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I Dear Citizen: 

I 
Similar to last year, 1993 continued to see advances in our effortS to bring City operations closer 
to the people of the community. Our continued involvement in many of these programs helped 
bridge the gap between our municipal government and its citizens. FUTURE-Little Rock's 
strategic planning process was instrumental in making these relationships happen. 

I The successful passage of the FUTURE-Little Rock sponsored 1/2¢ sales tax has provided 
countless opportunities for more programs and projects that will have positive impacts on the 
older and troubled segments ofour community. 

I 
In 1993 this department completed the development ofnine (9) Alert Centers. All Alert Centers 
are currently staffed and fully operational. Our staff continues to playa major role in 
participation, as well as, selection of the Paint Your Heart Out Program neighborhood, and 
provided technical assistance in painting 68 homes in the Stephens School neighborhood. 

During 1993 our Building Codes Division brought in over $850,000 in fees, including permits, 
licenses and other miscellaneous changes, and performed over 10,000 inspections. They also 
developed informational brochures for Commercial Construction, Permitting, Plumbing, 
Electrical and Residential Building. 

I Our Comm'unity Development Block Grant and Housing Programs Division staff have been 
actively involved in administrating the Community Development Block Grant (CDBG) and 
HOME funds to enhance the quality of life for our citizens through various physical, social. and 

I housing programs. 

I 
The HOME Investment Partnership Program offers the City the opportunity to address a wide 
array of affordable housing needs. including new home construction, owner-occupied and rental 
rehabilitation, and firsHime home buyer assistance. 

I 
Included in this annual report are many more accomplishments and achievements for 1993. 
Please review this report of the previous year and join us in expanding our successes for Little 
Rock in 1994. 

I 
 Sincerely, 


I 
 Jim Lawson 


I 
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FUTURE - Little Rock 


In January 1993, theSteeringCommitteedeveloped 
a ten-year plan- Goals· of Little Rock - that 
incorporated the goals and recommendations from 
the task forces. 

The Goals Plan is the first step in a ten year process. 
The plan reflects the consensus of the community 
on the direction that our city should take in many 
important areas-such as economic development or 
combating crime. Questions such as - How 
should we allocate our resources to attract new 
industry and where should it be located? What 
should we do to prepare our workforce for the 
future and how can we make our City safer? - Are 
critical to the future success of our City. 

One of the most important things that FUTURE­
Little Rock did for our City and its' citizenry was 
provide a forum for everyone to be involved in the 
decision making process. There are many 
recommendations. Some require new partnerships 
between government and business. Others require 
the redirection ofcurrent programs. Many involve 
direct action and support ofthe broader community 
in taking charge of what is going on in their 
neighborhoods and becoming active partners in 
both decision making and problem solving. 

FUTURE-Little Rock, through the task force 
reports, produced a final report that dearly states 
our vision for the future, with achievable goals. It 
specifies actions, outlines a timetable for achieving 
them and identifies individuals and organizations 
responsible for implementing the goals. The Goals 
for Little Plan was submitted to the Little Rock City 
Board ofDirectors inJune of1993. The Board of 
Directors adopted the plan and called for on the 
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citizens of Lictle Rock 1:0 cake furmer action. The 
citizens were asked to go me polls on December 
14ch to case voces for: (a) a half cent increase in me 
sales tax 1:0 fund a list ofcommunity improvement 
projects and (b) a one cent increase in me sales tax 
co fund a list of capical improvement projects. By 
me end ofDecember 14m, the voters had decided 
mat me community improvement needs outweighed 
the capital improvement needs. The community I 
improvement projects included items such as hiring 
135 police officers, creating a housing parmership, ;1
expanding CATA bus routes and other important 
enhancementS. 

I,
In January of 1994, me implementation of these 
comm unity improvements will begin. I c will be the 
responsibility ofthe department ofNeighborhoods ;I~
and Planning to coordinate the efforts of the 
implementation strategy and provide oversight 
review to assure the implementation plan is consiscent I
wim me original planning efforcs of FUTURE­
Little Rock. Implememing these goals and 
recommendacions further demonstrates that I 
FUTURE-Lirue Rockis me foundation for building 
solutions for Little Rock-mis year and into me 
next century. I: 

I 
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I, Zoning and 
Subdivision Division 1\ 

,I, 
I 

Zoning and Subdivision Regu!ations are me principal 
cools employed by the City ofLittle Rock in guiding 
me city goals and plans to specified goals. They 
assure compatibility of uses while directing me 
placemenc of infrastructure and public services. 

This Division administers the platting, rezoning '1; 

I 
and site developmenc ordinances in the processes 
involved with rezoning or developing land. 
Additionally, use permits. variances and enforcemenc 
are dealt with daily. 

The Division also acts as a resource agency for

I' developers. realtors and omer citizens when presented 
with requests for current zoning, plat status. 
developmenc standards or statistical information. ,I! 
The Division has continued its effort co maincain a 
neighborhood .contacts list' for purposes of 
monitoring development activities. The list -I, concinued to grow and change during 1993 as a 
result of numerous development proposals and 
citizen involvemenc..

I The Division has encouraged local developers to 
provide early contact with staff to assure mat

1\ aevelopmenc proposals are filed timely. complete 
and wim involvemenc of incerested persons or 
organizations. 

I The agenda structure was modified in me early 

'I 
1980's co provide for twenty-six (26) meetings each 
year. 

The Division continued its involvement in 
neighborhood meetings with developers and area 
resiaencs. These meetings are typically held in me 
neighborhood after hours to facilitate attendance by 
incerested neighbors. 

Annual Ordinance Review For Amendment 

A primary function of mis Division is to assure 
complete, accurate and up to date land developmenc 
codes for use by me public at all levels ofinvolvemenc. 

During 1993 the Planning Commission relaxed its 
typical broad review to concencrate on Sign Code 
Amendments and access and driveway standards. 
This review occupied me latter half of1993 wim the 
draft ordinance being submitted to the City Board 
of Directors during the first quarter of 1994. 

Sign Ordinance Activity 

During 1993, the Division worked co process sign 
renewals (lOyearincervals). Sign permits (including 
renewals) brought in $59,860 in fees for 1993. 

In 1994, the division will monitor, enforce and 
review me sign ordin~ce for additional modification. 
Some change in me COtal number of billboards 
occurred during 1993 with the industry receiving 
tradeoff locations for moving existing billboards. 

This Property 

Being Considered for 


For int'onnation 
Gall the 

Planning Commission 
37"1-4790 
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Planning Division 


The Planning Division of the Department of 
Neighborhoods and Planning. provides a long range 
view of our dynamic city. The Planning Division 
monitors developmentand provides inputas to whether 
that development meets adopted plans. The Division 
also prepares neighborhood and area plans and reviews 
and drafts amendments to our existing plans. 

During 1993. the Planning Division began and 
completed several planning studies. Among the major 
accomplishments were land use and zoning studies of 
the Forest Hills and Governors Mansion-South 
neighborhoods, the completion ofDesign Guidelines 
for cwo Historic Districts. numerous technical studies, 
and preparation ofthe department annual report. The 
Division Staffalso assisted in the formation ofseveral 
new neighborhood associations. 

Forest Hills Land Use and Zoning Study 

At the request of the Forese Hills Neighborhood 
Association, the SraffofthePlanningDivisionconducred 
astudy ofthe zoning and land use parrern in the Forese 
Hills area. The purpose ofthis project was to stabilize 
and revitalize this single family neighborhood. The 
study area was defined by 1-630 on the north, 12th 
Street on the south, Pine Street on the east and 
Jonesboro on the west. The intent ofthe study was to 
identifY those properties zoned at a higher intensity 
than the current use, with the incent to rezone the 
properties to correspond with their use, and to amend 
the land use plan, where applicable. 

The Forest Hills rezoningstudywas conducredexactly 
as the Hillcrest and Cencral High rezoning Studies, 
done by the Planning Staffin previous years. Properry . 
owners were contacted and given a chance to not 

participate. 

The owners ofthe identified properties were notified of 
the study and most were noc aware of the zoning. In 
most cases, the properties were single familyinuse. but 
were zoned R-4 Duplex or higher. With the approval 
of the owners, these properties were rezoned to R-3 
Single Family Residential. 

Asecond component of the Forest Hills land use and 
zoning study. was an analysis of the land use plan 
parrem in the area. The Planning Staff identified areas 
that had a future land use parrern that was inconsistent 
with the developing area. Those areas were amended 
to more realistically reflect the development parrern of 
the area. 

In both components of the study. excensive public 
participationwas encouraged. The Staffworked closely 
with the Forest Hills Neighborhood Association and 
incorporated many of their suggestions into the 
conclusions of the study. 

Governors Mansion-South Land Use 
and Zoning Study 

At the request of the Downtown Neighborhood 
Association. theSraffofthe PlanningDivision conducted 
a study of the zoning and land use parrern in the area 
of23rd Screec, south of the Governor's Mansion. The 
purpose of this project was to review the land use and 
zoning pactern in thearea, and to propose amendments 
that would zone the area similar to the Mansion Area 
ofthe Capitol Zoning District, which is to the north. 
Thestudyareawas defined by23rd Screeton the north, 
Roosevelt Road on the south, Main Street on the east 
andStateStreeeonthewese. The intent ofthe study was 
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I co identifY those properties zoned ac ahigherdensity 

than the current use, with the intent co rezone the

'I propeIties co correspond with their use, and to amend 
the land use plan, where applicable. 

I, As in previous studies of this type, property owners 

I: 

were contacced and given a chance to not paIticipate. 

The Planning Staffidentified areas thac had future land 

use and zoning patterns thacwere inconsisrentwith the 


I, 

developing area. Those areas were amended co more 

realistically reBect the development pattern of the area. 


I 

In both components of the study, extensive public 

participation was encouraged. The Staff worked 

closelywith the Downtown NeighborhoodAssociation 

and incOlporated many of their suggestions into the 
conclusions of the study.,I: 
PAGIS Activities . 

II, The Planning Staff continued, in 1993, to utilize the 
Pulaski Area Geographic Informacion System to the 

II fullest excem possible. The staff completed a projl":a 

I 
thac resulted in a standard format to produce sketch 
maps forzoningand subdivision cases. PAGIS was also 
used for various special projeCts and was used co 
produce presentation graphics for public meecings. 

'l During 1993, the Planning Managerwas named to the 

I, 
PAGIS Development Committee, which meets 
monthly to discuss ways that the system should be 
further developed for optimum use. 

Heights Survey 

I 
,I, 

The Planning Staff emered into a join agreement with 
the Heights Neighborhoods Association and the 
University of Arkansas ac Little Rock, to condua a 

. " 
~cighborhoodsurveyfortheHeightsarea. Thepurpose 
of the survey was co identify who lives in the Heights 
neighborhoods, and what they perceive as thestrengths 
and weaknesses of the area. The Planning Division 
provided staff assistance in mailing the survey and 
tabulating the results. 

R.eviewofLand Use Plans 

In 1993, the Planning Scaffinscituted a new process for 
syscematically reviewing district plans, in conjunction 
with filed zoning and subdivision cases. Theprocedure 
involved a review of the appropriate distria plan in 
response co each case filed. The Staff now prepares a 
land use elemem that is incorpotaced into each zoning 
and subdivision staff report that goes co the Planning 
Commission and Board of Direaors, outlining the 
plan issues for each case. 

Other Neighborhood Planning Activities 

During 1993, the PlanningStaffcontinued to provide 
planningassistanceco neighborhood associations. Over 
the courseof they ear, thestaffworked on the formation 
of 13 new neighborhood associations in Southwest 
Licde Rock, alone. Staff also parcicipated in a 
neighborhood festival entitled "What's Right with 
Southwesc Little Rock." 

Other Planning Projects 

Other activities carried Out by the Planning Division 
Staffmcluded thepublication ofan Urban Development 
Report which summarizes urban development in Little 
Rock, maintaining the MasterStreet Plan, participating 
in the zoning and subdivision process and staffing the 
PlanningCommission and the Historic District 
Commission. 

I, ';;) 
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Neighborhood Historic Preservation 

The Department of 
Neighborhoods and 
Planning was very active in 
the 1993 Certified Local 
Government Program and 

producedseveral significantpreservation projects. These 
included: 1) Survey and Research on Little Rock's 
Hiscoric Black Neighborhood, 2) Central High 
Neighborhood Survey-Phase II, and 3) CapitolViewl 
Stifft Station Neighborhood Survey. 

The Survey and Research on Little Rock's Hiscoric 
BlackNeighborhood was an initial effort into the black 
history of downrown Little Rock and provides an 
overview ofthe area. The majorconcencration ofblack 
businesses, instirutions, and residences was in an area 
bounded by7thStreet on the north, StateStreeton the 
east,WrightAvenueon thesouth,and BishopStreeton 
the west. 

TheCencral High Neighborhood S urvey was begun in 
1990. Phase 1 of this survey included the Centennial 
Addition and Little Rock Central High SchooL Phase 
II incorporated an area south of Phase 1. The Central 
High Neighborhood is co mprised offourceen different 
additions in 200 city blocks and containing 
approximately 2,000 buildings. 

The Capitol View/Stifft Station architecrural survey 
was initiated in 1993. The first phase encompassed an 
area south ofCantrell Road, northofMarkham Street, 
east of Park Street and west of the Mopac Railroad 
cracks. The neighborhood extends from the Capitol to 
Elm Street and is bounded by 1-630 on the south and 

Markham Streeton the north. I t will take several years 
to complete this survey. 

The Department ofNeighborhoods and Planning has 
submitted grant applications for preservation projects 
to continue both the Cencral High Neighborhood I, 
survey and the Capitol View/Stifft Station survey. 
Upon completion ofthe surveys, the information will 
be evaluated for nominations to the National Register ,I 
ofHistoric Places. 

In 1993. the Little Rock Historic District Commission I 
began drafting a Minimum Maintenance Ordinance 
to furthersafeguard historicreso urces in the MacArthur I,ParkHistoricDistrict. The Commission is also working 
with residentsofthe HillcrestNational Register Historic, 
District in assessing that district's appropriateness in :1
becoming a locally ordained historic district. 

Graphics Section 

The graphics section provides research, field surveys 
and report maps for all rezoning, subdivision and board 
ofadjuscrnentapplicatioos. Graphics updates allsection ,I' 
base maps and zoning base maps. as well as draws new 
base maps needed due to city expansion. Report 
graphics, brochures, displays and graphic support for I' 
public hearings and neighborhood meetings are also 
provided to all divisions of the Neighborhoods and 
Planning Department. The graphics section works 
closely with each member of the Neighborhoods and 
Planning Department as well as other departments 
within the City government to assure that quality 
materials are available for presentation in minimal time. 
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Thisyear. all sketch procedures for rezoning.subdivision 
and board ofadjustmemwere transferred t:O the Pulaski 
Area Geographic Information System (PAGIS). The 
staff can now digitize map information ror public 
meetings. 

The Graphics section prepared the following items in 
1993: 

Paim Your Heart Our Graphics and Maps 
FUTURE-Little Rock phot:Ography & 

graphics 
Community Developmem Block Grant ­

house plans. phot:Ography and maps 
Chenal Parkway plan graphics 
9 Neighborhood Alert Cemer construction 

plans and presentation graphics 
Fire Discria Map 
Subdivision Activity Map 
Land Use Plan amendments 
Neighborhood meeting handbills 
1993 City Limits Map 
Quapaw Quarrer Tour maps and signs 
125 Subdivision Sketches 
62 Zoning Sketches 

Y "If' V ~ 
50 Board ofAdjustment Sketches ~ UTTlE ROCK75 Final Plats E PUNNING COMMISSION 
51 Zoning Reclassifications PUBUC HEARING 

PROPOSED SIGN ORDINANCE
47 Presemation Transparencies . AMENDMENTS 

John Barrow Neighborhood Srudy MllDdmlcls to InOl C2, C3 I C4:" 
• Pmlcl••Housing Handbook 
• SiDDell • 

• Flashing Light••Hist:Oric District Guidelines Review 
• Rolltlng SI,II • 

FOCUSfor Change Brochure • Futoons • 

Sign Ordinance Amendments 
Depamnental Business Cards 
Affordable Homes Program 
Various Alert Cemer Projects 
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During 1993 the Building Codes Division brought 
in over $850,000 in fees. including permits. licenses 
and other miscellaneous charges, and performed 
over 10.000 inspections. Ten major unsafe 
commercial structures were demolished and 
informacional brochures were developed and made 
available to the public for: Commercial Construction 
Permitting. Plumbing, Electrical and Residential 
Building. Two issues of the "Codes Roundup" 
newsletter were provided to keep the public up to 
date on Building Codes Division polices and 
personnel. 1993 was the best year to date in micro­
filming and filing ofrecords. Inspectors attended a 
variety ofschools to improve their abilities and keep 
them abreast of code changes. Radio dispatch of 
inspection requests continued and was expanded. It 
was also one of the best years for residential 
construction since the mid-seventies with over 620 
permitted. 

The Building Codes Division, in cooperation with 
the Arkansas Chapter of the Southern Building 
Code Congress International, hosted the 1993 
Southern Building Codes Congress Annual 
Educational Conference. During the conference, 
Roy G. Beard.]r.• former Building Codes Manager. 
posthumously received the M. L. Clement Award. 
This award is the highest award a Building Official 
can receive. The Congress also honored the Building 
Codes Division and Chuckand Cheryl Givens with 
proclamations ofthanks for all their assistance. The 
Congress also nominated Chuck Givens and Mark 
Whitaker to serve on code committees for 1994. 

The former Block Realty Building at 723 West 
Markham. which houses the Department of 
Neighborhoods and Planning, was renamed the 

RoyG. Beard,]r. Building, in honor ofMr. Beard's 
outstanding service to Little Rock during the past 
30 years. 

