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Composite SWOT:

Strengths
¶ Proximity to downtown
¶ Rich history 
¶ Wealth of social services
¶ Local Industry
¶ Vacant land
¶ Neighborhood of Choice by city
¶ Solid infrastructure framework “Good Bones” 

Weaknesses
¶ Fragmented neighborhoods
¶ Drive-in churches
¶ Homeless population
¶ Little public open space
¶ High drop-out, unemployment, and poverty rates
¶ Abandoned property
¶ Lack of retail services

Opportunities 
¶ Proposed police precinct
¶ Higher education institutions
¶ Nearby employment districts
¶ Community school movement
¶ Service agencies expansion
¶ Retail services
¶ Cultural tourism
¶ HOPE VI 
¶ New development=new jobs
¶ Recently approved hotel plans

Threats
¶ Gentriýcation threat
¶ Hope VI and resident displacement
¶ Sluggish regional and national economy

Project Origins:
In the summer of 2009, leaders of St. Patrick Roman Catholic Church began discussing 
the need to create and implement a comprehensive revitalization plan for the area South 
of the Forum. With the assistance of students and faculty from the University of Memphis’ 
Graduate Program in City and Regional Planning, these leaders established a Steering 
Committee representing area churches, human service organizations, businesses and 
resident/tenant associations committed to revitalizing this once-thriving community.

The newly-established Steering Committee for a South of the Forum Revitalization 
Action Plan is committed to creating a plan that builds upon this historic neighborhood’s 
many assets and preserves its diversity. During the past several months, more 
than one hundred community and campus volunteers have completed a variety of 
research and outreach efforts to assist residents, business owners, and institutional 
leaders in identifying concrete steps than can be taken to strengthen the many unique 
neighborhoods that exist within the South of the Forum planning district.
During the coming months, the Steering Committee will be holding focus group with area 
organizations and interviewing local residents, business owners, and institutional leaders 
in order to create a plan that reþects the hopes and aspirations of local stakeholders. 
Quoting Father Timothy Sullivan O.S.P., Pastor of St. Patrick’s Roman Catholic Church, 
“Our goal is to ensure that the development promised to occur in our neighborhood, 
addresses the needs and wants of the people who actually live and work here.”
Those interested in joining the planning effort are encouraged to contact: Kasey Talbott, 
St. Patrick’s Planning Intern at: 901.527.2542 ext:1054 or jktlbott@memphis.edu

Boundaries:
¶ North- Beale Street
¶ East- East Street
¶ South- Crump Boulevard
¶ West- 3rd Street

The project area is located immediately south of the central business district and 
downtown area. It has excellent access to major interstates I-40, I-240, and I-55. The 
total parcel area is 614.76 acres. The total number of parcels survey is 1153.

Important Locations:
¶ Fedex Forum
¶ Clayborn Temple
¶ Robert Church Park
¶ Universal Life Insurance Building
¶ First Baptist Church Beale
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Neighborhood Origins:
The þat and fertile grounds of the mid-south area in the Mississippi Valley make it a 
predictable agricultural center and Memphis’ central geographic location also makes 
it an attractive transportation hub and logical connection point among many cities. As 
Memphis grew, another establishment grew just to the south of present day Union 
Avenue and was dubbed South Memphis. The population set up over time along the 
long established trading route of Mississippi Boulevard. The concentration of people 
in 1924 is shown below with the study area outlined in blue. This initial community 
establishment is the root of the present day neighborhood. Eventually river and rail 

connections solidiýed the cityôs status as a premier distribution center. The inþux of 
manufacturing and the continued agricultural production in the region, towards the end 
of the 19th century gave it a stable economy that attracted a steadily rising population. 
During this time, Beale Street had a mix of businesses owned by wealthy members of 
the community who predominately lived in the nearby neighborhoods that were part 
of former South Memphis. The yellow fever epidemics that spread through Memphis 

