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September 12, 2002

Commissioner Paul T. Graziano
Baltimore City Department of

Housing and Community Development
417 E. Fayette Street, Room 1346
Baltimore, MD 21202

Dear Mr. Graziano:
RE: Vacant Lot Restoration Program (DHCD Contract # 26838)

Enclosed is a report titled “Neighborhood Open Space Management: A Report on the Vacant
Lot Restoration Program in Baltimore” that evaluates the accomplishments and challenges of
this program your department has funded over the last four years. In 1998, the Parks & People
Foundation joined with your department to assist the former Neighborhood Projects
Coordination Division and the nine Neighborhood Service Centers in a public-private
partnership to demonstrate methods for involving community residents in helping to care for
neighborhood vacant lots that constitutes urban open space. This evaluation and assessment is
the last obligation we have under the current contract’s scope of work. On September 15, this
program will unfortunately come to an end unless your department is able to continue assisting
us by providing resources to sustain this cooperative effort. I would appreciate meeting soon to
review the Vacant Lot Restoration Program accomplishments and determine how we can
continue our partnership in the future.

The Vacant Lot Restoration Program has been an ambitious program working to enable over 350
people in 30 very different and geographical dispersed communities to take on care of 127
vacant lots. Overall, the Vacant Lot Restoration Program has been successful given the
accomplishments to date of the 35 community projects selected as part of the program. The
Vacant Lot Restoration Program has been especially productive this last year by planting 154
trees, 227 shrubs, 1050 ground cover and flower plants in 2530 linear feet of raised beds, moving
and placing 358 tons of soil and mulch, creating 400 linear feet of walkways and 2080 linear feet
of fencing, establishing 8 bio-retention systems to improve water quality, and arranging for the
painting of 4 community art murals. This year’s accomplishments occurred by Vacant Lot
Restoration Program staff providing 2440 hours working on-site, matched by 1610 hours
provided by community volunteers and 828 hours by other volunteers.

The Parks & People Foundation has worked in Baltimore for over a decade helping underserved,
inner-city residents green their communities and restore vacant lots by creating neighborhood
gardens and other green spaces, planting street trees, and establishing tree nurseries. The Vacant
Lot Restoration Program was established based on a need to have a citywide program that offers
training for community organizing and project implementation, technical and logistical
assistance, plant materials and tools, and other help for residents to create community managed



open space using vacant lots. The Vacant Lot Restoration Program was designed to pursue four
goals: 1.) organize and strengthen community interest and capacity, 2.) strengthen coordination
among non-profit organizations; 3.) formulate supportive public policies and improve
coordination by city agencies, and 4.) train and involve DHCD Neighborhood Services Center
staff.

We have prepared in addition to this report two companion documents that represent our
experience and knowledge in the field of community managed open space. These include the
earlier publication titled “Neighborhood Open Space Management: A Report on Greening
Strategies in Baltimore and Six Other Cities” distributed in the spring of 2000. Another very
useful document is at the printer now and will be available soon. It is a manual to guide
community residents in understanding how to care for community open space and restore vacant
lots called “Greening Neighborhoods - Creating and Caring for Community Open Space.” We
are very proud to share all of these documents with you, your staff and the Baltimore
community.

The Parks & People Foundation has been grateful for the assistance of the Baltimore City
Department of Housing and Community Development for its support and funding. This
experience helped us to improve our greening strategies as noted in the enclosed report. We
believe it is essential to continue the Vacant Lot Restoration Program and adopt improvements
recommended in this evaluation to meet the needs of neighborhood residents willing to manage
community open space so as to immediately improve the quality of life and to stimulate the
revitalization in these neighborhoods.

I look forward to scheduling a meeting soon to review the Vacant Lot Restoration Program
accomplishments and determine how we can continue our cooperative relationship. Should you
or your staff have questions regarding this report, please contact me or Guy Hager at 410-448-
5663. Thank you.

Sincerely,

Jacqueline M. Carrera
Executive Director

CC:
Ms. Joann Copes
Assistant Housing Commissioner

Mr. Michael Bainum
Director, Project 5000

Carol Amanze
Chief, Contracts Section
Fall 2002
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Overview:

Baltimore’s population of nearly a million people in the 1950’s is reduced today by one third.
As a consequence, the abandonment and demolition of unoccupied housing has resulted in
approximately 17,000 vacant houses and more than 13,000 vacant lots. The vacant lots are a
burden to everyone, from the city agencies forced to take care of them to the communities who
must live with unsightly properties that frequently become weed infested dumping grounds and
drug havens. On the other hand, the number of vacant lots could provide an opportunity for
attractive and functional community managed open space, or at a minimum, must be adequately
maintained to give underserved, inner city neighborhoods a chance at revitalization. Though
some communities receive modest assistance from city agencies, on a daily basis, they encounter
barriers to their stewardship efforts as a result of the policies and procedures of city agencies.
These barriers hinder community stewardship, cost the city money, and foil the positive efforts
of many willing citizen stewards. If city officials wish to pursue setting goals in the future
relating to vacant lot management, they can gain invaluable insight and knowledge by reviewing
the accomplishments and challenges of the Vacant Lot Restoration Program (VLRP).

The Parks & People Foundation (PPF) has been working in Baltimore for over a decade helping
underserved, inner-city residents green their communities and restore vacant lots by creating
neighborhood gardens and green spaces, planting street trees, and establishing tree nurseries.
These efforts were initially undertaken in collaboration with the City Department of Recreation
and Parks, which was often assigned responsibility without resources for abandoned residential
properties when the city was forced to assume ownership. These earlier efforts were initiated
through a three-way partnership called the Urban Resources Initiative that included faculty and
students of the Yale University School of Forestry and Environmental Studies, the City
Recreation and Parks Department and the Parks & People Foundation.

In late 1997, the Parks & People Foundation proposed a public-private partnership to the
Baltimore City Department of Housing and Community Development (DHCD), which at the
time was aggressively demolishing abandoned houses and rapidly creating vast areas of open
space in inner-city neighborhoods without a program to help remaining community residents
cope with this burden. The Vacant Lot Restoration Program (VLRP) was established based on a
need to have a citywide program that offered training for community organizing and project
implementation, technical and logistical assistance, plant materials, and other help for residents
who wished to create community managed open space using vacant lots.

In April 1998, the Vacant Lot Restoration Program was officially established through an
agreement between PPF and DHCD to assist communities and DHCD’s Neighborhood Service
Center staff in managing vacant open space through application of the Department of Public
Works’ (DPW) Adopt-A-Lot Program. With DHCD funding assistance, PPF was able to provide
community organizing, technical assistance, training, site improvement resources, and project
management.

The VLRP was to pursue four goals: 1.) organize and strengthen community interest and
capacity, 2.) strengthen coordination among non-profit organizations; 3.) formulate supportive
public policies and improve coordination by city agencies, and 4.) train and involve DHCD
Neighborhood Services Center staff.



The VLRP strategy was to encourage residents to “adopt-a-lot” and turn them into gardens or
green spaces (parks, tot lots, and other possible community users are not permitted as a part of
the City’s Adopt-A-Lot Program because of liability concerns). The program concept called for
community groups to propose large open space projects (i.e., greater than 4,000 square feet or
the width of three row house lots) that ranged from passive sitting spaces to gardens. To select
the community projects that would become part of the VLRP, an Advisory Committee was
created that included staff of DHCD and PPF.

Initially, during 1998, ten community vacant lot projects were selected; in 1999, an additional
ten projects were included and later another four lots totaling the original 24 projects that
constituted the basis of the three DHCD agreements, spanning four years. In the first two years,
DHCD and PPF promoted the VLRP and selected community project sites, held training classes
and workshops, and created partnerships with other non-profits. In the second two years, the PPF
continued to focus on community organizing, networking and developing relationships with
other organizations, assisting community groups with physical restoration of vacant lots, actively
seeking additional resources for program implementation and exploring new implementation
strategies following the elimination of DHCD’s Neighborhood Service Centers. By September
2002, in a shift in strategies, the VLRP was providing assistance to 30 community groups who
were caring for 35 vacant lot projects affecting a total of 127 vacant lots, an average of three
vacant lots per project.

The VLRP was an ambitious program undertaking to empower over 350 people in 24, and later
30 very different and geographical dispersed communities, so as to provide stewardship in
establishing and transforming vacant lots into green and functionally useful community managed
open space. Overall, the Vacant Lot Restoration Program has been successful given that 21 of
the original 24 community projects selected as part of the program have accomplished several
stages in the restoration process over as many as five semi-annual planting seasons and
community groups undertaking to care for the projects into the future. The VLRP staff and
community volunteers have been very productive in that they have together on all 127 lots
planted 154 trees, 227 shrubs, 1050 ground cover and flower plants in 2530 linear feet of raised
beds, moved and placed 358 tons of soil and mulch, created 400 linear feet of walkways and
2080 linear feet of fencing, established 8 bio-retention systems to improve water quality, and
created 4 community art murals. This work was accomplished with 2440 hours by VLRP staff,
828 hours by outside volunteers, and 1610 hours by community volunteers.

Throughout the process of implementing the VLRP, PPF has been grateful for the assistance of
the Baltimore City Department of Housing and Community Development for its support and
funding. However, the VLRP was weakened by the recent DHCD reorganization, which resulted
in the elimination of the Neighborhood Service Centers and the Neighborhood Projects
Coordination Division, as well as the Department of Public Works (DPW) relocation of the
Adopt-A-Lot program from the Bureau of Solid Waste to the Property Locations Unit in the
Bureau of General Services. The VLRP was designed with the intention of strengthening both of
these city operations.

Additionally, the city public policy and institutional changes recommended as a part of this
program (see Neighborhood Open Space Management: A Report on Greening Strategies in



Baltimore and Six Other Cities, Spring 2000) have not been implemented as of this time,
resulting in little significant citywide change in the dynamics of creating and maintaining
community managed open space. This is even more discouraging in that fundamental
institutional changes have not occurred since the University of Maryland’s Community Planning
Studio prepared a report in the fall of 1995 called Community Managed Open Space on Vacant
Property in Baltimore, both stating the case for and proposing a public-private partnership for
managing vacant lots.

Recently, as a part of Baltimore City’s Neighborhood Planning Process, the Planning
Department surveyed neighborhoods that have completed community plans. When asked to state
short-term, implementable goals, 11 of the 20 surveyed communities identified the importance of
community greening through vacant lot restoration and maintenance, street tree planting, and
other beautification projects doable with community resident participation.

Why is transforming unsightly vacant lots to community green space so important? A recent
study by a Cornell researcher suggests a house surrounded by nature helps boost ild‘s
attention capabilities. "When children's cognitive functioning was compared beforcdnd after
they moved from poor to better quality housing that had more green spaces around, profound
differences emerged in their attention capacities even when the effects of the improved housing
were taken into account," said Nancy Wells, assistant professor of design and environmental
analysis in the College of Human Ecology. "The findings suggest that the power of nature is
indeed profound. The results suggest that the natural environment may play a far more
significant role in the well being of children within a housing environment than has previously
been recognized," Wells said.

In conclusion, it is essential to continue the Vacant Lot Restoration Program and adopt
improvements recommended in this evaluation based on four years of experience to meet the
needs of neighborhoods that are capable of managing community open space, and ultimately, to
stimulate the revitalization of these fragile neighborhoods.

Vacant Lot Restoration Program Premise:
In 1997, based on nearly ten years of experience by PPF’s Community Foresters and Urban
Resources Initiative interns in 1997, the VLRP was established based on the following premise:

Community residents, properly motivated, trained and supported by city agencies and non-profit
organizations, can assume maintenance of many, if not all, neighborhood vacant lots/open space,
thereby reducing city agency costs, improving the neighborhood physical appearance of vacant
lots, and increasing neighborhood social capital by better organizing communities to undertake
community managed open space projects.

Program Goals:
Four program goals were initially developed for VLRP based on the proposals prepared by PPF
and adopted by the VLRP Advisory Committee. They include the following:

1. To organize and mobilize community interest and strengthen neighborhood capacity to
create and maintain community managed open space/vacant lots through training,
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providing plants, other materials and tools, community organizing, and project technical
assistance and training, including horticultural advice, landscape design, and contractor
assistance.

To strengthen coordination among non-profit organizations which play a role in open
space/vacant lot management.

To formulate supportive public policies and improve coordination and services provided
by several city agencies, including Housing and Community Development, Recreation
and Parks, and Public Works.

To train DHCD Neighborhood Service Center staff to support community-based open
space/vacant lot management.

Project Selection Criteria:

The VLRP community open space project selection criteria developed by the VLRP Advisory
Committee and approved by DHCD incorporated the goals into a workable program. To be
selected for assistance by the VLRP, community groups were required to do the following:

1.

2.

Secure written permission to use the vacant lot through the city’s Adopt-a-Lot program;
the lot was required to be titled to the city or one of its agencies.

Identify a vacant lot with sufficient size to warrant public investment; the minimum
vacant lot size was established to include the area of three row houses or about 4,000
square feet (40x100 feet); a positive visual impact on the community resulting from the
project was the primary interest.