Building Codes Highlights 

The first full year ofthe "Five Day Turnaround" for 
commercial plan review was a real success. The staff 
educated numerous architects and contractors about 
what is needed for complete plan submittal and the 
process has been well received. The following is a 
list ofjobs that were reviewed and permitted during 
1993. 

Substantial New Construction, Additions, and 
Modifications to: 

Baptist Medical Systems - Vascular Imaging 
Bapdst Eye_ Clinic 
Southwest Hospital Magnetic Reasoning Imaging 
St. Vincent Infirmary Physical Assessment Center 
Doctor's Hospital 
Affiliated Foods Cold Storage Facility 
Good Shepherd Retirement Facility 
Pulaski County Courthouse 
Arkansas Easter Seals Society 
Arkansas Baptist School 
Grace Community Church 
Christ the King 
Covenant Presbyterian 
Allison Presbyterian 
St; Mark's Episcopal 
Catholic Diocese 
Denver Roller Funeral Home 
Romano's Macaroni Grill 
Outback Steakhouse 
Ryan's Family Steakhouse 

·.1 
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Code Compliance 
Building - Electrical- Plumbing 

Permits Issued - Inspections -' Rejections - Fees 

I: 
'I Building Electrical Plumbing 

1993 1992 1993 1992 1993 1991 

I, Permits Issued 2.579 2.320 2.947 2.757 4.247 3.924 
Inspections 5.650 5.610 5.678 5.327 5.394 4.703 
Rejections 1,316 878 620 680 865 481 
Fees $413,789 $402,925 $193.796 $143.693 $190.786 $149,471'I, 

I 
Other Miscellaneous Information 

I 
Building Plans Reviewed ,I, 
Building Code Board ofAppeals Cases 

I 

I Electrical Exams (Homeowners) 


Franchise Permits (Use of Public Right-of-Way) 


I 

I, 

1993 1992 

665 609 

2 2 

37 13 

14 8 

I 
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Neiuhborhood PrOO7"ams Division 
b' b'''1 

In 1993 the Neighborhood Programs Division 
completed the development of9 Alert Centers. All 
alert centers are currently staffed and fully 
operational. 

During this program year, many neighborhoods 
organized to create associations to address specific 
concerns and problems within their neighborhood. 
In several neighbo rhoods the condition ofpremises 
were identified as one ofthe major concerns. Codes 
enforcement staff conducted intensified code 
enforcement in improving the environment by 
requiring the removal of litter, debris, abandoned 
autos, etc. 

The codes enforcement staff participated in the 

selection of the Paint Your Heart Out Program 
neighborhood, and provided technical assistance in 
the painting of 68 homes of citizens living in the 
Stephens School neighborhood. 

During the program year, codes enforcement staff 
implemented graffiti removal enforcement ftom 
private property resulting in removal ofgraffiti from 
61 buildings. Additionafly, codes enforcement Staff 
participated in the crack house eliminatio n program 
in cooraination with the neighborhood police officers 
and the neighborhood alert centers facilitator. This 

Ieffort resulted in the closing of 71 crack houses 
throughout the city. 

I IIn 1993, this Division answered 4,950 citizen 
complaints of which 983 were for housing, 480 
were abandoned autos, 2,187 were premises. and 
1,215 for vacant weed lots, and 85 were for graffiti Iremoval. These complaints and the intensified 
enforcement effortS resulted in a total of 40,932 
inspections, which was a 17% increase over 1992. I' 
Codes enforcement personnel issued 153 citations 
for violations resulting in 269 court appearances. I' 


,I 

I 


'" 

I 
I 
,I 
I 

J 
10 I· 

I 



Community Development 
Block Grant andHousingDi~ision 

I ."'1'. 

I 
Since its creation in 1975, the City of Litcle Roc!<. 
has utilized over $57 million in Community 
Development Block Grant (CDBG) funds [0 

I 
I 

enhance the quality of life for its citizens through 
physical improvements, social, recreation, and 
housing programs. In doing so, the City has used 
its most valuable resource, its people, to plan and 
allocate the expenditure of CDBG funds through 
the citizen participation process. This component 
of the CDBG Program involves numerous public 
meetings in designated low and moderate income 
neighborhoods through which citizens develop 
projects for funding. The City Board of Directors 
then makes decisions on proposed programs after a 
City-wide public hearing. Figure 1 summarizes 
capital improvements made since 1975. 

(Figure 1) 

I' 
,I 

COMMUNIlY DEVELOPMENT 
BLOCK GRANT PROGRAM 

1975-1993 

Streets Reconstructed 30.76 miles $24,502,884,I, 
Drainage 22.31 miles *'"* 

I Sidewalks 34.95 miles *** 

I Houses Rehabilitated 750 $ 8,410.556 

I 
I 
I 

Accomplishments in 1993 were the following: 

HOME Investment Partnership Program' 

1993 was the second year ofHUD funding for the 
HOME Investment Partnership Program, in which 
the City ofLitcle Rock is a parricipatingjurisdiction. 
Funding for the second yearofthe HOME program 
was $747,000. The HOME program offers the 
City the opportunity to address a wide array of 
affordable housing needs, including new home 
construction, owner-occupied and rental 
rehabilitation, and first-rime homebuyerassistance. 
HOME funds were used [0 bring 26 owner-occupied 
homes up [0 full c:ode standards. HOME fUnds 
were also used [0 enable a low-income first-time 
homebuyer [0 purchase a new house on a Model 
block at substantially less than market value. In 
addition, HOME funds were committed [0 build 
three new homes and to purchase and rehabilitate a 
fourth for sale to low-income homebuyers in the 
Revitalization Area. 

CDBG Housing Rehabilitation Loans 
and Grants 

* 17 full-rehab loans (Codes standard) 
* 15 emergency repair grants 
* 2 rental unit rehab loans (Codes standard) 
* 8 CHEER (Central High Economic 

Enhancement for Revitalization) grants 
Total Loans and Grants: $288,549 
(plus $247,737 private funding) 

I, 
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Street Reconstruction 

* 	 West 26th Street, Pine to Maple (1050 I.f.) 
* 	 Maple Street, West 25th to Asher (700 I.f.) 
* 	 Gilliam Park Road, Hwy. 365 to 

Gillam Park Cr. (1000 1.f.) 
* 	 West 28th Street, Abigail to Boulevard 

(2450 I.f.) 

Total Street Reconstruction $635,000 

Save-A-Home Program 

The Save-A-Home Program saves deteriorated 
houses and helps low income families to become 
homeowners by acquiring and reconstructing 
substandard properties and selling to CDBG-eligible 
families at less than cost. 

Properties acquired: 5 at an average cost '" 
of$23,438 
Properties renovated: 4 at an average cost '" 
of$15.572 

* 	 Properties sold: 3 at an average price 
of$35,694 

Affordable Homes Program 

The Affordable Homes Program constructs new 
energy efficient homes on vacant lots in established 
neighborhoods. Theprogram allows CDBG-eligible 
families to become homeowners, eliminates a 
potential weedlot, and creates reinvestment in older, 
established neighborhoods. . 

* 	 3 homes constructioned at an average 
cost of $44,292 

* 	 One home sold for $44,079 

I 
I 	 i 

~C.D.B.G.~ 	 Ic:> 	 0 
~ == 	 ==. as 	 ~ 
~ . 	 'I 
~ 	 ~ 
g COM'M'UNITY >
E::: DEVELOPMENT ~ 
~ BLOCK GRANT cr.J
i 	 , 

I'. 
First-Time Homebuyer Assistance I 
First-time homebuyer assistance grants pay 50% of 
downpayment and dosing costS on the purchase of 
a home by low-income homebuyers. I 
* 	 81 grants at average cost of $1 091.82 

Public Services I 
(Nathanid W. Hill Community Center) 

* 	 Day care for 136 children I* 	 Recreation for 2,400 participants 
* 	 Medical/Dental service for 

2,764 patient visits 

CDBG SUBSIDIES: $585,438 
 I 

New Projects I* 	 Acquired a partially developed subdivision, 
called Pine Hill Homes, to be developed 
with street, curb, gutter, and underground 
drainage, for the evenrual construction of I 
about 19 single-family homes. 

Acquisition COSt: $62,000 
 I

* 	 Began work with the UALR Donaghey 
Project to develop community plans that 
would create and induce further residential 
development and redevelopment ofexisting I 
properties and structures in the]ohn Barrow 
and Pankey neighborhoods. 
Cost: $20,519 I 

I 
12 I 
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I 
Introduction 

I 
I This section is designed to describe and monitor 

growth and present a comprehensive overview of 
significant demographic, economic, and 
development conditions which existed in the City 
of Litde Rock during 1993. 

I Sources of the data are the official records of the 
Little Rock Department of Neighborhoods and 
Planning, Metroplan and ArkansasBusiness. Building 
Permits were used to quantify the numbers, location 
and magnitude of the various residential and 
nontesiden tial developments. Building permit data 
reflects only the authorizations for construction and 
the possibility exists that a small number of 
construction projectS were not constructed before 
the end of 1993. 

I Little Rock's Official Planning Area, .both 

I 
incorporated and unincorporated areas, is divided 
into thirty planning districts and five planning 
sectors which provide the framework within which 
much of the data is presented. For those who wish 
to compare the POSt 1990 planning district data 

I with previous years, a conversion or related table is 

I 
provided ill the 1991 Urban Development Report. 
The cwo major changes were: 1) the removal ofthe 
Fourche District (Fourche Bottoms) and 2) the 

I 
reorganization o(the Highway 10, Pleasant Valley, 
Upper Rock Creek and Ellis Mountain districtS into 
the Pinnacle, River Mountain, Rodney Parham, 

I 
Chenal and Ellis Mountain districts; other changes 
were so minor they have litde to no affect on 
comparisons of reported statistical data. 

I 

I 
I 
 13 


I 


. 1993 Planning Districts & Sectors 

Planning District 

1. River Mountain 
2. Rodney Parham 
3. West Litde Rock 
4. Heights/Hillcrest 
5. Downtown . 
6. East Litde Rock 
7. 1-30 
8. Central City 
9. 1-630 
10. Boyle Park 
11. 1-430 
12. 65th Street West 
13. 65th Street East 
14. Geyer Springs East 
15. Geyer Springs West 
16. Otter Creek 
17. Crystal Valley 
18. Ellis Mountain 
19. Chenal 
20. Pinnacle 
21. Burlingame Valley 
22. West Fourche 
23. Arch Street Pike 
24. Sweet Hm/College Sen 
25. POrt 
26. POrt South . 
27. Fish Creek 
28. Arch Street South 
31. Shannon Hills . 
32. Pleasant Grove 

Sector 

West 
West 
Midtown 
Downtown 
Downtown 
East 
East 
Downtown 
Midtown 
Midtown 
West 
Southwest 
Southwest 
Southwest 
Southwest 
Southwest 
West 
West 
West 
West 
West 
Midtown 
East 
East 
East 
East 
East 
East 
Southwest 
Southwest 



I 
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Executive Summary 

During 1993 Little Rock continued to experience 
minimal growth. The City's 1993 population 
estimatewas 177,840 up from 175,795, the Official 
1990 Census figure. This is a 0.4 percent average 
annual increase ofpopulation within the City limits 
from 1990. The estimate uses the Census persons 
per household and vacancy rate information rather 
man the sources used in the 1980s. This was done 
in order to compare the 1990 figure with 1992 
figures, since other sources would produce figures 
well above the 1990 figure. . 

The amount ofnew non-residential space permitted 
in Little Rock decreased. However, the amount of 

. commercial space added increased by over 100 
percent. Single Family unit permits continue to 
increase. The City continues to experience a slow 
but steady improvement in occupancy rates for 
qffice space and multifamily units and all measures 
ofsubdivisions activity increased significantly. 

The following compares 1993 with 1992 
development activity: 

1) Single Family -718 starts, up 16.4 % from 
617 in 1992 

2) Multi-Family - 77 units permitted, up 
from 5 

- city wide occupancy rate 
continued to improve reaching95.6 percent 

3) Office - 158,206 square feet permitted, 
down 87.6% from 296,756 square feet in 
1992 

- city wide occupancy rate, slight 
improvement to 82.2% 

4) Commercial - 691,548 square feet 
permitted, up 109.6% from329,715 square 

Ifeet in 1992, not including parking garages 

- occupancy rates fell overall with the I 
Downtown and Midtown sectors showing 
the largest declines I 

5) Hptel/Motel- 0 projects, compared 

with 0 project for 1992 
 I 

6) Warehouse/Industrial - 159,900 square 

feet permitted, down 72.6% from 

584,127 square feet in 1992 
 I 

7) 	 Annexations - four annexations for 

1,035.5 acres, compared with zero 
 ,I
annexation in 1992 

8) 	 SubdivisionS ­ 'I 
Preliminar;y 

965 lots, an increase of32 % from 1992 I770 acres, an increase of75.4 % from 
1992 	

I 
352 acres, an increase of 4.8 % from 
1992 I 

9) Approved Rezoning ­

I42 cases, up 45% from 39 in 1992' 

308 acres, up 111 % from 146 in 1992 I 

I 

I 

I 
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Population Growth Projections 

I TheCityofLittleRockhasexperiencedapopularion 
increase in evety decade of this centuty. However. 
the population growth experienced in the 1980s 

I was largely due to annexations. While the number 

I 
of people within the City Limits did expand. the 
numberofpeople in the geographic area ofthe 1990 
City Limits experienced a loss. It is true some areas 
of the City have experienced large increases in the 
number of units added. but this has been more a 
shift than addition of new households. Generally. 

I the areas showing chis growth are in the west River 

I, 
Mountain, Rodney Parham. Chenal, and 1-430 
(since 1980) districts. Some ofthis growth has come 
as a result ofpeople moving from the east and central 

I 
pares of the City. For example, the Central City, 
East Little Rock, 1-30, Downtown and 1-630 
planning districts have experienced substantial 
declines in the numberofhousing units overthe last 
several years. These trends, if anything. have 
become more pronounced in the 19905 widl a large 
number ofdemolitions in the central and east areas 
and most new residential units located in the western 
and northwestern districts. 

I Year 
Population 

I annaul 0/0 

I 
change 

Year 
Population 

Annual %

I change 

I 


The City as a whole is expected experience no 
growth to slow growth. The Tischler Report 
conducted for the City of Little Rock as part of an 
analysis ofthe City's future, indicated that the Little 
Rock area's population in 2010 would remain 
around 190,000. A larger percentage would likely 
be within the City, as annexations continue. 
However. the existing pares ofthe City are expected 
to continue to lost population. The westward shift 
in population should continue. 

Unless the City is successful in reversing the 
population trends, Little Rockshould experience no 
real growth in the near future. The Tischler Report 
does project a slight improvement in the outlying 
years. While the actual population of Little Rock 
likely will continue to experience a slow increase, 
the real growth rate will likely be close to zero, unless 
appropriate actions are taken. 

POPULATION 

1900 1910 1920 1930 1940 1950 
38.307 45.941 65.142 81.679 88.039 102.213 

2 4 2.5 0.8 1.6 


1960 1970 1980 1990 1993 

107.813 132.483 159.024 175.795 177.840 

0.5 2.5 .2 1.05 004 

I 
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Construction Activity 

The total number of permics for new single family 
construction in 1993 showed a healthy increase 
again. The number ofpermits has returned to the 
peak levels ofthe eighties and late seventies. IfLitcle 
Rock maintains this level for a couple of years. it 
would equal any "boom" reriod in the city's history. 
As for non-residentia uses, the number of 
commercial projects permitred should a significant 
increase, over 140 percent. Much of the increase 
occurred in the Bowman-Chenal areaofWest Litde 
Rock. Continued activity is expected in that area 

El 
• • t --­ Permits for New Construction PAg is ,--_ .....,... --.,.­

and further to the west along the Chenal corridor as I 
more single familyunicsare added. Both industrial 
and office construction fell off significantly. each 
dropped around 90 percent from: their respective I 
1992 levels. Since it is office and industrial jobs 
which provide most ofthe new job creation through 
export markets, this drop in construction activity is 
an ominous sign. More detailed information wilt be I 
presented later for development of each land use. 
The map below graphically shows that most permits 
for new construction were in the northwest part of I 
the city. This is a continuation and strengthening 
of the trend seen over the last decade. 

.. lII-l!JI 

a !o-Ill 
II 20- 41 

D 5-' 
III 1- • 
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One should note that only ~ construction is presented in this section for analysis. In addition, permits 
are not required for construction outside the city limits. Thus one can be sure more structures have been 
added to the west and south (including in northern Saline County) than is indicated by this document. 
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Residential Activity 

Building Permits were issued for795 new residential 
dwelling units in 1993: 718 single family, 0 duplex 
and 77 multi-family units. This is a 28 fercent 
increase from 1992 in rotal residentia units 
permitted. Multifamily growth concinues co be 
minimal, however'single family units increased 
significantly for the second consecutive year. This 
level ofsingle family is significant for there are only 
eleven years since 1930 in which there were more 
single family units permicred (1946, 1947, 1950, 
1962,1963,1964,1965,1971, 1972 and 1973). 
The multifamily activity has been primarily 
concentrated in housing for the elderly since the 
boom of the early 1980s. This trend continued in 
1993. 

