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The following sources have been reviewed by the study team. The general conclusion of the 

collection of sources strongly suggests that new multi-family development does not reduce the 

value of properties around it. We recommend that individuals carry out their own additional 

research and consult a property appraiser or other professionally qualified person for specific 

input as desired.  

 
Arah Schuur (2005) The Impact of Multi-family Development on Single Family Home Prices in the 
Greater Boston Area 
 
“One of the key factors motivating homeowners to object to nearby development is a fear that new 

development will negatively affect the value of their homes. In the case studies examined in this thesis, 

the quantitative evidence does not support the theory that large, multifamily developments have a 

negative impact on the sales price of nearby single-family homes.”  (p. 93 of source) 

Henry O. Pollakowski, David Ritchay, and Zoe Weinrobe (2005) Effects Of Mixed-Income, Multi-

Family Rental Housing Developments on Single-Family Housing Values 

“We conclude that the introduction of the large, dense, multi-family Avalon Oaks development did not 

negatively affect the sales price of single-family homes in the impact area.”  (p. 53 of source) 

Urban Land Institute (2005) Higher Density Development - Myth and Fact 

“No discernible difference exists in the appreciation rate of properties located near higher-density 

development and those that are not. Some research even shows that higher-density development can 

increase property values. (p. 13 of source) 

 

Mark Obrinsky and Debra Stein - Joint Centre for Housing Studies – Harvard University (2007) 

Overcoming Opposition to Multi-Family Rental Housing 

“[In] general, neither multifamily rental housing, nor low-income housing, causes neighboring property 

values to decline.”  (p. 10 of source) 

Housing Ministry – British Columbia (2014) Towards More Inclusive Neighbourhoods 

“House prices in the vicinity of the non -market project increased as much - and in some cases, more than 

- nearby areas of similar housing types and ages.”  (p. 13 of source) 

Appraisal Institute of Canada – Manitoba Association (2018) Study Area Value Impacts Related to 

Infill Property Development  

Please note the following report was completed Pre-COVID. 

“From the development areas considered within this report, where there was sufficient data to draw a 
conclusion (other than reduced sales and listings volumes during the period of adjacent construction) no 
discernible negative impact on area property values was discovered.” (p. 13 of source) 
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ABSTRACT 
 
The impact of large, multifamily developments on nearby single-family home prices was tested 
in five towns in the Greater Boston Area.  Case studies that had recent multifamily developments 
built near transit nodes or town centers were chosen.  For each town, a conservative impact zone 
around the multifamily development was established, and sales prices in this area were compared 
to those in the rest of the town. 
 
Using data on the sales of single-family homes from 1987 until 2005, regression analyses were 
used to construct hedonic price models for the impact and control areas.  This model was used to 
create a sales price index over time. The trend in the index of the impact zone and the control 
area was compared in the years immediately preceding the permitting of the multifamily 
development and the years following completion of the development in order to determine if the 
multifamily development affected sales prices in the impact zone. 
 
In the four cases for which there was appropriate data, no negative effects in the impact zone 
were found.  
 
 
 
Thesis Supervisor: Henry O. Pollakowski 
Title: Research Associate 

 3



ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS 
 
 
I would like to thank my reader, Professor Terry S. Szold, for her guidance through this process 
and for her tireless energy and kindness as a teacher and a mentor.  She has been an inspiration to 
me in an academic and professional capacity.  Thanks also to my advisor, Henry Pollakowski, 
for sharing his knowledge and experience in this field.    I’d also like to thank my academic 
advisor, Susan Silberberg, who assuaged my nervousness about returning to school with sound, 
practical advice. 
 
Thanks to my family for their ongoing support of my meandering career path, their eagerness to 
listen as I discovered this new area of interest, and for all of the newspaper clippings about city 
planning that they’ve sent over the last two years.  Thanks to JJ for always being ready to play 
the game and to Club 32 for many stress-relieving family nights.  Finally, a huge thanks to the 
Old Ladies for two years of drinks, dinners, and unflagging willingness to listen to me complain! 
 
 
 
 

 4



TABLE OF CONTENTS 
 

 
 
CHAPTER 1: INTRODUCTION 7
 Thesis Purpose and Organization 7
 Introduction to the Issues  

 
8

CHAPTER 2: LITERATURE REVIEW 19
 Repeat Sales Price Studies 20
 Hedonic Studies 23
 Other Studies 

 
26

CHAPTER 3: METHODOLOGY 29
 Case Selection Criteria and Resources 29
 Impact Zones 32
 Quantitative Analysis 

 
34

CHAPTER 4: CASE STUDY PROFILES 39
 Scenario 1: Age-restricted Residential Projects 
    Case 1: Longwood Place at Reading 40
    Case 2: Oak Hill 44
 Scenario 2: Contemporary 40B Residential Projects 
    Case 3: The Woodlands at Abington Station 49
    Case 4: Fairhaven Garden  52
 Scenario 3: Creating Affordability by Increasing Supply  
    Case 5: Canton Center 

 
57

CHAPTER 5: QUANTITATIVE ANALYSIS 63
    Case 1: Longwood Place at Reading 64
    Case 2: Oak Hill  71
    Case 3: The Woodlands at Abington Station 75
    Case 4: Fairhaven Garden  81
    Case 5: Canton Center 

 
85

CHAPTER 6: CONCLUSIONS 
 

93

APPENDICES 
 

99

BIBLIOGRAPHY 113
 

 5



 
 

 6



CHAPTER 1: INTRODUCTION 

 

Thesis Purpose and Organization 

 In this thesis, I investigate the effect of multifamily development on the prices of nearby 

single-family homes in five towns in the Greater Boston Area.  In the suburban towns that 

surround Boston there is strong community opposition to development, specifically the 

development of multifamily projects.  One of the root causes of this opposition is local 

homeowners’ fear that new development will depress the value of their houses.  In order to test 

the validity of these concerns, I measure the single-family house prices in towns where at least 

one multifamily development was planned, permitted, and built. I consider sales prices in the 

periods before, during and after the multifamily project was erected in order to determine if the 

development had an effect on the trajectory of sales prices of homes around it as compared to the 

rest of the town.  

This research builds upon previous studies looking at the effect of housing developments 

on surrounding single-family homes.  Specifically, this thesis extends the work of David Ritchay 

and Zoë Weinrobe,1 who studied the impact of large, affordable projects built under 

Massachusetts’ Comprehensive Permit Law, commonly known as Chapter 40B.  Ritchay and 

Weinrobe’s work was the first of its kind to focus on Massachusetts, and in this thesis I seek to 

extend their findings to a different type of development.  While Ritchay and Weinrobe selected 

cases in which large developments were built in low-density, single-family neighborhoods, I 

address cases of multifamily developments that have been built near transit nodes, areas with 

commercial development, or town centers.  I sought case studies that embody certain elements of 

Smart Growth planning, such as building near transit and other infrastructure and incorporating a 
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diversity of housing options within a community.  Smart Growth is a relatively new and often 

nebulously defined term, but it is an important movement in contemporary land use planning, 

and has been championed by state-level officials in Massachusetts as the preferred model for 

future development.  While assessing the success of Smart Growth principles is beyond the 

scope of this thesis, I wanted to use case studies that address this movement.  

My thesis is organized into six chapters: the introduction in which I introduce some key 

theories and ideas, a literature review that examines previous research on the impacts of 

affordable and multifamily housing on nearby single-family homes, a description of the case 

study developments that I have chosen and the towns that they are in, an explanation of the 

methodology that I use for the quantitative analysis, a review of the results of the quantitative 

analysis, and a conclusion that addresses both this research and ideas for additional studies on the 

topic.  

  

Introduction to the Issues  

 
The Massachusetts Housing Crisis 

Housing availability and affordability are among the most pressing issues facing the 

Commonwealth of Massachusetts today and the situation in the Greater Boston area is 

particularly severe.   A 2004 study by the National Low Income Housing Coalition2 determined 

that Massachusetts had the second least affordable rents of any state, and the Boston 

metropolitan area had the eighth least affordable rents of any U.S. city.   According to the 2003 

Greater Boston Housing Report Card, rents are increasingly unaffordable3 in the Boston 

metropolitan area, with 43.3% of households paying more than 30% of their income for rent, and 

21.5% paying more than half of their income.4  
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Buying a home is little better.  In 2002, Massachusetts had the third highest median home 

price of any state,5 and despite relatively high incomes, had the third highest housing 

affordability burden as well.6  The median price of a single-family home in the Greater Boston 

area exceeded $400,000 in 2003.7  Again, declining affordability is the trend – in 2003, a 

household at the median income could only afford to buy a median priced house in only 70 of the 

161 Greater Boston communities, a decrease from 95 communities in 2001 and 149 in 1998.8  

The cost of housing is breaking household budgets, changing neighborhoods, and displacing 

lower-income and young families.  Governor Romney has voiced concerns that high housing 

costs may even begin to impact the Commonwealth’s economic competitiveness, as firms 

consider relocating to areas with more affordable housing for their workers. 

 In the most basic economic sense, the skyrocketing housing costs are caused by an 

imbalance in housing supply and demand for housing.   A relatively strong and diverse economy, 

high wages, and quality of life continue to attract households to the Greater Boston Area, 

resulting in a strong demand for housing.  Between 1990 and 2000 the number of households in 

Boston increased by almost 130,000, or 7.7%.9  While the recession has slowed this growth in 

the past three years, it is expected that as the economy recovers, and demographic trends such as 

immigration and decreasing household size persists, the Greater Boston Area will continue to see 

a growth in households.  In fact, in 2000 the Census Bureau projected that the Greater Boston 

area would see an increase of 100,000 households by the year 2010.10

 Meanwhile, the supply of housing, particularly multifamily housing and housing that is 

affordable to moderate and low-income households, has not kept pace with this demand.  In the 

same ten years, from 1990 to 2000, the housing supply only increased by 5%, or 91,567 units,11 a 

shortfall of almost 40,000 units.  Construction starts, particularly for multifamily housing, are far 
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below the level needed to balance demand.   Permits for multifamily units fell from 1970s highs 

of about 14,000 units per year to an average of less than 1,500 units per year in the 1990s.12  

Land use statistics reinforce this story.  Across the Greater Boston Area, land is being developed 

seven times faster than the population is growing.13  Residential density is declining across the 

state, with persons per acre decreasing from 11.19 in 1950 to 4.97 in 2000.14  These figures 

confirm what is visually evident in many of the towns in the Greater Boston area.  The new 

housing that is being developed is primarily large single-family homes on even larger lots, 

expensive, low-density housing that is largely unaffordable to moderate and lower income 

households. 

The slow pace of multifamily building is not due to a lack of demand – the housing 

shortage in the state is widely acknowledged and well documented – but rather by local 

reluctance to permit and build multifamily developments.  In 2000, Massachusetts ranked 46th 

among the 50 states in number of building permits issued.  Multifamily permits represented less 

than 15% of the total, well below the national average.  According to Massachusetts Housing 

Partnership, only 28 towns in Massachusetts approved multifamily developments of five or more 

units between 2000 and 2002,15 meaning that 90 percent of towns across the state did not 

approve a single multifamily development.  As of 2001, 45 Massachusetts communities had 

implemented growth-rate bylaws that essentially curtailed new construction altogether.16  It is 

this widespread resistance to development that exacerbates the housing shortage and drives 

housing prices higher and higher. 
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The Homevoter Hypothesis 

Behind an alphabet soup of NIMBYs, NOPErs, and BANANAs17 is the disturbing reality 

that very little development is occurring in Massachusetts.  Indeed, beyond a select few urban 

areas, almost no new multifamily housing is being built in the state.   As noted above, zoning and 

other local land use controls have created this effective development moratorium across the 

Greater Boston Area.  In many towns, the zoning ordinance prohibits higher-density housing, 

and in many cases land use controls effectively rule out all new development.   

William Fischel has extended the Homevoter Hypothesis as a means of understanding 

this local resistance to development.  Land use regulation is a local responsibility, and zoning is 

one of the most powerful ways that a town and its residents can control its physical and financial 

destiny.  Since its earliest days, zoning has been designed to favor the single-family home, and 

what Fischel has dubbed the “the primacy of homeownership”18 can be observed from the 

position of single-family homes at the top of the use pyramid in most zoning regulations.  In 

Massachusetts, towns have increasingly favored the single-family designation, and in many 

localities, zoning has become a powerful and often-utilized tool for those who seek to restrict 

development in their community.   

As Fischel details in his book The Homevoter Hypothesis,19 the popularization of the 

automobile facilitated a spatial separation of work and live areas, allowing people to drive from 

their job to their home, and resulting in the rise of purely residential suburban areas dominated 

by single-family homes.  The owners of these houses developed into “homevoters;” active 

community members who influenced municipal decision making to reflect their own interests.  

In the field of land use, homevoters frequently pushed for local regulations and zoning that 

restricted development to single-family homes.  This has created a self-perpetuating cycle – 
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residential communities ruled by the majority interests of homeowners, who restrict non-

residential development, making the power of homeowners even more concentrated – to the 

point where communities are so anti-growth that development has all but halted.  

 Fischel explains that the homevoters’ anti-development mentality is fundamentally 

rational economic decision making.  For most people, a home is the largest (and in many cases, 

the only) asset that they own.  People are ferociously defensive about the value of this asset, 

since it represents not only a place to live, but also their personal wealth, their retirement, and 

their children’s education and inheritance.  However, a home is a high-risk investment.  There is 

no insurance system for home prices, so homeowners can only protect the value of their asset by 

undertaking value maximizing activities, such as home improvement, and resisting value-

minimizing ones.  

 It is commonly accepted that home values are affected by external factors, including the 

amenities and disamenities of the neighborhood and actions, such as tax rate changes, that the 

local government takes.   In the past thirty years, the dispersion of employment from center cities 

to the suburbs has reduced the importance of distance to the central business district in home 

prices.  Meanwhile, “quality of life,” as measured by such factors as school performance, and 

community character, has become a greater factor.   

New development brings the potential for many negative impacts on quality of life, 

including poor aesthetic design, increased traffic and congestion, burden on schools and public 

infrastructure, and a threat to neighborhood character.  Homevoters fear this risk of negative 

impacts, and worry that new development will decrease their property value, resulting in a 

capital loss in their largest asset.    In other words, homeowners are aware that if the 

neighborhood goes downhill, their home will lose value, so they do everything they can to 
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minimize the chance that their neighborhood will change.  Homevoters “…have staked their 

savings in their communities’ character”20 and protect it via the blunt but powerful tool of 

zoning.  Thus, the prevalence of anti-development zoning in many towns can be explained by 

homevoters’ financial incentive to protect the value of their homes and their aversion to the risk 

inherent in change. 

   

Chapter 40B 

 The most successful tool that Massachusetts has used to overcome community opposition 

to development and to expand the housing supply is a powerful and controversial statute, 

Chapter 40B.  40B has been in effect for 36 years and is responsible for the majority of 

multifamily and affordable housing in many non-urban communities in the Greater Boston area.  

A brief review of the law follows, for more detailed information about Chapters 40B and 40R, 

please see the resources listed in the bibliography. 

Chapter 40B of the Massachusetts General Law was enacted in 1955.  The 

Comprehensive Permit Law (Sections 20-23), what is commonly referred to as “40B,” or the 

“anti-snob zoning law,” was added in 1969 as a means of encouraging the development of more 

affordable housing.  This statute created two provisions to facilitate development.  First, 

developers of projects that include a substantial portion of affordable units can apply to the local 

Zoning Board of Appeals (ZBA) for a single comprehensive permit for their project rather than 

multiple projects from multiple municipal bodies.  Second, in communities where less than ten 

percent of the housing stock is deemed affordable, developers whose projects are turned down at 

the local level can appeal the decision to a state Housing Appeals Committee, which can overrule 

local opposition and approve the project.  In practice, the Appeals Committee has supported the 
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development in most cases and Chapter 40B has allowed developers to build large, multifamily 

low- or mixed-income projects in many towns with exclusive zoning rules.    

 Chapter 40B has been the single most successful mechanism in spurring the production 

of multifamily housing across the state.  In the vast majority of appeals since the enactment of 

40B, the state Housing Appeals Committee has found in favor of the developer, and over half of 

the developments appealed have been constructed.  Since 1969, over 500 developments with 

over 35,000 units have been constructed under 40B.  In many cases, Chapter 40B is the only way 

that these units are being produced.  In fact, since 2000, in towns with less than ten percent 

affordable units, the comprehensive permit process accounted for almost half the total production 

and more than 96 percent of the affordable units produced.21   

Chapter 40B has become an increasingly important tool in the production of new 

housing.  According to the Citizens Housing and Planning Association (CHAPA), the percent of 

new units that have been built under 40B has increased from 15% in the early 1970s to 81% in 

the mid-1990s.  In the past five years, 83% of all affordable units added to the state’s inventory 

used the 40B process. 22  These statistics highlight the mounting difficulty of building 

multifamily, low- or mixed-income developments in non-urban areas, and the importance of 

Chapter 40B in encouraging housing production.  Additionally, it is evidence that in looking for 

larger multifamily developments in towns in the Greater Boston Area, the vast majority of 

examples are projects built under 40B. 

Recent changes to 40B have encouraged towns to take a more progressive approach to 

planning for housing diversity.  For example, a town can now submit a “Planned Production” 

plan to the state Department of Housing and Community Development outlining how it will 

achieve a minimum 0.75% growth in affordable units each year for five years.  If this plan is 
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approved, and the town continues to meet its goals, that town is exempted from state overrides 

on 40B projects. 

 

Community Opposition in Massachusetts 

 Despite its successes, 40B has not had a smooth history.  Massachusetts is a home rule 

state, with every power not explicitly designated to the Commonwealth reserved for its 361 

towns and municipalities.  Zoning and land use are among the most cherished of these local 

powers, and Chapter 40B has been a particularly passionate subject.  The law allows developers, 

often viewed as greedy, out-of-town, big-city builders, to surpass local zoning and build 

developments that would often not be allowed under the local zoning ordinance.  Since its 

passage, hundreds of bills proposing to repeal, gut, or weaken Chapter 40B have been filed.  

There are innumerable websites dedicated to voicing objections to specific 40B projects or to the 

statute itself.  The state’s history of multifamily development, low- and mixed-income housing 

and 40B projects in particular has been one of intense community opposition.   

 In public forums such as Town Meeting and ZBA hearings, development is opposed for 

its impact on municipal services, school budgets, traffic, and the vague “community character.”  

However, in private, motivations are much more aligned with Fischel’s Homevoter Hypothesis.  

The anonymous responses to a survey of residents of the town of Dartmouth, Massachusetts 

provides compelling evidence to the entrenched antigrowth sentiments in one town.   Over half 

of the responses to the question “What most threatens the quality of life in Dartmouth?” referred 

to development, with such strongly-stated responses as: “I hope you will respond to the need to 

slow/stop growth in our beautiful town… No low-income housing… Keep housing 
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developments out...  No more development anywhere in town.”  Other responses speak to the 

fear for home values that is the foundation of the Homevoter Hypothesis: 

“Well-defined zoning laws are important along with the protection of property values... If 
affordable housing is coming, it should be in a rural area not around people whose 
property values will decrease…  I recently moved to Dartmouth and I love it but now 
there are low income families living in the Capri Motel and that they may be making low-
income units in our really good neighborhoods.  Things are great right now so why allow 
people that “may” destroy this?  Property values will go down...  Zoning for single-
family houses to protect property values so as to make the town a desirable community to 
live in...  No low-income housing. It brings property values down… Development of 
apartment complexes which will lower property values and change Dartmouth from a 
friendly town into a city environment...”23

 
If these concerns that residents are voicing are common, then this is evidence that the fear of 

property value erosion contributes significantly to the antidevelopment nature of most towns in 

the Greater Boston area.  

 

Smart Growth and Chapter 40R 

 In the summer of 2004, the Massachusetts legislature passed the first new statute since 

40B to address the stagnant supply of housing.  This law, known as Chapter 40R, attempts to use 

a carrot rather than the stick of 40B to encourage new housing development.   40R encourages 

municipalities to enact “Smart Growth” overlay districts, and offers financial incentives from the 

state for those towns that do create the new districts.  Positioned as providing a positive incentive 

for development, the statute is intended to not only spur building, but also to encourage Smart 

Growth type development rather than the low-density sprawl that has become common in many 

towns in the greater Boston area.  The overlay districts must have minimum densities that 

encourage multifamily development, and are meant to be located around transit nodes, town 

centers, and in abandoned industrial areas.  Towns that enact these overlay zones will receive a 

payment of up to $5,000 per unit zoned and permitted in the new district, and priority on future 
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disbursement of state funds for municipal services.  While 40R is very new, and as of early 2005, 

no towns had enacted the new overlay district, the statute demonstrates the state government’s 

purported commitment to increasing the supply of housing in Smart Growth development 

patterns.   

Whether or not Chapter 40R will be successful in both jumpstarting and changing the 

nature of housing development in Massachusetts is not yet known.  However, in 

acknowledgement of the state’s focus on higher-density, multifamily development, I chose to 

focus this research on existing developments that demonstrate some of the characteristics favored 

in Chapter 40R.  Planners and developers promote Smart Growth as the obvious and correct way 

to develop going forward, but the economic impacts of this type of development have not been 

studied extensively.  By investigating the effects of developments with certain Smart Growth 

characteristics on single-family homes in the surrounding community, I hope to spur this 

conversation. 
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CHAPTER 2: LITERATURE REVIEW 

 

Although many studies have examined the impact of externalities on nearby house 

values, few have focused specifically on the issue of density or large multifamily developments.  

Within the body of literature that addresses affordable or subsidized housing and neighboring 

property values, few studies have used a strong, reliable methodology that provides trustworthy 

results or that can serve as a model for this study.  Since the 1960s, there have been numerous 

studies regarding the impact of various types of affordable housing, including public housing, 

Section 8 housing, federally subsidized housing, and non-profit built housing, on surrounding 

home values.  These studies have reached a variety of often-conflicting conclusions.  They have 

relied on many variations in methodology, many of which draw into question the validity of their 

conclusions.  I have reviewed a subset of the strongest studies here; see the bibliography for 

additional research. 

The majority of these studies use home sales data as a measure of house values.  There 

are two main ways to perform home sales price studies: through repeat sales and through hedonic 

regression.  I have divided the cases reviewed by these methods.  In general, the hedonic method 

is more rigorous, as it allows for the inclusion of factors, including both house and neighborhood 

characteristics, that might contribute to the observed prices.  However, many studies use the 

repeat sales technique either because of data limitations or because they attempt to correct for 

other influences in a different manner.  Even studies that use a hedonic model to explain prices 

often leave out what seem to be fairly obvious influences on prices, such as demographic or 

socioeconomic factors of the neighborhood, thus potentially overstating the impact of other 

factors, such as the presence of an affordable development. 
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Another major difference within the literature is that some studies capture sales prices at 

a moment in time and attempt to explain variation in prices by the influence of a specific factor, 

such as proximity to an affordable housing development, while others use trends in sales prices 

to measure the impact of a development.  The second method is the more accurate way to 

measure the causal relationship between a specific event, such as the planning and construction 

of an affordable housing development, and the impact on surrounding house prices.  This method 

takes into account trends in sales prices and trends in the impact zone prior to the development, 

and answers the question what (if any) was the specific effect on prices caused by the planning 

and construction of that development?  Without this before and after analysis, it is impossible to 

isolate the cause of any price changes. 

Finally, all of the studies attempt to assess impact by using some measure of proximity to 

a particular development.  Many different methods have been used to measure this distance, 

including basic linear distance, a gravity-weighted distance that takes into account a non-linear 

curve for impact and nearness, and the division of data into a designated impact zone (considered 

to be affected by the development) and a control area (the remainder of the study area).  The 

reality of neighborhoods is that distance may or may not be a good proxy for impact – in some 

neighborhoods, physical or psychological barriers, street patterns, or other features may define 

impact zones better than pure distance.  However, only a few of the studies reviewed undertook a 

rigorous definition of its impact zone.  

 

Repeat Sales Price Studies 

While studies that utilize repeat sales prices have flaws, there are several important 

studies of this type that should be mentioned.  Green, Malpezzi and Seah (2002) undertook a 
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study to determine the impact of developments that used Low Income Housing Tax Credits 

(LIHTC) on surrounding property values throughout Wisconsin.   They used countywide repeat 

sales data and an inventory of Section 42 LIHTC buildings to determine the impact of proximity 

to LIHTC developments on surrounding house prices.  The study’s conclusion, that there is no 

evidence that LIHTC developments have a negative impact on property values, is unfortunately 

undermined by the methodological weaknesses of the study. 

The authors chose repeat sales method because it does not require a great deal of details 

about the homes – something they acknowledged was unavailable for their sample.  The 

shortcomings of repeat sales data include the assumption that the home is in the same condition 

from sale to sale, i.e.: that the prices are comparing apples to apples.  In the Green, et al. study, 

same-house sales up to 11 years apart were used without any attempt to ascertain whether homes 

had changed over that time. 

The authors also oversimplify several factors of the study, including geographic 

boundaries and neighborhood effect, which could disguise or skew the results.   Although they 

use a gravity measure of distance in order to correct some weakness with linear distance, this 

approach still misrepresent true impacts.  For example, natural neighborhood boundaries may 

define the perceived distance to the development better than actual “as the crow flies” distance.  

Additionally, this reliance on distance to the development discounts many other potential 

impacts on prices, such as neighborhood characteristics, that the authors do not account for.  The 

authors do try to incorporate some overarching social characteristics into their study.  For 

example, they investigate zip code-level demographic data.  While demographic and other data is 

easy to gather at this level, I question whether neighborhood externalities are best measured at 

this gross scale. 
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 In a second LIHTC study (Maxfield Research, 2000), the trend in house prices is 

examined over time to see if the construction of tax credit developments in the Twin Cities 

caused any impact on surrounding home prices.  In this study, the authors used both pre- and 

post- construction measures to determine the effects of the development in impact areas and 

control areas.  They used sales of “similar homes” (defined by age and square footage, in the 

same community and school district) in twelve neighborhoods across the metropolitan areas.  

They measure three sales trends - price per square foot, sales price compared to list price, and 

time on the market - and found no negative impact of the LIHTC developments.  They also 

found that the subject areas had similar or stronger market performance that the rest of the city, 

that subject areas had higher appreciation after construction than before.  In fact, though the 

subject groups had slower growth than Twin Cities metro overall, they found that after 

construction of the LIHTC project this gap narrowed.  The authors imply that the LIHTC 

developments might have helped property values in those subject neighborhoods. 

There are obvious shortcomings of the similar homes approach.  As discussed above, 

there are many more elements to a house sales price than the ones measured in this study, and 

simply finding homes in the same school district that are of similar size and age does not account 

for this complexity.  While attempting to measure trends and the impact of the developments on 

those trends is a good approach, I question the conclusions of the study.  The authors use gross 

geographic comparisons with little effort to quantify other neighborhood dynamics.  This raises 

more questions than it answers.  While they show that the subject areas had higher appreciation 

after construction than before, did the whole neighborhood?  Couldn’t the change in price trends 

as easily be explained by other (neighborhood) factors that were unaccounted for, such as 

gentrification of the subject neighborhood?    
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 Grier Partnership (2001) studied the effect of affordable units on repeat sales prices in 

subdivisions in two affluent areas in Virginia.  They measured median sales prices in 

communities with affordable units and compared them to the median sales price in the 

subdivision’s zip code.  They also compared sales prices of units immediately adjacent to an 

affordable unit to other sales in the subdivision.  In both cases, the study concluded that there 

were no negative effects on house prices.  There are several major flaws with this study.  The use 

of median sales price is a very crude measure of house prices that doesn’t take into account 

differences in houses in the samples or changes in either house or neighborhood qualities that 

affect the data.  In addition, the measure of effect was simply whether prices in the impact zone 

changed differently (appreciated less or depreciated more) than in the control.  If the majority of 

data points did not, the test was considered to have “no effect.”  In fact, the individual results 

were varied – many of the study sales did do worse than the control sales, but the crudeness of 

the method did not allow for any more detailed analysis or reasoning of the results. 

 

Hedonic Studies 

Another group of studies uses the hedonic theory of house prices to build an economic 

model for the price of homes in the study area.  They then use various methods to assess the 

impact of specific phenomena on this model.  Edward Goetz et al (1996) used a hedonic model 

to measure the impact of proximity to subsidized housing on nearby homes, as reflected in 

assessment values.  The study found that being close to CDC-developed subsidized housing 

increased property values, while the presence of public housing or privately owned publicly 

subsidized housing decreases value.  This seemingly contradictory finding was dismissed in a 
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rather tortured and unlikely explanation about the local preference for community-based 

developers. 

It is possible that it is methodological flaws that caused the results.  The study uses 

assessed values for home prices, which makes the assumption that assessed value and market 

value are the same.  While some assessment data reflect the latest sales price, some are 

calculated using comparable homes, and others (such as multifamily properties) are done using 

an income method.  Thus assessed value may not be a very good proxy for actual sales price.  

Additionally, the study does not carefully define impact areas or divide neighborhoods by 

characteristics.  Thus, other effects that were not calculated might have clouded the impacts of 

the subsidized developments. 

An earlier study by Paul Cummings and John Landis (1993) used a similar 

methodology to measure the impact of CDC-developed subsidized housing around the San 

Francisco Bay Area.  They used actual sales prices, and built a hedonic model using incremental 

distance from the closest development as dependant variables.  The study reported results that 

ranged dramatically, valuing proximity to a development anywhere from -$47,000 to +$78,700.  

Again, these varied results could be explained by the fact that important neighborhood 

characteristics were not taken into account.  They could also be explained by the small sample 

size – in some cases, as few as two sales were used to build the model. 

An interesting 1993 study, by Robert F. Lyons and Scott Loveridge utilizes economic 

utility theory and hedonic modeling to attempt to quantify how much less property owners are 

willing to pay if subsidized housing is near them.  This study acknowledges the limitations on 

previous studies, such as small sample sizes and lack of inclusion of neighborhood effects, and 

incorporates a long list of variables, including house and neighborhood characteristics, as well as 
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characteristics about subsidized housing and its tenants, into a regression analysis.  The study 

concludes that proximity to subsidized housing has a negative impact on price that diminishes as 

distance increases.  The study also looks at subsets of the 25,000 data points to conclude that 

single-family homes are more affected than multifamily buildings.  Interestingly, the study also 

attempts to quantify the impact by type of project (elderly, handicapped, etc) and subsidy 

(Section 8, Section 202, public housing, etc.), although finds no real interpretable conclusions. 

Although this study is an interesting contribution to how subsidized housing might 

contribute to the hedonic formula of house prices in an area, it was not really designed to show 

actual impacts of real developments.  As the study acknowledges, the time that a development 

came into a neighborhood was not taken into account, making it impossible to pinpoint any 

change in perceived utility of specific characteristics to the introduction of subsidized housing.  

Additionally, the incremental price change caused by an additional unit of housing that is 

implied by the regression coefficient does not realistically scale to a multiunit subsidized 

development, and thus may not reflect how surrounding house prices actually behave in the 

presence of that development.  Finally, while the study uses a meticulous method for attempting 

to measure not only distance but special pattern of subsidized housing,  this method relies 

entirely on math and theory rather than actual observations of the neighborhood.  This measure 

may thus over or under represent the importance of proximity to subsidized housing. 

Lee, Culhane, and Wachter (1999) use regression analysis to determine the impact of 

several kinds of subsidized housing on surrounding property values in Philadelphia.  They 

conclude that public housing developments have the most significant negative impact while 

scattered site rental programs like Section 8 have a modest negative impact.  However, they find 

that new construction LIHTC projects and home ownership developments have a positive impact 
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on prices.  While this study does not attempt to look at house prices over time, it does draw 

interesting conclusions about the presence of different types of subsidized housing and its impact 

on neighborhood house values. 

In her 2002 Masters thesis, Emily Weinstein uses a regression analysis and hedonic 

model to build a temporal price index and investigate the specific impact of subsidized housing 

developments on single-family homes in the area.  This study used a carefully designed 

methodology that addressed many of the critiques of the above studies.  The thesis used a 

hedonic model and descriptive statistics to build price indices over time in both the impact and 

control areas.  The study looked at sales prices during the period before, during, and after the 

project was introduced in order to isolate the effect of the development on prices in the impact 

zone as much as possible.  This thesis concluded that the subsidized developments did not cause 

any significant negative impact on prices of nearby single-family homes.  

In their 2004 Masters thesis, David Ritchay and Zoë Weinrobe investigated the 

impact of nine high-density, mixed-income developments built under Massachusetts Chapter 

40B statute on surrounding single-family home values.  In addition to using a similar 

methodology to Weinstein’s study, the researchers took extensive measures to define their 

impact zones accurately, using aerial photos and site visits to determine the realistic impact zone 

for each project.  This study found no significant negative impact of large-scale 40B projects on 

surrounding single-family home prices. 

 

Other Studies 

 There have been few studies worth mentioning that look beyond affordability to 

investigate the impacts of multifamily developments on surrounding home prices.  At the very 
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crude end of the spectrum is a 2004 impact study undertaken at the behest of the developer of a 

proposed multifamily project in Mountain View, California (Strategic Economics).  The report 

was commissioned to address (and assuage) property value concerns raised by the community 

abutting the new development.  In the study, roughly equivalent existing multifamily 

developments in the area were chosen as case studies, and the trend in median sales prices (per 

square foot) of single family homes in an impact zone around the multifamily project before and 

after it was built were measured.  In all cases, the impact zone showed an appreciation in sales 

prices that continued during and after construction of the multifamily project. 

The obvious weaknesses were identified by the City of Mountain View, which noted that 

the report lacked information about property value changes citywide.  Obviously, without this 

comparison, it is impossible to determine if prices in the impact zone were affected relative to 

prices elsewhere in the city.  I would add to the critique the simplicity of using median sales 

prices as a measure.  This discounts all other characteristics of the house and the neighborhood 

that might make prices rise or fall and fails to isolate the development as the cause of the sales 

trends.   There is simply no evidence in this report that the trend in sales prices had anything to 

do with the development.    

Nonetheless, this study did do two things well.  First of all, the study tracked price trend 

before and after the development was built, in order to assess the impact of the development on 

the surrounding area.  Secondly, the authors seem to have thought about the “impact zone” 

chosen for each case.  Every case had a different area identified by precise geographic borders 

determined by neighborhood definitions.  This study also provides an interesting lesson in using 

econometric measures as a way to persuade a community. 
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CHAPTER 3: METHODOLOGY 

 
 In this thesis, I utilized a rigorous process to identify appropriate case developments for 

the research and to determine accurate impact zones for each case study.   I then used a thorough 

quantitative methodology established in previous studies to create a hedonic price model and 

build a sales price index for each case study.  By comparing the price trend in the impact and 

control areas in each case, I could assess the effect of the multifamily development on prices of 

nearby single-family homes. 

 

Case Selection Criteria and Resources 

I used several criteria in order to narrow down and select the developments that I chose as 

case studies. Of the hundreds of towns and thousands of potential developments in the Greater 

Boston Area, I expected to have a bounty of appropriate case studies from which to choose.  In 

fact, over the course of my research, I found no examples of developments that met all of my 

criteria.  Rather than having to narrow my search, I actually had to expand it, digging through 

many lists of subsidized, transit-oriented, and controversial residential projects.  At the end of the 

process, I found five developments that represent some of my criteria and are imperfect though 

interesting examples. 

The purpose of my thesis is to extend the knowledge about housing in the Greater Boston 

Area so I started with a geographic restriction.  I only considered towns within the Interstate 495 

loop.  This area is generally considered to be the Greater Boston Area, and has many towns that 

are bedroom communities for Boston.  Additionally, the Metropolitan Boston Transit Authority 

(MBTA) commuter rail system covers much of this area, making the option for development 
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near mass transit as likely as possible.  Finally, this geographic area is influenced by a largely 

similar real estate market and similar demographic and macroeconomic trends.   

Beyond geography, I had several other criteria for potential case studies.  First of all, as I 

explained in the introduction, because of anti-development zoning and community opposition, 

larger-scale multifamily residential building has all but stopped in many towns in the Greater 

Boston Area.  Therefore, I wanted to focus on relatively large multifamily developments that 

were noticeably distinct in size and density than the rest of the housing in the town.  For 

example, the smallest case study development, Oak Hill, in Ipswich, contains 33 units.  In a rural 

town with almost exclusively single-family homes, this development represents something 

noticeably different.  In addition, I wanted to find developments that had been built with an 

intentional affordability component, whether by a statutory requirement (such as 40B) or not.  

Finally, because of the temporal coverage of the data that I used, I restricted the search for 

developments completed between 1989 and 2004.   

I also wanted to use developments that reflect some of the principles that are currently in 

vogue in planning literature and touted by officials at the state level.  In their 2004 Masters 

thesis, David Ritchay and Zoë Weinrobe undertook a similar study of large 40B developments.  

They found that more often than not, these large-scale, heavily subsidized developments were 

situated in isolated areas far from existing infrastructure, transit, and other development.  They 

were found in the shadow of the highway, next to the train tracks (but not the train station), and 

in other areas with as little other development as possible.  I set out to find examples of Smart 

Growth developments - dense, multifamily, mixed-income, mixed-use housing projects built in 

town centers and close to mass transit.  I was looking for developments that are within walking 

distance of a commuter rail or rapid transit node and close to retail or commercial development.  
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With these criteria, I expected to find developments that mirrored not only currently popular 

planning principles, but also the typology of the traditional New England compact town center.  

I used several resources to find cases.  I started out with the Citizen’s Housing and 

Planning Association (CHAPA)’s  most recent list of 40B developments,1 over 500 

developments around the state that were built through the comprehensive permit process and 

contain subsidized units.  All of these contain at least 20 percent affordable units, and most are 

large-scale projects.  Unfortunately, as mentioned before, the vast majority of these 

developments were constructed before my cut off of 1988, and were in inappropriate locations.  

In looking through this list, I eliminated any developments that were in towns without a 

commuter rail station or that were more than a ten-minute walk from a transit station and from a 

commercial area.  I also used lists of subsidized apartment complexes around the state,2 another 

500 or so developments that contain income-restricted units.  Again, almost all of these were 

built before 1985 with federal programs that are long gone.  I also used examples from a 2004 

paper by James O’Connell.3  In his paper, O’Connell profiled several towns in the Greater 

Boston Area and their progress in the area of transit-oriented development.  He mentioned many 

developments that had been built around MBTA transit stations.  By comparing these to other 

resources I narrowed down the list to developments around transit that met my other criteria.  In 

the end, I found five case studies that tell three different tales of multifamily development in the 

Greater Boston Area.   

As part of the case selection process, I visited about 50 developments in order to assess 

their appropriateness as a case study.  In each case that I chose, I conducted interviews with 

municipal employees familiar with the development.  In most cases this was a town planner, 

although I also spoke to volunteer town committee members and retired employees.  The focus 
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of these interviews was to gather information about the development and the nature of the 

permitting process.   In each case, I researched the town’s response to 40B and its planning 

efforts around housing.  I also interviewed the developer of each case project.   Finally, I made 

repeated visits to each case site in order to collect visual information, investigate the 

development, and determine impact zones.  During each visit, I attempted (with limited success) 

to canvass neighbors and town residents about the impact of the development on the community, 

 

Impact Zones 

The fundamental question of my thesis is whether multifamily residential developments 

affect the prices of nearby single-family homes.  However, the term “nearby” is a simplification 

of my question and of the nature of neighborhoods, particularly in smaller towns.  Simple 

distance from the development is rarely an accurate proxy for impact area.  In reality, 

neighborhoods are determined by street patterns, topography and sight lines, and natural and 

manmade edges, such as rivers, train tracks, and highways.  Residents may be more significantly 

impacted by a development a half-mile away on a previously virgin hillside than by one two lots 

away behind a large commercial building.  A larger development will have a different impact 

zone than a smaller one, and a neighborhood with an existing mix of uses, including other 

multifamily projects would probably have a different definition of impact than a homogeneous 

area of freestanding single-family homes.   

I used several criteria, listed in Table 3.1, to identify the impact zone of each 

development and to make sure that the zone was defined conservatively and accurately.  Homes 

that met at least one of my basic criteria were considered to be in the impact zone.  The criteria 

include: if the development is visually obvious from a home, if a single-family home shares 
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roads or other pathways with the development, or if the development is on the way to the town 

center or commuter rail stop from a home.  Often natural or manmade physical barriers such as 

train tracks, rivers, or highways defined edges of the impact zone, while in other cases, distance 

or street patterns created the border of the zone.  In each case, the criteria for the impact zone 

was slightly different, and each zone is described in more detail in the Chapter 5.   

Table 3.1: Impact zone assessment criteria 

Criteria Include if 
Distance - No set distance, although maximum case is about 800 meters  
Visual - Home has direct site line to development 

- Development is in visually obvious point in neighborhood, like on a hill 
Traffic Patterns - Development is between house and main road, town center, or other 

main destination 
- Development is on pedestrian access point, for example, contiguous to 

local park 
Edges - Natural barrier such as river, forest, hill blocks sight lines or traffic flow 

- Manmade barrier such as another large development 
- Large roads, train tracks, other edges 

 

I found that trying to quantify the impact zone for developments with proximity to train 

stations or town centers is particularly difficult.  As opposed to a large residential 40B 

development that is built in the middle of an entirely single-family neighborhood, the cases that I 

found were all in fairly heterogeneous areas.   In all of my cases, I found that the impact zones 

were smaller than I expected due to preexisting non-residential uses in the neighborhood.  For 

example, the examples at transit nodes were in neighborhoods already impacted by the train 

tracks, while the cases that are close to mixed-use areas are surrounded by single-family homes 

that are already near other traditionally “incompatible uses.”  

I finalized the impact zone for each development through examination of maps and aerial 

photos of the towns, visits to the site, and discussion with local residents and town officials. 
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Quantitative Analysis 

My initial task was to use sales transaction records to build a strong hedonic price model 

that incorporates house characteristics and transaction dates to explain the observed sales prices.  

After that, I used this model to examine the price trend of a theoretical “average house” over 

time.  Finally, I compared the house price index in the area impacted by the case study 

development to the rest of the town in the time immediately around the completion of the project 

to see what, if any, impact on prices the development had.   By using a strict impact and control 

area, and building a price model over time, this method allows the impact of the development to 

be isolated as clearly as possible as the cause of any change in sales prices. 