starting in 1878 caused a mass exodus of much of the population. Those who remained 
were predominately African American. Beale Street began to thrive soon after with a 
mix of businesses owned by African Americans and other minority groups, and began to 
establish itself and the surrounding area as the cultural and economic center of the African 
Americans community. During this time Robert Reed Church Sr. established himself as a 
community leader and businessman, and built Church Park along Fourth Street between 
Beale and Linden. In 1909 as cultural activities continued to grow, W.C. Handy wrote his 
famous song of “Memphis Blues” at P. Wee’s Saloon at the present site of Hard Rock 
Caf®. During this time the area of southern downtown þourished as a tight-knit community 
consisting primarily of African Americans but also a mix of other minority groups. Italian 
artist Mario Bacchelli is credited with giving an accurate portrayal of the vibrant African 
Americans community moving freely around an area that afforded them a place free from 

prejudice in “Panama Club, Beale Street” seen here. Memphis was winning awards for 
being one of the cleanest cities in the nation. After World War II the area saw decline in 
the residential and business core.  Soon after the assassination of Martin Luther King Jr., 
the city cleared many areas in an ill-fated attempt to improve what they saw as areas of 
blight. This action, coupled with the development of I-240 would cripple the strength of the 
community and break up its former identity as the area continued to decline in population 
and vitality.
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Planning History: 
The real beginnings of Memphis commenced in 1819 when William 

Laurence was commissioned to design city plans by Andrew Jackson, John 
Overton, and James Winchester. The position on the Chickasaw Bluff was a 
natural location for a regional development center with its high ground setting at 
the convergence of the Mississippi and Wolf Rivers. The map of Memphis from 
Laurence’s survey shows a carefully prepared street design using a grid pattern 
that would support future growth of the city. Eventually river and rail connections 
solidiýed the cityôs status as a premier distribution center. The next major plan 
for Memphis was prepared in 1924 by Harland Bartholomew. The transportation 
hub consisting of the river and ten rail connections kept goods and people moving 
through Memphis. Property owned by the railroad companies in 1924 depicted 

here clearly indicates that the city’s role as a central hub for the nation would impact 
the layout of the city for generations to come. Beale Street and the surrounding 
areas were soon targeted by the Urban Renewal program of the Federal Housing 
Administration to be cleared and replaced. Only 65 of 625 buildings in the renewal 
zone would be saved. 1500 residents were displaced as a result of the razing of 
the area. This action, coupled with the development of I-240, would cripple the 
strength of the community and continue the descent of the area. After the clearing 
of structures, the city struggled to assign and approve a developer to renew the 
area. The neighborhood sat in a state of ruin and decay for nearly a decade before 
plans to begin rebuilding were slowly adopted and initiated in 1980. Developers 
wanted to create a tourist attraction similar to Bourbon Street in New Orleans 

that ignored the nearby area context. The surrounding community identity and the historic roots of 
Beale Street were paid no attention. Additional comprehensive plans would be developed over the 
years for Memphis and included foresight for developing the downtown core and preventing sprawl. 
Unfortunately, these plans were never taken seriously. An overall lack to adhere to initiates to provide 
affordable housing, workforce development, economic incentive, and efýcient transportation have 
left many neighborhoods without the primary resources to revitalize without assistance. Many plans 
for the area were never more than proposals and the plans that were implemented seem to have 
only been partially executed. 
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This section of the data book paints a detailed picture of the population and housing proýles of the Study Area neighborhood.  These proýles are based on the 1990 and 2000 U.S. Census 
data.  The statistics in this section were the result of compiling data from the following Census Tracts in Shelby County, Tennessee: 
¶ Block Group 1, Census Tract 40 
¶ Block Group 2, Census Tract 40 
¶ Block Group 2, Census Tract 41 
¶ Block Group 1, Census Tract 44
¶ Block Group 1, Census Tract 45 
¶ Block Group 2, Census Tract 45
¶ Partial Block Group 1, Census Tract 41
¶ Minus Block South of Crump in Blocks Group 1, Census Tract 45.

Since Census Tracts 40 and 41 straddle the boundaries of the area, we have used the population of the census blocks to prorate statistics for these straddling areas. Census data is 
compared to other Memphis neighborhoods to further understand the signiýcance of the statistics for the study area.