As in previous years most new units are in the 
northwest districts generally west ofNapa Valley/ 
Rodney Parham and north of Chenal Parkway. 
This area continues to represent over 61 percent of 

new residential activity in the city. The next most 
active area is south ofKanis, west ofBowman Road 
in the Ellis Mountain district and accounts for 
approximately 17 percent of the activity. The 
southwest and central areas continue co experience 
infill activity. Thus, a small number of new units I 
have been added in many of the districts between 
University and 1-430 as well as in southwest Little 
Rock. There was an increase in activity in the Otter ICreek and Geyer Springs West Districts. If this 
activity continues, it may signal a renewed interest 
in Southwest Little Rock. I 
The Highestgrowth area was the Chenal Valley area 
for the third year. The Taylor Loop/Hinson Road 
area concinues ro be a high growth area for the City ,I
and this area with Chenal can beconsidered the high 
growth areas for Little Rock. The subdivisions 
Involved are primarilyChenal Valley, Chenal Ridge, ISecluded Hills, Longlea and St Charles. In the 
northern portion ofdistrict 18, the Point West and 
Cherty Creek subdivisions have provided the 
majority of activity in 1993. I 

New Single Family Units Permitted I 
- 0-lIIS 

• Sl-0 'I
• tI- 41 
'" ! - • 
III , _ 4 

c lllOavi I 
I 
I 
I 
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I Ten Year History: 

I 
I The activity level for new residential con~rruction 

appears to have leveled off over rhe lasr few years. 
The lasr peak was in rhe mid eighties (1982-1984), 
wirh multifamily development providing rhe 
majority of me new units in mose peak years. The 
number ofsingle family unirs has followed a more 
level coursewim asmoomernumerical curve. From 

I me low of194 new unirs in 1982 ir appears mar me 

I 
previous cycle peak was in 1986 wirh 690 unirs. 
The figures for 1993 would indicare rhar for single 
family consrruction, me City continues on me 
ascending part of me current cycle. For single 

I 
family, rhe peak years have been 1985-1986, 1979, 
1971-1972,1962-1965,1954-1955,1950,1952, 
1941, 1928. As for mulrifamily units mere has nor 
been a rurnaround. 

I 
Ten Year Residential History 

I 2SOO 

I 
I 
I 
I 
 806 85 86 87 88 89 90 91 92 93 
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Residential vacancy rares: 

Thevacancy rare information provided by Merroplan 
indicares mar occupancy rares are improving for me 
city. The apartment survey indicares mar me 
average occupancy rare in me City of Lirue Rock 
was 95.6 percent ar me rime of me survey up from 
94.2 percent. The county average was a 95.7 
percent occupancy rare, up from 94.4 percent. 
These figures reflecr a continued strengrhen of me 
rental marker after me over building of me early to 
middle 1980s. The survey is designed to give a 
snapshor of me occupancy rare as of Seprember 
1993 and are based on a survey ofcomplexes ofar 
leasr40 unirs. (For more information contact Richard 
Magee ar Metroplan or Richard Cheek) 

A review ofme occupancy rares by sector shows mar 
only me Downtown and southwesr sectors are 
below me City average. Southwesr Lirtle Rock now 
has an occupancy rare ofapproximarely 90 percent, 
wim me Downtown secror occupancy rare ar 93.7 
. percent. Overall and in mosr secrors occupancy 
rares increased by a percentage point. If rhe 
occupancy rares continue ro inch up, additional 
unirs can be expecred, until mar time rhe number of 
new mulrifamily unirs builr will continue to be me 
occasional duplex or triplex. 
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Demolitions RESIDENTIAL DEMOLITIONS -- 1993 

During 1993 permitS were issued fonhe demolition 
of 290 residential units. This is an increase of 
approximately 5.5 percent from 1992. This total 
make 1993 the record year, with the most units lost 
by demolition for anyone year in Litcle Rock. The 
average number of residential units lost in each of 
the last three years is 273. As in previous years the 
planning districts in the central or core areas ofLittle 
Rock had large numbers of demolitions. If this 
trend is not reversed soon, the pre-1950 City of 
Litcle Rock will cease [0 exist. Four districts had 
demolitions in double fig.ures East Litcle Rock, 
Central City, 1-630 and 5th Street East with 12, 
112,78 and 64 demolitions respectively. Three of 
these districts are in the core area and one is in the 
northern part ofSouthwest Litcle Rock. The three 
core districts account for 69.7 percent of all the 
demolished units in 1993. Thedemolitions together 
with units either t;hySically moved out or moved in 
~ake the net c ange in units for 1993 a 433 
mcrease. 

Last year planning districts 5,6,7,8,9,10,14, and 24 

had a nee loss in the number of units for the year. 

Most of these same districtS experienced a net loss 

again in 1993.due to demolitions. For 1993, 

districtS 5,6,7,8,9,10,13 and 14had nedosses in the 

number of unitS by years end. 


PLANNING DWELLING 
DISTRICT UNITS 

PERMITTED 

1 156 

2 17 

3 28 

4 17 

5 

6 1 

7 1 

8 5 

9 


10 6 

11 102 

12 

13 

14 

15 12 

16 24 

17 8 

18 124 

19 286 

20 4 

24 3 

25 1 


CITY TOTAL 718 


NO.OF 
DEMOLITIONS 

2 

1 

1 

1 

2 


12 

5 


112 

78 


8 


64 

2 

1 


1 


290 


GAIN 

OR 


LOSS 


154 

26 

27 

16 

-2 

-11 
-4 


-107 

-78 


-2 

102 


-64 

-2 

11 

24 


8 

123 

286 


4 

3 

1 


428 
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Housing 

I During 1993 the average construction cost ofa new single family home was $ 156,645. This figure is up 

I 
approximately $9,642 from last year or 6.6 percent. The highest average figures for building cost were in 
areas north ofI-630. West Little Rock and Heights/Hillcrest districts continue to add a few units each year 
and generally have the highest average construction value in the City. Most ofthe high end subdivisions can 
be found in the River Mountain, ana Chenal districts which had average figures of$165,087 and $203,361 
respectively. . 

I Affordable ro low-moderate priced homes were located in the central and south-central portions of Little 
Rock. Figures below refer to building cOSts only. The National Association ofHome Builders estimates that 
land COSt is now 25 percent of the final cost of new single-family homes. When this additional cost is

I considered with building COSt, a more realistic housing cOSt is obtained. Thus, the $45,000 column would .. 

I 

reEresent the point above which a person would have ro pay $60,000 or more for the unit. Based on this. 

information 3.1 percent of the housing srock is below the $60,000 price range. This is usually considered 

high for the range typically used for affordable housing. . 


I 

I "AFFORDABLE HOUSING"·· PERMITTED CONSTRUCTION COST • 1993 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

DISTRICT ! <$30,000 :$35,000 I "SAO 000 <$A;; 000 I <$50,000 :$55,000 $60,000 :$65,000 $65,000 TOTAL 

I 1 1 
2 0 
3 0 
4 0 
5 0 
6 1 1 
7 1 1 
8 1 1 1 2 5 
9 0 

1 0 1 2 1 4 
11 1 3 3 1 3 1 1 2 
1 2 . 0 
I 4 0 
1 5 I 2 3 1 7 
I 6 1 3 3 I 1 3 12 
1 7 I 1 2 3 7 
1 8 I 1 :1 10 15 1 3~ 

1 9 1 1 
24 2 2 

TO TAL 6 2 6 8 10 8 13 25 6 84 I 

I 

I 21 

I 
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At the opposite end of the price scale are districts 1 and 19 (River Mountain and Chenal) where 87 homes 
with construction costs over $200,000 were permitted (51 % ofwhich were in Chenal). These two northwest 
districts account for 61 percent ofthe new units added in the City. Ofthe units added within these districts 
29.9 percent are over $200,000 and 84.0 percent are over $100,000 in construction costs. . 

I 

II HIGH END HOUSING" PERMITTED CONSTRUCTION COST FOR 1993 


I 

$450,(00. $400,(00. $350,(00. $3OO,()OO. 5250,00(l. $200,00(l. $15O,<JOO. $125,<JOO. $loo,OO(l. 

DISTRICT >$500,000 , <$500,000 <$450,000 <$400,000 <$350,000 <$3)0,000 4250,000 <$200,000 <$150,000 . <$125,000 . TOTAL 
I 
I bi 1 1 1 2 11 46 ::B I 142 

I 
2 1 I I . 13 2 16 i 

3 
I 

1 1 1 
I 

3 6 1 4 17 

4 2 2 1 1 2 2 4 1 15 

I 5 0 

6 ! i 0 

8 I I i 
0 i 

9 
I 

0 
i 

10 0 

11 2 2 

12 i 
i 

0 

15 0 

16 1 I . 1 1 3 

18 1 1 I I 3 7 12 

19 I a 2 7 12 ! a 16 49 94 56 24 219 

a:J I 1 
i 

1 
i 

2 
i 

4 

24 
I i 

0 

Total 12 2 11 15 12 l) 85 153 101 ffi 400 I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 
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I 
The CicyofLittle Rock has attempted to track 'affordable hou~ing' since 1985. The table below shows each 
year, without adjusting for inflation. However, even taking inflation into account 1993 had the lowest 
percentage (and one ofthe loweS[ absolute number) ofnew housing stock built in or close to the 'affordable' 
range. 

I 

I "AFFORDABLE HOUSING" PERMITIED CONSTRUCTION COST - ANNUAL 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

$30,000· $35,000· $40,000· $45,000· $50,000· $55,000· $60,000· TOTAL 

YEAR 
, 
<$30,000 <$35,000 <$40,000 <$45,000 <$50,000 <$55,000 <$60,000 <$65,000 TOTAL UNITS 

1985 " " 40" 19 21 ! 18 na na 98 663 

1986 " ~ 114" 37 42 50 na na 243 690 

• 1987 19 22 30 18 24 22 47 182 620 

1988 7 10 13 28 15 6 14 93 502 

1989 14 7 I 16 27 24 ! 27 20 20 155 468 

1990 7 3 18 14 25 27 12 9 115 427 

1991 4 5 8 13 14 13 9 ! 11 77 • 452 

I 
1992 8 4 5 14 6 8 17 9 71 617 

, 
, 

1993 6 2 6 8 10 8 13 25 78 
I 

715 
I 

TOTAL 39 47 239 175 188 190 99 135 1112 5154 

'Fo, 1985 and 1986 lowest value catculated was <$40,000 

I 23 
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Office Activity 

During 1993 the square footage of new office space 
decreased. Total new square footage permitted in 
1993 was 158,206. This is a decrease ofover 87.6 
percent from 1992. 

Office Construction (in square feet) 

Year 1989 1990 1991 1992 1993 

Area 158.376 297,477 169.970 296.756 158.206 


There was a total of 6 projects in 1993. Office 
.. Activity continues to be minimal. This year the 

major office de~elopments were medical in nature. 
Two ofthe three" major" projects were medical and 
are located near Bapcist Hospiral in west Litde Rock. 
(Nore this data does nor include any renovations, 
additions or alterations-only new construction.) 

There were three major (over fo,ooo square foor) I 

new office projects. These projects were in the West 

sector (see table). 


I
Major Office Projects - 1992 

(projeCts over 10,000 square feet) 


I
Project Location Sector SQFTGBA 
Medical 9800 Lile Drive West 83.250 

ClinidOff 
Medical Office 1910 John Barrow West 35.500 I 

Office 21 Corporate Hill West 24.000 

3 other office projects with a total of 15,456 SQ FT GBA I 

The majority of the nev.: office development is 
in the 1·430 corridor. Only one of the projects I
is not in the west sector. 

I
Office Space Permitted 

-." 
I 

I 

I 

~I 

I 

I 

I 
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I Office vacancy rates: 


I 

I 
 The existing office conditions may help indicate 


why the projects are located in certain parts ofLitde 

Rock. As was true last year, the majority ofoffice 

space added was built by the end user. In general the 

vacancy rates remain high resulting in a soft market 

for new office space. Arkansas Business conducts an 

annual survey of the office market which was


I published in October 1993 (for complete survey 


I 

information contact Arkansas Business at 501·372· 

1443). The inventory is designed to give a snapshot 

of the market as oflate summer 1993 in this case. 


I 

Based on the figures provided by Arkansas Business 

the overall occupancy rate in Little Rock is now over . 

90 percent. The improve is due to an improved 

Downtown office market The State ofArlcinsas is 

parciallyresponsibleforthesignificantstrengthening 

of the Downtown market. The state has acquired 


I several downtown offices for state use thus removing 

them from the market. This is an improvement 

over last year when the rate was 87.3 percent. 


I Office Market (in square feet) 

I 
Sector East Downtown Midtown Southwest West 
Total net 
rentable o 4.271,805 1.437.788 257,335 1.946,182 
Average

I Occ. rate NA 87.7% 96.3% 82.1% 92.5% 
New space 
permitted 0 4.275 57,290 2.100 233,091 

I Most ofthe office space is in the Downtown sector, 
some 54 percent ofthe total square footage in Little 
Rock (in this years survey). The second largest 

I concentration is the West sector with 24.6 percent 

I 
I 

ofthe market. Based on the Arkansas Businessoffice 
survey results. occupancy rates remain low in all 
sectors. Only the midtown sector is beginning to 
show a tightening ofthe market. Since some ofthe 
building rental agencies may have given incomplete 
or no information in any given year, the comparisons 
of year to year figures most remain generalized. 
Keeping this in mind the Midtown sector appears to 

I 
I 25 

I 

be reaching an average occupancy rate of a strong 
market (the middle to upper ninety percentile). The 
Southwest and West sectors showed no significant 
change, 81.9 to 82.1 and 92.9 to 92.5 respectively. 
Note, the Southwest sector has the weakest office 
market with the rate staying around 82 percent. 
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Commercial Activity 

Total construction ofnew commercial uses in 1993 
amounted to 691,048 square feet. This represents 

. a 109.6 percent increase in new commercial 
construction (excluding parking garages) permitted 
from 1992. This is the result ofactivity in west Little 
Rock primarily along Chenal Parkway. 

Commercial Construction 

Year 1989 1990 1991 1992 1993 

Square 

Footage 416.900 905.670 262.942 329.715 691.048 

While the amount ofsquare footage added increased 
109.6 percent, the number of projects increased 
minimally. by five. from 24 in 1992 to 29 in 1993. 
Without twO large projects. Home Quarters and 
Wal-Mart. 1993 would have added only slightly 
more than the approximately 330.000 square feet 
added in 1992. 

IMajor New Commercial Projects 
(over 20,000 square feet) 

Location Sector SQFTGBA Project I 
700 Bowman Road West 196.315 Walmart 

, 1180 I Chenal West 104,500 Home Quarters 

11701 Hermitage West 89,500 Miniwarehouses I
15 Shacklerord Dr. West 64.900 OfficclWarehouse 

1000 Shacklerord Dr. Wen 39,000 La-Z·Boy 


1701 14th St. Midtown 27.452 Miniwarehouscs 
 I4607 HolTman Southwest 23.000 Miniwarehou.e. 

22 other projects with a tota.! 146,381 SQ FT GSA I 
One might have expected the West sector to have 

captured most of the major new commercial 

developments. since it is commonly considered the 
 I 
growth area for Little Rock. With the addition of 

two large commercial projects. the western sector 

contains 74.1 percent ofthe area added. while only 
 I24 percent ofall the projects. The largest percentage 

_... I 
• t:Illm - 24U:DCommercial Space Permitted • --gum 
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of the new projects is in the somhwest sector with 

I 37.9 percent. However, only 15.78 percent of the 
square footage added is in this -district. 

I Commercial vacancy rates: 

The table below shows how the new commercial 

I will fit with and affect the existing market. 

Commercial Market 
(in square feet) 

I Sector Downtown Eut Midtown Southwest West 

I 
Total 
Leasable 52.715 45.000 2.775.199 874.858 1.762.635 
Ave.Occ. 
Rate 88% 100% 90.9% 85.6%" 91.6% 
Space Added 0 106.88i 3.398 39.818 102.845 

·Outlet Mall now nonretail 

I 
I This informacion is from a survey of 121 retail 

locations in Little Rock conducted by the Arkansas 
Business. The findings ofArkansas Business in their 

I 
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sixth annual survey of the retail market were 
published in reporting late summer 1993 occupancies 
(For complete survey information contact Arkansas 
Business at 501-372-1443). The overall ciry-wide 
occupancy rateremrned to the 1990 level increaSing 
from 86.8 to 90.3 percent. The East, West and 
Southwest sectors experienced no change in 
occupancy rates. The Midrown and Downtown 
sectors each experienced slight improvements. One 
should note that year to year co m pariso ns could give 
incorrect information due to incomplete 
information. For the last several years therates have 
not followed a consistent up or down pattern. 

The West and Midtown sectors appear to be the 
strongest markets with occupancy rates approaching 
90 percent. The Southwest sector continues to be 
very weak. The relatively large amountofcommerdal 
added in 1992 could further weaken this sector and 
bears watching. (When reviewing the occupancy 
statistics one Should keep in mind that not all retail 
commercial centers and structures are included 
whether due to non-response, incomplete response, 
etc.) 
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IndustriallWarehouse Activity 

A total of 159,900 square feet of new Warehouse! 
Industrial construction was permitted in Little Rock 
for 1993. The 159,900 square footfigurerepresents 
adectease of72.6 percent in the amo Untofpermitted 
space from 1992. However, the total number of 
new projects remained constant. As the table below 
indicates, 1993 returned to pre-1991 levels. 

New Industrial Construction 

Year 1989 1990 1991 1992 1993 
SQ,FT 
added 206,896 175,202 542,246 584,127 159,900 

There was one project each in the Otter Creek, Port 
and College Station!Sweet Home Districts. The 
largest project was in the Otter Creek District, 
however both ofthe remaining projects were in the 
Port Industrial park. (Note: Figures do not include any 
additions renovations or alterations.) . 

All three of the industrial projects meet the size I
requirement to be a major project. . 