 
Data  

For my analysis, I used single-family home sales transaction data collected by The 

Warren Group.4  The data set includes all of the transactions in a town from 1988 through early 

2005, and has information in each record such as the seller and buyer, sales price, mortgage 

amount, and date of sale.  The data set also contains information about the house, such as square 

footage, lot size, number of bedrooms, bathrooms, fireplaces, etc.  For each case study, I 

analyzed all of the single-family sales transactions in the town from 1988 to the present. 

The quality of the Warren Group’s data is only as good as the public record, and in some 

cases, the data sets included quite a few imperfect or suspicious records.  In each data set, I 

found records with incomplete information, such as missing values for square footage or year 

that the house was built.  I eliminated all incomplete records from the analysis.  In addition, the 

majority of the records in the data set for Canton contained a “0” value for the number of 

bedrooms.  As I explain in my analysis, I decided to use the “Total Rooms” values in Canton 

instead of the number of bedrooms. 
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In order to make sure that I was using as accurate a data set as possible, I endeavored to 

remove suspicious data from each set before running my analyses.   In each case, I excluded 

records that did not seem to be legitimate arms-length transactions, for example those with sales 

prices of $1 or properties that changed hands twice in one day.  I also removed transactions that 

had extreme values that I interpreted as outliers (for example a $57 million sales price), records 

that indicated mortgage amounts higher than the sales price, and records with other suspicious 

data that I investigated through The Warren Group’s full property information online database.  

After an initial cleaning of the records, I ran descriptive statistics and created scatter plots to 

visually represent each data set and look for outliers or other suspicious records.  This 

occasionally led to the elimination of other suspicious transactions, for example, lot sizes listed 

as several hundred acres or huge homes on impossibly small lots. Appendix 3.1 shows the total 

number of records used and eliminated for each case.  In most of the data sets, the total number 

of outlying or suspicious records was between 0.1 and 4.9 percent. 

 
Hedonic Model 

The process of hedonic modeling of house prices has been described in great detail in 

other places, including in several papers referenced in the bibliography and in the 2004 thesis by 

David Ritchay and Zoë Weinrobe.  Therefore, I will limit my discussion here to a brief overview.   

The theory of hedonic modeling for home prices assumes that consumers value houses as 

a “bundle of goods” that includes attributes about the home itself (such as house size, lot size, 

number of bedrooms, etc.) and characteristics of the neighborhood (such as real and perceived 

crime rates, tax rates, and quality of the local schools).  By identifying these attributes and their 

contribution to the overall price, we can build a model that explains the house price (or 

dependant variable) as a constant (α) added to a series of components: 
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Price  =  α + β1(characteristic 1) + β2(characteristic 2) + β3(characteristic 3) … 
 

In each component, the coefficient (βx) explains the influence of that particular characteristic on 

the overall price of the house.  For example, if the coefficient for a characteristic like “garage” is 

8%, then a house with a garage would cost 8% more than a house without a garage, assuming all 

other characteristics about the house are the same.  

 There are two types of attributes, or variables: continuous and discrete.  Continuous 

variables can have any one of a range of values.  For example, the interior square footage of a 

house can be anything from a few hundred square feet to tens of thousands of square feet.  

Discrete variables can only have a yes/no definition.  For example, a house either has a pool or it 

doesn’t.  In order to express discrete characteristics of the houses in the model, I created a series 

of dummy variables that were either turned on (a 1 value) or off (a 0 value).  For example, for the 

characteristic “number of bedrooms,” I could create a series of dummy variables, “1BR,” “2BR,” 

“3BR,” 4+BR.”  Each record would be assigned a “1” value for the appropriate dummy variable, 

and “0” values for the other dummy variables.  In each group of dummy variables, the lowest, or 

base case is left out of the model.  In my models, the base case represents the minimum scenario, 

and the coefficients in the model describe the increase in price caused by the add-on represented 

by the other dummy variables.  For example, it is assumed that a house with no garage is the 

base case, and the dummy variables of “1-car,” “2-car,” etc. can be used to describe garage 

configurations.  The coefficients related to these dummy variables would explain the positive (or 

possibly negative) impact that different garage types has on sales prices, assuming all other 

characteristics about the house are the same.   Although we sometimes assume that with houses 

more is more, by looking at the coefficients of the model we can quickly see the positive or 

negative tradeoffs that different characteristics have on house prices. 
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In addition, some attributes, such as having a garage, might be highly valued by potential 

buyers and therefore have a large impact on sales price, while others, such as the type of heat 

system, might have a negligible impact.  A good hedonic model includes as many of the strongly 

determinative factors as possible, but does not clutter the results with factors that do not 

significantly affect the price.  The strength of the model is indicated by the R-squared value, 

which indicates approximately what amount of the dependent variable (sales price) is being 

explained by the independent variables (attributes of the house).  The higher model’s R-squared 

value, the better the explanatory power of the model. 

In this thesis, I focus on attributes of the house and its lot.  Typical neighborhood 

characteristics should not be important in my model, since all of the homes are in the same town 

(thus are similarly affected by local factors such as property tax rate and school quality, as well 

as macroeconomic real estate trends).  Thus the main factors that will determine sales prices are 

the attributes of the house and lot that are available in The Warren Group data. 

 
Sales Price Index 

In order to measure the impact of the case study development on surrounding single-

family house prices, I created a house price index for both the impact area and the control (the 

rest of the town).  For each case study, I examined descriptive statistics about the data set to 

determine the attributes of a theoretical “average house.”5   This average house differs between 

the impact and control areas, as determined by the types of houses in each data set.  An equation, 

using coefficients derived from the hedonic model, is employed to price the theoretical average 

house at the base time (1987 or 1987-88 for all of my cases).  The coefficient for each non-base 

sales year(s) is then added to the base year sales price to create a price index of this average 

house over time.  This method uses the power of the hedonic model, which explains how actual 
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prices from the data sample were affected by year of sale, to apply to the theoretical average 

house as if it had sold in each year.  Thus I could compare the price movement of an average 

house in the impact zone to an average house elsewhere in the town from 1988 to the present. 

In each town, I was particularly interested in looking at the years during and after the 

permitting and construction of the case study development.  Therefore, though I measured a sales 

price index for the duration of the available data, it is the years around each project on which I 

focus. This method assumes that news about real estate development becomes public knowledge 

during the permitting process, and that the development continues to impact sales prices as it is 

constructed and leased up/sold.  Any impact to surrounding home prices might begin as early as 

when the neighbors first heard about the development and decide to sell their home, and continue 

as long as the development is seen as having an impact on the community.  Though these are the 

general parameters that I used, I argue that like physical impact zones, this time window differs 

by the size and type of development.  The specific justification for each time window is 

described in the results for each case study.   

 
 
 

                                                 
1 Partial lists of 40B projects were obtained from both the Citizen’s Housing and Planning Association and from the 
Massachusetts Department of Housing and Community Development.  Although both organizations have the 
responsibility to oversee units restricted by federal subsidies and monitor expiring use projects, amazingly neither 
seems to have a complete list of all projects permitted through the 40B process. 
2 Massachusetts Projects with Subsidized Mortgages or HUD Project-Based Rental Assistance, Citizen’s Housing 
and Planning Association, 2004, http://www.chapa.org/expiringuse2004.pdf and Affordable Housing Online, 
website of apartment complexes that include subsidized units, 
http://www.affordablehousingonline.com/apartments.asp?mnuState=MA. 
3 O’Connell, James C. Ahead or Behind the Curve?: Compact, Mixed-Use Development in Suburban Boston, 
August, 2004, http://www.massapa.org/pdf/report_aheadbehindcurve.pdf 
4 A complete description of the data can be found on The Warren Group’s website.  “About our Data,” The Warren 
Group, http://rers.thewarrengroup.com/sor/help/aboutourdata.asp 
5 The equation for the average house includes all of the variables that were used to build the hedonic model and 
looks something like: 

Price = constant + β1(average lot size for the sample) + β2(average interior square footage for the 
sample) + β3(% of houses with 2BR) + β4(% of houses with 3BR) + β5(% of houses with 4+BR) 
+…+ βx-1(% of houses built from 1980-1991) + βx(% of houses built after 1991) 
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CHAPTER 4: CASE STUDY PROFILES 

 

 I chose five developments in towns around the Boston area as case studies.  The cases 

represent different strategies that towns have used to provide housing options: age- restricted 

 
Figure 4.1: Greater Boston Area and five Case Study Towns 

 

developments, 40B mixed-income 

developments, and rezoning to 

allow for more housing production.  

Although no case met all of the 

criteria that I initially established, 

each has key characteristics.  See 

Appendix 4.1 for statistics about 

the five towns and Appendix 4.2 

for general information about the 

five case study developments. 

 
Scenario 1: Age-restricted Residential Projects 

In the course of investigating potential case studies I discovered one boom area of 

residential construction: age-restricted housing.  Elderly developments pose little threat of 

additional school children to add to the local school system and drivers to add to traffic and 

parking burdens.  Accordingly, towns see age-restricted housing as a relatively painless way for 

them to meet their ten percent 40B requirement.  Many towns are encouraging larger, mixed-

income or affordable elderly projects within their boundaries, even rezoning parts of town for 

age-restricted development or cooperating with developers who want to use the comprehensive 

permit process for age-restricted projects. 
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I decided to acknowledge the age-restricted housing trend by choosing two senior 

developments as case studies.  Both of these were completed with the cooperation of the 

municipality, and to all accounts met with little objection from town residents.  One (Ipswich) 

used the 40B process while the other (Reading) went through the local permitting process.  Both 

developments are located near retail areas and relatively close to the commuter rail.  

 

Case 1: Longwood Place at Reading 

Town Profile 

 With a population of almost 24,000, Reading is a relatively large town.   Only 12 miles 

north of Boston, Reading lies on both Interstate 93 and 95 and has an MBTA commuter rail 

station.  Reading is undergoing changes, with two large residential and mixed-use developments 

under construction in the area adjacent to the commuter rail station.  However, these projects 

have come to Reading through the 40B process, and it is only now that the town is 

acknowledging its potential for transit-oriented development. 

Reading’s residential zoning primarily requires single-family development on minimum 

lot sizes from 15,000 square feet to an acre.  The current zoning ordinance does incorporate 

inclusionary requirements in its municipal reuse district and its planned unit development (PUD) 

and planned residential development (PRD) bylaws.1  In one particularly Machiavellian section 

of the PRD bylaw, the zoning requires at least ten percent of the units are affordable, 15% if the 

site is within 300 feet of the town line.  Currently, Reading has about 7.9% of its units counted as 

affordable, and is about 450 units short of the ten percent 40B requirement. 
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Planning Efforts 

Reading’s new Community Development Plan begins with the objective: “Preserve the 

architectural heritage and the traditional village character of the Town” and follows with an 

ominous first goal: “Preserve the Town as a primarily single-family, owner-occupied residential 

community.2”  However, the recent approval of several 40B projects comprising over 500 units 

throughout Reading has forced the town to undertake proactive housing planning.  The new 

Community Development plan includes a list of housing initiatives from adopting inclusionary 

zoning to reforming a housing committee, to hiring a housing staff person.   The plan also 

includes a specific proposal to rezone downtown districts for mixed-use development.  However, 

the town’s lack of staff and financial resources make concrete progress difficult.  According to a 

member of the planning staff, the town has been in the position of reacting to 40B developments 

instead of having the ability to control the development process from the outset. 

 

Development Profile 

Longwood Place at Reading is a privately-owned, for-profit assisted living facility that is     

Figure 3.2: Longwood Place at Reading 

 
Photo by Stephen Sette-Ducati, courtesy of Longwood Place 
 

age restricted to residents 55 and older.  

The facility consists of 86 units, 80% of 

which are market rate and 20% of which 

are restricted to residents at or below 50% 

of area median income.  The development 

has a mixed-use component, with a dance 

school and civic space within the 

building.  The development includes the 
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Figure 3.3: Aerial view surrounded by single-family homes 

 
 

reuse of an existing building and new 

construction that more than doubled the 

built square footage on the site. 

Longwood Place was conceived in 1993, 

permitted in 1994, and opened in 1996.  

The developer did not utilize the 40B 

comprehensive permit option, but went 

through the local permitting process.  At 

86 units and a density of almost 18 units 

per acre, Longwood Place stands out in  

Reading and particularly in its neighborhood, which is primarily single-family homes.  

Longwood Place is just over a kilometer from Reading’s commuter rail station, and about 300 

meters from the closest commercial district. 

The developer of Longwood Place specializes in senior living facilities and has been 

involved with seven 40B developments around the state.  In Reading, the developer recognized 

that seniors were being priced out of their homes and realized that assisted living facilities could 

help this population stay local as they aged.  There were several reasons that the developer chose 

to go through the local permitting process rather than via a comprehensive permit.  At the time 

the process was started the site was located in a Municipal Building Reuse overlay district, a 

designation that allows for significant dimensional flexibility.  Reading also had a clearly defined 

process for acquiring the required permits to build in the zone.  As a result, the developers did 

not have to go to Town Meeting to seek a rezoning of the site, an arduous and high-risk task. 

Additionally, the developers were willing to meet several other requirements of the town, 
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including surpassing the inclusionary zoning requirement of the Municipal Building Reuse 

district,3 retaining a commercial tenant (the dance school) on site, and incorporating civic uses 

both within the building and on the property. 

The developers did require three variances for the project: a reduction of minimum 

parking spaces, relief from side-yard setback requirements, and an exception to the requirements 

regarding overall building size and massing.4  Two of these permits were appealed: the side yard 

variance by an abutter and the special permit by the Reading Housing Authority.  The developers 

negotiated with the abutter and changed the design of the building slightly, whereupon the appeal 

was dropped.  The Reading Housing Authority appealed over the supervision of the affordable 

units, a responsibility they believed the zoning bylaws designated to them.  The situation was 

resolved when the Housing Authority, the Board of Selectmen, and the developer signed a three-

way agreement requiring the owners of Longwood Place to certify that at least half of the 

affordable units would be rented to residents with Reading ties in perpetuity.   

Although the Reading permitting process was straightforward, the developer wonders if 

Longwood Place would have been smoother as a 40B project.  However, the developer 

remembers that the Reading Board of Selectmen made it clear that they strongly preferred that 

the project go through town channels.  As a result, 40B helped the process because both the 

developer and the town knew that it could be used if necessary, and both parties were 

encouraged to support and move Longwood Place forward. 
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Case 2: Oak Hill 

Town Profile 

 Ipswich is a small rural town of about 12,000 people on the North Shore of 

Massachusetts about 28 miles northeast of Boston.  It is known for its extensive protected open 

space and its large, well-preserved collection of historic homes.5  The town has a compact center 

with an MBTA commuter rail stop.  Originally a working mill town, Ipswich became a summer 

retreat for families from Boston and its environs.  Today, Ipswich is primarily a bedroom 

community to Boston.  In the 2000 census, the median household income of Ipswich was 

$57,284, slightly lower than the Boston metropolitan area median.  Although not particularly 

affluent, household incomes have increased considerably in Ipswich over the last decade, 

indicating that the wealthy population is growing in the town.  Simultaneously, the demographics 

of Ipswich have shifted, with middle-aged families replacing young adults and the elderly.6  

These trends might in part be explained by the town’s booming real estate market.  In the last 

decade, the sales price of the median single-family home in Ipswich increased by 175%.7  In 

addition, many homes that were being used as second or vacation homes have changed to 

primary residences, indicating Ipswich’s growing popularity as a place to call home. 

Construction trends in town have favored the single-family home, with the number of 

single-family units growing between 1990 and 2000.  As elsewhere in Massachusetts, houses are 

getting larger in Ipswich, and new eight and nine-room homes are common.  Meanwhile, the 

number of multifamily structures (with three or more units) fell as a percent of total housing 

units in Ipswich over the same decade.  The construction of rental housing has been particularly 

sluggish. In fact, the town had fewer rental units in 2000 than it did in 1990.8  As of early 2005, 
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7.8% of the town’s housing units were considered affordable, just over 100 units short of the 40B 

ten percent goal.9  According to CHAPA, this number changed by less than 1% since 1997.10  

 Ipswich’s zoning reflects its rural nature.  Approximately 93% of the land in Ipswich is 

designated as one of three “Rural Residential Zones” (RRZ), which have a minimum lot size of 

two acres.  These zones allow single-family homes by right and two-family homes by special 

permit.  Around the town center, approximately 2.2% of the town’s land is zoned as “Intown 

Residential” (IR), where single- and two-family homes are allowed by right, multifamily is 

allowed by special permit, and minimum lot sizes are 10,000 square feet and up.11  The town’s 

recent efforts to promote housing development have focused on this IR district. 

 

Planning Efforts 

 Ipswich’s zoning bylaw and its housing plan are oriented toward protecting open space 

and preserving the rural character of the town, but planning officials maintain that the town is 

committed to increasing the production of affordable housing.  Ipswich has recently taken 

several steps to encourage housing starts.  The 2003 Housing Action Plan outlines four policy 

areas and thirteen distinct actions to move Ipswich closer to the ten percent goal.  The plan 

suggests creating a new Village Incentive District (VI), to encourage higher densities in 

developed areas and to take advantage of existing infrastructure.  Under this proposal, up to four-

unit residential buildings could be built in the VI district on smaller lots than currently allowed in 

the zoning ordinance.  The plan suggests using a transfer of development rights to increase 

allowable densities in this district while preserving undeveloped land in rural districts.   

Although many of the proposals in the plan, including the VI district, have yet to be 

passed, Ipswich has been able to take a few concrete actions.  For example, zoning has twice 
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been amended (in 1999 and in 2001) to allow for the creation of small accessory units in 

preexisting residential buildings or in secondary structures on residential lots.  In 2003, Town 

Meeting passed an amendment to the zoning bylaw that allows infill development of housing on 

non-conforming (too small) lots in the Intown Residence district.   The town has also enacted an 

inclusionary zoning provision that grants developers density bonuses by special permit if they 

make a minimum of ten percent of the units affordable (to households at 70% of area median 

income).  Planning staff explain that the provision is intended to encourage more projects to go 

through the local process instead of the comprehensive permit alternative, and notes that three 

projects have been approved in the year and a half since the provision was enacted.   

The town has participated in three recent comprehensive permit projects that are 

described as amicable and that were done with the cooperation of the town and minimal 

opposition from abutters and residents. 

 

Development Profile 

Oak Hill is a 33-unit rental housing development that is 100% affordable to residents at 

up to 80% of area median income. It was built as congregate housing and is age-restricted to 

elderly members of the community.  The project was developed by the Immanuel Baptist 

Church, which donated the land and raised the majority of the money for development.  The 

development is situated in the heart of downtown Ipswich, on one of the main commercial 

streets, less than a half a mile from the MBTA commuter rail station.  One member of Immanuel 

involved with the development of Oak Hill remembers that the needs of the elderly residents 

were a critical factor in situating the project.  While seniors were less likely to utilize proximity 
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Figure 3.4: The Oak Hill development  

 
 
Figure 3.5: Central Street, Ipswich 

 
 

Figure 3.6: Aerial view surrounded by single-family homes  

 
 

to the commuter rail, they could access 

retail easily and did not need to drive to 

get out and take care of their daily needs.  

The development is surrounded on three 

sides with single-family residences.  Oak 

Hill was one of the first larger 

multifamily projects in town, and it is 

still one of the densest.  

Oak Hill did require and receive a 

comprehensive permit.  The church went 

through the 40B process because the 

project needed a variance and relief from 

the density restrictions of the Ipswich 

zoning ordinance, something that the 

town’s Zoning Board of Appeals had not 

previously encountered.  There was little 

community opposition to the project.  In 

fact, many community leaders joined the 

Oak Hill Board during the development 

process.  The project progressed 

smoothly, and was approved in 1988 and 

completed in late 1989. 
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In 2004, Oak Hill added another seven units in an adjacent city-owned building, the 

Memorial Hall.  The Memorial Hall project also sought a comprehensive permit in order to get 

relief from density limits.  Ipswich planning staff referred to the process as a “friendly 40B” and 

stressed that the expansion received little community opposition.   

 
 
 
Scenario 2: Recent 40B Residential Projects 

In the past few years, the number of 40B projects completed in the Greater Boston Area 

has picked up after a decade of sluggish activity.  In fact, the total number of 40B developments 

approved has increased by almost 15% since the beginning of 2003.12  According to CHAPA, 

this upsurge has been fueled by the area’s skyrocketing real estate market.  Developers are 

finding that residential development in the suburbs is extremely lucrative, even with the 

affordability requirements of 40B.  The comprehensive permit process has proven to be a reliable 

alternative to the messy local process, and developers are turning to it in increasing numbers. 

In many recent 40B projects, the permitting process is more of a negotiation between the 

town and the developer than a hostile course of action.  With the state Housing Appeals 

Committee’s record of ruling in the developer’s favor in two-thirds of 40B appeals,13 perhaps 

towns realize that their best chance of maintaining control of the project is through an active 

dialogue with the developer.  Two of the case studies that I chose are just such developments.  

Though both are large projects that probably would not have been built without 40B, both were 

developed with the cooperation of the town. 
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Case 3: The Woodlands at Abington Station 

Town Profile 

 Originally a manufacturing community, today Abington describes itself as a small 

bedroom community to Boston.  Abington is not a particularly wealthy suburb, with a median 

household income slightly below the Boston metropolitan area median.  However, this town of 

12,000 has seen astronomical real estate appreciation, with the median single-family home price 

increasing over 250% in the last decade.  This boom, spurred in part by the new commuter rail 

stop, which opened in 1997, has left residents worried about growth and local officials 

scrambling to proactively plan for the community’s future development. 

Abington’s housing production has followed state trends, with a decrease in building 

permits issued of over 30% in the 1990s.  At an average of 42 permits per year, new production 

was not able to keep up with demand.14  However, Abington has seen increased multifamily 

permitting in the past three years, and has been the location of several recent large 40B projects.  

Because of this, the town been able to greatly increase its inventory of affordable units.  

According to DHCD, in 2002 Abington had 4.7% affordable units.  In 2003, Abington added 32 

affordable ownership and 181 affordable rental units to its inventory,15 leaving the town just 535 

units short of ten percent goal.16

 

Planning Efforts 

Like many towns, Abington has been focused on relieving the requirements of 40B, and 

the town has been aggressive in proactively planning for housing production in recent years. The 

town has focused its efforts on getting a Planned Production Plan (PPP) approved by the 

Department of Housing and Community Development.  The PPP outlines how the town will 

produce the minimum requirement of three-quarters of a percent of affordable units per year for 
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the next five years. As of 2005, Abington is one of only 29 towns that has a PPP approved by the 

DHCD.  The plan counts two 40B projects, including The Woodlands, as contributing to its 

annual addition of affordable units.  At 40 units per year, the 192 units at The Woodlands alone 

nearly achieves Abington’s 0.75% goal. 

 Abington has also been proactive in its outlook for future development, and the town has 

been repeatedly recognized for its approach to growth.  In 2003, Abington Town Meeting voted 

to rezone two areas to encourage multi-family residential development.  The first, the Central 

Business District (CBD), allows for both the creation of accessory units and higher-density 

multifamily structures.  The second, the Transit Oriented Development (TOD) Zone, won the 

Governor’s Smart Growth Leadership Award in December of 2004.17  The district, which 

comprises 30 acres around the commuter rail station, encourages mixed-use development and 

incorporates features such as reduced parking ratios and required pedestrian connections to the 

train station.  In a 2004 audit, Abington was recognized by the Massachusetts Vision 2020 as one 

of only three communities out of the 42 studied that are currently “growing smartly.18” 

 According to Abington planning staff, The Woodlands development was the impetus for 

the rezoning proposals.  The town wanted to be able to control the rate and form of development 

in these areas, and the rezoning was an attempt to do that.  While the original intent of the TOD 

district was to encourage business development around the train station, planning staff points to 

The Woodlands as an example of the success of dense residential development in that area. 

 

Development Profile 

The Woodlands at Abington Station is a 192-unit rental property developed by Beacon 

Residential Properties.  The project was permitted through the comprehensive permit process and 
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includes 20 percent (39 units) affordable to households at or below 50% of area median income.  

The development is unique for Abington in its scale, its mix of one-bedroom and two-bedroom  

Figure 3.7: The Woodlands at Abington Station 

 
 
Figure 3.8: Aerial view with nearby single-family homes 

 

apartments, and its density of 9.6 units 

per buildable acre.  The development 

was permitted in 2001 and completed 

in early 2003. 

While The Woodlands is not in 

the town center of Abington, it is 

adjacent to the commuter rail station.  

This proximity was used by Beacon in 

both selling the development to the 

town and in subsequent marketing of 

the units to potential residents.  It was 

also promoted by the town, which 

submitted the project for a Smart 

Growth award in 2004.19  The 

Woodlands was built on a redeveloped 

paintball course site and utilized 

existing water and sewer infrastructure. 

Beacon intended to go through 40B from the outset of the project, realizing that the 

comprehensive permit process was the most straightforward way to proceed.  At that time, the 

property was zoned for industrial use, and Beacon would have been required to request a 

rezoning in Town Meeting.  A former Beacon employee involved in the development notes that 
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it would have been very difficult getting public support for a residential project of that size and 

adds that going to Town Meeting for the rezoning would have been an extremely expensive and 

high-risk process. 

 Abington worked with Beacon throughout the project, trying to negotiate the best deal 

possible for the town while ensuring that the permitting process moved forward.  The town was 

particularly motivated to ensure the permit approval for The Woodlands because the 192 rental 

units would get Abington to the ten percent 40B requirement.   Although the scale and tenure of 

the project and its traffic impacts were of some concern to the neighbors, as was water supply 

and sewage capacity, public resistance to the project was never very great.  This was in part 

because the residential development was an improvement over the former industrial use.  

Overall, The Woodlands permitting process was non-adversarial and successful largely due to 

the negotiation between the developer and the town.  The former Beacon employee concluded 

that without 40B, they wouldn’t have had a chance of getting a development of that size 

approved in Abington, or in any other town in the area. 

 

Case 4: Fairhaven Garden 

Town Profile 

One of the wealthiest and most expensive towns in the Greater Boston Area, Concord had 

a 2004 average single-family home value of $898,455.20  At almost $100,000, the town’s median 

household income is 167% of the Greater Boston Area’s. 

Concord suffers from the anti-development trend that is facing towns in the region.  

Construction of new homes is almost non-existent in the town.  In the past ten years, Concord 

has granted just 306 residential building permits, with only two of these (both 40B projects) for 
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multifamily structures.21  Even the trickle of new single-family permits cannot truly be 

considered new construction, since an average of two-thirds of the single-family permits every 

year are for teardowns.22 In practice, teardowns are used to replace smaller homes with large new 

houses, often combining lots (and thus reducing overall density) in the process.  Concord’s 

housing stock reflects this trend, with the average size of a new house increasing from 3,123 

square feet in 1980 to 8,995 square feet in 2000.23

Over half of Concord’s land is designated as preserved open space, and the town’s 

remaining developable land is almost entirely zoned for single-family homes with one- or two- 

acre minimum lot sizes.  Ironically, much of Concord’s appeal is its traditional New England 

town feel, with businesses and residences crowded around the town common, a typology that is 

found around the West Concord town center.  However, this traditional form is impossible to 

recreate under Concord’s current zoning and building trends. 

As of August of 2004, Concord had only reached 4.92% affordable units, far short of the 

40B ten percent requirement and the lowest of any of the case study towns.24  The town has seen 

only four developments with an affordability component since 2000.  Two were small (a total of 

17 homes) single-family home ownership projects undertaken by the Concord Housing Trust and 

a non-profit developer, and two were 40B rental projects.25  The town submitted a Planned 

Production plan to the DHCD in 2004 and is waiting for it to be approved. 

 

Planning Efforts 

A review of Concord’s pertinent planning documents indicates that affordable housing is 

not a high priority for the town.  While affordable housing is mentioned repeatedly in Concord’s 

zoning bylaws, there is no specific requirement or incentive for developers to incorporate an 
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affordability component.  The town’s 2004 Affordable Housing Fact sheet points out (perhaps 

ironically?26) that Concord is “somewhat unique” in including households with up to 150% of 

the area median income (currently almost $125,000 for a family of four) in its affordable housing 

designation.  In fact, the town’s zoning includes two levels of affordability, “starter units,” for 

households up to 110% of area median income, and “moderately priced units,” for households up 

to 150%.27   Both the Planned Residential Bylaw and the Residential Cluster Development 

sections of the town’s zoning ordinance28 allow a density bonus for developments that include 

units at or below these affordability levels.  However, in both cases, the bonus is undefined and 

is granted at the discretion of the Planning Board.  

In 1992, Concord passed an Inclusionary Housing Bylaw that requires all large 

subdivisions to set aside land for the construction of affordable units or to donate funds for the 

offsite production of affordable units.  This has not proven to be efficacious in actually getting 

units constructed, as the market rate for units is so high in the area that developers can easily 

contribute the cash equivalent and avoid incorporating affordability into their project.   An 

example of this is Concord Crossing, a new mixed-use redevelopment of an industrial site across 

from the Concord Center commuter rail station.  The project includes 20 rental units, and was 

granted a special permit and density variance.  Although the developer initially planned to 

include two affordable units in the project, he decided to take the offsite payment option instead 

after realizing that market rents were very high. 

 There is no required inclusionary zoning in Concord, but town planners list efforts to 

promote affordable housing development including asking developers to include an affordability 

component and working with developers on proposed 40B projects.  Concord is not considering 

adopting the new Smart Growth overlay district of Chapter 40R because it requires too much 
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density for the town.  As an alternative, a proposed mixed-use village center overlay outlined in 

the new Comprehensive Long Range Plan would allow higher densities and second-floor 

residential development over retail in specified village center areas.  However, a specific zoning 

amendment has yet to be proposed or passed. 

 

Development Profile 

Fairhaven Garden is a 42-unit rental development in six buildings.  Eleven of the units 

are affordable to households at 80% of area median income.  The development is situated on six 

acres of land along the Concord Turnpike near the commuter rail station and Concord Center.  

The project received a comprehensive permit in 2003 and was completed in 2004. 

The development has an interesting and contentious history.  Originally a working farm, 

the owners proposed a daycare center on the property in the late 1990s and requested that the 

land be converted from agricultural to institutional use.  This plan was vehemently opposed by 

neighborhood residents, who were concerned about the traffic impacts of the proposal.  Both the 

town and the neighbors sued the landowners to stop the use change, and the developers entered 

into mediated negotiation with the town.  Through this process, multifamily housing was agreed 

on as an alternative to the daycare center.  Both the developer and the town wanted  the project to 

Figure 3.9: Fairhaven Gardens 

 

be rental and to use the 40B process.  The 

developer realized that the project would 

require multiple variances that would be 

very difficult to get, and believed that the 

comprehensive permit process would go 

more quickly.  The town wanted to be able  
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Figure 3.10: Aerial view in single-family neighborhood to count all of the units towards its ten 

percent goal. 

Although the neighborhood accepted 

Fairhaven Gardens as a compromise in 

mediation, nearby residents were still 

concerned about impacts of the project and 

there was ongoing confrontation throughout 

the year-and-a-half permitting process.  

There was no organized opposition or  

 
formal appeals to the comprehensive permit, but many concerns were raised at public meetings 

including noise, size, landscape issues, and lighting issues.  The neighborhood remains 

concerned about the project’s impacts and still complains to the town about issues such as 

screening, lighting and trash removal.   

 

Scenario 3: Creating Affordability by Increasing Supply  

Underlying the “carrot” logic of Chapter 40R and other recent state initiatives is 

Governor Romney’s conviction that the housing affordability issue is primarily caused by an 

artificially constrained supply of units.  Romney has argued that by encouraging housing 

production and increasing the number of units, the Massachusetts housing market can be brought 

into equilibrium and the affordability crisis resolved. 

With the lack of residential construction in the suburbs of the Greater Boston Area, it is 

hard to find a location to test this basic tenant of supply and demand.  However, Canton 

represents one of the most active building markets in the region, and contains an area that has 
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recently added a significant number of units and been revitalized as a mixed-use, transit oriented 

town center.  Even though the new developments in Canton Center were not built with a specific 

affordability component, I chose to include the town as a case study because of the scope of the 

transformation of the area and the large number of new residential developments built in the last 

five years.  

 

Case 5: Canton Center 

Town Profile 

 The town of Canton lies 18 miles southwest of Boston.  Though the town is primarily 

residential, several parts of Canton, including the area around the Canton Center commuter rail 

station, have a mix of residential, commercial, and industrial uses.  Canton’s current zoning 

includes many types of residential areas, and has several inclusionary zoning provisions with 

affordability requirements from five to fifteen percent.  As of 2005, Canton is the only town of 

the five case studies that has reached the ten percent 40B requirement. 

 

Planning efforts 

With a central commuter rail stop, a mixed-use main street, and a number of large, 

relatively dense residential projects, Canton Center is an example of many of the principles of 

Smart Growth development.   However, a local developer recalls that in the late 1990s, Canton 

Center was a disaster, with dilapidated buildings, run-down retail, and many abandoned or 

underutilized parcels.  The turning point for Canton Center was the establishment of the Canton 

Center Economic Opportunity District (CCEOD) in 2000.   At the time the economic 

revitalization of the area was one of the primary goals of the planning department.  The CCEOD 
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zoning bylaw was the result of a two-year public process in which the town and consultants from 

the Metropolitan Area Planning Council gathered ideas and requirements from town officials, 

residents, and local businesses, created the bylaw, and built support for the rezoning.  Many 

people were nervous about the rezoning and central points of contention included density, the 

spread of commercial uses, and the concern that Canton still look like a town and not become a 

city.  In response, the boundaries of the CCEOD zone were reduced to keep the higher-density 

zone to the downtown area and restrict commercial uses to Washington Street and design 

guidelines were included in the bylaw to reflect the style of the traditional New England town 

center.  Local planners spent two years in meetings and charrettes, and were able to get 

widespread support for the amendment.  In 2000, the CCEOD bylaw passed Town Meeting by a 

unanimous vote. 

The overlay district encourages mixed-use development with relatively flexible density 

and dimensional requirements.  Although the CCEOD District was not conceived as a way to 

increase the production of affordable housing, in 2004, an inclusionary zoning provision was 

added to the CCEOD overlay zone.29  This amendment requires a minimum of 15 percent of 

affordable units be included in residential projects in the overlay area.  When the CCEOD was 

passed, the town was unwilling to commit any public funds to the revitalization effort and town 

planners were not certain that the new district could attract private money to Canton Center.  As 

projects in the zone have proven economically successful and the residential real estate market 

has appreciated, the town decided to require an affordable component for new developments.  

The new provision has not slowed development in the area, and several new projects with an 

affordability component are currently under construction. 
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Development Profile 

In the past five years, John Marini has developed over 200 units of housing under the 

CCEOD bylaw30 and he currently has more projects underway.   Figure 3.11 shows a summary 

of Marini’s developments around Canton Center.  Marini started his career as a house builder, 

and by the late 1990s had developed thousands of units of single- and multifamily homes in the 

area around Boston.  Marini, who lives in Canton, built many apartments in the area, and had 

developed a reputation with the town and residents as a good developer and a positive local 

influence. He describes the typical residents of his projects as young singles and couples that 

work in Boston or are elderly.  He believes that there are very few families living in his projects, 

and claims that there are only six children living in the 200+ units that he has developed.  He 

maintains that repeated traffic studies have shown no impact on parking or traffic levels from his 

developments in Canton Center, and notes that on average, the developments are only using 75 

percent of the parking spaces that were built.  He attributes this to the fact that when housing is 

close to transit, many households go from a two-car family to a one-car family. 

 
Chart 3.11: John Marini’s Canton Center Developments 

Development Name Washington Place Forge Pond 

Canton Commons 
/ Paul Revere 

Village Grover Estates 
Permitted/Completed 2001/2001 2002/2003 2003/2004 2004/2006 

Total Units 47 38 206 45 (2 affordable) 
Tenure Rental Condo Condo Condo 

Retail Component 10,000sf 8,000sf None 6,500sf 
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Figure 3.12: Canton Commons, Village at Forge Pond, Grover Estates, Washington St 

 
 
 

 

Figure 3.13: Aerial view of Canton Center with developments It is clear that Marini’s reputation 

and long history with the town has 

allowed him to be extremely active in 

Canton Center.  Marini acknowledges 

that his good rapport with the town has 

allowed him to be as successful as he 

has been, and notes that although 

Canton is relatively progressive and 

not the type of town to give in to 

NIMBYism, the density levels of his 

projects in Canton Center are nearly  
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impossible to achieve in any town.  Though Marini chose to avoid public subsidies and develop 

within the conventional market, he also acknowledges that if it wasn’t for 40B, there wouldn’t be 

any multifamily built anywhere in Massachusetts.  Marini, who once served on the Board of 

Directors of the Massachusetts Housing Finance Authority, believes that affordable housing will 

come without anyone trying and that the building of apartments in Massachusetts will eventually 

result in a softening of the market.  

 

                                                 
1 Reading’s PUD bylaw allows for a height bonus if at least ten percent of the units are affordable at below 80% 
AMI, and the PRD bylaw includes a density bonus (for PRD-G) or a requirement (for PRD-M) for at least ten 
percent of affordable units (100% of AMI) or 15% moderately priced units (at 125% AMI). Zoning By-laws, Town 
of Reading Zoning Board of Appeals, http://www.ci.reading.ma.us/planning/zbahomepage.htm, 
2 Reading Community Development Plan, Reading Master Plan Advisory Committee, 
http://www.ci.reading.ma.us/planning/finalmapcplan.pdf 
3 The zoning requires a minimum of ten percent of units be set aside for “very-low-income, low-income and 
moderate-income families and/or elderly households.” Zoning By-laws, Town of Reading Zoning Board of Appeals, 
http://www.ci.reading.ma.us/planning/zbahomepage.htm, p. 29 
4 Longwood Place, like many assisted living facilities, is one large connected structure, allowing senior residents to 
move around the facility in a protected environment. 
5 And for fried clams – try The Clam Box! 
6 Ipswich Demographic Changes, Chuck Koller’s Homepage, http://www.ckollars.org/demographicchanges.html 
7 From The Warren Group’s Town Stats (http://rers.thewarrengroup.com/townstats/ts_login.asp).  The median 
single-family home price was $165,500 in 1994 and $455,000 in 2004. 
8 Ipswich Housing Action Plan, p.1 SOURCE 
9 “Not Even the YMCA is Safe from Community Opposition,” The NIMBY Report, National Low Income Housing 
Coalition, October, 2004, http://www.nlihc.org/nimby/102004.htm 
10 Analysis of the 2005 Subsidized Housing Inventory, Citizens’ Housing and Planning Association, 2005, 
http://www.chapa.org/0540banalysis.pdf 
11 Ipswich Housing Action Plan.  From the Community Development Plan, Town of Ipswich, 2003,  
http://www.town.ipswich.ma.us/plandev/pdf/development%20plan/ICDP.htm 
12 40B Housing Units Built and Proposed, CHAPA, 2005 
13 Chapter 40B Fact Sheet, CHAPA, http://www.chapa.org/40b_fact.html 
14 Regional Policy Plan, Old Colony Regional Planning Council, 1999, http://www.ocpcrpa.org/OCPC%20Reg-
Policy-Plan%202000.pdf 
15 Department of Housing and Community Development, Executive Order 418 Housing Certification: Abington, 
August, 2004, https://www2.massdhcd.com/e418portal/FY05/CommReport02.asp?MNO=1&FY=2005 
16 Abington Affordable Housing Strategy, September, 2003, http://www.mass.gov/dhcd/ToolKit/PProd/apAbing.pdf 
17 Local Heroes and Super Models: Governor’s Awards for Smart Growth Leadership, Massachusetts Office of 
Commonwealth Development, Dec 2004, http://www.mass.gov/ocd/docs/smart/sgacs.pdf 
18 Smart Growth Audit, Vision 2020, July 2004, http://www.srpedd.org/smartgrowthaudit/smartgrowthaudit.pdf 
19 Crane conversation, May 2005. 
20 According to the Town of Concord Assessor’s Office 
21 General Obligation Bond Summary Statement, Town of Concord, February, 2005, 
http://www.concordnet.org/finance/OS022305.pdf 
22 2004 Concord Annual Town Report, Department of Planning and Land Management, Town of Concord, 
http://www.concordnet.org/townmgr/2004%20Town%20Report/0408_cd/dplm/nrc.html 
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23 Chapter 3 – Housing, Comprehensive Long Range Plan, Comprehensive Long Range Plan Committee, May 2003, 
http://www.concordvision.org/PDF/Chapter_3.pdf 
24 2004 Concord Annual Town Report, Town of Concord, Department of Planning and Land Management, 2004, 
http://www.concordnet.org/townmgr/2004%20Town%20Report/0408_cd/dplm/tpd.html 
25 The 40B projects include the case study development, Fairhaven Garden, and Warner Woods, an 80 unit mixed-
income rental project scheduled to be completed in 2006. 
26 The fact sheet goes on to point out that only one employee of the town of Concord (the Finance Director) qualifies 
as even the median income, and that no employee of the town makes the 150% or even the 110% “starter income” 
set in the bylaw.  Affordable Housing Fact Sheet, Town of Concord, 2004, 
http://www.concordnet.org/dplm/Affordability%20Fact%20Sheet.pdf 
27 Zoning Bylaw, Town of Concord, http://www.concordnet.org/dplm/2004%20Zoning%20Bylaw.pdf  
28 Sections 9 and 10, Zoning Bylaw, Town of Concord, 
http://www.concordnet.org/dplm/2004%20Zoning%20Bylaw.pdf 
29 Section 5.66.11, Zoning Bylaw, Town of Canton, http://www.town.canton.ma.us/PDF_files/Zoning-Bylaw.pdf 
30 Zoning Bylaw, Town of Canton, http://www.town.canton.ma.us/PDF_files/Zoning-Bylaw.pdf 
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CHAPTER 5: QUANTITATIVE ANALYSIS 

 

This chapter details the results of the analysis of house prices in each of the five case 

studies.  For each case study, I used descriptive statistics and regression analysis to build hedonic 

models that explain the observed house sale prices for both the control and impact data sets.  I 

also build the sales price index for the average home through time using the equation that was 

constructed with the coefficients from the hedonic model.  I then compare the price trend in the 

impact zone to the rest of the town, paying particular attention to the years during and 

immediately following permitting and construction of the development.  Because the 

independent variables used to build the model1 were identical in the control and impact zones 

and both data sets represent homes in the same town (minimizing the impact of difference in 

macro-level externalities such as school district and tax rate), differences between the two can be 

attributed to the introduction of a large new development.   

