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Introduction
Frank Vanclay describes a social impact assessment (SIA) as “…the processes of
analysing, monitoring and managing the intended and unintended social consequences,
both positive and negative, of planned interventions (policies, programs, plans,
projects) and any social change processes invoked by those interventions” (2003: 6). The
scope of this areawide plan limited the ability to conduct a full impact assessment.
Further, some elements of a full impact assessment overlap with other assessments
conducted during the course of this project, e.g., the health impact assessment, the
economic assessment, and the environmental assessment. This SIA focuses on a
community profile or portrait that examines historical trends, previous projects that
were developed to address socioeconomic conditions, and the engagement of the
affected community in proposed interventions.
To conduct this abbreviated SIA, a mixed-method research approach was used that
included qualitative and quantitative measures. This included a review of literature,
grey data, comparisons with other areas of the country that neighbor universities, and
interweaving findings from the other assessments. This was leveraged by the work of
graduate students from the University of South Florida Department of Anthropology
students. Other major contributors were the staff of the University Area Community
Development Corporation (UACDC), Hillsborough County City-County Planning
Commission, and the USF Areawide Planning team.
Overall, the UACDC appears to have developed the essential component for effective
social impact assessment, meaning community engagement. There exists a positive
feedback loop between community involvement, the development of programs and
services, evaluation, and monitoring.
A key consideration is that a number of the challenges faced by the University area are
beyond the scope of the UACDC and, even, the local government. Many of the
challenges are historical, national, if not global, and systemic. However, to the extent
that SIA focuses on enhancing the benefits of projects to impacted communities, the
UACDC model and the partnerships developed in this areawide plan is responsive to
the goals envisioned nearly 20 years ago (Gouldman 1994:16).
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USF EPA
Brownfields
Areawide Planning
Social Impact
Assessment
Overview
To assess the potential
social impacts of
brownfields planning
and redevelopment on
the University Area
Community, BGW
Figure 1. Harvest Hope Park 31 August 2017
Associates used a
mixed-methods
research approach. This assessment was coordinated with the environmental mapping
and health and economic assessments to inform and leverage the work effort as
outlined in the University of South Florida (USF) Social Impact Assessment (SIA)
request for proposals.
This is not a full SIA. Within the budget and time constraints, the assessment includes
the development of a profile or portrait of the University Area Community, “…a
summary of the history, present conditions, and anticipated future of an area (U.S.
Federal Highway Administration 1996:14).” The community portrait includes an
aggregation and analyses of relevant social and spatial data, e.g., census and American
Community Survey data, appropriate GIS layers, etc. These social and spatial data
supplement the health and economic data and the environmental mapping, with
emphasis on concentrations of vulnerable population groups, e.g., ethnic and racial
minorities, older persons, persons with disabilities, youths, etc. Tables, graphics, and
photographs are included that highlight important features and findings.
The portrait also includes an historical overview of the study area with regard to
community development with special attention given to the social impacts of past
actions. A review of past surveys, studies, and other gray data also was conducted.
The historical overview has been combined with a literature review highlighting
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potential social impacts of brownfields planning and redevelopment, comparable
projects, and other information that may be relevant to the areawide plan.
The University Community Area portrait was used in combination with qualitative
data collection techniques including, but not limited to direct and participant
observation, windshield and intercept surveys, interviews of key informants, etc., to aid
in identifying potential impacts and secondary and cumulative effects. Consideration
of potential impacts included examination of benefits and burdens to the community,
the magnitude, scale, and duration of impacts, and the community’s concerns.
Interim reports of findings were provided to the project manager and the
environmental mapping, the health and economic impact assessment team members,
and community contacts. The community portrait, including findings from the
qualitative data analyses, and other related information is compiled in this technical
report and includes identification of potential impacts, benefits and burdens, with
specific recommendations for the Brownfields Areawide
PlanEPA
withStudy
regard
University
Areato mitigating
or minimizing adverse impacts. Where appropriate, recommendations for
enhancements have been
provided.
Community Portrait of the Study
Area

The University Area
Community, as described in
the U.S. Environmental
Protection Agency proposal,
and shown in Figure 2, is an
864-acre underserved
residential-commercial
neighborhood located in
unincorporated Hillsborough
County on the northern edge of
the City of Tampa. (ThisMarch 7, 2018
Figure 2. University Community Study Area
description is smaller than the
University Census Designated Place (CDP) geography of 6.42 square miles or 4,108.8
acres defined by the U.S. Census Bureau in 2010.) The study area is bounded on the
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north by East Bearss Avenue, on the east by Bruce B. Downs Boulevard North, on the
south by East Fletcher Avenue, and on the west by
U.S. Highway
41/Nebraska Avenue
North. This
geography was
overlaid on U.S.
Census block groups
to identify
demographic changes
and trends, as shown
in Figure 3. The area
contains or partially
contains seven census
block groups.
Selected data
available at this level
ranges from the 1990
Census through 2010
with estimates from
the American
Community Survey
(ACS) through 2016.
Block Group 3, Census
Tract 108.18, contains
Harvest Hope Park.