Identify a minimum of fifteen people who were required to formally agree to support the
project; the extent of community support was anticipated to be a key to a successful
project and to ensure the community was willing to maintain the project.

Identify at least three residents who agreed to attend 20 hours of special project training
provided by VLRP staff; participating residents were expected to have had previous
experience in similar projects to ensure success.

Work with the applicable Neighborhood Service Center to complete a project application
form including site design and materials list.

Work with assistance from VLRP staff to prepare a project site improvement plan,
including a sustainable maintenance plan.

If these conditions were met and the community application accepted by the VLRP Advisory
Committee, the program offered community groups training, technical assistance, and initially
$1500 and later $2000 for plants, other materials and tools for each project. Fostering leadership
development and training residents about the long-term maintenance required on their site was
felt to be critical for the success of the projects; therefore, projects were intentionally divided
into phases to occur over time, providing the opportunity to monitor the capacity of the
community to manage their projects.

Program Timeline:

April 22, 1998 — First VLRP contract signed by DHCD and PPF
March 8, 2000 - Second VLRP contract signed by DHCD and PPF
Spring 2000 — Published “Neighborhood Open Space Management: A Report on Greening

Strategies in Baltimore and Six Other Cities, “ a policy report prepared by PPF

February 16, 2001 - Third VLRP contract signed by DHCD and PPF



September 2002 - Program Evaluation prepared by PPF
September 2002 — Published “Greening Neighborhoods. Creating and Caring for Community
Open Space,” a manual for community groups prepared by PPF

Program Cost Summary:

From April 1998 to September 2002 (58 months), the total program cost was $379,639. Costs
can be averaged as $7163 per month or $2989 per lot for 127 vacant lots or $10,846 for 35
projects sites over 58 months or $187 per project for each month or $2505 for each of the 35
project sites per year. See appendix for annual budgets. These funds provided for the planting of
154 trees, 227 shrubs, 1050 ground cover and flower plants in 2530 linear feet of raised beds,
moved and placed 358 tons of soil and mulch, created 400 linear feet of walkways and 2080
linear feet of fencing, established 8 bio-retention systems to improve water quality, and created 4
community art murals. This work was accomplished with 2440 hours by VLRP staff, 828 hours
by outside volunteers, and 1610 hours by community volunteers.

Program Accomplishments:

Overall, the Vacant Lot Restoration Program can be described as “successful” given that 21 of
the original 24 community projects selected as part of the program have accomplished several
stages in the restoration process over as many as five semi-annual planting seasons and
community groups are caring for the open space projects. In a shift in strategies in 2002, the
VLRP added 11 more projects in successful communities ready to work on additional vacant
lots. For 32 of these projects, the physical restoration process has been completed and long-range
maintenance plans developed with community stewards. Many communities have experienced
success in restoring and maintaining their vacant lot projects. The two factors appearing to
greatly affect the success of projects involved the social capital developed in communities and
the effectiveness of community leaders. It is, however, clear based on the experience of this
program, that ongoing organizational support, training, recognition and encouragement are
essential for sustaining these projects in most of the participating communities. It is critical to
view project timelines as organic, and to adapt to meet changing physical and social conditions
in the participating communities where the VLRP focused their efforts. For example: weather
conditions as well as changing city and community leadership can disrupt the best-laid plans.
Progress is not measured in a straight line.

The VLRP was an ambitious program undertaking to empower over 350 people in 24, and later
30 very different and geographical dispersed communities, so as to provide stewardship in
establishing and transforming (designing, building, and maintaining) 127 vacant lots into green
and functionally useful community managed open space. The VLRP staff and community
volunteers have been very productive in that they have together on all 127 lots planted 154 trees,
227 shrubs, 1050 ground cover and flower plants in 2530 linear feet of raised beds, moved and
placed 358 tons of soil and mulch, created 400 linear feet of walkways and 2080 linear feet of
fencing, established 8 bio-retention systems to improve water quality, and created 4 community
art murals. This work was accomplished with 2440 hours by VLRP staff, 828 hours by outside
volunteers, and 1610 hours by community volunteers.

Given the experience of how long it usually takes the city to accomplish capital improvements, it
is only through the persistence and energy of participating community groups and VLRP staff



that this project has moved forward, particularly, within the context of city government
reorganization and shifting priorities resulting in a weak public-private partnership. Many of the
policy and institutional challenges and barriers we identified at the beginning of the VLRP
remain to be resolved for the benefit of community groups who do want to restore and maintain
vacant lots as part of their neighborhood open space. Nonetheless, we feel several neighborhoods
have been strengthened with regard to community managed open space projects through the
efforts of the VLRP and many other programs as well.

Defining Program Success:

The VLRP did not explicitly define a successful project. However, from the program premise
(stated above) and past practice of PPF, we can describe the difference between a successful and
unsuccessful community open space projects as:

Successful Project Unsuccessful Project
Community driven idea Idea imposed from outside
Accepted as part of the community Used only by a few people

Many doers, some planners Too few doers, too many dreamers
People-power comes from community People-power comes from outside
Community takes the initiative Community waits for assistance
Evolves through stages and seasons 1* stage finished, does not evolve
Increase in horticulture skills Not willing to learn skills needed
Improved environment No beneficial environmental change
Gains official recognition No one cares or recognizes

Shares knowledge with others No interaction with others

There are a few factors not included in the list above that should be identified, because they are
often suggested as criteria for defining successful projects. These include the physical
appearance of the site (maintenance standards), quality of materials used in the restoration, and
elaborateness or uniqueness of project design. In our opinion, these should not be used as success
factors, although sometimes viewed as highly desirable attributes, because the community does
not have control over these factors and they are both subjective and culturally bounded. A green
space that is a garden will not always look the same over time and is often at times “out-of-
season.” This does not excuse poor gardening practices, but not all gardens need to look like
those on private estates. The quality of design and materials should be appropriate for the
intended use and consistent with the standards of particular communities as quality often varies
depending on different values and priorities of communities. In other words, not all paths need to
be paved with gold or brick, when gravel will functionally do and can be as eye appealing,
depending on the context of the site improvements.

Success Factors Reviewed:
The following is a narrative review of the success factors as experienced by the VLRP:

Community driven idea

All VLRP projects were chosen from among those proposed by community groups. However,
the VLRP suffered from inadequate public notice in the early stages of the program, so the
projects selected were not necessarily the best possible projects potentially available, but rather



the best of those submitted through the Neighborhood Service Centers. As the community began
to plan for the improvement of the site selected, voices from outside the community influenced
the Neighborhood Design Center (NDC) volunteers who produced the site designs.

Accepted as part of the community

Some projects achieved the broad neighborhood-wide support desired as evidenced by the
number of people in the community actively committed to the projects. However, an adequate
number of people involved did not occur in all communities. It is felt that this resulted from the
way projects were solicited and reviewed for selection. Rather than looking for communities
with a demonstrated track record of successful community managed projects, the process was
open to anyone willing to submit an application. More time should have been invested in the
initial stages of recruitment and selection by meeting with the individuals in the community
proposing the project to check out the depth of community support and commitment as well as
knowledge and experience. Often the problems with community commitment were not
discovered until after the Advisory Committee had selected the project and VLRP staff felt they
could not abandon the community or project site. Instead, more energy was spent on encouraging
and helping with community organizing, or too often, VLRP staff ended up doing too much of
the work, being seen as a “city crew.”

Many doers, some planners

Many of the projects suffered from too many community residents who were eager for a
transformation to occur on a vacant lot without understanding or being physically able or willing
to spend the necessary time involved in both community organizing and the actual physical labor
involved in accomplishing a transformation. We have experienced the effect the social and
economic problems prevalent with inner city neighborhoods have had in undermining
opportunities for creating successful community managed projects. The time and resources
necessary to overcome these challenges were not available. VLRP staff changes also did not help
the in sustaining community organizing efforts.

Manpower comes from community

Many projects were able to muster sufficient community residents to participate in the planning
and physical activity of the site improvements, but not enough strong, young people from the
local community were willing, without compensation, to undertake community managed
projects. Almost all project sites were physically more demanding as a result of the condition the
sites were left in following housing demolition. If the DHCD inspectors were able to require the
city demolition contractors to leave a site as specified in DHCD contracts, the site would have
been far easier to work with. Consequently, it was necessary for VLRP, other PPF staff as well
as Civic Works, NDC and outside volunteers on occasion to supplement resident efforts. At
some site locations, it became apparent that there were so few people left in an area or that the lot
was so far away from anyone’s house that interest in the lot was not strong enough to sustain the
effort needed to accomplish its transformation.

Community takes the initiative

Many of the wonderful people we worked with are willing to do the work, although not
necessary able physically. Those involved and committed to the project are so pleased with what
they have been able to do that they are often motivated to take on more vacant lot projects.



Unfortunately, some people misunderstood the VLRP as a city public works project, because it
was promoted through the Neighborhood Service Centers. Some community residents thought
that someone else would do the project for them, or substantially do it for them. It was difficult
to change this attitude once it was established.

Evolves through stages and seasons

This aspect worked well in that gardening or greening projects must by necessity evolve over
several seasons with more done or added with each planting season. Some people were frustrated
by what they saw as progress occurring too slowly; others enjoyed the creative nature of this
process.

Increase in horticulture skills

Through the training provided by VLRP and other PPF programs and the actual experience of
those involved, we feel there has been a positive learning experience achieved. Some people
involved have advanced in their knowledge of horticulture; a few people did not progress at all.

Improved environment

This can be broken down on several levels and again be separated by the demographics of the
participating neighborhoods. For the immediate local level; removal of trash, rats nests, and
ailanthus trees has an immediate effect reducing unpleasant smells emanating from vacant lot as
well as affecting the health and well being of local residents, i.e., allergies and other health
hazards. Trees planted on the lots can reduce the temperature, provide shade and give areas for
the community to gather. For many community project participants, it was important to work
towards a greater common goal of incorporating environmental and ecological practices that
affect a “big picture” way of thinking, providing a greater sense of personal fulfillment for the
participant.

Gains official recognition

With the exception of a few projects, official recognition has not been achieved, and was initially
not felt necessary. One of the lessons learned by VLRP staff was the positive motivating power
recognition from authority figures has in most inner city communities. This aspect needs to be
re-enforced and properly planned for in future projects including identity signs,
acknowledgement ceremonies, and incentive programs.

Shares knowledge with others

We have witnessed sharing occurring through VLRP training and efforts to get community
project organizers together for such exchanges; for example, at annual Community Greening
Celebrations organized by PPF.

Program Challenges Encountered:

Based on the above set of success factors, we consider many of the projects to have been
wonderful, exciting and some even innovative experiences for the community residents and
VLRP staff. However, there were several challenges encountered in implementing this program
including:




The number of community applicants was low initially, despite mass-mailings and
recruitment by the city Neighborhood Service Centers. The vacant lot projects selected
by the Advisory Committee were not necessarily the best sites or the communities that
were experienced and ready to undertake community managed open space projects. In
retrospect, the program would have developed more effectively if it had evolved from
PPF’s Community Grants program, rather than establishing a new and separate initiative.

Many of the vacant lot projects were much more difficult than anticipated with regard to
the extent of the physical work involved, primarily because of the condition of the sites
left by DHCD contractors as part of the previous housing demolition work. This rendered
the sites impossible for the community members who initially volunteered to do the
work, and subsequently, required younger and stronger outside volunteers to undertake
the work needed to prepare the site for planting by working and improving the soil
condition.

Another factor involved is the time it takes for greening efforts to occur after housing
demolition. The community will quickly identify the site as either a dumping ground or
potentially a beautiful green space. Once established, this view becomes an expectation
that takes hold within the community. This also plays a role in restoration efforts. The
longer the delay in working on a newly demolished site, the more the soil quality
degrades resulting in an increase in time, resources, and labor needed to establish a
desirable green space.

All projects required far more VLRP staff involvement than originally anticipated in both
the physical work, in part, because of the reason stated above and additionally, as we
were not able to secure on a sufficiently consistent basis, either city agency or contractor
assistance with heavy equipment and materials on site such as soil amendments.

We had difficulty securing the number and type of contractors we had expected to use
because of their refusal to work in the neighborhoods needing assistance based on their
security concerns and lack of interest in “small” projects.

VLRP staff were required by the nature of the program’s rhythm and design to spend
many more hours than anticipated, when community project leaders did not fulfill their
role in organizing resident participants for workdays, which required VLRP staff to
repeat preparation steps several times and contributed to the sense that progress was slow
at best.

Finally, VLRP staff spend much time continually encouraging and training community
residents to engage in the project as a consequence of the transient and economically
under-privileged nature of the communities selected for project implementation and as a
result of VLRP staff turnover during the four year period, attributed in part to the
uncertain nature of DHCD funding support.



