE VI, Mixed Finance Modernization or Development, Demolition and/or 
Disposition, Conversion of Public Housing, Homeownership Programs, and Project-
based Vouchers:  Describes the goal of rebuilding large public housing projects that were 
highly segregated with high concentrations of poverty and “transform[ing] neighborhoods of 
poverty into viable mixed-income neighborhoods with access to well-functioning services.”  
 
In Attachment 5 of the Agency Plan, HACLA responded to comments about “Mixed-Income 
and Deconcentration of Poverty,” by reaffirming the importance of created mixed-income 
communities.  The Agency stated, “The goal of deconcentrating poverty in public housing was 
established by Congress with the Housing Reform Act of 1998 . . . .  Deconcentration of 
poverty is a worthwhile goal because studies have showed that communities with high poverty 
levels receive less services and job opportunities.  Schools tend to underperform in such 
areas, for those and many other reasons HUD and Congress have implemented programs and 
pursued policies to deconcentrate poverty.” 
 
  D. Current housing and planning trends favor Mixed-Income   
   Transit Oriented-Development 
 
The proposed Rolland Curtis expansion to increase the number of affordable housing units 
from 48 to 140 units of mostly two and three bedroom apartments with 138 reserved 
exclusively for low-income families is reminiscent of the large-scale public housing projects of 
the past, especially since Rolland Curtis is located in a crowded area that is poor and highly 
segregated with an existing concentration of low-income, subsidized and Section 8 properties.  
The City’s approval of the Rolland Curtis project will recreate the same troubling conditions 
that led to the failures of those public housing projects.  In light of the City’s massive and 
expensive efforts to redevelop the remaining public housing projects in the Los Angeles area, 
such as Jordan Downs, into mixed-income communities, why is the City recreating new 
versions of Jordan Downs throughout South LA neighborhoods like ours? 
 

                                                
37 Housing Authority of the City of Los Angles Year 2014 Agency Plan, September 26, 2013, pages 8-9, 21, 111 
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Since the 1990s, HUD’s policies have promoted mixed-income developments that mix housing 
units with various income levels, including market-rent units and subsidized units, rentals and 
homeownership units.  HUD views mixed-income development as “a tool to reduce 
concentrations of public housing in high-poverty neighborhoods and combat the effects of 
poverty on families . . . .  HUD aims to use the mixed-income strategy to improve the economic 
viability of multifamily housing developments . . . and strengthen neighborhoods.”38 
 
According to the Center for Transit-Oriented Development (CTOD), there is a “growing 
consensus” for combining mixed-income development with transit-oriented development 
(MITOD).  Their guide for MITOD planning states, “The socio-economic diversity that mixed-
income housing provides for also enhances community stability and sustainability, and ensures 
that low-income households are not isolated in concentrations of poverty.”   CTOD noted that 
over the last 10 years, HUD has spent $4.5 billion to demolish public housing projects and 
redevelop them into to mixed-income properties.  There are numerous case studies of 
successful MITODs across the country. 39   
 
In the City, there are already several successful examples of MITOD at Pueblo Del Sol in 
Boyle Heights, Wilshire Vermont Metro and Hollywood & Vine.40  
 
If a MITOD can be successfully built in other neighborhoods in the City, then why can’t one be 
built in South Los Angeles?  The existing affordable housing stock can be preserved and 
supplemented with an equal mix of income-restricted apartments and market rate.  A mixed-
income strategy would promote integration and reduce the concentration of poverty in our 
neighborhood. 
 
 7. The City did not adequately study and consider the fact that allowing  
  the increased height, density, zoning changes, and parking concessions  
  for this Project will substantially increase traffic on residential side   
  streets and will significantly reduce the already limited street parking for  
  the existing residents. 

 
The parking and traffic studies commissioned by the Developer failed to adequately address 
the true levels of traffic and parking demand in our neighborhood, and how it would be affected 
by the Project.  With the current numbers of residents, there are many complaints about not 
having enough street parking for the residents who live here, or being forced to park several 
blocks away in areas residents do not feel safe walking to and from their homes due to the 
criminal activity in the neighborhood. 
 