Harvest
Hope

Figure 3. Census Block Groups with Community Study Area Overlay

Selected Demographic Changes
As shown in Table 1, the population for these block groups ranged from 10,269 in 1990
to an estimate of 12,174 in 2016. Although there was virtually no growth in population
between 1990 and 2000, the study area was estimated to have grown by about three
percent between 2000 and 2010. The 2016 estimate suggests that the area has grown in
population by approximately 14 percent. The population of Hillsborough County grew
an estimated 64 percent between 1990 and 2016, with an average growth of 18 percent.
USF EPA UA Harvest Hope Park SIA 4

However, between 2010 and 2016, the county population is estimated to have grown by
12 percent while the block groups in the study area are estimated to have grown by 14
percent. (The block group containing Harvest Hope Park, 108.18.3, grew at a slightly
higher rate than that of the entire study area.) This may suggest that the study area, and
in particular the block group containing Harvest Home Park, is growing at a faster rate
than that of the county and may have implications on the needs for services, other
resources, etc.
Table 1. Study Area Population Estimates 1990-2016

Block Group
Population
Estimates
1990
2000
2010
2016
120570108081
1,764
2,093
1,865
1,630
120570108082
1,022
801
949
634
120570108171
2,265
1,865
2,090
3,228
120570108172
1,103
1,444
1,418
1,433
120570108181
898
882
993
1,316
120570108182
812
1,028
953
1,169
120570108183
2,405
2,170
2,369
2,764
Totals
10,269
10,283
10,637
12,174
Sources: 1990, 2000, and 2010 U.S. Censuses and 2012-2016
American Community Survey 5-Year Estimates, U.S. Census
Bureau
While the population in the study area is estimated to have increased by nearly 20
percent between 1990 and 2016, the ethnic and racial changes have varied. As shown in
Table 2, the White population decreased by nearly 20 percent since 1990. The Black
population increased by nearly one-fourth. The estimated number of persons of
American Indian or Alaskan Native descent increased nearly four times. The estimated
number of Native Hawaiian or Other Pacific Islanders decreased to zero. Persons
reporting to be of some other race increased nearly seven times. The Hispanic or Latinx
is estimated to have decreased by 31 percent between 1990 and 2016.
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Table 2. Changes in Racial and Ethnic Population

2016

%
Chang
e

1.2% 5,761

12.0%

-17.6%

-8.1% 3,390

-7.0%

24.3%

57.9%
58.2%
100.0%

261.8%
27.8%
100.0%

999
59.7% 2,390
49.8%
7,98
Hispanic
8,859
2 -9.9% 6,369 -20.2% 6,145
-3.5%
Sources: 1990, 2000, and 2010 U.S. Censuses and 2012-2016 American
Community Survey 5-Year Estimates

600.9%

Race and
Ethnicity
White
Black
American
Indian
Asian

%
Chang
1990 2000
e
2010
5,08
6,992
4 27.3% 5,146
3,96
2,727
5 45.4% 3,645
55
151

55
175

NHOPI

3

5

Other

341

0.0%
15.9%

%
Chang
e

126
122

129.1%
-30.3%

199
193

66.7%
3
193.0
% 1,595

-40.0%

0

19902016

-30.6%

Selected Economic Characteristics
The 2014 ALICE (Asset Limited, Income Constrained, Employed) Report found that 77
percent of households in the University area struggled to meet their basic needs
(2014:157). As shown in Table 3, the estimated poverty levels for the study area block
groups averaged 37 percent, according to the 2016 ACS.
Table 3. Poverty Status in the Past 12 Months

Block Group
120570108081
120570108082
120570108171

Total
Population
Estimate
1,630
634
3,176

Below
Poverty
Level
Estimate
782
227
979

Percent
48.0
35.8
30.8
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120570108172
1,433
315
22.0
120570108181
1,316
665
50.5
120570108182
1,169
430
36.8
120570108183
2,521
995
39.5
Totals
11,879
4,393
37.0
Source: 2012-2016 American Community Survey 5Year Estimates
As shown below in Table 4, 81 percent of the households in the study area were renter
occupied in 2016. The rate for the county was estimated as 42 percent. The rate for the
entire University area was 87 percent.
Table 4. Household Tenure

Renter
Total
Owner- occupi
Block Group Households occupied
ed
120570108081
711
55
656
120570108082
286
0
286
120570108171
1,042
504
538
120570108172
522
59
463
120570108181
462
26
436
120570108182
435
0
435
Totals
3,458
644
2,814
Percent
100
18.6
81.4
Source: 2012-2016 American Community Survey 5Year Estimates
Historical Overview
The experiences of residents in the study area may be compared to that of others who
live in internal colonies or “administered communities” (Lopez 1998; Thomas 1994;
Weingrod 1996). Weingrod describes such neighborhoods as “‘administered
communities’—a community whose social, cultural, economic, and political
development is directed by outside agencies . . . planning, external control, and
paternalism characterize this type of community” (1996:viii, passim). That is, the
residents are controlled by a larger community, exchanging their labor for other
USF EPA UA Harvest Hope Park SIA 7