Total Population

Vance Neighborhood and Comparison Areas
U.S. Census
1990-2000

  1990 2000 Percent 
change

Vance Neighborhood 4,222 3,497 -17.2%
South Memphis 8,656 6,998 -19.2%
Uptown 7,295 5,193 -28.8%
Binghampton 7,575 6,444 -14.9%
Fairgrounds 9,153 7,576 -17.2%
Memphis City 610,337 649,845 6.5%
Shelby County 826,330 897,472 8.6%
Tennessee 4,877,185 5,689,283 16.7%

The population for the study area is 3,364 people for the year 2009 and based on citydata.com’s projections from the 2000 census.
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Itós signiýcant to note that the mean household income of the study area has actually decreased from 1990-2000, whereas in the comparison areas, the median income increased.

Median Household Income
Poverty Rate

Vance Neighborhood and Comparison Areas Vance Neighborhood and Comparison Areas
U.S. Census U.S. Census
1990-2000 1990-2000

  1990 2000 Percent Change   1990 2000 Percent Change
Vance Neighborhood $13,448 $10,237 -24% Vance Neighborhood 80% 72% -8%
South Memphis $20,862 $26,687 28% South Memphis 46% 40% -6%
Uptown $14,797 $22,734 54% Uptown 66% 51% -15%
Binghampton $24,702 $30,632 24% Binghampton 42% 37% -5%
Fairgrounds $20,881 $26,475 27% Fairgrounds 43% 37% -6%
Memphis City $39,529 $41,892 6% Memphis City 23% 20% -3%
Shelby County $47,301 $51,375 9% Shelby County 18% 16% -2%
Tennessee $43,248 $47,180 9% Tennessee 16% 13% -3%

It is signiýcant to note that the percentage of individuals without a high school diploma in the study area is 29% percentage points higher that the City of Memphis as whole in the year 
2000.  The percentage of individuals with a college degree in the study area is 13 % percentage points lower than the City of Memphis as whole in the year 2000.

Educational Attainment for 25 and Older
Vance Neighborhood and Comparison Areas

U.S. Census
2000

  Year Less than High 
School

High School 
Diploma Some College College Degree

Vance Neighborhood
1990 67% 27% 5% 1%
2000 58% 29% 10% 3%

South Memphis 2000 54% 28% 14% 5%
Uptown 2000 60% 24% 14% 2%
Binghampton 2000 44% 31% 17% 7%
Fairgrounds 2000 53% 29% 14% 4%
Memphis City 2000 29% 29% 27% 16%
Shelby County 2000 25% 28% 29% 19%
Tennessee 2000 32% 31% 23% 15%
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The percentage of individuals in the study area under the age of 18 is 50%, nearly double the City of Memphis percentage.  The number of individuals over 64 is signiýcantly lower than 
other areas in the City of Memphis.

Age by Percent
Vance Neighborhood and Comparison Areas

U.S. Census
1990-2000

  Year Younger than 18 
years 18 to 64 years Older than 64 

years

Vance Neighborhood
1990 38% 52% 12%
2000 50% 42% 8%

South Memphis
1990 30% 55% 15%
2000 29% 55% 16%

Uptown
1990 39% 50% 11%
2000 36% 54% 10%

Binghampton
1990 31% 55% 14%
2000 30% 59% 11%

Fairgrounds
1990 28% 54% 18%
2000 28% 57% 15%

Memphis City
1990 27% 61% 12%
2000 28% 61% 11%

Shelby County 
1990 27% 62% 10%
2000 28% 62% 10%

Tennessee
1990 25% 62% 13%
2000 25% 63% 12%

A  majority of the study area residents work in the retail and business service industries.
Occupation by Percent

Vance Neighborhood and Comparison Areas
U.S. Census
1990-2000

  Year Healthcare Maunfact. Gov’t Retail/Buss. Service Labor / Trans

Vance Neighborhood
1990 7% 11% 2% 18% 7%
2000 8% 5% 29% 43% 27%

Memphis City 2000 1% 10% 23% 20% 19%
Shelby County 2000 12% 10% 23% 20% 17%
Tennessee 2000 11% 19% 23% 17% 23%



 
 

PAGE 10

The percentage of married couple households in the study area is half that of the City of Memphis. There is also a signiýcant percentage of female head of households.

