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Interim Report—January 2006 
Carver Terrace: Transition to Mixed-Income/Mixed Race Development 

 
1. Purpose of the Carver Terrace Community Redevelopment Project 

 
The long term goal of this project is to create a successful transfer of ownership of the Carver 
Terrace dwellings to its residents.  The current process through which Low Income Housing Tax 
Credit funding has been used to finance the redevelopment of the housing units at Carver Terrace 
also includes the residents’ right to purchase the units at the end of the fifteen year tax credit 
period.  This right to purchase represents a potential financial windfall for the residents, as the 
outstanding mortgage at the end of this time period is estimated to be $12 million. 
 
Currently, the property is managed by a partnership of the Carver Terrace Tenant and Civic 
Association (CTTCA) and the Telesis Corporation—the company selected by CTTCA through a 
competitive process to undertake the redevelopment and provide management services.  These 
management services are provided by Neighborhood Partners LLC.  The goal of successfully 
completing the transition to residents’ ownership will require the successful completion of the 
following objectives: 

o revitalizing the Carver Terrace Tenant and Civic Association—which has suffered from a 
loss of leadership—so that it is a knowledgeable and effective organization that 
represents the residents’ interests and is accorded legitimacy by the residents. 

o developing a transition plan with input of the residents that equitably distributes the 
financial equity accruing to the residents, while complying with legal and technical 
requirements of the LIHTC and corporate ownership regulations. 

o transforming the residents from a community of renters to a community of owners who 
are knowledgeable, skilled, empowered, and successful homeowners.  

 
To assist in the successful completion of these objectives, a community-based research team 
from Georgetown University has been contracted to acquire information about the community 
related to the residents’: 

o knowledge of the benefits of homeownership (both individually and collectively);  
o interests in homeownership and their involvement in the process;  
o concerns for the condition and maintenance of the property; and  
o youths’ engagement in the community. 

The research team has begun this work by examining demographic data about the residents—as 
available through the Neighborhood Partners LLC residents’ databases—and through a series of 
four focus groups with residents.  A community survey of roughly 100 residents is planned for 
February, which will serve as a baseline, with another survey to follow in the fall. 

 
2. Background 

  
a. The Carver Terrace Community 
 
The Carver Terrace Housing Development was built in the mid-1940s to house African-
American workers and their families in then-segregated Washington D.C.  It was built as 200 
one-bedroom and 206 two-bedroom units on 6.5 acres of land, along Maryland Avenue between 
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19th and 21st Streets, NE.  Carver Terrace was nicely-built, consisting of 33 garden-style 
buildings with brick masonry exterior. 
 
Carver Terrace experienced the decline of urban neighborhoods in the 1960s and 1970s resulting 
from the concentration of poverty and lack of services experienced by many communities during 
that time.  The introduction of crack cocaine in the 1980s, with its attendant drug wars, gangs 
and violence, turned Carver Terrace into one of DC’s targeted “hot spots.”  Since then, 
community residents have organized the Carver Terrace Tenant and Civic Association and have 
worked together with policy, city officials, and more recently the Telesis Corporation to reverse 
these negative influences and to undertake a social and physical revitalization of the community. 
 
b. The Mixed-Income/Mixed-Race Project  
 
The purpose of this project, as proposed to the Ford Foundation, is to explore the potential for 
creating a mixed-income/mixed race community through the use of the Low Income Tax Credit 
(LITC) Program.  A three phase initiative is envisioned to bring this project to fruition: 

1. Strengthening the residents’ association infrastructure and leadership, leading to an 
elected, representative, effective and legitimate residents’ association to guide the 
transition process. 
2. Educating the residents about their options for ownership and the benefits thereof.  
Together, the residents and their leaders would develop a blueprint that addresses the 
stakeholders’ concerns and would lead to residents’ ownership and accrual of wealth, as 
derived from the property’s appreciation. And 
3. Implementing the blueprint that leads to the transfer of ownership and accrual of 
wealth, through property ownership, to the residents. 
 

c. The Georgetown-Carver Terrace Community-Based Research Project 
 
The purpose of this community-based research project is to support the successful transition 
from rental to ownership status of the Carver Terrace residents, enabling the low-income 
residents of the community to accrue wealth through homeownership.  The initial phase of this 
study will document the changes in the Carver Terrace residents as this project unfolds.  Our 
goal is to measure changes in the knowledge and attitudes of the residents regarding 
homeownership in the following areas: 

o increased knowledge regarding the benefits of residents ownership; 
o increased involvement related to homeownership; and  
o increased concern for the condition and maintenance of the property. 