resources. As the need for or value of their labor decreases, the need for public
“investment,” financial assistance, or other intervention in the areas increases. The
residents of these areas become dependent, in large part, on the larger community for
survival. Chief among the outside agencies have been Hillsborough County Board of
County Commissioners and USF.
Beginning in 1991, the Hillsborough County Planning and Management Department
and representatives of the USF began discussions on problems in the area surrounding
the University, including the study area. (This was prompted in part by then USF
President Dr. Francis T. Borkowski (Gouldman 1994:12-13).) Gouldman found that the
group viewed the area as “…a high crime area; the area housed many students;
students faced a critical housing shortage; existing strip centers were ‘a poor substitute
for real university-oriented shopping’” (1994:14). The County and the University began
a two-phased planning study to address concerns with the goals of producing several
long-range plans to address community design, zoning, building codes and to address
crime and code enforcement. The effort also was to be a “…fully participatory process,
involving not only County, City of Tampa, and Planning Commission staff, but also
with the ... participation of area residents, property owners, neighborhood and civic
associations, USF students, USF faculty/administration, and area businesses”
(Gouldman 1994:16). Gouldman, as a student intern, was a member of this first
participatory neighborhood planning effort undertaken by the County (1994:5). A USF
Area Task Force, comprised of community leaders, was formed “…to help develop and
act upon solutions to immediate problems as well as to identify long range concerns
and to serve as a primary advocate for change in the USF area” (Gouldman 1994:123).
Among the community needs identified by the Task Force were a public library, a
neighborhood park, and structured programs for local youth and a multi-service
community center (Gouldman 1994:132).
Lewis (1997 passim) draws comparisons between national trends related to women in
the workforce, crime, and other social problems and conditions in the study area. His
work highlights two primary factors: one, the high rate of renter-occupied households,
which he attributed to unplanned development; and, the high rate of male
unemployment and underemployment in the study area (Lewis 1997:viii). Lewis and
Brown found that the job market in the study area was largely made up of service
sector, low-paying jobs that mainly employed women (1997:53-57; 1998:3).
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The study area was predominately rural, but residential development grew as USF
grew. According to Brown, the USF was a commuter school with few accommodations
for student housing, which fostered development of apartment complexes (1998:32;
Gouldman 1994; Lavely, Blackman and Mann 1995; Lewis 1997). Lavely, Blackman and
Mann found that the population of the University area grew from 1,743 in 1960 to
21,774 in 1980 (1995:8). And, while Lewis found that much of the housing in the study
area was apartment complexes, the majority of residents were not USF students.
Between 1980 and 1990, the student population in the area dropped from 27.1 percent to
18.3 percent (Lewis 1997:39).
Brown (1998), Gouldman (1994), and the USF Florida Center for Community Design
and Research (1997) document that public infrastructure needs did not keep pace with
residential development. Of particular concern were high traffic volumes and the
number of small children in the area, public transportation, bicycle and pedestrian
amenities, solid waste, and floodwater management.
Investments in the University area have included Weed and Seed grants, 1994 and 2001,
Community Development Block Grants (CDBG), and county funds. Much of the
funding has focused on needed public infrastructure improvements and crime
reduction. Lewis has stated that the local conditions found in the University area
should be considered within the context of national trends and argued for more social
supports, including a more even distribution of wealth. Lewis also suggested that
comparative studies “…be done to verify the phenomenon that has created the existing
social environment around the university” (1997:182).
USF has been a major influence on the development of the University area. As
suggested by Lewis, a look to other areas for comparison is warranted. Two examples
are from Columbia University and Harlem and John Hopkins and East Baltimore.
These examples are raised here to contrast and compare the needs of expanding
academic institutions and the development of the surrounding communities and the
needs of the residents of the communities and to illuminate the conflux of these
relationships.
In 2004, Columbia University planned expansion into an area of Harlem known as
Manhattanville—a plan for the takeover and demolition of 17 acres (Evitar 2006; Paul
2010). “Columbia says that the project will advance a vital public interest and help
revitalize parts of Upper Manhattan.” The project would affect about 1,600 people
employed in the area and about 400 residents (Eviatar 2006). Various community
USF EPA UA Harvest Hope Park SIA 9