The City estimates a minimum of 447 new residents will live at the proposed Rolland Curtis 
project, and 57 will be children, who presumably do not drive.  The Developer proposes to 

                                                
38 U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development, Office of Policy Development and Research Publication, 
Evidence Matters, “Confronting Concentrated Poverty,” Spring 2013 
39 The Center for Transit-Oriented Development, “Mixed-Income Housing Near Transit,” September 2009 
40 Helmi A. Hisserich, Los Angeles Housing Department, “Transit-Oriented Development in Los Angeles,” 
presentation at the Ballard Spahr | CSG Western Housing Conference, March 25, 2011, Los Angeles, CA 
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provide 114 parking spaces for at least 390 adults.  According to St. John’s Well Child and 
Family Center, they intend to open a 6,500 square feet medical clinic in the new Rolland Curtis 
offering an array of medical and dental services.  St. John’s estimates they will serve a 
minimum of 4,467 medical patients and 3,514 dental patients in the first year.41  The Developer 
proposes only 16 parking spaces for the employees and clients of St. John’s and the other 
businesses in the remaining 1,500 square feet of space. 
 
The Developer’s studies essentially predicted that there would be a lower demand for parking 
because low-income people do not have cars.  We believe it is completely unrealistic to 
assume that the new Rolland Curtis residents and their visitors, or the clients at the Rolland 
Curtis businesses will not have cars, or use cars to get to Rolland Curtis because they are low-
income.  Rolland Curtis residents or their visitors are using the majority of street parking along 
38th Street in front of Rolland Curtis.  We often see individuals parking on the street and 
entering Rolland Curtis.  What will happen when there is three times the number of residents?  
Where will all of the employees and clients St. John’s park their vehicles? 
 
The Developer’s studies also failed to assess the demand for street parking during the peak 
times during the day.  Neighborhood residents regularly compete with hundreds of daily 
visitors to USC, Exposition Park, the Coliseum, the Sports Arena, Natural History Museum, 
California Science Center, California African-American Museum, LA County Department of 
Public Social Services, and the LA Child Guidance Clinic who circle our neighborhood looking 
for a free parking space.  There are also numerous special events on the weekends and at 
night, especially USC games, that creates a substantial amount of traffic in our neighborhood 
and virtually eliminates all street parking for residents.  In fact, many residents count on the 
lack of street parking on USC game days in order to make some extra money selling a parking 
space. 
 
The City’s approval of the Rolland Curtis project will result in a significant increase in traffic and 
reduce street parking for the current residents. 
 
 8. The City and the Developer failed to consider reasonable alternatives  
  proposed by Residents that would be more appropriate to the    
  neighborhood. 
 
The City approved the project without fully investigating these reasonable alternatives as 
suggested by the community. 
 

 A. Save Rolland Curtis for the existing Rolland Curtis residents. 
 
Beginning in 2011, TRUST saved Rolland Curtis residents from being illegally evicted by 
billionaire absentee landlord, Jeffrey Greene.  By 2012, TRUST and Adobe purchased the 
apartment complex, preserved it as affordable housing, and prevented the displacement of the 
Rolland Curtis families.   
                                                
41 Jim Mangia, President and CEO, St. John’s Well Child and Family Center, Letter to City Planning Commission, 
May 30, 2014 
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We do not understand why the Developers are now planning to displace these same families 
anyway.  The current Rolland Curtis residents will be displaced for at least two years or longer.  
The tenants have been offered relocation assistance and the “right of first return,” but only if 
they qualify - by passing a credit check and meeting the income requirements.42  It is not clear 
whether the current Rolland Curtis would be able to return under those conditions, or if they 
realistically would return after establishing a new home during that time and finding schools for 
their children elsewhere.  A few Rolland Curtis residents have privately complained that they 
will not qualify to return, and they do not know why the Developers insist on constructing a new 
building instead of spending the money to improve the existing complex.   
 

 B. Re-envision the project into a “Mixed-Income” Transit-Oriented  
  Development 

 
Our predominately low-income minority neighborhood already has a high concentration of 
existing low-income and Section 8 properties.  We believe that changing the project into a 
“Mixed Income” property would make our neighborhood healthier and far more sustainable 
than an exclusively low-income project.   
 