In addition, the study will examine the degree of engagement of young people in the community, 
which is expected to increase through the realization of property ownership benefits. 
 
Although it was originally anticipated that the researchers would undertake a survey of the 
residents upon awarding of the grant, we revised our methodology to include a set of focus 
groups prior to undertaking the baseline survey.  There are several reasons for including the 
focus groups prior to undertaking the survey: 
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o There were too many unknowns about the specific concerns of the residents to develop a 
reliable instrument, in areas such as housing and neighborhood quality, and the existence 
and activities of the residents’ association;  

o We wanted to modify measurement instruments used in literature to fit the circumstances 
of the Carver Terrace community; 

o We needed to assess residents’ current understanding of their residency and 
homeownership options to make survey relevant and reliable;  

o We wanted to hear the youth residents voice their perspectives on the challenges they see 
in the community and activities in which they are involved; and 

o We needed to identify community residents, both adult and youth, who would be partners 
in undertaking the community survey, which would ultimately produce more reliable and 
valid survey data. 

 
Thus, over the first four months of the Georgetown-Carver Terrace Research team’s involvement 
on this larger project, we undertook four focus groups in the community.  We selected the focus 
groups according to the following criteria: 

o Focus group #1: Selected by Neighborhood Partners’ management to include residents 
most knowledgeable about the long-term homeownership transition plan; 

o Focus group #2: Randomly selected from a group of long-term residents of the 
community—“protected residents”—as operationalized by those who lived in Carver 
Terrace prior to the renovation in 2002 and were assured of re-occupancy of renovated 
apartments upon completion of the renovation project; 

o Focus group #3: Randomly selected youth group, selected from a list of residents 
between the ages of 13 and 18 years old; and 

o Focus group #4: Randomly selected residents who lived in the community for less than 
three years (i.e. who had moved in as new residents subsequent to the buildings’ 
renovations).  

Some of the major findings of these focus groups are presented in section 4 below. 
 
In addition to undertaking the four focus groups, we have examined a sizable amount of 
demographic data that is collected by the Neighborhood Partners’ management organization.  
This includes information on: household size and composition; age, sex and marital status; 
household incomes and earnings sources; and tenure in the community.  We summarize some of 
these finding in the following section. 
 

3. Overview of the Carver Terrace Community Demographics 
 
[Integrate summaries of Peter’s analysis here] 
 age 
 household composition 
  sex 
  marital status 
  number of children 
 income 
 work status 
 tenure in community 
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Demographic Data Collection:  Results (see Appendix for tables) 
Carver Terrace is a young community, with the average age of the residents being 28.  Overall, 
58% of the residents are 30 or younger, 25% are between 30 and 50, and only 17% are over 50.  
The largest age group is 11-20 year-olds, which comprises 30% of the residents.  At the end of 
this 15 year rebuilding process (which has 12 more years to go), it is the people in this 11-20 age 
bracket that are going to be a main target for homeownership.  In 12 years, these residents will be 
at the age where they will most likely have jobs and families, and therefore may be interested in 
owning a home.  This is the age group that could turn Carver Terrace into a more permanent 
residential community if they choose to live and stay in the neighborhood. 
 
Carver Terrace is also dominated by small families.  There are 292 households in the 
community, and 80% of these contain three people or less.  Of these, there are 79 single-person 
households, and 213 are made up of couples or families.  The average unit size is only 2.5 
people.  The issue of small family sizes is important in evaluating the community as a place 
where people would want to raise their children.   
 
Regarding this topic, community features such as a community center or youth programs are 
important.  Despite the fact that there are few youth-based program in Carver Terrace, about 
46% of the population is high school age or younger.  Therefore, there need to be organized 
programs to keep these kids occupied so they have something to focus on and channel their 
energy towards.  These types of programs are important, because if people do not view Carver 
Terrace as an appealing neighborhood for raising their children, it is going to be difficult to 
create a permanent base of homeowners. 
 
The gender distribution in Carver Terrace is weighted towards females, as they comprise 58% of 
the population.  This statistic could be attributed to many single-parent households headed by the 
mother, or as a result of non-reported males who may live in the household, but are not on the 
lease because of legal implications.   
 