groups opposed the proposed plan, including Peggy Shepard, executive director of We
Act for Environmental Justice, “Columbia is going to be between the community and
the park… Will people feel comfortable going over there, or will it be only for Columbia
students?”
Paul points to the need for a “…balance of global and local priorities and the value of
participatory processes that can provide forums for rational deliberation of the costs
and benefits of different development strategies… and the potential of community
planning as an alternative that provides democratic agency and crafts strong policy for
a more equitable and sustainable 21st century city” (2010:5).
The historically black community known as East Baltimore is north of Johns Hopkins
University downtown hospital. The contentious relationship between John Hopkins
and the community can be traced to the 1950s with the expansion of the University that
led to demolition of East Baltimore households and businesses with the never-realized
promise of new homes for the residents (Ross 2013; Gomez 2013). Over the years, the
Hopkins continued to grow, both fiscally and physically, while the East Baltimore
community declined. Redevelop efforts have continued over the years, including a plan
in the early 2000s for more than 80 acres in an area known as Middle East Baltimore.
Residents organized forming the Save Middle East Action Committee “…to work with
officials to ensure that residents are treated fairly” (Tracey 2002). The planned
redevelopment is still in process 16 years later with mixed results. some displaced
residents moved back into new homes; there were delays, controversies, and
rebranding of the community as Eager Park (Rienzi 2013; Mitter 2018).1
These examples provide a glimpse into the relationships between other urban academic
institutions and neighboring communities. They specifically address the critical need
for meaningful participation by affected communities throughout the planning and
project development. While USF’s footprint has not expanded into the University area,
it has been and continues to be a major employer in the area and otherwise influences
the community.
Economic, Public, and Other Policy Influences
One key aspect of USF’s influence was the Florida Community Partnership Center role,
along with the USF Area Community Civic Association (USFACCA), and residents in
I visited East Baltimore and met with members of Save Middle East Action Committee in 2007 as part of a NeighborWorks
Community Leadership Institute conference.
1
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the creation of the University Area Community Development Corporation (UACDC) in
1998. In addition to participating in the creation of the UACDC, the USF Florida Center
for Community Design and Research (FCCD+R) and Hillsborough County staff
developed the University Community Area Master Plan using funds from the 1994
Weed and Seed grant. In 2001, the County received an Urban Infill and Redevelopment
Assistance Planning Grant from the Florida Department of Community Affairs. In
addition to allowing the County to update its existing Master Plan, FCCD+R developed
an addendum to the Master Plan, which addressed 18 elements as required by the
Urban Infill and Redevelopment Planning Grant. Attention is drawn to Element 1,
Description of a holistic and collaborative community participation
planning process which allows for community input including visioning
before redevelopment occurs. The collaborative process should result in a
plan that contains goals, objectives, projects and activities that address
solutions to neighborhood problems and offer opportunities to improve
the quality of life in the designated area. The process should create both
short-term and long-term goals and objectives so that residents can see
some successes in the short term while continuing to pursue and achieve
long-term goals (FCCD+R 2001:A-6).

In 2001, the Hillsborough County Planning Commission adopted the University Area
Community Plan. Over the course of the last 17 years, the plan has been updated
several times with the latest available update made in 2013. The University Area
Community Plan northern boundary is Skipper Road/Bearss Avenue/Bruce B. Downs
Boulevard up to North 30th Street/Bruce B. Down Boulevard, and East Fletcher Avenue
from North 50th Street to the Hillsborough River. (See Figure 4.) The 2013 update also
included the addition of three areas east of 56th Street in the City of Temple Terrace.
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[The] University Area Community Plan…seeks to maintain, preserve
and encourage the redevelopment of the suburban characteristics,
atmosphere, and quality of life; continuing to improve the viability of
residential types, pedestrian and public transit, and economic
development within the area to provide a stable live and work
environment for residents in order to provide a strong, diversified
economic base for the community. It also encourages new and existing
infrastructure in order to keep the University Area Community an
attractive, functional, and safe place for visitors and local residents
(Hillsborough County City-County Planning Commission 2013:9).
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Over the course of 20 years, the partnership that has developed between the Planning
Commission and the UACDC has contributed to the efforts to achieve the “fully
participatory process” that Gouldman stated the Hillsborough County Planning and
Development Management Department envisioned in 1994. The UACDC uses many
mechanisms to afford opportunities for community engagement through its programs,
but also through volunteers, its University Area Leaders Collective, which meets bimonthly, and the 10-week Block-by-Block Program. Begun in 2017, volunteers with
work one-on-one with families to identify needs and connect families to resources and
other assistance.
Other local and national forces, however, have impacted the community. These include
the Homeownership Opportunities for People Everywhere (HOPE) VI Program, the
Great Recession, housing shortages, and transportation costs.
HOPE VI in Hillsborough County
Between 1999 and 2007, the Tampa Housing Authority relocated more than 1,700
households as part of the HOPE VI Program. The first wave of relocations took place
between 1999 and 2006 as the result of 14 public housing complex demolitions or
revitalizations. At the end of this period, 64 percent of the former public housing
residents were using Housing Choice Vouchers rather than living in public housing
complexes. Census tract 108, contained by the University area, was among the top ten
receiving tracts (Renford 2001; Ward 2007). While the majority of the nearly 7,000
Tampa Housing Authority families lived in the City of Tampa, nearly six percent lived
in the University area, the second largest concentration. In 2007, 405 households were
relocated from the former Central Park Village complex. Roughly 10 percent of those
households relocated to the University area (Ward 2007).
The Great Recession
Beginning in December 2007 and lasting through June 2009, for most, a collapse of the
economy led to mortgage foreclosures, high unemployment, and other economic crises.
Some data suggests that the recession began earlier in Florida and that the State was
slower to recover, particularly the Tampa Bay area (Pew 2013; Pew 2016; Danielson
2013). Foreclosures in the University area were featured on WBUR’s Here & Now radio
program as late as 2012 (Young).
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Affordable Housing and Transportation
Chronic housing shortages, particularly low-income housing, have long been an issue in
the Tampa bay area. According to the Tampa Housing Authority, the waiting list for
Housing Choice Vouchers was closed in 2008 and still contains more than 4,000 persons
or families (personal communication; O’Donnell 2016). The 2014 ALICE Report found
housing in Tampa among the least affordable (Rutgers University 2014:48)
Transportation costs in the Tampa area can account for as much as 55 percent of the
Housing and Transportation Affordability Index.
Public transportation is typically the cheapest form of transportation,
but it is non-existent in most of Florida; only in Miami-Dade County
does 6 percent of the population use public transportation as their
primary means of getting to work. For the rest of the counties, less than
5 percent of the population uses public transportation (American
Community Survey, 2012). Most households must have a car to get to
work, which is a significant additional cost for ALICE households
(Rutgers University 2014:30).