Although each case is slightly different, in general, I compared sales in the years directly 

before permitting of the development with those in the years directly after the construction and 

lease-up of the development was concluded.  This method assumes that potential negative 

impacts from a development begin when the project is considered likely to be built (for example, 

has final approvals in the form of a comprehensive or other permit) and peaks after the 

construction is finished and occupancy is stabilized.  It assumes that the market will react to any 

negative externalities of the development within that timeframe. 

There are arguments that multifamily and mixed-income developments age poorly, become 

run down and increasingly impact the neighborhood, but the duration of that kind of analysis is 

outside the scope of this study.  However, for some of the older case studies, it is possible to 
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compare the impact and control areas for many years after the development was constructed and 

see if there is any ongoing or continuing impact on sales prices. 

In every case but Abington, I use paired years for the sales period variable to ensure that 

there were multiple observations for each period.  A small sample size increases noise in the 

results, and incorporating more observations reduces standard error and provides a more accurate 

estimate of the impact of each sales period on the sales price.  Further differences in variables are 

described in each case below.   Details about the variables I used to construct the regression 

analysis can be reviewed in Appendix 5.1. 

 

Case 1: Longwood  Place at Reading 

Location and Impact Zone 

 Longwood Place is a large age-restricted development situated on an expansive parcel in 

the middle of a single family neighborhood.  There are single-family homes to the east, south, 

and west, and a forest forms a natural barrier to the northeast.  Main Street, the nearest 

commercial street, is two blocks to the west.  This street creates another edge of the impact zone.  

Longwood Place is very large and its open campus is visible throughout the surrounding 

neighborhood.  In addition, Longwood Place borders Charles Street, a main feeder street from 

the neighborhood to the north to Main Street. 

The impact area for this case comprises about nine streets of homes, and includes single-

family homes as far as 500 meters or three streets away from the development.  Houses with a 

direct visual line to the development were included in the impact zone. 
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Figure 5.1: Impact zone for Longwood Place  

Because of Longwood 

Place’s open campus, this 

visual area proved to be 

extensive.  Houses that were 

“trapped” by the street 

pattern of the neighborhood 

(i.e.: have to pass the 

development in order to 

access Main Street) were 

also included in the impact 

zone.   

 

Sales Data 

 The Reading control data set included 5,061 records and the impact zone included 147 

records.  Table 5.2 gives a summary of the data characteristics, while Appendix 5.2 contains 

detailed descriptive statistics about the data.  There were only minimal differences in control and 

impact home characteristics, indicating that the housing stock that sold is similar in both areas. 
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Table 5.2: Descriptive Summary of Reading Data 
  Mean Std. Deviation 
Variable Control Impact Control Impact 
# Observations   5,061  147  - - 
Price $257,348 $280,877 $116,820 $129,346 
House sf 1,729 1,881 634 527 
Lot size 15,546 15,329 10,340 6,996 
Bedrooms 3.20 3.32 0.76 0.68 
   1-2BR 14.6% 8.2%     
   3BR 55.3% 55.8%     
   4BR 25.9% 32.0%     
   >=5BR 4.1% 4.1%     
Bathrooms 1.82 1.98 0.67 0.61 
   1bath 24.9% 12.9%     
   1.5bath 25.5% 25.2%     
   2bath 21.9% 21.1%     
   >=2.5bath 27.7% 40.8%     
Year Built 1947 1949 35 38 
   <=1920 18.3% 28.6%     
   1921-1934 9.6% 2.7%     
   1935-1948 13.8% 8.8%     
   1949-1954 14.5% 4.1%     
   1955-1964 14.8% 3.4%     
   1965-1981 13.8% 35.4%     
   >=1982 15.1% 17.0%     

Bold variables are base cases and are omitted from the Hedonic regression. 
 

Hedonic Models 

 I will use the model for the control area of Reading shown in Table 5.3 to explain general 

features about the hedonic models for all of the case studies. 

Table 5.3 lists all of the independent variables (house characteristics) and their 

relationship to the independent variable (natural log of observed prices2) as represented by the 

coefficient values.  The first, or constant, value is the base estimate for house price,3 in this case 

$113,437.  As described in Chapter 3, there are two types of variables, continuous and dummy.  

The two continuous variables are LOTSIZE (the size of the home’s lot, in square feet), and 

INTERSF (or the interior square footage of the home).  The dummy variables include the year 

the home was built, the number of bedrooms, the number of bathrooms, and the year the house 

was sold.  For each set of dummy variables, the minimum group is considered the base case, with 
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a coefficient of 0, and is left out of the model.  Each variable in the model has a coefficient 

related to it that explains that variable’s addition (or subtraction) to the price of the home, 

assuming all of the other independent variables are held constant.  Because I used the natural 

logarithm of the price, the unstandardized coefficient for each variable is actually describing that 

variable’s contribution to the natural log of the price.  In the next column, standardized 

coefficient, the values are converted to a percentage format that relates to the actual sale price.  

For example, in the control area of Reading, a home with one and a half baths is worth 11.9% 

more than the base case house (with one bath), if all other characteristics are held constant.  

Similarly, a house that sold in 1993-94 was worth 1.9% less than a house that sold in 1987-88 

(the base value for year sold).   

In general, the coefficients for the Reading control area make intuitive sense.  Both house 

and lot size are positively correlated with prices – the more is more theory of house value.  

Additional bedrooms and bathrooms add value over the base case, and newer construction is 

more valuable than homes built before 1921.  Finally, the variable describing year sold reflects 

the regional housing market over the past 18 years: decreasing home prices through the early 

1990s, with a recovery in the mid- to late-90s, then rapid appreciation since 2000.   
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Table 5.3: Hedonic Model for Reading Control Area 

READING CONTROL 
Coefficients Independent 

Variables Unstandardized Standardized  
Standard 
Error t Significance 

(Constant) 11.6390 - 0.0231 503.1286 0.0000 
built1921-1934 0.0703 7.3% 0.0167 4.1985 0.0000 
built1935-1948 0.0765 7.9% 0.0153 5.0122 0.0000 
built1949-1954 0.0685 7.1% 0.0150 4.5709 0.0000 
built1955-1964 0.1011 10.6% 0.0150 6.7277 0.0000 
built1965-1981 0.2003 22.2% 0.0158 12.6415 0.0000 
built>=1982 0.1043 11.0% 0.0165 6.3326 0.0000 
sold89-90 -0.0492 -4.8% 0.0183 -2.6933 0.0071 
sold91-92 -0.0917 -8.8% 0.0178 -5.1424 0.0000 
sold93-94 -0.0192 -1.9% 0.0174 -1.1015 0.2707 
sold95-96 0.0736 7.6% 0.0175 4.1986 0.0000 
sold97-98 0.1622 17.6% 0.0176 9.2302 0.0000 
sold99-00 0.3884 47.5% 0.0180 21.5984 0.0000 
sold01-02 0.6585 93.2% 0.0180 36.5921 0.0000 
sold03-05 0.8097 124.7% 0.0175 46.2833 0.0000 
1.5bath 0.1124 11.9% 0.0124 9.0562 0.0000 
2.0bath 0.0929 9.7% 0.0132 7.0142 0.0000 
2.5bath 0.1862 20.5% 0.0166 11.2253 0.0000 
3BR 0.0641 6.6% 0.0129 4.9672 0.0000 
4BR 0.1484 16.0% 0.0163 9.0878 0.0000 
>=5BR 0.1307 14.0% 0.0266 4.9143 0.0000 
LOTSIZE 0.000001 N/A 0.000000 3.2951 0.0010 
INTERSF 0.000126 N/A 0.000010 12.2185 0.0000 
Model Summary 
# of Observations  5,961  Adjusted R Square 0.566 Std. Error of the Estimate 0.295519 

* omitted: built<=1920, sold87-88, 1.0bath, <=2BR 
 

Similarly, the model for the Reading impact area shows reasonable results for the 

independent variables.  One difference is that in this area, additional bathrooms do not seem to 

add value to a house.  This is not an unusual result for room number variables. The model 

assumes that all other characteristics of the house, including total interior square footage, stays 

the same, so the space for an additional half-bath is sacrificed from somewhere else in the base 

house.  The smaller size of this data set is reflected in the higher standard errors in this model, 

and in general more observations lead to lower standard errors and a more dependable model. 
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Table 5.4: Hedonic Model for Reading Impact Area 

READING IMPACT 
Coefficients Independent 

Variables Unstandardized Standardized  
Standard 
Error t Significance 

(Constant) 11.7639 - 0.1551 75.8368 0.0000 
built1921-1934 0.1079 11.4% 0.1531 0.7049 0.4822 
built1935-1948 0.2177 24.3% 0.0988 2.2031 0.0294 
built1949-1954 0.1925 21.2% 0.1324 1.4534 0.1486 
built1955-1964 0.1197 12.7% 0.1421 0.8423 0.4012 
built1965-1981 0.4022 49.5% 0.0759 5.2992 0.0000 
built>=1982 0.3650 44.1% 0.0907 4.0246 0.0001 
sold89-90 -0.1829 -16.7% 0.1144 -1.5996 0.1122 
sold91-92 -0.0634 -6.1% 0.1149 -0.5518 0.5821 
sold93-94 -0.0732 -7.1% 0.1013 -0.7225 0.4713 
sold95-96 -0.1060 -10.1% 0.1082 -0.9799 0.3291 
sold97-98 0.1344 14.4% 0.1057 1.2709 0.2062 
sold99-00 0.4078 50.4% 0.1151 3.5430 0.0006 
sold01-02 0.3132 36.8% 0.1593 1.9660 0.0515 
sold03-05 0.7377 109.1% 0.1036 7.1195 0.0000 
1.5bath -0.0250 -2.5% 0.0892 -0.2799 0.7800 
2.0bath -0.0407 -4.0% 0.0977 -0.4163 0.6779 
2.5bath 0.0612 6.3% 0.1206 0.5077 0.6125 
3BR 0.1604 17.4% 0.0952 1.6841 0.0947 
4BR 0.3171 37.3% 0.1115 2.8446 0.0052 
>=5BR 0.3368 40.1% 0.1610 2.0926 0.0384 
LOTSIZE 0.000001 N/A 0.0000 0.2569 0.7977 
INTERSF 0.000037 N/A 0.0001 0.4940 0.6222 
Model Summary 
# of Observations 147  Adjusted R Square 0.674 Std. Error of the Estimate 0.273887 

* omitted: built<=1920, sold87-88, 1.0bath, <=2BR 
 

Price Index 

Using the models and descriptive statistics above, I was able to price the average house in 

both the control and impact areas.  As explained in the Chapter 3, this average house is a 

theoretical amalgam of all of the average characteristics of houses in each data sample. For each 

sample I start with the base price (the constant) and add the average lot size, the average interior 

square footage, the average impact of all of the possible bedroom configurations, and so on.  The 

year sold variable is not included in this calculation. This equation, which can be seen in 

Appendix 5.2, produces the natural log of the price of the average house in the base sales year 
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(1987-88).   From there, the impact of each sales year is added, and the result converted back 

into a true sales price.  The result is a sales price index over time for a theoretical average house 

in both the control and impact areas.  

 
Figure 5.5: Sales Price Index for Reading Control vs. Impact Areas 

 
 

Longwood Place received its permits in late 1994 and opened for rental in 1996.  Thus, 

the height of the impact of the development is assumed to be during the 1995-1996 sales year 

pair, as is shown in Figure 5.5.  In order to determine the effect of the development, I compared 

the change from 1993-94 to 1997-98.  In this time, the impact area appreciated an annual rate of 

4.2%, while the control area appreciated 3.7%.4  I conclude that in that time, the development did 

not have any negative impact on single-family house prices in its immediate vicinity.  

It is obvious in Figure 5.5 that the value for the impact area price in the 2001-02 years is 

irregular.  In looking back at Table 5.4, this variable shows an unusually high standard error, 
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indicating that at least one data record in this group has unusual or greatly skewed properties.  

Indeed, in looking back at the data, there is one transaction that has a significantly lower price 

than the others, although not low enough to be removed from the sample.  The impact trend 

corrects in the 2003-05 sales period, when the price index returns to its previous trajectory. I 

conclude that the 2001-02 blip was caused by the small data sample for that year pair and one 

unusual transaction, rather than any real event in the impact zone. 

 

Case 2: Oak Hill 

Location and Impact Zone 

Oak Hill is located on a mixed-use commercial strip in the town center of Ipswich.  

Central Street, with a mix of residential, commercial, and small mixed-use buildings, borders the 

development to the south.  To the north, east, and west, the development is surrounded by single-

family homes.  Oak Hill is significantly larger and denser than other uses in the areas.  

Additionally, it is set up on a rise, and is quite visible from around the neighborhood. 

I determined that the impact area for this case is an area of approximately 0.75 square 

kilometers.  The impact zone includes single-family homes as far as 600 meters or three streets 

away from Oak Hill.  Houses with a direct visual line to the development were included in the 

impact zone, as were houses that were “trapped” by the street pattern of the neighborhood (i.e.: 

have to pass the development in order to access Central Street).  Additionally, houses on the 

opposite side of Central Street were included in the impact zone because of the area’s 

topography and the resulting visibility of the development.   
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Figure 5.6: Impact zone for Oak Hill 

 
 

 

Sales Data 

Unfortunately, the sales data for Ipswich was not appropriate for analysis by this 

methodology.  Once cleaned, the Ipswich control data set included 2,616 records but the impact 

zone included only 60 records.  Table 5.7 gives a summary of the data characteristics, while 

Appendix 5.3 contains detailed descriptive statistics about the data.  In addition to the small 

sample size, the data for the Ipswich control and impact zones was very different.  Houses that 

sold in the impact zone were much smaller and were situated on much smaller lots.  In addition, 

85% of the sales transactions for the impact zone were homes that were built before 1920, thus 
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falling into the base case and out of the predictive model.  The town center area that comprises 

the impact zone includes a much older than average housing stock than the rest of the town. 

 

Table 5.7: Descriptive Summary of Ipswich Data 
  Mean Std. Deviation 
Variable Control Impact Control Impact 
# Observations    2,616       60  - - 
Price $279,311 $226,660 $190,532 $110,996 
House sf 2,269 1,744 1,076 679 
Lot size 44,606 8,037 116,481 7,135 
Bedrooms 3.09 2.98 0.83 0.91 
   1BR 2.7% 1.7%     
   2BR 16.9% 26.7%     
   3BR 54.3% 48.3%     
   >=4BR 26.2% 23.3%     
Bathrooms 2.09 1.63 0.88 0.62 
   1bath 22.5% 33.3%     
   1.5bath 14.8% 33.3%     
   2.0bath 20.3% 15.0%     
   2.5bath 25.2% 13.3%     
   >=3.0bath 17.3% 5.0%     
Year Built 1952 1834 52 81 
   <1920 18.2% 85.0%     
   1920-1954 19.6% 15.0%     
   1955-1969 18.7% 0.0%     
   1970-1991 22.4% 0.0%     
   >=1992 21.1% 0.0%     

Bold variables are base cases and are omitted from the Hedonic regression. 
 

Price Models 

As predicted, the hedonic models for Ipswich, particularly for the impact zone, are 

seriously flawed.  There were no observations for some of “year built” dummy variables in the 

impact area, which would skew the accuracy of the other variables, as the model attempts to 

compensate for these missing characteristics with the remaining independent variables.  The 

coefficients are not reasonable, as any additional bathroom capacity results in a reduction in 

price, and the year sold variables do not reflect the empirical real estate market evidence.  The 

high standard errors of the impact model casts further doubt on its accuracy.  Clearly, the 
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available data was not extensive or diverse enough to build a strong predictive model for house 

prices in the impact zone.  I decided to omit Ipswich from the sales index analysis, since any 

index built on the below model would be inherently inaccurate and misleading. 

 
Table 5.8: Hedonic Model for Ipswich Control Area 

IPSWICH CONTROL 
Coefficients Independent 

Variables Unstandardized Standardized  
Standard 
Error t Significance 

(Constant) 11.4211 - 0.0689 165.8712 0.0000 
sold89-90 0.0773 8.0% 0.0423 1.8284 0.0676 
sold91-92 -0.0961 -9.2% 0.0400 -2.4019 0.0164 
sold93-94 0.0214 2.2% 0.0381 0.5622 0.5740 
sold95-96 0.1860 20.4% 0.0386 4.8249 0.0000 
sold97-98 0.2692 30.9% 0.0371 7.2522 0.0000 
sold99-00 0.5881 80.1% 0.0374 15.7300 0.0000 
sold01-02 0.8213 127.3% 0.0385 21.3231 0.0000 
sold03-05 1.0223 177.9% 0.0369 27.7126 0.0000 
built1920-1954 0.0038 0.4% 0.0303 0.1256 0.9000 
built1955-1969 0.0793 8.3% 0.0304 2.6079 0.0092 
built1970-1991 0.1340 14.3% 0.0304 4.4041 0.0000 
built>=1992 -0.1191 -11.2% 0.0339 -3.5155 0.0004 
1.5bath 0.1093 11.5% 0.0315 3.4729 0.0005 
2.0bath 0.0938 9.8% 0.0296 3.1660 0.0016 
2.5bath 0.2000 22.1% 0.0345 5.7937 0.0000 
>=3.0bath 0.3195 37.6% 0.0447 7.1415 0.0000 
2BR 0.0966 10.1% 0.0603 1.6018 0.1093 
3BR 0.0387 3.9% 0.0581 0.6660 0.5055 
>=4BR 0.0091 0.9% 0.0608 0.1499 0.8808 
LOTSIZE 0.0000 N/A 0.0000 2.9409 0.0033 
INTERSF 0.0002 N/A 0.0000 11.4054 0.0000 
Model Summary 
# of Observations  2,616  Adjusted R Square 0.478 Std. Error of the Estimate 0.46533 

* omitted: built<1920, sold87-88, 1.0bath, <3BR 
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Table 5.9: Hedonic Model for Ipswich Impact Area 

IPSWICH IMPACT 
Coefficients Independent 

Variables Unstandardized Standardized  
Standard 
Error t Significance 

(Constant) 11.1182 - 0.4422 25.1404 0.0000 
sold89-90 -0.2909 -25.2% 0.2723 -1.0683 0.2916 
sold91-92 0.1449 15.6% 0.2674 0.5418 0.5909 
sold93-94 -0.1204 -11.3% 0.2274 -0.5295 0.5993 
sold95-96 -0.1956 -17.8% 0.2427 -0.8059 0.4249 
sold97-98 -0.3396 -28.8% 0.2711 -1.2530 0.2173 
sold99-00 0.1092 11.5% 0.2269 0.4814 0.6328 
sold01-02 0.5330 70.4% 0.2152 2.4771 0.0175 
sold03-05 0.7818 118.5% 0.2201 3.5517 0.0010 
built1920-1954 0.0254 2.6% 0.1536 0.1655 0.8694 
built1955-1969 - - - - - 
built1970-1991 - - - - - 
built>=1992 - - - - - 
1.5bath -0.0533 -5.2% 0.1421 -0.3751 0.7095 
2.0bath -0.4443 -35.9% 0.1757 -2.5297 0.0154 
2.5bath -0.0326 -3.2% 0.2625 -0.1242 0.9018 
>=3.0bath -0.3122 -26.8% 0.3349 -0.9321 0.3568 
2BR 0.0149 1.5% 0.4156 0.0358 0.9716 
3BR 0.1690 18.4% 0.4226 0.3999 0.6913 
>=4BR -0.3984 -32.9% 0.4808 -0.8286 0.4121 
LOTSIZE 0.00001 N/A 0.00001 1.5582 0.1269 
INTERSF 0.00053 N/A 0.00015 3.5554 0.0010 
Model Summary 
# of Observations            60  Adjusted R Square 0.532 Std. Error of the Estimate 0.36140 

* omitted: built<1920, sold87-88, 1.0bath, <3BR 
 
 

Case 3: The Woodlands at Abington Station 

Location and Impact Zone 

The Woodlands at Abington Station is located just a few hundred meters from the MBTA 

commuter rail station.  Although the development is not near the town center of Abington, it was 

marketed to the town during permitting and to potential residents as “transit-oriented” 

development.   Although the development is isolated visually from all but its closest neighbors, it 

is so different in scale from the surrounding area that its impact reaches beyond sight lines.  One 

of the primary reasons that abutters give in objecting to development is the impact on traffic and 
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road service levels.  The Woodlands, with 192 units and many parking spaces, certainly impacts 

the surrounding roads.  Therefore, I extended the impact area to nearby residential roads that 

share the same access routes to the commuter rail station and the town center.  There is a pond 

that creates a natural boundary to the north of the development.  Overall, the impact zone is 

about one square kilometer, and includes homes as far as 800 meters away.   

 
Figure 5.10: Impact zone for The Woodlands at Abington Station 

 
 
 

Sales Data 

There were 2,900 single-family sales transactions in Abington from 1987 until the 

present.  After removing incomplete records and outliers, I analyzed 203 transactions in the 

impact zone and 2,435 transactions in the control area (the rest of the town).  Table 5.11 gives a 
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summary of the data characteristics, while Appendix 5.4 contains detailed descriptive statistics 

about the data.  There were minimal differences in control and impact home characteristics, such 

as house and lot size, and the impact zone is slightly older than the rest of the town.  Overall, 

there seems to be little difference in the housing stock that has sold in both areas. 

 
Table 5.11: Descriptive Summary of Abington Data 
  Mean Std. Deviation 
Variable Control Impact Control Impact 
# Observations  2,435  203  - - 
Price $194,274 $180,248 $134,225 $83,657 
House sf 1,670 1,593 712 557 
Lot size 23,526 24,048 16,259 16,681 
Bedrooms 3.05 3.04 0.76 0.74 
   1-2BR 19.3% 16.3%     
   3BR 58.9% 64.0%     
   >=4BR 21.8% 19.7%     
Bathrooms 1.76 1.61 0.74 0.60 
   1bath 33.6% 36.9%     
   1.5bath 20.3% 23.2%     
   2bath 18.6% 24.1%     
   >=2.5bath 27.6% 15.8%     
Year Built 1950 1937 40 48 
   <=1900 17.9% 28.1%     
   1901-1945 10.3% 11.8%     
   1946-1959 29.4% 9.4%     
   1960-1971 9.9% 27.6%     
   1972-1990 14.0% 14.3%     
   >=1991 18.5% 8.9%     

Bold variables are base cases and are omitted from the Hedonic regression. 
 

Price Models 

 Both the control and impact models show generally consistent and expected values for 

the coefficients of the independent variables.  Newer structures seem to command a premium in 

Abington.  This might also explain the positive impact of interior square footage and >2.5 

bathrooms, both common features in newer homes.   By breaking out the sales period into years 

rather than year pairs, the real estate trends over time are clearer.  In both the control and impact 

areas, the real estate market appreciated until the end of the 1980s, then dipped and did not start 
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to recover until around 1998.  The annual breakout also shows that prices have been climbing at 

ever higher rates for the past five years.  

 

Table 5.12: Hedonic Model for Abington Control Area 

ABINGTON CONTROL 
Coefficients Independent 

Variables Unstandardized Standardized  
Standard 
Error t Significance 

    (Constant) 11.3114 - 0.1307 303.3595 0.0000 
built1901-1945 0.0391 4.0% 0.0764 1.5565 0.1197 
built1946-1959 0.1199 12.7% 0.0845 6.0905 0.0000 
built1960-1971 0.1708 18.6% 0.0573 6.6808 0.0000 
built1972-1990 0.2890 33.5% 0.0681 11.5848 0.0000 
built<=1991 0.2148 24.0% 0.0815 8.9103 0.0000 
3BR -0.0027 -0.3% 0.0671 -0.1497 0.8810 
>=4BR 0.0237 2.4% 0.0891 0.9771 0.3286 
1.5Ba 0.0358 3.6% 0.0566 1.8264 0.0679 
2Ba -0.0059 -0.6% 0.0578 -0.2898 0.7720 
>=2.5Ba 0.1071 11.3% 0.0795 4.4134 0.0000 
sold88 0.0755 7.8% 0.1251 1.9092 0.0564 
sold89 0.0087 0.9% 0.1368 0.2012 0.8405 
sold90 -0.1553 -14.4% 0.1941 -3.6766 0.0002 
sold91 -0.1329 -12.4% 0.1241 -3.3222 0.0009 
sold92 -0.1186 -11.2% 0.1323 -3.0771 0.0021 
sold93 -0.1858 -17.0% 0.1145 -5.0131 0.0000 
sold94 -0.1266 -11.9% 0.1132 -3.3646 0.0008 
sold95 -0.1414 -13.2% 0.1146 -3.6801 0.0002 
sold96 -0.0697 -6.7% 0.1309 -1.7587 0.0788 
sold97 -0.0040 -0.4% 0.1211 -0.1026 0.9183 
sold98 0.1134 12.0% 0.1242 2.9896 0.0028 
sold99 0.2211 24.7% 0.1161 6.1320 0.0000 
sold00 0.3682 44.5% 0.1380 10.1671 0.0000 
sold01 0.5038 65.5% 0.1185 13.0469 0.0000 
sold02 0.6108 84.2% 0.1192 15.3844 0.0000 
sold03 0.7582 113.4% 0.1241 19.9810 0.0000 
sold04-05 0.9044 147.0% 0.1050 24.7852 0.0000 
LOTSIZE 0.000002 N/A 0.0000 3.8253 0.0001 
INTERSF 0.000202 N/A 0.0001 14.9738 0.0000 
Model Summary 
# of Observations     2,435  Adjusted R Square 0.631 Std. Error of the Estimate 0.31436 

* omitted: built<=1900, sold87, 1.0bath, <=2BR 
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Table 5.13: Hedonic Model for Reading Control Area 

ABINGTON IMPACT 
Coefficients Independent 

Variables Unstandardized Standardized  
Standard 
Error t Significance 

    (Constant) 11.3326 -   86.6900 0.0000 
built1901-1945 -0.1496 -13.9% -0.1023 -1.9576 0.0519 
built1946-1959 0.1243 13.2% 0.0767 1.4712 0.1431 
built1960-1971 0.1552 16.8% 0.1469 2.7077 0.0075 
built1972-1990 0.2210 24.7% 0.1638 3.2454 0.0014 
built<=1991 0.1288 13.7% 0.0775 1.5799 0.1160 
3BR 0.0843 8.8% 0.0857 1.2568 0.2105 
>=4BR -0.0945 -9.0% -0.0796 -1.0604 0.2904 
1.5Ba 0.0758 7.9% 0.0677 1.3396 0.1821 
2Ba 0.0282 2.9% 0.0256 0.4883 0.6259 
>=2.5Ba 0.1136 12.0% 0.0876 1.4287 0.1549 
sold88 0.1815 19.9% 0.0832 1.4505 0.1487 
sold89 0.1284 13.7% 0.0496 0.9387 0.3492 
sold90 -0.0032 -0.3% -0.0008 -0.0163 0.9870 
sold91 -0.0892 -8.5% -0.0409 -0.7185 0.4734 
sold92 -0.2807 -24.5% -0.1157 -2.1214 0.0353 
sold93 -0.1810 -16.6% -0.1062 -1.5809 0.1157 
sold94 -0.0102 -1.0% -0.0056 -0.0900 0.9284 
sold95 -0.1358 -12.7% -0.0729 -1.1854 0.2375 
sold96 -0.0030 -0.3% -0.0013 -0.0228 0.9818 
sold97 -0.0267 -2.6% -0.0128 -0.2206 0.8256 
sold98 0.1776 19.4% 0.0814 1.4295 0.1547 
sold99 0.1559 16.9% 0.0837 1.3433 0.1809 
sold00 0.1732 18.9% 0.0670 1.2551 0.2111 
sold01 0.5491 73.2% 0.2743 4.6316 0.0000 
sold02 0.5531 73.9% 0.2763 4.6398 0.0000 
sold03 0.7300 107.5% 0.3346 5.8809 0.0000 
sold04-05 0.9461 157.6% 0.6352 9.0126 0.0000 
LOTSIZE 0.0000 N/A 0.1574 3.4142 0.0008 
INTERSF 0.0001 N/A 0.1330 2.1993 0.0292 
Model Summary 
# of Observations  203  Adjusted R Square 0.658 Std. Error of the Estimate 0.27695 

* omitted: built<=1900, sold87, 1.0bath, <=2BR 
 

Price Index 

In the Abington case study, there were enough observations in both samples to divide the 

sales year independent variable into annual groups rather than year pairs.  This was particularly 

important for the case of The Woodlands, since the development was not fully leased until the 

fall of 2003.  Thus, the first period after this impact window was 2004-55.  With the annual year 
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division, I could break out the timeframe in order to see this impact more clearly.  The 

Woodlands received its comprehensive permit in 2001.  Thus, the height of the impact of the 

development is assumed to be during the 2001-2003 sales years, as is shown in Figure 5.14.  In 

order to determine the effect of the development, I compared the change from 2000 to 2004-5.  

In this time, the impact area appreciated 21.3%, while the control area appreciated 14.3%.  I 

conclude that the development did not have any negative impact on single-family house prices in 

its immediate vicinity.   It is tempting to speculate that The Woodlands actually had a beneficial 

impact on neighboring home prices, particularly because the development was a reuse of a 

blighted former industrial site. It is possible that this higher and better use of the land as well as 

the TOD rezoning actually helped raise surrounding home prices. 

 
Figure 5.14: Sales Price Index for Abington Control vs. Impact Areas 
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Case 4: Fairhaven Garden 

Location and Impact Zone 

Fairhaven Garden is located on the Concord Turnpike in the midst of a low-density 

single-family residential neighborhood.  The development is bordered to the south and west by 

undeveloped land that creates a natural border for the impact zone.  There is also undeveloped 

agricultural land across the turnpike from Fairhaven Garden, but because it is possible to see the 

development from beyond the farm, I did not treat this land as the end of the impact zone.  In 

addition, all foot and automobile traffic from Fairhaven would have to drive through the 

residential neighborhood to the north of the project to get to Concord Center.  Therefore, I 

included the edges of this neighborhood in the impact zone.  Overall, the impact zone contains 

only about seven streets, and includes homes up to about 120 meters from the development. 

 
Figure 5.15: Impact zone for Fairhaven Gardens 
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Sales Data 

There were 3,514 single-family sales transactions in Concord from 1987 until the present.  

After removing incomplete records and outliers, I analyzed 100 transactions in the impact zone 

and 3,360 transactions in the remainder of the town.  Table 5.16 provides a summary of the data 

characteristics, while Appendix 5.5 contains detailed descriptive statistics about the data.  While 

the homes in the impact area were slightly smaller and on marginally smaller lots, overall, there 

is little difference in the housing stock that has sold in both areas. 

 
Table 5.16: Descriptive Summary of Concord Data  
  Mean Std. Deviation 
Variable Control Impact Control Impact 
# Observations   3,360      100  - - 
Price $522,791 $430,802 $428,048 $274,996 
House sf 2,603 2,314 1,364 1,530 
Lot size 47,814 39,004 74,206 56,677 
Bedrooms 3.76 3.50 0.91 0.84 
   1-2BR 5.7% 5.0%     
   3BR 33.3% 53.0%     
   4BR 42.7% 33.0%     
   >=5BR 18.3% 9.0%     
Bathrooms 2.79 2.19 1.33 1.10 
   1bath 7.7% 13.0%     
   1.5-2.0bath 28.2% 45.0%     
   2.5bath 30.2% 26.0%     
   3.0-4.0bath 15.3% 10.0%     
   >=4.5bath 18.6% 6.0%     
Year Built 1946 1934 44 46 
   <=1900 15.2% 11.0%     
   1901-1945 14.5% 40.0%     
   1946-1954 14.5% 21.0%     
   1955-1964 16.1% 9.0%     
   1965-1974 17.3% 9.0%     
   1975-1984 8.2% 3.0%     
   >=1985 14.2% 7.0%     

Bold variables are base cases and are omitted from Hedonic regression. 
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Price Models 

Both the control and impact models show generally consistent and expected values for the 

coefficients of the independent variables.  As opposed to other cases, the Concord real estate 

market, particularly in the control group, started to grow again in the early 1990s.  In both 

groups, older and newer homes seem to command a premium, while mid-century construction 

does not.  As noted in the Case Studies profile, Concord has been experiencing many teardowns.  

This trend might explain by the positive coefficient for newer construction.  

 
Table 5.17: Hedonic Model for Concord Control Area 

CONCORD CONTROL 
Coefficients Independent 

Variables Unstandardized Standardized  
Standard 
Error t Significance 

(Constant) 11.8396 - 0.0408 290.2172 0.0000 
sold89-90 -0.0302 -3.0% 0.0299 -1.0110 0.3121 
sold91-92 -0.0903 -8.6% 0.0275 -3.2816 0.0010 
sold93-94 0.0023 0.2% 0.0276 0.0830 0.9339 
sold95-96 0.1290 13.8% 0.0275 4.6807 0.0000 
sold97-98 0.2792 32.2% 0.0274 10.2032 0.0000 
sold99-00 0.4869 62.7% 0.0275 17.7203 0.0000 
sold01-02 0.7257 106.6% 0.0294 24.6704 0.0000 
sold03-05 0.8759 140.1% 0.0289 30.3017 0.0000 
built1901-1945 0.0366 3.7% 0.0235 1.5609 0.1186 
built1946-1954 -0.0764 -7.4% 0.0238 -3.2096 0.0013 
built1955-1964 -0.0297 -2.9% 0.0234 -1.2655 0.2058 
built1965-1974 0.0025 0.3% 0.0234 0.1090 0.9132 
built1975-1984 0.0670 6.9% 0.0283 2.3652 0.0181 
built>=1985 0.0886 9.3% 0.0254 3.4915 0.0005 
1.5-2.0bath 0.1414 15.2% 0.0270 5.2284 0.0000 
2.5bath 0.2616 29.9% 0.0298 8.7722 0.0000 
3.0-4.0bath 0.3312 39.3% 0.0330 10.0410 0.0000 
>=4.5bath 0.4318 54.0% 0.0372 11.6188 0.0000 
3BR 0.0467 4.8% 0.0300 1.5576 0.1194 
4BR 0.1208 12.8% 0.0318 3.7964 0.0001 
>=5BR 0.1323 14.1% 0.0363 3.6471 0.0003 
LOTSIZE 0.000001 N/A 0.000000 10.5368 0.0000 
INTERSF 0.000175 N/A 0.000008 20.7545 0.0000 
Model Summary 
# of Observations 3,360  Adjusted R Square 0.671 Std. Error of the Estimate 0.295519

* omitted: built<=1900, sold87-88, 1.0bath, <=2BR 

 83



Table 5.18: Hedonic Model for Concord Impact Area 

CONCORD IMPACT 
Coefficients Independent 

Variables Unstandardized Standardized  
Standard 
Error t Significance 

(Constant) 11.87460 - 0.21285 55.78855 0.00000 
sold89-90 -0.05656 -5.5% 0.12697 -0.44544 0.65727 
sold91-92 -0.01869 -1.9% 0.13299 -0.14055 0.88860 
sold93-94 -0.12630 -11.9% 0.10657 -1.18510 0.23967 
sold95-96 -0.01203 -1.2% 0.11305 -0.10644 0.91551 
sold97-98 0.16305 17.7% 0.09852 1.65508 0.10203 
sold99-00 0.51202 66.9% 0.11071 4.62484 0.00002 
sold01-02 0.69261 99.9% 0.11228 6.16864 0.00000 
sold03-05 0.83432 130.3% 0.11889 7.01753 0.00000 
built1901-1945 0.07026 7.3% 0.10014 0.70164 0.48505 
built1946-1954 -0.02839 -2.8% 0.10423 -0.27238 0.78607 
built1955-1964 -0.16423 -15.1% 0.14235 -1.15370 0.25224 
built1965-1974 0.09804 10.3% 0.12330 0.79515 0.42901 
built1975-1984 0.03812 3.9% 0.18417 0.20696 0.83660 
built>=1985 -0.19533 -17.7% 0.16850 -1.15919 0.25001 
1.5-2.0bath 0.18808 20.7% 0.08507 2.21095 0.03005 
2.5bath 0.30882 36.2% 0.10050 3.07289 0.00294 
3.0-4.0bath 0.58041 78.7% 0.18195 3.18995 0.00207 
>=4.5bath -0.17403 -16.0% 0.42629 -0.40824 0.68425 
3BR 0.05804 6.0% 0.13358 0.43449 0.66517 
4BR 0.10129 10.7% 0.14314 0.70767 0.48132 
>=5BR 0.27747 32.0% 0.18999 1.46045 0.14829 
LOTSIZE 0.0000044 N/A 0.0000011 4.14968 0.00009 
INTERSF 0.0001091 N/A 0.0000011 4.14968 0.00009 
Model Summary 
# of Observations   5,961  Adjusted R Square 0.566 Std. Error of the Estimate 0.295519

* omitted: built<=1900, sold87-88, 1.0bath, <=2BR 
 
 

Price Index 

Fairhaven Garden received its comprehensive permit in 2003 and began leasing in 2004.  

Thus, the height of the impact of the development is assumed to be during the most recent 

period, the 2003-5 sales years, as is shown in Figure 5.18.  This created a unique situation in 

which the impact period continues through the present.  Unfortunately, there were not enough 

observations in the Concord impact zone to split the sales variable into annual periods as in the 

case of Abington.  In the latest two sales periods, 2001-02 and 2003-05, the impact area 
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appreciated 4.8%, while the control area appreciated 5.1%.  I conclude that to date, the 

development has not had any negative impact on single-family house prices in its immediate 

vicinity.  Although this conclusion would be strengthened by an additional data analysis for the 

2005-06 sales period, it appears that the permitting and construction of Fairhaven Garden has not 

had an impact on home prices to date. 

 
Table 5.19: Sales Price Index for Concord Control vs. Impact Areas 

 
 

 

Case 5: Canton Center 

Location and Impact Zone 

Canton Center represents a very different scenario than the other case studies.  In the case 

of Canton Center, several large developments have been built in just a few years in a compact 

area around the rail station.  These developments have added over 200 units to the neighborhood 
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and from all accounts, completely changed the nature of Canton Center.  Therefore, I argue that 

the impact zone comprises the majority of the single-family homes within the overlay district.  

This is an oddly-shaped area bordered on the east by Forge Pond and the west and south by 

commercial/industrial land.  Overall, the impact zone is about 800 by 800 meters, and includes 

homes as far as 300 meters away from one of the developments.  

 
Figure 5.20: Impact zone for Canton Center Economic Development Overlay District 

 
 
 

Sales Data 

There were 3,754 single-family sales transactions in Canton from 1987 until the present.  

After removing incomplete records and outliers, I analyzed 96 transactions in the impact zone 

and 3,102 transactions in the rest of the town.  Table 5.21 provides a summary of the data 
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characteristics, while Appendix 5.6 contains detailed descriptive statistics about the data.  There 

were some differences between housing characteristics in the control and impact zones.  On 

average, the houses in the impact zone were smaller and were on much smaller lots.  In addition, 

they were noticeably older.   

There was another issue with the data for Canton.  Almost two-thirds of the total records 

included a value of 0 for the number of bedrooms.  Upon investigation, I discovered that the 

Canton municipal record (the source for The Warren Group data) does not capture that 

information upon sale.  In order to replace the bedroom variable that I used in every other case 

study, I decided to use the total number of rooms instead of the number of bedrooms.  Although 

it is not a perfect substitute, I decided that by adding the total rooms information, I would be able 

to strengthen the predictive model.  

 
Table 5.21: Descriptive Summary of Canton 
  Mean Std. Deviation 
Variable Control Impact Control Impact 
# 
Observations       3,102             96  - - 
Price $287,214 $183,522 $164,307 $74,418 
House sf 2,029 1,504 979 429 
Lot size 25,198 8,490 20,094 3,057 
Tot Rooms 7.6 6.3 1.8 1.4 
<=5rooms 9.2% 26.0%     
6rooms 15.3% 29.2%     
7rooms 23.9% 25.0%     
8rooms 23.8% 15.6%     
9+rooms 27.8% 4.2%     
Bathrooms 2.07 1.48 0.84 0.46 
   1bath 18.0% 36.5%     
   1.5bath 23.8% 38.5%     
   2bath 14.5% 18.8%     
   >=2.5bath 43.7% 6.3%     
Year Built 1959 1921 36 36 
   <=1920 10.8% 50.0%     
   1921-1949 10.2% 15.6%     
   1950-1959 22.3% 29.2%     
  >=1960 56.7% 5.2%     

Bold variables are base cases and are omitted from Hedonic regression. 
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Price Models 

Both the control and impact models show generally consistent and understandable values 

for the coefficients of the independent variables.  As in Abington, newer homes seem to 

command higher sales prices.  Because there is no variable to describe the number of bedrooms, 

it is impossible to compare the importance of the total number of rooms with the number of 

bedrooms.  However, it is interesting that in the impact zone, where average house size is 

smaller, having more than nine rooms actually decreases the price.  Given the nature of the 

population that might be interested in living in the higher-density, transit-oriented impact zone 

(couples and singles) and that the overall square footage of the dwelling stays the same, perhaps 

lots of small rooms are not as desirable in this area as fewer, larger rooms. 