Assessing Program Goal Achievement:
The VLRP was designed to achieve four goals:

Goal 1: To organize and mobilize community interest and strengthen neighborhood capacity to
create and maintain community managed open space/vacant lots through training, providing
plants, other materials and tools, community organizing, and project technical assistance and
training, including horticultural advice, landscape design, and contractor assistance.

The Baltimore community is poised to blossom with regard to community managed open space,
community greening, and gardening in general. Indicators of community interest and capacity
include the following:

1. We have formally identified and surveyed over 80 community gardens and another 30
individually managed flower and vegetable gardens and have not finished our search, as
we know there are many more existing and more to come in Baltimore City.

2. Over 600 Revitalizing Baltimore and Community Grants for greening projects have been
undertaken through other Parks & People funding and we have more project grant
applications than we can fund or staff.

3. Our programs consistently attract 50 new people per seasonal training session and about
70 people consistently attended a nine-week advanced horticulture and gardening training
last winter.

4. We are increasingly approached by previously uninvolved organizations, particularly

community development corporations, seeking assistance related to organizing and
initiating community greening projects in their communities.

5. The city’s Adopt-A-Lot program has between 50 to 100 agreements on file even though
the program is not actively promoted and annual follow up is not occurring.

The VLRP worked with a large number of people over a relatively short period of time providing
technical assistance and training. This was positive and has resulted in increased community
capacity and strengthened organizational relationships. On the other hand, the VLRP
experienced inconsistency with regard to the community resident participation, particularly the
more difficult and less successful projects. Some communities were clearly not ready to
undertake a greening project even though they recognized the problems created by unmanaged
vacant lots and wanted to affect positive change in neighborhood conditions.

Too often, community residents saw the VLRP as a city government project because of the direct
involvement of the DHCD Neighborhood Service Centers, and therefore, as a way of securing
city resources to solve problems in their community. Some community residents find it difficult
to accept the limitations or the geographically unequal provision of basic city government
services and are not ready to accept community stewardship in lieu of city services. This is not
the case, however, in all communities. The VLRP needs to be better able to screen communities
that are ready to implement community managed open space projects.

Smaller steps need to be undertaken with each community as a way of building acceptance and
capacity. Availability of community volunteers and weather conditions demand a greater degree
of flexibility in scheduling than is normally permitted. Program timelines also need to take into
consideration community issues of vandalism, theft, drugs, illegal dumping, and occasionally,

10



even city trash truck destruction of community projects, the future viability of projects is not in
the hands of community residents alone.

Another issue that points out the inadequate screening of projects at the beginning of the
program is site ownership. We recently reviewed the property records for the 127 VLRP vacant
lots and were surprised to find that only 46 of the 127 are currently owned by the city. As city
property ownership was a requirement of acceptance into the program, we are at a loss to explain
why DHCD NSC did not research this fact at the time of application screening. Only 3 of the 24
original projects are entirely in city ownership.

Additionally, VLRP staff turnover was not helpful in maintaining program consistency and
sustaining community organizing efforts. It takes time to train staff to undertake the community
greening work from a community organizing approach, rather than a landscaping approach.
Community organizing, particularly in obviously struggling communities is essential for
sustainability of the project.

Overall, we feel the community has been strengthen with regard to community open space
projects, part of this strength has come as a result of the VLRP and many other programs as well.

Goal 2: To strengthen the coordination among non-profit organizations who play a role in vacant
lot/open space management.

A VLRP Advisory Committee was established in the summer of 1997 and met several times at
the start of the program to discuss its scope and time frame. PPF organized several presentations
for DHCD staff about community greening strategies in September and November 1997 and
January and August 1998. As the VLRP Advisory Committee was initially quite large, a work
group was formed to prepare for a Neighborhood Open Space Public Forum held in March 1999.
At this public forum, Advisory Committee members and other interested citizens discussed ideas
for improving the way neighborhood open space is managed in Baltimore. Following the forum,
the Work Group synthesized research and ideas discussed at the forum into a series of
recommendations for improving community managed open space efforts in Baltimore. The
Advisory Committee also participated in the selection of the lots to be included in the VLRP and
met on a regular basis to discuss program progress until significant reorganization of DHCD
eliminated the city staff directly working on this program.

PPF and NDC held a second public forum on Vacant Land Management on December 14, 2000,
to discuss the Operation ReachOut SouthWest (OROSW) land management approach and the
issue of vacant lots in general. PPF also helped organize and present at a community forum on
vacant lots and land trusts held on September 28, 2001, sponsored by the Baltimore
Neighborhood Collaborative, and a follow-up meeting organized by PPF on November 2, 2001,
with community residents, non-profits, and community development corporations, sponsored by
the Maryland Fund for the Environment of the Baltimore Community Foundation. DHCD staff
did not attend any of these forums, although encouraged to participate by PPF and NDC.

Existing relationships were strengthened with Civic Works, Neighborhood Design Center,
Community Law Center, and Forestry Division of Baltimore City Recreation and Parks
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Department. VLRP also developed new partnerships with the Maryland Office of Employment
Development, Mayor’s Office of Neighborhoods, the Baltimore City Police Department, the
Mayor’s Office of Economic Development, Department of Public Works, US Forest Service,
Malcolm X Youth Center, and Baltimore Gas and Electric to address community issues such as
job training and employment, neighborhood safety, economic development, forestry, and illegal
dumping.

While the VLRP Advisory Committee has not formally met since the DHCD reorganization last
year, the vacant lots issues have continued to be addressed by two citywide coalitions, one
focused on community greening strategies and the other on community gardening support. The
community greening strategies have been a focus of the Revitalizing Baltimore project —a USFS
funded national model community forestry and watershed organizing collaborative - with 17
public and community organizations involved in this partnership. The vacant land management
strategy developed by Operation ReachOut SouthWest (OROSW) and new outreach initiatives to
community development corporations, such as Greater Homewood Community Corporation,
Druid Heights Community Development Corporation, and People’s Homesteading Corporation,
and empowerment zone organizations, such as Washington Village, have been strengthened
through the technical and funding assistance of the Revitalizing Baltimore project (RB). New
strategies and approaches to community greening, including vacant lot restoration, have been
pursued through RB, such as the comprehensive community greening demonstration in Franklin
Square, an OROSW neighborhood.

The Baltimore Urban Greening Alliance (BUGA) is a group that includes 15 community
organizations, neighborhood associations and gardening groups in the city. This group has
addressed specific problems faced by VLRP and other greening groups such as water access, site
conditions after housing demolition, street tree pit cutting, and securing property owner
permission to maintain vacant lots. Both RB and BUGA groups have met with many city
officials including the Mayor, the Mayor’s Office of Economic and Neighborhood Development
and Office of Neighborhoods, and the Departments of Public Works, Recreation and Parks, and
Housing and Community Development to plead for better public policy to overcome the barriers
to community gardening and greening, with very little change resulting from these efforts.

The VLRP tested the “mettle” of city and non-profit organizations to work together. Until one or
more city agencies is willing to become a cooperative partner and to take responsibility for
solving the vacant lots problem and able to share information and resources, the problem of
communications and coordination of action and resources among city and nonprofit
organizations will continue. At different times, depending on staff abilities and funding
availability, various nonprofits including PPF, NDC and Citizen Planning and Housing
Association have tried to take the lead in resolving policy issues with city agencies and to
coordinate nonprofit activities. Generally, nonprofits are not currently funded to sustain these
efforts, given their project oriented funding that comes and goes. PPF has recommended that the
city establish a Neighborhood Open Space Council to help improve communications and
coordinate activities and stimulate needed public policy changes. This recommendation might
have been implemented if the city Planning Department’s efforts to draft a comprehensive plan
called “PlanBaltimore” had been approved and implemented.
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While several nonprofits involved in VLRP share similar interests and goals of serving inner city
neighborhoods and seek to help increase the physical and social capital of these underserved
neighborhoods, this program has pointed out that we sometimes do not agree on approach and
technique. For example, NDC and its professional volunteers have a far higher expectation of
what community groups are currently capable of doing with regard to physical work illustrated
through the elaborate and expensive project designs they developed for VLRP community
projects. This resulted in community expectations being raised beyond the capacity of the VLRP
staff and the community with regard to what they could accomplish. This created the impression
that the community would “receive” this improvement as proposed by NDC volunteers. This
became a major problem for the VLRP staff, requiring them to re-negotiate with some
community groups over the first phases of site improvement, causing delay and dissatisfaction in
some communities. This strained the relationship between PPF and NDC with the realization that
we sometimes do not share the same values. The NDC volunteers found it difficult to work
within the limited site improvement resources and community capacity. NDC volunteer
landscape architects additionally did not accept the VLRP’s ecological approach to vacant lots
restoration preferring traditional landscape design approaches. Civic Works training crews was
also often not able to perform when needed, and while the VLRP successfully worked together
with Civic Works crews on some sites with community volunteers, we grew to be careful about
our expectations of what Civic Works crews could accomplish.

On the other hand, the VLRP allowed time for the various non-profit organizations and some city
staff who were interested in working together on this problem to discuss and work through
differences and resolve to create a more comprehensive approach to vacant lot management. This
effort evolved into the Operation ReachOut SouthWest (OROSW) Vacant Lot Management and
Community Greening Strategy that has been presented to DHCD for implementation. It also
resulted in OROSW, NDC and Civic Works being invited to join and become actively involved
in the PPF managed Revitalizing Baltimore project. The OROSW strategy deals with three
weaknesses in the VLRP design including: 1.) the geographically scattered nature of project sites
across the entire city with one project site in 24 neighborhoods, 2.) the difficulty of a small non-
profit staff to know the social and political dynamics of 24 very different communities and their
residents when the NSCs were eliminated from the program mix, and 3.) the realization that we
needed to approach the large number of vacant lots in different ways with greening treatments
and maintenance strategies depending on their physical condition and location within the
community, which can define different uses and functions for specific vacant property.

The physical isolation of many of the VLRP lots within the neighborhood and their large size
helped to militate against effective community maintenance. Often, the vacant lots chosen for the
VLRP, once improved, had very little impact on the livability or quality of the community. The
OROSW strategy establishes a hierarchy of vacant lots by looking at their location and value in
changing the appearance and functioning of the community in which they are located. Also, the
physical distance of the VLRP lots from each other made it difficult for the VLRP staff to
effectively assist community groups both from a social interaction perspective as well as the time
required to travel from one site to another. The VLRP approach to widely distributing site and
resources militated against building on successful community efforts to tackle additional lots.
The VLRP has experimented with aspects of the OROSW approach in its last six months and
reports that this strategy can work effectively, if the program can undertake improvements at the
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pace the community finds feasible. Too few and too many resources in one location may not
work depending on the readiness and energy of the community volunteers.

Targeting a particular community as we have done in Franklin Square and Greenmount has
proven to be a better strategy in part because the organizers can really get to know the residents
living and working in that neighborhood, so as to help ensure successful projects. Inner-city
neighborhoods have complex social systems that take time to build trust and understanding, so as
to become an effective change agent working with the community. The VLRP must work from a
community-organizing base that is sustainable to help train and guide community residents with
undertaking community managed projects like vacant lot restoration.

The development of the OROSW land management strategy helped several non-profits,
including PPF, realize that not every vacant lot need be turned into gardens or special community
social spaces. We learned that some could be private space like side-yards, that some may be
treated as gateways, and that some may be treated with minimal “clean and green” efforts. The
keys to a successful strategy are: 1.) inventory the community’s green infrastructure and relate to
an open space plan that is consistent with overall community revitalization goals, 2.) identify
different uses and functions for different vacant property to fit into a mosaic useful to the
community, and 3.) target investment of resources and time to those sites with potential for
positive effect on the livability and health of the community. Within this broader community
value context, it then is easier to get more people involved in implementing the vacant lot
management strategy and sustaining vacant property for a variety of community uses, one of
those being greening, gardens, etc., but other community or private uses may be as helpful and
legitimate, provided issues of liability and ownership can be overcome..

Another aspect of the OROSW land management strategy that we have grown to accept, is the
job of maintaining a large number of vacant lots within a specific neighborhood will require
other approaches so as to aid residents in undertaking these efforts. The training and employment
of youth or other adult work crews is believed to be essential for future success on a scale equal
to the extent of the citywide vacant lot problem. How these crews are created and sustained is the
question of the day. We feel our experience with VLRP points to hiring youth with sound adult
direction and supervision from within the community where the vacant lot management strategy
is being implemented. We also believe the adult supervisor of the youth crew should be
responsible for helping to organize the community for project implementation, so the effort is a
joint one that is both multi-generational as well as one shared by paid staff and non-paid
volunteers.

Another approach to vacant lot maintenance worthy of consideration is to examine the
opportunity for the School Grounds, Recreation and Parks, Housing and Community
Development, and Public Works to integrate their contracted land and housing maintenance on a
neighborhood basis so the same contractor is undertaking school, park, and vacant house and lot
maintenance in a particular neighborhood that could be supplemented by community volunteers,
paid youth crews, and private contractors and developers. In one VLRP project, a local
contractor/developer extended a VLRP mural to his property, further beautifying the area. The
contractor also took over maintenance of this vacant lot in the hope of acquiring the city-owned,
vacant lot adjacent his property. We recommend exploring these options in the future.
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Finally, through interaction with OROSW and other community development corporations, we
have grown to believe these community-based organizations can be helpful and may be able to
initiate and sustain VLRP strategies in their communities as part of the effort to improve
livability and housing conditions. This option must yet be tested, but we have initiated this effort
over the last six months in Greenmount and Druid Heights with their respective CDCs.

