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Background
This summary report of community benefits compares demographic characteris cs 
and other features of Russell before the redevelopment of Porter with post‐re‐
development characteris cs. Es mated changes are projected to occur as a result of 
cleanup and reuse of the site.  

The projec ons rely on user‐provided informa on about the development and the 
es mated property value increase expected from the project:

Area/Neighborhood and Project Informa on
% of Property Value Increase Expected 15.0
Accepted Distance from Food Source (mi) 1
Construc on Cost Es mate ($) 4,650,000
Es mated Food Source Size (sq  ) 44,000

This report shows how the construc on of a new food source on Porter could affect 
the area/neighborhood and its current residents. A new food source could improve 
residents’ access to fresh food and poten ally improve health condi ons in the 
area/neighborhood. If this type of development were to occur on a different site, the 
impacts might be different. While all neighborhoods and sites are unique, the following
tables and maps provide es mated projec ons of area/neighborhood impacts that 
exis ng residents may experience as a result of brownfield redevelopment.
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Area/Neighborhood Profilei

Pre-Redevelopment

# %
Households in Area/Neighborhood Selected 3,405

Renter Households 2,877 84
Owner Occupied Households 528 16

Households Headed by Elderly 638 19

Households with Children 1,573 46

White non‐Hispanic Households 123 4

Black/African American non‐Hispanic Households 3,156 93

Hispanic/La no Households 63 2

Asian/Pacific Islander Households 0 0

Na ve American Households 0 0

Mixed/Other Households 102 3

Area/Neighborhood Median Household Income (MHI) $ 21,948

County Median Household Income $54,357

Ra o:       Area/Neighborhood  MHI
                             County MHI

40

This table provides a profile of households in Russell where the brownfield chosen for redevelopment
is located to inform decision‐making. Demographic characteris cs can provide an indicator of 
households that might bear higher health risks or be more at risk of displacement due to high housing
costs.ii For instance, renters are more likely to be nega vely affected by property value increases in 
an area/neighborhood than homeowners. Children and elderly are more sensi ve to environmental 
condi ons as well as housing instability than other age groups, therefore the number and percent of 
old and young in Russell provide a measure of age‐based risk. Areas/neighborhoods with histories of 
redlining and other racist land‐use and housing policies shape where Black households and other 
households ‘of color’ are located. Areas/neighborhoods with racially and ethnically‐concentrated
households are also likely to carry higher environmental burdens and risks than those that are 
predominantly White. This table shows that 93% of households in Russell are Black/African American,
2% are Hispanic/La no and 3% are Asian/Pacific Islander, Na ve American, and Mixed/Other 
households. Finally, area/neighborhood household median income provides a measure of financial 
well‐being in Russell when compared to the county in which it is located. In this area/neighborhood, 
the median income is $21,948 before brownfield development,  which is 40% of the county median 
household income. 
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Access and Distance
to a Food Source

Pre-Redevelopment
Post-

Redevelopment Change
Households in Food Desert 47% 0% ‐‐47%

Households Headed by Elderly 26% 1% ‐25%

Households with Children 52% 0% ‐52%

White non‐Hispanic Households 25% 1% ‐24%

Black/African American non‐
Hispanic Households

48% 0% ‐48%

Hispanic/La nx Households 62% 2% ‐60%

Asian/Pacific Islander 
Households

0% 0% 0%

Na ve American Households 0% 0% 0%

Mixed/Other Households 60% 1% ‐59%

Average Household Distance to 
Food Source

5,626  2,527  3,099  

Food deserts are present when residents of an area/neighborhood  do not have sufficient access to a 
full‐service fresh food source. In urban areas, households that are not within a 1‐mile radius of a 
supermarket or a large grocery store are located in a food desert . iii Research shows that elimina ng 
food desert condi ons by increasing residents' access to fresh food may contribute to posi ve health 
outcomes, like lower levels of obesity and diabetes.iv Pu ng a food source on this brownfield site 
would decrease food desert condi ons in this area/neighborhood by ‐47%. At the comple on of 
redevelopment, 0% of area/neighborhood residents will reside in a food desert. The benefits of food 
access can be maximized by ensuring that food op ons at this store are both healthy and affordable 
to exis ng residents.v Food sources that provide fresh food at prices current residents cannot afford 
may signal gentrifica on and involuntary displacement.
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Jobs
Post-Redevelopment

# of Person‐Years if Construc on Work Created 5
# of Long‐Term Jobs Created 35

Planning for jobs requires knowledge of the neighborhood context, including exis ng community 
benefits aggreements, educa on and employment characteris cs of the popula on, and the 
construc on and cleanup strategy proposed. vi Assuming there are 2000 hours in a typical work year, 
then the construc on phase of this project will produce 5 person‐years of work.  Whether the on‐site 
construc on  jobs in ques on are available to members of the local community  will depend on the 
builder’s hiring prac ces. In addi on, these job projec ons do not  include jobs related to cleaning up 
the on‐site contamina on.

The project may generate up to 35 long‐term jobs. These are jobs that will be there as long as the 
proposed business ac vity con nues on the redeveloped site. The new business(es) and jobs may be 
more likely to benefit the current residents of the area/neighborhood if the educa onal levels 
required for the new jobs tend to match those of current residents looking for work , or if training is
made available for residents to get those jobs.