Table 5.22: Hedonic Model for Canton Control Area 

CANTON CONTROL 
Coefficients Independent 

Variables Unstandardized Standardized  
Standard 
Error t Significance 

Constant 11.4843 - 0.0350 328.5308 0.0000 
sold89-90 -0.0449 -4.4% 0.0287 -1.5624 0.1183 
sold91-92 -0.0977 -9.3% 0.0274 -3.5609 0.0004 
sold93-94 -0.0818 -7.9% 0.0275 -2.9709 0.0030 
sold95-96 0.0241 2.4% 0.0264 0.9109 0.3624 
sold97-98 0.1323 14.1% 0.0259 5.1177 0.0000 
sold99-00 0.3605 43.4% 0.0262 13.7623 0.0000 
sold01-02 0.6156 85.1% 0.0271 22.6949 0.0000 
sold03-05 0.8548 135.1% 0.0269 31.7343 0.0000 
built1921-1949 0.0678 7.0% 0.0274 2.4768 0.0133 
built1950-1959 0.1013 10.7% 0.0232 4.3606 0.0000 
built>=1960 0.2264 25.4% 0.0228 9.9414 0.0000 
1.5bath 0.0782 8.1% 0.0218 3.5900 0.0003 
2.0bath 0.0559 5.7% 0.0239 2.3381 0.0194 
>=2.5bath 0.1730 18.9% 0.0257 6.7431 0.0000 
6 rooms 0.0621 6.4% 0.0264 2.3529 0.0187 
7 rooms 0.0981 10.3% 0.0262 3.7355 0.0002 
8 rooms 0.1396 15.0% 0.0272 5.1247 0.0000 
>=9 rooms 0.1509 16.3% 0.0284 5.3094 0.0000 
LOTSIZE 0.000001 N/A 0.0000 3.8701 0.0001 
INTERSF 0.000162 N/A 0.0000 16.6929 0.0000 
Model Summary 
# of Observations  3,102  Adjusted R Square 0.596 Std. Error of the Estimate 0.344561

* Omitted: built<=1920, <=5 rooms, 1Ba, Sold87-88 
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Table 5.23: Hedonic Model for Canton Impact Area 

CANTON IMPACT 
Coefficients Independent 

Variables Unstandardized Standardized  
Standard 
Error t Significance 

Constant 11.10751 - 0.17747 62.58893 0.00000 
sold89-90 -0.00049 -0.05% 0.15247 -0.00323 0.99743 
sold91-92 -0.16390 -15.12% 0.13870 -1.18173 0.24105 
sold93-94 -0.25534 -22.53% 0.13669 -1.86795 0.06567 
sold95-96 -0.04382 -4.29% 0.14557 -0.30104 0.76422 
sold97-98 0.06170 6.36% 0.12668 0.48703 0.62766 
sold99-00 0.25687 29.29% 0.16040 1.60144 0.11348 
sold01-02 0.51550 67.45% 0.13599 3.79068 0.00030 
sold03-05 0.75661 113.10% 0.13247 5.71151 0.00000 
built1921-1949 0.15153 16.36% 0.09807 1.54517 0.12651 
built1950-1959 0.26673 30.57% 0.08194 3.25518 0.00170 
built>=1960 0.31999 37.71% 0.19345 1.65415 0.10228 
1.5bath 0.19064 21.00% 0.07116 2.67894 0.00907 
2.0bath 0.13008 13.89% 0.08690 1.49697 0.13860 
>=2.5bath 0.06613 6.84% 0.17216 0.38410 0.70199 
6 rooms -0.01506 -1.49% 0.07876 -0.19125 0.84885 
7 rooms 0.06529 6.75% 0.08843 0.73838 0.46259 
8 rooms 0.13057 13.95% 0.11277 1.15785 0.25060 
>=9 rooms -0.09255 -8.84% 0.18385 -0.50338 0.61617 
LOTSIZE 0.00003 N/A 0.00001 2.23709 0.02825 
INTERSF 0.00023 N/A 0.00010 2.25110 0.02731 
Model Summary 
# of Observations    96  Adjusted R Square 0.623 Std. Error of the Estimate 0.256299

* Omitted: built<=1920, <=5 rooms, 1Ba, Sold87-88 
 

Price Index 

In Canton, I examined the impact of a specific planning event, the creation of a pro-

development overlay district in the year 2000, and several large residential/mixed-use projects 

that were built subsequent to the rezoning.  This is a different method than in the other case 

studies, and more appropriate to track the success of the ongoing revitalization impact of the 

changes, as measured by nearby single family home prices.  The CCEOD was passed by Town 

Meeting in August of 2000, and the first of the developments was permitted and completed by 

2001. Therefore, the impact period begins in the 1999-2000 year pair and continues to the 

present.  This is shown in Figure 5.24.   
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In order to determine the ongoing effect of changes in Canton Center, I compared the 

change in sales price index 1999-2000 to 2003-05.  In this time, the impact area appreciated 

10.5%, while the control area appreciated 10.4%.  There seems to be almost no distinguishable 

impact of the rezoning and new development on surrounding single-family home values.  

However, as more data becomes available and more development occurs in Canton, it would be 

interesting to continue to track the sales trends.  In addition, there may be other benefits (or 

negative impacts) from the changes in Canton Center that are not addressed by this narrow look 

at single-family home sales prices.  

 
Table 5.24: Sales Price Index for Canton Control vs. Impact Areas 
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1 Appendix 5.1 contains a full list of independent variables that were used. 
2 The natural logarithm of the sales price is defined as en = x, where e = 2.71828… and x = the numeric sales price.  
For example, the natural logarithm of $100,000 is 11.513 (100,000 = 2.7182811.513).  The natural logarithm of the 
sales price is used as the dependent variable in all of the models in this study because these values reduce the 
difference between values and thus the weight of any wildly different sales prices.  For example, for sales prices of 
$100,000 and $2,100,000, the natural logarithms are 11.513 and 14.557 respectively.  
3 Because the output of the models refers to the natural logarithm of price, we must take the antilog of these numbers 
to interpret the result as a price.  For example, the antilog of the Reading control constant, 11.639, is e11.639 = price = 
$113,437. 
4 Appreciation is expressed as the Compound Annual Growth Rate, which is calculated as 

CAGR = (end value)/(beginning value)(1/# years)-1) 

5 I kept 2004 and 2005 transactions together because the transaction records only included sales in the first few 
months of 2005.  A 2005 only sample would have been too small and irregular for this study. 
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CHAPTER 6: CONCLUSIONS 

 

In this thesis, I analyzed five case studies that tell three different tales of multifamily 

development in the Greater Boston Area.  While none of the case studies met all of the criteria 

that I initially established, the five multifamily developments that I examined do have interesting 

characteristics such as proximity to transit and commercial areas and mixed-income components.  

I undertook this study with the intent of measuring the impact of these multifamily developments 

on surrounding single-family home values.  I found that the anticipated negative impacts of 

multifamily developments are not substantiated by the evidence.   

 

Impact of Multifamily Developments 

 In most of the towns in the Greater Boston area residents have expressed a distaste and 

distrust of new development.  This opposition is magnified as the perceived impact of the 

development increases.  For example, homeowners are particularly anxious about developments 

that are significantly larger or denser than the surrounding area, are different in tenure, quality, or 

character than the rest of the neighborhood, or which might bring the “wrong” kind of people 

into town. As I outlined in the introduction, one of the key factors motivating homeowners to 

object to nearby development is a fear that new development will negatively affect the value of 

their homes.   

In the case studies examined in this thesis, the quantitative evidence does not support the 

theory that large, multifamily developments have a negative impact on the sales price of nearby 

single-family homes.   In fact, this thesis reiterates what several previous studies conclude - there 

is no evidence that multifamily developments negatively affect the sales prices of single-family 

 93



homes within the impact area. In each of the four case studies that had solid quantitative results, 

the only sizable difference between the annual growth in the sales price of the average home in 

the impact zone and the average home in the rest of the town during and after the permitting and 

construction of the case development was in Abington, and it was positive in favor of the impact 

zone.1   

 

Figure 6.1: Compound Annual Growth Rate – Impact vs. Control areas of the five case study towns 
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Community Response and Growth Planning 

Despite these conclusions, my interviews indicate that this kind of evidence is but a 

starting point for a larger process of discourse and education.  In discussions with planners, town 

officials and developers, the overwhelming tale of each development was one of cooperation and 
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collaboration, negotiation and compromise, with the end result a development that turned out to 

be much better than everyone expected.  In both Concord and Abington, town officials claimed 

that the ease of the comprehensive permit process and the success of the development would 

make them more likely to proactively seek out similar developments, and in all cases, municipal 

officials agreed that a successful example development was an extremely effective way to refute 

NIMBY attitudes.  

However, responses from the public were less unequivocal.  From discussions with 

neighbors, it seems that residents see no irony in embracing a completed development at the 

same time that they condemn the next one.  All of the residents surveyed in Canton, were 

enthusiastic about the changes in Canton Center.  One longtime resident said that the 

proliferation of new businesses “brought her downtown again.”  Another new Canton resident 

confirmed that it was her home’s proximity to transit that attracted her to Canton Center.  In both 

Ipswich and Reading, the projects were a source of pride for residents.  A woman in Reading 

told me that Longwood Place is a “great resource for the community, and a terrific neighbor.” 

Her only complaint was that her houseguests weren’t allowed to park in the Longwood parking 

lot.  One resident of Concord who lives across the road from the Fairhaven Garden project 

expressed his surprise and pleasure at the development.  He stated that, “…once construction was 

done, I didn’t even notice those apartments. Those buildings don’t bother me, and I don’t notice 

any additional traffic or problems from the people who live there.”   

However, he continued that one apartment development is enough and because Concord 

is “almost developed to capacity,” he would have a hard time supporting additional 

developments like Fairhaven Gardens.  In a town that has many acres of undeveloped land, a 

minimum lot size of two acres and an average density of 0.39 units per acre, his perception of 
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maximum build out is surprising and, I would argue, inaccurate.  It seems that despite the 

presence of successful multifamily developments in town, and despite acknowledgement of these 

existing successes, public dislike of development continues.   One Beacon Residential Properties 

employee who worked on The Woodlands at Abington Station says it best: “People would rather 

have woods than any kind of development.”  

 

Suggestions for Future Research 

It is tempting to conclude that with this addition to previous studies (Ritchay and 

Weinrobe, 2004 and Weinstein, 2002), the evidence is overwhelming that there is no negative 

impact of multifamily and mixed-income housing on surrounding home prices.  However, I 

believe that there are limitations to this body of research that invite further investigation and 

suggest ideas for additional research.   

First of all, both this and Ritchay and Weinrobe’s 2004 thesis focus on the Eastern 

Massachusetts residential real estate market in a time of remarkable growth, while Weinstein’s 

(2002) study looks at the San Francisco Bay area in a similarly appreciating market.  The 

residential market has been increasing astronomically in the Greater Boston Area, particularly in 

the past five years, and I would argue that economic nuances might be revealed in an equilibrium 

market that are masked in the current market.  For example, in a more tepid real estate market, 

proximity to a negative land use might affect house price more than in a market where 

everything sells for top dollar, regardless of its location.  Conducting this type of study with 

similar methodology in a slower residential market would be an interesting juxtaposition to this 

group of studies. 
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 Secondly, in this research, I found it difficult to be confident that I was identifying all of 

the critical information about a specific case study.  Even though I spoke to myriad constituents 

about some very controversial topics, the fog of memory seems to have blunted their accounts of 

the history of the permitting process and public reaction.  In some cases, the public record cast 

suspicion on these rosy accounts, but in far more cases, the public record was incomplete or 

nonexistent.  Additionally, in a study that uses interviews and the written record to paint the story 

of a development, some factors will always be left out.  I think that a valuable long-term study 

would follow one development from cradle to grave, combining a qualitative record of the 

process and the evolution of public opinion with a quantitative follow-up study of the impacts. 

 Third, I would suggest that the price trends analyzed in this and Ritchay and Weinrobe’s 

thesis continue to be monitored.  There are claims that multifamily developments, particularly 

those with a mixed-income population are constructed poorly, are not maintained well, and 

develop into eyesores, becoming a growing negative impact on the neighborhood.  To explore 

this, the price index of the impact and control zones could be tracked on an ongoing basis, with 

notation of renovations to the development or other major events. 

Finally, I think that a more expansive analysis of the changes that have happened in areas 

like Canton Center is merited.  Canton is the only one of my case studies where an intentional 

zoning change was implemented to create a growth district.  I think that a study quantifying the 

impacts of the CCEDO district in Canton Center could serve as a powerful testimony to this type 

of growth.  I found that it was the most interesting and vibrant of the case studies to visit.  An 

analysis of not only the economic impacts on surrounding property, but also a benefit/cost 

analysis of the zoning change to the town and a qualitative analysis of perceptions about the area 

would be interesting. 
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A well-designed housing price study is complex and time consuming.  Freeman and 

Botein2 note, “As with most nonexperimental social science research, the most vexing problem is 

designing methods that can satisfactorily answer the question at hand.”1  Case studies must be 

chosen carefully and impact areas determined by extensive investigation of actual neighborhood 

boundaries rather than by mere linear distance or the convenience of census or other divisions.  

All future research must avoid the methodological pitfalls that plagued earlier studies and they 

must explicitly deal with the unique design of case study developments and peculiarities of the 

towns in question.   

In a way, conducting studies with the intent of allaying fears about development is a 

thankless Sisyphean task.  To paraphrase one member of the housing community, each time you 

chip away at one misconception about development, people will find another one to introduce.  If 

and when we ever succeed in “proving” that multifamily developments cause no negative 

impacts on surrounding single-family home values, another fear will take its place.  However, 

only by adding to the body of evidence well-designed studies with clear conclusions can we 

begin to refute the fear of negative impacts of development.  While this evidence may not 

completely take away the risk adverse mindset of the NIMBYist, it may begin to persuade 

homevoters to take a chance on well-designed, well-planned developments.   

 

                                                 

                                                

1 In Abington, The Woodlands development is a reuse of a previously industrial site and thus might represent a 
positive improvement to the neighbors.   
2 Lance Freeman and Hilary Botein (2002), Subsidized Housing and Neighborhood Impacts: A Theoretical 
Discussion and Review of the Evidence, Journal of Planning Literature, 16(3), p.366. 
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APPENDIX 3.1 – CHARACTERISTICS OF DATA 
 
 
  Incomplete Suspicious * # Observations used 
Location 

Total 
Observations # % # % Control Impact 

Abington 2,900 121 4.2% 141 4.9% 2,435 203 
Canton 3,754 423 11.3% 133 3.5% 3,102 96 
Concord 3,514 43 1.2% 11 0.3% 3,360 100 
Ipswich   2,691 13 0.5% 2 0.1% 2,616 60 
Reading 5,291 6 0.1% 77 1.5% 5,061 147 
TOTAL 18,150 606 3.5% 364 2.0% 16,574 606 
* Includes outliers as well as suspicious records such as mortgage higher than sales price, properties that sold  
   two times in one day, and other suspicious transactions reserached through assessor data  
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APPENDIX 4.1 – TOWN PROFILES 
 

Characteristic Reading Ipswich  Abington Concord Canton 
1990 Households 7,932 4,699 4,817 5,693 6,605 

2000 Households 8,688 5,290 5,263 5,948 7,952 

% change 9.5% 12.6% 7.9% 4.5% 20.4% 

1990 Housing Units 8,104 5,162 4,955 5,917 6,789 

2000 Housing Units 8,823 5,601 5,348 6,153 8,163 

% Change 8.9% 8.5% 7.9% 4.0% 20.2% 

% Single Family Homes* 77.2% 72.1% 69.0% 81.4% 68.0% 

Town Median HH Income (2000) $77,059 $57,284 $57,100 $95,897 $69,260 

% of Boston Area Median Income 133.9% 99.6% 99.2% 166.7% 120.4% 

1995 Median House Value $178,000 $175,000 $114,575 $390,000 $149,500 

2005 Median House Value $427,000 $431,750 $405,000 $750,750 $498,750 

% change 139.9% 146.7% 253.5% 92.5% 233.6% 

Average Density (units/acre) 1.39 0.26 0.84 0.39 0.67 

% Subsidized Units* 7.8% 7.8% 8.3% 4.5% 10.2% 

% change from 1997-2005** +3-4% +<1% +>5% +1-2% +<1% 
* attached and detached     
 
All data is from the US Census website (http://factfinder.census.gov), except the subsidized 
housing units data, which is from the DHCD 2005 Subsidized Inventory   
(http://www.mass.gov/dhcd/components/hac/HsInvRev.pdf) and CHAPA Analysis of  
Subsidized Housing (http://www.chapa.org/0540banalysis.pdf).   
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APPENDIX 4.2 – DEVELOPMENT PROFILES 
 

Case Study Development Profiles 
Location Reading Ipswich   Abington Concord Canton 

Development 

Longwood 
Place At 
Reading  Oak Hill   

The 
Woodlands at 

Abington 
Station 

FairHaven 
Gardens Various 

Developer  Bill Chase 

 Oak Hill, Inc. / 
Immanuel 

Baptist Church 

 Beacon 
Residential 
Properties   

Ryan 
Development 

John 
Marini/Marini 
Construction 

Type 
Rental, Age-

restricted 
Rental, Age-

restricted Rental Rental 
Rental and 

Condo 

40B no yes yes yes no 

Year Permitted 1994 1988 2001 2003 2000-2004 

Year Completed 1996 1989 2003 2004 2001-2004 

Total Units 86 33 192 42 200+ 

Affordable Units 20% 33 39 11 N/A 

Affordability Profile 
20% at 50% 

AMI 
100% at up to 
80% of AMI 

20% at 50% 
AMI 

25% at 80% 
AMI market 

Density of Development 
(units per acre) 18 N/A 9.6 7 Various 
Average Density of 
Town (units per acre) 1.39 0.26 0.84 0.39 0.67 

Distance to Train 1200m 400m 200m 1200m 50-350m 

Distance to Commercial 300m 50m 1400m 850m 0-400m 
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APPENDIX 5.1 – DESCRIPTION OF VARIABLES 
 
Name Definition 

sold"year" 

The year in which the house was sold, for example "sold87-88" is a house sold in the 
paired years of 1987 and 1988.  Years are paired for all cases except Abington, which 
has annual sales, for example "sold00" for records with 2000 sales 

built"year range" 
The year in which the house was originally constructed. Can be year range, or before 
(<) or after (>) a specific year. 

"#"bath 
Total number of full and half bathrooms.  For example, 1.5bath is one full and one half 
bath. 

"#"BR Total number of bedrooms.  Includes less (<) or greater (>) than values. 
"#" rooms Total number of rooms.  Includes less (<) or greater (>) than values. 
LOTSIZE Size of the lot that the house is on.  Measured in square feet. 
INTERSF Total interior size of the house.  Measured in square feet. 
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APPENDIX 5.2 – READING DESCRIPTIVE STATS AND SALES INDEX 
Reading Descriptive Statistics 

  N    Mean Std. Deviation Minimum Maximum
Variable Control Impact Control Impact Control Impact Control Impact Control Impact 
Price 5,061 147 $257,348 $280,877 $116,820 $129,346 $27,000 $27,000 $970,000 $700,000
House sf 5,061 147 1,729 1,881 634 527 560 972 5,767 3,657 
Lot size 5,061 147 15,546 15,329 10,340 6,996 2,178 6,970 99,752 45,302 
Bedrooms 5,061 147 3.20 3.32 0.76 0.68 1.0 2.0 9.0 5.0 
   1-2BR 739 12              
   3BR 2,801 82              
   4BR 1,313 47              
   >=5BR 208 6              
Bathrooms 5,061 147 1.82 1.98 0.67 0.61 1.0 1.0 5.0 4.5 
   1bath 1,261 19              
   1.5bath 1,290 37              
   2bath 1,109 31              
   >=2.5bath 1,401 60              
Year Built 5,061 147 1947 1949 35 38 1670 1850 2002 2002 
   <=1920 926 42              
   1921-1934 487 4              
   1935-1948 696 13              
   1949-1954 735 6              
   1955-1964 751 5              
   1965-1981 700 52              
   >=1982 766 25              
Year Sold 5,061 147 1996 1996 5.2 5.1 1987 1987 2005 2005 
   1987-88 550 12              
   1989-90 505 14              
   1991-92 556 12              
   1993-94 604 26              
   1995-96 593 20              
   1997-98 583 20              
   1999-00 533 14              
   2001-02 534 5              
   2003-05 603 24                 
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CONSTRUCTION OF THE SALES PRICE INDEX 
 
Step 1: Pricing the average house (results are natural log of price) 

CONTROL Constant          LOTSIZE INTERSF
1921-
1934 

1935-
1948 

1949-
1054 

1955-
1964 

1965-
1981 >=1982 3BR 4BR >=5BR 1.5bath 2.0bath 2.5bath

%       0.096            0.138 0.145 0.148 0.138 0.151 0.553 0.259 0.041 0.255 0.219 0.277
coefficient                11.639 0.000 0.000 0.070 0.076 0.069 0.101 0.200 0.104 0.064 0.148 0.131 0.112 0.093 0.186

  11.639               0.022 0.217 0.007 0.011 0.010 0.015 0.028 0.016 0.035 0.039 0.005 0.029 0.020 0.052
SUM 12.144               

                
                

          IMPACT Constant LOTSIZE INTERSF
1921-
1934 

1935-
1948 

1949-
1054 

1955-
1964 

1965-
1981 >=1982 3BR >=4BR >=5BR 1.5bath 2.0bath 2.5bath

%       0.027            0.088 0.041 0.034 0.354 0.170 0.558 0.320 0.041 0.252 0.211 0.408
coefficient                11.764 0.000 0.000 0.108 0.218 0.192 0.120 0.402 0.365 0.160 0.317 0.337 -0.025 -0.041 0.061

  11.764               0.015 0.070 0.003 0.019 0.008 0.004 0.142 0.062 0.089 0.101 0.014 -0.006 -0.009 0.025
SUM 12.301               

 
 
Step 2: Pricing the average house over time 

  CONTROL Sold87-88 Sold89-90 Sold91-92       Sold93-94 Sold95-96 Sold97-98 Sold99-00 Sold01-02 Sold03-05

  0.0000 -0.04916 -0.09172 -0.01922 0.07357 0.16222 0.38840 0.65854 0.80967 
IMPACT Sold87-88         Sold89-90 Sold91-92 Sold93-94 Sold95-96 Sold97-98 Sold99-00 Sold01-02 Sold03-05

           0.0000 -0.1829 -0.0634 -0.0732 -0.1060 0.1344 0.4078 0.3132 0.7377

 
Control  Impact

SUM 12.14426749 
1987-1988  12.14427 188,013
1989-1990  12.09510 178,993
1991-1992  12.05255 171,536
1993-1994  12.12505 184,434
1995-1996 12.21784 202,367 
1997-1998  12.30648 221,125
1999-2000  12.53266 277,247
2001-2002  12.80281 363,237
2003-2005  12.95394 422,496 

SUM 12.30134788 
1987-1988  12.30135 219,992
1989-1990   12.11840 183,213
1991-1992   12.23794 206,476
1993-1994   12.22812 204,459
1995-1996 12.19537 197,871 
1997-1998   12.43570 251,627
1999-2000   12.70915 330,761
2001-2002   12.61452 300,897
2003-2005   13.03907 460,041 

 

 



APPENDIX 5.3 – IPSWICH DESCRIPTIVE STATS  
Ipswich Descriptive Statistics 

  N    Mean Std. Deviation Minimum Maximum
Variable Control Impact Control Impact Control Impact Control Impact Control Impact 
Price 2,616 60 $279,311 $226,660 $190,532 $110,996 $17,100 $30,000 $194,500 $595,000 
House sf 2,616 60 2,269 1,744 1,076 679 480 824 7,675 3,849 
Lot size 2,616 60 44,606 8,037 116,481 7,135 1,307 1,742 2,589,206 43,560 
Bedrooms 2,616 60 3.09 2.98 0.83 0.91 1.0 1.0 6.0 7.0 
   1BR 70 1              
   2BR 441 16              
   3BR 1,420 29              
   >=4BR 685 14              
Bathrooms 2,616 60 2.09 1.63 0.88 0.62 1.0 1.0 5.5 3.5 
   1bath 588 20              
   1.5bath 388 20              
   2.0bath 530 9              
   2.5bath 658 8              
   >=3.0bath 452 3              
Year Built 2,616 60 1952 1834 52 81 1665 1652 2004 1936 
   <1920 477 51              
   1920-1954 514 9              
   1955-1969 488 0              
   1970-1991 585 0              
   >=1992 552 0              
Year Sold 2,616 60 1996 1997 5.2 5.1 1987 1988 2005 2005 
   1987-88 309 5              
   1989-90 201 4              
   1991-92 246 4              
   1993-94 294 7              
   1995-96 281 7              
   1997-98 328 5              
   1999-00 333 8              
   2001-02 287 12              
   2003-05 337 8                 
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APPENDIX 5.4 – ABINGTON DESCRIPTIVE STATS AND SALES INDEX 

Abington Descriptive Statistics 
  N   Mean Std. Deviation Minimum Maximum
Variable Control Impact Control Impact Control Impact Control Impact Control Impact 
Price 2,435 203 $194,274 $180,248 $134,225 $83,657 $10,000 $34,000 $2,500,000 $462,000 
House sf 2,435 203 1,670 1,593 712 557 504 576 8,052 3,814 
Lot size 2,435 203 23,526 24,048 16,259 16,681 2,002 3,822 112,366 108,881 
Bedrooms 2,435 203 3.05 3.04 0.76 0.75 1.0 1.0 7.0 6.0 
   1-2BR 471 33              
   3BR 1,433 130              
   >=4BR 531 40              
Bathrooms 2,435 203 1.76 1.61 0.74 0.60 1.0 1.0 7.0 4.5 
   1bath 818 75              
   1.5bath 494 47              
   2bath 452 49              
   >=2.5bath 671 32              
Year Built 2,435 203 1950 1937 40 48 1751 1800 2004 2004 
   <=1900 435 57              
   1901-1945 252 24              
   1946-1959 717 19              
   1960-1971 240 56              
   1972-1990 340 29              
   >=1991 451 18              
Year Sold 2,435 203 1996 1996 5.1 5.3 1987 1987 2005 2005 
1987 137 11              
1988 119 10              
1989 86 7              
1990 94 3              
1991 116 10              
1992 137 8              
1993 157 17              
1994 147 15              
1995 136 14              
1996 119 9              
1997 127 11              
1998 144 10              
1999 180 14              
2000 176 7              
2001 132 12              
2002 118 12              
2003 143 10              
2004-5 167 23                 

 



CONSTRUCTION OF THE SALES PRICE INDEX 
 
Step 1: Pricing the average house (results are natural log of price) 

CONTROL Constant         LOTSIZE INTERSF
1901-
1945 

1946-
1959 

   1960-
1971 

   1972-
1990 >=1991 3BR >=4BR 1.5Ba 2Ba >=2.5Ba

%       10.3% 29.4% 9.9% 14.0% 18.5% 58.9% 21.8% 20.3%   18.6% 27.6%
coefficient 11.31143             1.81E-06 0.000202 0.0391 0.1199 0.1708 0.2890 0.2148 -0.0027 0.0237 0.0358 -0.0059 0.1071
  11.31143             0.042612 0.337801 0.0041 0.0353 0.0168 0.0404 0.0398 -0.0016 0.0052 0.0073 -0.0011 0.0295
SUM 11.86745             
              

IMPACT Constant         LOTSIZE INTERSF
1901-
1945 

1946-
1959 

   1960-
1971 

   1972-
1990 >=1991 3BR >=4BR 1.5Ba 2Ba >=2.5Ba

%       11.8% 9.4% 27.6% 14.3% 8.9% 64.0% 19.7% 24.1%   24.1% 15.8%
coefficient 11.33257             0.000005 0.000122 -0.1496 0.1243 0.1552 0.2210 0.1288 0.0843 -0.0945 0.0758 0.0282 0.1136
  11.33257             0.110827 0.195025 -0.0177 0.0116 0.0428 0.0316 0.0114 0.0540 -0.0186 0.0183 0.0068 0.0179
SUM 11.79656             

 
Step 2: Pricing the average house over time 

sold87                 sold88 sold89 sold90 sold91 sold92 sold93 sold94 sold95 sold96 sold97 sold98 sold99 sold00 sold01 sold02 sold03 Sold04-05 

C 0.000                  0.075 0.009 -0.155 -0.133 -0.119 -0.186 -0.127 -0.141 -0.070 -0.004 0.113 0.221 0.368 0.504 0.611 0.758 0.904

sold87                 sold88 sold89 sold90 sold91 sold92 sold93 sold94 sold95 sold96 sold97 sold98 sold99 sold00 sold01 sold02 sold03 sold04-05 

I 0.000                  0.182 0.128 -0.003 -0.089 -0.281 -0.181 -0.010 -0.136 -0.003 -0.027 0.178 0.156 0.173 0.549 0.553 0.730 0.946

 
Control  Impact

SUM 11.86745467    

SOLD:      lnPRICE PRICE SOLD: lnPRICE PRICE
1987 11.86745  $  142,551  1996 11.79775 $132,952 
1988 11.94292  $  153,725  1997 11.86345 $141,981 
1989 11.87617  $  143,799  1998 11.98090 $159,676 
1990 11.71212  $  122,041  1999 12.08857 $177,828 
1991 11.73452  $  124,807  2000 12.23565 $206,003 
1992 11.74889  $  126,613  2001 12.37128 $235,929 
1993 11.68161  $  118,374  2002 12.47828 $262,572 
1994 11.74090  $  125,606  2003 12.62568 $304,272 
1995 11.72609  $  123,759  2004-5 12.77181 $352,148  

SUM 11.79656204    

SOLD:      lnPRICE PRICE SOLD: lnPRICE PRICE
1987 11.79656  $  132,795 1996 11.79357 $132,399 
1988 11.97808  $  159,225  1997 11.76985 $129,295 
1989 11.92500  $  150,995  1998 11.97415 $158,602 
1990 11.79340  $  132,376  1999 11.95250 $155,204 
1991 11.70741  $  121,469  2000 11.96980 $157,913 
1992 11.51585  $  100,293  2001 12.34563 $229,953 
1993 11.61557  $  110,810  2002 12.34969 $230,889 
1994 11.78637  $  131,449  2003 12.52657 $275,563 
1995 11.66072  $  115,927  2004-5 12.74264 $342,025  
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APPENDIX 5.5 – CONCORD DESCRIPTIVE STATS AND SALES INDEX 

Concord Descriptive Statistics 
  N    Mean Std. Deviation Minimum Maximum
Variable Control Impact Control Impact Control Impact Control Impact Control Impact 
Price 3,360 100 $522,791 $430,802 $428,048 $274,996 $10,398 $106,000 $6,025,000 $1,800,000
House sf 3,360 100 2,603 2,314 1,364 1,530 321 1,076 14,286 9,276 
Lot size 3,360 100 47,814 39,004 74,206 56,677 1,742 5,227 1,241,024 290,545 
Bedrooms 3,360 100 3.76 3.50 0.91 0.84 1.0 2.0 8.0 6.0 
   1-2BR 192 5              
   3BR 1,120 53              
   4BR 1,434 33              
   >=5BR 614 9              
Bathrooms 3,360 100 2.79 2.19 1.33 1.10 1.0 1.0 9.5 6.5 
   1bath 258 13              
   1.5-2.0bath 947 45              
   2.5bath 1,015 26              
   3.0-4.0bath 514 10              
   >=4.5bath 626 6              
Year Built 3,360 100 1946 1934 44 46 1659 1720 2004 1999 
   <=1900 510 11              
   1901-1945 487 40              
   1946-1954 487 21              
   1955-1964 540 9              
   1965-1974 581 9              
   1975-1984 277 3              
   >=1985 478 7              
Year Sold 3,360 100 1996 1996 5.0 4.9 1987 1987 2005 2005 
   1987-88 317 11              
   1989-90 296 8              
   1991-92 418 6              
   1993-94 416 13              
   1995-96 415 10              
   1997-98 428 20              
   1999-00 419 11              
   2001-02 312 13              
   2003-05 339 8                 

 



CONSTRUCTION OF THE SALES PRICE INDEX 
 
Step 1: Pricing the average house (results are natural log of price) 

CONTROL Constant 
Lot 
size 

House 
sf    3BR    4BR 

   
>=5BR 

   1.5-
2.0bath 

   
2.5bath 

   3.0-
4.0bath 

 >=4.5 
bath 

 1901-
1945 

 1946-
1954 

1955-
1964 

1965-
1974 

1975-
1984 

   
>=1985 

%       33.3% 42.7% 18.3% 28.2% 30.2% 15.3%        18.6% 14.5% 14.5% 16.1% 17.3% 8.2% 14.2%

coefficient                 11.840 0.000 0.000 0.047 0.121 0.132 0.141 0.262 0.331 0.432 0.037 -0.076 -0.030 0.003 0.067 0.089

  11.840                0.052 0.454 0.016 0.052 0.024 0.040 0.079 0.051 0.080 0.005 -0.011 -0.005 0.000 0.006 0.013

SUM 12.69482                

                 

IMPACT Constant 
Lot 
size 

House 
sf    3BR    4BR 

   
>=5BR 

   1.5-
2.0bath 

   
2.5bath 

   3.0-
4.0bath 

 >=4.5 
bath 

 1901-
1945 

 1946-
1954 

 1955-
1964 

1965-
1974 

1975-
1984 >=1985 

%       53.0% 33.0% 9.0% 45.0% 26.0% 10.0%        6.0% 40.0% 0.210 9.0% 9.0% 3.0% 7.0%

coefficient                 11.875 0.000 0.000 0.058 0.101 0.277 0.188 0.309 0.580 -0.174 0.070 -0.028 -0.164 0.098 0.038 -0.195

  11.875                0.173 0.253 0.031 0.033 0.025 0.085 0.080 0.058 -0.010 0.028 -0.006 -0.015 0.009 0.001 -0.014

SUM 12.60515                               

 
 
Step 2: Pricing the average house over time 

CONTROL Sold87-88         Sold89-90 Sold91-92 Sold93-94 Sold95-96 Sold97-98 Sold99-00 Sold01-02 Sold03-05
  0.0000         -0.030180 -0.090259 0.002288 0.128954 0.279214 0.486871 0.725713 0.875876
IMPACT Sold87-88         Sold89-90 Sold91-92 Sold93-94 Sold95-96 Sold97-98 Sold99-00 Sold01-02 Sold03-05
  0.0000         -0.0566 -0.0187 -0.1263 -0.0120 0.1631 0.5120 0.6926 0.8343

 
Control 

SUM 12.69482136 
1987-1988  12.69482 $326,055
1989-1990  12.66464 $316,362
1991-1992  12.60456 $297,915
1993-1994  12.69711 $326,802
1995-1996  12.82378 $370,932
1997-1998  12.97403 $431,074
1999-2000  13.18169 $530,562
2001-2002  13.42053 $673,696
2003-2005 13.57070 $782,851  

Impact 
SUM 12.60515216 
1987-1988  12.60515 $298,090
1989-1990  12.54859 $281,699
1991-1992  12.58646 $292,570
1993-1994  12.47885 $262,722
1995-1996  12.59312 $294,525
1997-1998  12.76821 $350,882
1999-2000  13.11717 $497,409
2001-2002  13.29776 $595,862
2003-2005 13.43947 $686,574  
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APPENDIX 5.6 – CANTON DESCRIPTIVE STATS AND SALES INDEX 
Canton Descriptive Statistics 

  N   Mean Std. Deviation Minimum Maximum
Variable Control Impact Control Impact Control Impact Control Impact Control Impact 
Price 3,102 96 $287,214 $183,522 $164,307 $74,418 $12,500 $30,000 $2,150,000 $400,900 
House sf 3,102 96 2,029 1,504 979 429 480 517 13,263 2,562 
Lot size 3,102 96 25,198 8,490 20,094 3,057 3,485 2,178 152,460 14,375 
Tot Rooms 3,102 96 7.65 6.33 1.77 1.40 1.0 3.0 17.0 10.0 
<=5rooms 284 25              
6rooms 474 28              
7rooms 742 24              
8rooms 739 15              
9+rooms 863 4              
Bathrooms 3,102 96 2.07 1.48 0.84 0.46 1.0 1.0 8.5 3.0 
   1bath 557 35              
   1.5bath 738 37              
   2bath 450 18              
   >=2.5bath 1,357 6              
Year Built 3,102 96 1959 1921 36 36 1700 1850 2002 1999 
   <=1920 335 48              
   1921-1949 316 15              
   1950-1959 692 28              
  >=1960 1,759 5              
Year Sold 3,102 96 1996 1996 5.1 4.9 1987 1987 2005 2004 
   1987-88 313 6              
   1989-90 270 9              
   1991-92 321 10              
   1993-94 318 11              
   1995-96 378 8              
   1997-98 419 20              
   1999-00 394 7              
   2001-02 337 13              
   2003-05 352 12                 

 



CONSTRUCTION OF THE SALES PRICE INDEX 
 
Step 1: Pricing the average house (results are natural log of price) 

CONTROL Constant       LOTSIZE INTERSF 1921-1949 1950-1959 >=1960 1.5bath 2.0bath >=2.5bath 6 rooms 7 rooms 8 rooms 9+ rooms 
%       10.2% 22.3% 56.7% 23.8% 14.5% 43.7% 15.3% 23.9% 23.8% 27.8% 
coefficient              11.48427 0.000001 0.000162 0.0678 0.1013 0.2264 0.0782 0.0559 0.1730 0.0621 0.0981 0.1396 0.1509

  11.48427             0.036141 0.328834 0.0069 0.0226 0.1284 0.0186 0.0081 0.0757 0.0095 0.0235 0.0333 0.0420

SUM 12.21766             

              
IMPACT Constant       LOTSIZE INTERSF 1921-1949 1950-1959 >=1960 1.5bath 2.0bath >=2.5bath 6 rooms 7 rooms 8 rooms 9+ rooms 
%       10.2% 22.3% 56.7% 23.8% 14.5% 43.7% 15.3% 23.9% 23.8% 27.8% 
coefficient              11.10751 0.000026 0.000226 0.1515 0.2667 0.3200 0.1906 0.1301 0.0661 -0.0151 0.0653 0.1306 -0.0925

  11.10751             0.218987 0.339604 0.0154 0.0595 0.1815 0.0454 0.0189 0.0289 -0.0023 0.0156 0.0311 -0.0257

SUM 12.03432             

 
Step 2: Pricing the average house over time 

Sold87-88         Sold89-90 Sold91-92 Sold93-94 Sold95-96 Sold97-98 Sold99-00 Sold01-02 Sold03-05
Control 0.0000         -0.0449 -0.0977 -0.0818 0.0241 0.1323 0.3605 0.6156 0.8548

Sold87-88         Sold89-90 Sold91-92 Sold93-94 Sold95-96 Sold97-98 Sold99-00 Sold01-02 Sold03-05
Impact 0.0000         -0.00049 -0.16390 -0.25534 -0.04382 0.06170 0.25687 0.51550 0.75661

 
Control  Impact

SUM 12.21765891 
SOLD IN: lnPRICE PRICE 
1987-1988 12.21766  $ 202,331  

1989-1990 12.17275  $ 193,446  

1991-1992 12.11998  $ 183,501  

1993-1994 12.13589  $ 186,444  

1995-1996 12.24172  $ 207,258  

1997-1998 12.34996  $ 230,951  

1999-2000 12.57819  $ 290,160  

2001-2002 12.83323  $ 374,456  

2003-2005 13.07247  $ 475,666   

SUM 12.03432366 
SOLD IN: lnPRICE PRICE 
1987-1988 12.03432  $ 168,438 

1989-1990 12.03383  $ 168,355 

1991-1992 11.87042  $ 142,975 

1993-1994 11.77898  $ 130,481 

1995-1996 11.99050  $ 161,216 

1997-1998 12.09602  $ 179,158 

1999-2000 12.29119  $ 217,769 

2001-2002 12.54982  $ 282,044 

2003-2005 12.79094  $ 358,950  
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Case Study Development Profiles
Location Reading Ipswich  Abington Concord Canton

Development
Longwood Place 

At Reading Oak Hill  
The Woodlands at
Abington Station

 FairHaven 
Gardens Various

Developer Bill Chase

 Oak Hill, Inc. / 
Immanuel Baptist 

Church

 Beacon 
Residential 
Properties  

Ryan 
Development

John 
Marini/Marini 
Construction

Type
Rental, Age-

restricted
Rental, Age-

restricted Rental Rental
Rental and 

Condo

40B no yes yes yes no

Year Permitted 1994 1988 2001 2003 2000-2004

Year Completed 1996 1989 2003 2004 2001-2004

Total Units 86 33 192 42 200+

Affordable Units 20% 33 39 11 N/A

Affordability Profile
20% at 50% 

AMI
100% at up to 
80% of AMI

20% at 50% 
AMI

25% at 80% 
AMI market

Density of Development 
(units per acre) 18 N/A 9.6 7 Various
Average Density of Town 
(units per acre) 1.39 0.26 0.84 0.39 0.67

Distance to Train 1200m 400m 200m 1200m 50-350m

Distance to Commercial 300m 50m 1400m 850m 0-400m



Name Definition

sold"year"

The year in which the house was sold, for example "sold87-88" is a house sold in the 
paired years of 1987 and 1988.  Years are paired for all cases except Abington, 
which has annual sales, for example "sold00" for records with 2000 sales

built"year range"
The year in which the house was originally constructed. Can be year range, or before
(<) or after (>) a specific year.

"#"bath
Total number of full and half bathrooms.  For example, 1.5bath is one full and one 
half bath.

"#"BR Total number of bedrooms.  Includes less (<) or greater (>) than values.
"#" rooms Total number of rooms.  Includes less (<) or greater (>) than values.
LOTSIZE Size of the lot that the house is on.  Measured in square feet.
INTERSF Total interior size of the house.  Measured in square feet.