Major Warehouse/Industrial Projects - 1993 I 
(over 20,000 square feet) 

Location Sector SQ, FT GBA Project I 
121031·30 Sourhwcst 80,000 Freezer 

7510 Fluid Drive wr 56,400 Office/Warehouse 

4001 Prarr Remmel wr 23,500 . Airborne Express 1 
o other projects with a total 0 SQ, FT GBA 1 

(One should note thatnewoffice!warehouse projects 
were included with office rather than industrial.) 
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I Annexation 

I 
I The Ciey ofLitcle Rock accepted four annexations 

in 1993. These annexations totaled some 1,035.5 
acres. The size of the Ciey grow to 112.27 square 
miles as a result ofthese actions. The majorieyofthe 
area annexed is in the Ellis Mountain District. The 

I 

Spring Valley area requested annexation due to 

waste water problems. The Ciey took in about 250 

people in the twO annexations occurring in the 


I 
Spring Valley area. This is the largest annexation of 
people in about 10 years. These twO areas are the 
only annexations in 1993" which included 
undeveloped areas likely to be developed residentially 
in the futUre. . 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 


Earlier in the year, the Cieywas asked to annex a half 
square mile "island" which was created in 1990. 
This "island" is in a flood plain and mining area. 
The annexation included no population. Mining 
interests in the area were key to the closing of this 
"island". The first annexation of 1993 occurred at 
the Kanis Road/Chenal Parkway where a new 
busi.ness requested annexation in order to get ciey 
services. 
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Subdivision Activity 

To get an indication ofwhat is likely in the cO£!ling 
years areview ofsubdivision plat activity is warranted. 
The map which follows shows where the Planning 
Commission approved preliminary plats as well as 
the location offinal approved platS. Based on this 
map one can expect continued activity in the 
northwest districtS 1 and 19. The areas west of 
1-430 have.the strongest activity, which would lead 
one to the conclusion that Little Rock will continue 
to experience a westward growth pattern. The 
northwest section ofLittle Rock accountS for almost 

!'.\)lICtMtf"IYWo~OiaIItQI.: 
& ~T LITTLE fM)C)( i.OTTER 0:££1( 2'J N'I04 STIl£ET PICE 
1 1.30 ., CRYSTAL v.....1.EY aPORT SOUTH 

21FISHCI'1EEK 

all ofthe City and surrounding area. In addition to I

Chenal and River Mountain districts, Rodney 
Parham. 1-430. west Little Rock, Ellis Mountain 
and Pinnacle are the new and developing areas of I
Little Rock. Activity in southwest Little Rock 
districts has continued to decrease. The moderate 
activity in the Port District is due to activity around 
the River Port industrial area. The activity in the I 

Arch Street south district, if it continues, could 
represent an important new development in Little 
Rock southeastern planning area. In the following I 

pages we shall look at subdivision and zoning 
activity separately. 
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In 1993 the number ofpreliminary plars continued 
to increase significantly, a 64 percent increase from 
1992 (22 to 36). The number of approved residential 
lots likewise increased at a significant rate returning 
to levels of the 1980's. The result is a 36 percent 
increase from 711 to 765 lots. Finally, the number 
of acres included in the plats experienced the same 
large increase resulting in a 75jercent increase in 
the number of acres subdivide over that in 1992

I (439 to 770). All measures were up significantly 

I 
from 1991, reversing the fall ofthe late 1980's with 
the rebound of the early 1990's. Final platting 
showsonlylightimprovementover 1991 and 1992. 

I 


Thenu~berofplars increased 35 percent. However, 
the acreage involved only increased 5 percent and 
the number oflors had no real change. The activity 
is concentrated in the nonhwest ponion ofthe city 
for the eighth consecutive year. No other sections 
of the city are preparing to accommodate amounts 
of new urban or suburban density development. 
The graph shows the trend for preliminary and final 
plats in Little Rock. 

The number of lots and acreage involved in 
preliminary/lars peaked in 1986 and appears to 
have reache bottom in 1991. Final Plat activity 
levels appear to be holding and firming; The 
accompanying table shows the distribution of 
subdivision activity by planning district and land 
use. (This table summarizes the year.) 

-I 
I 
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Zoning Activity Ofthe two land use categories with the most activity I
(commercial and office) commercial activity was up 

During 1993 the number ofapproved zoning cases about 20 percent; however. office zoning activity i 

Iincreased 45 percent from 29 ro 42 cases. However, has significantly increased - acreage threefold and 
the amount of land zoned more than doubled cases about double. For commercially zoned land 
increasing from 146 to about 308 acres. In the there was a 22.2 percent increase in area rezoned 
accompanyin~ table the zoning cases are listed by from 1992 to 1993 (79.3 to 97.4 acres). As for office 
planning district. Most 0 fthe cases involved requestS zoning there was a 360 percent increase in the I 
for commercial zoning. The second most common amoumofarea rezoned from 1992 to 1993 (16.8 to 
request was for office zoning. Southwest Little 77.1 acres). During 1993 the City completed the 
Rock continues to have the district with the highest land use and zoning study of the Forest Hills area. Inumber of commercial zoning cases. The Otter (12th to 1-630, Cedar to Jonesboro) resulting in a 
Creek or Geyer Springs East and \Xfest districts have large number ofparcels being rezoned to R-3 Single 
had the most cases in each of the last five years. family from R-4 DupleX (these cases are not incluaed Iin the statistics). __ 
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The map ofrezoning and PUD cases shows the areas most likely to develop in 1994 or soon thereafter. Based I 
on the information provided by this graphic. the major growth area should be the Southwest and Midtown. 
Another problem with this assumption is the large amount ofzoning the City did in the middle and late 1980s I 
(which is still being developed), 

The zoning activity graph indicates 1991 had the fewest acres zoned in recent years. The 1993 levels shows 
a rebound to levels similar to those ofpre-1987 activity. There still remains large amounts ofzoning in the I 
extraterritorial area completed in 1986 (not shown on the graphic) as will as a large amount ofspeculative 
zoning conducted in the past. it may take some time to absorb the existing supply ofvacant zoned property. 
Thus the amount ofarea rezoned in the coming years may not given acomplereview ofcoming development I 
activity. 

I 
Zoning Activity I 
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Neighborhoods and Planning StaffI 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I Planning Division 

Ron Newman, Manager 
Alice Anderson 

I Ken Beaty 

I 
Quenton Burge 
Terri Hollingsworth 
Walter Malone, AICP 
Molly Satterfield 

I 
CDBG and Housing 

Division 
Ed Stanfield, Manager 

I Margaret Black 
Joan Bohannon 
George Brown 

I Melvin Hall 
Brenda Johnson 
Lisa Johnson 

I Rick Jones 
Sara Moore 
Luberta Profit 

I Bill Reimer 

I 

Tracye Ross 

Fred Rowe 

Ray Smith 


, Jim Lawson, Director 

Timothy Polk, Assistant Director 


Sandra Edwards, Executive Secretary 


Zoning & Subdivision 
Division 

Richard Wood, Manager 
Tony Bozynski 
Bob Brow.n 
Dana Carney 
Alice Chalk 
Jan Giggar 
Courtn<:y Harris-Ray 
Van McClendon 
Jay McDaniel 
Monte Moore 
Ronyha Mosby 
Kenny Scott. 
Ervin Tester 
Kenneth Westmoreland 

Neighborhood 
Programs Division 

Jim Hathcock, Manager 
Dow Currier 
Ed Davis 
Kirk Fenton 
Melissa Gilliam 
Sue Goodrum 
Cassie Heidelburg 
Barbara Hyatt 
Bart Jones 
Kenneth Jones 
Joe McCain 
Danny McDonald 
James Patton 
Jimmy Pritchett 
Jimmy Purifoy 
Sheila Reynolds 
Cheryl Roark 
Tracy Roark 
Roy Settoon 
Doug Treadway 
Jason Walker 
Gary Wimberly 

Building Codes 

Division 


Chuck Givens, Manager 
Ronnie Campbell 
Charles Coker 
Arnold Coleman 
Jack Greenberg 
Bill Harris 
Rex Lyons 
David McClymont 
Roger Nichols 
Roy Osborn 
Sharon Phillips 
Pat Proctor 
Virdie Redus 
Maynard Smith 
Jerry Spence 
Charles Toland 
Melody Turner 
Mark Whitaker 
Venita Young 
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,I'City of Little Rock 


Department of Neighborhoods and Planning 

723 West Markham Street 
 :11.

Little Rock, Arkansas 72201 
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Neighborhood' Alert Centers 

Jack Patton - Sr. CQde Enforcement' Officer 

2220 Arch St. - 372-1555 


2525 -1/2E.6th St.-374-4166 


Tracy Roark -' Sr. Code Enforcement Officer 

1108 S. Park St. - 376-7610 


.1813 ,Wright Ave. ..; 374-4552' 


Jimmy Pritchett -: Sr. Code- Enforcement Officer 

3924 W.' 12th St. - 664- 8649 


3001 W. -Markham at. - .663- 9451 


Barbara Hyatt -. Sr. Code Enforcement Officer 
. 3221 Barrow Rd. - 223-3107 

5323 W. ,65th St. - 565-7119 
5621 Valley Dr. - 562-0042 

-DO. BE A GOOD NEIGHBOR. 

KEEP YOUR NEIGHBORHOOD CLEAN 


INSURE A HEATHIER LIFE 


DO -NOT 
.. HESITATE TO' SEEK THE HELP 

. OF, YOUR NEIGHBORHOOD CODE 
ENFORCEMENt OFFICER 

Central . Complaint Office 
371-4849 

M!"'*l::::::~::::::iihb . 

. NEIGHBORHOODS &PLANNING 


··Meet 
YOUr 


Code 

Enforcement 


Officer 
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,HAVE YOU MET THE' ' ,YQUR' NEIGHBORHOOD 
" CODE.-ENFORCEMENT'·' .-,;::' >'" CODE'- ENFORC~ME~T " " 

OFFICER FOR YOUR QFFIGER~SO:, ' '~"'-'::' 

, ,NEIGHBORHOOD ?~'" , 
 SYSTE;MATICALLY ., ••• 

+,,' ,INSPECTS' ALL, RENTAL " r-\···J~:\~~AIEJiiD Ttm_ 'PROPERTIES EVERY , 
TWO '(2) .YEARS 'TO" ," 

f ,MAKE '. :SURE 'ALL RENTAL: 
PROPERTIES AR~ MAINTAINED, 

" THE CODE E'NFORCEMENT, ,~, :.:TO,CODE STANDARDS.: :'",:, 
~ .;- ,\ • I,. 

, ~ .;~. J OFFICER:PERFORMS A LqNG, ,;; 

,LIST· OF, DUTIES, TaAT , ','; 
 ':' ...1<;, '1, 

> ':'" '"PROTECTS YOUR' HE!LTH,: ::, '" " ' ',' ,,".',', ' 

SAFETY AND' 'WEIJrARE.. '"" tot .. YOUR ,NEIGHHORHOODCO'oE 
~ 

;.~, 

~ ': - :.,:', ENFORCEMENT: OFFICER HELPS 
....<':' , GET RID OF NEGATIVE ELEMENTS:,,' 

"~ 

:.I:,~ .~ 
 ~_fHAT" IM·~ACT·' :YOUR 'ENVIROMENt~l. "', 

,,+ , ~.~.':=',)~, . ,', ~," : , c: ': ,.>"YOUR NEI~HB~~HOOD CODE· .:; 
, : ENFORCEMENT OFFICER' HELPS':":- ~-r-v 

~., 


, KEEP 'CITIZENS ' INFORMED' 'OF ' 
 '. . " ~ ~ ';: " . ..., ""'""-. 

" IF YOU HAVE 'ABANDONED"" 

NEIGHBORHOOD. 

WAYS TO "iMPROVE THEIR, '" 

HOUSES, ABANDONED '<AUTOS,,F 

.' ,. 
.J; g~E~*~~:NJ~i~~~:'iNE~L8~S 

NEIGHBORHOOD • 
• ~. _ • J '. '._ • 

THE CODE 'ENFORCEMENT 

OF'FICER 'RESPONDS TO CITIZEN,
' ­

COMPLAINTS ABOUT PREMISE, WHY NOT: GET, INc TOUCH 'c'
HOUSINGj" 'ABANDONED' ,AUTOS UTTrnu' YOUR "NEIGHBORHOOIl 
AND OVERGROWN 'VACANT CODE' ENFORCEMENT' OFFICER' ' 
WEEDLOTS! " 

',: . 

,~ 



NEIGHBORHOOD ALERT CENTERS, 


" CODE ENFORCEMENT - DISTRICT 1 

Jack Patton'- Senior Code Officer 


2220 Arch St. 372~1555 


2525 112 ~ast 6thSt. 374-4166 


CODE ENFORCEMENT ~ DISTRICT 2 

Tracy Roark - Senior Code Officer . 


,1108 South Park S1. 376-7610 

181~ Wright Ave. 374-4552 


CODE ENFORCEMENT - DISTRICT 3 

Jimmy Pritchett - Senior Code Officer ' 


3924 ,West 12th SL 664-8646 , ' 

3001 West Markham S1. 663-9451 


, CODE ENFORCEMENT - DISTRICT 4 

3221 Barro:w Road 223-3107 


COPE ENFORCEMENT- DISTRICT 5 

Barbara ,Hyatt - Senior Code Officer 


5621 Valley Dr: 562-0042 

5323 West 65th St. 565-7119 


FOR ADDITIONAL INFORMATION CALL: 
'':f''''' 

ADMINISTRATIONAND CENTRAL COMPLAINTS 

723 West Markham ' 371-4849 


CITY OF LITTLE ROCK; 

RESIDENTIAL RENTAL 


INSPECTION PROGRAM 


, DEVELOPED BY: 
THE RENTAL INSPECTION TASK FORCE ' 

&' 
DEPARTMENT OF NEIGHBORHOODS AND PLANNING'S 

NEIGHBORHOOD PROGRAMS DIVISION 



What is. the residential Rental Inspection Program? 

This program was requested by the Coalition ofLittle Rock Neighborhoods in 
1990. The FunJRE - Little Rock T a.~k Force recommended to the Board of 
Directors in 1993 that this program be developed and impleme.nted. On 
December 14, 1993, the citizens ofLittle Rock pa.~ed the 1/2 cent sales tax that 
included $600,000 annually to fund this program. 

In February 1994, a Rental Property Inspection implementation Task Force was 
appointed by the Board ofDirectors to develop the rental inspection ordinariceand 
program. On May 17,1994, the Board ofDirectors passed the Rental Inspection 
Ordinance (No. 16,659) recommended by the implementation task force. 

What is meant by systematic inspections? 

The City is divided into five code enforcement districts. E<!ch district will be 
assigned Code Enforcement Officers to inspecc: all residential rental properties in 
that district. An orderly approach will be used to inspect all rental dwelling 
every two years in all five of the code enforcement districts. 

Who will be making the' insp~tion of rental properties? 
" 

The funding approved by the voters on December 14, 1993, allowed the City to 
hire 14 additional Code Enforcement Officers. These code officers will work from 
the neighborhood alert centers located within ea~h code enforcement district~ 
They will be assigned to the residential rental insp'ection program to inspect the 
rental dwellings and enforce the code. requirements. 

In own a rental unit will it be inspected? 

Yes, the residential rental inspection ordinance requires that all rental housing 
units located within the City be inspected for compliance at least every two years. 

a Are the rental inspection code standards different fro~ the existing codes for 
owner occupied housing? . 

No, the existing code requirements are the same. However, the rental inspection 
program will provide for asystematic inspection rather than the current complaint 
response approach. . '.' . 

Ifviolations are found, how much time will I have to correct them? 

For violations involving life safety dangers you will have a maximum of30 days 
to correct. For other violations you will have 60 days. 

..:.-
Can I get more time to correct the violations? 

The Senior Code Enforcement Officer has the authority to grant an additional 60 
days to correct violations othe'r than life safety if the request is justifiable. 
safety violations must be corrected within the time determined by the Code 
Enforcement Officer. 

Do tenants have responsibility when renting a dwelling? 

Yes, the rental inspection ordinance places some responsibility on tenants. This 
will allow the Code Enforcement Officer to cite tenants for destruction or 
vandalism on a dwelling unit. 

Can tenants be made to correct violations or pay for the costs ofrepairs? 

The Code. Enforcement Officer cannot require the tenant to pay for repairs or 
. correct the violations. However, iffound guilry of the violation the environmental 
court can suspend fines conditioned upon, correction of violations or making 
restitu.tion by the tenant or assess a fine of up to $250 per day for a continuing 
violation. 

What happens when I make all the needed repairs? 

You will receive a Certificate ofCompliance that will be valid unless revoked fOr 
violation of the rental inspection ordinance. 

Who monitors the commitment to safe and decent housing? 

The Board ofDirectors, neighborhood groups, codes enforcement, Environmental 
Court, landlords, .. - . 
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We're not about experts, we're about everyday people. Fighting Back's job is to let 
these heroes know thet/re not alone, to encourage others to join them, and to support 

(

their efforts so they grow together into a community movement that can take back 
all the streets of our city. I 

v 
, It'S lime to Rght Back. 

That means teenagers have 
to tell their friends, ''I'd 
rather study than get stupid." That 
child,ren must be able to say, "Dad, I 
don'llike you when you're high:' 
That grandmothers can tell their 
daughters, "You can't see your kids 
until you get straigh t." 

These are hard things to consider. 
and harder things to say. 

But they're necessary. 

'V 

ANational Organization 

for Grass-8oots Action. 

The Robert Wood Johnson Founda­
tion is dedicated to improving Ameri­
ca's health. Recognizing the full extent 
of the effects of substance abuse, the 
Foundation jOined the "war 01\ drugs" 
as an issue of healthcare. 

With a group of nalional experts 
brought together at Vanderbilt Uni­
versity'. School of Medicine, the ' 
Foundation sought .iew, more effec- ' 
live approaches to curbing substance 
abuse and halting the harm it causes 
America's health. Th"y underwrote', 
development of fourteen locally­
designed and -directed anti-drug and 
-alcohol "initiativeS." Each of these , 

was then, funded 'foi 
'duii~g 

, Back I~ope to 
, gies for it si~cc,:sf~d .~ril" o,n dhlgs.:, 

v 

Fighting Back: The 

Spirit 01 New Haven. 