Overall, the people in Carver Terrace are making less money than the people in surrounding 
neighborhoods.  The average % of area median income is 32 (Most people in Carver Terrace are 
only making 32% of the average income in surrounding areas).  The average household gross 
income in $24,763, and the average household adjusted income (after adjustments for 
dependents, medical expenses, etc. have been made) is $24,164. 
 
Obtaining accurate demographic data for this project is a crucial for the subsequent steps of the 
project.  For example, it is necessary to know the age breakdown of the community in order to 
figure out the best way to approach the formulation of focus groups and administration of the 
surveys.  Middle-aged and older people are most likely going to respond to the intrusiveness of 
“being studied” differently than are the youths, because the older people have been through 
similar situations and may have seen them not work out.  Therefore, the older people may be 
more pessimistic and skeptical about the whole project, and as a result be more unwilling to 
divulge their opinions and feelings on the matter.  More persuasive measures, including a 
monetary compensation, may prove important in mustering the participation of the older 
residents.  This participation is crucial, because many of the older residents lived in Carver 
Terrace before the remodeling was done, and thus have valuable insight into how the community 
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has improved and the chances of Carver Terrace becoming a community of homeowners.  As 
demonstrated by this example, researchers have to know the population that they are going to 
study in order more effectively focus their survey approach. 
 

4. Focus Group Results 
 
As noted above, in section 2.c., the purpose of undertaking the focus groups was to get to know 
the community’s understandings of the issues better and to recruit members of the community to 
work as partners on the research project. (Note here how well this succeeded, or not, such as: 
This proved to be an effective strategy, as we were able to refine our survey instruments to 
improve their reliability and validity and we were able to recruit 10-12 community residents to 
work as community surveyors alongside of students and faculty, thereby enhancing the residents 
trust of the research process and their participation in it.)  
 
a. First Focus Group (10/22/05) Findings 
 
For the first focus group, the Neighborhood Partners’ Resident Manager invited nine residents to 
participate based on his assessment of their “good standing” in the community.  Of these nine, 
three participated in the focus group on 10/22/06 which lasted for nearly two hours.  
 
The main issues raised by this group included: 

o fear of displacement—that “big business,”  “they,” government agencies, or “rich people” 
would end up taking over the neighborhood and moving out all of the current residents. 

o youth concerns—lack of positive activities or programming for young people leaves them 
hanging out in the neighborhood, causing trouble; pose a security threat to adults, 
especially the older residents; need for playground and recreational area for youths; need 
for parenting classes for adults. 

o housing and neighborhood concerns—concern for lack of safety and security; no police 
substation in community as promised; emergency vehicles racing through neighborhood; 
complaints about housing construction materials and workmanship, mice; expressed 
approval for landscaping and exterior maintenance, but unkempt trash areas leading to 
rodents. 

o homeownership interests—varying views expressed, some conditionally interested, if 
materials and construction could be improved, or outdoor space added, or more indoor 
space included; one not at all interested. 

o views on residents’ leadership—ranged from not knowing anything about association to 
downright criticism and dissatisfaction; anger expressed toward association leaders’ 
disrespect for community residents’ initiative. 

 
Recommendations for improvements offered by this group: 

o community organization—need for revitalized and/or reorganized association and 
community-focused leadership with residents’ active participation. 

o youth programs—need for recreational and academic enrichment programs for young 
people of all ages; need for playground, recreation center (whole building) and playing 
fields. 
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o physical improvements—many repairs needed for individual apartments and buildings, 
before residents will consider purchasing; safety concerns such as exterior locks and 
lighting must be addressed. 

o services and supports—need to connect with outside service providers and agencies, 
schools and churches; need for full time community center staff. 

o homeownership—need for developing a plan to accrue equity before residents would take 
the homeownership option seriously. 

 
b. Second Focus Group (11/10/05) Findings 
 
The second focus group, held 11/10/05, consisted of “protected” residents of the Carver Terrace 
community--i.e. those who had lived their prior to the renovation and were ensured of occupancy 
of newly renovated units.  These are longer-term residents and some are quite knowledgeable 
about the community’s history and the renovation project.  There was a large turnout for this 
meeting; we invited nn of NN residents on the “protected” list, of which 28 turned out for this 
two-hour session.  The larger turnout may have been due to the $20 honorarium offered to 
attendees, more convenient timing, and/or word-of-mouth invitations spread amongst the 
residents. 
 