Ipswich  Concord Abington Canton Reading Manchester by the Sea Boston (Jamaica Plain)
1988  $   174,500  $   249,000  $   139,000  $   188,000  $   179,000 
1989  $   169,000  $   240,000  $   138,000  $   164,500  $   185,000 
1990  $   165,500  $   320,000  $   117,250  $   155,000  $   184,000 
1991  $   157,250  $   240,500  $     88,000  $   192,500  $   182,450 
1992  $   155,500  $   220,000  $   109,300  $   183,500  $   170,000 
1993  $   151,000  $   240,000  $   138,500  $   177,950  $   189,000 
1994  $   165,500  $   430,000  $   109,400  $   165,000  $   168,750 
1995  $   175,000  $   390,000  $   114,575  $   149,500  $   178,000 
1996  $   195,000  $   236,250  $   128,000  $   201,250  $   180,000 
1997  $   206,500  $   437,500  $   127,200  $   212,500  $   167,500 
1998  $   240,000  $   360,000  $   150,000  $   227,250  $   223,500 
1999  $   256,500  $   374,000  $   155,000  $   312,000  $   249,500 
2000  $   299,000  $   625,500  $   184,950  $   292,500  $   269,900 
2001  $   325,000  $   682,250  $   170,000  $   297,450  $   246,250 
2002  $   344,000  $   620,000  $   206,200  $   326,225  $   320,000 
2003  $   408,000  $   715,000  $   350,000  $   368,000  $   405,000 
2004  $   455,000  $   750,000  $   290,000  $   433,700  $   425,000 
2005  $   431,750  $   750,750  $   405,000  $   498,750  $   427,000 

http://rers.thewarrengroup.com/townstats/search.asp

94-04 175% 74% 165% 163% 152%
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Characteristic Reading Ipswich  Abington Concord Canton
1990 Households 7,932 4,699 4,817 5,693 6,605
2000 Households 8,688 5,290 5,263 5,948 7,952
% change 9.5% 12.6% 7.9% 4.5% 20.4%
1990 Housing Units 8,104 5,162 4,955 5,917 6,789
2000 Housing Units 8,823 5,601 5,348 6,153 8,163
% Change 8.9% 8.5% 7.9% 4.0% 20.2%
% Single Family Homes* 77.2% 72.1% 69.0% 81.4% 68.0%
Town Median HH Income (2000) $77,059 $57,284 $57,100 $95,897 $69,260
% of Boston Area Median Income 133.9% 99.6% 99.2% 166.7% 120.4%
1995 Median House Value $178,000 $175,000 $114,575 $390,000 $149,500
2005 Median House Value $427,000 $431,750 $405,000 $750,750 $498,750
% change 139.9% 146.7% 253.5% 92.5% 233.6%
Average Density (units/acre) 1.39 0.26 0.84 0.39 0.67
% Subsidized Units* 7.8% 7.8% 8.3% 4.5% 10.2%
% change from 1997-2005** +3-4% +<1% +>5% +1-2% +<1%
* attached and detached
All data is from the US Census website (http://factfinder.census.gov), except the subsidized
housing units data, which is from the DHCD 2005 Subsidized Inventory 
(http://www.mass.gov/dhcd/components/hac/HsInvRev.pdf) and CHAPA Analysis of 
Subsidized Housing (http://www.chapa.org/0540banalysis.pdf).

* 
** 
Abington Affordable Housing Strategy, September, 2003, http://www.mass.gov/dhcd/ToolKit/PProd/apAbing.pdf
http://www1.miser.umass.edu/datacenter/Census2000/SF3/medianhholdinc99.PDF
http://www.absoluteastronomy.com/encyclopedia/C/Ca/Canton,_Massachusetts.htm

http://commpres.env.state.ma.us/community/cmty_profile.asp?communityID=144&communityName=Ipswich&communityCode=ipsw&communityType=



APPENDIX

Location # % # % Control Impact
Abington 2,900 121 4.2% 141 4.9% 2,435 203
Canton 3,754 423 11.3% 133 3.5% 3,102 96
Concord 3,514 43 1.2% 11 0.3% 3,360 100
Ipswich  2,691 13 0.5% 2 0.1% 2,616 60
Reading 5,291 6 0.1% 77 1.5% 5,061 147
TOTAL 18,150 606 3.5% 364 2.0% 16,574 606
* Includes outliers as well as suspicious records such as mortgage higher than sales price, properties that sold 
   two times in one day, and other suspicious transactions reserached through assessor data

Incomplete Suspicious * # Observations used
Total Observations
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Do mixed-income, high-density rental developments negatively impact nearby single-

family property values? This question has been at the core of the controversies 

surrounding mixed-income housing in suburban Boston communities. Chapter 40B, 

enacted through the Comprehensive Permit Law and Anti-Snob Zoning Act, is a Massachusetts 

statute that enables developers to obtain state-authorized comprehensive permits in municipalities 

that are not in compliance with state affordability criteria: If less than ten percent of a municipality’s 

housing stock is defined as affordable, developers with comprehensive permits can build 

developments that override local zoning regulations. Because zoning rules are viewed by 

some as regulatory mechanisms that protect property values by controlling local land use, the 

ability of developers to circumvent such regulations has given rise to fears that the values of 

homes surrounding these mixed-income, multi-family developments will decline. These fears are 

considered one of the strongest motives for residents’ opposition to proposed 40B developments. 

But are such fears justified by the facts?

We designed a rigorous research methodology to examine the impact over time of 

introducing a large-scale, mixed-income, multi-family rental development into a neighborhood of 

single-family houses. We developed strict selection criteria that identified seven 40B developments 

located in six communities in the Boston metropolitan area—Littleton, Mansfield, Norwood, 

Randolph, Wilmington, and Woburn. These case studies represent some of the most dense 

and controversial Chapter 40B developments in Greater Boston, in other words, a suburban 

homeowner’s worst nightmare. 

After selecting the cases, we conservatively established impact areas, taking care to include 

only the single-family homes mostly likely to be affected by each respective 40B development. Our 

process for identifying impact areas essentially restricted the boundaries to abutters and immediate 

neighbors of each of the seven developments. The purpose of establishing such impact areas was 

to objectively measure single-family home price changes over time as 40B developments were 
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announced, approved, constructed, occupied, and integrated into the resident communities.

We then examined the relationship between the large-scale, high-density, mixed-income 

rental developments and single-family home values. Using hedonic modeling to create comparative 

house price indexes for each impact area and an appropriate control area (the remainder of 

the host community) determined how home values had changed over time within the impact 

and control areas. As will be demonstrated in the report, the results in all seven case study 

towns lead us to conclude that the introduction of large-scale, high-density mixed-income rental 

developments in single-family neighborhoods does not affect the value of surrounding homes. 

The fear of potential asset-value loss among suburban homeowners is misplaced. 

CASE SELECTION

Our methodology was designed to ensure that our study would identify any relationship 

between the introduction of a large rental development and single-family house prices. First, we 

chose to limit our selection to projects within the Greater Boston region. Second, the projects 

were required to have received their comprehensive permit and have been fully developed 

between the mid-1980s and 2000. Third, we limited the selection to multi-family, mixed-income 

rental developments. Last, we generally selected larger developments that were very dissimilar 

in size, bulk, form, and density from the surrounding community. Our hypothesis was that these 

types of developments would be the most likely to impact the values of neighboring single-family 

houses. Two of the most controversial 40B projects in the study, Olde Derby Village and Kimball 

Court, are shown below (Figure 1).  

Given that we wished to test whether these projects would adversely impact neighboring 

property values, it was necessary to construct detailed maps of the projects and their surroundings. 

For this step, we built digital maps that identified streets, rivers, open space, zoning, and land use 

designations. We analyzed these maps using Geographic Information Systems (GIS) technology 

to assure that the developments were not located at the edge of the town and were sited in 

residential neighborhoods. Additionally, we evaluated the siting of potential projects using aerial 

photographs in order to obtain a better sense of the degree to which projects were integrated into 

residential neighborhoods. The results of this analysis were striking: We found the overwhelming 

majority of potential case studies were either sited at the edges of towns or cut off from the nearest 
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community by large amounts of open space, interstate highways, rail corridors, or industrial 

and manufacturing uses. This step considerably reduced the number of potential case studies 

appropriate for more rigorous analysis.

Finally, we made site visits to each of the remaining potential projects. This exercise was 

instrumental in determining whether a project was actually integrated with the community. We 

also met with planners, building inspectors, assessors, and GIS specialists in order to obtain a 

better sense of the neighborhood context for each of the developments. 

SELECTED SITES 

The selection process identified seven projects that are, in most cases, larger and denser 

than the typical 40B development. Our intention in choosing large multi-family rental projects was 

to find developments with the highest likelihood of creating negative impacts on the surrounding 

neighborhood. It could be argued that the projects selected as case studies are the types of 

developments that suburbanites fear most. If there were ever a development that would cause a 

negative impact on surrounding property values, it would be one of the large, dense developments 

examined in this study. 

Figure 1. Two Controversial 40B Projects

Olde Derby Village, Norwood (top) and Kimball Court, Woburn (bottom)
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As can be seen 

by Figure 2, the seven 

developments in the study 

are dispersed throughout the 

greater Boston metropolitan 

area. Woburn is bisected 

by Route 125/Interstate 

95 northwest of Boston. 

Wilmington borders Woburn to 

the north along I-93. Littleton 

is further northwest of the city 

at the junction of Route 2 and 

I-495. Norwood and Randolph 

are south of Boston along 

the southern section of I-128. 

Finally, Mansfield is on the 

southwest edge of the region at 

the junction of I-95 and I-495. 

Table 1 details the 

characteristics of each project including its location, developer, size, the number and percentage 

of affordable units, density, year permitted and completed, and comprehensive permit approval 

body.

IMPACT AREA DESIGNATION

The impact area for each case study is intended to represent the neighborhood within 

which the development is located. The single-family houses within this designation are the homes 

that can most likely be expected to be impacted by a large, dense development. For properties 

to be included in the impact area they must be either (1) direct abutters, (2) part of a contiguous 

network of streets radiating from the  site, (3) in the direct line-of-sight of the development, or 

(4) adjacent to open space connections, via playing fields and dedicated walking or bike paths. 

Figure 2. Towns with Study Sites
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These criteria define an area where houses are more likely to be negatively impacted from the 

development than the municipality at large. 

Ultimately, impact areas were determined on a case-by-case basis. It would have been 

inappropriate to apply a generic test such as drawing an arbitrary distance radius around the 

development capturing all the homes in the area. Our decisions were informed by analyses of 

zoning and land use maps, aerial photographs, road atlases, and site visits. Most importantly, 

we held discussions with town planners, building inspectors, tax assessors, GIS specialists, and 

town managers in order to gain their perspective of neighborhood impact of each development. 

In almost every case, these discussions reduced the size of our preliminary impact area. This 

study’s careful and conservative treatment of each impact area limited its boundary to just slightly 

beyond the direct abutters of each development.  Figure 3 shows photographs of the impact areas 

for three of the case studies. The top left, top right, and bottom right photographs were taken from 

the developments looking out to abutting properties. The bottom left photo was taken from an 

adjacent street looking into the development from the surrounding neighborhood. As can be seen 

below, all of these homes have direct sight lines into the developments and the projects are truly 

embedded in their neighborhoods. The houses deemed to be at the greatest risk of being affected 

by the mixed-income, multi-family development were included in the defined impact area for each 
Figure 3. Impact Area Photographs

Kimball Court Apartments (Top Left), and Avalon Oaks (Top Right and Bottom)
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development. The balance of the single-family houses in each town formed the control group.

The few related studies examining the relationship between affordable housing and 

residential property value that have been conducted in other parts of the US often define their 

impact areas as contiguous neighborhood areas extending between one-quarter mile and one-

half mile from the site in question. This convention is not readily adaptable to our study or Boston’s 

suburban metropolitan area. The former studies examined much more densely developed 

neighborhood areas comprised of a continuous urban fabric. In suburban Boston, however, an 

impact area dissolves quickly due to the large lot sizes and irregular street grids. 

In addition, previous studies have typically not been longitudinal. That is, they attempt to 

discern property value effects at a single point in time. Following neighborhood property values 

over time is a much more powerful tool.  

HEDONIC METHODOLOGY

Our methodology draws from the considerable body of spatial and longitudinal research in 

urban and housing economics. We used hedonic modeling techniques to create quality-controlled 

sales price indexes for both the impact area and control area (the remainder of single-family 

homes in that town). Hedonic modeling is based on the assumption that home buyers assign 

quantifiable values to the individual characteristics that make up a house (e.g., size, bathrooms, 

lot size). Our models estimate both the contributions to value of the characteristics of a house and 

the variations in value that occur over time. This allows us to “price” a typical house over time. 

We have isolated time in the equation to see how house prices within the impact areas move 

as affordable housing developments are announced, built, and occupied. That is, we build and 

compare house price indexes for the impact and control areas to determine if house prices within 

the impact areas were affected by the introduction of large, dense rental housing developments. 

By considering both spatial and longitudinal house price variation, we provide a comprehensive 

look at the micro-level valuation impacts associated with such development. 

DATA AND MODEL SPECIFICATION

This study used sales transaction data for single-family houses. We obtained records for 

about 36,000 transactions between 1982 and 2003. In order to use transaction data in hedonic 
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modeling, the records must contain structural attributes of the house in addition to the sales price 

and the sale date. All the requisite information is not compiled by one agency in a uniform format. 

Transaction data including address, sales price, date, buyer, seller, and mortgage amount are 

collected by the Registries of Deeds in Massachusetts. Records containing information pertaining 

to property attributes are maintained by local municipal assessors. We purchased data from a third 

party vender, The Warren Group, to bridge the gap between registries’ and assessors’ records.

Drawing on the relevant economic literature, and guided by the availability of transaction 

data for individual houses, appropriate hedonic models were constructed for each case. In 

particular, thorough analyses of descriptive statistics were undertaken to construct appropriate 

explanatory variables. 

The variables we included are all considered to be strong determinants of price. All of our 

models contain a combination of the following explanatory variables: house size, lot size, number 

of bedrooms, number of bathrooms, and the year the house was built. Our hedonic models also 

include explanatory variables to represent time. These allow us to measure the “effect” of the 

passage of time, while holding constant the characteristics of the house.2  

For each of our seven cases, separate hedonic equations were constructed and estimated 

for both the control area and impact area. Using these results, we were able to “price” a typical 

house in each group over time. Comparisons of these price paths allowed us to see whether 

prices in an impact area deviated from those in a control area.

ANALYSIS PERIOD

Housing markets are very complex and information is absorbed differentially over time. 

As such, it is difficult to isolate the impact any one event has on sales price. The best way to 

capture the influence of an event is to observe impact area price paths or trends before, during, 

and after the event and look for substantial variations from a control path. We created house 

sales price indexes that begin before comprehensive permit approval and that extend beyond 

the initial occupancy of the projects. The twenty-year length of this study (1983-2003) provided a 

continuous time path that included cyclical changes in the larger market.

The analysis period for each development is designed to include the years in which 

the influence of the development was strongest. There are many competing factors affecting 
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sales price of single-family homes, and as time passes after the introduction of a large, dense 

development, other factors may dilute its influence. The length of each analysis period varies 

slightly as a function of the development process. Generally, the analysis period is three years 

long, beginning with comprehensive permit approval and ending the year the project was placed 

in service. 

EMPIRICAL RESULTS—KIMBALL COURT APARTMENTS, WOBURN

For the purposes of this Executive Summary, we will give a thorough description of only 

one of the case studies, Kimball Court Apartments in Woburn. It is the largest development in our 

study and it is remarkably different from, and out of scale with, the surrounding neighborhood. 

As such, we might expect this development to be the most likely to affect single-family house 

prices. 

The City of Woburn has seen not one but three phases of the Kimball Court housing 

development. All phases were permitted using Chapter 40B, and each phase has a separate 

analysis period. The three analysis periods are not all the same length (differences are related 

to the construction and development timeline of each phase) but the impact area and the control 

area are the same for all phases.

IMPACT AREA

Kimball Court is located on the western edge of Woburn adjacent to the Burlington border. 

We have only considered the single-family homes in Woburn as part of the impact area. The 

boundary is rectangular shaped with three definitive edges formed by Burlington to the west, 

Route 128 to the south, and Main Street on the east. The northern edge is marked where Merrimac 

Street intersects Main Street and winds west through residential streets to where Pearl Street 

crosses into Burlington. The Kimball Court impact area is one of the largest in the study, in part 

because the development is so dominating that its presence radiates deeply into the residential 

neighborhood. The topography of the impact area slopes from the north and east toward Kimball 

Court. The grade affords houses close to Main Street and farther north clear site lines of the 

seven-story buildings. 

Figure 4 shows an aerial photograph and zoning map of the impact area and surrounding 
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neighborhood. The photograph clearly depicts the mismatch between the form and scale of 

Kimball Court and neighboring single-family homes. Most of the open space adjacent to the 

development provides a buffer only to Burlington; Woburn residents face a sharp edge with little 

or no transition. The zoning map reinforces the point that Kimball Court is an island amid a single-

family district. There are other non-residential uses to the south facing I-95/Route 128, but Kimball 

Court penetrates into the neighborhood as opposed to remaining on the periphery.

SALES PRICE INDEXES 

Chart 1 shows the house price indexes for the control and impact areas. Both indexes 

track house price movements over time that are consistent with the Boston area’s market 

experience. House prices rose strongly through the mid-1980’s peaking in late 1988 and 

1989. Prices generally declined during the early 1990s, but by 1996 the market had turned 

a corner and house prices rebounded sharply. Both the control area and the impact area 

followed the experience of the larger Boston market, with both indexes following very similar 

price paths. 

In the years after the introduction of each Kimball Court phase, the impact area and 

control area experienced similar appreciation in sale price for single family homes. Over the 

Figure 4. Aerial Photograph and Zoning Map: Kimball Court, Woburn 
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course of the entire study the compound annual growth rate for sale prices was 7.9% for the 

control area and 8.1% for the impact area. 

 PHASE I

The first phase was permitted in 1985 and completed in 1988. The appropriate analysis 

period using our price indexes begins at the two-year period preceding permitting (1983–84) and 

ends with the two-year period following completion. During this Phase I analysis period, the impact 

area experienced a 13.9 percent annual growth rate, slightly greater than the control area’s 11.9 

percent rate. (See Chart 2.) This was a turbulent period, with home prices doubling.

PHASE II

The second phase was permitted in 1989 and completed in 1990.  The analysis period 

thus begins with 1987–88 and runs through 1991–92, the two-year period after completion. For 

the Phase II analysis period the impact area house values were essentially unchanged (growth 

rate of 0.6 percent). Over the same time period, house prices in the control area declined slightly, 

with an annual growth rate of -3.3 percent. House values around Kimball Court were not adversely 

impacted by the mixed-income, multi-family rental development. 

Chart 1. Woburn House Value Indexes
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PHASE III

The final phase was permitted in 1999 and completed in 2002. Our analysis period, 

therefore, runs from 1997–98 through 2003, the last year for which data were available. During 

the Phase III analysis period, the house values in the impact area rose 12.6 percent annually. The 

trend for the control area was nearly identical, with house values experiencing an average annual 

appreciation rate of 12.0 percent.

Overall, we see that there are no substantive differences between the two price paths. 

Sale prices for single-family homes in the impact and control areas moved nearly in tandem 

during the three development phases of Kimball Court.

CONCLUSION

To answer the question, “Do large-scale, high-density mixed-income rental developments 

negatively impact nearby single-family property values in suburban Boston?”, we studied the 

relationship over time, within 8 separate communities, between single-family house prices directly 

impacted by such developments and those that were not. Our case selection criteria identified 

Chart 2. Woburn Annual Growth Rates
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some of the worst-case scenarios of multi-family intrusion into a single-family neighborhood. As 

such, the developments we evaluated should have the greatest likelihood for negatively impacting 

adjacent residences. Moreover, given the often contentious nature of the comprehensive permit 

process, wherein fears of property devaulation and radical changes in neighborhood charcter 

were expressed, it seems readily apparent that many local residents would accept this premise.

The empirical analysis for each of the seven cases indicated that the sales price indexes 

for the impact areas move essentially identically with the price indexes of the control areas before, 

during, and after the introduction of a 40B development. We find that large, dense, multi-family 

rental developments made possible by chapter 40B do not negatively impact the sales price of 

nearby single-family homes. Our findings are transferable to similar developments in towns such 

as the ones studied. 

Massachusetts-style mixed-income, multi-family developments need not be feared in 

terms of property value losses. The 40B developments considered in this study are high quality 

housing and, when built, represented the top of the local market. Nearly three-quarters of the 

housing units in our case studies are market rate. These 40B projects are not just affordable 

housing developments; they are market-rate multi-family rental communities incorporating an 

affordable component. 

Our finding of the absence of negative property value effects associated with 40B 

developments should allay municipalities’ and homeowners’ fears with respect to approving high-

quality projects. Given the severe shortage of affordable housing in the Boston metropolitan area, 

we hope the results of our research will contribute to increasing the rate at which municipalities 

are able to come into compliance with Massachusetts’s affordable housing laws. 
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CHAPTER 1: INTRODUCTION

This report addresses an important question in the heated debate concerning higher-density, 

mixed-income development in neighborhoods comprised of single-family detached 

houses: Do multi-family mixed-income rental developments impact nearby single-family 

property values in suburban Boston communities? The fear of property value loss is often seen 

as a serious motive for resident opposition to higher-density mixed-income developments; in fact, 

there has been no research addressing this question for the Boston metropolitan area.

Our case studies are drawn from the set of developments made possible by Chapter 

40B of the Massachusetts General Law, also known as the Comprehensive Permit Law and 

Anti-Snob Zoning Act. Chapter 40B is a Massachusetts statute that enables developers to obtain 

state-authorized comprehensive permits in municipalities that have not yet come in compliance 

with state affordability criteria. Developments seeking comprehensive permits can override local 

zoning regulations if (1) less than ten percent of a municipality’s housing stock is defined as 

affordable; and (2) at least 20 or 25 percent of the housing units in the proposed development 

are affordable. The 20 percent figure applies when the affordable units are open to households 

earning less than 50 percent of the area median income (AMI), and 25 percent are set aside when 

the criterion is household income less than 80 percent of the AMI. 

This study examines the relationship between seven predominantly large-scale, high-

density, multi-family rental 40B developments and single-family house value in six communities 

in suburban Boston. Comparative house price indexes have been created for each development 

using hedonic modeling to determine whether home values decreased, stayed the same, or 

increased over time as the result of the 40B development. No effective differences were found 

between the home price indexes for the impact and control areas in all seven case studies. 

Property values of single-family homes adjacent to higher-density developments track values 

of homes that are not proximate to the high-density developments. The fear of relative decline 
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of nearby property values is not consistent with the empirical evidence. 

The developments considered here were either “contentious” or “highly contentious.” 

These categories relate (1) to the level of opposition the developments faced during the permitting 

process and (2) which entity granted the final permit decision: the town, Housing Appeals 

Committee, Superior Court, Appellate Court, or Supreme Judicial Court. These categories are 

used to show how the 40B process has been framed and re-framed over time. 

The 40B process can be conceptualized in terms of three stages: 

1. Introduction—The developer introduces a project to the town.

2. Debate—The permitting process negotiations and bargaining between the 

developer and municipality.

3. Resolution—Final permit decision. 

The three-stage process emerged from our analysis of the highly contentious developments. 

We found that highly contentious projects often occur when towns are unprepared for new 

development. They either lack background for judging the costs and benefits to the town of the 

proposed development, or they simply do not want higher density development. Developers 

sometimes propose a project that may be larger than appropriate and are met with hostility. The 

permitting process puts the two parties at odds, setting the stage for a high-stakes, seemingly 

zero-sum game. In these highly contentious projects, the debate stage, which could be an 

opportunity for mutual revision of the development program, takes place with little negotiation 

or bargaining between developers and municipalities. Inevitably, it ends in a permit denial 

from the town. This denial leads to an extensive third stage with a long, expensive legal 

process. Fear of a protracted battle gives developers incentive to maximize project density 

in their initial proposals to compensate for anticipated extra costs, and the failure to resolve the 

question of density in earlier stages leaves towns with little leverage once the courts render the 

permit decision. 

The approach to contentious developments approved as a result of 40B requirements 

has been reframed over time. Initially, the process was framed in such a way that resulted in a 

strictly dichotomous solution of receipt or non-receipt of a comprehensive permit. As a result of 

contentious projects, developers and towns began to re-frame how to proceed with Stage 2 of 

the 40B process by concluding that they could each have a better end result if they negotiated 
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and bargained during the permitting process. In these cases, the municipality ends up making the 

final permit decision in Stage 3 instead of forcing the developer to appeal the permit through the 

higher-stakes court system.  

Non-contentious developments are possible but have been uncommon. In this report, 

only Littleton Green, a 24-unit age-restricted development, falls into this category. Because of 

the target population and small size, there was little community opposition to the development. 

Moreover, from the town’s perspective, granting the comprehensive permit without intervention 

by state-level authorities who often restrict the scope of town behavior provided an opportunity for 

the town to negotiate for the incorporation of its own needs into the development program. 

RESEARCH METHODOLOGY

This is the first study for Massachusetts of property values effects of multi-family affordable 

developments. We applied rigorous, state-of-the-art quantitative research methods to explore this 

issue as fully as possible. 

We designed the research approach to focus on contentious and highly contentious 

development; our focus on numerous “worst-case” scenarios meant choosing developments that 

many would consider “most likely” to have negative impacts. The selected 40B mixed-income 

developments had to be: (1) located within the Boston metropolitan area, (2) permitted between 

the mid-1980s and 2000, (3) rental apartments, and (4) embedded in single-family residential 

neighborhood. This process identified a group of developments that are generally both larger and 

denser than the typical 40B development. It could be argued that most of the case studies are 

the types of developments that suburbanites fear most: the worst neighbor that one would hope 

to have. If there were ever projects expected to cause negative impacts on surrounding property 

values, it would be the large, dense developments examined in this study. 

A crucial step in building the methodology was to identiy “impact areas” to use in the 

empirical analysis. How an impact area is defined is critical to achieving objective results. We 

carefully and conservatively drew impact area boundaries according to strict criteria, which 

resulted in impact areas that are almost exclusively abutters of the development. Impact area 

designation was done on a case by case basis; we did not simply apply a generic formula such 

as drawing a quarter- or half-mile radius around the development capturing all the homes in the 
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area. Our procedure included review of aerial photos, zoning maps, road maps, discussions with 

municipal officials, and site visits.

This study uses hedonic modeling techniques to create comparative sales price indexes 

for each impact area and its respective control area, defined as the remainder of single-family 

homes in a town. Implicit in hedonic modeling is the assumption that home buyers assign value 

to the individual characteristics that make up a house (e.g., size, number of bathrooms). Hedonic 

modeling is a statistical tool used to estimate the value of these structural attributes. Since home 

values change over time, our models also estimate effect of time on house value. This is allows 

us to use the hedonic results to price a typical house over time. We thus built and compared 

house price indexes for impact and control areas to determine if house prices were affected by 

the introduction of 40B developments. 

CHAPTER 40B: A HISTORY, DESCRIPTION AND RESULTS

Massachusetts’ Chapter 40B statute was written in 1969 partly in response to the form and 

consequence of twentieth-century suburbanization. Chapter 40B was “based on a remarkably 

early recognition by its proponents that exclusionary zoning practices, such as large minimum lot 

size requirements and bans on multi-family housing, play a significant role in driving up housing 

costs and causing the dominant spatial pattern of economic and racial segregation found in most 

metropolitan areas of the United States.”1 The law was intended to stem the tide of widespread 

income and recial segregation in Massachusetts by giving the state the authority to supercede 

local (suburban) exclusionary zoning regulations. 

The 40B statute has two main objectives: housing production and household mobility. 

The production objective is to increase the supply of both affordable and multi-family housing in 

Massachusetts. The mobility objective is to provide opportunities for low- and moderate-income 

(particularly minority low-income) families to move out of the concentrated poverty of the inner city 

into suburban areas with increased educational and economic opportunities.

Specifically, General Law Chapter 40B “was enacted to provide expeditious relief from 

exclusionary local zoning by-laws and practices which might inhibit the construction of low and 

moderate income housing in the Commonwealth’s cities and towns.”2 Pursuant to the statute, “a 

qualified builder wishing to build low or moderate income housing may file with a local board of 
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appeals an application for a comprehensive permit instead of filing separate applications with each 

local agency having jurisdiction over the project.”3 If a local zoning board denies an application for 

a comprehensive permit, the developer may appeal to the Housing Appeals Committee (HAC), 

and the HAC will review the decision “to determine whether the board’s decision is reasonable 

and consistent with local needs.”4 The local zoning board has the burden of proving that the 

development will cause health, safety, environmental effects that outweigh the need for low and 

moderate income housing. If the HAC finds that the decision of the zoning board is not reasonable 

and consistent with local needs, it can direct the issuance of a comprehensive permit by the board. 

Chapter 40B is responsible for creating approximately 30,000 housing units to date, nearly 18,000 

of which are privately owned rental housing units that are affordable to households earning at or 

below 80 percent of the AMI.5

HOUSING TRENDS

While the Boston area’s population has been increasing, the number of housing units 

permitted annually in Massachusetts has declined significantly over the past few decades, from 

an average of 31,000 units per year during the 1970s to only 17,000 per year throughout the 

1990s. Population and income growth and declining housing production are partly responsible 

for the recent major runup in housing prices and rents. Another contributory factor has been the 

constraints on land use throughout Boston’s metropolitan area imposed by large lot single-family 

zoning in suburban communities. 

The decline in permitting of multi-family housing is even more striking, dropping from an 

average of 14,000 per year in the 1970s to 1,300 per year for most of the 1990s.6 Massachusetts 

ranked forty-seventh in the country in multi-family housing starts in 2002, in the same league as 

large rural states such as Wyoming and North Dakota with less than 10 percent of the population 

of Massachusetts.7 

AFFORDABLE HOUSING TRENDS

A thorough assessment of housing affordability is the focus of a related project.8 It is useful 

here, however, to note that the vast majority of Boston-area towns and cities have not met the 

ten percent requirement in the Chapter 40B legislation. (See Table 1.1.) Jurisdictions with low-
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income neighborhoods dominate the “above 10%” group (Boston, Lawrence, Lowell, Springfield, 

and Worcester).  

EXCLUSION AND OPPOSITION

Exclusionary zoning and local opposition in suburban communities have significantly 

hindered both market-rate and affordable multi-family housing production. Massachusetts has 

a strong tradition of home rule, and municipalities use exclusionary zoning practices such as 

large lot single-family zoning to effectively close the door to the suburbs for lower- and moderate 

income families.

Chapter 40B has been so contentious because it supercedes the control over the most 

significant power suburbs have—zoning. Residents resist 40B developments in their neighborhoods 

and expend considerable effort to block comprehensive permit applications. 

The arguments presented in opposition to 40B developments are numerous and often 

pertain to traffic and congestion, architectural design and contextual sensitivity, property value, 

municipal budgeting, and environmental impacts. Many believe, however, that most citizen 

opposition can be distilled to a fear of neighborhood devaluation. Thus, residents are acting 

in what they believe to be the interest of wealth preservation by protecting the value of their 

homes—the asset that is most often the largest component of their investment portfolios.10 This 

study examines whether this self-interest is well founded. 

Table 1.1 Boston Area Municipalities Subsidized Housing Inventory 

Boston Metropolitan Area 
Municipalities’ Affordable Housing Share

Number of 
Municipalities Percent

0-2.5% 24 15%

2.5-5.0% 69 45%
5.0-7.5% 33 21%

7.5-10.0% 16 10%
Above 10% 13 8%

Total 155 100%

Source: MA Dept of Housing and Community Development, Subsidized Housing Inventory, April 2002.
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REPORT ORGANIZATION 

In the following chapters we present our research methodology and empirically examine 

the impact of 40B developments on surrounding property values. 

Chapter 2 describes the case selection process and identification of each impact area. 

Our treatment of these issues sets this study apart from most previous work.

Chapter 3 outlines the theoretical framework for using hedonic modeling and presents the 

specific econometric methodology used in this study.

Chapter 4 presents our empirical findings. We review the results of each case study by 

discussing the price indexes. 
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Table 2.1 Summary Statistics: Chapter 40B Developments
Total Development Size

Mean 58
Median 37
Mode 8
Standard Deviation 60
Range 311
Minimum 1
Maximum 312
Count 491

CHAPTER 2: CASE STUDIES: 

METHODOLOGY AND DESCRIPTION

The research methodology employed was designed to maximize the likelihood of finding 

a negative impact on single-family housing prices from large-scale rental developments. 

If negative impacts are not found for the cases studied here, it is highly unlikely that they 

would be found in other cases. 

CASE SELECTION PROCESS

The case selection process began with an examination of developments having used 

Chapter 40B to obtain zoning relief. The Citizens’ Housing and Planning Association (CHAPA), 

in their June 2003 report on the effectiveness of Chapter 40B, assembled a list of all 40B 

developments, totaling 491 projects. Table 2.1 is a compilation of summary statistics for the 

complete 40B project list. The mean project size is 58 units with a standard deviation of 60 units; 

the overwhelming majority of projects are 120 units or less in size. The median of the inventory 

list is a 37-unit project, and the most common sized project is only eight units. 

This inventory of projects was broken down by a number of selection criteria to find an 

appropriate group of cases studies. First, only projects within the Boston metropolitan area1 were 

eligible for the study. Second, the projects were required to have received their comprehensive 
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permit and have been fully developed between the mid-1980s and 2000. This time frame was 

necessary to satisfy the data requirements for the analysis.2 Third, we only examined multi-

family rental developments, not homeownership, and projects that were mixed income. Fourth, 

we tried to select larger projects that were very dissimilar in size, bulk, form, and density from 

the surrounding community. Our intention here was to find developments with a high likelihood 

of engendering community opposition. We felt that these larger projects that were generally out 

of scale with surrounding housing would be the most likely to create a perception of negative 

externalities and subsequent property devaluation. 

After applying these selection criteria to CHAPA’s 40B inventory list, the number of 

possible projects to examine was significantly reduced. With this shortened list of developments, 

we then proceeded to identify the projects on GIS maps with data layers of streets, rivers, open 

space, zoning, and land use designations to assure that the developments were not located at 

the edge of the town and were sited in residential neighborhoods. Additionally, we used aerial 

photographs in order to obtain a better sense of whether projects were incorporated in residential 

neighborhoods or isolated. The results of this analysis were striking (but not surprising to anyone 

who has closely followed 40B): we found the overwhelming majority of the developments either 

placed at the edges of towns, or cut off from the community by large amounts of open space, 

interstate highways, high-tension power lines, rail corridors, and industrial and manufacturing 

uses.

Finally, we made site visits to all the potential projects that remained after the previous 

analysis was complete. This exercise was instrumental to determining whether or not a project 

was actually integrated with the community. We also met with planners, building inspectors, 

assessors, and GIS specialists in order to obtain a better sense of the neighborhood context for 

Table 2.2 Summary Statistics: Subject Sites
Total Development Size

Mean 198
Median 193
Mode N/A
Standard Deviation 163
Range 501
Minimum 24
Maximum 525
Count 7
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each of the developments. This phase of the case selection process was extremely important in 

determining the final list of projects for the study.

CASE STUDY SITES

We successfully identified seven mixed-income, multi-family developments that matched 

our criteria. Table 2.2 shows a compilation of the summary statistics for these developments. 

These seven projects have a median size of 193 units, and fall in a range from 24 units to 525 

units. The mean size of the projects in the study is 198 units, and there is a large standard 

deviation of 163 units: our case projects vary substantially in size. The mean, median, standard 

deviation and range of our sample are all higher than the values for the entire group of 40B 

developments described above. This stems in part from treating each multi-phase project as a 

single large development. 

As can be seen by the map of the study sites (Figure 2.1), the nine developments in 

the study are dispersed throughout the greater Boston metropolitan area. Woburn is bisected 

by Route 128/Interstate 95 northwest of Boston. Wilmington lies just north along Interstate 93. 

Littleton is further northwest of the city at the junction of routes 2 and 495. Norwood and Randolph 

are south of Boston along the southern section of Route 128. Finally, Mansfield is southwest of 

the city at the junction of Interstates 95 and 495. 

Table 2.3 presents the characteristics of the individual developments including their location, 

developer, total size, the number and percentage of affordable units, density, year permitted and 

completed, comprehensive permit approval body, and category of opposition.

IMPACT AREA DESIGNATION

The impact area for each case study is intended to represent the neighborhood within which 

the development is located. The single-family houses within the impact area boundary are the 

ones that can realistically be expected to be directly impacted by the development. Impact areas 

are designed to incorporate a continuous network of roads and social interaction while taking into 

account barriers such as geographic features and major infrastructure, zoning, and local political 

divisions such as school districts. A specific set of criteria were used to identify impact areas. For 

properties to be included in the impact area they must satisfy one of the following: (1) be direct 
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abutters; (2) be part of a contiguous road network of primary and secondary streets radiating from 

the development site; (3) have a visual connection and direct line-of-sight to the development; 
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or (4) be adjacent to open space connections, via playing fields and dedicated walking or bike 

paths. These criteria define an area where all neighbors potentially experience a perception of an 

imposing new higher-density development.

Ultimately, impact areas were determined on a case-by-case basis. It would have been 

highly inappropriate to apply a generic test such as drawing an arbitrary distance radius around 

the development capturing all the homes in the area. Our decisions were informed by analyses 

of GIS maps, zoning, aerial photographs, road atlases, and site visits. Most importantly, we held 

discussions with local municipal officials such as planners, building inspectors, tax assessors, GIS 

specialists, and town managers in order to gain their perspective of neighborhood impact by each 

40B development. In almost every case these discussions reduced the size of our preliminary 

impact area. This study’s careful and conservative treatment of the impact area limited its boundary 

to slightly beyond the direct abutters of each development. Figure 2.2 shows photographs of the 

impact areas for three of the case studies. As can be seen in the photographs, all of these homes 

have direct site lines to the developments and the projects are wholly embedded in single-family 

home neighborhoods.

Studies examining the relationship between affordable housing and residential property 

Top L- View from Kimball Court Apartments, Top R View from Avalon Oaks, Bottom R- Avalon Oaks, looking out on neighborhood

Figure 2.2 Impact Area Photographs 
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value that have been conducted elsewhere in the U.S. define the impact areas as contiguous 

neighborhood fabrics ranging from 500 feet to one-half mile from the site in question.3 These 

definitions are not readily adaptable to our study. These previous studies examined much more 

densely developed neighborhood areas. Urban neighborhood boundaries are rarely clearly 

delineated, as locations several blocks from a subject site may still maintain strong visual sight 

lines and social connections to the site. Well-connected urban neighborhoods allow the relative 

feeling of proximity to extend farther away from an impact site than in suburban Boston, where 

impact areas dissolve quickly due to large-lot zoning and irregular street patterns. 

CONTROL AREAS

This study defines the control area as the municipality in which the development is located. 

All but one development examined in this study are located in municipalities organized as towns 

with a public-meeting form of government. The strong allegiance to home rule and the marked 

differences in the range and quality of public services provided by each municipality imply that 

houses are not always close substitutes among municipalities. 

WOBURN

Woburn is the densest community in the study with 1.9 housing units per acre. It also 

has one of the highest rates of renter-occupied housing, 39 percent of the overall housing 

stock. In addition to Woburn having the lowest median income (approximately $55,000) of the 

studied communities, it also has one of the lowest percentages of subsidized affordable housing, 

accounting for only 5.7 percent of the city’s total housing stock.  

Kimball Court is located on the western edge of Woburn adjacent to the Burlington border, 

as indicated in Figure 2.3. We only consider the single-family homes located in Woburn as the 

impact area. The boundary is rectangular with three clear edges formed by Burlington to the 

west, Route 128 to the south and Main Street on the east. The northern edge is marked where 

Merrimac Street intersects Main Street and winds west through residential streets to where Pearl 

Street crosses into Burlington. The Kimball Court impact area is one of the largest in the study, 

in part because the development is so dominating that its presence radiates deeply into the 

residential neighborhood. In fact, the Boston Business Journal lists Kimball Court as the sixth 
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Figure 2.3
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largest apartment complex in Massachusetts, with 525 units in the first three phases. 

Figure 2.3 shows an aerial photograph and zoning map of the impact area and surrounding 

neighborhood. Most of the open space adjacent to the development provides a buffer only to 

Burlington; Woburn residents face a sharp boundary with little or no transition. The topography of 

the impact area slopes from the north and east toward Kimball Court. The grade affords houses 

close to Main Street and farther north clear site lines of the seven-story buildings. The photographs 

clearly depict the mismatch between the form and scale of Kimball Court and neighboring single-

family homes. The zoning map reinforces the point that Kimball Court is an island amid a single-

family district. There are other non-residential uses to the south facing I-95/Route 128, but Kimball 

Court penetrates into the neighborhood as opposed to remaining on the periphery.

Kimball Court’s density is 19.34 units per acre, by far the densest development in the 

study and over ten times more dense than Woburn’s average density of 1.9 units per acre. This 

was likely the cause of some resident opposition. 

In the case of Kimball Court, there was significant resistance to the development from the 

beginning. Kimball Court’s developer, Joseph Mullins, properly filed a complete application for a 

comprehensive permit on October 6, 1983. The Woburn Zoning Board of Appeals (ZBA) issued 

a denial of the comprehensive permit on December 14, 1983, after having failed to hold a public 

hearing within 30 days of receipt of the application and inadequately advertising the December 

meeting at which a vote was held. 

The board based its decision to deny the permit based on its inconsistency with local needs 

and that the proposed development “would have an adverse effect on the health and safety, not 

the occupants of the proposed housing but the residents in general.”4 Additional concerns cited by 

the ZBA were drainage, flooding, inadequate water pressure, and that the access road to the site 

was unsafe. In short, the board believed that the development would have a “deleterious effect” 

on the health and safety of town residents. 

In October of 1984, the Superior Court decided in favor of granting the permit to Kimball 

Court primarily because the Woburn Board of Appeals failed to act within the statutory time period. 

According to a previous court decision, the Chapter 40B was enacted “to provide expeditious 

relief from exclusionary local zoning by-laws and practices which might inhibit construction of low 

and moderate income housing in the Commonwealth’s cities and towns.”5 [Authors’ emphasis] 
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Additionally, the Superior Court found that proper notice was not given for the public hearing; the 

notices were late and were not posted in the appropriate locations. 

Proper notice is designed to promote the general welfare of the community and give 

citizens the chance to voice questions, concerns, or support for projects. The ruling stated that 

the decision granting of the permit to Kimball Court was not based on a technicality of the statute, 

“but a legislative and jurisdictional policy that citizens in the town are entitled to notice and the 

opportunity to be heard and that this policy [would] be strictly enforced.”  

