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Appendix B 

Response to the report by Chattanooga Organized for Action, 12 January, 2019 

 

 

Reference: Negro Removal in Chattanooga: The Impact of Market-Based Displacement on 

Communities of Color.  Sponsored by Chattanooga Organized for Action.  Composed by Dr. Ken 

Chilton, Associate Professor,Tennessee State University.  January 12, 2019. 

 

This report is basically a complaint that the poorer people of Chattanooga, especially African-

Americans, have not benefited from the urban renewal of the city since 2000.  A decrease of 

affordable housing has resulted in displacement, and the poverty of African-Americans (as well 

as others) has not generally improved.  The hope of the Board of COA is that the city will 

include intentional inclusiveness in future plans for development in order to remedy this 

problem.   

 

As stated on page 1, the report is an attempt to add to the "chorus" of those parties who are 

calling for more inclusive involvement in the developmental decision-making process of the 

community.  This begs the question of just what contribution does this report make to this call? 

 

The report composed by Dr. Chilton is primarily a summary of U.S. census statistics related to 

poverty levels and changes in residency by race within various city tracts.  The poverty 

information is probably the most helpful part of the report.  It demonstrates that the African-

American community, considered as a whole, has not benefited from economic improvements in 

the city.  This is surely a concern for us all. 

 

The section of the report based on a 2018 Washington Post article is problematic.1  It seems, 

from page 6, that the report's concern is that there are too many more whites moving to 

Chattanooga than blacks.  We cannot understand how this can be a concern, unless it is a part of 

the report's prefaced claim that development in Chattanooga is purposefully planned to increase 

the white population because of racial antipathy toward the black population.  The COA 

apparently believes that the decision-makers in Chattanooga are trying to make the city a Mecca 

for rich, white people, and do not care what may need to be done to improve the lives of the 

"historically marginalized."  No data is provided to back this claim. 

 

This section of the report is also problematic because the mobility data used to prove 

displacement is recognized as not reliable.  For example, Dr. Ingrid Gould Ellen, Professor of 

Urban Planning and Policy, New York University, has written in her 2017 paper at a national 

                                                
1 The Washington Post article: https://www.washingtonpost.com/news/wonk/wp/2018/01/18/the-top-10-
places-people-are-moving-and-how-their-choices-differ-by-race/?noredirect=on&utm_term=.c2566beffda2 
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symposium hosted by the Harvard Joint Center for Housing Studies, entitled "Can Gentrification 

Be Inclusive?": 

 

There is less consensus among researchers that higher-income entry is pushing out 

existing households. In fact, most of the papers on the topic have found scant evidence that 

gentrification fuels displacement.  These null findings are something of a puzzle as well as a 

frustration to many practitioners who are certain that they are witnessing low- and moderate 

income households being displaced in their communities. 

So why the disconnect between research and practice? ... One shortcoming of existing 

analyses is that they have typically used residential mobility rates to capture displacement. But 

mobility does not necessarily equal displacement; many residential moves are voluntary and take 

people to better neighborhoods and homes. Displacement connotes involuntary moves that may 

force households to settle for inferior homes and communities. A recent study, which was able to 

identify the destinations of movers in Philadelphia, finds that disadvantaged residents who live in 

neighborhoods that gentrify are no more likely to leave their homes than other 

disadvantaged residents, but when they leave, they are more likely to move to a lower-income 

neighborhood, suggesting that these moves are less likely to be affirmative choices.2 

 

The report concludes with three recommendations: 

1. The use of CBA's for future development projects. 

2. Protection of existing residents from market forces that would threaten their ability to stay 

where they are. 

3. As the city has made "massive investments" for the city's development, similar investments 

should be made for those who have not so far benefited from said development and/or have been 

displaced. 

 

Our response to these recommendations are: 

1. CBA's can indeed be helpful to serve the interests of all parties involved in a development.  

However, CBA's have not generally been successful in the State of Tennessee up to this point.  

CBA's are being considered by the Housing Connection Conference committees, which will 

report March 25, and we look forward to their conclusions.   

2. Protection would require funding from some source, whether public, private, or a combination 

thereof.  Such a program would be especially desirable if coupled with other programs to 

improve the lives of the existing residents. 

3. Deals the city has made for development have often included a pay-back scheme to the city of 

some nature.  Again, the question is where the money would come from.  Also, a lot of 

investment is already being made in this area.  An investigation needs to be made into just what 

the various problems are related to area poverty and whatever displacement has occurred, and 

best solutions sought.   

 

                                                
2 http://www.jchs.harvard.edu/sites/default/files/a_shared_future_can_gentrification_be_inclusive_0.pdf 
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We are especially concerned about the tone, language, and accusations of this report.  The 

"chorus" of voices seeking to bring people together to work out "inequality" problems in our 

community do not need the addition of inflammatory rhetoric.  Such language is counter-

productive to the kind of relationship-building required for us to solve our problems.   

 

 

 