During the course of this study, access to public transportation declined in the
University area due to cuts in routes by Hillsborough Regional Transit Authority
(HART). To offset the coverage loss, HART introduced a subsidized ridehailing/ridesharing pilot program, HyperLINK, that provided shared rides to local bus
stops. The rides add a $3.00 one-way cost to trips, which may be cost prohibitive for
some would-be users (Tindale Oliver 2017:4-3). (See also Figure 5.) Residents in the
University area who use HART also spoke of the additional time burden the
HyperLINK service would add to their trips. Rather than having the scheduled bus
times, the HyperLINK service would require a wait to for the ride-hailing service. The
timing of the arrival of the ridesharing service would then have to be coordinated with
the arrival time of the scheduled bus that the rider wanted to connect with.
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Figure 5. HART HyperLINK Coverage in the University Area
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Social and Spatial Data Analysis
Several tools and techniques were used to collect social and spatial data including
participant observation and direct observation at meetings, gatherings, etc.; windshield
surveys, and review of community needs assessment data. Spatial data sources
included the Environmental Protection Agency Environmental Justice Screening and
Mapping Tool, the Hillsborough Planning Commission, census data, and geographic
information system mapping.

Summary of Social Data Findings

Participant observation activities
included taking part in two
KaBoom events, the planning
and playground build and other
meetings and activities at the UA
CDC. The highlights were the
KaBoom events. The first event,
on 31 August 2017, was a twophased planning activity that
included children from the
Figure 6. Jacob Stachler and Sarah Combs, UACDC Executive
University area designing their
Director and CEO at Harvest Hope Park
versions of an ideal playground
for Harvest Hope Park followed
by a review of the designs by parents. The event was facilitated by Jacob Stachler, a
KaBoom senior project manager, and included a visit by Raymond Ray, one of the
Tampa Bay Rays mascot. The level of engagement shown by the children was striking.
In addition to playing with Raymond, the were very involved in their designs. One
young woman had created a drawing the night before and transferred her ideas to the
design sheet. One major theme that was repeated in the majority of the drawings was a
water feature, e.g., a pool, water slide, etc. When the designs were shared with the
parents, Stachler explained the process of how KaBoom staff would settle on a design,
gather materials, and build a playground at Harvest Hope Park on 10 November 2017.
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The playground build was a multifaceted event. In addition to building a playground
in a matter of hours, other activities included building benches, painting a mural, and
continued work on statues for the park. In addition to community members, staff from
the Bank of America, representatives from the Tampa Bay Rays franchise, community
members, and USF faculty and staff took part in these activities. State Representative
Sean Shaw, members of the Tampa Bay Rays baseball team, and Victor Crist, former
CEO of the UACDC also took part in the playground build activities. During a site
visit/foot survey following the playground build, I was observed at the park by a man
riding a bicycle. He said, “Thank you for what you all did with the park.”
The KaBoom build is highlighted as an example of the engagement of community
residents, partners, elected officials in the University Area. While this was a unique
event, other programs and events sponsored by the UACDC, which range from block
parties to a community garden to fitness to workforce training to youth camps and
beyond, are evidence of the community’s involvement. The strong community
participation in the programs and events reflects both the residents’ engagement in the
planning process and UACDC’s response to the identified needs and services. Chief
among these is the University Area Leaders Collective. The Collective is made up of
volunteers who serve in an
advisory body, which provides
input to UACDC’s programming
and otherwise providing a conduit
to facilitate community
engagement. In addition to
participation in events and
programs, members of the
Collective are involve in planning,
programs, and services of the
UACDC, e.g., the community
survey.
Windshield and foot surveys
Figure 7. 10 November 2017 Harvest Hope Park KaBoom
Playground Build
included driving and walking
through the study area at various
times during this project. The purpose of the surveys included observing residents and
visitors to the area going about activities of daily living and changes in the study area.
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Two key areas of concern were access to food and services and stormwater
management.
Access to food, particularly fresh food, is a key concern for several reasons. As
suggested in the grant application and shown in Table 5, nearly one out of four
households in the University area had no vehicle available in 2016. The United States
Department of Agriculture (USDA) also identifies the area as low-income and low
access to supermarkets—a food desert. The importance of the community garden is
evident.
Table 5. Tenure by Vehicle Available