Main issues raised by this group included: 

• Renovation work--the general feeling was lukewarm about the renovation. Most agreed 
that the apartment buildings do look nicer now than they did before, however they agreed 
that the construction quality was poor, and many of the changes meant to last have 
already begun to fall apart.  

• Playground--there was consensus that a playground needs to be built. Attendees noted 
there had been one before the renovation, but it was taken down during construction and 
never replaced.  Most people agreed that a playground would give the neighborhood 
children a place to play and would keep them from looking for other activities that might 
get them into mischief. 

• Physical amenities--some noted that the grounds are nice and well-kept.  One noted 
access to public transportation as a plus. Others noted the grass is already being torn 
apart. Many cited garbage collection as a problem. 

• Building interiors--many had specific complaints about their apartment units. The elderly 
said that the traveling up and down stairs in physically taxing, and they would appreciate 
a public elevator. Others said that some stairwells lack guardrails, and the complex lacks 
a functioning intercom.   

• Community leadership--most of the participants admitted that they did not even know 
that Carver Terrace had a Residents Association. Some looked to the city council, local 
church or the late Patsy Hartsfield for leadership, but none mentioned the current 
Residents’ Association or its leadership.  They would like the newsletters to be printed 
again, and they would appreciate notification about upcoming board meetings and 
elections.  

• Homeownership--there were opposing viewpoint on the issue of home ownership – those 
who wholeheartedly want to own and those who want nothing to do with it.  For those 
opposed, people expressed concern that the buildings have been so poorly constructed 
and renovated that they will not likely last for the next 10-15 years. Some mentioned that 
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they would not want to buy an apartment because they do not consider it a “home.” 
Those interested in purchasing saw it as a potentially good investment. Others felt that 
owning their own apartment would give them a legitimate stake in the way the buildings 
are managed.  

 
 

c. Third Focus Group--Youths (12/5/05) Findings 
 
For the third focus group, we invited youths by sending letters to their parents/guardians and 
asking their permission for their sons/daughters to attend the session on 12/5/05. Letters were 
sent to the parents/guardians of 25 youths, hoping to yield approximately 15 attendees.  Although 
youths were offered a $10 stipend, only five attended.  
 
Key findings from youth focus group: 

o Young people are fairly negative about community, but not without hope; they have 
grand dreams that the community can be saved, but no realistic ideas as to how. 

o They see safety and violence as major concerns, but don’t see solutions other than to stay 
indoors or away from threats; and/or join a clique for protection. 

o They desperately want valuable things to do during non-school hours, but don’t know 
what they are.  Almost any suggestion seems worthwhile and interesting.  There was 
some recognition that interested and skilled/knowledgeable adults are needed to make 
programs work.  They are skeptical that others will participate in meaningful way.  Yet 
they realize their desperation must be shared by others so there is hope that some 
program can succeed. 

o There is a strong disconnect between wanting to have programs and knowing how to get 
them started and appealing to others so that they will succeed.  Money and advertising 
seen as needed.  Little understanding of need for personal recruiting and contact to lead to 
program’s growth or success. 

o Some understanding of the need for discipline and support for academic success; they see 
the need to have “authorities” to enforce rules and set up programs. 

o They don’t see themselves or their families staying here.  One wants to return to help, to 
give back; but this will be “after he is a millionaire.” 

o Strong support for going to college.  Academic success seen as way out of hood.  But 4 of 
5 don’t see ever coming back or looking back once they are gone. 

o This group may be different from other youths—they have strong parental support, 
parents influencing their life choices, even supporting them to be here tonight; especially 
urging them on to go to college.  They see others as not being involved and not doing 
anything valuable with their lives and see themselves as not going down that path. 

 
 
d. Fourth Focus Group (1/17/06) Findings 
 
The fourth focus group consisted of five female residents who have lived in the community for 
less than two years.  We started with a list of NN residents who lived in the community fewer 
than two years and selected a random sample of 33 names, hoping to get about half to participate 
in the focus group.  Invitees were offered an honorarium of $20, but only five attended the 
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session on 1/17/06.  We placed greater emphasis on the homeownership questions for this group, 
but nevertheless elicited information about housing and neighborhood characteristics and 
community leadership. 
 