On May 24, 1985, the Massachusetts Appeals Court affirmed the decision of the Superior 

Court and in doing so ordered the issuance of the comprehensive permit for Kimball Court 

Apartments. Subsequently, the second and third phases of the Kimball Court apartments were 

both approved by the Woburn Board of Appeals, in 1989 and 1999 respectively, without significant 

opposition. 

LITTLETON

This study evaluates two 40B developments located in the town of Littleton. Each development 

has an independent impact area. The two developments received comprehensive permit approval 

in successive years. The analysis periods for the two impact areas overlap, and in an effort to better 

isolate the influences of the two 40B developments a single control area is used. The control area 

includes all single-family homes in the town of Littleton minus the homes in the two impact areas. 

Figure 2.4 shows the extents of both impact areas. Pond Side and Littleton Green are 

located relatively close to one another, but not close enough to be considered part of the same 

residential neighborhood. In addition to distance, they are separated by I-495. Both developments 

are surrounded by single-family residences: Littleton Green is embedded in relatively dense, 

contiguous neighborhood, and Pond Side is in the middle of a looser, diffuse residential area. 

Littleton Green is a 24-unit, 100-percent affordable elderly housing development made up of three 

buildings with eight one-bedroom units per building. Pond Side is larger, with 90 units. Although 

90 units is still relatively small, Littleton’s entire housing supply is only slightly more than 3,000 

units. Pond Side alone therefore represented a 3 percent increase in Littleton’s housing stock.

The impact area surrounding the Littleton Green development is compact and shaped like 

a square. The development is situated close to the center of the impact area and the majority of 
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houses in the area are abutters. The boundary is defined by King Street (Route 2A) to the north, 

Goldsmith Street on the east, Lochslea Street along the south and both Edsel Road and Baldwin 

Hill Road on the west. All the properties in the impact area are part a tight road network and have 

sight lines to Littleton Green. 

The Pond Side 40B is also located on King Street, a few miles west of Littleton Green. 

Pond Side’s impact area is more spread out and the surrounding land use pattern is dispersed. 

There are few direct abutters, but the lay of the land combined with the orientation of the site plan 

make the project very visible. All the houses on Mill Street and those contained by the triangle 

of Mill Street, King Street and Interstate 495 are considered abutters. Homes on Pleasant Street 

have a clear view of Pond Side across mill pond, and as such are considered to be impacted even 

though they are outside of the contiguous street network. The Wychwood Drive neighborhood 

and the homes off of New Estate Drive are on the opposite side of the busy King Street. These 

two streets, and their tributary roads, are included in the impact area because they connect with 

King Street across from the only entrance to Pond Side: so neighbors are constantly confronted 

with the development. The left inset in Figure 2.6 depicts the view from Wychwood Drive. 

The histories of the two developments are quite different. There was no substantive resident 

or town opposition to the Littleton Green development. This was likely due to the project’s small 

scale and age restriction. Generally speaking, developments that are limited to elderly residents 

are much easier to find approval as they serve a “deserving” population and by their nature do not 

raise concerns regarding the impact of the development on potentially crowded school systems 

and congested roads. The fact that the project had only 24 units likely made it significantly more 

acceptable for nearby residents. It is worth noting, however, that Littleton Green’s density of 10 

units per acre is considerably higher than Littleton’s overall denisty of only 0.3 units per acre. 

The project was granted a comprehensive permit in May of 1986 after three Board of 

Appeals hearings at which some questions and concerns regarding the development were 

raised, but not enough to halt or stall the development process. The concerns raised during the 

comprehensive permitting process focused primarily the environmental impact of the development 

on the surrounding community. Even without controversy, it still took over six months from the 

initial application submission to get final approval from the Board of Appeals. 

The story of the approvals process for Pond Side is unique among the case studies in that 



21��������������������������������

it was a case in which local residents felt that the developer was taking advantage of the town’s 

lack of affordable units to push through an unwanted market-rate development that would have 

otherwise been rejected by the zoning board. Pondside was proposed shortly after the town had 

approved three other comprehensive permits, one of which was Littleton Green, and the town was 

feeling inundated with permit applications. This led the Planning Board to argue that “the Board 

of Appeals ha[d] granted such permits in the past and a project which only has twenty percent 

subsidized units is greatly lacking and is not a legitimate override of the zoning.” At a subsequent 

hearing, a member of the ZBA commented that he didn’t think the town “would swallow seventy-

five percent not subsidized” housing. In short, because Littleton was quite close to meeting the 

state-mandated 10 percent affordable threshhold, the town wanted to encourage more affordable 

housing so that it would be released from its obligation to grant comprehensive permits to non-

conforming development projects. Pondside’s permit application was originally denied by the 

ZBA, but it was ultimately granted after mediation sessions overseen by the HAC in April 1987.  

MANSFIELD

The town of Mansfield, 26 miles south of Boston, is a relatively small, rural community with 

a population of roughly 22,000 residents. Mansfield’s economy consists primarily of agricultural 

and manufacturing firms, and the town has attempted to zone significant portions of land for 

industrial use with varying degrees of success. Despite its perceived small size, Mansfield grew 

substantially from 1980 to 2000 with a population increase of over 66 percent, by far the highest 

growth rate of the studied communities. Even with its large increase in population, Mansfield is 

still one of the least dense communities in the study, with an average density of 0.62 housing units 

per acre. 

Located in an area originally zoned industrial and surrounded by industrial uses on three 

sides, Mansfield Depot consists of a total of 245 units of mixed-income multifamily rental housing, 

nearly 30 percent of which is affordable. Phase I of Mansfield Depot, permitted in October of 1986, 

includes 150 units, 25 percent of which are affordable to residents earning less than 80 percent 

of the area median income. Permitted in December of 1987, Phase II includes 95 units with 35 

percent of the units affordable. The units in both phases have a comparatively large number 

of family-sized units, with 63 three- and four-bedroom apartments. Mansfield Depot consists of 
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primarily two and three story buildings and provides a number of services for residents including 

on-site child care, an exercise room, club house, sauna, and playground. The entire development 

was completed in July 1989.

Mansfield Depot is located close to the Foxborough border just north of the thickly-settled 

town center. The impact area is triangular shaped with two long sides formed by Oakland Street 

on the west and Route 106 on the south. The eastern border captures two residential cul-de-sacs 

before connecting back with Mansfield Depot to the north. The development is surrounded by 

forest. Because of the open space, there are not many single-family abutters and no contiguous 

road network. The project footprint is large and many of the buildings are visible from adjacent 

properties. The inset in Figure 2.5 shows the size of a typical building in the development. A formal 

bike and walking path extends from the south west corner of Mansfield Depot through the wood 

behind many houses to the playing fields and elementary school south of Route 106. The bike 

and walking path strengthens the development’s connection to its neighbors. The actual extent 

of the impact was established after consulting the Director of Planning and building department 

officials. 

A ZBA hearing regarding the proposed comprehensive permit was held on May 22, 1986. 

The Mansfield Housing Authority offered “complete support” for the project, citing the need for low-

cost rental housing “in a town that is experiencing a great deal of growth.” At the time there were 

300 applicants on MHA waiting list. The planning board, on the other hand, was not as supportive 

of the project; in their memorandum to the ZBA, they noted a number of concerns regarding the 

proposed development, including drainage, site lighting, means of access, sidewalks, and safety 

concerns regarding residential development in an industrial zone. The Industrial Development 

Commission commented that they did not oppose the project, “however, it is not the best use of 

our industrial land” [emphasis in original].

The ZBA’s denial of the comprehensive permit was filed in July 1986 after another hearing. 

According to the decision, the permit was denied for a number of reasons, including that the 

“applicant did not present a convincing case that the Town of Mansfield hampers the construction 

of low or moderate income housing.” Additionally, since the project site was located in an industrial 

zoned area, the “Board felt that this was not the best use of the industrial land and the project 

may be incompatible with industrial uses.” Concerns regarding deflated property values in the 
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surrounding industrial area were also specifically raised in the ZBA decision: “This concern was 

also voiced by industrial abutters who are concerned it may depreciate industrial land values and 

limit the further development of the Ryan and Elliot Industrial Park.” Additional concerns regarding 

whether or not the developer had properly searched for property in multi-family residential zones, 

traffic, drainage, flooding, access roads, accessibility, and proximity to amenities and services 

were also raised. 

Following an appeal to the HAC, the ZBA and developer reached a settlement agreement 

in October of 1986 with a number of conditions, including construction of a secondary access, 

fencing, suitable drainage, sidewalks, and a school bus shelter.

As with the first phase of Mansfield Depot, the second phase had the support of the 

Mansfield Housing Authority but was opposed by the planning board. At the hearing, a letter was 

entered into the record from an abutter who was opposed to the first phase, but was now writing 

in support of Phase II stating that the “developer of the complex has been a good neighbor, and 

we are working together to maximize the positive aspects of this development and to minimize 

any negative effects. If I can in some way assist some people who are less advantaged in this 

town and in this region through this letter, then I will be most pleased.” The second phase was 

approved in December 1987 subject to certain conditions including maintaining 35 percent of the 

units affordable in perpetuity. 

NORWOOD  

The Town of Norwood, 14 miles south of Boston, is an economically diverse community 

consisting of manufacturing, suburban residential, and retail trade centers. With a population of 

nearly 30,000 residents, it has one of the highest densities in the study with 1.78 housing units 

per acre. From 1980 to 2000, Norwood’s population decreased by 3.8 percent. It also has a 

comparatively low fraction of affordable housing, 5.4 percent of the total housing stock, the lowest 

percentage of the communities in the study. On the other hand, the town has the highest ratio of 

renter-occupied housing in the study, at 43 percent. Interestingly, Norwood also has the largest 

percentage of homeowners without a mortgage—36 percent—in the study.

Olde Derby Village, previously known as Countryside Village and Wilson Street, consists 

of 139 units, 35 of which (25 percent) are designated affordable. The development is made up of 
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six buildings and is centrally located within Norwood, close to public amenities such as schools, 

churches, playgrounds, and the public library. The project is relatively dense with 15.4 units per 

acre on a nine acre site. 

The impact area surrounding the Olde Derby Village 40B development is shaped like an 

equilateral triangle. Olde Derby Village occupies the eastern point of the triangle. The impact area 

is contained by three streets: Wilson on the north, Garden Parkway to the southwest and Walpole 

Street to the southeast. Houses located on both sides of these boundary streets are considered 

in the impact area. The area is not defined by an interconnected street network, but all the single-

family houses are nearby and many are abutters.

Figure 2.6 depicts the relationship of Olde Derby Village to the surrounding area. Walpole 

Street is a major thoroughfare that separates the impact area. The development mediates 

between the adjacent commercial and industrial uses to the east and the isolated single-family 

district. Olde Derby Village is situated on a small hill, with building terraced up the hill. The site 

elevation increases the development’s visibility to residential neighbors. Figure 2.6 also includes 

a photograph of the transition between the development and the residential neighborhood. It 

shows that buildings in the development are quite a bit larger than adjacent homes and that 

neighbors are close. 

Despite a need for over 1,000 low and moderate income housing units at the time Olde 

Derby Village was proposed, the project faced vehement opposition. Norwood was able to hold 

up the development process for more than 13 years despite having a comprehensive permit 

granted and confirmed by the HAC and then the Superior Court. Norwood was still able to control 

the development through conditions attached to the comprehensive permit that stipulated that the 

project was to comply with Norwood’s building code and that the town had to approve detailed 

construction plans and specifications. The permit was written by the HAC in 1974, in Chapter 

40B’s infancy. It is logical to conclude that not only was the town not very 40B-savvy, but the HAC 

and Superior Court were likely not very savvy at this point in time as well. The HAC and Superior 

Court’s allowance of Norwood to stall the development for over a decade without any intervention 

points to some significant problems with the 40B process. 

Among the reasons for opposing Olde Derby Village noted in the Superior Court documents 

were health and safety hazards, traffic, drainage, school impact, and water supply issues, as 
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cited by the Board of Appeals, School Committee, Planning Board, and the Board of Health. The 

Patriot Ledger at the time, however, indicated that what town residents really cared about, first 

and foremost, was stopping the project from happening and that they were seeking every possible 

option for complaint to get rid of the project.

RANDOLPH

Randolph is an economically and ethnically diverse community located 15 miles south 

of Boston. The town has a population of 31,000, and is the most ethnically diverse community. 

It has a population that is approximately 62 percent white, with 23 percent and 11 percent of 

residents African American and Asian, respectively. In addition to being the most diverse of the 

studied communities, Randolph is also one of the densest communities in the study with nearly 

1.8 housing units per acre. The housing stock is largely owner-occupied with only 28 percent 

rental-occupied housing units. The town also has a relatively small percentage of subsidized 

affordable housing at 5.7 percent of the total housing stock.  

Liberty Place consists of 107 multi-family rental units, 27 of which are set aside for 

households earning 50 percent of the area median income. The project consists of three- and 

four-story buildings spread over the site surrounded by a significant amount of open space. Liberty 

Place abuts a local elementary school and a single-family residential neighborhood. 

The impact area encircles part of a contiguous residential district. The boundary weaves 

through streets and is defined more by proximity than distinct features. In determining the extent of 

the impact area we visited the site and met with town official in the Department of Public Works and 

the Zoning Board of Appeals. Figure 2.7 reveals how Liberty Place straddles two neighborhoods. 

Both neighborhoods are thickly settled and defined by block-like street patterns. The two 

neighborhoods are knit together by the playing fields around Lyons School. The neighborhood to 

the west is connected to secondary roads and the playing fields. The fields create site lines to the 

project and a conduit for residents of Liberty Place to enter the neighborhood. Many of the homes 

in the eastern neighborhood are abutters of Liberty Place. The development is located on a rise 

making it more visible to these residents. 

The comprehensive permit for the Liberty Place development was ultimately approved by 

the Randolph Zoning Board of Appeals in July of 1987, but not without an extensive and often 
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controversial four-month public hearing process. Throughout the permitting process, residents, 

ZBA members, and other municipal officials strongly opposed the proposed development for 

many reasons, with property value concerns among the long list. However, in the end, the town 

did approve the comprehensive permit in a relatively short time frame and was able to negotiate 

with the developer for a 12 percent decrease in project size, maintenance of affordable units 

in perpetuity, and major changes in the site plan including reducing the number of buildings, 

increasing setbacks, and incorporating more green space.  

WILMINGTON

Wilmington is a suburban industrial town 15 miles north of Boston. The town’s population 

grew by more than 21 percent between 1990 and 2000, and currently has approximately 21,000 

residents. Despite this population growth, Wilmington’s density is only 0.65 housing units per 

acre—relatively low in comparison to the other communities in the study. The town’s housing stock 

is primarily owner-occupied, with more than 90 percent homeownership in the study.  Wilmington 

is also one of the least diverse communities in the study, with only 4 percent of its residents 

identified as non-white in the 2000 census. 

Completed in 1999, Avalon Oaks, a 204-unit, garden-style apartment development 

(including 41 affordable units), is the most recent project examined in this study. The project 

includes a community center, an outdoor swimming pool, and a small playground. Consisting of 

primarily two- and three-bedroom units, the development is spread across eight three-story walk-

up buildings. With 20 percent of the units set aside for households earning at or below 50 percent 

of the AMI, Avalon Oaks has the lowest percentage of affordable units in the study.   

Avalon Oaks is located in the north east quadrant of the municipality, away from downtown. 

It is situated adjacent to an exit for Interstate Highway 93. The impact area is primarily comprised 

of a contiguous and clearly defined residential neighborhood to the west. Abutters to the east and 

single-family houses south of the elementary school are also included. We set the impact area 

after discussions with town officials in the planning and building departments.

Like the Kimball Court development in Woburn, Avalon Oaks is built directly in the 

backyard of many abutters. Figure 2.8 is a photograph taken from the side yard of an abutter 

in the neighborhood to the east. The portion of Avalon Oaks that faces this neighborhood is 
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not as overwhelming as in Woburn. The scope of the development is out of proportion with the 

surrounding land use pattern (see figure 2.8), but the site planning and context sensitive design 

effectively mitigates the bulk and density. The development is split into two sections. A northern 

portion clusters larger buildings close to I-93 and away from residents. The other section stretches 

smaller buildings along a curvilinear road parallel to the adjacent neighborhood.

Avalon Oaks in Wilmington was also a highly contested project during its first iteration in 

the late 1980s. The site was initially proposed for the Wilmington Arboretum development in 1987, 

but the town denied the comprehensive permit, and the decision was appealed to the HAC. The 

HAC ordered the granting of the permit, but Wilmington appealed the decision first to the Superior 

Court and then to the Massachusetts Appeals Court. The comprehensive permit was decisively 

granted by the Appellate Court in September of 1995. 

During the eight-year court battle with Wilmington, the original developer of the property, 

Wilmington Arboretum Associates, went bankrupt and was forced to transfer the rights to develop 

the site to its mortgagee in 1992. The mortgagee oversaw the appeals process through to the 

Appellate Court decision in 1995. In 1996, Avalon Bay Communities purchased the site and 

requested a transfer of the same comprehensive permit. The Wilmington Board of Appeals granted 

the transfer but held all of the requirements and conditions of the initial permit the same, including 

an identical number of housing units and affordability requirements.

It is interesting that the Avalon Oaks project was not nearly as controversial as the 

initial proposal for Wilmington Arboretum. According to Wilmington’s director of planning and 

conservation, one of the reasons for this was that the new developer “sat down with the town and 

redesigned the project.” The project became an “an entirely different animal from what people 

typically imagine when they think of affordable housing.” Not only was Wilmington able to at least 

contribute to the design (if not the overall density) of the project, the project itself evolved from 

what residents originally perceived as a large affordable housing development to a well-designed 

market rate project with a percentage of affordable housing. Even with the redesign and change in 

perception about the anticipated residents, Avalon Oaks’ density of 9.1 units per acre is 14 times 

more dense than Wilmington’s average. 

The analysis period starts when Avalon Bay took control and ends in the year the 

development was occupied.
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Notes

1 As described in the introductory chapter, the Boston Metropolitan Area for the purposes of this study is 

defined as the 155 Massachusetts cities and towns in the Boston-Cambridge-Quincy New England 

Metropolitan City and Town Area (NECTA) Census designation. 

2 For this study we obtained every single-family home sale recorded between1982 and 2003. We wanted to 

have data for a few years prior to the granting of the comprehensive permit and several years after the 

development was complete to establish long and continuous price indexes.

3 Lyons and Loveridge, (1993) use ¼ and ½ mile; Galster, Tatian, and Smith (1999) and Galster, Tatian, and 

Smith (2001) use distance intervals from 500 feet to 2,000 feet; Lee, Culhane, and Wachter (1999) use 

¼ and ½ mile.

4 Muller, Carol J. Letter to the Housing Appeals Committee from the Woburn City Solicitor, dated January 

12, 1984.

5 Zoning Board of Appeals of Greenfield v. Housing Appeals Committee, 1983; Board of Appeals of Hanover 

v. Housing Appeals Committee, 1973. 

6 Quill, Ed. “SJC: Town bid aimed at blocking low-income housing,” The Boston Globe, May 1, 1987.



33
��������������������������������

CHAPTER 3: QUANTITATIVE 

METHODOLOGY

This chapter discusses the methodology employed to investigate the impact of large, multi-

family mixed-income rental developments on the value of surrounding single-family homes. 

The first section of the chapter provides a theoretical framework for the use of a hedonic modeling 

approach. The second section describes our econometric methodology.

THEORETICAL FRAMEWORK

We seek to determine the response of housing consumers, and hence the housing market, 

to the presence of an amenity or disamenity in a local housing market. Some opponents of Chapter 

40B claim that mixed-income multi-family rental housing developments constitute a neighborhood 

disamenity; we investigate this claim.

Our strategy is to measure and compare house price behavior for a control area and an 

impact area. To do this, we need to build quality-controlled house price indexes for the impact and 

control areas. We use a hedonic modeling approach in order to make use of all house transactions. 

We chose not to use repeat sales because of the requirement that only houses that sell twice 

during the study period be used; this would require eliminating too many sales observations in 

our impact areas.

An alternative strategy is to focus on distance to a disamenity. This method attempts to 

measure the effect of distance between individual houses and the disamenity, holding constant 

other determinants of house value. We do not take this approach because our site visits and 

discussions with local officials indicated that sight lines varied considerably based on topography, 

street layouts, and other similar factors that led us to conclude that identifying the impact area 

based on a fixed radius would have been inappropriate.1 



34
��������������������������������

HEDONIC MODELING FOR HOUSING MARKETS

For the purpose of the model, we assume the sales price of a house is the sum of a “bundle 

of goods and services,”2 including the structural attributes of the house and the neighborhood in 

which the house is located. Examples of structural attributes include house size, lot size, and the 

number of bathrooms and bedrooms. The hedonic model uses multivariate regression analysis to 

estimate the value, or “implicit price,” of each of these attributes. 

To specify a hedonic equation, we use sales price as the dependent variable. Each of 

the attributes hypothesized to be determinants of sales price are explanatory or independent 

variables. The estimated coefficient or parameter for a given explanatory variable represents its 

effect on value or “implicit price.” The standard practice in the hedonic literature is to represent the 

dependent variable house price is as a natural logarithm.3 In addition to being a method that has 

been found to be useful in the economic literature, it also provides a convenient interpretation of the 

coefficients of the explanatory variables. These coefficients can be interpreted as the percentage 

change in house value resulting from an additional unit of an explanatory variable. Knowing the 

contribution of each attribute to house value makes it possible to examine how the price of a 

house changes by altering the quantity of a structural attribute or other explanatory variable.

We are interested in tracking how the sales price for a typical house changes with time. 

To accomplish this goal a hedonic model requires two stages. The first stage estimates a hedonic 

price equation to establish a relationship between house value and housing attributes, including 

year sold. The effect of time on sales price is estimated by including the year a house sold as an 

explanatory variable in the hedonic model. In the second stage, the hedonic results are used to 

“price” a typical house over time. Separate hedonic models and indexes are created for both the 

impact area and control area in each case.

In a perfectly efficient market, information about a negative event would disseminate quickly 

and prices would react to this new information immediately. In this case, when the appearance of 

a disamenity is anticipated, prices for homes near the disamenity would instantly fall; that is, the 

(hypothesized) capital loss would occur at one point in time, with no further effects occurring in 

the future.

In reality, housing markets are not perfectly efficient; buyers and sellers lack perfect 

information. In the context of this study, some home buyers and sellers may not be aware of a 
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mixed-income, multi-family development slated for construction nearby. More likely, some players 

in the market may know that mixed-income housing is being developed, but they may not really 

understand the nature of the project. Furthermore, even if someone has been fully informed 

throughout the process that led to the development, uncertainty could still remain about the final 

product and the identity of the actual residents. Imperfect information is reflected in the variation 

in sale prices achieved in the market. 

The various issues regarding information comprehension and dissemination imply that 

the assimilation of knowledge about a particular event in the local housing market will occur 

differentially over time. Selling a house takes time. There are also high transaction costs associated 

with the sale of a house, which may prolong a decision to sell. The impact of an announced multi-

family development will presumably be strongest in the time interval from announcement to after 

the units are rented. Thus our evaluation of price change over time focuses this time period.  

APPLIED QUANTITATIVE METHODOLOGY

Our empirical research methodology is thus designed to best answer the question of 

whether mixed-income, multi-family developments influence the sales price of adjacent single-

family houses. This methodology draws on the considerable related research in the field of housing 

economics.4 With one exception, hedonic modeling has not been used to construct impact and 

control house price indexes to measure the effect of mixed-income, multi-family development.5 

We conducted a thorough examination of the neighborhood of each development to 

establish a realistic impact area. We then purchased transaction data from a third-party vendor to 

obtain a reliable data set of all single-family home sales in our case towns. 

DATA

This study uses sales transaction data for single-family houses. We obtained records for 

all transactions between 1987 and 2003, and most of the transactions between 1982 and 1986. In 

order to use transaction data in hedonic modeling, the records must contain information about the 

structural attributes of the house in addition to the sales price and the date it sold. All the requisite 

information is not complied by one agency in a uniform format. Transaction data including address, 

sales price, date, buyer, seller, mortgage amount, etc. are collected by the Registries of Deeds in 
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Massachusetts. Records containing information pertaining to property attributes are maintained 

by local municipal assessors. We purchased data from a third party vender, The Warren Group, to 

bridge the gap between registries’ and assessors’ records. The Warren Group collects data from 

both sources and assembles it into one database.6 

The data sets for each case were cleaned to eliminate incomplete records and statistical 

anomalies. We also filtered for non–arm’s length transactions and lot sizes with extremely high 

values. All identifiable non–arm’s length transactions were removed.7 Lot size is the only structural 

valuable with extreme outliers. These were systematically selected and removed.8 

Woburn Example

HOUSING PROFILE

We use the Woburn case to demonstrate our methodology. Table 3.1 provides descriptive 

statistics for Woburn’s housing stock in both the control area and impact area. The mean and 

standard deviations for each variable in the model are provided. The mean of a dummy variable is 

its percentage of the whole variable set. Looking at bathrooms, the mean for bath1 is 0.38; thirty-

eight percent of the houses in the control sample have one bathroom. On average, houses in the 

impact area are slightly more expensive, larger, and situated on bigger lots than houses in the 

control area. Additional description statistics about each sample are provided in the Appendix.

ANALYSIS PERIOD

As indicated above, housing markets are very complex, and information is absorbed over 

time. The best way to capture the influence of an event is to observe price trends before, during, 

and after the event and look for substantial variations from the overall trend. We create sales 

price indexes that begin before comprehensive permit approval and that extend well beyond the 

initial occupancy of the projects. The twenty-year time frame of this study (1983–2003) provides 

a dynamic perspective on the cyclicality of prices.

The analysis period around each mixed-income, multi-family development is designed to 

include the years in which the influence of the development was strongest. The length of each 

analysis period varies slightly, but the definition is the same for all. It begins with comprehensive 
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permit approval and ends in the year when the project was placed in service, generally three 

years. Small projects that were constructed quickly have shorter analysis periods, while large, 

complex projects tend to have longer analysis periods.

THE HEDONIC MODEL

For a useful hedonic model, it is important that the coefficients for the explanatory, or 

“independent,” variables to exhibit a realistic relationship with the house price dependent variable, 

and that these coefficients be measured precisely, i.e.,  have low standard errors. Analyses of 

descriptive statistics were undertaken to construct sensible explanatory variables. 

The first stage of our hedonic models involves specifying the attributes that are considered 

to be important determinants of home price.9 All of our models contain a combination of the 

Table 3.1

Mean Std. Dev. Mean Std. Dev
Price 188,250 86,583 195,064 80,874
Intersf 1,471 486 1,561 433
Lotsize 11,774 5,889 12,138 6,592
Bathrooms 1.61 0.61 1.61 0.62

1 0.38 0.48 0.37 0.48
1.5 0.23 0.42 0.25 0.43
2 0.24 0.43 0.25 0.44
>=2.5 0.16 0.36 0.13 0.33

Bedrooms 3.18 0.78 3.36 0.78
<=2 0.15 0.35 - -
3 0.58 0.49 - -
<=3 - - 0.68 0.47
>=4 0.28 0.45 0.32 0.47

Year Built 1946 40 1935 54
<=1919 0.20 0.40 - -
1920-59 0.43 0.49 - -
1960-79 0.18 0.38 - -
1980-89 0.09 0.29 - -
1990-03 0.10 0.30 - -
<=1899 - - 0.19 0.39
1990-46 - - 0.19 0.39
1947-54 - - 0.21 0.41
1955-90 - - 0.20 0.40
1991-03 - - 0.20 0.40

Bold Independent variables are base case (omitted)

Variable
Control Impact

Descriptive Statistics
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following explanatory variables: house size, lot size, number or bedrooms, number of bathrooms, 

and the year the house was built. To explain the empirical methodology more thoroughly, we use 

Woburn as an example. In Chapter 4, we will present the house price indexes constructed from 

the hedonic models.

Independent variables were selected after examination of the sample’s descriptive 

statistics. House size (intersf) and lot size (lotsize) are entered as continuous variables; that is, 

the actual square footage of the attribute is used in the model (Table 3.2). House size is usually 

the strongest predictor of sales price. Lot size is also typically important. 

Bathrooms and bedrooms are entered as dummy variables. The number of bathrooms 

is divided into four categories; one bathroom or less (bath<=1), one and one-half bathrooms 

(bath1.5), two bathrooms (bath2), and two and one-half or more bathrooms (bath>=2.5). Bath1 

is used as the base case and thus omitted from the equation. The coefficients for the remaining 
Table 3.2

Dependent variable equals the natural log of price

Unstandardized Standardized
constant 11.195 - 0.031       364.970 0.000
intersf 0.000 0.01% 0.000       6.560 0.000
lotsize 0.000 0.00% 0.000       10.680 0.000
bath1.5 0.081 8.41% 0.013       6.080 0.000
bath2 0.061 6.32% 0.014       4.500 0.000
bath>=2.5 0.160 17.35% 0.019       8.270 0.000
bed3 0.089 9.27% 0.014       6.170 0.000
bed>=4 0.095 9.96% 0.018       5.280 0.000
yrblt1920-'59 0.113 11.99% 0.013       8.520 0.000
yrblt1960-'79 0.199 22.01% 0.016       12.090 0.000
yrblt1980-'89 0.212 23.57% 0.020       10.670 0.000
yrblt1990-'03 0.260 29.73% 0.021       12.580 0.000
yrsold1983-'84 -0.434 -35.21% 0.031       -14.060 0.000
yrsold1987-'88 0.258 29.38% 0.026       9.800 0.000
yrsold1989-'90 0.238 26.88% 0.027       8.660 0.000
yrsold1991-'92 0.124 13.16% 0.026       4.720 0.000
yrsold1993-'94 0.155 16.72% 0.025       6.080 0.000
yrsold1995-'96 0.228 25.55% 0.025       9.040 0.000
yrsold1997-'98 0.329 38.90% 0.025       13.160 0.000
yrsold1999-'00 0.570 76.75% 0.025       22.790 0.000
yrsold2001-'02 0.831 129.65% 0.026       32.400 0.000
yrsold2003 1.008 173.92% 0.028       36.020 0.000

N 4762 Adjusted R-
Squared 0.5553 Std. Error of the 

Estimate 0.32387

Omitted variables: bath1, bed<=2, yrblt<=1919, yrsold1985-'86

Control

Coefficients Std. Error t SignificanceIndependent
variables

 N/A
 N/A
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bathroom variables relate each of them to the one bathroom case. For Woburn, we find the 

coefficients for the bath1.5 and bath2 behave plausibly, increasing price by 8.4 percent and 6.3 

percent, respectively, compared to a house with only one bathroom. The 17.4 percent standardized 

coefficient for bath>=2.5 is not uncommon in hedonic equations. This fairly large coefficient most 

likely indicates that bath>=2.5 is correlated with, and acting as a proxy for, other “quality” features 

not available in the data. 

To find the change in house value for having, say, 1.5 baths instead of one bath, we 

proceed as follows: We use the regression results to “price” a house that is typical in every 

dimension, except that it has one bathroom. We then repeat this calculation for the 1.5 bathroom 

case. The latter case will have an estimated value 8.4 percent higher. This percentage change 

may be quickly found by looking at the standardized coefficient.

Bedrooms are split into three categories, with houses containing two or less bedrooms used 

as the base case. Bed3 (three bedrooms) and bed>=4 (four or more bedrooms) have very similar 

positive coefficients: 9.3 percent and 10 percent, respectively. One might expect the presence 

of more bedrooms to exhibit a greater positive influence on sales price. Remember, however, 

that our hedonic equations hold the size of the house constant. So this increase in bedrooms 

means a decrease in other living space. Sometimes the coefficient of the dummy variable with 

the most bedrooms is lower than (and sometimes negative) the coefficient of the dummy variable 

representing fewer bedrooms. In this case, the bedroom dummy variables have nearly identical 

coefficients, indicating that the two configurations are equally valued.

The influence of age is captured by the year in which a house was built. The year built 

variable is divided into quintiles that are roughly adjusted to reflect housing vintages. The dummy 

variable yrblt1919 (homes built in 1919 or earlier), representing the oldest homes, is omitted 

from the model. In general we expect newer houses to have higher sales prices, holding other 

characteristics constant. This is the case here: Each successively newer category of houses adds 

more value to the sales price than the previous. Deviations from this pattern can occur because 

year built is often a proxy for house style. Often it is the case that specific house styles are unique 

to different time periods. Sometimes a style of house built several decades (or even one hundred 

years ago) is more desirable than that of the types of house built recently.

The final set of explanatory variables consists of dummy variables representing time. 
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The year in which a house sold is used to trace price movements over time. Relatively small 

sample sizes in the impact areas drove the construction of the year sold independent variables. 

It was necessary to pair years to have enough observations for each (two-year) period to obtain 

reasonably precise coefficient estimates. It should be noted that the designation of time intervals 

is an arbitrary assignment. It does not matter how time is captured (months, quarters, year etc.) as 

long as it is appropriate to the context of the model. Pairing years is perfectly acceptable as long 

as we are willing to accept the “cost” of looking at two-year effects. Given the impact area sample 

sizes, this is the best path to follow. All houses that sold in adjacent years were thus combined into 

one time interval. An attempt was made to avoid pairing years when behavior of the larger market 

changed abruptly. The year sold interval 1985–86 was omitted from the regression and serves 

as the model’s base time period. For Woburn, the coefficient of yrsold1987–88 is 29.4 percent, 

implying that houses in this two-year interval sold for almost 30 percent more than houses in the 

omitted base year interval.

Separate hedonic equations are constructed and estimated for both the control area and 

impact area models. To obtain a price index, we use the results to “price” a typical house over 

time. See the Appendix for the regression coefficients for the other case studies.

HEDONIC MODEL: WOBURN CONTROL AREA

The control area sample consists of all single-family homes in the City of Woburn other 

than those located within the impact area. The hedonic model is estimated using 4,762 house 

sales observations during the period 1983–2003. The model performs well, providing precise 

estimates of the regression coefficients. As indicated above, for bedrooms, bathrooms, and age, 

the regression coefficients show the difference from a base case. The base case for year sold is 

having sold in 1985–86. The standardized coefficients indicated in Table 3.2 show the effect on 

home price for each characteristic. 

HEDONIC MODEL: WOBURN IMPACT AREA

The results for the impact area model are given below in Table 3.3. The impact area 

contains 157 observations. The equation is not estimated as precisely, since sample size is smaller 

than the area control case. Nonetheless, the results are the best that could be obtained, given our 
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conservative definition of impact area. (In the “town group” regressions reported later, we are able 

to use larger sample sizes.) There are fewer variables for structural attributes because houses in 

the impact area are more homogeneous than houses in the control area. The homogeneity of the 

impact area meant that the base case for number of bedrooms became three bedrooms, while the 

base case for year built became “built in 1899 or before.” 

GROUPED TOWNS

In some cases, it was necessary to “group” cases and use the grouped results to provide 

price indexes. Grouping increases sample size, which reduces standard errors and noise (random 

variation) in the year sold variables, thus generating more precise indexes. In Littleton,  we 

Dependent variable equals the natural log of price

Unstandardized Standardized
constant 11.344 - 0.117 97.270 0.000
intersf 0.000 0.01% 0.000 2.200 0.029
lotsize 0.000 0.00% 0.000 2.530 0.012
bath1.5 0.135 14.43% 0.052 2.570 0.011
bath2 0.003 0.25% 0.053 0.050 0.962
bath>=2.5 0.057 5.89% 0.080 0.720 0.474
bed>=4 0.084 8.75% 0.046 1.810 0.072
yrblt1900-'46 0.016 1.62% 0.061 0.260 0.793
yrblt1947-'54 0.165 17.95% 0.062 2.640 0.009
yrblt1955-'90 0.146 15.69% 0.059 2.470 0.015
yrblt1991-'03 0.382 46.49% 0.069 5.550 0.000
yrsold1983-'84 -0.558 -42.74% 0.133 -4.190 0.000
yrsold1987-'88 0.084 8.76% 0.101 0.830 0.408
yrsold1989-'90 0.221 24.76% 0.097 2.270 0.025
yrsold1991-'92 0.109 11.55% 0.113 0.970 0.335
yrsold1993-'94 -0.044 -4.29% 0.103 -0.430 0.671
yrsold1995-'96 -0.111 -10.54% 0.097 -1.150 0.252
yrsold1997-'98 0.218 24.34% 0.087 2.510 0.013
yrsold1999-'00 0.507 66.05% 0.092 5.530 0.000
yrsold2001-'02 0.784 119.08% 0.096 8.130 0.000
yrsold2003 0.930 153.44% 0.106 8.770 0.000

N 157 Adjusted R-
Squared 0.742 Std. Error of the 

Estimate 0.21462

Omitted variables: bath1, bed<=3, yrblt<=1899, yrsold1985-'86

t Significance

Impact

CoefficientsIndependent
variables Std. Error

N/A
 N/A

Table 3.3
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grouped the two developments. We also constructed a group consisting of Mansfield, Norwood 

and Randolph. In grouping towns or developments, we considered geographic proximity similarity 

in control area price movements, and roughly simultaneous introductions of mixed-income, multi-

family rental developments. 

Notes

1 See Case, Pollakowski, and Wachter on comparisons of price index methods. 

2 Rosen 1974.

3 Lusht 1997 and Malpezzi 2002.

4 As in Case, Pollakowski, and Wachter.

5 Weinstein 2002. 

6 The Warren Group maintains an active database of complete transactions records from 1987 through the 

present. They also have an inactive database of just sales records from 1982 to 1986. This inactive 

database does not include any structural attributes of the property. We wanted to use records from 

the inactive database to extend the length of our sales indexes. However, to make the records in 

the inactive database useful we had to merge them with the active database. The merging process 

identified houses that sold in both databases and attached the structural attributes of the house from 

the active database to the corresponding, incomplete sales record in the inactive database. The merge 

was accomplished using the Select Query function in Microsoft Access setting property address as the 

common field.

Merging the structural attributes of a house from the active database to the same house in the 

inactive database assumes the characteristics of the house have remained constant over time (i.e. 

no additions were made or the house was not replaced); or put another way the bundle of goods that 

produced a sale price in 1982 is the same bundle that produced the sale price for the same house 

in 2003. This merging process certainly caused some inconsistencies matching transaction records 

with structural characteristics over time, but the likely degree of error is low. The resulting merge was 

successful; however, the conversion rate for matching records was around 50% percent; meaning half 

of the houses sold in the inactive database resold in the active database. The quantity of transactions 

per year for the inactive database is about half the number of transactions in the active database. The 

two databases were combined once each sales record contained the same types of information.
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7 Sale price data were skewed to the right, meaning there was an abnormally high frequency of low sale 

prices. This skewness is due in part to the presence of “non-arms length” transactions. The removal 

of low price transactions representing “non-arms length” required subjective review; statistical testing, 

graphic representation and common sense were used to screen records. All transactions with a sale 

price equal to or less than $50,000 were selected for review. Scatter plots of price and year sold were 

created to identify whether previously flagged transactions were outliers for the year in which they 

sold. The identified outliers were also compared against two standard deviations from the sample 

mean. The identified outliers and suspected non–arm’s length transactions were compared to other 

structural attributes of the property and assessor information the see if the price seemed appropriate. 

We considered the buyer and seller, mortgage amount, year built, interior square feet and lot size. 

The sale of many low-priced homes were transactions between family members or had mortgages 

considerably larger than the sale price. Examples of these two scenarios would be a house that sold for 

$30,000 but had a mortgage of $225,000; or a larger-than-average-sized house on a three-quarter acre 

lot that sells for $25,000 between family members. In one instance, the same house sold for $15,000 

five times on the same day to different individuals all with the same last name. Seeming abnormally low 

sales transactions and outliers that failed the non–arm’s length subjective test were removed.

8 The average lot size in many of the towns is around one-half acre (20,000 square feet), yet all towns had 

some transactions with lot sizes of several acres (200,000+ square feet, and in one instance 2.5 million 

square feet or 57 acres). All transactions with lot sizes over three standard deviations were removed 

from the impact areas.

9 The independent variables are included in the models in one of two forms; as a continuous number or as a 

dummy variable. A dummy variable represents a dichotomous relationship. Either a house contains two 

bedrooms or not. For each dichotomous possibility (one bedroom/not one bedroom; two bedrooms/not 

two bedrooms; etc.), there is a separate dummy variable. When dummy variables are used, one of 

the possible variables is omitted from the model to establish a base case. As mentioned earlier in the 

chapter, a dummy variable coefficient is interpreted as the percent change in price compared to the 

excluded variable. Let’s look at an example from Woburn to interpret the coefficient of the independent 

dummy “bath1.5.” This dummy variable represents all houses in the sample that contain one and one-

half bathrooms. The standardized coefficient of “bath1.5” in the control area hedonic model is 8.4%. 

This means that having one and half bathrooms in a house adds eight point four percent more value 
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than only one bathroom, the excluded variable, holding all other variables constant. 

Dummy variables are constructed by separating the values for each variable into bins. Each bin 

then becomes its own dummy variable. We tried for each bin to contain similar numbers of observations. 

To clarify this procedure let us look again at Woburn for an example. Houses in Woburn contain as few as 

one bathroom or as many as five. Houses with one bathroom became dummy variable “bath1,” houses 

with one and a half bathrooms became dummy variable “bath1.5,” etc. Dummy variable “bath>=2.5” 

contains all houses with two and a half or more bathrooms.
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CHAPTER 4: FINDINGS

This study’s findings are presented in terms of house price indexes for impact and control 

areas in each study town. Looking at these index pairs for each of the towns, it can be 

seen that the impact area indexes track the control area indexes. There is neither a 

tendency for the impact areas to do better or worse.

We begin with a thorough examination of price behavior for the Kimball Court Apartments 

development in Woburn. The assessment of subsequent case studies will be more brief, with 

more detailed results presented in the Appendix. The hedonic regression results used to construct 

the price indexes are presented in Chapter 3 and in the Appendix.  

WOBURN

Chart 4.1 shows the house price indexes for the control and impact areas. As described in 

Chapter 3, these indexes are constructed from the hedonic equation results. Both indexes track 

house price movements over time that are consistent with the Boston area’s market experience. 