Goal 3: To improve coordination and formulate supportive public policies and services to be
provided by several city agencies, including Housing and Community Development, Recreation
and Parks, and Public Works.

A major strain on the VLRP project has consistently been the inadequate involvement of DHCD
staff. After DHCD’s reorganization last year, this problem grew to the point of minimum
communications between VLRP and DHCD. DHCD has shown little interest in championing
policy changes that could strengthen the VLRP and has not been willing to tackle the citywide
vacant lot problem head on. Also, DPW has been ineffective in helping with equipment or
resolving the problem of water needed at some project sites. The Department of Recreation and
Parks has been the more helpful and consistent city agency partner by sharing facilities,
equipment, and materials. The VLRP developed a sound working relationship with the
Recreation and Parks Department, although we have had occasions when things did not go as
planned.

Goal 4: To train DHCD Neighborhood Service Center staff to support community-based open
space and vacant lot management.

This goal was pursed, but became irrelevant when all nine of the DHCD Neighborhood Services
Centers and the Neighborhood Projects Coordination Division were abolished mid-point in the
VLRP process. The VLRP was designed with the intention of strengthening both of these city
operations. VLRP held several training sessions with DHCD NSC staff prior to the elimination
of the unit and had hoped the training would help improve the effectiveness of the staff. We have
since offered training and undertaken to work with the Mayor’s Office of Neighborhoods. While
this Office has expressed interest, they have not been able to respond to our offers to work
closely together to help solve vacant lot problems as this Office responds to mayoral priorities.

The VLRP training focused on preparing community volunteers to undertake vacant lots
restoration planning, implementation and maintenance. PPF has published a manual for
neighborhood open space, called “Greening Neighborhoods: Creating and Caring for
Community Open Space,” funded by other sources that can serve both community volunteers and
VLRP staff in the future. This document is planned for printing and distribution through future
training efforts. VLRP training needs to be further improved and strengthened so as to be
continuous and hands-on, focusing on implementation of specific projects. It also needs to be
broadened to include other knowledge such as mapping and survey, resource development, legal
and design. Greater emphasis needs to be placed on education of community volunteers and
professional site designers on how to work with nature, instead of against ecological forces.
VLRP needs to be careful that its expertise does not become something the community depends
on, as there is no guarantee that VLRP will be there for them on an ongoing basis.
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Policy Issues Reviewed:

This is a summary of the status of key public policy issues recommended for change to overcome

the barriers to community managed open space projects on vacant lots identified in the PPF

report, Neighborhood Open Space Management: A Report on Greening Strategies in Baltimore

and Six Other Cities distributed in June 2000:

1. Recommendation - Change current Baltimore City policies and procedures to create an
efficient and effective program of mixed city and community managed open space and
support community greening:

a. Tasks Accomplished:

i. A central database of vacant lots has been created by DHCD, although we
have found errors as we field-test the data. PPF has started a survey of
community gardens, but a more comprehensive inventory of property
under community management has not been prepared.

ii. Procedures for public acquisition of abandoned property has been
accelerated by the city with community groups able to participate by
working with the Community Law Center.

iii.  Property laws, including the lien process, have been revised giving the city
more flexibility in disposing of private property.

iv. Management of the city’s Neighborhood Incentive Program has been
transferred to the Baltimore Community Foundation.

b. Tasks Not Accomplished:

i. The Adopt-A-Lot program was not overhauled, but lingers in DPW
divorced from the city’s new disposal procedures.

ii. User-friendly brochures regarding the city Adopt-A-Lot Program have not
been prepared, although brochures were prepared for the VLRP.

iii. A city interagency vacant lot work group was not been created as
proposed by the City Planning Department.

iv. A land trust, similar to Chicago’s NeighborSpace program, has not been
accepted by the city administration for implementation; nor has the city
acknowledged the Charm City Land Trusts, leaving community groups
with few options in dealing with land ownership and liability issues.

2. Recommendation - Improve city maintenance of city-owned and privately owned vacant
lots.

a. Tasks Accomplished:

i. Mayor has organized neighborhood clean up efforts involving DPW

coordination among multiple community groups ready to go to work.
b. Tasks Not Accomplished:

1. Options for interagency, coordinated contracting have not been pursued.

ii. Assess to water on vacant lot sites has not been resolved.

iii. Meeting DHCD housing demolition specifications remains a problem,
although the rate of demolition has slowed with lack of funding.

3. Recommendation - Actively support community organizations working with
neighborhood groups to turn vacant lots into open space.

a. Tasks Accomplished:
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i. DHCD has provided limited funding for community efforts, but more
needs to be done in relationship to adopting a strategy for land
maintenance and natural resource management.

ii. PPF has developed a neighborhood green infrastructure survey and
mapping technique and process and is working toward development of
open space planning process with community development corporations.

b. Tasks Not Accomplished:

1. PPF has a tool trailer for use by community groups, but originally DHCD
NSCs were to establish a neighborhood-based, tool-lending program.

ii. Opportunities to identify or create new funding sources for nonprofit
support have not been pursued by the city.

iii.  City legislation supportive of community greening to deal with vacant lots
has not been developed.

Recommendations for Strengthening the Program:

We have learned a great deal through our participation in the VLRP and based on this
experience, the program can be improved. This evaluation and assessment has been a useful
activity and hopefully this document can be used to share what we have learned about
community managed open space. In summary, the elements that need to be kept in mind when
changing or improving the VLRP include the following:

1) Clarify roles, secure interest and commitments from all parties critical to program success.

2)

a)
b)

c)

Define the government agency roles, point of contact, policies and services and secure
agreement in writing for provision of resources as needed.

Create a strong working partnership among all parties that will withstand differences of
opinion and approach, agreeing ahead of time on a clear decision-making process.
Improve communications among participating nonprofits and government agencies to
improve responsiveness and efficiency.

Stewardship and volunteer efforts to create community managed open space can be a positive
community building experience, but may not fit all circumstances or conditions in each
community.

a)
b)

c)

d)

Stewardship is a local process best started on a block-by-block level.

Time is needed to build trust and a cooperative work environment that encourages
participation.

Many people feel really good about greening their neighborhood and sharing pride in
accomplishing hands-on projects to help people re-establish positive experiences in their
communities.

Good stewardship projects lead to empowering residents and agency personnel who can
share responsibility and accountability.

Community greening investments can happen more quickly than housing and economic
development projects, but can also set the stage for these additional investments.

Some communities may need youth work crews to help sustain community volunteer
efforts.
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3) Targeted and comprehensive neighborhood approach is preferred to scattered site
approaches.

4)

S)

6)

a)

b)

©)
d)

e)

f)

Work through community-based organizations, including community development
corporations, that know local residents and have a stake in sustaining community
managed open space.

Ensure community readiness and properly assess community capacity; if low, develop
program steps to improve readiness and capacity over time.

Projects should be selected that have real value to community livability and can be built
on over time; incorporate into a community greening strategy and action plan.

For organizing, logistical, and efficiency reasons, projects should be concentrated and
grow organically.

Target areas should be selected carefully, with planning work done in advance with
hands-on project opportunities tackled as time affords and as an aid to help with
community organizing.

Develop program and plan for sustainability of projects from the process beginning.

Resources

a)

b)
c)
d)

e)

Participating nonprofits involved in the program must all be assured of funding on an on-
going, long-term basis; year-to-year uncertainty does not lead to well planned and
adequately paced implementation.

Amount and quality of materials needs to be improved and the timeliness and process of
assisting communities with delivery of materials needs to be improved.

The site budget need to be increased to accomplish the designed desired by communities
and recommended to better ensure permanency of installation.

Resolve ways of providing water to sites and improve the condition that DHCD
contractors leave sites after demolition.

Establish method of loaning tools to communities or create tool banks strategically
located among targeted communities.

Put Communities First

a)
b)

©)
d)

Build on community ideas and priorities; value and use local resident knowledge.

Help residents map assets and resources and build on community traditions and strengths.
Incorporate social issues into the greening projects to deal with crime reduction, drugs,
trash, education, recreation and social space needs.

Develop a program that provides both economic relief (compensate local resident work
crews) and a skills training and education element. Find appropriate organizations to
supervise and manage work crews such as community development corporations,
empowerment zones, main street or community benefit districts.

Sustain Community Leaders

a)

b)

©)
d)

Improve hands-on training and teaching in the field as well as classroom training and
technical assistance delivery.

Encourage people to problem-solve and support leaders to emerge.

Help get youth organized and identify adults interested in mentoring.

Help structure tasks starting with small steps by creating checklists of doable, hands-on
activities.
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7)

8)

e)

Provide opportunities for networking and socializing; help make the hands-on activities
fun.

Increase Effectiveness

a)
b)

Develop a recruitment process that ensures community readiness and provides training
and mentoring.

Do a better job of recruiting and organizing volunteers and identifying viable community
open space projects.

Prepare training and educational materials relevant to the needs and encourage questions.
Create an incentive and awards program and organize celebrations to provide
acknowledgement and recognition; invited elected officials and other business and
institutional leaders.

Improve Evaluation

a)
b)

c)
d)

Create measurable outcomes and agree on a way to monitor progress on an ongoing
basis.

Use peer assessments to strengthen projects and exchange information and knowledge
among communities and organizations.

Monitor the effective use of volunteers and agency time and resources.

Capture great stories about real people improving their communities and share with
others.
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Appendix A

Summary of Vacant Lot Restoration Program (VLRP) Annual Progress Reports
Submitted to the Baltimore City Department of Housing and Community Development by
Parks & People Foundation

VLRP Agreement # 24505 (April 22, 1998)

Funding Source: Community Development Block Grant Funds for $66,120

PPF Staff Involved: Sally Loomis, Patricia Pyle, Bryant Smith, Steven Johnson, Damien Stokes

and Kristen Humphrey.

DHCD Staff Involved: Dennis Taylor, Reginald Schriber, and Neighborhood Service Center

directors.

Scope of Services: Parks & People Foundation (PPF) shall hire a Vacant Lot Restoration

Coordinator (full-time) and a Vacant Lot Restoration Intern (12-week position) to develop a

citywide strategy for dealing with the growing problems of vacant lots in Baltimore City. Said

strategy shall include, but not be limited to, the following:

1) PPF shall establish a Vacant Lot Advisory Committee with DHCD.

2) PPF shall coordinate and conduct training sessions for staff members of the Neighborhood
Service Centers, which will provide general information on the adopt-a-lot process, the
available resources, information on the application process for the Vacant Lots Restoration
Initiative and basic steps on creating gardens and parks on vacant lots.

3) An application for community groups to request assistance with a vacant lot project will be
developed and distributed through the Neighborhood Service Centers.

4) Work with the Neighborhood Service Center staff and the Vacant Lot Advisory Committee
to recruit applications to the Vacant Lot Restoration Initiative and assist them in the
application process. Provide guidance to the Neighborhood Service Center staff in selecting
the top 3-5 applicants from their Service District.

5) Conduct site visits to top projects recommended by each Neighborhood Service Center.

6) Work with the Vacant Lot Advisory Committee to review and select 10 community groups to
receive assistance from the Vacant Lots Restoration Initiative Program.

7) Organize and conduct Lot Tender training sessions for community groups to learn how to
create and maintain gardens or parks on vacant lots. Training will include information on
project planning, design, implementation and maintenance as well as how to recruit and
organize volunteers.

8) Work with selected community groups to design and develop a plan for their open
space/vacant lots project that will be suitable for the community and is appropriate for the
site.

9) Work with each community to carry out the selected project and provide technical assistance
for each phase of the project.

10) Develop a project maintenance plan that can be carried out by community volunteers.

11) Develop a set of how-to-manuals for conducting different types of greening projects.

Summary of Accomplishments from Final Report dated July 2, 1999:

VLRP was formally initiated in April 1998 and proved immediately to be an excellent learning
experience for city agencies, non-profits, and community groups. A VLRP Advisory Committee
was established in the summer of 1997 prior to the program being formally initiated and met
several times at the start of the VLRP to discuss its scope and time frame. PPF held a series of
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community presentations to share the results of our research about other cities’ greening
programs and to educate Advisory Committee members about community greening efforts in
Baltimore and discuss options for policy changes in Baltimore. Presentations included September
1997 presentation on community and city open space management practices in Baltimore;
November 1997 presentation on community greening activities in Philadelphia; January 1998
presentation on PPF’s Community Forestry Program; and August 1998 presentation on
Community Greening practices in six other cities with speakers from the City of Chicago
participating and sharing their success with program NeighborSpace.