Hillsborough University
Characteristic
Florida
County
CDP
Total Occupied Households
7,393,262
495,841
17,802
Owner occupied
4,787,320
287,014
2,322
No vehicle available
160,686
7,675
69
Percent (%) no vehicle
available
3.4
2.7
3.0
Renter occupied
2,605,942
208,827
15,480
No vehicle available
350,630
27,398
3,661
Percent (%) no vehicle
available
13.5
13.1
23.6
Total no vehicle available
511,316
35,073
3,730
Percent (%) no vehicle
available
6.9
7.1
21.0
Source: 2012-2016 American Community Survey 5-Year Estimates, U.S.
Census Bureau
In the late Spring 2018, the UACDC conducted a community survey “…is to find the
strengths and areas of improvement of the University Area Community, and how we
can work together to improve our community.” (2018). There were more than 250
respondents and while analysis of the results have not been completed, a review of
selected areas—transportation, active living, foodways, safety, and personal security—
are provided below.
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Transportation
More than one-half of respondents (144) reported using public transportation. An even
greater number (190) reported that public transportation was in a convenient location.
More than two-thirds of respondents stated they felt public transportation was safe to
use. The most frequent response to the question on public transportation
improvements was “More routes”, closely followed by “Safer bus stops.”
Active Living and Foodways
More than one-third of respondents stated that they participated in extracurricular
activities. The most frequent response was fitness/gym class. Less than 10 percent of
respondents reported gardening as an activity. Fishing and walking were other
responses that participants added. Respondents most often stated that they wanted to
participate in fitness class/gym when asked.
More than half of respondents (141) stated that it was important is it to eat healthy
meals. Nearly 60 percent of respondents stated that they faced challenges in trying to
eat healthy meals. The “Cost of healthy food is too high” was the most frequent reason
given. To improve families’ health, most respondents would focus on losing weight.
Roughly 20 percent of respondents reported that their children participated in
extracurricular activities. (This has not been compared with the number of respondents
who reported having children in their households.) The most frequent activity was
fitness class/gym. Respondent most wanted their children to participate in sports
leagues. The recreational sport that children would participate in was basketball.
Safety and Personal Security
Regarding community safety, most respondents agreed that the police actively
patrolled the neighborhoods. Also, most respondents agreed that residents in their
neighborhoods know and interact with one another. More than one-half of all
respondents agreed that police effectively deal with crime in the neighborhoods. The
largest elements of crime in the University Area Community was reported as drugs.
More than 60 percent of respondents stated that you buy a home in the area. When
asked “Why not?”, roughly 20 percent of these 60 respondents mentioned crime or
safety.
When asked to share additional thoughts, comments, or questions about the University
Area Community, a common request was for the addition of a community swimming
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pool. (As mentioned earlier, this was a significant feature in the KaBoom playground
design exercise.) Other concerns were related to feelings of safely and personal security
and more activities for seniors and children. Respondents also acknowledged the had
undergone positive changes. “I've stayed in the University Area on and off throughout
my lifetime. It has got a lot better”, one respondent replied. Overall, the survey and
other community outreach and engagement activities are mechanisms that afford the
UACDC the opportunity and the community for meaningful engagement. These
activities are, in part, what the International Association for Impact Assessment
describes as “…meaningful interaction and good faith dialogue, with interested parties
having a real ability to influence the management of social issues” (Vanclay et alia
2015:20). This goes beyond public involvement or public participation, but seeks to
move the area beyond being an administered community by seeking residents’ design
and evaluation of projects and services.
Environmental, Health, and Other Spatial Considerations

The USDA Atlas identified census tract 12057010818, which contains Harvest Hope
Park, as having a relatively high number of households (248 of 1639 total households
(15.1 percent)) without vehicles and being more than one-half mile from a supermarket
in 2015. (See Figure 8.) The USDA also estimated that nearly 25 percent of the
population in this tract were children between less than 18 years of age. Almost onehalf of the households in the census tract received Supplemental Nutrition Assistance
Program (SNAP) benefits (USDA 2018). During the course of this project, the WinnDixie Supermarket on Bearrs Avenue, the northern boundary of the study area,
relocated to Fowler Avenue, adding to the burden to households with low access.
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Census Tract 12057010818
Harvest
Hope
Park

|
LI and LA at 1/2 and 10 miles
2015

0
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Low Income & Low Supermarket Access
Figure 8. Households with Low Incomes and Low Supermarket Access

Date: 7/20/2018 Source: USDA Economic Research Service, ESRI. For more information:
https://www.ers.usda.gov/data-products/food-access-research-atlas/documentation