House prices rose strongly through the mid-1980’s peaking in late 1988 and 1989. Prices generally 

declined during the early 1990s, but by 1997–98, the market had turned a corner and house 

prices rebounded sharply. Both the control area and the impact area followed the experience of 

the larger Boston market, with both indexes following very similar price paths. 

The City of Woburn has seen three phases of the Kimball Court mixed-income, multi-

family housing development. All phases were permitted using chapter 40B, and each phase has 

a separate analysis period. The analysis period for each phase begins with the issuance of the 

comprehensive permit and concludes in the year each phase was placed in service. The three 

analysis periods are not all the same length; these differences are related to the construction and 

development timeline of each project phase. The impact area and the control area remain the 

same for all phases.
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Chart 4.2
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In the years after the introduction of each Kimball Court phase, the impact area and control 

area experienced similar appreciation in sale price for single family homes. Over the course of the 

entire study the compound annual growth rate for sale prices was 7.9 percent for the control area 

and 8.1 percent for the impact area.1

PHASE I

The first phase was permitted in 1985 and completed in 1988. The appropriate analysis 

period using our price indexes begins at the two-year period preceding permitting (1983–84) and 

ends with the two-year period following completion. During this Phase I analysis period, the impact 

area experienced a 13.9 percent annual growth rate, slightly greater than the control area’s 11.9 

percent rate. (See Chart 4.2.) This was a turbulent period, with home prices doubling.

PHASE II

The second phase was permitted in 1989 and completed in 1990.  The analysis period 

thus begins with 1987–88 and runs through 1991–92, the two-year period after completion. For 

the Phase II analysis period the impact area house values were essentially unchanged (growth 

rate of 0.6 percent). Over the same time period, house prices in the control area declined slightly, 

with an annual growth rate of -3.3 percent. House values around Kimball Court were not adversely 

impacted by the mixed-income, multi-family rental development. 

PHASE III

The final phase was permitted in 1999 and completed in 2002. Our analysis period, 

therefore, runs from 1997–98 through 2003, the last year for which data were available. During 

the Phase III analysis period, the house values in the impact area rose 12.6 percent annually. The 

trend for the control area was nearly identical, with house values experiencing an average annual 

appreciation rate of 12.0 percent.

Overall, we see that there are no substantive differences between the two price paths. 

Sale prices for single-family homes in the impact and control areas moved nearly in tandem 

during the three development phases of Kimball Court.
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Chart 4.3
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LITTLETON

There were two separate developments in Littleton that were analyzed. The first case is 

Littleton Green, a smaller elderly rental 40B development. The Pond Side mixed-income, multi-

family development is a much larger and more noticeable rental community, and its impact on 

the surrounding neighborhood might be expected to be more significant. For reasons of sample 

size, these two developments are considered together. The analysis period for Littleton begins in 

1984–85 and continues through 1990–91 (Chart 4.3). Over that time, house values in the impact 

area experienced a 16.0 percent annual appreciation rate. For the same period, the control group 

saw a smaller 7.5 pecent annual growth. Due to random fluctuations in the impact area index 

(reflecting modest sample size), we consider it unlikely that the impact area did so “well.” We thus 

examined a slightly longer period, 1982–83 through 1992–93. Over that time period, the impact 

area experienced an annual appreciation of 6.9 percent, while the control area appreciated at an 

annual rate of 7.7 percent.
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NORWOOD  

Chart 4.5 displays the sales price indexes for the impact and control areas. The comparative 

indexes follow very similar price paths. The compound annual growth rates for the two areas are 

comparable for the development period and the entire study period. Taking 1983–84 as the base 

period for both indexes, the change in index values from the base period through the period 

just after construction was completed (1989–90) reflects an average annual growth rate of 13.9 

percent for the impact area versus 13.2 percent for the control area (Chart 4.6). Again, the are 

no effective differences between the impact area and control area indexes. We conclude that the 

introduction of Olde Derby Village did not negatively impact the sales price of nearby single-

family homes. 

Chart 4.4
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Norwood House Value Indexes
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MANSFIELD AND RANDOLPH

The Mansfield Depot 40B development was constructed in two phases. The two phases 

were permitted in consecutive years; they were also completed in consecutive years. The first 

phase was permitted in 1986. The second phase was competed in 1989. The permitting for Liberty 

Place in Randolph occured during 1987–88, and the construction was completed during 1989–90. 

Our analysis period, therefore runs from 1985–86 through 1991–92. 

The sample size in several two-year periods for the impact areas in Mansfield and Randolph 

were too small to provide sufficiently robust estimate of house values in the impact areas. The 

analysis period for the two developments coincides with that for Olde Derby Village in Norwood. 

Because the three developments line up closely, we are able to calculate a single price index for 

the three towns as a group.

GROUP: MANSFIELD, NORWOOD AND RANDOLPH

The analysis period for Mansfield, Norwood, and Randolph as a group is defined by the 

complete development period for all three towns. In begins in 1983–84, the two-year period prior 

Chart 4.7
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Chart 4.8
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to when the earliest development, Norwood’s Olde Derby Village, received its comprehensive 

permit, and it ends in 1991–92 after the last developments were completed. Both Liberty Place 

and Mansfield Depot were placed in service the same year. 

The indexes for the impact sample and control sample move similarly over time (Chart 

4.7). The two samples have effectively identical compound annual growth rates, 8.4 and 8.1 

percent for the impact and control areas, respectively (Chart 4.8). 

WILMINGTON

Price indexes for the impact area and control area track nearly identically throughout 

the entire data series. It is worth noting that the development was originally proposed as the 

Wilmington Arboretum and was denied a comprehensive permit in 1987. The permit denial was 

overturned on appeal in 1990 and the HAC decision was upheld by the Superior Court in 1993. 

The decision was reaffirmed by the Appeals Court in 1995. The judicial history of the development 

should have been an indication that the question of building a mixed-income, multi-family rental 

development in Wilmington was a matter of when, not if. As such, we would have expected to 
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find a siginificant deviation in the impact area from the control area sometime around 1990, when 

the HAC overturned the local zoning board, if there were to be a negative impact on neighboring 

single-family house values.

Our analysis period begins with the two-year interval before the permit was issued (1995–

96) and ends in 2001–02 following completion of construction (Chart 4.11). For the period between 

1995–96 and 2001–02, annual growth rates were 8.0 percent and 10.0 percent for the impact area 

and control area, respectively (Chart 4.12). The two percentage point difference in annual growth 

rates for the impact area and control area over the analysis period disappears when measuring 

from the period before permitting through 2003. When house values are compared through 2003, 

the impact area experienced an annual growth rate of 11.2 percent, compared to 11.0 percent for 

the control area (Chart 4.12). We conclude that the introduction of the large, dense, multi-family 

Avalon Oaks development did not negatively affect the sales price of single-family homes in the 

impact area. 

Chart 4.11
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APPENDIX

WOBURN

Mean Std. Dev. Mean Std. Dev
Price 188,250 86,583 195,064 80,874
Intersf 1,471 486 1,561 433
Lotsize 11,774 5,889 12,138 6,592
Bathrooms 1.61 0.61 1.61 0.62

1 0.38 0.48 0.37 0.48
1.5 0.23 0.42 0.25 0.43
2 0.24 0.43 0.25 0.44
>=2.5 0.16 0.36 0.13 0.33

Bedrooms 3.18 0.78 3.36 0.78
<=2 0.15 0.35 - -
3 0.58 0.49 - -
<=3 - - 0.68 0.47
>=4 0.28 0.45 0.32 0.47

Year Built 1946 40 1935 54
<=1919 0.20 0.40 - -
1920-59 0.43 0.49 - -
1960-79 0.18 0.38 - -
1980-89 0.09 0.29 - -
1990-03 0.10 0.30 - -
<=1899 - - 0.19 0.39
1990-46 - - 0.19 0.39
1947-54 - - 0.21 0.41
1955-90 - - 0.20 0.40
1991-03 - - 0.20 0.40

Bold Independent variables are base case (omitted)

Variable
Control Impact

Descriptive Statistics
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Dependent variable equals the natural log of price

Unstandardized Standardized
constant 11.195 - 0.031       364.970 0.000
intersf 0.000 0.01% 0.000       6.560 0.000
lotsize 0.000 0.00% 0.000       10.680 0.000
bath1.5 0.081 8.41% 0.013       6.080 0.000
bath2 0.061 6.32% 0.014       4.500 0.000
bath>=2.5 0.160 17.35% 0.019       8.270 0.000
bed3 0.089 9.27% 0.014       6.170 0.000
bed>=4 0.095 9.96% 0.018       5.280 0.000
yrblt1920-'59 0.113 11.99% 0.013       8.520 0.000
yrblt1960-'79 0.199 22.01% 0.016       12.090 0.000
yrblt1980-'89 0.212 23.57% 0.020       10.670 0.000
yrblt1990-'03 0.260 29.73% 0.021       12.580 0.000
yrsold1983-'84 -0.434 -35.21% 0.031       -14.060 0.000
yrsold1987-'88 0.258 29.38% 0.026       9.800 0.000
yrsold1989-'90 0.238 26.88% 0.027       8.660 0.000
yrsold1991-'92 0.124 13.16% 0.026       4.720 0.000
yrsold1993-'94 0.155 16.72% 0.025       6.080 0.000
yrsold1995-'96 0.228 25.55% 0.025       9.040 0.000
yrsold1997-'98 0.329 38.90% 0.025       13.160 0.000
yrsold1999-'00 0.570 76.75% 0.025       22.790 0.000
yrsold2001-'02 0.831 129.65% 0.026       32.400 0.000
yrsold2003 1.008 173.92% 0.028       36.020 0.000

N 4762 Adjusted R-
Squared 0.5553 Std. Error of the 

Estimate 0.32387

Omitted variables: bath1, bed<=2, yrblt<=1919, yrsold1985-'86

Control

Coefficients Std. Error t SignificanceIndependent
variables

 N/A
 N/A

Dependent variable equals the natural log of price

Unstandardized Standardized
constant 11.344 - 0.117 97.270 0.000
intersf 0.000 0.01% 0.000 2.200 0.029
lotsize 0.000 0.00% 0.000 2.530 0.012
bath1.5 0.135 14.43% 0.052 2.570 0.011
bath2 0.003 0.25% 0.053 0.050 0.962
bath>=2.5 0.057 5.89% 0.080 0.720 0.474
bed>=4 0.084 8.75% 0.046 1.810 0.072
yrblt1900-'46 0.016 1.62% 0.061 0.260 0.793
yrblt1947-'54 0.165 17.95% 0.062 2.640 0.009
yrblt1955-'90 0.146 15.69% 0.059 2.470 0.015
yrblt1991-'03 0.382 46.49% 0.069 5.550 0.000
yrsold1983-'84 -0.558 -42.74% 0.133 -4.190 0.000
yrsold1987-'88 0.084 8.76% 0.101 0.830 0.408
yrsold1989-'90 0.221 24.76% 0.097 2.270 0.025
yrsold1991-'92 0.109 11.55% 0.113 0.970 0.335
yrsold1993-'94 -0.044 -4.29% 0.103 -0.430 0.671
yrsold1995-'96 -0.111 -10.54% 0.097 -1.150 0.252
yrsold1997-'98 0.218 24.34% 0.087 2.510 0.013
yrsold1999-'00 0.507 66.05% 0.092 5.530 0.000
yrsold2001-'02 0.784 119.08% 0.096 8.130 0.000
yrsold2003 0.930 153.44% 0.106 8.770 0.000

N 157 Adjusted R-
Squared 0.742 Std. Error of the 

Estimate 0.21462

Omitted variables: bath1, bed<=3, yrblt<=1899, yrsold1985-'86

t Significance

Impact

CoefficientsIndependent
variables Std. Error

N/A
 N/A
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LITTLETON

Mean Std. Dev. Mean Std. Dev
Price 213,779 118,143 177,111 94,639
Intersf 1,866 708 1,832 752
Lotsize 46,663 92,369 33,365 36,533
Bathrooms 1.79 0.68 1.66 0.68

1 - - 0.39 0.47
<=1 0.32 0.47 - -
<=1.5 - - - -
1.5 0.16 0.37 0.18 0.41
2 0.19 0.39 0.19 0.38
>=2 - - - -
>=2.5 0.32 0.47 0.23 0.46

Bedrooms 3.11 0.83 3.02 0.45
<=2 0.20 0.40 - -
2 - - 0.10 -
3 0.50 0.50 - -
<=3 - - 0.77 0.38
>=4 0.30 0.46 0.13 0.38

Year Built 1950 33 1956 34
<=1942 0.28 0.45 - -
1943-'55 0.29 0.45 - -
1956-'74 0.22 0.42 - -
1975-'91 0.15 0.36 - -
1992-'03 0.06 0.24 - -
<=1949 - - 0.16 0.39
1950-'65 - - 0.59 0.37
1956-'63 - - 0.25 0.44

Bold Independent variables are base case (omitted)

Descriptive Statistics

Variable
Control Impact 

Dependent variable equals the natural log of price

Unstandardized Standardized
constant 11.375 - 0.042       273.740 0.000
intersf 0.000 N/A 0.000       11.020 0.000
lotsize 0.000 N/A 0.000       3.480 0.001
bath1.5 0.041 4.14% 0.027       1.500 0.134
bath2 0.039 4.02% 0.026       1.530 0.126
bath>=2.5 0.192 21.20% 0.032       6.000 0.000
bed3 0.126 13.39% 0.022       5.590 0.000
bed>=4 0.171 18.59% 0.029       5.830 0.000
yrblt1943-'55 0.054 5.52% 0.024       2.220 0.026
yrblt1956-'74 0.115 12.24% 0.026       4.510 0.000
yrblt1975-'91 0.157 17.01% 0.028       5.700 0.000
yrblt1992-'03 0.114 12.04% 0.030       3.780 0.000
yrsold1982-'83 -0.864 -57.85% 0.056       -15.530 0.000
yrsold1984-'85 -0.505 -39.65% 0.047       -10.820 0.000
yrsold1988-'89 -0.065 -6.33% 0.043       -1.530 0.126
yrsold1990-'91 -0.070 -6.74% 0.043       -1.620 0.106
yrsold1992-'93 -0.121 -11.41% 0.039       -3.100 0.002
yrsold1994-'95 -0.036 -3.53% 0.041       -0.890 0.376
yrsold1996-'97 0.070 7.20% 0.039       1.800 0.071
yrsold1998-'99 0.227 25.49% 0.038       5.920 0.000
yrsold2000-'01 0.473 60.47% 0.039       12.210 0.000
yrsold2002-'03 0.702 101.77% 0.039       18.050 0.000

N 2031 Adjusted R-
Squared 0.6312 Std. Error of the 

Estimate 0.3485

Omitted variables: bath<=1, bed<=2, yrblt<=1942, yrsold1986-'87

Control

Coefficients Std. Error t Significancelnprice
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Dependent variable equals the natural log of price

Unstandardized Standardized
_cons 10.956 0.00% 0.150 72.900 0.000
intersf 0.000 N/A 0.000 1.280 0.201
lotsize 0.000 N/A 0.000 1.550 0.123
bed2 0.076 7.86% 0.097 0.780 0.438
bed4 -0.108 -10.26% 0.091 -1.190 0.237
yrblt_50 -0.092 -8.82% 0.091 -1.010 0.312
yrblt_8090 -0.082 -7.92% 0.094 -0.880 0.381
bath15 0.226 25.40% 0.096 2.370 0.019
bath2 0.061 6.26% 0.085 0.710 0.476
bath25 0.187 20.60% 0.122 1.530 0.128
yrsold1982-'83 -0.149 -13.82% 0.150 -0.990 0.324
yrsold1984-'85 0.633 88.29% 0.153 4.140 0.000
yrsold1988-'89 0.767 115.41% 0.155 4.960 0.000
yrsold1990-'91 0.744 110.51% 0.158 4.720 0.000
yrsold1992-'93 0.668 95.08% 0.154 4.350 0.000
yrsold1994-'95 0.697 100.83% 0.148 4.700 0.000
yrsold1996-'97 0.765 114.79% 0.144 5.300 0.000
yrsold1998-'99 0.885 142.21% 0.139 6.350 0.000
yrsold2000-'01 1.286 261.69% 0.152 8.480 0.000
yrsold2002-'03 1.463 332.08% 0.150 9.730 0.000

N 176 Adjusted R-
Squared 0.5892 Std. Error of the 

Estimate 0.34998

Omitted variables: bath1, bed=3, yrblt<=1950-1965, yrsold1982-83

Impact

Coefficientslnprice Std. Error t Significance

NORWOOD

Mean Std. Dev. Mean Std. Dev
Price 203,612 85,087 212,842 86,544
Intersf 1,522 536 1,399 348
Lotsize 12,095 8,115 14,002 5,569
Bathrooms 1.66 0.59 1.69 0.46

1 0.28 0.45 0.12 0.33
1.5 0.35 0.48 0.52 0.50
2 0.19 0.39 0.23 0.42
>=2.5 0.18 0.38 0.13 0.34

Bedrooms 3.12 0.81 2.98 0.50
<=2 0.18 0.38 0.08 0.28
3 0.57 0.49 0.84 0.37
>=4 0.25 0.43 0.08 0.27

Year Built 1946 27 1953 24
<=1923 0.20 0.40
1924-'49 0.18 0.38 - -
1950-'54 0.19 0.39 - -
1955-'62 0.24 0.43 - -
1963-'03 0.20 0.40 - -
<=1959 - - 0.34 0.48
1960-'65 - - 0.55 0.50
1966-'03 - - 0.11 0.32

Bold Independent Variables are base case (omitted)

Control Impact
Variable

Descriptive Statisticis
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Dependent variable equals the natural log of price

Unstandardized Standardized
constant 11.232 - 0.028 395.600 0.000
intersf 0.000 0.02% 0.000 15.140 0.000
lotsize 0.000 0.00% 0.000 5.730 0.000
bath1.5 0.047 4.81% 0.012 3.880 0.000
bath2 0.048 4.90% 0.014 3.320 0.001
bath>=2.5 0.074 7.66% 0.018 4.210 0.000
bed3 0.060 6.18% 0.013 4.580 0.000
bed>=4 0.094 9.86% 0.017 5.690 0.000
yrblt1924_'49 0.120 12.79% 0.015 7.840 0.000
yrblt1950_'54 0.120 12.75% 0.015 7.780 0.000
yrblt1955_'62 0.192 21.11% 0.015 12.890 0.000
yrblt1963_'03 0.300 34.97% 0.016 18.460 0.000
yrsold1983-'84 -0.480 -38.14% 0.032 -15.030 0.000
yrsold1987-'88 0.245 27.77% 0.026 9.570 0.000
yrsold1989-'90 0.263 30.09% 0.026 10.040 0.000
yrsold1991-'92 0.164 17.88% 0.026 6.420 0.000
yrsold1993-'94 0.184 20.18% 0.025 7.410 0.000
yrsold1995-'96 0.240 27.15% 0.025 9.500 0.000
yrsold1997-'98 0.327 38.66% 0.024 13.720 0.000
yrsold1999-'00 0.520 68.29% 0.024 21.470 0.000
yrsold2001-'02 0.795 121.45% 0.024 32.660 0.000
yrsold2003 0.963 161.86% 0.029 33.560 0.000

N 3593 Adjusted R-
Squared 0.6082 Std. Error of the 

Estimate 0.27808

Omitted variables: bath1, bed<=2, yrblt<=1923, yrsold1985-'86

Control

Coefficients Std. Error t Significancelnprice

 N/A
 N/A

Dependent variable equals the natural log of price

Unstandardized Standardized
constant 11.107 - 0.129 86.220 0.000
intersf 0.000 0.02% 0.000 2.610 0.011
lotsize 0.000 0.00% 0.000 1.910 0.059
bath1.5 0.288 33.33% 0.067 4.280 0.000
bath2 0.211 23.44% 0.080 2.630 0.010
bath>=2.5 0.359 43.13% 0.089 4.020 0.000
bed3 0.124 13.24% 0.072 1.720 0.089
bed>=4 0.152 16.39% 0.110 1.380 0.171
yrblt1960_'65 0.174 19.00% 0.043 4.000 0.000
yrblt1966_'03 0.097 10.14% 0.071 1.350 0.180
yrsold1983-'84 -0.691 -49.90% 0.125 -5.520 0.000
yrsold1987-'88 0.246 27.92% 0.097 2.540 0.013
yrsold1989-'90 0.167 18.13% 0.105 1.580 0.118
yrsold1991-'92 -0.030 -2.92% 0.101 -0.300 0.768
yrsold1993-'94 0.083 8.70% 0.096 0.870 0.388
yrsold1995-'96 0.147 15.89% 0.099 1.490 0.140
yrsold1997-'98 0.287 33.30% 0.103 2.800 0.006
yrsold1999-'00 0.595 81.30% 0.101 5.910 0.000
yrsold2001-'02 0.726 106.65% 0.100 7.290 0.000
yrsold2003 0.936 154.89% 0.107 8.780 0.000

N 106 Adjusted R-
Squared 0.8295 Std. Error of the 

Estimate 0.1762

Omitted variables: bath1, bed<=2, yrblt<=1959, yrsold1985-'86

Impact

Coefficients
lnprice Std. Error t Significance

N/A
N/A
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Mean Std. Dev. Mean Std. Dev
Price 186,889 89,253 169,628 76,871
Intersf 1,565 572 1,390 353
lotsize 18,495 13,890 13,026 6,009
Bathrooms 1.696 0.625 1.555 0.523

1 0.318 0.466 0.329 0.471
1.5 0.263 0.440 0.371 0.484
2 0.167 0.373 - -
>=2 0.300 0.459
>=2.5 0.253 0.435 - -

Bedrooms 3.135 0.730 3.098 0.561
<=2 0.143 0.351 - -
3 0.599 0.490 - -
<=3 - - 0.828 0.378
>=4 0.257 0.437 0.172 0.378

Year Built 1956 35 1947 36
<=1945 0.247 0.432 - -
1946-'59 0.241 0.428 - -
1960-'83 0.254 0.435 - -
1984-'92 0.149 0.356 - -
1993-'03 0.108 0.311 - -
<=1919 - - 0.175 0.381
1920-'51 - - 0.223 0.417
1952-'60 - - 0.193 0.395
1961-'77 - - 0.211 0.408
1978-'03 - - 0.199 0.400

Bold Independent variables are base case (omitted)

Control Impact
Variable

Descriptive Statistics

GROUP: MANSFIELD, NORWOOD, RANDOLPH

Dependent variable equals the natural log of price

Unstandardized Standardized
constant 11.232 - 0.028 395.600 0.000
intersf 0.000 0.02% 0.000 15.140 0.000
lotsize 0.000 0.00% 0.000 5.730 0.000
bath1.5 0.047 4.81% 0.012 3.880 0.000
bath2 0.048 4.90% 0.014 3.320 0.001
bath>=2.5 0.074 7.66% 0.018 4.210 0.000
bed3 0.060 6.18% 0.013 4.580 0.000
bed>=4 0.094 9.86% 0.017 5.690 0.000
yrblt1924_'49 0.120 12.79% 0.015 7.840 0.000
yrblt1950_'54 0.120 12.75% 0.015 7.780 0.000
yrblt1955_'62 0.192 21.11% 0.015 12.890 0.000
yrblt1963_'03 0.300 34.97% 0.016 18.460 0.000
yrsold1983-'84 -0.480 -38.14% 0.032 -15.030 0.000
yrsold1987-'88 0.245 27.77% 0.026 9.570 0.000
yrsold1989-'90 0.263 30.09% 0.026 10.040 0.000
yrsold1991-'92 0.164 17.88% 0.026 6.420 0.000
yrsold1993-'94 0.184 20.18% 0.025 7.410 0.000
yrsold1995-'96 0.240 27.15% 0.025 9.500 0.000
yrsold1997-'98 0.327 38.66% 0.024 13.720 0.000
yrsold1999-'00 0.520 68.29% 0.024 21.470 0.000
yrsold2001-'02 0.795 121.45% 0.024 32.660 0.000
yrsold2003 0.963 161.86% 0.029 33.560 0.000

N 3593 Adjusted R-
Squared 0.6082 Std. Error of the 

Estimate 0.27808

Omitted variables: bath1, bed<=2, yrblt<=1923, yrsold1985-'86

Control

Coefficients Std. Error t Significancelnprice

 N/A
 N/A
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WILMINGTON

Dependent variable equals the natural log of price

Unstandardized Standardized
constant 10.602 - 0.126 84.280 0.000
intersf 0.000 0.01% 0.000 1.950 0.052
lotsize 0.000 0.00% 0.000 1.540 0.125
bath1.5 0.203 22.52% 0.045 4.550 0.000
bath>=2 0.213 23.73% 0.052 4.070 0.000
bed>=4 -0.031 -3.07% 0.052 -0.600 0.551
yrblt1920-'51 0.088 9.20% 0.056 1.580 0.116
yrblt1952-60 0.285 33.02% 0.057 4.980 0.000
yrblt1961-'77 0.341 40.60% 0.059 5.800 0.000
yrblt1978-'03 0.135 14.50% 0.063 2.140 0.033
yrsold1985-'86 0.258 29.44% 0.115 2.240 0.026
yrsold1987-'88 0.846 132.92% 0.099 8.570 0.000
yrsold1989-'90 0.732 107.95% 0.097 7.570 0.000
yrsold1991-'92 0.645 90.57% 0.096 6.700 0.000
yrsold1993-'94 0.661 93.71% 0.095 6.950 0.000
yrsold1995-'96 0.626 87.07% 0.095 6.580 0.000
yrsold1997-'98 0.854 134.98% 0.095 8.960 0.000
yrsold1999-'00 1.014 175.74% 0.097 10.420 0.000
yrsold2001-'02 1.260 252.50% 0.094 13.360 0.000
yrsold2003 1.509 352.00% 0.108 14.000 0.000

N 337 Adjusted R-
Squared 0.5935 Std. Error of the 

Estimate 0.30611

Omitted variables: bath1, bed<=3, yrblt<=1919, yrsold1983-'84

Impact

Coefficientslnprice Std. Error t Significance

 N/A
 N/A

Mean Std. Dev. Mean Std. Dev
Price 201,526 89,119 225,817 80,090
Intersf 1,570 555 1,693 701
Lotsize 20,702 14,499 25,593 8,972
Bathrooms 1.66 0.60 1.63 0.59

1 0.32 0.47 0.29 0.46
1.5 0.28 0.45 0.39 0.49
2 0.21 0.40 0.33 0.47
>=2.5 0.20 0.40 - -

Bedrooms 3.13 0.70 3.26 0.50
<=2 0.13 0.33 - -
3 0.64 0.48 0.23 0.42
>=4 0.23 0.42 0.23 0.42

Year Built 1968 29 1958 34
<=1949 0.20 0.40 - -
1950-'64 0.23 0.42 - -
1965-'84 0.16 0.37 - -
1985-'92 0.19 0.39 - -
1993-'03 0.22 0.42 - -
<=1955 - - 0.27 0.45
1956-'64 - - 0.21 0.41
1965-'72 - - 0.21 0.41
1973-'03 - - 0.30 0.46

Bold Independent variables are base case (omitted)

Variable
Control Impact

Descriptive Statistics
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Dependent variable equals the natural log of price

Unstandardized Standardized
constant 11.409 - 0.026       438.130 0.000
intersf 0.000 0.01% 0.000       7.970 0.000
lotsize 0.000 0.00% 0.000       11.050 0.000
bath1.5 0.009 0.91% 0.015       0.620 0.538
bath2 0.039 3.94% 0.016       2.430 0.015
bath>=2.5 0.185 20.29% 0.021       8.760 0.000
bed3 0.081 8.40% 0.017       4.880 0.000
bed>=4 0.121 12.82% 0.022       5.580 0.000
yrblt1950-'64 0.145 15.60% 0.015       9.450 0.000
yrblt1965-'84 0.230 25.81% 0.018       13.030 0.000
yrblt1985-'92 0.234 26.30% 0.018       13.260 0.000
yrblt1993-'03 0.138 14.82% 0.018       7.550 0.000
yrsold1989-'90 0.022 2.19% 0.024       0.890 0.372
yrsold1991-'92 -0.091 -8.67% 0.023       -4.020 0.000
yrsold1993-'94 -0.022 -2.17% 0.022       -1.020 0.310
yrsold1995-'96 0.065 6.76% 0.022       3.040 0.002
yrsold1997-'98 0.144 15.44% 0.021       6.770 0.000
yrsold1999-'00 0.366 44.17% 0.022       16.940 0.000
yrsold2001-'02 0.636 88.93% 0.023       28.270 0.000
yrsold2003 0.793 121.01% 0.025       31.140 0.000

N 4431 Adjusted R-
Squared 0.5015 Std. Error of the 

Estimate 0.32431

Omitted variables: bath1, bed<=2, yrblt<=1949, yrsold1987-'88

Control

Coefficients Std. Error t SignificanceIndependent
variables

N/A
N/A

Dependent variable equals the natural log of price

Unstandardized Standardized
constant 11.843 - 0.145 81.880 0.000
intersf 0.000 0.00% 0.000 0.440 0.662
lotsize 0.000 0.00% 0.000 1.400 0.168
bath1.5 -0.023 -2.29% 0.071 -0.320 0.747
bath>=2 0.086 9.01% 0.083 1.030 0.306
bed>=4 0.030 3.01% 0.076 0.390 0.697
yrblt1956_'64 0.052 5.35% 0.078 0.670 0.509
yrblt1965_'72 0.183 20.08% 0.082 2.220 0.030
yrblt1973_'03 0.211 23.48% 0.075 2.830 0.007
yrsold1989-'90 0.005 0.49% 0.111 0.040 0.965
yrsold1991-'92 -0.140 -13.10% 0.115 -1.220 0.229
yrsold1993-'94 -0.165 -15.20% 0.131 -1.260 0.213
yrsold1995-'96 -0.006 -0.56% 0.109 -0.050 0.959
yrsold1997-'98 0.259 29.55% 0.127 2.040 0.046
yrsold1999-'00 0.192 21.15% 0.105 1.820 0.074
yrsold2001-'02 0.455 57.69% 0.124 3.680 0.001
yrsold2003 0.740 109.53% 0.127 5.800 0.000

N 70 Adjusted R-
Squared 0.6153 Std. Error of the 

Estimate 0.20459

Omitted variables: bath1, bed3, yrblt<=1955, yrsold1987-'88

Independent
variables Std. Error t Significance

Impact

Coefficients

N/A
N/A
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About NMHC–the National 
Multi Housing Council
NMHC is a national association representing the interests of the nation’s larger
and most prominent apartment firms. NMHC advocates on behalf of rental hous-
ing, conducts apartment-related research, encourages the exchange of strategic
business information, and promotes the desirability of apartment living. One-third
of Americans rent their housing, and 15 percent of all U.S. households live in an
apartment home.

Doug Bibby, President

About Sierra Club
The Sierra Club’s members are 700,000 of your friends and neighbors. Inspired by
nature, we work together to protect our communities and the planet. The Club is
America’s oldest, largest, and most influential grass-roots environmental organization.

Larry Fahn, President

About AIA–the American Institute of Architects
Since 1857, the AIA has represented the professional interests of America’s archi-
tects. As AIA members, more than 75,000 licensed architects, emerging profession-
als, and allied partners express their commitment to excellence in design and livabil-
ity in our nation’s buildings and communities. Members adhere to a code of ethics
and professional conduct that assures the client, the public, and colleagues of an
AIA-member architect’s dedication to the highest standards in professional practice.

Douglas L. Steidl, President

About ULI–the Urban Land Institute
ULI–the Urban Land Institute is a nonprofit educational and research institute
supported by its members. Its mission is to provide responsible leadership in the
use of land to enhance the total environment. ULI sponsors educational programs
and forums to encourage an open exchange of ideas and sharing of experiences;
initiates research that anticipates emerging land use trends and issues and propos-
es creative solutions based on that research; provides advisory services; and pub-
lishes a wide variety of materials to disseminate information on land use and devel-
opment. Established in 1936, the Institute has more than 24,000 members and
associates from more than 80 countries representing the entire spectrum of the
land use and development disciplines.

Richard M. Rosan, President
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s this country continues to grow and change, communities are left to
figure out where all these new people will live, work, and shop. New
markets are emerging for real estate that offers a more convenient

lifestyle than is offered by many low-density sprawling communities. New compact
developments with a mix of uses and housing types throughout the country are
being embraced as a popular alternative to sprawl. At the core of the success of
these developments is density, which is the key to making these communities
walkable and vibrant.

Unfortunately, in too many communities higher-density mixed-use development 
is difficult to construct because of zoning and building codes that favor low-density
development with segregated uses and because of opposition from the commu-
nity. This publication looks at several myths surrounding higher-density develop-
ment and attempts to dispel them with facts to help dismantle the many barriers
such developments face.

ULI is proud to have partnered with NMHC–the National Multi Housing Council,
Sierra Club, and AIA–the American Institute of Architects on this publication.
This convergence of interests highlights the importance each organization has
placed on finding a new development pattern that better fits the needs of a
growing and changing country.

ULI will continue to provide forums in which all stakeholders can explore and
debate issues about growth and development patterns and how properly designed
and incorporated density can be used to accommodate new growth. ULI will conduct
research, produce well-balanced information, and identify best practices on issues
relevant to growth and density. Through these efforts, ULI and its partners hope to
play a role in planning a better development pattern for the future.

Harry H. Frampton III
Chair
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Myth and Fact

merica’s changing population is creating demand for new types of homes,
offices, and retail outlets. Better solutions are needed to the challenges
created by changing demographics, dwindling natural areas, smog and

public health issues, shrinking municipal budgets, and traffic congestion. Commu-
nities that answer these challenges will develop into great places to live. 

America will add roughly 43 million new residents—that’s 2.7 million new residents
per year—between now and 2020.1 America is not only growing but also under-
going dramatic demographic changes. The traditional two-parent household with
children is now less than a quarter of the population and getting proportionally
smaller. Single-parent households, single-person households, empty nesters, and
couples without children make up the new majority of American households, and
they have quite different real estate needs.2 These groups are more likely to choose
higher-density housing in mixed-density communities that offer vibrant neighbor-
hoods over single-family houses far from the community core. 

The fact is that continuing the sprawling, low-density haphazard development pat-
tern of the past 40 years is unsustainable, financially and otherwise. It will exacer-
bate many of the problems sprawl has already created—dwindling natural areas
and working farms, increasingly longer commutes, debilitating traffic congestion,
and harmful smog and water pollution. Local officials now realize that paying for
basic infrastructure—roadways and schools, libraries, fire, police, and sewer services
—spread over large and sprawling distances is inefficient and expensive. 

Most public leaders want to create vibrant, economically strong communities where
citizens can enjoy a high quality of life in a fiscally and environmentally responsible
manner, but many are not sure how to achieve it. Planning for growth is a compre-
hensive and complicated process that requires leaders to employ a variety of tools
to balance diverse community interests. Arguably, no tool is more important than
increasing the density of existing and new communities, which includes support for
infill development, the rehabilitation and reuse of existing structures, and denser
new development. Indeed, well-designed and well-integrated higher-density devel-
opment makes successful planning for growth possible. 

Density refers not only to high-rise buildings. The definition of density depends
on the context in which it is used. In this publication, higher density simply means
new residential and commercial development at a density that is higher than 
what is typically found in the existing community. Thus, in a sprawling area with
single-family detached houses on one-acre lots, single-family houses on one-fourth
or one-eighth acre are considered higher density. In more densely populated
areas with single-family houses on small lots, townhouses and apartments are con-
sidered higher-density development. For many suburban communities, the popu-
lar mixed-use town centers being developed around the country are considered
higher-density development. 

6 Higher-Density Development
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Most land use professionals and community leaders now agree that creating com-
munities with a mix of densities, housing types, and uses could be the antidote to
sprawl when implemented regionally. And across the country, the general public is
becoming more informed and engaged in making the tough land use choices that
need to be made while understanding the consequences of continuing to grow as
we have in the past. Many have also come to appreciate the “place-making” bene-
fits of density and the relationship between higher-density development and land
preservation. Media coverage of the topic of growth and development has also
evolved. Past media coverage of growth and development issues was often limited
to the heated conflicts between developers and community residents. Many in the
media are now presenting more thoughtful and balanced coverage, and several
editorial boards support higher-density developments in their communities as an
antidote to regional sprawl. 

Yet despite the growing awareness of the complexity of the issue and growing sup-
port for higher-density development as an answer to sprawl, many still have ques-
tions and fears related to higher-density development. How will it change the neigh-
borhood? Will it make traffic worse? What will happen to property values? And what
about crime? Ample evidence—documented throughout this publication—suggests
that well-designed higher-density development, properly integrated into an existing
community, can become a significant community asset that adds to the quality of life
and property values for existing residents while addressing the needs of a growing
and changing population. 

Many people’s perception of higher-density development does not mesh with the
reality. Studies show that when surveyed about higher-density development, those
interviewed hold a negative view. But when shown images of higher-density versus
lower-density development, people often change their perceptions and prefer
higher density.

3
In a recent study by the National Association of Realtors® and

Smart Growth America, six in ten prospective homebuyers, when asked to choose
between two communities, chose the neighborhood that offered a shorter com-
mute, sidewalks, and amenities like shops, restaurants, libraries, schools, and pub-
lic transportation within walking distance. They preferred this option over the one
with longer commutes and larger lots but limited options for walking.4 The 2001
American Housing Survey further reveals that respondents cited proximity to work
more often than unit type as the leading factor in housing choice.5 Such contra-
dictions point to widespread misconceptions about the nature of higher-density
development and sprawl. Several of these misconceptions are so prevalent as to be
considered myths. 

To some degree, these myths are the result of memories people have of the very-
high-density urban public housing projects of the 1960s and 1970s that have been
subsequently deemed a failure. Somehow, the concept of density became associated
with the negative imagery and social problems of depressed urban areas. The reality
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is that complex interrelated factors such as the high concentration of poverty and
poor educational and employment opportunities combined to doom the public
housing projects. Even very-high-density housing can be practical, safe, and desir-
able. For example, the mixed-income apartments and condominiums or luxury high
rises in New York and Chicago—some of the safest and most expensive housing in
the country—prove that density does not equal an unsafe environment. 

The purpose of this publication is to dispel the many myths surrounding higher-
density development and to create a new understanding of density that goes
beyond simplistic negative connotations that overestimate its impact and under-
estimate its value. Elected officials, concerned citizens, and community leaders can
use this publication to support well-designed and well-planned density that creates
great places and great communities that people love. With the anticipated popula-
tion growth and continuing demographic and lifestyle changes, consensus is build-
ing that creating communities with a mix of densities, housing types, and uses will
be both necessary and desirable. 

Higher-Density Development: Myth and Fact is the sixth in a series of Urban Land
Institute myth and fact booklets. The series is intended to clarify misconceptions
surrounding growth and development. Other topics covered have included trans-
portation, smart growth, urban infill housing, environment and development, and
mixed-income housing. 

Higher-Density Development: Myth and Fact examines widespread misconceptions
related to higher-density development and seeks to dispel them with relevant facts
and information. Although the benefits of higher-density development are often
understated, so are the detrimental effects of low-density development. The advan-
tages and drawbacks of higher-density development are compared throughout this
publication with the alternative of low-density development. In the process, mis-
conceptions regarding low-density development are also addressed. 



1MYTH

FACT
The nature of who lives in higher-density housing—fewer families with
children—puts less demand on schools and other public services than 
low-density housing. Moreover, the compact nature of higher-density
development requires less extensive infrastructure to support it.

Higher-density development overburdens public schools and other
public services and requires more infrastructure support systems.

P
ublic officials across the country struggle to afford the infrastructure need-
ed to support sprawling development. A recent study analyzing the costs 
of sprawl estimated that more than $100 billion in infrastructure costs
could be saved over 25 years by pursuing better planned and more com-

pact forms of development.6 The issue has transcended political parties and ideolo-
gies and has become an issue of basic fiscal responsibility. California’s Republican
Governor Arnold Schwarzenegger has criticized “fiscally unsustainable sprawl,” 7

while Michigan’s Democratic Governor Jennifer Granholm has noted that sprawl
“is hampering the ability of this state and its local governments to finance public
facilities and service improvements.”8

Myth and Fact 9
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M Y T H  O N E F A C T O N E

Progressive and conservative groups have identified sprawl as a real problem.
Charter of the New Urbanism states that “placeless sprawl” is an “interrelated com-
munity building challenge.”9 Conservative groups have concluded that “sprawl is
in fact a conservative issue” with “conservative solutions” and that “sprawl was in
large part created through government intervention in the economy.”10

Indeed, numerous government policies over the last half century have led to and
supported sprawl. Historically, federal spending for transportation has subsidized
large-scale highway construction over other modes of transportation. Financing
policies from the Federal Housing Administration have promoted suburban sub-
divisions across the nation. Large lot exclusionary zoning has forced the artificial
separation of land uses, leading to large distances between employment centers,
housing, and retail. But many government agencies now realize they cannot afford
to continue providing the infrastructure and public services that sprawl demands. 

Not only do local governments absorb much of the cost of more and more road-
ways, profoundly longer water and electrical lines, and much larger sewer systems to
support sprawling development, they must also fund public services to the new resi-
dents who live farther and farther from the core community. These new residents
need police and fire protection, schools, libraries, trash removal, and other services.
Stretching all these basic services over ever-growing geographic areas places a great
burden on local governments. For example, the Minneapolis/St. Paul region built
78 new schools in the suburbs between 1970 and 1990 while simultaneously closing
162 schools in good condition located within city limits.11 Albuquerque, New Mexico,
faces a school budget crisis as a result of the need to build expensive new schools in
outlying areas while enrollment in existing close-in schools declines.

The Market Common Clarendon
Located on the site of a former parking lot and occupying roughly ten
acres of land, the Market Common in Clarendon, Virginia, just outside
Washington, D.C., provides 300 Class A apartments, 87 townhouses,
100,000 square feet of office space, and 240,000 square feet of prime
retail space. Located within walking distance of the Orange Line of
Washington’s extensive subway system, residents can leave their cars
parked while they take public transit to work. They can also walk to a
Whole Foods grocery store adjacent to the highly successful develop-
ment. Prominent national retailers occupy the ground level of the
building, and structured parking is provided. The compact develop-
ment form of the Market Common promotes walking, biking, and using
public transit over autos. The apartments are attractive to young pro-
fessionals without children, lessening the impact on the county’s

school system. The project is the result of a successful collaboration of McCaffery
Interests, Arlington County officials, and citizens of the Clarendon neighborhood; it has
spurred new retail, office, and residential construction on neighboring sites.