Key findings from the fourth focus group include: 

• Homeownership--most of the participants admitted that they are not interested in 
purchasing their Carver Terrace homes. Many cited the shoddy reconstruction, rat 
infestation, and safety concerns as reasons why they do not intend to buy their homes. 
One participant, however, did express interest in buying her home. She sees it as a great 
investment but acknowledged that there are many problems facing the community that 
need to be fixed before she would commit to purchasing. 

• Safety--the participants said that biggest issue facing the neighborhood is safety. 
Vandalism runs rampant. One woman said that her car has been vandalized five times 
already, and she has lived in Carver Terrace for less than a year. There is also major drug 
problem, and one resident said that she smells marijuana virtually every day.  

• Management--another commonly cited problem was the poor management. The residents 
voiced their frustrations and said that their calls are rarely returned and their problems are 
rarely fixed by the management.  

• Residents’ Association--participants knew about the existence of the Resident 
Association, but most agreed it is not active or helpful enough. One participant said that 
an organizational meeting for the entire community would be helpful and that perhaps 
each building could have a representative in the Resident Association so that everyone 
would be better informed. 

• Neighborhood amenities-- there are no areas for the local children to play (i.e. play-
ground, basketball court), so consequently, some children tend to hang out and get into 
trouble. Another major concern is the lack of adequate parking. The participants said 
there is simply not enough parking, and when many get home from work, they are forced 
to park blocks away.  They suggested an additional parking lot as well as assigned 
parking. 

• Positive features--A few commented about the convenient transportation and said it 
provides a good alternative to driving downtown in their own cars. Others mentioned that 
they appreciate the after-school programs for the kids, however they wish that it could be 
expanded to include children of all ages.  

 
e. Overall Summary of Focus Groups 
 
Insert summary of content analysis of transcripts here: from Mary and DeAnn summary: 
 Overall summary, including tables with frequencies 
  Differences between adults and youths??? 
  Differences in emphases among any sets of the adult groups??? 
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5. Implications for survey, research agenda, and overall objectives  [SM to fill in] 
 
understanding of specific issues: 

o quality of work—internal and external 
o several big-ticket items such as parking, rec areas, playground 
o security and safety concerns 
o public service and programs availability (lack therof) 
o lack of programming for youths 
o lack of knowledge of ownership opportunities and options 
o lack of interest in homeownership 
o wide range of educational and cultural change needed 

  education: 
   benefits of ownership 
   responsibilities of ownership 
   technical matters—budgets, contracting, maintenance, etc. 
  cultural change:  
   need of self-empowerment,  responsibility 
   organization of owners needs to be built and trusted 
   trust of neighbors and youth needs to be built 
 
Survey items to include: 

o desire for homeownership 
o benefits of homeownership 
o crime and safety issues 
o responsibilities of homeownership 
o financial creditworthiness required for h.o. 
o who is responsible for what owner vs. renter 
o awareness of budgeting and contracting and maintenance 
o trust of neighbors, management, residents’ ass’n, Telesis, “city officials” police, govt 

service-providers, schools, churches 
o their interest in participating in organization, to contribute to, or to lead org’n 
o their children’s activities 
o their trust of young people 

 
 
Overall objectives: 
 need to educate about h.o., credit-worthiness, and management; 
 need to create incentive scheme with residents’ input 
  need to focus on financial incentives and building matters 
 need to create legitimate residents’ assn 
 need residents to participate in all steps of process:  its hard but needed 
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Appendix 

Table 1 : Age Range 

Age 
Range  

# 
People 

% of Total 
Population 

% 
Male 

% 
Female 

Avg 
Household 
Size 

Avg 
Household 
Income 

Avg. Income Per 
Person 

0--4 42 5.8 59.5 40.5 4 $29,302  $7,326 

5--9 79 10.9 59.5 40.5 
                 

4  $25,659  $6,415 
10--14 109 15.0 53.2 46.8 3 $26,321  $8,774 
15-19 101 13.9 49.5 50.5 3 $27,503  $9,168 
20--34 132 18.2 35.6 64.4 3 $28,434  $9,478 
35--49 140 19.3 20.7 79.3 3 $28,331  $9,444 
50--64 87 12.0 56.3 43.7 2 $21,211  $10,606 
65 + 35 4.8 65.7 34.3 2 $20,963  $10,482 