New Haven is one of the origlnnl 
Fighting Back sites. 1n all, Robert 
Wood Johnson has awarded the city 
and its people nearly three million 
doBars fnr development of an indc~ 
pendent, dtizen~drivt2n organization 
dedicated to reducin~ drug and alco­
hol abuse, 

But it was never thought of as the 
usual kind 01 organization. Instead, 
Fighting Back h'" "Iways been marc 
like a "movement," like real com­
munity action, something timely 
instead of institutional. more organit:: 
than bureaucratic. not just rooted in 
N,'w Haven', neighborhoods, but 
actually a part of them, 

v VI I 

Built Up From the Substation Management Teams: 

Bottom••• and Down The ~iUhborhood's New VOice. 


New H~ven is noted as a pioneer in Irom the TIqI. 
the national movement for "commu­The first step in creating this move­
nity poiicing." By building mutualment was building a team of interest­
familiahty and respect, we're restor­ed, involved local people to set the 
ing a cli.se, effective relationship ,trutegics that would guide New 
betweep neighborhoods and lawHaven's Fighting Back effort. A 
enforcement personnel, Citizens' Task Force was assembled 
Thro~ghout the city, local police from community groups, substance­

"subst<itions" have been set up, each abuse authoritiesl and civic and 
with c6nsiderable autonomy and allreligious leaders, 
with c1hse ties to the communities They organized Fighting Back's 
they serve. Advisory groups of local a ttack plan into three distinct, but 
residents regularly meet in these interrelated elements: prevention, 
neighbbrhoods to improve communi­intervention, and treatment, On 
cation and strengthen these bonds, each front, they called to action local 

Figh!ing Back's Citizens' Task Force institutions and organizations with 
recogn!zed the importance of commu­substance-abuse expertise and 
nity po.licing and the vital role neigh­

experi~nce. 
borhood residents would have to pia VAs a result, educators and health­
to mak~ it work. So, in each of Fight-­care profe~sionals a~d busin'ess-·, 
ing Ba~k's target arens, its local advi~people and soci..,l-:service prOViders 
sory group merged with the substa­and police,officers and urban planners 
tion's ditizens' panel, together becom­,and young people and gubIk officials 
ing the' neighborhood's Communityand news media arid community 
Substal;on Management Team.development specL.1lists aU regularly 

Man'y of the Teams quickly earnedmeet 'with neighborhood,people for: 
, central: roles in the life and growth ofthe common p,!rpose of halt!ng the,' 

their communities. Their public meet­spread of'akohol and 'drug'abuse, ' 
" • ~ t l' ,', : ,:.,' ,,' ~ ~ . {",:.. ' '. committee and suocommit­

m.!eting;s--al'e usually vigorous 
w"n-,att.en(ie,l. And the Teams 

'New!"':, :: 
Haven , count~y,to,<;)j': 

people,are doing extraordinary , " 

day things to keep their families 

cnmmuniiies alive and wei), Things, ",,' '". 

l'k t • 'h' h b t . 't' ,:.ately that "ould enhance 
I e u~nmg e ure ~semen SIn ,0',""" " 'their pulling them together 

soup kitchens and usmg bank board! " . ':," d be ' 
rooms for Narcotics Anonymou's' ", ': r:: S, ,In wa~s to' pro uce even Her 
meetings. Things likemerchanls '; i;' ,'", 'result~..h\ many c,ases, the programs 

. t t k k k' "'"" only needed speclahzed teehmeal sup-re uSing f os oc (rae ~ma lng' "!,.' ; ".1" 

supplies, and parents organizing pO,rt..lr;:thCrs, more mnovatlon \'"a5.'1 

their neighbors to keep the dealers : "':,,' re~u,lf, ' 'I FIt' B k ' 
off the corners. . ,', . "1', ' ..or ,exnmp e~ 19 1. mg ac: con­

It's Fighting Back's task to let these ; '." ·,.~ened:a gathenng ai, the are~ s sub-
heroes know they're not alone/ to. ' stan~ei-abusc tre~tmt:nt lead~rs, to 

. .. ,demonstrate their common lnleresL 
ena1uragc oth~rs to Jom them; and Now 'the heads of these operations 
10 support Ihmr efforts so they grow ' " I I th C t' . . ' . meet regu ar y as e onsor tum
together mto a commumty movement ,', f P ., "T t P . d 
that can take back the streets. . " .:0 n~ary , ...reatmcn roVI ers. 

, \WJ~$:l 
'i1t~~i:I'~iS 
H~1'~''l.~ti.t :* 
tj~Jh;lf.l.f ' 

. ,"hU(Ji"n.," 
ImI'J\J, .' 
~'fHAt'·i.j· 
~U~l!'lm 
umum 

.', 	.•~t~t~1lf;
.t::,mlm 

The)"re improving their efficiency 
through sharl'd inf(}rmation even as 
they have become t:ffectivc at advo­
cating their joint positions, 

New Haven's Fighting Back is also 
deeply involved in confronting one of 
the most heart-wrenchinf; illustrations 
of the damage done by substance 
abuse-the mined lives of addicted 
moms and babies, Working together 
as The Consortium For Substance­
AbUSing Women and Their Child­
ren, treatnlent- and service-providers 
directed a groundbreaking year-long 
pilot that has demonstrated the scope 
of the continuum of care needed to 
address this tragedy, It's been expan­
ded and is now continuing as a model 
for full-scale national programs that 
can end this cycle of misery. 

v 
Rghting Back is Involved 
Throughout New Haven. 
That means being part of what's going 
on in the city's organizations as well 
as in its cOlnmunities. So Fighting 
Back's staff works at City Hal!, and 
in the municipal Health and Public 
Safety Departments, at a nationally­
knov,,'n rehab and research facility, In 
the regional Chamber of Commerce, 
in a community-based detoxification 
center, and at the area's substance~ 
abuse hotline. Arid the entire staff 
coordinates with the Neighborhood 
Networke~s; 'whOse community, 

, ing Back's job to get the 
people of New H,'wen 
working together to halt 
substance abuse. In some 

. cases, that might lucan J.id~ 
ing an effort that's already 
underway, In others, it 
means spurring additional 
attention, Sometimes, the 
job is to point lip duplicat­
ed effort. Or overlooked 

opportunities, 
Because Ihat's wlml [iglrfillg /lack 

dCl11nmls: 101m/ever it takes. 
When a parent lel1s a child, "I have 

to go back to rehab;" and when a 
teacher tells a class, IIBooks 
beal bullets;" and when a PO"'!'C!.~I!,,, 
keeps a campaign pledge 
hoi sales to fund 



':"", 

v 

" I
t's no secret that alcohol and drug 

abuse, and the crime and violence 

they spawn, threaten the survival of 

America's cities. EVery single day, this 

nationwide plague ruins the lives of more and 

more of our young people and hurts our future. 

"In New Haven, we will not let it continue. 

"Through a grass-roots mobilization called 

Fighting Back, we're helping to redefine and 

expand the struggle to curb and prevent sub­

stance abuse. Our community's leading business, 

education, health care, law enforcement, and 

treatment professionals are deeply Involved in 

this effort. They're. working closely with neighbor­

hood people who know the brutal reality of the 

problem in all Its awful complexity. Together, 

we're committed to winning this battle. 

"Because we all believe New Haven is worth 

the effort." 

-Mayor .John DeStefano "Jr. 

v 
Substance Abuse Can Kill aCity. 
When they hear "New Haven," most people think of Yale and 
the Green, colonial history and high-tech industry, elm trees 
and top-shelf architecture. New Haven is one of the oldest 
and most honored cities in Connecticut, the richest state in the 
USA. And there's much here of which we should be proud. 

But sometimes, when they hear "New 
Haven," people think very differently. We're 
among the poorest of the nation's cities, and the 
cycle of unemployment and welfare and despair 
;s all too familiar to too many of our people. 

And, as in most central cities; substance abuse 
is at the core of some of nur most difficult prob­
lems. Too many ot our people are addicted, or 

dependent, or likely to become addicted. Too 
many dre involved in the deadly commerce of 
selling drugs. 

We're losing too much 01 our youth, and it's 
leaving the whole city scarred and angry. 

And we can't aflord to let it continue. 

"If 

Ifs lime to Fight Back. 
First off, let's make o,:,e thing clear: "lighting back" has noth­
ing to do with vigilantes or H(,llywood's macho fantasies. 
And New Haven can't wait for some white-horse-riding 
rescuer to show up and save our town. 

Instead, we need to pull together to understand the full 
scope of the problem, to figure out just what needs to be 
done. And then we have to get down to work, as a citYI as a 
community, as families, as individuals. 

Becal/se Ihere'5 Oilly one wny to will this 51 mgg/f': ene/; (md 
every Ol1e of liS IfIIIst do wllat we call, JIIl/st dn wlmt we have to. 
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Fighting Back Against America's Public Health Enemy Number One 
I 

Anderson Spickard, Jr., Gregory L. Dix~m, and Frankie W. Sarver 

It is the worst of plagues. It knows no season and no' 
boundaries. No mosquito will be identified, no microbe 

I 

isolated, no vaccine invented to end its reign. It is a 
pestilence with all the classic tra{9pings of social 
disruption, suffering and death - 'and one terrible, 
defining difference: We invite it; to kill and maim and 
diminish us. We know how it enters us, and we open 
the doors to it, lured by the shori-term pleasure it offers, 
lulled by the years or decades it incubates before 
erupting into host-killing maturitY. , 

I 

I 

And because its vector is pleasur~ and its mask is time, 
we have not even recognized its ~orror fully enough to 
grant it a name worthy of its grisly power. How 
inadequate it is to call this peerle~s filler of graves and 
plunderer of nations by so pallid aname as substance 
abuse. 

1992 Annual Report, The Robert :Wood Johnson 
Foundation !. 

! , . 
Abstract 

Fighting Back is a comprehensive substance abuse program operating in 14 
communities spread throughout the United States. The Robert Wood Johnson Foundation has 
committed more than $45 million over a seven year periOd to plan and implement innovative, 
community-wide initiatives in Columbia, South Carolina; Charlotte, North Carolina; Kansas 
City, Missouri; Little Rock, Arkansas; Northwestern, New Mexico; Milwaukee, Wisconsin: 
New Haven, Connecticut; Newark, New Jersey; Oaklaf\d, California; San Antonio, Texas: 
Santa Barbara, California; Vallejo, California; Washington, D.C.; and Worcester, 
Massachusetts. This paper reports on the work in progress at the end of eighteen m(Hlths of 
a five year implementation program in each site. A Fighting Back National Program Otlice 
operates from a base at The Vanderbilt University Medical Center in Nashville, Tennessee. 
The senior staff Of this office highlights the process that; has unfolded to date; describes some 
of the sources of encouragement; and discusses some of the critical issues and sources of 
concern. A "Call to Action" on the part of the federal government is included . 

. I 
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Introduction 

One of the paradoxes of our time is the incongruence between the harm caused by 
substance abuse and the rather anemic response to the devastation by the health care 
community. Indeed, after more than two decades of th~ "War on Drugs," there are those 
who would argue that health is not the real issue with either alcohol or illicit drugs. In any 
given week of any given year, the discerning reader can find an erudite statement that 
substance abuse is "really" an economic issue, a crime problem, a by-product of family 
disintegration, a sign of moral decay, or an attempt at racial genocide. Few argue forcefully 
that substance abuse is fundamentally a health problem ,and, as a consequence, the health 
professionals of America have largely stayed out of the~messy debate and, for the most part, 
can only be found at detoxification units, in-patient hospital settings, or the occasional 
psychiatric unit where a dual diagnosis is the ticket for admission. Of course there are 
exceptions to these generalizations but our experience in Fighting Back - in working with 
fourteen communities spread across the United States has highlighted the paucity of 

I 
participation by the mainstream health leadership - the physicians, nurses, medical educators, 
teaching hospitals, and health planners. Others are absent from the fray as well. We can 
challenge the business community, chastise the parents, bemoan the narrow vision of locally 
elected leaders, and accuse the colleges and universities of abdicating responsibility for the 
epidemic drinking behavior to be found at all but a handful of schools. 

This article, addressed as it is to the health pro~ession, seeks to grab your individual 
and collective attention, and urge you to sign up at the nearest community initiative 
struggling to get a grip on, what we argue, is one of tqe most understated issues of our time, 
one that undermines the foundation of civilization itself at the close of the twentieth centurv. 

I • 

I 

Although the connection between substance abuse and health has been widely reported 
in both the professional and popular press, a recent 12l month study by The Center on 
Addiction and Substance Abuse (CASA) at Columbia l.;Jniversity concluded that at least one 
of every five dollars Medicaid spends on inpatient serv'ices is attributable to substance abuse. 
Other alarming new information in the CASA study released in July, 1993 includes the 
following findings: 

• More than 70 conditions requiring hospi,talization are attributable in whole or 
in part to substance abuse. 

• Of these conditions, more than half of a,l pediatric AIDS cases are attributable 
to IV drug use, 87 % of lung cancer to smoking, alcohol is involved in 72 % of 
all chronic pancreatitis cases, and 65 % 9f strokes are related to either 
cigarettes or cocaine. , 

• Males under 15 years of age with substance abuse as a secondary diagnosis 
have four times the average length of st~y as those with no such complication, 
16.4 days compared to 3.9 days. Females in the same age group stay almost 
three times longer, 9.8 days compared to 3.6 days. 
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• 	 Individuals who both smoke and drink he~vily are 135 times more likely to get 
throat cancer than those who do not. 

These new data - added to the growing list of well known harms and costs of 
I 

substance abuse - caused CASA President Joseph A. ~alifano, Jr., the former U.S. Secretary 
of Health, Education, and Welfare, to declare that "Substance abuse is Public Health Enemy 
Number One in America." ' 

It is our view that health professionals need to ~oin forces with other community 
leaders, in cities large and small, to give this drug cri~is the manpower, the political clout, 
and the focused attention over time to find ways to better reduce the casualty roles and 
financial costs that threaten to overwhelm whatever progress that health care reform miQht 
bring. Hopeful signs, promising directions, and critic~l issues are emerging from our ~ 
extraordinary and privileged experience in caring forland working with fourteen Fighting 
Back projects. This paper is a clinical report on fourteen "patient" communities who are 
fighting for their lives. 

I 
A Foundation Urges Communities to "Fight Back" 

In late 1988, The Robert Wood Johnson Foundation, one of the nation's largest 
philanthropies - and the largest foundation devoted exclusively to health care - invited the 
senior author of this paper (AS) to lead a new foundation initiative to develop new kinds of 
community wide initiatives to reduce demand for illegal drugs and alcohol. The 
Foundation's board of trustees originally committed $26.4 million (later increased to 
approximately $45 million) to challenge selected American communities to devise 
comprehensive projects, involving two years of planning and development and five years of 
implementation, that would carry out the complex ent¢rprise. . 

Acknow ledging that there were known existing models to follow, the Foundation! s 
call for proposals did stipulate a few requirements. : 

I 

• 	 The target community could be urban ~r rural bur had to contain a population 
of at least 100,000 residents and no mdre than 250,000 residents. 

e 	 The community was to develop a detailed assessment of all ongoing suhstalll:e 
abuse programs and activities. i 

I 

• 	 The community was asked to develop a detailed workplan, with clear 
quantitative benchmarks and objectives, for the planning and implementing of 
a comprehensive, community-wide preyention and treatment system. The 
development of this plan was to be achieved with a community consensus 
building process, involving citizens from communities hardest hit by substance 
abuse, the leaders of major segments of the community, and the heads of key 
agencies, organizations, and departments of local government. 
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• 	 Each applicant community was required ~o establish a citizen's task force 
bringing together community leaders, he~lth professionals, clergy, school 
officials, parents, law enforcement officillls, and other concerned and 
influential citizens. This group is intended to provide oversight, guidance, and 
support over the life of the project. 

• 	 Also required was the establishment of a community-wide consortium of 
institutions, organizations, and public an<:i private agencies whose participation 
was deemed necessary to implement the initiative. 

In early 1989, the Foundation established the Fighting Back National Program Office 
at Vanderbilt University Medical Center in Nashville, Tennessee, and recruited a 
knowledgeable National Advisory Committee chaired by John Brademas, Ph.D., the former 
Congressman from Indiana and then President of New york University. Next, more than 
40,000 copies of the Fighting Back program announcement were distributed across the 
nation. 

The Nation Responds 
I 

The staff of the Foundation and the national program office expected that 
approximately 125 communities might submit applications in the competition. The 
application process required scores of people to be invqlved in each community, necessitated 
the design of a long and complicated written document; and proved to be an expensive and 
time consuming exercise on the part of many thousands of people across the country. To our 
astonishment, 331 communities developed and submitted full proposals after more than seven 
months of preparation and writing. These first applications were for two year planning and 
development grants of approximately $200,000 each with no guarantee that the 
implementation portion would be funded in the future. ; 

Reading 331 applications provided our reviewerS with a most extraordinary enlarged 
and detailed picture of substance abuse in the United states. Every single application made a 
strong case for substance abuse being one of the m9st ~lanning problems threatening the 
quality of life in their community; each attached compeJling data and illustrative newspaper 
stories describing a steady stream of local horror stories; and most described the current 
array of services and agencies as being in a perpetual state of fragmentation with long­

1 

standing conflict and little common ground.· 

Even allowing for the hyperbole expected in applications for funding, the story of 
America's communities under siege from substance abuse, told from the local perspective, 
disturbed us more than we had imagined it would. Wei saw the terrible toll of substance 
abuse - not just in DAWN (Drug Abuse Warning Network) Reports, DUF (Drug Use 
Forecasting) data, cirrhosis rates, or emergency room admissions - but in the homes, and 
streets, and neighborhoods of communities in 46 states,; the District of Columbia, and Puerto 
Rico. . 
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Some applications were not very sophisticated and said, in effect, "We know we 
probably won't get one of your grants, but things are so bad here, we just had to try 
anyway." One such application, more than 80 pages long, was hand-written on notebook 
paper and mailed from a small county in southern Mis~issippi. It told the all too typical story 
of crack cocaine joining forces with the long-standing problem of alcohol to shred the fabric 
of. community. Another proposal came from a 20,000. square mile region of rural Alaska and 
described a three generation decimation of native peoples from alcohol. The locales were 
different, the stories were the same. 