As the Advisory Committee was quite large, a program Work Group was formed to prepare for a
Neighborhood Open Space Public Forum held in March 1999. At the public forum, Advisory
Committee members and other interested citizens discussed ideas for improving the way
neighborhood open spaces are managed in Baltimore. Following the forum, the Work Group
synthesized research and ideas discussed at the forum into a series of recommendations for
improving urban and community forestry efforts in Baltimore.

PPF created and printed the VLRP application and brochure working with DHCD Visual
Communication unit. Assisted by Reginald Scriber, PPF organized presentations and later
training sessions for a lead staff person from each of the nine Neighborhood Service Centers, so
they would be able to perform their role in development of the program. Following the training,
the NSC staff began to promote the program and recruit interested community groups. In June
1998, Steven Johnson was hired as VLRP assistant intern. Site visits were conducted for the 20
possible vacant lots projects submitted. The Advisory Committee selected 10 community groups
to enroll in the VLRP. Representatives of the 10 groups attended the VLRP training workshop
held on August 18, 1998. Training included learning how to organize their community for the
project, selection of plant materials, and landscape design of the sites assisted by the
Neighborhood Design Center. The training included development of a project schedule for
undertaking the site improvements. Some of the community residents also participated in a trip
to Philadelphia to tour restored vacant lots projects. After the training, VLRP staff began to work
with community groups to complete their vacant lot projects. This report included individual
status reports for each of the 10 project sites.

VLRP Agreement # 26042 (March 8, 2000)

Funding Source: Community Development Block Grant Funds for $110,000

PPF Staff Involved: Sally Loomis and then Mary Roby, Patricia Pyle, Bryant Smith, Damien
Stokes, Craig Brower and Kristen Humphrey

DHCD Staff Involved: Dennis Taylor, Reginald Schriber, and Neighborhood Service Center
directors.

Scope of Services: Same scope as above continuing established activities and adding 10 and later
4 more community vacant lot projects.

Summary of Accomplishments from Final Report dated September 11, 2000:

PPF coordinated and conducted meetings of the VLRP Advisory Committee. The PPF published
the report Neighborhood Open Space Management: A Report on Greening Strategies in
Baltimore and Six Other Cities in June 2000, and presented the report to DHCD senior staff and
later to the community in July 2000, at the PPF 4™ Annual Community Greening Celebration.
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The recommendations for Baltimore City were also presented to the Mayor and the Director of
Housing and Community Development. Policy recommendations were prepared and submitted
to the Planning Department, which included them in the draft PlanBaltimore Comprehensive
Plan for the city. This plan was not considered for adoption by city officials, and an initiative by
the Planning Department to establish a Vacant Land Work Group under the direction of the
Mayor’s Environmental Council failed to be supported by city agencies. The City Administration
subsequently abandoned the Environmental Council.

The VLRP Advisory Committee participated in the selection of the lots to be included in the
program and met on a regular basis to discuss progress of the program. PPF distributed
information about the VLRP at community meetings as well as through mailings handled by the
Neighborhood Service Centers. Applications for the second round of projects were accepted
through the NSC who recommended sites. Applications were also accepted directly from
community groups. PPF coordinated and conducted training sessions about the VLRP that
included information about the city’s Adopt-A-Lot Program managed by the Department of
Public Works and basic instruction on creating gardens, parks and other open space uses for
vacant lots. With assistance of the VLRP Advisory Committee, all applicant sites were visited
and the Committee selected 10 sites and later 4 more for inclusion in the program. PPF organized
and conducted “Lot Tender” training for community groups involved in the 10 sites selected
providing information about design, planning, and phasing of projects. VLRP staff collaborated
with the Neighborhood Design Center to provide design assistance to the community groups for
each project site. VLRP staff communicated on a regular basis with each community group
regarding their project’s progress, obstacles, and accomplishments. PPF solicited responses from
construction contractors in accordance with MBE/WBE requirements. PPF met with
representatives of DPW to develop an “equipment calendar” that resulted in some assistance for
project sites requiring heavy equipment. VLRP staff collaborated with the DHCD sign division
to develop a signage program for vacant lots, although this was not implemented because of
shifting DHCD priorities. PPF staff worked to develop an “Open Space Manual” to provide
community groups with helpful information to guide them in creating open space projects on
vacant lots.

VLRP Agreement # 26838 (February 16, 2001)

Funding Source: Community Development Bond Funds for $203,519

PPF Staff Involved: Guy Hager, Amanda Cunningham, Rebecca Ebaugh, Frank Klein, Kim

Erickson, and Patrick Nau.

DHCD Staff Involved: Dennis Taylor, Reginald Schriber, and Neighborhood Service Center

directors until units abolished in June 2001.

Scope of Services: Continue to focus on the original 24 community vacant lot sites selected as

part of the VLRP and specially accomplish the following:

1) Parks & People Foundation (PPF) shall hire Vacant Lot Restoration Program staff and
restructure program staff to support PPF community organizing, education, and technical
assistance.

2) PPF shall coordinate training sessions for Neighborhood Service Center staff.

3) PPF shall maintain, expand and strengthen the role of the VLRP Advisory Committee for
project oversight.
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4) PPF shall develop formalized partnerships with DHCD, Neighborhood Design Center, and
Civic Works to facilitate projects. PPF shall work with selected community groups to design
and develop a plan for their open spaces that will be suitable for the community and
appropriate for each site.

5) PPF shall conduct site visits to project sites.

6) PPF shall collaborate with each community to prepare a maintenance plan for each site and
provide technical assistance to carry out selected projects.

7) PPF shall continue to provide technical assistance through distribution of the Neighborhood
Open Space Manual that will connect community groups to additional financial and other
resources.

8) PPF shall conduct an evaluation of the program and inform Baltimore City about open space
management policies and practices.

9) PPF shall continue to develop a set of how-to-manuals for conducting different types of
greening projects.

Summary of Accomplishments from Final Report dated June 30, 2002:

VLRP focused on four areas of program development during this agreement period including
community organizing, networking and developing relationships with other organizations,
assisting with physical restoration of lots, and actively seeking additional resources for program
implementation. The original 24 community open space projects, selected with assistance from
the Advisory Committee for participation in this program, involving approximately 115 vacant
lots were completed as well as adding another 15 lots in targeted success communities for a total
127 vacant lots finished. Eighteen of the original 24-community projects are currently active
with community residents maintaining the restored lots. Six projects are located in communities
where there have been problems sustaining community interest, although residents in three of
these communities recently expressed interest in undertaking additional open space restoration
activities.

The additional 15 lots were addressed in 6-targeted communities to build on successful projects
in Ashland, Barclay, Carroll, Druid Heights, Franklin Square and Reservoir Hill. These
communities requested VLRP assistance with open space projects in their neighborhoods. Work
began by meeting with established community-based organizations such as the Greenmount
Community Planning Council and Druid Heights Community Development Corporation to
explore how vacant lot restoration can be an integral element of their redevelopment strategies.
Partnerships were formed and the VLRP assisted in comprehensive revitalization efforts in these
communities. Community Development Corporation’s (CDC) with funding, staff, and equipment
have the human resources, organizational capacity, and supplies necessary to maintain additional
lots. As a direct result of these efforts, the Greenmount area has witnessed a drop in crime
activity at the corner of 22™ and Barclay Streets, a former open-air drug market. A new
partnership was created with the Maryland Transit Administration (MTA) and Civic Works at
the vacant lot on the northwest corner of Greenmount and North Avenue, site of two major bus
stops. This unsightly, city-owned vacant lot, which also lacks bus patron amenities, called for
temporary landscaping improvements until this site is redeveloped for commercial use. PPF
forged a partnership with MTA’s Civic Works Landscaping Crew to work with VLRP and
Greenmount in addressing this problem site.
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In Franklin Square, PPF has undertaken a pilot comprehensive greening strategy implementation
as our part of the Operation ReachOut SouthWest (OROSW) vacant lot management and
community greening strategy through the treatment of vacant lots, street trees, parks and
schoolyards. Funding for this project was provided by grants from the US Forest Service and
Chesapeake Bay Trust with work done in a manner to complement the VLRP site in this
neighborhood. PPF has participated for the last two years and partially funded the efforts of Bon
Secours Foundation, Communities Organized to Improve Life, Neighborhood Design Center,
Community Law Center, Civic Works, and City Planning to help develop an overall strategy for
vacant lot management for OROSW to get a handle on the 350 vacant lots in this twelve
neighborhood area. This strategy plan has now been developed and submitted to DHCD by
OROSW. This strategy includes a vacant land maintenance crew funded thorough Civic Works
with assistance from PPF’s Community Forestry Program to improve vacant lots along the major
corridors and within neighborhoods. PPF and NDC held a public forum on Vacant Land
Management on December 14, 2000, to discuss the OROSW approach and the issue of vacant
lots generally. A Power Point presentation was jointly developed for this forum.

We also worked with Bon Secours, Community Law Center, Neighborhood Design Center,
Civic Works, and specific neighborhood community organizations to assist with the restoration
plans for 4 vacant lots that function as gateways into Carrollton Ridge, Franklin Square, New
Southwest and Boyd Booth neighborhoods funded by the Baltimore Community Foundation.
This project was undertaken in conjunction with a city gateway project at the terminus of
Wilkens Avenue. VLRP staff was also able to plant 60 trees provided by the Division of
Forestry, Department of Recreation and Parks, as part of a US Forest Service grant supported by
Revitalizing Baltimore to increase tree canopy in the city. The majority of the trees were planted
on vacant lots in Boyd Booth, Druid Heights, Sandtown/Winchester, and Franklin Square
neighborhoods.

The OROSW strategy plan is similar to an effort PPF undertaken in 1999-2000 on the east side
with Historic East Baltimore Community Action Coalition in developing a Community
Environmental Strategy. Also on the east side, 14 large trees were also planted at Perkins Homes
in partnership with HABC to enhance a playground restoration project and as well as along a
riparian buffer in Herring Run watershed.

Originally the VLRP worked with DHCD’s nine Neighborhood Service Centers for project
proposal review sessions, community meetings, and trainings. As a result of DHCD
reorganization and the replacement of these centers with the Mayor’s Office of Neighborhoods,
we have offered training to the Mayor’s Neighborhood Liaisons. Five trainings sessions have
been held during this agreement period targeted to VLRP neighborhoods, public agencies and
other non-profit organizations, as well as the general public. These workshops focused on
creating project proposals, planning, implementing, and maintaining open space greening
projects, identifying available city services, and recruiting volunteers. A total of 175 community
residents have attended the training sessions, as well as staff from the Mayor’s Office of
Neighborhoods and several other non-profit organizations. An additional training this year
included a series of three classes on vacant lot restoration, held at Bon Secours for the OROSW
communities. These sessions guided participants through the process of planning, installing and
maintaining a greening project for the gateway projects.
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PPF helped lead efforts in Baltimore City and County to form urban land trusts to resolve
ownership and liability issues related to vacant lot restoration projects. PPF is on the Board of
Charm City Land Trusts focused on Baltimore City, although this entity has not yet achieved
recognition or involvement of city agency officials. We helped organize and participated in a
community forum on vacant lots and land trusts held on September 28, 2001, sponsored by the
Baltimore Neighborhood Collaborative, and a follow-up meeting organized by Parks & People
Foundation on November 2, 2001, with community residents, community development
corporations, and city agency staff, sponsored by the Maryland Fund for the Environment of the
Baltimore Community Foundation. PPF also worked with a Baltimore County Open Space
Advisory Committee that has resulted in adoption of the Chicago NeighborSpace land trust
model by the Baltimore County Executive and Council.

Existing relationships were strengthened with Civic Works, Neighborhood Design Center,
Community Law Center, and Forestry Division of Baltimore City Recreation and Parks.

VLRP also developed partnerships with the Maryland Office of Employment Development,
Mayor Office of Neighborhoods, the Baltimore City Police Department, the Mayor’s Office of
Economic Development, Department of Public Works, and Baltimore Gas and Electric to
address community issues such as job training and employment, neighborhood safety, economic
development, forestry, and illegal dumping.

The VLRP Advisory Committee has continued to meet in two representative groups, one focused
on community greening strategies and the other focused on community gardening support. The
community greening strategies have been a focus of the Revitalizing Baltimore project, with
seventeen public and community organizations involved in this partnership. The OROSW
strategy and outreach to community development corporations has been strengthened through
RB. The Baltimore Urban Greening Alliance is a group that includes 15 community
organizations, neighborhood associations and gardening groups in the city. This group is
addressing some of the project problems faced by VLRP and other greening groups such as
water access, site conditions after housing demolition, street tree pit cutting, and securing
property owner permission. Both RB and BUGA groups have met with many city officials
including the Mayor, the Mayor’s Office of Economic and Neighborhood Development and
Office of Neighborhoods, and the Department of Public Works, Recreation and Parks, and
Housing and Community Development.