Households by Family Type 
Vance Neighborhood and Comparison Areas

U.S. Census

2000

  Vance Neighborhood South 
Memphis Memphis City Shelby 

County

Total Households 1,204 2,445 250,907 338,560

      Individual Households 31% 31% 30% 27%

      Multi-person Households 69% 69% 70% 73%

         

Multi-person Households        

  Total (100%) 826 1,682 174,404 247,443

     Married Couples        

            Without Children 5% 13% 28% 31%

            With Children 5% 9% 22% 28%

    Male Head of Household        

            Without Children 4% 11% 4% 3%

            With Children 1% 6% 4% 3%

   Female Head of Household        

            Without Children 16% 29% 13% 11%

            With Children 61% 24% 21% 17%

  Other Household 8% 8% 8% 7%
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There is a signiýcantly disproportionate relationship between homeowner occupied and renter occupied dwelling units. The vacancy rate is almost triple that of the City of Memphis as a 
whole.

Dwelling Units and Occupancy
Vance Neighborhood and Comparison Areas

U.S. Census
1990-2000

  Year Total Units % Change in Total 
Units

Homeowner 
Occupied

Renter 
Occupied Vacant

Vance Neighborhood
1990 2,260

-29%
5% 80% 15%

2000 1602 5% 72% 23%

South Memphis
1990 3,225

-12%
46% 46% 8%

2000 2,835 46% 42% 12%

Uptown
1990 2,631

-22%
28% 60% 12%

2000 2,042 35% 52% 13%

Binghampton
1990 3,353

-16%
33% 56% 11%

2000 2,807 35% 54% 11%

Fairgrounds
1990 3,683

-11%
44% 47% 9%

2000 3,282 45% 45% 10%

Memphis City 
1990 248,573

9%
51% 42% 7%

2000 271,723 52% 41% 7%

Shelby County
1990 327,796

11%
55% 38% 7%

2000 362,954 59% 35% 6%

Tennessee
1990 2,026,067

20%
62% 30% 8%

2000 2,439,443 64% 28% 8%



 
 

PAGE 12

The a much higher percentage of the study area residents used public transportation as compared to theCity of Memphis as a whole.  A signiýcant number of residents also walk as their 
means of transportation.

Transportation Use by Area
Vance Neighborhood and Comparison Areas

U.S. Census
2000

 Mode of Transportation used for 
Commute Vance Neighborhood City of Memphis Shelby 

County Tennessee

Car, truck, or van: 53% 92% 93% 94%
Drove alone 30% 77% 80% 82%
Carpooled 23% 16% 13% 13%
Public transportation: 31% 3% 2% 1%
Bus or trolley bus 30% 3% 2% 1%
Streetcar or trolley car 1% 0% 0% 0%
Motorcycle 0% 0% 0% 0%
Bicycle 0% 0% 0% 0%
Walked 14% 2% 1% 2%
Other means 0% 1% 1% 1%
Worked at home 2% 2% 2% 3%

Commute Times by Area
Vance Neighborhood and Comparison Areas

U.S. Census
2000

Length of Commute Vance Neighborhood City of Memphis Shelby 
County Tennessee

Less than 5 minutes 0% 2% 2% 3%
5 to 9 minutes 4% 8% 8% 10%
10 to 14 minutes 16% 14% 13% 15%
15 to 19 minutes 17% 20% 18% 17%
20 to 24 minutes 14% 20% 19% 16%
25 to 29 minutes 4% 7% 8% 6%
30 to 34 minutes 24% 16% 18% 14%
35 to 39 minutes 2% 2% 2% 2%
40 to 44 minutes 1% 2% 2% 3%
45 to 59 minutes 6% 4% 5% 7%
60 to 89 minutes 12% 2% 2% 4%
90 or more minutes 0% 2% 2% 2%
Worked at home 2% 2% 2% 3%
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Land use: See Map 2, Map 3, and Map 4

Land Use by Area
Vance Neighborhood
Visual Survey 2009

  # 
Parcels % of Parcels Area 

(acres) % of Area Minimum 
(acres)

Maximum 
(acres)

Undeýned 22 1.9% 1.51 0.2% 0.01 0.034
Residential 269 23.3% 131.54 21.4% 0.01 26.55
Commercial 148 12.8% 115.92 18.9% 0.02 8.36
Industrial 53 4.6% 70.26 11.4% 0.06 5.12
Transportation 84 7.3% 39.61 6.4% 0.02 3.44
Infrastucture 12 1.0% 10.95 1.8% 0.16 1.87
Institutional 83 7.2% 130.71 21.3% 0.04 16.87
Open Space 36 3.1% 22.44 3.7% 0.04 5.52
Mixed Use 6 0.5% 4.16 0.7% 0.13 2.23
Vacant 431 37.4% 85.82 14.0% 0.02 1.72
Unknown 9 0.8% 1.84 0.3% 0.07 0.55
TOTAL 1153 100.0% 614.76 100.0% - -