From this experience, we have become embol&ned to use such terms as "plague" and 
"pandemic" to replace "drug problem" and "substance abuse," 

i 
The Minimum Requirements for a COlnmunity Wide Strategy 

i 
Recognizing that each community was unique a'nd would require carefully targeted 

objectives and strategies, the Fighting Back Program did put forward the uniforIIl challenge 
that each grantee should attempt to develop and implement a single community-wide system 
of prevention and treatment that includes, at minimum; the following four elements: 

, 

1, 	 A highly visible public awareness campaign ddigned to generate broad-based 
community support for efforts to reduce demand. This campaign is designed to 
sustain the public's interest and commitment thtough the life of the grant program. , 

2, 	 A multi-faceted prevention effort targeted espec,ially at children, adolescents and 
young adults. This could include: a) prevention programs in the schools, as well as 
out-of-school settings such as youth clubs and athletic teams; b) prevention training 
for peers, parents, teachers, coaches, physicians and employers. 

3. 	 Well-defined program policies and procedures for the early identification, assessment 
and initial referral into treatment of people witti drug or alcohol problems. This 
could be targeted at one or more age groups and might include: a) inpatient hospital­
case finding programs; b) employee assistance programs; and c) student assistance 
programs in the schools and on local college and vocational school campuses. These 
programs would emphasize training for physicians, employers, teachers. counselors. 

I 
clergy 	and others. : 

I 

4. 	 A broad range of accessible options for treatment and relapse prevention, such as 
individual and group 'outpatient treatment and follow-up, day treatment, inpatient 
residential treatment and transitional residential ;care. 

! 

The Two Y ear Plannin~ and Development Phase 

! 
I 

Grant awards for the two year planning and de~elopment projects were announced in 
February of 1990. Based on the merits of the proposals received, The Robert Wood Johnson 
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Foundation decided to fund fifteen rather than twelve p(anning and development projects. 
The planning and development phase ran from March 1, 1990 through the end of February 
of 1992. I 

In the planning phase, the communities were expected to: 

, 
.. document the nature and extent of their substance abuse problem; 
II develop a detailed assessment of all ongoing community substance abuse programs 

and activities and identify resources that already' exist and major gaps, barriers or 
ineffic iencies; 

II arrive at community consensus regarding the specific priorities to be addressed; 
II develop a detailed work plan with clear, quantitative benchmarks and objectives for 

the implementation, coordination and financing of a comprehensive community-wide 
substance abuse prevention and treatment system. 

I, 

During this period, the Fighting Back National program Office provided technical 
assistance and program direction to the grantee commu'nities through site visits, frequent 
telephone conversation, correspondence, technical meetings,. training sessions, and consul£ant 
servlces. 

i 
The planning and development process was remarkable in many ways. The job was 

complex, time consuming, and yet, often exhilarating. : In many sites, there was not nearly 
enough staff to manage the sheer numbers of meeting~, committees, and events. However, 
the sense of celebration at having been selected as one; of the fifteen communities helped 
sustain the energy even as individuals volunteered hundreds of hours of work to fleshing out 
the community plan. The carrot of a$3 million grant 'gradually lost some of its allure as the 
planning groups realized that $600,000 a year for five :years only goes so far. The 
demanding task of weaving together existing resources! from housing departments, police 

I 

departments, school districts, and social service agencies was less exciting than dreaming up 
brand new programs and systems. The challenge of system change was bewildering and 
even small gains were hard won. Issues of race, culture, and social class came to the 
forefront in most sites, with debate reaching varying degrees of intensity and 'resolutions 
having a fragile and provisional quality. New people constantly entered the picture and 
many issues, previously resolved or tabled, had to be revisited a second and third time as the 

, , 

newcomers sought to establish their own place in the process. 
I 

In the fall of 1993, an evaluation monograph d,escribing the planning and development 
phase will be publicly available and the above issues and others will be'more thoroughly 
discussed in that document. 
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i 
i 

Outcomes Expected and the Evaluation of Fighting Back 
I 
i 

The ultimate goal of the Fighting Back program 1is to demonstrate significant 
reductions in illegal drug and alcohol abuse. The broaq outcomes expected include: 

. 	 I '. 
a measurable and sustained reduction in the initi~tion of drug and alcohol use among 

I 	 ~ 

children and adolescents; I 

a reduction in drug and alcohol-related deaths a~d injuries, especially among children, 

adolescents and young adults; I 

a decline in the prevalence of health problems r~lated to and exacerbated by drug and 

alcohol use; a reduction in on-the-job problems ~nd injuries related to substance 

abuse; . . ! 

a reduction in drug related crime. 


I 
The Foundation has committed more than $10 m!illion to conduct an extensive 

. 	 I 

evaluation of The Fighting Back Program. The PacificlInstitute for Research and Evaluation 
(PIRE) of Bethesda, Maryland was selected to carry ou~ the independent evaluation of both 
the planning and the implementation phase of the progr4m. Eight ·of the fourteen Fighting 
Back sites are matched to comparison sites which are similar to Fighting Back communities 

. I 

but do not have Fighting Back initiatives: The eight sites paired with comparison . 
communities are Columbia, SC; Kansas City, MO; Littl:e Rock, AR; Milwaukee, WI; 
Newark, NJ; Santa Barbara, CA; Vallejo; CA; and Worcester, MA. 

, 	
I
I 

I 


A complex set of evaluation activities to be cond,ucted at intervals over the five year 
implementation period includes a leadership survey; an ~nalysis of flagship programs, an 
analysis of Fighting Back products and activities, a syst~m survey, media analysis, cost 
analysis, general population surveys, and analysis of da~a inofficial records. 
A summary of the evaluation plan is available from Miqhael Klitzner, Ph. D., principal . 
investigator for the Pacific Institute for Research and Ev,aluation. 

I 
The Fightinl: Back Comrhunities . 

I 
I 

The process of deciding which of the 15 commuhities would be awarded full 
implementation grants was long and rigorous. It involve~ the submission of lengthy proposals 
and multiple site visits on the part of review teams. Responding strictly to the merit of the 
proposals, the Foundation awarded nine implementation Igrants in early 1992, awarded four 
one-year implementation grants to sites needing' more w6rk, and decided not to fund two 
other communities. These last two unfunded communitibs were invited to refine and 
resubmit their proposals after one year and one of them !was finally funded. The final group 
of fourteen fully funded projects is presented in the tablb below. 

I 
I 
i 
I 
I 
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FIGHTING BACK COMMUNITIES 


Fighting Back Projects PopulationCommunity Target Area 

Charlotte-Mecklenberg's Fighting Back 
Commission 

120,000Charlotte, NC West Charlotte 

Fighting Back Lexington/Richland Alcohol & 
Drug Abuse Council 

197,428Columbia, SC Greater Columbia 

Northwest New Mexico Fighting Back Initiative San Juan, Cibola, McKinley Counties 183,000Northwest New Mexico 

Central City 198,500 Project Neighbor-H.O.O.D. Kansas City, MO 

City of Little Rock 194,900 City of Little Rock Fighting Back Little Rock, AR 

Central City 177,044 Milwaukee County Fighting Back Milwaukee, WI 

City of New Haven 127,080New Haven, CT New Haven is Fighting Back 

Newark, NJ North, South, West & Central Wards 244,000 The Newark Fighting B,!ck Illiti~ive- --_ .. .-._---- ­_.
.- -- - --- -- ­

East Oakland 127,611Oakland, CA East Oakland Fighting Back 

East Side San Antonio 102,000San Antonio, TX San Antonio Fighting Back 

Greater Santa Barbara 181,824Santa Barbara, CA Santa Barbara's Fighting Back Initiative 

City of VallejoVallejo, CA 103,282 City of Vallejo's Fighting Back Partnership 

Washington, DC Wards 7 & 6 East 114,272 Marshall Heights Community Development 
Organization 

City of WorcesterWorcester, MA 164,655 Worcester Fights Back, Inc. 
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, 
The Implementation Phase of' Fighting Back 

Armed with new foundation grants, large and detafled written plans, sizable numbers of 
committed citizens, and the heady optimism of people on the move, the Fighting Back Projects ­
with the exception of Charlotte which began a year later..; began to implement their plans in March 
of 1992. Almost immediately, much of the momentum and energy shifted from the "blue sky" 
brainstorming and planning to the more mundane work of hiring staff, renting space, refining 
budgets, drawing up subcontracts, and formalizing the governing and operating structures of the 
projects. For some communities, the following administrative obstacles proved to be substantial 
burdens. 

• 	 Projects located in city and county governments ran up against complicated hiring 
procedures that delayed staffing. , 

Many projects planned subcontracts that required complicated administrative 
negotiations - both with the host organizations of Fighting Back and with the 
Foundation. Few projects had sufficient administrative capabilities in-house. 

Several sites changed project directors for a variety of reasons. In some cases, the 
project director during implementation phase required a different constellation of 
skills than those needed for the planning phase. 

i 

I 

• 	 Many sites ended up disappointing a local a'gency or organization that thought it 
would financially benefit from the foundatiqn grant. This "slicing the pie" mentality 
is always a challenge when substantial amo~nts of outside funding come into a 
community. 

Other sites had fewer problems and "hit the grounq. running" while demonstrating some 
quick and impressive progress. Naturally these successful; activities generated an early sense of 
confidence and camaraderie among the leaders and citizens alike. 

I 

I 
• 	 Little Rock Fighting Back implemented "Insure the Children" - an insurance 

program covering a wide range of substanc¢ abuse problems for 26,000 youth in 
public schools. ' 

• 	 Project NeighborH.O.O.D. in Kansas City hired more than 20 neighborhood 
mobilizers to help organize the citizens in areas hardest hit by visible, street level 
drug problems. 

Milwaukee Fighting Back sponsored a dramatic "Erase and Replace" campaign to 
help reduce the number of billboards and signs advertising alcoholic beverages in the 
inner city. 
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• 	 Greater Columbia Fighting Back pulled off aIt hour-long prime time "simulcast" 
highlighting the local impact of drugs and alcphol. It involved all three local 
network affiliate television stations as well as ithe public television station. 

I 

Sources of Encouragement from Fourteen Communities 

In the Fighting Back National Program Office we are in the privileged position of seeing 
the process unfold in separate yet similar ways in all fourte~n communities. While this article is 
being written at the end of only eighteen months of implementation work, we think it is important 
to pass on some early "clinical" impressions about the promise of the Fighting Back projects. 

I 	 . 

Project leaders have been encouraged to address the :entire continuum of care around 
substance abuse. This continuum includes prevention, early identification and early intervention, 
treatment and aftercare, and relapse prevention. Recognizillg that this construct is imprecise at 
best, many of our projects have also added such areas as neighborhood redevelopment, public 
policy, and family support to their array of initiatives. Neighborhood redevelopment, for example. 
may include a primary prevention component, an early intetvention strategy, as well as a treatment 
option. 

, I. 

Promising Progress on Systems Change: Changing local systems' responses to alcohol 
and drug issues is especially difficult when there is little new money to pay for innovations. 
Several projects have created new collaborative opportunities among agencies and organizations 
that previously had little day-to-day contact with each other. 

I 
I 	 . 

Worcester Fights Back has established a Treatment ;Readiness Project to help confront the 
rising cost of health insurance for employers in the area. Five major insurers have come together 
in an effort to more carefully match treatment approaches with people seeking help for substance 
abuse problems. A pilot project will study whether treatment outcomes can be substantially 
improved by a combination of motivational enhancement therapy and very careful matching of 
patients and programs. Worcester Fights Back is presentl~ recruiting local employers into the 
program. 

The Little Rock Neighborhood Alert System has created nine neighborhood centers where 
an interesting constellation of city services are offered. Each center has a staff composed of police 
officers, a codes enforcement official, a neighborhood fac~litator, and 

i 
I 

a receptionist. This team is able to move quickly on suspected "crack houses," works to bring 
residents out from barricaded homes, and generally resporlds much more quickly to routine 
complaints about weed lots, junk cars, excessive noise, an'd other symptoms of declining 
neighborhoods. The Alert Centers have greatly increased ,residents sense of personal safety and 
confidence in city government to more successfully addreSs the drug problem. . . 

I 
, , 

In Santa Barbara, California, a well-to-do resort community north of Los Angeles, Fighting 
Back leaders have created the slogan "Trouble in Paradise," to describe that community's enduring 
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problem with alcohol. One of Santa Barbara's key syste~s interventions has been to station an 
early identification specialist in the Cottage Hospital Emergency Room during peak evening hours 
when alcohol and drug related accidents are most commop.. The specialist guides emergency room 
patients to alcohol and drug services when their injuries qr illnesses seem to be related to substance 
abuse. This opportunistic intervention appears to be an efficient and effective way to target high 
risk behavior at a "teachable moment." 

, 

' 
. 

Newark Fighting Back has helped put together the PINT Program to deal with the problem 
of public drinking near liquor stores. PINT (Public InebFiation Nuisance & Trash) teams 
composed of city sanitation workers, alcohol beverage coptrol officers, police officers, and 
addictions treatment providers have set up a schedule of "sweeps" around well-known troubl,e spots 
in the city. The sweeps involve citations to liquor dealers for any violations of law, a clean~up of 
the area by sanitation crews, distribution of treatment information and Alcoholics Anonymous 
schedules and meeting places by treatment providers, andlprotection of the effort by police 
officers. The combined effects of all working together is [mUCh more effective than fragmented 
attempts to deal with a previously intractable scene of urban blight. 

PubHc Policy at the Local Level: Public policy innovations are sometimes thought to be 
the province of national and state governments. Howevet, some Fighting Back communities are 
making important statements and considerable headway id questioning or influencing a variety of 
local policies, practices, or ordinances concerning alcohoH tobacco, and illicit drugs. 

The area around Gallup, New Mexico has achieved a certain infamy in recent years because 
of the easy availability of cheap, potent fortified wines. 1\t the edge of several Native American' 
communities where alcohol sales are banned, Gallup had Jew restrictions on alcohol availability 
until the Northwestern New Mexico Fighting Back group joined forces with other activists to 
educate the public about the consequences of its local ordinances. As a result, drive-up window 
sales have been closed, a local excise tax to increase treat:I:nent options has passed, and a new 
Alcohol Crisis Center has been built to house intoxicated ~eople who were formerly jailed in an 
overcrowded and unsanitary drunk tank. .I 

In Columbia, South Carolina, the Greater Columbia Fighting Back project has recently 
engaged in a lengthy public education process to explore the tobacco policy of the Richland County 

I 

School District. They researched tobacco policies regionally, held numerous meetings and 
seminars, organized scientific information, and described the range of options available. As a 
result of the process, the District One Board of Commissions voted to place a total ban on the use 
of tobacco products on school grounds, in school vehicles,' and at school sponsored activities. This 
han extends to students and adults alike. . 

• I 
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Vallejo Fighting Back is assisting the city in developipg one of the toughest "conditional use 
pennits" in the state of California. Milwaukee Fighting Back designed an "Erase and Replace" 
billboard project that has persuaded local advertisers to reduee the number of alcohol and tobacco 
ads in poorer, inner city neighborhoods. Clearly, public pol,icy innovations are an effective and 
under-utilized vehicle to reducing access to alcohol and tobacco products. 

i 
Closing Gaps in Prevention and Treatment Services: Several sites have identified critical 

I 

gaps in the available array of prevention and treatment services and have worked with local 
providers to plan or initiate new or enhanced services to address the need. 

The Fighting Back Project of the Marshall Heights Community Development Organization 
in Washington, DC has been instrumental in getting drug treatment services made more available 
east of the Anacostia River where few existed previously. Fighting Back operates its own central 
intake center within a community resource center and works primarily to refer and follow patients 
into the bewildering maze of regional services. The Intake !Center has resulted· in placing many 
more people from the Marshall Heights community into tre~tment or aftercare programs. In 
addition, the center is attracting the attention of the criminal justice system which refers numerous 
offenders to its various group sessions as a condition of parole or probation. 

East Oakland Fighting Back operates the G.A.S.P. (Grandparents as Second Parents) 
program, a remarkable support network for grandparents w'ho are the primary caregivers for large 
numbers of children in East Oakland. Because so many young women are either incapacitated by 
drugs, in treatment programs, or incarcerated, the grandparents find themselves taking care of 
more and more children. G.A.S.P. provides counseling, material assistance, legal guidance, and 
peer support from other grandparents. G.A.S.P. volunteer,s also recommend teenagers for various 
mentoring programs that operate in the area. 

Expansion of Youth Prevention Programs: There are very few absolutely original ideas 
around prevention programs for young people. The problem in most cities is to get enough human 
and financial resources together to have a significant impact on large numbers of young people, 
especially kids who are commonly regarded as "high risk youth." Several Fighting Back sites are 
grappling with the problem of reaching more with what they already know how to do. 

. I 

New Haven Fighting Back is supporting the expanSion of the Extended Day Academy. a 
highly regarded after-school program that offers a wide range of courses, activities, and recreation 

I

for thousands of New Haven's youth. This program recognizes that few households have Mom 
waiting at the door with milk and cookies at 3:30 pm. Mom is working too and, if Dad is no 

. longer in the picture, she may well have two jobs. The school day and the work day have little 

. synchronicity in most American communities.! . 
. ! 
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San Antonio Fighting Back is collaborating with the U.S. Army at Fort Sam Houston in the 
"La Salida" program. Run by Army personnel, La Salida,(the way out) is a weekend program 
involving physical challenges, obstacles, and confidence building exercises. The intent is to, 
develop self-esteem, discipline, and the skills to resist negative peer pressure. 