Site visits were undertaken on a weekly basis. PPF senior staff organized and participated in
three site field reviews to assess program progress. Maintenance of the sites was monitored and
communication with neighborhood stewards has been ongoing. With each VLRP staff visit, sites
were evaluated in order to determine what had been accomplished and what work still needed to
be completed. Concurrently, VLRP staff use site visits to evaluate what treatments are successful
and what practices do or do not work, so as to determine methods that are the most effective for
each site. VLRP staff also assessed each lot in order to determine what factors have hindered the
success of each lot, i.e. difficulty accessing water and maintaining plantings. Community
stewards have been provided with the necessary training to maintain their lots. A maintenance
plan and guidance document has been prepared for each completed vacant lot in consultation
with community stewards. Maintenance responsibilities are assumed by the sponsoring
community organization when it has been mutually determined that the installation plan has been
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completed and the community has received sufficient training to assume the maintenance
responsibilities as determined by the VLRP coordinator. These lots were designed so that
community leaders and their community could easily maintain the installed designs.

Safety concerns were discussed with the Baltimore City Police Department top officials and
procedures were established to ensure community volunteers are fully protected. The procedures
established have been used and the Police Department is fully cooperative and supportive.
Another key problem for project sustainability is access to water. This is an ongoing problem for
many community groups. The BUGA group has met several times with the Department of Public
Works about the possibility of establishing a dedicated source of funds for water usage on
community managed open green spaces. VLRP formally applied for access to water usage via
nearby fire hydrants at 5 active vacant lot greening sites, but was denied by the Department of
Public Works. VLRP recommends not watering turf areas during times of drought, but letting the
grass go dormant. However, newly planted trees and shrubs need water to establish their root
systems. This has been accomplished using several different water conservation strategies.

The Neighborhood Open Space Manual is in the editing stages with a proposed publishing date
of September 2003. The final product will include project fact sheets based on the VLRP and
other programs. Guidance for specific types of sites are prepared with a maintenance plan
developed with community volunteers. The manual is an extensive resource guide for
community groups conducting open space greening projects. It includes suggestions on
appropriate designs and provides plant lists for the metropolitan Baltimore area. Information
included in this manual is based on field experiences through PPF’s Community Forestry
programs and covers the maintenance aspect quite thoroughly. At the request of community
organizers who had encountered vandalism at restored lots, an informational packet was created
to help facilitate environmental awareness among youth in the area.

VLRP encouraged community volunteers to participate in the PPF’s 6™ Annual Community
Greening Celebration held at the Baltimore Streetcar Museum on October 3, 2001. More than 75
people attended the celebration that included food, music, and free trolley rides, and more
importantly, opportunity for community groups to display their successful greening projects for
other to acknowledge, recognize and learn about. The celebration was outside the museum with
large tree stumps as tables and garden center gift certificates donated by the Joseph Meyerhoff
Family Charitable Funds were awarded to guests for their work in furthering the greening of
Baltimore City neighborhoods. Over 600 volunteers donated at least 2200 hours of work on
community greening projects this last year.
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Appendix B
Annual Budgets for DHCD Agreements

First Agreement (#24505 April 22, 1998)
Program Support $38,280
Project Support $21,000
Organizational Support $ 6,800

Total $66,120
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Appendix B
Annual Budgets for DHCD Agreements

Second Agreement (#26542 March 8, 2000)
Program Support $58,016
Project Support $35,812
Organizational Support $ 11,199

Total $110,000
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Appendix B
Annual Budgets for DHCD Agreements

Third Agreement (#26838 February 16, 2001 to September 15, 2002)
Program Support $131,304
Project Support $ 44,150
Organizational Support $ 28,065

Total $203,519
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Appendix C
Case Study: A VLRP Success Story at Greenmount/Barclay — A “Healthy” Neighborhood

The several neighborhood that compose Greenmount have been designed part of the Health
Neighborhood Initiative of the Baltimore Neighborhood Collaborative. Currently, one third of
the houses are occupied, one third abandoned and one third vacant lots. Since 1998, the Parks &
People Foundation’s (PPF) Vacant Lot Restoration Program (VLRP) has been working on
community managed open space projects in 35 communities projects scattered throughout
Baltimore City. Recently, the PPF has worked with several nonprofits to devise a more
integrated and comprehensive strategy in Franklin Square as part of Operation ReachOut
SouthWest. PPF is also working directly with the Druid Heights Community Development
Corporation, Reservoir Hill Improvement Association, and the Greenmount Community
Planning Council. Summarized below are recent accomplishments working in
Greenmount/Barclay neighborhoods. PPF is working to further develop these relationships into a
comprehensive greening and open space strategy and action plan to support community and
economic development.

Community Greening through Vacant Lot Restoration

Since 1998, Parks & People Foundation’s Community Forestry Program (CF), lead by VLRP
staff, have been active in this community, assisting community volunteers with greening
projects. Previously, in the early 1990’s, college student interns from Yale’s School of Forestry
were actively worked with community groups on greening projects through PPF’s Urban
Resources Initiative. The VLRP provided assistance for greening projects in 30 neighborhoods,
one of which was Barclay, one of several neighborhoods that compose Greenmount. CF worked
with Barclay Leadership Council (BLC) to restore an inner-block vacant lot on Camp Street into
a multi-use community garden.

Starting in 1999, the VLRP staff worked with other PPF Community Forestry staff as part of
Revitalizing Baltimore project, partnered with the BLC, Greater Homewood Community
Corporation, Jones Falls Watershed Association, and Barclay Townhouse Association, to restore
a vacant lot at Guilford and 20" Streets as a sitting area featuring native plant species and a
mural. This spring, with People’s Homesteading Group (PHC) and Greenmount Community
Planning Council, the VLRP staff assisted the community volunteers with cleaning up the garden
and working with neighborhood youth to plant flowers on this site. In addition, VLRP staff
arranged for two youth to fulfill their community service requirements, stemming from their
participation in graffiti vandalism, by repainting the mural located on this site.

Also starting in 1999, at the initiative of the 21% Street Block Club, PPF awarded three
Community Grants in each of three years for the purpose of street-scaping with planters and to
transform a vacant lot at 2001 Guilford Avenue into a flower garden.

In 2000, to assist the BLC, PPF provided a Community Grant to transform a vacant lot at 2120-
2124 Barclay Street into Barclay Gardens. Partnering with Civic Works, a wooden fence and a
community notice board were constructed with community assistance. This is an opportunity to
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work with local youth to develop an entrepreneurial garden in the future. Master Gardener
volunteers will act as mentors to the budding entrepreneurs.

In 2002, as an experiment to determine community readiness and to restore strategically located
sites based on the PHG’s neighborhood “Anchors of Hope Plan,” additional technical and
restoration assistance was provided this spring on three vacant lots at Barclay and 22" Streets, as
open green spaces, based on requests for assistance by community volunteers and in
collaboration with the recently formed Greenmount Community Planning Council. (See “The
Daily Record” article attachment).

In the spring of 2002, PPF helped PHG initiate a partnership with Maryland Transit
Administration (MTA) and Civic Works to address one of the city’s busiest bus stops at a vacant
lot on the northwest corner of Greenmount and North Avenues. This unsightly vacant lot lacks
any bus patron amenities. The MTA’s Civic Works crew and PPF are working together to install
landscape improvements near two future bus shelters. It is expected that these temporary ‘green’
improvements to the vacant lot will lead to a more permanent redevelopment of the site for
commercial use, particularly tailored for the significant pedestrian and bus traffic in the area.

Neighborhood Green Infrastructure Survey and Strategy

In 2002, as part of PPF’s Urban Resources Initiative, two local college interns worked in
Greenmount/Barclay on a survey of street trees, gardens, parks, and open green spaces. The
results of the survey were presented last month to project organizers and next month will be
shared with the community at large at a public forum. The data collected will be used to develop
a greening strategy with Greenmount and PHG. The survey found 188 empty tree pits, only 15%
of the 335 existing street trees are in “good” health, and only 23% of the 266 vacant lots are
currently under community care. We are working with forestry professionals to address the
health of the existing street trees. An evaluation of treatment options versus removal will be
included in this assessment.

We are developing plans to engage the community in planting the 188 empty tree pits with a
target of 60 the first year and 128 the following year. This will include targeting 20 street trees
this fall as part of the along Barclay Street to fill the empty tree pits on this street as part of a
Mayoral initiative to “Paint the Town Green”, which is one of the greenest streets and where the
vacant lots restoration activities have been focused. This strategy supports PHG plan to restore 8
houses at the intersection of Barclay and 22™ Street. We will help the community prioritize the
226 vacant lots for restoration with a goal of improving 15-20 vacant lots per year.

Citywide, this year, PPF, in partnership with the Baltimore City Department of Recreation &
Parks, will help plant over 500 trees provided to Baltimore City by the US Forest Service via the
Department of Natural Resources and PPF’s Revitalizing Baltimore project. CF staff has
organized a spring planting of 60 trees on vacant lots with the communities of Boyd Booth,
Druid Heights, Sandtown/ Winchester, and Franklin Square. This fall, we are committed to
overseeing the planting of 300 trees as part of this urban reforestation project. This will be a
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focus of a Mayoral initiative to “Paint the Town Green” involving a dozen community groups
and corporate sponsorship through Baltimore Gas & Electric.

Community Capacity Building

The green infrastructure survey also identified the need for Greenmount Community Planning
Council to have useful community inventory data collected by several agencies and nonprofits in
an integrated geographic information system that can be shared with the community and the
various organizations working in the neighborhood as a means of improving cooperation, better
facilitating working relationships and decision-making, and better utilizing available resources.
PPF has committed to assisting PHC in establishing this system. We are helping PHG and GCPC
establish a coordinated system of communication among community residents, property owners,
schools, churches and businesses. We will assist in the development of a user friendly
application of Geographic Information System (GIS) for community mapping that is integrated
with the Mayor’s Office of Information Technology and supports the Greenmount Community
Planning Council and other organizations to make decision based on the best information. We
will help train neighborhood adults and youth and AmeriCorps volunteers in organizing
techniques around greening projects.

Environmental Education to Green Careers

With People’s Homesteading Group, an Urban Soil Workshop was held this April on one of the
vacant lots. PPF’s Community Forestry staff arranged for research scientists from the US Forest
Service to teach residents the basics of soil analysis in relation to greening projects. This month,
CF staff introduced a group of 13 Barclay youth, ages 6-15, to the Gwynns Falls Trail. The 10
boys and 4 girls hiked about a 1.5 miles of the 4.5 mile trail loop, the children learned the history
of the land, how the trail was developed, and stopped to view plant, insect, and bird habitats
along the way. The children’s parents reported back to PHG, that they loved the experience and
are interested in going back, perhaps to visit the Carrie Murray Nature Center. We will also
develop a “Green Ladder” connection for Greenmount/Barclay youth seeking education and
employment in the environmental field. We will also improve our own knowledge and increase
our own capacity to assist other neighborhoods in a more comprehensive approach to community
building through greening.
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Appendix D
Case Study: Comprehensive Community Forestry Success Story at Franklin Square

COMPREHENSIVE COMMUNITY FORESTRY CAPTURES ENERGY, WATER -
Frank Rodgers certainly knows how to capture the resources that are present in Baltimore. As
Community Forester for the Parks and People Foundation, Frank has been the primary contact
for a USDA Forest Service Inner City Grant that was awarded in 2001. The project encompasses
three elements (park and open space trees, street trees and Franklin Square Elementary
Schoolyard re-greening) and was the focus of a recent tour. Anne Cumming, Peggy Harwood
and Wilhelmina Bratton of USDA Forest Service were accompanied by Frank, Amanda
Cunningham and Guy Hager of Parks & People Foundation to view the successes and future
plans for these projects.

Resources harnessed.
Nursery, n. A place in which something is Slll}ﬂﬂss Stats
produced, fostered or developed.
A tree nursery requires almost as much Park and Open Space Irees
care and tending as nurseries for young 34 New Trees in Franklin Square Park
children. With limited staff and budgets,  ([NMERREEEE

. 15 Open Space Trees Planted
the Parks and People Foundation needed 5 Civic Works Crews Trained

to find a way to maintain their investment I 80g Volunteer Labor Hours Contributed

in the future and a source of labor to care $5,000 Forest Remediation Funds Contributed by MD
for young trees. St. Peter’s Adult Day DNR

Care Program Manager, Chip Wood,

partnered with Frank to provide 6-10 job Street Trees

trainees who weed, water, prune and plant 31 Trees Planted

trees in the nursery once a week for four 21 New Tree Pits Created

hours. The dedication, caring and energy 133 Tree Stewards Recruited

these special-needs adults have provided New Permit Process with City
to the nursery have insured its 3 High School Interns Recruited for 3 mos.

establishment and success 600 Volunteer Labor Hours Contributed
’ GIS Data Agreement with City
$5,000 Forest Remediation Funds Contributed by MD

When faced with a soggy, muddy DNR

quagmire welcoming visitors to the tree

nursery, the Community Forestry Staff Schoolyard Habitat
solved two problems with one...cistern! 100 Shrubs Planted

Rain runoff from nearby buildings and 6 Trees Planted

roads was making the entrance the to the $10,210 Construction Funds Donated by
tree nursery nearly impossible to navigate Chesapeake Bay Trust

during wet weather. In addition, drought 180 Volunteer Hours from Students

was taking its toll on the small trees in the

grow-out station. With a bit of drainpipe, two donated storage tanks and some ingenuity, the
Community Forestry Staff constructed a cistern system that channels rain runoff under the
nursery access driveway to two 1000-gallon storage tanks. Just a quarter-inch (1/4”) of rain fills
both tanks! Now the driveway stays dry and there is a ready supply of water on site for tree
seedlings.
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With a source of tree secured, the Community Forestry staff has been able to make significant
progress with park and street trees in southwestern Baltimore. Tree Action teams were formed
with Parks and People staff leading neighborhood youths to inventory and plant park and street
trees. 160 trees (from the nursery and augmented with purchased trees) have been installed since
2001 in parks and open spaces as well as along streets. The Maryland Department of Natural
Resources Forest Service has provided $10,000 cash for these projects.