Other areas of concern are stormwater and waste management. Both were raised as
concerns in research and by the Planning Commission (Gouldman 1994; FCCD+R 1997;
Planning Commission 2013). Stormwater management was of particular concern due to
the location of two grated storm drains on 20th Street at Harvest Hope Park. (See Figure
9.) Flooding is a problem in the area and with climate disruption can be expected to
increase unless addressed. In discussion with UACDC staff, the pond located
northwest of the park also has drainage problems. Stormwater drainage is exacerbated
by trash or solid waste. Due to the number of rental properties, a large number of
dumpsters are located in the area. In addition to waste from renter households, the
presence of dumpsters attracts others to discard unwanted items in the area. It was not
unusual to observe residents picking up discarded food wrappers and other trash
around their yards during windshield surveys. During rains, this trash flows to the
stormwater drains, clogging the water flow, and temporarily flooding the surrounding
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area. These conditions heighten concerns for the potential adverse health impacts of
stormwater and waste management, particularly around the park.

Figure 9. Harvest Home Park and Stormwater Drains, 20th Street, Looking West

Figure 10. Dumpster at an Apartment Complex near Harvest Home Park

The Environmental Protection Agency Environmental Justice Screening and Mapping
Tool (EPA EJScreen) provides insights into how the University CDP compares to the
State, EPA region (IV), and the nation on selected environmental indicators
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(Environmental Protection Agency (EPA 2018).2 The University CPD had greater values
for eight indicators than State averages for the following:
•

Particulate Matter (PM 2.5);

•

Ozone (ppb);

•

NATA Diesel PM;

•

NATA Air Toxics Cancer Risk (lifetime risk per million);

•

Traffic Proximity and Volume (daily traffic count/distance to road);

•

Superfund Proximity (site count/km distance);

•

Hazardous Waste Proximity (facility county/km distance);

•

Wastewater Discharge Indicator (toxicity-weighted concentration/m distance).

These measures are of particular concern as they suggest the disproportionately high
and adverse impacts for low-income and minority populations or environmental justice
implications. The EJ Screen report demographic indicators show that 68 percent of the
population was comprised of ethnic and racial minorities; 71 percent lived in lowincome households; and, 12 percent were linguistically isolated (EPA 2018). The
demographic indicators are of importance when consideration is given to Executive
Order 12898 - Federal Actions to Address Environmental Justice in Minority
Populations and Low-Income Populations.
Other environmental indicators were inventoried by Cardno, Incorporated, which
included:
•

An historical overview of environmental conditions in the study area;

•

A literature review of selected properties to determine the potential for soil
and/or groundwater contamination;

•

identification regulatory-listed sites;

•

a summary of findings;

•

potential sites of concern, with attention to sites that may be targeted for
redevelopment; and

The CDP, while greater than the study area, is used here as the most comprehensive means of reporting the EPA EJ Screening and
Mapping data.
2
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•

Recommendations for mitigation of impacts of project development on the
community (Cardno 2017a; Cardno 2017b.)

The health impacts of these and along with other environmental indicators also were
addressed by the recommendations in the health impact assessment conducted by the
Hillsborough County Florida Department of Health (DOH). The recommendations
included steps to:
•

Improve access to the park;

•

Improve access to the community garden;

•

Improve access to an Active Living System;

•

Mitigate asthma/respiratory disease exacerbation and heat-related illnesses;

•

Mitigate disruption during project development;

•

Mitigate gentrification; and

•

Other actions to improve safety and personal security (DOH 2018:45-47).

Consideration of the environmental and health impacts in the areawide plan are
important to consider the structural or systemic conditions that contribute to residents’
quality of life. As discussed earlier, many of are historical and climate disruption may
further exacerbate adverse impacts.
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SIA Recommendations
As mentioned earlier, this is not a full social impact assessment. In the process,
however, I have sought to identify the ways in which the areawide planning process
tries to promote “…a more sustainable and equitable biophysical and human
environment.”
The goal of impact assessment is to bring about a more ecologically,
socio-culturally and economically sustainable and equitable
environment. Impact assessment, therefore, promotes community
development and empowerment, builds capacity, and develops social
capital (social networks and trust) (Vanclay 2003:6).

SIA emphasizes meaningful community engagement from planning to project develop
to evaluation and monitoring. Throughout this project, there were various
opportunities to observe and take part in the various opportunities that the UACDC, its
partners, and the project worked with the community. This ranged from the programs
and services offered by the UACDC, to special events, and including meetings for this
project. As indicated in the responses to the UACDC is viewed as a trusted resource in
the community. Continued dialogue between the UACDC and the community and
the UACDC’s responsiveness, within its capacity, to the community’s needs is the
primary recommendation. Flowing from this are more specific areas.
Investment in communication/transportation infrastructure