 

Table 2: Household Size    
Unit 
Size 

# 
Households 

# 
People 

% Total 
Pop 

Avg. 
Age 

Avg. Household 
Income 

1 79 79 10.90% 51 $20,086  
2 80 160 22.10% 35 $23,606  
3 74 219 30.20% 24 $26,184  
4 38 156 21.50% 22 $28,921  
5 15 75 10.30% 21 $32,045  
6 6 36 5.00% 16 $39,238  

 

Table 3: Males and Females  

  Number % of Total Pop 
Median 
Age 

Males 306 42.21 16 
Females 419 57.79 30 

 

Table 4 : Age Range 

Age 
Range  

# 
People 

% of Total 
Population 

% 
Male 

% 
Female 

Average 
Household 
Size 

Average 
Household 
Income 

Average 
Income Per 
Person 

0--4 42 5.8 59.5 40.5 4 $29,302  $7,326 

5--9 79 10.9 59.5 40.5 
                 

4  $25,659  $6,415 
10--14 109 15.0 53.2 46.8 3 $26,321  $8,774 
15-19 101 13.9 49.5 50.5 3 $27,503  $9,168 
20--34 132 18.2 35.6 64.4 3 $28,434  $9,478 
35--49 140 19.3 20.7 79.3 3 $28,331  $9,444 
50--64 87 12.0 56.3 43.7 2 $21,211  $10,606 
65 + 35 4.8 65.7 34.3 2 $20,963  $10,482 
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Table 5: Household Size    
Unit 
Size 

# 
Households 

# 
People 

% Total 
Pop 

Avg. 
Age 

Avg. Household 
Income 

1 79 79 10.90% 51 $20,086  
2 80 160 22.10% 35 $23,606  
3 74 219 30.20% 24 $26,184  
4 38 156 21.50% 22 $28,921  
5 15 75 10.30% 21 $32,045  
6 6 36 5.00% 16 $39,238  
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Table 6: Buildings and Courtyards     

Courtyard BLD 
# 

People 
% Total 

Population 
# 0-19 yr 

olds 

% Building 
Population 
Age 0-19 

Average 
Unit Size 

Median HH 
Income Per 

Person 
1 2000 30 4.14% 17 56.67% 3.33 7,566.50 
1 2002 25 3.45% 14 56.00% 3.13 13,459.40 
1 2004 30 4.14% 19 63.33% 3.00 10,754.17 

Total   85 11.72% 50 58.82%     
                

2 2008 18 2.48% 9 50.00% 2.25 22,738.75 
2 2010 23 3.17% 12 52.17% 2.56 12,000.00 
2 2012 23 3.17% 10 43.48% 2.56 10,878.00 
2 2014 20 2.76% 8 40.00% 2.50 13,132.33 
2 2016 27 3.72% 14 51.85% 3.00 13,409.00 
2 2018 26 3.59% 11 42.31% 2.89 9,149.83 
2 2020 26 3.59% 16 61.54% 3.71 8,757.00 
2 2022 30 4.14% 17 56.67% 3.00 7,301.25 

Total   193 26.62% 97 50.26%     
                

3 1100 16 2.21% 2 12.50% 1.33 20,386.50 
3 1102 13 1.79% 2 15.38% 1.30 12,415.50 
3 1104 15 2.07% 0 0.00% 1.25 17,733.00 
3 1106 15 2.07% 1 6.67% 1.25 9,182.00 
3 1108 14 1.93% 1 7.14% 1.08 13,692.00 

Total   73 10.07% 6 8.22%     
                

4 1112 29 4.00% 17 58.62% 2.90 9,022.50 
4 1114 24 3.31% 10 41.67% 3.00 10,140.33 
4 1116 25 3.45% 14 56.00% 3.57 5,482.75 
4 1118 27 3.72% 16 59.26% 3.38 6,637.50 
4 1120 27 3.72% 11 40.74% 3.00 7,050.00 
4 1122 25 3.45% 11 44.00% 3.13 7,501.25 