Franklin Square Elementary School

The Franklin Square Elementary School re-greening project is moving ahead. Plans to remove
over a half acre (more than 1/2 a city block) of asphalt have been slowed only by the arduous
process of locating the underground utilities from old city maps. Groundbreaking is hoped to
occur this fall. An inclusive design process with the Franklin Square students was completed last
winter (see Urban Projects Newsletter, January 2002). The momentum from this effort has
secured another grant from the Chesapeake Bay Trust to use part of the schoolyard as an out-
grow station for grasses and woody plant material to be used for restoration of Chesapeake Bay
tidal wetlands.
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Appendix E
Summary of the Neighborhood Open Space Management: A Report on Greening
Strategies in Baltimore And Six Other Cities (Spring 2000) by Parks & People Foundation

Baltimore needs a comprehensive strategy for revitalizing neighborhoods that suffer from
population loss, vacant housing, inadequate maintenance of vacant land and small parks. The
Parks & People Foundation recently prepared a report, Neighborhood Open Space
Management: A Report on Greening Strategies in Baltimore and Six Other Cities.

The purpose of this report is to strengthen Baltimore’s efforts to transform its 14,000 vacant lots
into valuable green spaces in an effort to help neighborhoods revitalize themselves. Featured in
the report are four Baltimore City vacant lot restoration case studies and research on greening
strategies of six U.S. cities - Atlanta, Detroit, Boston, New York, Philadelphia, and Chicago.
Also, included in the report are recommendations for improving community greening in
Baltimore by overcoming current barriers to increased community stewardship of open space.

Twice a year, the Foundation provides community grants and technical assistance to help
neighborhood groups undertake community greening projects and has piloted a Vacant Lot
Restoration Project with the Baltimore City Department of Housing and Community
Development to help communities restore large vacant lots. Also, the Foundation founded and
manages a large partnership called Revitalizing Baltimore, which is a model community forestry
and watershed restoration project. The Parks & People Foundation has been working since 1984
to create a healthy, safe, and beautiful environment for Baltimore’s neighborhoods.

Information about this report and the program mentioned above can be received from the
Parks & People Foundation, 1901 Eagle Drive, Baltimore, Maryland 21207,
telephone 410-448-5663 or on the Internet at http://www.parksandpeople.org.

A Summary: Transforming Vacant Lots to Green Space

Baltimore City, Maryland, covers approximately 80 square miles with an estimated population of
665,000 people in 1999, representing a major decline from the nearly 950,000 residents in the late
1950’s. This decline in city population is the result of massive flight to the suburbs surrounding
Baltimore. As a consequence, Baltimore City has had significant housing vacancies estimated at
12,000 units in 1999. As vacant houses fall into disrepair, they are often demolished, thereby
becoming one of the city’s vacant lots, already estimated at 14,000.

Well-maintained open space can provide Baltimore and other cities with a valuable opportunity
for neighborhood revitalization. Yet, an effective management strategy cannot be implemented
unless city officials change the approach to managing vacant lots and neighborhood
redevelopment. Until the late 1950s, open space was a valuable public commodity, used to
stimulate redevelopment of neighborhoods by creating new parks. Since then, Baltimore and
other cities have been experiencing a major exodus of people, and open space management has
slipped as a priority of local government.
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Baltimore City struggles to manage its 6,000 acres of formally designated parkland. Vacant lots,
pocket parks, and other small open spaces are difficult for the City to maintain. These open spaces
are often trash strewn, overgrown eyesores, and nests for drugs. This neglect is a symbol of a
neighborhood’s decline. Fortunately, many community groups in Baltimore and other cities are
committed to transforming vacant lots in their neighborhoods to attractive green spaces. For
example, in Baltimore as of 1999, there were estimated to be about 200 vacant lots that
community groups had adopted officially as “Adopt-a-Lot” properties and many more that have
been adopted unofficially.

Neighborhood Open Space Management Project

As the Parks & People Foundation helped community groups transform vacant lots into green
space, we recognized that a study of public policies and strategies for improving the management
of vacant lots was also greatly needed. We sought and received a grant from the National Urban
and Community Forestry Advisory Council (NUCFAC), which allowed us to undertake a
research project to examine how vacant lots were managed in Baltimore and six similar cities.
The study project provided an opportunity to change the way vacant lots are viewed, used, and
cared for in Baltimore City. It stimulated the creation of a Vacant Lot Demonstration Project
funded by the Baltimore City Department of Housing and Community Development, which has
allowed us to apply some of the lessons learned to actual community-managed open space
projects. This report summarizes the research effort, the study findings, and recommendations
for next steps. Figure 1 provides a summary of management options for neighborhood open
space.

Barriers to Better Management of Vacant Lots

Historically, Baltimore City’s policy has been to avoid assuming title to abandoned or tax
delinquent properties in the hope of encouraging re-use by private owners. However, as a matter
of public necessity, the City has been required to assume responsibility for maintaining these
properties. This responsibility is distributed among nearly 30 City agencies, with the largest
number of holdings in Public Works, Housing and Community Development, and Recreation
and Parks. Two agencies (DPW and HCD) now have responsible for trash collection and
mowing of vacant lots. Baltimore City HCD is working to develop a comprehensive strategy to
address demolition of abandoned housing, and it is our expectation that this study will provide a
foundation for development of a coordinated management plan and strategy for improved
maintenance of existing vacant lots.

There are several factors currently impeding effective management of vacant lots and small open
spaces in Baltimore. They include:
* Tracking and monitoring of vacant lots and small neighborhood open space is difficult due
to the lack of a central database of City-held properties accessible by City agencies and
citizens.
* Responsibility for maintaining specific vacant lots is determined through an ad hoc process,
rather than a rational, collaborative process involving agencies and citizens. Responsibility for
specific properties is thereby unclear to both agencies and citizens.
* A lack of property maintenance standards and proactive schedule among any of the
responsible agencies leads maintenance work to be driven by resident complaints. Agencies
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often become aware of new property assignments once these complaints about unmanaged
properties are made.
* The City attempts to ensure private property-owner responsibility for maintenance of
housing and vacant lots through the placement of maintenance and utility liens. This system
has not worked effectively and often contributes to the problems of abandonment and the
difficulty of redevelopment.
* There are several barriers to the transfer of property for private or public community use
including:

- reluctance of City officials to approve lien releases or abatements;

- no proactive disposal programs of property for reasonable community use including

side yard acquisitions by private owners;

- difficulty securing liability insurance for community use of City property;

- temporary nature of City transfer for community use;

- and generally, the overly bureaucratic approach taken to transfer of property for

community or private use.
* The City’s single program for transfer of management and maintenance responsibility to
community groups, the Adopt-a-Lot Program managed by the Department of Public Works, is
not currently a viable means of encouraging community stewardship. The program does not
provide sufficient incentives for community groups to formally adopt lots, and leads them to
assume informal responsibility.
* There is a lack of formal coordination among City agencies and non-profit organizations
able to provide technical assistance and resources to community groups undertaking
community greening of vacant lots, and of consistent support for these organizations.

Creating Opportunities for Neighborhood-Managed Open Space

While community management is not an appropriate strategy for every vacant lot, it can be an
important component in an overall City strategy for managing vacant lots and neighborhood
open spaces. In an effort to respond to the growing number of vacant lots in Baltimore and
increased community interest in maintaining these spaces, the Parks & People Foundation
established a Vacant Lot Restoration Program in 1998 funded by the City Department of
Housing and Community Development. The Vacant Lot Restoration Program has provided
training, technical assistance, and site improvement funding for 23 neighborhood-managed open
spaces. These vacant lots are typically large, City-owned properties adopted by communities.

While the successes and failures of projects are in many ways unique to the sites themselves,
they can also illustrate the challenges commonly experienced by communities everywhere.
Adequate maintenance of community parks and gardens has emerged as the major issue facing
many sites. Maintenance can improve once the responsible party is clear, whether an individual,
family, or community group.

Based on the experience of the Parks & People Foundation, we found the following factors
contribute to sustainable neighborhood-managed open space projects:
* A cohesive community.
A well organized group with access to information, resources, and services, or
* A local person who acts as a catalyst to lead stewardship efforts and who can gain support
from several City agencies.
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* A community initiated and designed project that benefits the community.
 Appropriate site design in terms of community capacity to undertake maintenance.
* Clear delineation of and security for the space, usually in the form of fencing.

» Age diversity in the group managing and using the vacant lot.

* Adaptability of the space to the interests of users.

Providing Technical Assistance for Open Space Management
Several nonprofit organizations and government-supported initiatives work actively with
community groups and Baltimore City agencies to improve the management of neighborhood
open spaces, including:

= Center for Poverty Solutions

= (itizens Planning and Housing Association

= CivicWorks

= Community Law Center

= Neighborhood Design Center

=  Parks & People Foundation

= University of Maryland Cooperative Extension

What We Learned From Other Cities
Extensive research was conducted in six cities with similarities to Baltimore—Atlanta, Detroit,
Boston, Philadelphia, Chicago, and New York—to determine how they manage their
neighborhood open space. While no single formula for success was identified, several key
factors emerged.
* The presence of a charismatic and tireless leader is important for success.
« Project initiation must come from community members.
* A coalition of greening groups that help in securing government and citizen support.
* Government cooperation is important in achieving sustainability of projects, specifically the
adoption of a citywide open space/vacant lot plan or strategy.
« Strong partnership among non-profit providers and government agencies working
together to implement the open space plan and community greening strategy.
« Governments or non-profits that organize community volunteers, provide
technical assistance and plant materials, and long-term stability in property
ownership.

While thoughts of owning green space commonly emerge in response to the threat of new
development, it is often hard to secure sites once development pressure begins. Whether former
industrial cities such as Baltimore will one day regain previous population loses and should
therefore hold vacant property for anticipated future development is not the question. Rather, it
is for public officials to recognize the opportunity available now to establish neighborhood open
space for community use and enjoyment that can contribute to the quality of life of any
neighborhood and allow people a sense of control and involvement in the destiny of their
neighborhood.

The removal of uncertainty and signs of decline represented by vacant buildings and lots from

weakened neighborhoods can help to revitalize these neighborhoods and create a new sense of
hope for those people living in neighborhoods experiencing decline. Greening projects help
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stressed communities and attract redevelopment. Long-term leases or outright community
ownership of vacant lots can be beneficial in these cases, as funds are more readily available for
improving green spaces that have a degree of land security. Further, and of equal importance, a
comprehensive system of open spaces - small and large - could restore ecological function to
cities, and thereby, improve the quality of life for all residents.

Action Steps To Encourage Neighborhood-Managed Open Space

Despite struggling with a dwindling population and shrinking tax base, Baltimore has often been
an innovator and leader among American cities. Large capital projects such as the Inner Harbor
and Camden Yards are much envied and have been replicated elsewhere. The City’s “dollar
house” program in the 1970’s transformed and preserved a number of historic neighborhoods
fraught with the ills of abandonment and decay. But, to realize a better Baltimore, there is still
much to be done.

Policies and procedures of City government must be adapted to current demographic and
economic realities. A proactive approach to land use management that makes the connection
between the economic, environmental, and social health of Baltimore is essential to meeting the
challenges posed by a changing urban landscape.

An effective, citywide, open space (vacant land) management strategy is critically needed and
should be based on the following principles:
* Natural resources and human communities are integrally linked, and the health and vitality
of one affects the other, mandating equitable distribution of open space.
* Active participation by people who live in communities is vital to developing sustainable
and equitable projects.
» Information sharing at all levels enhances the efficiency and adaptability of City agencies,
organizations and communities.
» Strategies and management plans are not a final solution; they are the starting point.