Numerous studies have documented the many benefits to residents who live in a “mixed-
income” community.43 Public policies at the federal, state and local level are all trending 
towards promoting “mixed income” projects after the failure of large-scale public housing 
projects of the past that resulted in segregation and the concentration of poverty.44  
 
Currently, the City of Los Angeles through various City Planning documents repeatedly 
advocates for promoting and incentivizing the creation of more mixed-income projects, 
specifically in Transit-Oriented Developments (TOD) such as the proposed project.45  In fact, 
Mixed-Income TODs are being increasingly built across the country, including successful 
projects in the City such as Wilshire Vermont Metro and Hollywood & Vine.46 
 
  C. Reduce the number of units to be added 
 
Due to the already large concentration of existing low-income housing and Section 8 properties 
in our community, an affordable housing project that is smaller in size and scale would bring in 
a more manageable number of new residents than the current proposal. 
 
 
 
 
                                                
42 Rolland Curtis Gardens Discretionary Request Application, Craig Lawson & Co., LLC, October 2013, p. 21 
43 U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development, Office of Policy Development and Research Publication, 
Evidence Matters, “Confronting Concentrated Poverty,” Spring 2013 
44 The Center for Transit-Oriented Development, “Mixed-Income Housing Near Transit,” September 2009 
45 Draft South Los Angeles Community Plan, December 2012, Los Angeles City Planning Department, pages, 3-
9, 3-10, 3-20, 3-21, 3-33 
46 Helmi A. Hisserich, Los Angeles Housing Department, “Transit-Oriented Development in Los Angeles,” 
presentation at the Ballard Spahr | CSG Western Housing Conference, March 25, 2011, Los Angeles, CA  
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III. CONCLUSION 
 
Affordable housing is urgently needed in the City, but the neighborhoods where these projects 
are located are just as important as increasing the numbers of affordable housing stock on a 
spreadsheet.  For far too long, the City’s practice of approving a disproportionate share of 
affordable housing projects in highly segregated minority communities with large 
concentrations of poverty, and underperforming, segregated schools, has contributed to the 
current state of segregation that exists in the City, and all of the negative consequences that 
come with it.  This practice is a violation of the Fair Housing Act’s AFFH mandate.   
 
The City’s approval of the proposed Rolland Curtis project in its current form would only serve 
to further segregate and destabilize our struggling community.  It would also fail the poor 
families who would come to live here.  While the short-term goal of housing low-income 
families would be accomplished, the long-term goal of providing true opportunities such as 
safe streets and goods school to these families and their children would not be met.  We know 
this, because we grapple with these issues everyday.  
 
We ask the City to reject this proposal and urge the Developers to work with us on a 
compromise that would save the existing Rolland Curtis affordable housing units in some form, 
either in the existing complex, in a Mixed-Income Transit-Oriented Development, or a smaller 
expansion.  We believe that a different approach is needed in order to make our community a 
safer, healthier, more sustainable neighborhood. 
 
We thank you for your time.  We hope you will give our appeal serious consideration.  If our 
appeal is unsuccessful, we will file a federal civil rights complaint against the City. 
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Dear Ms. Christina Toy Lee, 
 
 This letter regards the proposed expansion to Rolland Curtis Gardens, located at 
1077 W. 38th Street, Los Angeles, CA 90037, case number CPC-2013-3340.  We think 
that affordable housing is urgently needed in Los Angeles and commend efforts to 
develop more units.  We also know, however, that it is very costly, particularly when the 
various tax subsidies to developers are included, and very scarce.  Therefore, we think 
that it is critically important to use these precious resources to help address the problems 
that put families in a situation where they cannot afford market housing—poor income, 
directly related to inadequate education and networks connected to the kinds of 
employment that provides an adequate family income.  If this cycle is to be broken we 
believe that it is urgent that these poor children have access to a school that provides the 
critical opportunities.   
 
Since schools intensely segregated by race and class tend to be very weak on both of 
these dimensions family housing should be located in communities with strong schools in 
communities that are not doubly segregated. Our 2014 report Segregating 
California's Future. Inequality and Its Alternative. 60 Years after Brown v. Board 
of Education, shows that California has the most segregated schools in the U.S. for 
Latino students and black students are strongly concentrated in very low ranked schools 
with Latino majorities. Both groups attend schools with highly concentrated poverty.  
The report shows that black and Latino students attend high schools with low graduation 
rates and state ratings that make it very hard for them to be prepared for college, which is 
the key to escaping poverty in California’s economy.  In this situation we believe that 
placing more segregated subsidized housing in such school areas perpetuates poverty and 
racial inequality and violates Title VIII of the l968 fair housing law as well as Title VI 



and the l964 Civil Rights Act. It is the use of public funds to intensify residential and 
school segregation.  In a number of federal court rulings on unconstitutional school 
segregation, location of subsidized housing was held to be one of the violations triggering 
a remedy. 
 