Total   157 21.66% 91 57.96%     
                

5 900 26 3.59% 15 57.69% 2.60 5,484.00 
5 902 23 3.17% 11 47.83% 2.88 8,605.50 

Total   49 6.76% 26 53.06%     
                

6 2001 20 2.76% 9 45.00% 2.50 12,247.64 
6 2003 19 2.62% 7 36.84% 2.38 8,499.25 
6 2005 17 2.34% 7 41.18% 2.13 13,734.50 
6 2007 22 3.03% 8 36.36% 2.20 10,876.00 

Total   78 10.76% 31 39.74%     
                

7 1905 24 3.31% 8 33.33% 2.40 9,656.75 
7 1907 25 3.45% 15 60.00% 3.13 7,551.75 
7 1909 18 2.48% 9 50.00% 2.25 7,494.17 
7 1911 23 3.17% 11 47.83% 2.56 11,454.33 

Total   90 12.41% 43 47.78%     
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Total   725 100.00% 344       
 

Table 7: Income Range  
Income Range # People (16+) % People (16 +) 
$0  128 27.29% 
$1-4,999 20 4.26% 
$5,000-9,999 70 14.93% 
$10,000-14,999 47 10.02% 
$15,000-19,999 35 7.46% 
$20,000-24,999 36 7.68% 
$25,000-29,999 31 6.61% 
$30,000-34,999 50 10.66% 
$35,000-39,999 27 5.76% 
$40,000-44,999 12 2.56% 
$45,000-49,999 9 1.92% 
$50,000 + 4 0.85% 
Total 469 100.00% 
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Table 8: Sources of Income 

Number of 
Sources Income Source 

# People 
16+ 

% Pop 
16+ 

Avg 
Age 

Median 
Income 

Min 
Income 

Max 
Income 

                
1 Source               
  Employment 170 36.25% 39.2 29,268.00 5,933.00 54,712.00 
  Pension 81 17.27% 57.0 7,386.00 3,192.00 34,620.00 
  Public Assistance 17 3.62% 32.5 4,101.00 2,868.00 6,396.00 
  Other 7 1.49% 45.1 6,336.00 1,800.00 10,644.00 
Subtotal   275 58.63%         
                
2 Sources               

  
Employment, 
Pension 17 3.62% 48.5 24,592.00 17,972.00 35,028.00 

  
Employment, 
Public Assistance 6 1.28% 38.8 22,603.00 7,332.00 35,556.00 

  Employment, Other 14 2.99% 36.0 30,314.00 13,960.00 44,142.00 

  
Pension, Public 
Assistance 15 3.20% 46.0 10,524.00 7,380.00 30,552.00 

  Pension, Other 6 1.28% 47.8 12,482.00 8,737.00 21,768.00 

  
Public Assistance, 
Other 0 0.00% - - - - 

Subtotal   58 12.37%         
                
3 Sources               

  

Employment, 
Pension, Public 
Assistance 4 0.85% 38.0 26,569.00 17,831.00 39,525.00 

  
Employment, 
Pension, Other 1 0.21% 41.0 54,899.00 54,899.00 54,899.00 

  

Employment, 
Public Assistance, 
Other 1 0.21% 29.0 33,050.00 33,050.00 33,050.00 

  
Pension, Public 
Assistance, Other 2 0.43% 36.0 17,093.00 16,820.00 17,365.00 

Subtotal   8 1.71%         
                
4 Sources               

  

Employment, 
Pension, Public 
Assistance, Other 0 0.00% - - - - 

                
No Income 
Recorded, 
16-18 y.o.   56 11.94% - - - - 
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No Income 
Recorded, 
19+   72 15.35% - - - - 
                
TOTAL   469 100.00%         

 

Table 9: CT compared with Surrounding Neighborhood; Ward; City 

  
Carver Terrace, 
(2005) 

Neighborhood Cluster 
23 

Ward 
5 

Washington, 
DC 

          
% Pop. 16+ years 
employed 45.4% 43.0% 47.0% 63.6% 
% HH on Public 
Assistance 21.1% 9.5% 6.7% 5.5% 

Cluster, ward Data from year 2000 Census, compiled by http://www.neighborhoodinfodc.org  
Washington DC data from year 2000 Census, US Census Bureau. http://www.census.gov 
 
 
Table 10: Income Types 

Type of Income 
Number of Persons 
16 + 

 % Population 
16 +  

Public 
Assistance 45 9.59% 

Pension 126 26.87% 

Employment 213 45.42% 
 

 
 
 

http://www.neighborhoodinfodc.org/
http://www.census.gov/