Recommendations
With these principles in mind, the following specific recommendations are made:
Recommendation 1— Strengthen existing coalitions and partnerships working to support
community greening, gardening, and urban forestry activities in Baltimore neighborhoods.
e Ensure the active participation of grass roots organizations, technical assistance
providers, land managers, and policy-makers.
e Expand opportunities for public participation.
Recommendation 2—Promote greater public awareness of the benefits of well designed,
maintained, and used open space to the quality of life.
e Conduct an information and education campaign.
e Elevate vacant lot and neighborhood open space issues as a public priority.
¢ Educate key decision-makers on the social, economic, and environmental benefits of safe,
attractive open space.
Recommendation 3— Advocate and support development of a comprehensive, integrated open
space management plan, specifically tackling the pressing concern and opportunity presented by
the large number of vacant lots.
e Establish a vision and standards for open space management in Baltimore.
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e Develop an effective, citywide open space management plan must be comprehensive and
acknowledge both the occurrence and effect of large and small open spaces on the
landscape.

Recommendation 4—Change current Baltimore City policies and procedures to create an
efficient and effective program of mixed City and community managed open space and to
support further community greening.

e Establish workable policies, procedures, and programs for disposal and reuse of vacant
and abandoned properties.

e Improve the City’s maintenance of the City-owned and privately owned vacant lots and
small open spaces.

e Actively support community organizations working with neighborhood residents to turn
vacant lots into “intentional” open space.

Recommendation 5—Establish a nonprofit Land Trust to work in complementary manner with a
City Land Bank to preserve neighborhood open space (vacant lot conversions), provide liability
insurance, and secure guidance and monitoring of community managed open space.

Promising Actions Currently Underway

The Baltimore City Departments of Recreation and Parks, Housing and Community
Development, and Public Works have begun to have a positive impact on the urban environment
by supporting neighborhood open space initiatives and partnering with organizations like the
Parks & People Foundation to realize open space goals.

As a result of Parks & People Foundation’s Neighborhood Open Space Management Project,
there has been increased interest among community groups, nonprofit organizations, and City
government agencies to improve the management of Baltimore’s vacant lots and other
neighborhood open space.

* In October 1999, the Baltimore City Planning Department announced its intention to
develop a land use and open space plan and a neighborhood planning program for Baltimore in
the near future as part of PlanBaltimore. Citizens have expressed hope that such a plan will result
in a comprehensive strategy to address the City’s vacant lot/open space issues.

* An Urban Parks Alliance has formed in Baltimore, which may play an active role in the
development of the City’s proposed open space plan and act as an advocate for all types of open
space. This Alliance represents a variety of open space stakeholders.

* Several local organizations, including the Parks & People Foundation, Community Law
Center, and University of Maryland School of Social Work, have begun discussions about
forming a Community Land Trust that would help protect community greening projects. Such a
land trust would be a separate organization that works collaboratively with open space policy
groups, technical assistance providers, and community groups.

* The City government has been exploring options for creating a Baltimore Land Bank to
acquire and dispose of vacant land. The land bank would operate differently than a Community
Land Trust, by focusing on packaging vacant land for redevelopment.

All major players involved in improving the management and maintenance of Baltimore’s many
neighborhood open spaces are working to bring increased funding to this aspect of neighborhood
revitalization. City officials have highlighted the need for additional funding of community
greening efforts in the City’s comprehensive PlanBaltimore.
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Appendix F

Recommendations from the Neighborhood Open Space Management: A Report on
Greening Strategies in Baltimore And Six Other Cities (Spring 2000) by Parks & People
Foundation

The following recommendations were created by reviewing research findings, discussing issues
at a public forum, and discussions with City officials and advisory committee members. Along
with the recommendations, a series of action steps have been proposed that will require
collaboration among community, government, and nonprofit organizations.

Recommendation 1— Strengthen existing coalitions and partnerships working to support
community greening, gardening, and urban forestry activities in Baltimore neighborhoods.

A. Ensure the active participation of grass roots organizations, technical assistance providers,
land managers, policy-makers, and other types of organizations found by this report to be
essential for sustaining healthy community managed open space partnerships.

Action Steps

. Build on PlanBaltimore’s formal recognition of the Parks and People Foundation’s
Community Greening, Urban Forestry, Vacant Lot Restoration, Community Gardening,
and Revitalizing Baltimore programs to advocate and support City development and
implementation of improved open space and community greening plans, policies, and
programs.

. Pursue opportunities to further strengthen and enhance existing community greening and
parks and open space partnerships in collaboration with community organizations and
government agencies to provide leadership and assistance in implementing the report’s
recommendations.

B. Create further opportunities for public participation through forums, dialog, community
organizing, and advocacy to support and encourage implementation of the report’s
recommendations.

Action Steps

. Organize a series of community forums to further explore opportunities for
community action.

. Develop educational materials, including an open space management manual
being prepared by Parks & People, to help community groups to undertake
successful projects.

. Expand public recognition of volunteers active in improving neighborhood open
space.

Recommendation 2—Promote greater public awareness of the benefits of well designed,
maintained, and used open space in Baltimore.

A. Conduct an information and education campaign to improve public understanding of vacant
lot issues and potential for turning vacant lots into useful open space.
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Action Steps
. Develop a process and materials for increasing media coverage of vacant lot/open
space issues.

. Conduct a series of well-publicized demonstration projects to stimulate stewardship
and community action.
. Create a Neighborhood Education and Volunteer Recruitment Initiative to effectively

promote open space programs, ideas, resources and benefits.

B. Elevate critical vacant lot and neighborhood open space issues on the public agenda.

Action Steps
*  Coordinate with various advocacy groups, including the Parks & People, Neighborhood
Design Center, Citizens Planning and Housing Association, and the Baltimore Alliance
for Great Urban Parks.

*  Encourage political candidates to make open space issues a priority.

*  Ensure the City's Neighborhood Planning Program incorporates open space issues as an
element in neighborhood plans.

C. Promote the social, economic, and environmental benefits of safe, attractive open space and
the role it plays in comprehensive neighborhood redevelopment.

Action Steps

. Engage developers and potential funders on the issue of the City’s vacant lot problem
and the need to create and manage neighborhood open spaces.
. Work with the development community (e.g., Baltimore Development Corporation) to

assist in demonstrating, documenting, and marketing the economic value that can be
captured by neighborhood open space.

Recommendation 3— Advocate and support development of a comprehensive, integrated
open space plan, policies and programs as an element of PlanBaltimore, which can provide
guidance for the Neighborhood Planning Program. While a new Open Space Plan would
address a wide-range of issues, it should specifically tackle the pressing concern and
opportunity presented by the large number of vacant lots in many Baltimore
neighborhoods.

A. Establish a vision and standards for open space management in Baltimore. Fully utilize
existing networks, coalitions, and partnerships of involved constituencies to participate in
developing effective open space policies and programs.

Action Steps
* Convene an initial meeting of interested groups to determine the scope of the plan and
the role and structure of community participation.

* Review information on effective models from other cities, particularly the Chicago
CitySpace Plan.
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B. An effective, citywide, open space management plan must be comprehensive and
acknowledge both the occurrence and effect of large and small open spaces on the landscape.
The strategy should be based on the following guiding principles:

Action Steps
* Natural resources and human communities are integrally linked, and the health and vitality

of one affects the other.

* Active participation by people who live in communities is vital to developing sustainable
and equitable open space projects.

« Information sharing at all levels enhances the efficiency and efficacy of City agencies,
organizations and communities.

« Strategies and management plans are not a final solution; they are the starting point.

* Monitoring and evaluation are important steps toward continuous improvement.

Recommendation 4—Change current Baltimore City policies and procedures to create an
efficient and effective program of mixed City and community managed open space and to
further support community greening.

A. Establish workable policies, procedures, and programs for disposal and reuse of vacant and
abandoned properties.

Action Steps

*  Create a central inventory of City-owned vacant lots and other properties available for
disposal for private or community use, which the public can access through library computer
systems.

*  Prepare user-friendly informational brochures for a proactive City’s vacant lot acquisition
program.

* Establish a City interagency Vacant Lot Review Committee to recommend future and
interim uses for vacant lots, provide oversight for agency maintenance assignments and
performance, prepare community property use agreements (leases, conservation easements,
etc.), make property disposition recommendations, and prepare an annual report on
conditions and progress.

* Revise property and tax laws to encourage productive private and community uses for
vacant lots.

* Eliminate the “red tape” and monetary penalty for reclaiming City-owned vacant lots,
particularly for community uses.

* Improve efficacy of the City’s lien release process and adopt a process for forgiving or
releasing back taxes, maintenance, and water bills, perhaps in exchange for property
improvements.

*  Steamline the City’s Neighborhood Incentive Program to encourage increased use of this
funding source for community greening projects.

*  Overhaul the City's Adopt-A-Lot Program to correct deficiencies and provide sufficient
resources to ensure its viability and support by community groups.
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Accelerate public acquisition of particularly troublesome derelict properties for priority
transfer to responsible private or community groups for reuse and maintenance.

Conduct neighborhood-based auctions of surplus public property and accelerate the
disposition of vacant lots through a vigorous sideyard sale program, having no effect on
property assessments if the sideyard is incorporated into an existing developed lot.

Explore innovative solutions to maintaining privately-owned vacant land beyond current
policies as they are not workable. Alternative solutions might include cooperation with State
authorities to assess financial penalties against owners using some method other than
assessment against the property or City assumption of maintenance responsibilities short of
transfer of the property.

B. Improve the City’s maintenance of the City-owned and privately-owned vacant lots and small
open spaces.

Action Steps

Improve the quality and accessibility of data on vacant lots with information on City agency
assigned for maintenance.

Post signs on vacant lots indicating who is responsible for maintenance and a telephone
number to report problems.

Department of Public Works should establish a dedicated Vacant Lot Hotline and rapid
intervention unit to deal with vacant lot maintenance problems to implement the City’s
current policy of responding within 24-hours of receiving a complaint.

Increase police surveillance of notorious vacant lots used as dumping sites and drug nests.
City Planning Department should develop urban design guidelines to communicate
principles for restructuring distressed neighborhoods with large numbers of vacant lots that
can be used as part of the Neighborhood Planning Program.

Department of Public Works should establish property maintenance standards for City-
owned vacant lots and make these standards available to community groups to assist with
their monitoring efforts.

Rebuild and strengthen the City’s Department of Recreation and Parks to help citizens
maintain small open space and parks.

C. Actively support community organizations working with neighborhood residents to turn
vacant lots into “intentional” open space by supporting community acquisition efforts,
community greening and gardening programs, and low-maintenance uses of vacant lots.

Action Steps

*  Provide additional funding and support for groups community management of open
spaces through CDBG funds and other public and private sources.

*  Explore opportunities to create a State funded Urban Green Space Program related to the
Maryland Smart Growth Policies and Program Open Space, similar to Wisconsin State’s
Stewardship Program.

* Pass City legislation to implement a program of support for community greening and
gardening and to provide for legal protection and rights for community-owned open
space. This legislation should recognize the benefits of community greening to include
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community building, food production, open space maintenance, recreation, education,
and job development.

*  Explore contracting with community groups to interested in assuming maintenance
responsibilities or bid out the work to other private entities.

* Implement and promote a long-term lease or “lot-steading” program for City-owned
properties.

* Coordinate management responsibilities for vacant lots among interested and capable
non-profit organizations.

*  Work through the Board of Education to encourage making community open space
projects part of the school curriculum and after-school projects meriting community
service learning credits.

* Encourage community groups to act as the City’s eyes and ears by monitoring the conditions
of and activity around, vacant lots.

*  Provide ongoing support for neighborhood clean-ups of vacant lots by establishing a tool
bank for gardening and greening at Neighborhood Service Centers, arranging for pick-up of
trash collected, and providing water to the vacant lot.

*  Explore opportunities to conduct small-area property surveys that can be quickly mapped on
the City’s Geographic Information System as a planning and management tool for public
agencies and community groups.

Recommendation 5—Establish as a priority a means for preserve neighborhood open
space, provide liability insurance, and secure guidance and monitoring of community
managed open space.

Action Steps

e Establish a Community Land Trust to provide land tenure security to greening investments
and to work collaboratively with government and no-profits involved in providing policy
guidance, technical assistance, and community organizing.

* Identify and secure long-term funding to establish and sustain the land trust.

* Establish a stewardship fund for maintenance and capital improvements to land trust
properties.

*  Provide liability insurance against personnel injury for community groups providing
property maintenance through group policies with favorable rates.

*  Provide through the Land Trust a mechanism for monitoring maintenance standards and
performance and making any corrections as necessary.
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Appendix G
VLRP Project Site Reports and Investment Status Chart, Site Contacts, Community
Demographics and Property Ownership

48



	VLRP Evaluation Body With Page Numbers.pdf
	Improved environment
	
	VLRP Agreement # 26838 (February 16, 2001)
	
	
	
	Neighborhood Open Space Management Project






	Acknowledgements
	Action Steps
	Develop a process and materials for increasing media coverage of vacant lot/open space issues.
	Conduct a series of well-publicized demonstration projects to stimulate stewardship and community action.
	Action Steps
	Coordinate with various advocacy groups, including the Parks & People, Neighborhood Design Center, Citizens Planning and Housing Association, and the Baltimore Alliance for Great Urban Parks.
	Encourage political candidates to make open space issues a priority.