I 

There has been an explosion of mentoring program$ around the country in recent years. 
East Oakland, Milwaukee, Washington, and Kansas City are but a few of the Fighting Back 
projects working to expand beneficial contact between young people and adults. The need is so 
great and yet there are never enough mentors for all of the kids. And the larger the program, the 
longer project leaders hold their breath, hoping the dreaded specter of child molestation does not 
appear to wreck whatever foundation has been built. . . 

Neighborhood and Community Development: Several Fighting Back Projects, especially 
those in the larger urban areas, have determined that building or rebuilding the sense of community 
is the most appropriate way to address substance abuse. 

Project NeighborH.O.O.D. in Kansas City, Missouri has embarked upon an ambitious plan 
I 

of mobilizing and strengthening targeted neighborhoods. ~ team of mobilizers from the 
neighborhoqds have been hired to help build and empower: neighborhood organizations. The 
mobilizers are provided with intensive training about substance abuse resources prior to beginning 
work and receive additional on-the-job training to aid them in increasing access to care for the 
residents. Local institutions and community based organiz~tions are strengthened by funds from 
the Jackson County Anti-Drug Sales Tax, a quarter-cent ta~ approved by voters that generates 
more than $14 million per year to supplement a wide rang~ of anti-drug initiatives. 

San Antonio Fighting back has similarly created thiee Neighborhood Resource Centers to 

provide a wide geographic area with a visible presence to provide training, coordination, technical 
assistance, and resource development support to residents and organizations alike. The Charlotte-

I 

. Mecklenberg Fighting Back Commission, the Marshall Heights Community Development 
Organization, and the Northwest New Mexico Fighting Babk Regional Council have all recognized 
that the "sense of community," though hard to define and harder still to measure, is a necessary if 
not sufficient condition for making real progress on demand reduction. 

Critical Issues and Sources of Concern 

After eighteen months of implementation work, Fighting Back Projects are still fragile 
enterprises with numerous challenges and threats present in the moment or looming in the future. 
Five of the more prevalent and persistent concerns are highlighted below. 

Key Leadership Skills and Roles: Good leadership abilities and proper role definition 
among several key people in Fighting Back Communities ~as helped projects weather many a 
storm. Obviously, the project director is key but he or she cannot do the entire job. Interestingly, 
we have not found expertise in substance abuse to be predictive of project directors' success on the 
job. More important has been a certain coolness under fire, an ability to juggle multiple agendas, 
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, 
to be able to be effective with a tenant's association in the: evening and then impress the Rotary 
Club at breakfast the next day. Perhaps most striking is our realization that outsiders, highly 
qualified people who have been recruited from outside the coinmunity, have had very difficult 
times. With one or two exceptions, our strongest project directors have come directly from the 
target community or have moved back to their home community after working elsewhere. Perhaps 
this is because trust is such a big issue and outsiders need la lengthy time to develop the level 
needed to be truly effective. Second, the time commitme~t is such that few outsiders are willing 
to work the fifty to sixty hours per week typical of most project directors. 

The most successful projects also have key people in other important roles, although their 
titles may not necessarily reflect the most important strength they bring to the table. Strong 
projects need a political protector, someone who understa~ds the local political scene and who can 
get appointments with key leaders, solve turf problems between local government departments, and 
help decide the best strategy for influencing public policy without crossing over the line into direct 
lobbying behavior. Another critical role is that of the neighborhood advocate, usually a longtime 
leader of a specific community or community group. Thi~ advocate keeps the program honest and 
centered and provides the credibility needed to get average citizens to participate in meaningful 
ways. The neighborhood advocate can also prevent the project from being too staff driven or "just 
another grant program" that lasts as long as the money does. A third valuable role is someone 
with business clout, a credible voice who helps translate *e mind-numbing language of social 
services into the-bottom line, results oriented concerns of business and commerce. 

Other kinds of people who enrich most projects inblude a prominent religious leader with 
an ecumenical tum of mind; an academician who is interested and hard-nosed about data. 
measurable objectives, and program monitoring; a recovering person with a broad knowledge of 
and respect for the work of local Alcoholics Anonymous and Narcotics Anonymous groups: and 
the networker, usually an agency head who knows all the:service providers and the approximate 
boundaries of their turf.· : 

Maintaining a Systems Change Perspective: One of our fundamental concerns in the 
national program office is the fear that our projects will lose their "systems change" perspective 
and become instead, "just another agency with just another grant." The temptation and the 

I 

pressure is always strong to just do something, to hold aI1:'other march against drugs, to fill a 
service delivery gap for pregnant addicts, and to hire a group of youth workers for the summer. 
The problem comes when these laudable and much needed activities replaces the more systemic or 
strategic interventions needed for creating a truly comprehensive system of care. There is a 
delicate balance here and all of us are aware of the need to show results to the public in 
meaningful ways. However, all of the Fighting Back Prdjectsface the risk of merely supplanting 
the work that could and should be done by existing organizations and, in some cases, actually 
becoming a competitor for the limited funding available for community prevention activities, direct 
drug treatment services, or other community developmen~. Project leaders themselves worry about 
this issue and we will revisit it many times before our wqrk is done. 
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Involving Neighborhood Leaders with Governm~ntal and Organizational Leaders: The 
competition phase of Fighting Back emphasized the involVement of both the traditional power 
structure and the local community residents from neighborhoods hardest hit by drug problems, We 
have been somewhat surprised to realize that this arrangement is rather rare. Both sides bring 
virtues and limitations to the table, but accommodating bdth simultaneously is not always easy. 
The neighborhood residents, sometimes called the grassroots folk, are like the business community 
in that they are results oriented. They want to see crack houses closed down, weed lots cleaned 
up, and the crowd drinking wine under the big tree moved on out. They are not very patient with 
the academician's need to quantify the problem or the bureaucrats need to clarify city or county 
policies, Since they don't much understand the "system" -anyway and have even less faith that it is 
working, the idea of "systems change" is ephemeral at best. 

The bureaucratic power structure, on the other hand, can be very systems oriented without 
the slightest notion of how any system is actually perceived out there in the neighborhoods. 
Housing, policing, and codes enforcement are all standard activities in every community which are 
often perceived quite differently in the neighborhoods than they are in city hall or the county 
'/ ,_>::ncies, In communities where citizens themselves are valued partners in neighborhood 
development and where their input amounts to more than mere tokenism, there is a palpable 
confidence that the demand for alcohol and others drugs can be substantially reduced and the 
communities made healthier. ' 

Low Awareness of Substance Abuse as an Undeflying Factor in Many Present Day 
Ills: Despite the nightly barrage of television stories about drug shootings, the carnage caused by 
drunk drivers, domestic violence, and homelessness, there is still the curious reluctance among 
commentators and audiences alike to directly identify alcohol and other drugs are the common­
denominator in these and m~my other pathology reports. In Fighting Back meetings, we often hear 
a statement that "You can't do anything about the drug problem until people have jobs:" or until 
"we do something about parenting; or "until people devel6p stronger spiritual values. II The 

I 

implication of these comments is that many people see alc~hol and drug abuse as secondary. r.ather 
than primary problems, This view is most unfortunate an~ provides a ready excuse for avoiding 
attempts to directly address drug seeking and drug taking behavior. Changing this notion in the 
public mind has become a major objective in most Fightirig Back communities. 

The Depiction of the Drug and Alcohol Pandemic as a Minority Problem: 
, 

Although 
there is abundant research evidence to the contrary, many people think the drug problem, 

~ 

particularly the illicit drug problem, is primarily a phenoriIenon of the African-American or 
I 

Hispanic population. This perception is fueled by the relative ease of filming a drug bust at a 
minority populated public housing complex or the highly visible retail, street level crack cocaint: 
market. It is tougher to get the camera into the country club or the towering office complex wht!rt: 
the powder cocaine is apt to be sold. A recent edition of :USA Today asked the question, "Is the 
Drug War Racist?" Long mandatory sentences for selling crack cocaine - as compared to shorter, 
mure variable sentences for selling powder cocaine - have imprisoned far more blacks than whites, 
lending credence to an affinnative answer .to the USA Today question. 
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In most any corrununity, a strung-out teenager fro~ a wealthy family is apt to end up in an 
expensive treatment center while a similar teenager from apoor family will likely contend with the 

, I 

criminal justice system. The options are largely separate and unequal. , I 
, 

In Fighting Back, we are worried about perpetuatihg this notion since several of our 
projects (e.g. Milwaukee, San Antonio, Kansas City, Charlotte, and Newark) have targeted 
portions of their cities which are largely African-America~ and' Hispanic. This is less true in 
Columbia, Little Rock, Vallejo and Santa Barbara. We db explain that the target areas in larger 
cities generally have fewer financial resources and may bJ the hardest hit by substance abuse. 
Nevertheless, we worry about reinforcing the erroneous prblic perception that the drug problem is 
mostly a minority problem. 

Fighting Back has a long way to go and much to accomplish before anyone can assert that 
these sorts of corrununity-wide approaches are the bold new answer to the plague of substance 
abuse besetting us. Supply reduction has proved to be flriancially costly, politically perilous, and 

I • 

largely disappointing in its results. We have yet to make ia similar corrunitment to demand 
reduction, at either the national or corrununity level. Fighting Back and other similar collaborative 
demand reduction efforts need substantial support from many people in order to demonstrate 

I 

meaningful progress against the nation's number one publ,ic health enemy at the close of the 
millennium. If these approaches do not prove to be effective, in which direction does progress lie? 

I 

I 
I 
i 

• I' 

I 
I 
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Some Advice for Washington 

In July of 1993, a meeting on the prevention of vi6lence entitled "Safeguarding Our Youth" 
was held in Washington, DC and brmldcast to many citie~ across the United States via satellite. 
Attorney General Janet Reno asked Beverly Watts Davis, 'director of San Antonio Fighting Back 
and a presenter at the conference, to write up her recom.rpendations for consideration by The 
White House and the Cabinet members. Ms. Davis worked with Frankie Sarver, the associate 
director of the Fighting Back National Program Office, to develop the following Call to Action - a 
message to the federal government based on our experiente to date with the fourteen Fighting Back 
communities. The recommendations are currently under active consideration at the highest levels 

I
of government. 	 : 

I 

It is far from clear where substance abuse will fit in a new or restructured health care 
system. The Office of National Drug Control Policy (ONDCP) has been reduced in size and its 
new director, Lee Brown, has been a late' Presidential ap~ointment. However, the stronger and 
more persuasive voices are being heard from the criminal' justice system in general and the U. S. 
, )t:partment of Justice in particular. Attorney General Janet Reno has acknowledged that the 
supply-side oriented War on Drugs is now regarded as either an outright failure or, at best, merely 
palliative in the face of the demand side pressures. She a~d her colleagues in both drug 
enforcement and criminal justice have argued on numerous occasions for more attention to demand 
side strategies. This recognition may reflect a view that the American taxpayers are much more 
willing to have their governments spend money on public: safety rather than public health. 
Regardless, the link between the two has never been clearer. 

A Five-Point Call to Action: The Fighting Back Recommendation to Create a Federal Inter­
Agency Council on Violence an~ Substance Abuse 

This is a call to action on the part of the following federal cabinet departments to assist in the 
rebuilding of a strong nation of safe and healthy youth, cpmmunities and neighborhoods: The U.S. 
Department of Justice, The U.S. Department of Education, The U.S. Department of Health and 
Human Services, The U.S. Department of Housing an~ Urban Development and The Office of 
National Drug Control Policy. 

: 

• 	 Form a Federal Inter~Agency Council on Violente and Substance Abuse. The goal of this 
Inter.:agency Council will be to facilitate a federaI:-Ievel collaborative funding strategy which 
encourages and mobilizes traditional systems and l community residents and organizations to 
cooperate in the development of innovative approaches and strategies at the community and 

I 

neighborhood level. Valuable federal programs s:uch as Weed and Seed, CSAP (Center for 
Substance Abuse Preyention) Community Partnerships, High Risk Youth, Target Cities, and 
Drug Free Schools and Communities would be ;included with similar housing and justice 
programs. The Rohert Wood JohnsonFoundatio~ and The National Fighting Back Program 
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Office at Vanderbilt University offer their assistance in creating a public/private partnership 
to better address the growing problems of violence and substance abuse affecting our nation's 
youth, communities and neighborhoods. 

, 

• 	 Develop and implement a National Training Program to improve the skills of communities 
in areas of problem-solving, mobilization, and advocacy. This training would provide the 
framework for building the local capacity to administer. a new comprehensive, creative and 
flexible federal funding package which addresses a ('continuum of services" as it relates to the 
problems of youth, violence and substance abuse. This training will enable a community to 
exercise its power to solve its own problems with assistance from the Federal Government as 
its "partner". 

• 	 Create a partnership with private and public organizations such as The Robert Wood 
Johnson Foundation, The National Fighting Back' Program Office, Join Together, CASA, 
CADCA (Community Anti-Drug Coalitions of America), Partnership for a Drug Free America 
and federally-funded training organizations such ias Macro and the Circle to develop a 
comprehensive training program. These and oth~r organizations could collaborate on the 
development of a community training design which could be implemented by training 
contractors which already receive federal funding. i . 

I 
. . 

Jointly host a National Interagency Conference dn Violence and Substance Abuse which 
brings communities together to share collaborative :and innovative strategies. 

I 

I 

Create a comprehensive, flexible funding package for capable communities and 
neighborhoods which are willing and ready to lessen the problems of youth, violence and 
substance abuse in the neighborhood. 

Expected Results from the Call to Action 

1) 	 A federally-assisted call to action to communities, neighborhoods and residents to work 
cooperatively to stop the violence and reduce substance abuse in our nation's cities. 

2) 	 Encouragement and assistance to communities to :integrate schools, traditional systems and 
resident action at the neighborhood level. . 

3) 	 Encouragement and assistance to communities to integrate traditional "human service" 
approaches with "basic" city services such as community policing, neighborhood revitalization, 
and economic development at the neighborhood level. 

I 
I 

4) 	 Unprecedented inVOlvement of the whole community in a collective vision and development . 	 I 
of strategies. : 


I 

5) 	 Stimulation of innovative and nontraditional appro~ches.· 

I 
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6) Stimulation of cooperation among systems and residents. 

7) The enabling of community and neighborhood residents to exercise power. 
, 

8) The restoration of a sense of community, a sense of responsibility, a harmony 'of purpose and 
a sense of hope and pride among residents. . 

9) . More cost-effective, comprehensive, and responsive federal approaches to community problem 
solving. . I 

10) The restoration of faith that government and its systems can and will respond. 

11) The rebuilding of safe and healthy communities - one neighborhood at a time. 
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INGREDIENTS FOR SUCCESS IN A COMMUNITY 

ROBERT WOOD JOHNSON FOUNDA"rlON FIGHTING BACK PROGRAM 
, 

* 	 A planning period before implementation 

* 	 Mobilization of the people to address the issue of substance use and abuse; all 
agree the issue is serious and an urgent priority I 

I 

* 	 A community-wide strategy; involve all levels pf persons in the community; 
organize a Citizens' Task Force 

* 	 Develop a strategy and stay with the plan; frequent reviews of progress 

* 	 Provision of resources (primary resources of RWJF and leveraged resources) 

* 	 Maintain qualified, committed leadership in the: project director and executive 
committee 


, 


* 	 Involve police in community-wide pOlicing in the :neighborhoods 

* 	 Provide effective technical assistance from the National Program Office 

* 	 An aggressive public awareness campaign 

Anderson Spickard, Jr., M.D. 
National Program Director, Fighting Back 
July 27, 1994 
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A SITE-BY-SITE COMPARISON OF 1993 P;ROGRAM "ELElVlENTS" 
, 

WITH 
I 

"INITIATIVES" PRESENTED IN THE 1994 MID-COURSE ASSESSl\1ENT 
I 

·PHASE IT PLAN ; 

Prepared by: Fighting Back National Program Office 
June 26, 1994 



CHARLOTTE 

A. Program "ElementsH Submitted in 1993 B. Program "Initiatives" in 1994 Mid-
I

Course Assessment Document 

Community Awareness Campaign Application is not yet due for submission 
,Neighborhood Awareness Campaign 


Neighborhood Capacity-Building 

Prevention Neighborhood Assistance 


Program 

Schools and Family Prevention Activities 

Police and Community Interdiction 

Neighborhood Training Academy 

Early Identification Neighborhood 


Assistance Program 

Medical Community Education 

Early Identification Neighborhood 


Assistance Program 

Out-stationing Treatment Programs 
 " 

,Local In-Patient Treatment 

Addicted Pregnant Women 

Ministry of Recovery and After-Care 


Programs 

Employment Training Programs 

Business Assistance Programs 


II General Administration 

*NPO requests that site collects MIS data on these initiati;ves at a minimum. Site may add 
other "initiatives" to the program. 



COLUMBIA 


A. Program "Elements" Submitted in 1993 B. Program "Initiatives" in 1994 Mid-
I 

Course Assessment Document 

Information and Referral 
Policy Development 
Program Development 
Public Awareness 
Volunteerism 
Universal Training Initiatives 
Business Community Initiatives 
Interfaith Community Initiatives 
Neighborhood Organization Initiatives 
Parent Initiatives 
Physicians Initiatives 
Youth Intervention and Treatment 

Programs 
School-Based Programs 
Youth Prevention Initiatives 
Adult Intervention and Treatment 
Targeted Programs 

*Volunteerism 
*Imp actor ;rraining 
Richland Heritage Alliance 

*Interfaith Initiative 
Business Initiative 

*Physicians Initiative 
*After School Initiative 
Drugs DeStroy Dreams Initiative 

*youth Prevention Initiative 
*Teenline 
*The Bridgie Initiative 
Teen Discovery Initiative 
*DJJ Adolescent Addiction Treatment Unit 
Parent Education Initiative 
Prevention Resource Center 

*Continuum of Services Coordination 
*Relapse Prevention Initiative 
Child Care For Outpatient Treatment Initiative 

*Long Terrh Family Residential Treatment 
Wet Shelter Initiative 

*The Family Place Initiative 
HIV / AIDS Education Initiative 

*Traveling 'Resource Van 
*Crime Initiatives - Community Policing 
General Administration and Management 

Coalitions,~ Task Forces, and Committee 


Planning 

Local Assessments 

*Public A w.areness Initiatives 
*Public Policy Initiatives 

i 

*NPO requests that site collects MIS data on these initiati~es at a minimum. Site may add 
other "initiatives" to the program. 