Establishing community benefit agreements with the developers can ensure that redevelopment 
projects directly benefit their community through new employment opportuni es. vii  Learn more 
about CBAs from the U.S. Department of Energy Office of Economic Impact and Diversity.viii
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Property Tax Revenue

Post-Redevelopment

$ Increase in Tax Revenue +$17,575
% Increase in Tax Revenue +1.16%

When brownfields are redeveloped, the surrounding property value tends to rise , which can lead to 
increased property tax revenues for the municipality. ix

If the area/neighborhood has a property tax rate of 5.0%, then one could expect the tax revenue to 
increase by 1.16% a er the next reassessment of  neighborhood proper es.  The overall increase in 
property tax revenue from redeveloping this brownfield is projected to be $17,575. While this 
revenue increase may not directly benefit the exis ng residents of the area/neighborhood, this 
provides an es mate of the return on investment that can be used to jus fy investment of public 
funds in an area/neighborhood that might not otherwise be able to raise or a ract private 
redevelopment investments. 

The property tax revenue projec ons presented here are es mated using property value increases of 
15.0% for proper es within 2,500 feet of Porter. Unless the user chose to enter their own es mate of
property value increase, this tool es mates the property value increase near the new brownfield 
redevelopment as a func on of the area/neighborhood median household income rela ve to the 
county household median income recorded in 2018 and relies on property values in that year. The 
dollar figure above may thus be an underes mate if property values have grown in the metropolitan 
area. The projected tax revenues also take into account  the on‐going nega ve effect that remaining 
undeveloped brownfields have on property values in the area/neighborhood.  The effect of these 
other sites is es mated to cut the property value increase in half for proper es that remain within 
2,500 feet of at least one other undeveloped brownfield in the selected area. 
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Risk of Exposure
Pre-

Redevelopment
Post-

Redevelopment
Change

Total # Households at Risk of 
Exposure in Area/Neighborhood

2,740 2,584 ‐156

Households
Headed by Elderly (#) 561 557 ‐4

With Children (#) 1,226 1,125 ‐100

White non‐Hispanic (#) 95 94 ‐1

Black/African American non‐
Hispanic (#)

2,545 2,399 ‐146

Hispanic/La nx (#) 50 45 ‐5

Asian/Pacific Islander (#) 0 0 ‐0

Na ve American (#) 0 0 ‐0

Mixed/Other (#) 81 75 ‐6

Any site that has earned the label “brownfield ” from local officials indicates that people may be at 
risk of exposure to poten al hazardous contaminants from being on or near that site. The clean‐up 
and remedia on of a brownfield is intended to reduce the risk of human exposure to harm. This table
shows the number of households in Russell that are within ¼ mile from a brownfield site boundary 
before redevelopment (2,740) and the decrease in those numbers a er cleanup and redevelopment 
(156).  The table also includes the number of households that may be more vulnerable due to racial 
or age group and the impact the redevelopment might have on reducing their risk of exposure . The 
benefits of cleaning up nearby brownfields for these groups is magnified due to assumed cumula ve 
health risks. 

In general, the higher the number of households near the brownfield, the greater impact any cleanup 
will have on the remaining risk to residents. However, the numbers here take into account the  risk
that the con nued presence of  any other contaminated site may pose to households that remain 
within a ¼ mile proximity. When there is a cluster of brownfields  in an area, any remaining 
brownfields could undermine risk reduc on gained from the cleanup of only a single site. While the 
BAT does not es mate actual reduced health risks—since that requires knowledge of the extent and 
type of contamina on, pathway of exposure, and baseline health of the popula on at risk of 
exposure—it does provide an es mate of the number of households that will benefit from some 
amount of risk reduc on.
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Risk of Displacement
Pre-

Redevelopment
Post-

Redevelopment Change
% of Renters Paying 30%+ of Income 
on Rent

56% 58% +2%

% of Renters Paying 50%+ of Income 
on Rent

35% 35% +0%

In general, the redevelopment of a brownfield will produce new property values on‐site and may also 
change values off‐site, resul ng in poten ally improved property values for exis ng owners  as well as
new property tax revenues for local government. Property values can be expected to rise when a 
brownfield is redeveloped  and environmental risks are reduced. However, i f property values and thus
property taxes, insurance, and rent costs rise as the result of clean‐up/remedia on and development 
on this site, low‐income residents—especially renters—will likely have increased risk of displacement 
due to increased housing cost burdens. Low‐income households may have to cut back on other 
necessary expenses or move to an area/neighborhood  with lower housing costs. Increases in 
foreclosures and evic ons might also occur.

The table shows data for exis ng renters since renters are more likely to experience involuntary 
displacement as a result of new development. Residents are “cost‐burdened” when their housing 
costs exceed 30% of a household’s yearly income and may be at risk of displacement from their 
home. They are severely cost‐burdened when paying more than 50% of their income. x

If this area/neighborhood sees a 15.0% rise in property values close to the redeveloped site, we 
es mate that the percent of renters who are at risk of displacement will rise from 56% before 
development, to 58% a er development.

Addi onally, 35% of this area/neighborhood's renters before development are already severely cost 
burdened, paying more than 50% of their household's annual income on housing costs. This 
brownfield development has the poten al to raise this to 35% of renters if the development causes 
property values to rise by 15.0%.
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Addi onal Resources
· EPA Brownfields   h ps://www.epa.gov/brownfields
· EPA EJSCREEN h ps://ejscreen.epa.gov/mapper/
· EPA EJSCREEN Indexes and Data  h ps://catalog.data.gov/dataset/ejscreen‐indexes‐2018‐
public‐release

· EPA EnviroAtlas h ps://enviroatlas.epa.gov/enviroatlas/interac vemap/
· U.S. Department of Energy Office of Economic Impact and Diversity
h ps://www.energy.gov/diversity/community‐benefit‐agreement‐cba‐toolkit

Data Sources, Limita ons, and Assump ons:
h ps://louisville.edu/cepm/publica ons/tool‐kits/brownfields‐community‐benefits‐assessment‐guide .
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