 A strength of this project is that it will increase housing for low-income renters in 
Los Angeles at a time of increasing rents and diminishing supply. That would be true in 
any location within the city.  Affordable two and three bedroom apartments targeted to 
families with children, which are included in the project, are especially needed. This 
project’s location near a subway station and many bus routes can help provide its tenants 
with needed access to jobs, commercial services, and other amenities throughout the city. 
A precondition for most jobs with any future, however, is educational success.   
     
            Under this proposed project the low-income families who will live there will most 
within the zones of some of the poorest, most underperforming schools in the city—
Weemes Elementary, Foshay Learning Center 6-8, and Manual Arts Senior High. The 
vast majority of the students that attend these schools are economically disadvantaged 
(from 77% to 87%). They do a poor job of preparing students to advance to the next 
grade level. At Weemes, about half of the students or fewer in 2012-2013 scored at grade 
level on the California Standards tests. At Foshay and Manual Arts, about one-third of the 
students or fewer scored at grade level. On the state Academic Performance Index scale 
of 1 to 10, where 10 is the best and 1 is the worst, the schools rank 1 and 2.  In a state 
where only the top third of high school graduates are eligible for four-year public 
colleges and where very few graduates of high poverty segregated high schools transfer 
from community colleges, location can be life-determining. 
 
 Attending an underperforming school makes it difficult for a low-income child to 
be economically successful later in life. Poor, segregated schools like Weemes, Foshay, 
and Manual Arts tend to have fewer qualified teachers and advanced courses and higher 
dropout rates than other schools. Students who come out of these schools will not be 
prepared for college or middle class jobs. In turn, adding more low-income children to a 
school that is already having trouble educating its students may further disadvantage it. 
 
 What also is worrisome about this project is that it will continue to concentrate 
low-income housing in poor communities in the city. In our 2009 report The Opportunity 
Illusion: Subsidized Housing and Failing Schools in California, we found that LIHTC 
projects targeted to large families that were built in the region in the first half of the 
2000s were overwhelmingly located in high poverty communities with segregated, poor, 
and troubled schools. The proposed expansion to Rolland Curtis Gardens will continue 
this trend. In American society paths to college and information networks about 
education and jobs are strongly concentrated in middle class communities. 
 
 We commend the City of Los Angeles and non-profit developers like T.R.U.S.T 
South LA and Adobe Communities for their commitment to increasing housing options 
for poor people in the city. They are helping to keep Los Angeles as a place where a 
diversity of people can live. But continuing to build low-income housing in 



disadvantaged neighborhoods may serve to trap low-income families in a vicious cycle of 
poverty and further destabilize poor communities. This concern is reflected in the 2013-
2021 Los Angeles Housing Element, which establishes the objective to “Promote a more 
equitable distribution of affordable housing opportunities throughout the City” (pg. 6-10). 
It is important for the City and non-profit housing developers to work toward meeting 
this objective by proactively pursuing low-income rental projects in lower poverty 
communities with higher performing schools.  
 
 We appreciate your consideration of these issues in your review of the project. 
We believe that there may be a federal civil rights complaint filed about this proposal and 
that your agency would do well to consider these issues before taking any risk to your 
funding should the project be rejected on civil rights grounds or the agency would face a 
costly and complex civil rights remedy in the future.  Please do not hesitate to contact us 
if we can provide additional guidance.  
 

Sincerely, 
 
Deirdre Pfeiffer 
Assistant Professor 
School of Geographical Sciences and Urban 
Planning 
Arizona State University 
Deirdre.Pfeiffer@asu.edu 
(323) 333-6783 
 
Gary Orfield 
Distinguished Research Professor of 
Education, Law, Political Science, and 
Urban Planning 
Co-Director, Civil Rights Project 
University of California, Los Angeles 
Orfield@gmail.com 
(310) 267-5562 
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