EAST OAKLAND 


A. 	 Program flElements fl Submitted in 1993 B. 	 Program "Initiatives" in 1994 Mid­
Course Assessment Document 

Grandparents as Second Parents Program 
High Impact Project 
The Fremont High School Clinic 
Public AWareness 
Community Organizers 
Youth Fellows Program 
Korean Center of the East Bay 
United Indian Nations 

.. ;.. 

*Grandparerits as Second Parents Initiative 
*Project ReClaim 
*youth Fellowship Initiative 
*50 Black Men 50 Black Women 
*Toy Weapon Education Project 
*Alcoholic Outlets Initiative 
*Fremont Tiger Clinic 
*Community Outreach To Korean Merchants 

Initiative 
: 


United Indian Nation Initiative 

*Children's' Education and Research 
Development Initiative 
General Administration and Management 
Coalitions,' Task Forces, and Committee 

Planning 
*Local Assessments 
*Public Awareness Initiatives 
*Public Policy Initiatives 

*NPO requests that site collects MIS data on these initiati~es at a minimum. Site may add 
other flinitiatives" to the program. 



.. 
: 

LITTLE ROCK 


A. 	 Program "Elements" Submitted in 1993 B. 	 Prograrp "Initiatives" in 1994 Mid­
Course :Assessment Document 

Small Business Initiative 
Fighting Back Through Primary Care 
Community Spirit Initiative 
Fight Back! Insure the Children 
Services of Youth Who Are Violent 
Media Partners Initiative 
Women's Center 
Neighborhood Mobilization 
Neighborhood Mobile Resource Center ...... 
BCD Support Center . "', 
Pankey New Life Support Center 
Arch Street Alert Center 
ELR Alert Center 
Stephens/Oak Forest Alert Center 
SWLR Alert Center 
Capitol View/Stifft Station Alert Center 
Central High Alert Center 
Wright Avenue Alert Center 
Wakefield Alert Center 

*Small Busipess Initiative 
Fighting Back Through Primary Care 
CommunitY Spirit Initiative 

*Fight Back! Insure the Children 
*Services for Youth Who are Violent 
*Women's <1:enter/Child Care Recruitment and 

Referral • 
*Neighborhood Mobilization 
*Neighborhood Mobile Resource Center 
Support Centers 

BCD Support Center 
. Step Up Center 

*Neighborhdod Alert Centers - Community 
Policing I 


Arch Street Alert Center 

ELR Alert Center 

Stephens Oak Forest Alert Center 


I
SWLR Alert Center 

,Capitol View/Stifft Station Alert Center 

Central High Alert Center 

Wright A venue Alert Center 


I 

Wakefield! Alert Center 
New Alert Centers 


General Adlninistration and Management 

Coalitions, Task Forces, and Commiuee 


Planning,
I

*Local Assessments 
*Public Awareness Initiatives 
*Public Poli~y Initiatives 

*l'.rpO requests that site collects MIS data on th~e initiative~ at a minimum. Site may add 
other "initiatives" to the program. 



MARSHALL HEIGHT~ 

A. Program "Elements" Submitted in 1993 B. Program 1!Initiatives1! in 1994 Mid­
Course! Assessment Document 

Abstinence Treatment 
Administration 
After-School Program 
Assessment 
Case Management 
Child Care 
Citizen's Task Force 
Code Enforcement 
Communications 
Community Support 
Community Empowerment, 
Community Patrols 
Consortium of Service Providers 
Criminal Justice Committee 
Early Identification 
Early Childhood Development 
Education Committee 
Evaluation 
Executive Committee 
Faith Community 
Healthy Start 
mvIAIDS Education 
In-school Programs 
Intervention 
Law Enforcement 
Pre-School Program 
Pre-Treatment 
Prevention 
Public Policy 
Public Awareness Campaign 
Referrals 
Social Workers 
Substance Abuse Counseling 
System Change 
Training 
Treatment Committee 
Urinalysis 
Youth Advisory Board 

*Project STAR 
Project T.ItM.E. 

*Summer Youth Project 
*Pretreatment Initiative 
* Abstinencd Program 
Recovery Fair 
Intake Program 

*Public Awareness Survey Initiative 
Youth Talk Teen Show 

*Ward Seven Weekend Health Fair 
*Community Art Show Initiative 
Collaboration of Arts Program Initiative 
Gen~ral Administration and Management 

*Coalitions,! Task Forces, and Committee 
Planning l 

*Local Assessments 
*Public Awareness Initiatives 
*Public Poli~y Initiatives 

I 

I 

*NPO requests that site collects MIS data on these initiative~ at a minimum. Site may add 
other 1!initiatives" to the program. 



MILWAUKEE 


A. 	 Program "Elements" Submitted in 1993 B. 	 Prograr.i:I "Initiatives" in 1994 Mid­
Cours'e Assessment Document 

Fighting Back Family Resource Center 
The Hang-Tough Club House 
Fighting Back/CYD Peer Counselors 
Youth Leadership Development Model 
Wisconsin Against Drug Environments 
The Fighting Back Zipcode Targeting Project 
Prevention Early Identification Model 
Media Partnership Models 
Congregational Outreach Resource Project' : 

Model 
Leadership Support Network Mode 
Executive Committee Governance Model 
Leadership Support Network Model 
Workgroup/Team Collaborative Model 
Targeted Cities 
Treatment Workgroup 
Education and Training Resource Center 

Model 
Policy and Systems Change Model 
Milwaukee Coalition Against Drug and 

Alcohol Abuse 
Cultural Competency Policy Team 
Resource Support Collaborative Model 
Evaluation Model - ATODA Data Base 

EID System and Service Referral Network 
Initiative 

*Cultural ~ompetency Projects 
*Faith C.O.R.P. Initiatives 
*Women's Initiative , 
*Harms Reduction Resource and Action 

Network 
*Center fO,r Demand Reduction 
*Youth Education and Creative Recreation 
Initiative~ 

*Neighborhood Resource Centers 
*Medical Training and Education Initiative 
*Relapse Prevention Conference 
*Target Cities Project 
*Alternative Treatment and Expansion Initiative 
*Billboard: Campaign 
*Treatment Improvement Initiative 
General Administration and Management 

I 

Coalition,: Task Forces and Committee 
Planning 

Local Ass~ssments 
i *Public A \yareness Initiatives 

*Public PO,licy Initiatives 

*NPO requests that site collects MIS data on these initiatives at a minimum. Site may add 
other "initiatives" to the program. 



'. 


NEWARK i 

I 

A. 	 Program "Elements" Submitted in 1993 B. 	 Progr~ "Initiatives" in 1994 Mid-
Course: Assessment Document 

Application' is not yet due for submission 
Public Service, Safety and Empowerment 
Health and Substance Abuse 

:
Economic Development and Employment 

I 
;

Services : 
Housing : 
Education , 

I 
I 

*NPO requests that site collects MIS data. on 'these initiatives at a minimum. Site may add 
other "initiatives" to the program. ' " 



NEW HAVEN 


A. 	 Program flElements ll Submitted in 1993 B. 	 ~ogram "Initiatives II in 1994 Mid­
Course Assessment Document 

Neighborhood Prevention.; Community 
Substation Management Teams 
The Substance Abuse Treatment System 
The Consortium for Substance Abusing 
Women and Their Children 
Youth Initiatives 
Training and Education Initiatives 
Technical Assistance 
Volunteers 

*Transitional Housing 
*Criminal :lustice System Initiative 
*Employment, Training and Education for 

Recovering Persons Initiative 
*GA Marui.ged Care Pilot Project 
Treatment on Demand Initiative 
Chronic Inebriate Initiatives 

*RecoveriIig Fathers Initiative 
*Liquor Stpre Reduction Initiative 
*Community Schools Initiative 
Youth Retreat and Leadership Initiatives 

Labor U cion Training Institute 

Senior Citizen Education and Training 


Initiative, 
*Community Substation Management Teams 
General i\!dministration and Management 
Coalition,' Task Forces and Committee 

Plannin~l;> 

*Local Assessments 
*Public Awareness Initiatives 
*Public Policy Initiatives 

*NPO requests that site collects MIS data on these initiatives at a minimum. Site may add 
other "initiatives II to the program. ' 



NORTHWEST NEW :MEXICO , 
I 

A. 	 Program "Elements" Submitted in 1993 B. 	 Program "Initiatives" in 1994 Mid-
Course Assessment Document 

Associations! Coalitions 
Community Initiatives 
Services 
Community Organizations 
General Administration 
Human Resources 
Funding 
Youth 
Cultural 

*Intercultural Leadership Institute 
*Regional Initiatives 
Case Management System 

*Improved :Access!Elimination of Waiting Lists 
Initiatives 

*Culturally; Integrated Treatment Initiatives 
*Relapse Prevention Initiatives 
*F.A.S.lF.A.E. Reduction and Prevention 

Initiatives 
*youth Empowerment Initiatives 
Family Counseling, Intervention and Support 

Initiativ~s 
*Personal Growth Training 
*Human Resource Training 
*Continuum of Care Increased Funding 

Initiative 
*Intensive Community Organizing Initiative 
*Fighting I}ack Associations 

. *MulticulturallMultimedia Campaign 
*Public Policy Education Initiative 
*Risk-ReductioniDWI Prevention Initiatives 
*Responsible Hospitality Initiative 
General Administration and Management 
Coalitions, Task Forces, and Committee 

Planning 
*Local Assessments 
*Public Awareness Initiatives 

; *Public Pol,icy Initiatives 

*NPO requests that site collects MIS data on these initiatives at a minimum. Site may add 
other "initiativeslf to the program. 

I 



PROJECT NEIGHBOR-HOOD 


A. 	 Program "Elements" Submitted in 1993 B. 	 Program "Initiatives" in 1994 Mid­
Course iAssessment Document 

Training 
Neighborhood Mobilization 
Youth Initiatives 
Community Policing 
Partnerships-Coalitions and Consortiums 
Referral Tracking System 
"Community Will" Indicators 

*Neighborhpod Mobilization 
*Community Action Networks - Community 

.Policing' Center , 
*youth Initiatives 
*Referral Tracking System 
*Drugs Don't Work Initiative 
*Commuruty Schools Initiative 
*Tobacco A,..SSIST Initiative 
*Drug Court 
(Anti-Drug'Tax (COMBAT) Initiatives 
*Project STAR 
Kaufman Foundation Initiatives 

General Administration and· Management 

Coalitions: Task Forces, and Committee 


Planning 
*Local Assessments 
*Public Awareness Initiatives 
*Public Policy Initiatives 

I 

*NPO requests that site collects MIS data on these initiatives at a minimum. Site may add 
other "initiatives" to the program. 



SAN ANTONIO I 


A. Program "Elements" Submitted in 1993 

Community Network 

Economic Devdopment 

School-Based Activity 

Youth Oriented Activity 

Communication Campaign 

Enhancement of Services 

Comprehensive Treatment Services 

Enforcement and Justice 

Data Collection 

Victims Office 

Safe Haven 

Mentors Program 

Neighborhood Beautification 

Weatherization 

Bexar County Treatment Collaborative 

Weed and Seed 

Community Mobilization 


i Public Awareness 
Accessing Resources and Creating Linkages 

. B. 	 Program "Initiatives" in 1994 Mid­
Course Assessment Document 

*Bexar County Treatment Collaborative 
*LaSalida: 
*Mentors Fighting Back 
*Beautification Program 
*RFP Empowerment 
*SafeHaven 
*Weed and Seed Community Policing 
General Administration and Management 
Coalitions, Task Forces, and Committee 

Planning 

*Local Assessments 

*Public A '-Yareness Initiatives 

*Public Policy Initiatives 


*NPO requests that site collects MIS data on these. initiatives at a minimum. Site may add 
other llinitiatives" to the program. 



SANTA BARBARA i 


A. 	 Program "Elements" Submitted in 1993 B. 	 Program "Initiatives II in 1994 Mid­
Course Assessment Document 

Administration 
Advisory Councils 
Business 
Camps 
Clergy 
Community Awareness 
Community Service Coordination 
Carpinteria High School 
Carpinteria Middle School 
Dances : " 
Dos Pueblo High School 
EAP-Business 
EAP-Schools 
Early Identification-Criminal Justice 
Early Identification-Schools 
Elementary Schools 
Free for the Weekend 
Gangs 
Geriatric Treatment 
Goleta Valley Junior High School 
Intern Program 
La Colina Junior High School 
La Cumbre Middle School 
Media Awareness 
Red Ribbon 
San Marcos High School 
Santa Barbara Community College 
Santa Barbara High School 
. Santa Barbara Junior High 
Sobering Station 
Special Events 
Treatment Consortium 
Volunteer Initiative 

*Santa Barbara Homeless Initiative 
Dual D~agnosis Plan 
Tempo~ary Shelter and Life Skills Initiative 
Pennanent Shelter 

*Ready Response Team Initiative 
*Gang Task Force Initiatives 
*Neighbornood Crime Focus - Community 

Policing 
*Sobering Station 
*Drug Court 
*youth Services 
Roots and i Wings Initiative 

STAR Ini~iative 

D.E.F.Y. :Initiative 
Challenge Camps 

*Teen Center 
*Perinatal program 
*Senors-C~rrillo Hotel Project 
*Zero Tole'rance Campaign 

I 

Red Ribbon Campaign 
S.A.R.T. Sex Abuse Response Team 
Eastside Study Group Initiative 

*Student A:ssistance Program 
*Small Bus:iness Employee Assistance Program 

I 

*Peer Mediation Program 
*Youth Sober Activities and Noontime 

Activities Initiatives 
Elementary School Summer Program 

*Community Alternative Schools 
Intern Program . 

*Psychiatric Emergency Team Initiative 
General Administration and Management 
Coalitions~ Task Forces, and Committee 

Planning 
*Local Assbsments 
*Public Awareness Initiatives 
*Public Policy Initiatives 

*NPO requests that site collects MIS data on these initiatJes at a minimum. Site may add 
other "initiatives" to the program. 



VALLEJO 

A. Program "Elements" Submitted in 1993 B. Program "Initiatives II in 1994 Mid­
Course Assessment Document . 

Acupuncture Detox Program 
Community Recovery Center 
Criminal Based Services 
Shamia Recovery Center 
Sober Living Residences 
Solano Alano Club 
Community Development 
Community-Based Policing 
Mare Island Response 
Youth Programs 
VIST A Program 
Advocacy Committee 
African-American Taskforce Training 

Program 
Alcohol Policy Coalition 
Community Liaison Committee 
Clergy Committee 
FBP Board Training 
Filipino Taskforce Training Program 
Grant Writers Network 
Health Care Service Providers 
Latino Taskforce Training Programs 
Master Trainer Project 
Physicians Training 
STRIVE Challenge· Course 
VISTA Project 
General Administration 
Celebrations 
Geographic Information System Project 
Managed Health Care Initiative 

* AcupunctUre Treatment 
Jail-Based: Treatment 
*Sober-Li~ing Residences 
Men's EnFancement Sober-Living Residences 

*IA'Tik Recovery Center -
*Solano Alano Club 
*Tobacco Integration Project 
*Shami Recovery Center 
*Community Policing Initiative 
Youth Diversion Initiative 

*youth Partnership Video Project Initiative 
La Juventud Latino Information and Education 
La Quebr~dita Dance Club 

*youth Int~rnship Initiative 
Recovery !Day Celebrations Initiative 

*Senior Roundtable 
*Responsible Beverage Service Initiative 
*VIST A Project Initiative 
* Alcohol Rolicy Institute 

. *Project Clean 
Late Night Recreation 
STRIVE <;:hallenge Course 

*Ma'at DIllg-Free Workplace Project 
*Initiatives from Filipino Community 
*Initiatives: from Latino Community 
*Initiatives from Recovery Community 
*S.A.P. Iriitiative 
*Master Trainer Project 
*Hospital Intervention Project 
*SAFE Streets NOW! 
*Faith Initiative 
General Administration and Management 
Coalitions, Task Forces, and Committee 

Plannihg 
*Local Assessments 
*Public A ';Vareness Initiatives 
*PublicP~licy Initiatives 

I 
I 

*NPO requests that site collects MIS data on these initiat~ves at a minimum. Site may add 
other "initiatives" to the program. 



, •• II. 


WORCESTER 

A.Program "Elements" Submitted in 1993 

Public Awareness 
Prevention 
Early Identification/Intervention 
Treatment/Relapse Prevention 
Research and Evaluation 
Administration and Finance 

B. Program "Initiatives" in 1994 Mid- . 
Coude Assessment Document 

I 

Youth Worker Training Initiative 
*youth Empowerment Initiative 
*Police C~mmunity Bridge Initiative 
*Student Assistance Program Initiative 
*Juvenile Court Initiative 

I 

*Interfaith Initiative 
*Mentor/Iilteragency Internship Initiative 
*Treatmerit Readiness Project 

I 

* Anonymous Tip Line 
General Administration and Management 
Coalitio~, Task Forces, and Committee 

Planning 
Local Assessments 

I 

*Public Awareness Initiatives 
*Public Policy Initiatives 

*NPO requests that site collects MIS data on these initiatives at a minimum. Site may add 
other "initiatives" to the program. 

I 