¶ Vacancy accounts for 37.4% and 14% of the study area’s acreage. Vacancies are a major issue revealed through the survey.
¶ Institutions make up another large component of the land use at 21.3% of the study areaôs acreage. This indicates that the study area is ýlled with institutions. In this case institutions 

include churches, non-proýts, schools, etc.
¶ Residential uses are centralized vertically in the middle part of the study area, in close proximity to the core institutions.
¶ Commercial uses are centralized on the periphery of the study area.
¶ The industrial area in centralized in the Southwestern part of the study area.
¶ There are a signiýcant amount of absentee landlords in the study area, many coincide with vacant lots.

Current Zoning: See Map 5
¶ It is evident a signiýcant amount of variances have been granted because the land use and zoned use in many cases donôt agree.
Another issue with the zoning is the large swaths of parcels dedicated to PUDs (planned unit developments) and districts.
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Building Conditions: See Map 6

Building Conditions by Parcel
Vance Neighborhood
Visual Survey 2009

  # Parcels % of Parcels Area 
(acres) % of Area

Excellent 192 17.0% 160.59 26.2%
Good 254 22.5% 171.71 28.0%
Deteriorated 110 9.8% 116.41 19.0%
Extremely Delapidated 25 2.2% 13.55 2.2%
Burnout 1 0.1% 0.59 0.1%
No Structure 545 48.4% 149.91 24.5%
TOTAL 1127 100.0% 612.76 100.0%

* Parcels with no structure (545 parcels) and undeýned (26)  data excluded.

¶ 47.3% of the 1153 parcels in the study area have no structure. The parcels in this category are centralized to the older single family homes and open businesses.
¶ 28.7% of the 1153 can be considered Excellent or Good.
¶ 11.8% are deteriorated, dilapidate, or burnt out. Much of the housing stock (especially rental housing) is not up to code and should not be inhabitable.
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Site Conditions: See Map 7, Map 8, and Map 9
Site Conditions

Vance Neighborhood
Visual Survey 2009

  # Parcels % of Parcels Area 
(acres) % of Area

Clean/Mowed and Enhanced 301 26.6% 259.29 42.3%
Clean/Mowed 440 38.9% 210.76 34.4%
Code Violations 390 34.5% 143.2 23.4%
TOTAL 1131 100.0% 613.25 100.0%

* 22 pacels with unknown information were excluded

¶ An extremely large portion of the neighborhood is overgrown with weeds.
¶ Most of the sidewalks are cracked and difýcult to walk on.
¶ A serious litter and dumping problem is prevalent on parcels that are vacant or have vacant structures on them.
¶ Squatters are evident in many of the vacant structures.
¶ Most of the code violations like overgrown weeds, litter, squatter, erosion, etc. are centralized around the vacant lots and vacant structure. Areas where businesses are open and 

residents are currently living are in relatively good condition and kept maintained. The exception is that the public housing projects are litter ýlled.

Site Conditions by Parcel
Vance Neighborhood
Visual Survey 2009

  # Parcels % of Parcels Area 
(acres) % of Area

Cracked Sidewalks 444 38.5% 249.63 40.6%
Absence of Grass 57 4.9% 18.29 3.0%
Erosion/Drainage Issues 26 2.3% 16.55 2.7%
Weeds/Overgrowth 447 38.8% 148.12 24.1%
Litter 328 28.4% 185.79 30.2%
Dumpsites 65 5.6% 21.15 3.4%
Abandoned Construction Materials 20 1.7% 8.35 1.4%
Improper Storage (furniture/appliances) 17 1.5% 22.64 3.7%
Inoperable Car in Yard 11 1.0% 6.17 1.0%
Demolition Debris 16 1.4% 22.61 3.7%
Graýtti 10 0.9% 23.3 3.8%
Evidence of Squatters 26 2.3% 5.6 0.9%