Although access to WiFi was a rare mention in the community survey, other indicators
suggest that the residents in the University area may be limited in their access to the
Internet. However, the American Community estimates that more than 20 percent of
households in the University CDP are without an Internet subscription. Nearly an
additional nine percent have no computer (Census Bureau 2016). This is one example
of the national problems. TIME magazine found in 2017 that nearly 25 percent of the
nation did not have access to the Internet (Vick).
The confluence of communication and transportation infrastructure affords households
the opportunity to access resources without making a trip. This is essential for areas
where more than 20 percent of the households have no vehicle available. Further, more
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of the education system is becoming dependent on Internet access for instruction. The
UACDC provides access through its computer lab. Also, the opening of the Arthenia L.
Joyner University Area Community Library in March 2018 is an additional resource.
Additional bicycle and pedestrian amenities and public transportation is needed
between the county and HART.
Access and Mobility

The provision of bicycle and pedestrian amenities and public transportation includes
health, safety, and economic considerations. Many residents rely on biking and
walking and public transportation as their primary modes of transportation; however,
the infrastructures that could support these are lacking. What also is missing is
consideration of the burden on households where they are faced with automobile
purchases to meet their access and mobility needs. Further, consideration should be
given to the population that cannot operate an automobile, e.g., youths, persons with
disabilities, etc. The plans of HART, the Hillsborough County Metropolitan Planning
Organization (MPO) and the County should work with the UACDC in developing
priorities to address access and mobility in the area, including safety.
Employment

The ACS estimates that nearly 14 percent of the population 18 years and older was
unemployed in the University CDP (2016). Respondents in the UACDC Community
survey suggest a number of conditions that contributed to employment problems. The
UACDC offers several workforce training initiatives to help residents develop
individual skills, including entrepreneurial opportunities. These initiatives are
coordinated with housing, education, etc. This, again, is an area that is connected to
national and global influences. The UACDC is exploring new opportunities that may
promote small business enterprises.
Safety

As mentioned earlier, safety and personal security continue to be of concern for
residents. This ranges, as suggested above, bicycle and pedestrian facilities to crime.
Some concern was expressed with the development of Harvest Home Park as to
whether the park would become more of an attractor for criminal activity. This was
somewhat offset by considerations that increase use of the park would offset such
activity. It should be noted that respondents in the community survey felt that the
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police presence was overall good and that the area was improving. What may be
needed is attention to crime “hotspots” in the University area and to ensure that the
“hotspots” are not churning—moving to other areas within the community.
Recreation

A community swimming pool, with a lifeguard, is a major desire for the area. A former
student who did volunteer work in the area was surprised to learn that there was no
access to a swimming pool for residents. This issue may be addressed by the
Hillsborough County Board of County Commissioners through the Department of
Parks and Recreation. Suggesting that it may be beyond the scope of the UACDC. This
and other infrastructure issues are discussed be in “Coordination of Various Plans.”
Stormwater Management and Waste Management

Stormwater management and waster management have been document problems in
the University area for more than 20 years. Contributing factors have included
residential growth that outpaced infrastructure development. This may be exacerbated
by climate disruption, e.g., bigger and more frequent rainstorms, hurricanes, etc.
Consideration should be given to “greener” solutions, e.g., rain gardens, use of
permeable surfaces to meet pedestrian and bicycle needs, etc. Expanding the
partnerships with USF, particularly the Department of Civil and Environmental
Engineering to identify solutions may be beneficial.
Health

Access to healthcare is another national challenge that faces residents of the University
area. There is a Tampa Family Health Center located in the study area. The
environmental assessment and the health impact assessment have identified the
historical landuses that may contribute to adverse health conditions and provided
recommendations for remediation. The remediation efforts will need to be coordinated
with federal, state, and local governments. Care should be given to not introducing
new health concerns with the development of new projects, e.g., mitigation of the
impacts of new development should not be offset by creating retention ponds.
Coordination of various plans

The University area functions under the aegis of numerous plans. Coordination and
communication between the planning agencies and the community are essential if
effective changes for residents are to happen. This will call for some internal
USF EPA UA Harvest Hope Park SIA 27

coordination within county government and between various entities such as USF,
HART, the MPO, the School District of Hillsborough County (SDHC), etc. This
coordination also is dependent on changes in the electorate and the administration of
the various entities. Which brings the plight of the area back to its state of an
administered community with little political clout.
Affordable Housing/Homelessness

The crisis of affordable housing and homelessness in the University area is another
national challenge. The UACDC is making efforts to provide additional housing
opportunities. However, the lack of housing choice vouchers over the last 10 years and
other national trends compound the pressures on affordable housing in the area.
Community Engagement

As discussed at the beginning of this section, meaningful community engagement is
essential to the assessment of the social impacts of proposed projects. Indeed,
community engagement is essential to understanding any impacts of proposed projects.
Greenbaum states
Instead of engaging in detailed analyses and micromanagement of
behavioral and attitudinal responses of youth, single mothers,
grandmothers, ex-offenders, or any other target category, it would be
useful to involve them from the outset in open-minded bilateral
discussions about how to identify solvable problems, improve conditions,
and enhance opportunities. I know such an approach can work, and that
we really are all in this together (2015:Kindle Locations 3017-3020).
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Appendix A: Environmental Protection Agency Environmental Justice
Screening and Mapping Tool, Standard Report
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