P R O F I L E

Located within walking distance of a Washington,
D.C., Metro stop, the Market Common provides
housing, offices, retail, and restaurants on a ten-
acre site that was formerly a parking lot.
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M Y T H  O N E F A C T O N E

Unfortunately for local governments, a growing body of evidence shows that
sprawling development often does not pay enough property tax to cover the serv-
ices it requires. A study conducted for a suburban community outside Milwaukee
found that public services for an average-price single-family house in that commu-
nity cost more than twice as much as the property taxes paid by the homeowner.12 

One reason for the disparity between property tax revenue and the cost of public
services is expenditures for public schools. Low-density suburbs and exurban areas
generally attract families with more school-age children. In fact, single-family
developments average 64 children for every 100 units, compared with only 21 chil-
dren for every 100 units of garden apartments and 19 children for every 100 units
of mid- to high-rise apartments.13 The reason is that multifamily housing attracts
predominantly childless couples, singles, and empty nesters. 

And although apartment renters do not pay property tax directly, apartment owners
do. Apartments are also usually taxed at a higher commercial real estate tax rate,14

so a typical mixed-use development with retail, office, and apartments may subsidize
the schools and other public services required by residents of low-density housing in
the same community. This phenomenon is further exacerbated because many multi-
family developments and retail and office establishments pay for their own trash dis-
posal, shuttle buses, and security. 

Reducing the distance between homes, shops, and offices also reduces the cost of
public infrastructure. According to one of many studies, “The public capital and
operating costs for close-in, compact development [are] much lower than they
[are] for fringe, scattered, linear, and satellite development.”15 And many of these
studies do not take into account the advantages created by making public transit
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M Y T H  O N E F A C T O N E

more feasible as well as making delivery of basic services like
mail delivery, trash collection, and police and fire protec-
tion more efficient. 

Another emerging body of research suggests that higher-
density development is an important component of eco-
nomic development initiatives and helps attract new
employers. “Information economy” is a term used to 
define the growing industries based on the economics of
the Internet, information goods, and intellectual property.
Workers in this field are known as “knowledge workers,”
and many believe they are the future of the American econ-
omy. These workers are comfortable with the latest technol-
ogy and, because their skills are transferable, choose their
jobs based on the attributes of the town
or city where they are located. They
seek out vibrant, diverse urban centers
that offer access to technology, other
knowledge workers, and lifestyle.16

The economic development game has
changed. Employers now follow the
workers rather than the other way
around. Therefore, communities that
focus on providing a high quality of life
with the energy and vitality created by
urban centers will be much more likely
to attract these highly prized, talented,
and productive workers than communi-
ties of faceless sprawl. Companies that understand the
appeal of these communities are making relocation deci-
sions with these workers in mind. Studies have shown that
increasing employment density increases labor productivity,
generally by reducing commuting times.17

Thus, introducing higher-density projects into a community
will actually increase that community’s revenue without
significantly increasing the infrastructure and public service
burdens. Blending apartments into low-density communities
can help pay for schools without drastic increases in the num-
ber of students. Diversifying housing options and adding
amenities like shops and offices close by will improve the
quality of life and attract businesses and people that will
strengthen the community’s economic stability. Increasing
density provides a real economic boost to the community 
and helps pay for the infrastructure and public services 
that everybody needs. 

Highlands’ Garden Village
Built on the site of the Elitch Gardens amusement
park in Denver, Highlands’ Garden Village is a walk-
able, transit-linked community and a financially 
viable model for environmentally responsible infill
development. New York–based developer Jonathan
Rose & Companies developed single-family homes,
townhouses, seniors’ and multifamily apartments,
cohousing, offices, and retail space on the site. 
At the center, a historic theater and carousel from
the original amusement park are being transformed

into a community performing arts center and a
walking labyrinth. Berkeley, California–based
Calthorpe Associates designed a plan that put 
new homes on three sides of a square-shaped
village and a commercial “main street” on the
fourth. Restaurants, studios, and shops line the
street with live/work townhouses and offices 
above, giving residents the opportunity to live, 
work, and shop in the same community. The
proximity of amenities, location near downtown, 
and convenience of public bus lines encourage
people to walk and reduce travel costs. 

P R O F I L E

Highlands’ Garden Village reuses some structures
from the amusement park previously located on
the site. The compact development, combined 
with a variety of uses and housing types, uses
public infrastructure more efficiently than low-
density sprawling development.
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Myth and Fact 13

MYTH

No discernible difference exists in the appreciation rate of properties
located near higher-density development and those that are not. Some
research even shows that higher-density development can increase
property values.

Higher-density developments lower property values in
surrounding areas.

T
he precise value of real estate is determined by many factors, and isolating
the impact of one factor can be difficult. Although location and school
district are the two most obvious determining factors of value, location
within a community and size and condition of the house also affect value.

Several studies have examined whether multifamily housing has any impact on the
value of nearby single-family detached houses. These studies have shown either no
impact or even a slightly positive impact on appreciation rates. 

Haile Plantation
Haile Plantation is a Gainesville, Florida, icon. Although it is denser than surrounding
communities, the values of homes in Haile Plantation are often higher than the values of
houses in neighboring lower-density communities, because the traditional neighborhood
design employed there makes Haile Plantation more desirable and valuable. Beginning
with the master plan in 1979, Haile Plantation has been called one of the first new urban-
ist communities in the country. Developers Bob Rowe and Bob Kramer in conjunction
with the Haile Plantation Corporation developed the 1,700-acre site to include more than
2,700 units, ranging from single-family homes to townhouses and garden apartments. The
sense of community has only grown with the expansion of the development to include a
town center, a village green, trails, civic uses, and offices. Indeed, it is density and diver-
sity that together add value to this popular Florida community. 

P R O F I L E

Homes in Haile Plantation sell for more than neighboring
homes because prospective buyers view the traditional
neighborhood design as a valuable and desirable amenity.
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M Y T H  T W O F F A C T T W O

For instance, one study by the National Association
of Home Builders looked at data from the American
Housing Survey, which is conducted every two years
by the U.S. Census Bureau and the Department of
Housing and Urban Development. It found that
between 1997 and 1999, the value of single-family
houses within 300 feet of an apartment or condo-
minium building went up 2.9 percent a year, slightly
higher than the 2.7 percent rate for single-family
homes without multifamily properties nearby.18

Another study, commissioned by the Family Housing
Fund in Minnesota, studied affordable apartments 
in 12 Twin Cities neighborhoods and found “little 
or no evidence to support the claim that tax-credit
family rental developments in [the] study eroded
surrounding home values.”19 And a long-term study
by Harvard University’s Joint
Center for Housing Studies 
published in 2003 also confirms
that apartments pose no threat 
to nearby single-family house
values, based on U.S. Census 
data from 1970 to 2000.20

Not only is there compelling
evidence that increased density
does not hurt property values 
of nearby neighbors: researchers 
at Virginia Tech University have
concluded that over the long 
run, well-placed market-rate
apartments with attractive 
design and landscaping actually
increases the overall value of
detached houses nearby.21 They
cite three possible reasons. First, the new apartments
could themselves be an indicator that an area’s econ-
omy is vibrant and growing. Second, multifamily
housing may increase the pool of potential future
homebuyers, creating more possible buyers for exist-
ing owners when they decide to sell their houses.
Third, new multifamily housing, particularly as part
of mixed-use development, often makes an area
more attractive than nearby communities that have
fewer housing and retail choices.22

Echelon at Lakeside
Echelon at Lakeside is the only multifamily development 
in an upscale, master-planned single-family suburban
neighborhood of Lakeside on Preston in Plano, Texas a
suburb of Dallas. Florida-based developers Echelon
Communities, LLC, overcame initial community opposi-
tion from area residents through high-quality innovative
design. The award-winning architecture blends seam-
lessly with the surrounding neighborhood’s traditional
style. Larger-than-normal floor plans, individual entries,
and attached garages combine to mirror the grand

estates in the surrounding communities. Although street
elevations make the buildings appear to be one single-
family home, they actually house several multifamily units.
Memphis-based architects Looney Ricks Kiss used five
building types and three building styles. All units include
high-quality interior finishes; community amenities include
a resort-style pool, fitness facility, clubroom, business and
conference center, and full-time concierge. 

P R O F I L E  

The award-winning apartments at Echelon at Lakeside
were designed to blend with the neighboring luxury
homes.
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M Y T H  T W O F F A C T T W O

Concerned citizens should use the entitlement process to demand high-quality
development in their communities while understanding that density and adjacent
property values are not inversely related. Higher-density real estate developers
and investors in higher-density real estate need to appreciate the fact that most
Americans’ wealth is held in their home equity. Therefore, changes in property
values can have very real consequences to existing property owners. Likewise,
homeowners would benefit from knowing that developers make a substantial
financial commitment when investing in new higher-density projects. This invest-
ment is an incentive to make the project successful, which can give the commu-
nity leverage in working with the developer. Such interrelated and overlapping
economic interests among these stakeholders make it all the more likely that a
mutually beneficial agreement can be reached. Such an agreement can result in
a project that enhances the existing community, ensures the appreciation of resi-
dents’, developers’, and the local government’s financial interests, and addresses
the needs of current and future residents of the community and region. 
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FACT
Higher-density development generates less traffic than low-density development
per unit; it makes walking and public transit more feasible and creates opportunities
for shared parking. 

Higher-density development creates more regional traffic congestion
and parking problems than low-density development.

16 Higher-Density Development

M
ost people assume that higher-density development generates more traffic than low-
density development and that regional traffic will get worse with more compact devel-
opment. In fact, the opposite is true. Although residents of low-density single-family
communities tend to have two or more cars per household, residents of high-density

apartments and condominiums tend to have only one car per household.23 And according to one
study using data from the National Personal Transportation Survey, doubling density decreases the
vehicle miles traveled by 38 percent.24

Mockingbird Station
The residents of Mockingbird Station in Dallas, Texas, are far
less dependent on their cars, because they have a whole host
of amenities at their doorstep. Dallas developer Ken Hughes
partnered with Denver-based Simpson Housing Group to
create the ten-acre pedestrian-oriented urban village, which
includes 216 loft apartments, an eight-screen film center and
café, more than 90 shops and restaurants, offices, an enclosed
public plaza, and parking, all directly linked to the Dallas Area
Rapid Transit (DART) light-rail system. Mockingbird Station
provides direct platform access to DART trains, which offer
residents an eight-minute commute to Dallas’s central
business district and a single train connection to the Dallas
Convention Center, Reunion Arena, and other downtown entertainment. The new village is also immediately adjacent
to the campus of Southern Methodist University and within walking distance of the university’s new stadium and
sports center. RTKL created architecture reminiscent of historic train stations but with a modern twist to the materials
and detailing. Although only limited driving is necessary, a parking garage is provided but placed out of sight and
underground. The myriad materials, architectural styles, and amenities create a vibrant transit-oriented community. 

P R O F I L E

Residents of Mockingbird
Station can leave their cars
in the garage and take an
eight-minute train ride to
downtown Dallas; they can
also walk to shops, offices,
and a movie theater.
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The reason is that higher-density developments make for more walkable neighbor-
hoods and bring together the concentration of population required to support pub-
lic transportation. The result is that residents in higher-density housing make fewer
and shorter auto trips than those living in low-density housing.25 Condominium and
townhouse residents average 5.6 trips per day and apartment dwellers 6.3 car trips
per day, compared with the ten trips a day averaged by residents of low-density com-
munities. (A trip is defined as any time a car leaves or returns to a home.)

Increasing density can significantly reduce dependency on cars, but those benefits
are even greater when jobs and retail are incorporated with the housing. Such
mixed-use neighborhoods make it easier for people to park their car in one place
and accomplish several tasks, which not only reduces the number of car trips
required but also reduces overall parking needs for the community. But if retail
uses are to survive, they must be near households with disposable income. Having
those households within walking distance of the shops builds in a market for the
stores. One study indicates that in some markets, 25 to 35 percent of retail sales
must come from housing close to shops for the shops to be successful.26

M Y T H  T H R E E E F A C T T H R E E

Southwest Station
The Southwest Metro Transit Commission is a small
suburban bus system near Minneapolis that serves
downtown Minneapolis and numerous other
employment and recreation centers, including
Minnesota Twins baseball games. The American
Public Transportation Association calls it the “best
small system in the country.” In an effort to capital-
ize and expand on the success of the system, the
commission has encouraged transit-oriented devel-
opment at its bus stops. In Eden Prairie, Minnesota,
the commission completed a bus depot and five-
story parking garage on 22 acres of excess right-of-
way. In 2001, it started selling land around the tran-
sit complex for retail and residential development.
Restaurants, shops, and more than 250 apartments,
condominiums, and townhouses soon followed. The
new development generated revenue for the com-
mission, new public transit riders, affordable con-
venient housing, and a suburban lifestyle with the
amenities usually afforded only to city dwellers. 

P R O F I L E

The Southwest Metro Transit Commission in suburban
Minneapolis runs an award-winning bus system and 
has encouraged higher-density development around
transit stops, like this one at Southwest Station in 
Eden Prairie, Minnesota.

SO
U

TH
W

ES
T

M
ET

RO
TR

A
N

SI
T

CO
M

M
IS

SI
O

N



18 Higher-Density Development

M Y T H  T H R E E F A C T T H R E E

With a typical family now making more car trips for family, personal, social, and
recreational reasons than for commuting to work,27 reducing the number of
noncommuting trips takes on greater importance in the battle to reduce traffic
congestion and parking problems. A case study in Washington, D.C., found that
workers in dense downtown Washington made 80 percent of their mid-day trips 
by foot while suburban workers made 67 percent of their mid-day trips by car.28

Although a suburban office park would never reach the density levels of a down-
town area, planners can still reduce the auto dependency of suburban office work-
ers by using some of the same design techniques. Concentrating density around

suburban offices, allowing and encouraging retail and restaurants in and near 
the offices, and planning for pedestrian and bike access can all reduce the
number of lunchtime car trips required by office workers. 

Higher-density mixed-used developments also create efficiencies through shared
parking. For example, office and residential uses require parking at almost exact
opposite times. As residents leave for work, office workers return, and vice versa. In
addition, structured parking becomes feasible only with higher-density developments. 

Higher-density development also makes public transit more feasible. When a com-
munity that includes residences, shops, and offices reaches a certain threshold of
density, public transit-shuttles, bus service, trams, or light rail becomes an option
for residents. It is estimated that a minimum density of seven dwelling units per
acre is needed to make local bus service feasible with an intermediate level of
service.29 Light rail needs a minimum density of nine dwelling units per acre to 
be feasible.30 When a community can take advantage of these options and increase
the transportation choices for residents, relief is greater as total car dependency is
further broken. Such choices are impossible for low-density developments. 

AVERAGE DAILY CAR TRIPS
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FACT
The crime rates at higher-density developments are not significantly different from
those at lower-density developments. 

Higher-density development leads to higher crime rates.

Myth and Fact 19Myth and Fact 19

P
eople sometimes associate density with crime, even though numerous
studies show that no relationship exists between the two. A study in Irving,
Texas, using geographic information systems and crime statistics, found no
link between crime and density. In fact, it found that single-family neigh-

borhoods are “not all associated with lower crime rates.”31 Another study conducted
by the University of Alaska found no relationship between housing density and
crime in Anchorage.32

Westminster Place
Although today Westminster Place is a thriving, safe community in
midtown St. Louis, it was not always the case. The area, approxi-
mately 90 acres, was well known by the St. Louis police department
for its high rate of violent crime, which led to the area’s becoming
blighted. McCormack Baron Salazar, a St. Louis–based developer,
brought the community back through the addition of higher-density
mixed-income housing comprising affordable and market-rate units.
The master plan included for-sale and rental housing, garden apart-
ments, townhouses, single-family homes, and even an assisted liv-
ing facility for seniors. A new community pool, a bustling retail cen-
ter, and a magnet school are included as well. The new plan slowed
traffic through the community, added landscaping and street and
parking lot lighting, and new “eyes on the street,” making it more
difficult for criminals to go unnoticed. The area blossomed into a
place where people once again feel safe walking. The success of
the community spurred the revitalization of surrounding areas.

P R O F I L E

Increasing the housing density, adding some market-rate housing,
and developing a design that slowed traffic and added additional
lighting changed Westminster Place from a crime-ridden neighbor-
hood to a thriving, safe community.
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M Y T H  F O U R F A C T F O U R

East Village
East Village is a small urban revitalization project on the edge of downtown Minneapolis. Before the
project was built, the neglected 2.9-acre site contained several deteriorating rental homes, old commer-
cial buildings, and abandoned surface parking lots. The neighborhood wanted to improve the area and
the image of one of the city’s oldest neighborhoods, Elliot Park. The developers of the project, Central
Community Housing Trust and East Village Housing Corporation, developed the new mixed-income
housing and commercial community to encourage a sense of community and ownership. East Village
now features community green space, pedestrian paths, and neighborhood businesses. Buildings sur-
round the greenway that leads to Elliot Park, a city park with year-round activities and a community
center. Brick, bay windows, and French balconies complement historic buildings in the area. In addition,
all buildings have multiple entrances to encourage interaction among neighbors. An underground 350-
space parking garage frees up space for landscaped areas. This once neglected area has won two
awards for innovation and design and become an exceedingly successful vibrant and safe community.

The additional “eyes on the street” created by the development of 
East Village in Minneapolis has led to a safer vibrant community.
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Myth and Fact 21

M Y T H  F O U R F A C T F O U R

Arizona researchers found that when police data are analyzed per unit, apartments
actually create less demand for police services than a comparable number of single-
family houses. In Tempe, Arizona, a random sample of 1,000 calls for service showed
that 35 percent originated from single-family houses and just 21 percent came from
apartments. Similarly, a random sample of 600 calls for service in Phoenix, Arizona,
found that an apartment unit’s demand for police services was less than half of the
demand created by a single-family house.33

One reason for the misperception that crime and density are related could be that
crime reports tend to characterize multifamily properties as a single “house” and
may record every visit to an apartment community as happening at a single house.
But a multifamily property with 250 units is more accurately defined as 250 houses.
To truly compare crime rates between multifamily properties and single-family
houses, the officer would have to count each household in the multifamily commu-
nity as the equivalent of a separate single-family household. When they do so, many
find what the previous studies prove: that crime rates between different housing
types are comparable. 

Higher-density developments can actually help reduce crime by increasing pedestrian
activity and fostering a 24-hour community that puts more “eyes on the street”34 at 
all times. Many residents say they chose higher-density housing specifically because
they felt more secure there; they feel safer because there are more people coming
and going, making it more difficult for criminals to act without being discovered.
This factor could explain why a ULI study of different housing types in Greenwich,
Connecticut, shows that higher-density housing is significantly less likely to be bur-
glarized than single-family houses.35 The relationships among design, management,
and security became better understood in the past few decades with the publication
of several seminal works, including Defensible Space: Crime Prevention through Urban
Design by Oscar Newman36 and Fixing Broken Windows: Restoring Order and Reducing
Crime in our Communities by George Kelling and Catherine Coles.37 Many new higher-
density developments include better lighting plans and careful placement of buildings
and landscaping to reduce opportunities for crime, contributing to a safer community. 

With the emergence of better-quality designs, higher-density mixed-use develop-
ment is an attractive and safe addition to a community, one that is increasingly
attracting a professional constituency seeking safety features. In fact, the luxury
segment is one of the fastest-growing components of the multifamily industry.38



5MYTH

FACT
Low-density development increases air and water pollution and destroys natural
areas by paving and urbanizing greater swaths of land. 

Higher-density development is environmentally more
destructive than lower-density development.

L
ow-density sprawl takes an enormous toll on our air, water, and land. The
United States is now losing a staggering 2 million acres of land a year to
haphazard, sprawling development.39 More than 50 percent of Americans
live in places where the air is unhealthy to breathe,40 and childhood asthma

and other respiratory diseases are on the rise.41 Almost half the damage to our
streams, lakes, and rivers is the result of polluted runoff from paved surfaces.42

It is inefficient land use, not economic growth, that accounts for the rapid loss of
open space and farms. Since 1994, housing lots larger than ten acres have account-
ed for 55 percent of the land developed.43 This loss of land often causes unexpect-
ed economic challenges for rural communities, where farmland, forests, ranchland,
and open space tend to be the economic drivers that attract businesses, residents,
and tourists. Low-density sprawl compromises the resources that are the core of 
the community’s economy and character. The majority of American homeowners
think it is important to stop these trends. In fact, 76 percent of local ballot initiatives
related to land conservation passed in November 2004, making $2.4 billion in fund-
ing available for protection of parks and open space.44 But purchasing land is only
part of the solution and not always an option for financially strapped governments. 

Higher-density development offers the best solution to managing growth and pro-
tecting clean air and clean water. Placing new development into already urbanized
areas that are equipped with all the basic infrastructure like utility lines, police and
fire protection, schools, and shops eliminates the financial and environmental costs
of stretching those services farther and farther out from the core community. Com-
pact urban design reduces driving and smog and preserves the natural areas that
are assets of the community: watersheds, wetlands, working farms, open space, and
wildlife corridors. It further minimizes impervious surface area, which causes ero-
sion and polluted stormwater runoff. Two studies completed for the state of New
Jersey confirm that compact development can achieve a 30 percent reduction in
runoff and an 83 percent reduction in water consumption compared with conven-
tional suburban development.45

22 Higher-Density Development



M Y T H  F I V E F A C T F I V E

Prairie Crossing
The developers of Prairie Crossing, George and Vicky Ranney,
saved $1 million in infrastructure costs through environmentally
sensitive design. The 677-acre conservation community is
located in Grayslake, Illinois, 40 miles northwest of Chicago 
and one hour south of Milwaukee. The community features 
350 acres of open space, including 160 acres of restored
prairie, 158 acres of active farmland, 13 acres of wetlands, a
22-acre lake, a village green, and several neighborhood parks.
Houses are sited to protect natural features such as hedge-
rows, native habitat, and wetlands. Designed with colors and
architecture inspired by the landscape, every home has a view
of open space and direct access to ten miles of on-site walk-
ing and biking trails. Wide sidewalks, deep front porches, 
and rear garages encourage neighbors to meet. The homes 
were built with U.S. Department of Energy–approved green
building techniques. As a result, they are 50 percent more
energy efficient than other homes in the Chicago area, and
they sell for a 33 percent sales premium. Station Village is the
last phase of Prairie Crossing. When complete, it will include
residential, retail, and office space, all within walking distance
of two commuter train stations. Residents can ride Metra’s
North Line to Chicago’s Union Station or the Central Line to
downtown Chicago and O’Hare Airport.

P R O F I L E

More than half 
the land at Prairie
Crossing was
preserved as open
space, and homes
were built with
approved green
building techniques.

Myth and Fact 23
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The Preserve
USS Real Estate originally held a 550-acre tract of land in Hoover,
Alabama, but sold 250 acres to the city, intending to create the
Moss Rock Nature Preserve. The 680 single-family homes, 50,000
square feet of retail, and 50,000 square feet of office space are
concentrated on the remaining 311-acre site. Before development
of the Preserve, Hoover was characterized by sprawling conven-
tional development and lacked a town center. The Preserve’s
future town center is planned to include 34 live/work units, 14
retail units, and two restaurants: at the heart of the community is
the village green, an impressive eight-acre park with a town hall,
a fitness center, a junior olympic swimming pool, and a kiddie
pool. Residents have access to 15 acres of parks and seven miles
of trails that connect to award-winning Hoover schools and the
newly created Moss Rock preserve. 

P R O F I L E

Clustering development 
at the Preserve in Hoover
Alabama, enabled the
creation of the 250-acre
Moss Rock Nature Preserve.
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M Y T H  F I V E F A C T F I V E

Many communities employ techniques such as infill and brownfield development
to transform unused, abandoned lots into vibrant, revenue-generating components
of the community. Some create direct incentives for higher-density development.
The city of Austin, Texas, for example, created a program that rewards developers
for locating projects in the city’s existing neighborhoods and downtown. Others
award points for a variety of attributes, such as transit access, the redevelopment of
empty lots, and an increase in pedestrian facilities. By employing standards for fac-
tors like open space, dense development, and impact on water quality, communi-
ties can facilitate good urban design that preserves natural resources.

Although a well-designed higher-density community offers residents a higher-
quality environment, poorly planned sprawl does the opposite. Because low-density
sprawl gobbles up so much land through large-lot zoning, it ends up destroying the
very thing most people moved there for in the first place—the natural areas and
farmland. It forces people to drive longer distances, increasing regional air quality
problems. The average American man spends 81 minutes behind the wheel every
day, while women average 63 minutes. And surveys show that the time spent driving
has been consistently increasing every year.46 The national road network, currently
at 4 million miles according to the U.S. Department of Transportation, is still grow-
ing at an alarming rate, mainly for the purpose of connecting new low-density sub-
urbs back to core communities. Along with the water and air pollution, construc-
tion of these highways perpetuates the cycle of sprawl, fragments wildlife habitats,
and dries up a community’s financial coffers.

Increasing density not only improves air and water quality and protects open 
space but also redirects investments to our existing towns and cities. It can
revitalize existing communities and create more walkable neighborhoods with
access to public transit and hiking and biking trails. Pedestrian-friendly higher-
density developments offer general health benefits as well. Mixed land uses give
people the option to walk and bike to work, shops, restaurants, and entertain-
ment. The convenience of compact communities may help fight diseases related
to obesity.47 Higher-density communities are vital to preserving a healthy environ-
ment and fostering healthy lifestyles. 
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FACT

26 Higher-Density Development

Attractive, well-designed, and well-maintained higher-density
development attracts good residents and tenants and fits into
existing communities. 

Higher-density development is unattractive and does
not fit in a low-density community. 

H
igher-density development comes in many forms. Some of the most attrac-
tive well-planned modern development is built at a high density. Across
America, appealing higher-density mixed-use town centers have been
wildly popular with the public. Lushly landscaped boulevards, fountains,

and showcase architecture have created a sense of place in areas previously known
only for faceless, uninteresting low-density development. The enduring appeal

Post Riverside
Atlanta is often called the poster child for suburban
sprawl. However, it is also the home of Post
Riverside, a revolutionary new mixed-use pedestri-
an-oriented community developed by Atlanta-based
Post Properties, Inc., and located on the banks of
the Chattahoochee River between Atlanta’s bustling
Buckhead and Vinings communities. As is the trend
nationally, 65 percent of all vehicle trips in Atlanta
are to run errands, not to commute to work. With
offices, shops, and restaurants within walking dis-
tance of the apartments, Post Riverside residents
depend on autos much less than their neighbors 
in lower-density areas. In addition, the community
is connected to Atlanta’s MARTA subway system
and the Cobb County transit system. This award-
winning 85-acre mixed-use development includes
25,000 square feet of retail space, 225,000 square
feet of office space, and 535 apartments, all designed around a gracious town
square. For many people, this amenity-rich, low-maintenance lifestyle better suits
their needs than a traditional single-family home in a low-density neighborhood. 

P R O F I L E

Post Riverside in Atlanta demonstrates that higher-density
development can be attractive and successful in a commu-
nity known for lower-density development.
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and desirability of older and more gracious higher-density neigh-
borhoods—Georgetown in Washington, D.C., Beacon Hill and
Back Bay in Boston, and Lincoln Park in Chicago—attest to the
fact that some of the more desirable neighborhoods in America
historically have been of higher density than that found in typical
outer suburbs. 

This return to the design principles of the past is at the core of the
new urbanist movement that took hold in the 1990s. The move-
ment grew as many people came to miss the sense of community
that was created by the mixed-density and mixed-use communities
of the past. They realized that low-density subdivisions isolated
their owners not only from pedestrian access to shops and offices
but also from their neighbors. The growing sense of social alien-
ation, highlighted in books like Robert Putnam’s Bowling Alone,48

has led many back to the comfort of communities that are a
reminder of the places where many of us grew up. These new
communities combine the best design ideas of the past with the
modern conveniences of today to provide residents with what has
been missing from many sprawling areas—a sense of community. 

Today’s developers, architects, and planners know
that to attract customers and to secure zoning
approvals and community acceptance, they must
produce attractive and innovative properties that
complement their surroundings. Design profession-
als are driven to produce projects that meet users’
demands, understand and respond to the context 
of a site, enhance its neighborhood, and are built 
to last.49 In fact, attendance at a recent American
Institute of Architects–sponsored conference on
density far surpassed expectations, speaking to the
interest among land use professionals in addressing
the design issues associated with density.50

It is plausible that the high level of citizens’ opposition
to density may be based on an outdated notion of what
higher-density development looks like. A University 
of North Carolina study revealed that when given a
choice between two attractively designed communities,
one higher density and the other low density; the majority preferred
the higher-density option.51 Other visual preference surveys con-
firm that there is an almost universal negative reaction to the visual
appearance of commercial strip sprawl and an almost universal posi-
tive reaction to traditional town-like communities of the past, com-
munities that almost invariably included a mix of densities and uses.52

Myth and Fact 27

M Y T H  S I X F A C T S I X

The Plaza at 
the Arboretum
This award-winning mixed-use project in 
Santa Monica, California, developed by
California-based Legacy Partners, achieves 
a density of 97.5 dwelling units per acre.
The attractive seven-story building includes
10,000 square feet of retail space and 350
apartment units ranging from 612 to 1,555
square feet. The architecture firm Meeks
and Partners used strong geometric forms
to create a playful architectural character
that fits nicely in the avant-garde Hollywood
studio section of Santa Monica. The devel-
opment includes a swimming pool, spa, fit-
ness center, and clubhouse.

P R O F I L E

Higher-density developments like 
the Plaza at the Arboretum present
opportunities to create outstanding
award-winning architecture.
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FACT
Our population is changing and becoming increasingly diverse. Many of these 
households now prefer higher-density housing, even in suburban locations. 

No one in suburban areas wants higher-density development. 

W
hen many of us think of the American Dream, we envision married
couples with children living in single-family detached houses in 
the suburbs. The notion is that the only people who want to live 
in higher-density areas are those who cannot afford a traditional

house with a back yard or who want to live in the middle of the city. Both percep-
tions are flawed. 

This country’s population is changing, and so are its real estate preferences. These
lifestyle changes have significant implications for suburban development. For the
first time, there are more single-person households (26.4 percent) than married-

28 Higher-Density Development

HOUSEHOLDS BY TYPE: 2003 (PERCENTAGE OF TOTAL)

5.6

15.2

11.2

16.4 28.2

23.3

Married couples with children (23.3)

Married couples without children (28.2)

Other family households (16.4)

Men living alone (11.2)

Women living alone (15.2)

Other nonfamily households (5.6)

Source: U.S. Bureau of the Census, Current Population Survey,
March; and Annual Social and Economic Supplement: 2003.
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couple-with-children households (23.3 percent).53 The groups growing the fastest,
people in their mid-20s and empty nesters in their 50s, are the groups most likely
to look for an alternative to low-density, single-family housing.54

A growing number of Americans are redefining their American Dream. They are
seeking a more convenient and vibrant lifestyle. And while some seek this lifestyle
in cities, many others seek the same lifestyle in the suburbs. According to a 2002
study by the National Association of Home Builders, more than half the renters
questioned said they wanted to live in the suburbs.55 Moreover, a national survey 
of homebuyers’ community preferences found that nearly three-quarters of all

M Y T H  S E V E N F A C T S E V E N

King Farm
This 430-acre community is characterized by the
historic architecture of the region but offers an
assortment of modern conveniences as well.
Developed by King Farm Associates, LLC, King
Farm is located in Rockville, Maryland, five miles
from the Washington, D.C., beltway, 15 miles from
downtown D.C., and walking distance from the
Shady Grove Metro station. The neighborhood
was designed for pedestrians, but the King Farm
shuttle makes getting around even easier. The
shuttle runs a complimentary route between the
King Farm Village Center, the Metro station, and
the Irvington Center, a 90-acre commercial com-
plex next to the Metro. In addition, two types of
public bus service are available at King Farm. At
the Village Center, 120,000 square feet of retail
space is within walking distance from both resi-
dential and commercial development. The center
also includes 47 loft apartments and a one-acre
village green. Watkins Pond and Baileys Common
are King Farm’s two residential villages. They offer
single-family homes, townhouses, condominiums,
and luxury apartments intertwined with natural
areas. The center of Watkins Pond is a 12-acre
city park with tennis and basketball courts, a soc-
cer and softball field, two playgrounds, several
picnic areas, benches, and paths. 

King Farm is a successful higher-density suburban
community that integrates housing, retail shops,
offices, and public transit.
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M Y T H  S E V E N F A C T S E V E N

Victoria Gardens
The city of Rancho Cucamonga, located roughly 60 miles east of Los Angeles in California’s Inland Empire, has a rich agricultural
history and, more recently, a history of low-density sprawl with no real city center. This situation is changing, however, with the
opening of the first phases of a huge new mixed-use development known as Victoria Gardens. The development, designed by 
L.A.–based architects, Altoon + Porter, and being developed jointly by California-based developers Forest City California and the
Lewis Investment Company, will create a vibrant higher-density downtown where none previously existed. Rapidly growing Rancho
Cucamonga has been traditionally underserved by restaurants and entertainment options. The long-awaited addition of a “place” in
the city has been well received by residents. The 147-acre development will eventually contain 1.3 million square feet of commer-
cial and community space, including retail, entertainment, office, and civic uses with a cultural center and a library. Twenty acres
of housing on site will allow people to live within walking distance of all the amenities of Rancho Cucamonga’s new downtown. 

P R O F I L E

A higher-density downtown is emerging in
sprawling Rancho Cucamonga at Victoria
Gardens. Long-underserved residents now
have a “place” to go for restaurants,
retail, offices, and housing.
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buyers prefer to live in a community where they can walk or bike to some desti-
nations.56 The 2001 American Housing Survey further reveals that respondents
cited proximity to work more often than unit type as the leading factor in housing
choice.57 These surveys confirm that many people prefer the suburbs but want the
amenities traditionally associated with cities, including living close to work. 

With the continuing decentralization of cities and the rise of suburban communi-
ties with urban-like amenities, many people find that they can live and work in the
suburbs with all the attributes of suburbia they desire without giving up walkability
and convenience. A recent study confirms that in many regions, more office space
is located in suburban locations than downtowns,58 providing an opportunity for
people to live near their jobs. Communities and developers that have recognized
and responded to the dual trends of decentralized offices and a growing desire 
for a more convenient lifestyle have been rewarded. Well-placed mixed-use, higher-
density developments in the suburbs are increasingly popular, creating a new
sense of place. 

Communities are being developed using the best concepts of traditional commu-
nities—smaller lots, a variety of housing types, front porches and sidewalks, shops
and offices within walking distance, and public transit nearby. Communities like
Celebration in Florida and King Farm in Maryland have been so popular with the
homebuying public that past worries over whether the demand exists for them have
been replaced by concerns about their rapid price appreciation, putting them out of
the reach of all but the highest-income households. Today’s real demographic and
lifestyle changes are inspiring a return to traditional development styles that offer
walkable, bikeable, and more dynamic communities that put residents closer to
shops, offices, and parks. 

M Y T H  S E V E N F A C T S E V E N
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FACT
People of all income groups choose higher-density housing.

Higher-density housing is only for lower-income
households. 

M
ultifamily housing is not the housing of last resort for households un-
able to afford a single-family house. Condominiums, for instance, are
often the most sought after and highly appreciating real estate in many
urban markets. The luxury segment of the apartment market is also

rapidly expanding. Most people are surprised to learn that 41 percent of renters
say they rent by choice and not out of necessity, and households making more than
$50,000 a year have been the fastest-growing segment of the rental market for the
past three years.59 Multifamily housing throughout the world has historically been
the housing of choice by the wealthiest individuals because of the access and con-
venience it provides. From Manhattan to Miami to San Francisco, higher-density
housing has been prized for the amenity-rich lifestyle it can provide. 

Higher-density development can be a viable housing choice for all income groups
and people in all phases of their lives. Many financially secure baby boomers, who
have seen their children leave the nest, have chosen to leave behind the yard
maintenance and repairs required of a single-family house for the more carefree
and convenient lifestyle multifamily housing provides. Interestingly, their children,
the echo boomers, are entering the age where many will likely live in multifamily
housing. Just starting careers, many are looking for the flexibility of apartment liv-
ing to follow job opportunities. Their grandparents, likely on a fixed income, may
also prefer or need to live in multifamily housing as physical limitations may have
made living in a single-family house too challenging. 

Providing balanced housing options to people of all income groups is important 
to a region’s economic vitality. The availability of affordable multifamily housing
helps attract and retain the workers needed to keep any economy thriving. In 
many American towns and cities, rapidly rising house prices are forcing working
families to live farther away from their jobs. In fact, the lack of affordable housing 
is mentioned as the number one problem facing working families today.60

32 Higher-Density Development32 Higher-Density Development32 Higher Density Development
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M Y T H  E I G H T F A C T E I G H T

Rollins Square
Rollins Square, a mixed-use development in Boston’s South
End, is a truly mixed-income community that provides housing
for a wide spectrum of people in all income brackets. Twenty
percent of the overall units are reserved for people whose
income is 30 to 60 percent of the Boston area median income
(AMI), 40 percent are for-sale condominiums reserved for
working households with incomes 80 to 120 percent of the
AMI, and the remaining 40 percent are market-rate units sell-

ing for up to $750,000. The residences occupy two city blocks
and integrate seamlessly into the existing neighborhood. 
The varying heights and diverse exterior materials give the
appearance that the development was constructed over 
time. Rollins Square was developed by the Planning Office
for Urban Affairs, Inc., a nonprofit developer associated 

with the Archdiocese of Boston.

P R O F I L E

Rollins Square effectively provides housing for
low-, moderate-, and high-income households

in one attractive development that is well
integrated into the existing community.
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M Y T H  E I G H T F A C T E I G H T

I’On
I’On is a 244-acre master-planned community along the
deep-water marshes of Hobcraw Creek in Mount Pleasant,
South Carolina. Just six miles east of Charleston, the com-
munity features 700 single-family homes, community facili-
ties, and a small-scale commercial area. Vince Graham,
principal with the I’On Company, is developing six residential
neighborhoods connected by narrow streets, pedestrian
corridors, and community spaces. An I’On Guild member,
one of 18 builders selected for experience, talent, and finan-
cial strength, builds each individual home. The architecture
is inspired by classic Lowcountry style with large balconies,
deep front porches, and tall windows on even taller homes.
Homes now sell for $685,000 to $1.7 million. Community facil-
ities include I’On Square, I’On Club, the Creek Club, and the
Mount Pleasant Amphitheater. Residents also enjoy easy
access to the Cooper and Wando rivers, the Charleston har-
bor, and the Atlantic Ocean. One neighborhood boat ramp
and four community docks are available for crabbing and
fishing. Two miles of walking trails are available for resi-
dents; a five-acre pond, the Rookery, is a protected nesting
site for wading birds. In addition, the public and private
schools in Mount Pleasant are some of the best in the area.

Some home prices in the well-planned
higher-density community of I’On are
approaching $2 million. The traditional
neighborhood design combined with the
community amenities made possible 
by higher densities have made the
community one of the most desirable 
in the Charleston area.

P R O F I L E

As the problem of affordability worsens, workers on the lower end of the salary 
scale may move to more affordable cities, leaving a labor shortage in their wake.
Such shortages make a region less desirable as an employment center. According 
to PricewaterhouseCoopers, access to a large and diverse labor pool is the most
important factor in making corporate decisions on locations.61 Communities that
do not provide housing for all income groups become less desirable corporate
locations.
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I. Introduction and Background 

Resistance to multifamily rental housing is a growing phenomenon in communities 

around the country. Indeed, opposition to any type of new housing development has become so 

pervasive that the area of community resistance has spawned its own vocabulary. Multifamily 

housing is characterized by some citizens as a “NIMBY” project (Not in My Backyard). 

Apartments are condemned as “LULUs” (“Locally Unwanted Land Uses”). We even have 

“CAVEs” (Citizens Against Virtually Everything) and they want “BANANAs” (to Build 

Absolutely Nothing Anywhere Near Anyone). 

Putting whimsical acronyms aside, citizen resistance to multifamily rental housing is not 

a humorous issue. In fact, community opposition to these development projects runs smack up 

against powerful demographic trends. Population growth in the U.S. continues at a high level – 

certainly in comparison with other developed countries – and will require considerable new 

residential construction.1 Even a brief examination makes this clear. 

The U.S. population is expected to increase over the next 20 years at an average annual rate 

of 0.83 percent – which would result in a cumulative increase of 23 percent, or 68 million people. 

This figure is twice the size of today’s most populous state, California, which has almost 34 

million people. In fact, the projected number of new residents in the next two decades is larger than 

the number of people who currently live in the Northeast (54 million), Midwest (64 million), or 

West (64 million). Clearly, population growth is an issue of critical importance for the U.S. 

What’s more, the growth in households will be even greater than population growth 

itself. The average size of a household has been dropping for more than a century. In 1900, an 

average of 4.6 people lived in each household. By 2004, there was an average of only 2.6 people 

per household. While this decline is partly the result of families having fewer children, it is 

mainly the result of changing household composition. In 1960, single-person households made 

up 13 percent of all households, while married couples with children made up another 44 

percent. The share of single-person households has doubled since then while the number of 

married couples with children has fallen to only 23 percent. Married couples without children 

remain the most common type of household, as they have been since 1982, even though their 

                                            
1 Of the nine countries that will account for half the world’s population growth from 2005-2050, the only developed 
nation is the U.S. See: United Nations, World Population Prospects: The 2004 Revision, vol. 3, p. xv. Available at: 
http://www.un.org/esa/population/publications/WPP2004/2004EnglishES.pdf  
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share of the total has waned a bit over that time. The Joint Center for Housing Studies projects 

that average household size will decline a bit more before stabilizing.2

The upshot is that the demand for new housing units is likely to increase faster than the 

population itself is projected to grow. Extending the Joint Center for Housing Studies’ 

projections for 2020 another decade suggests that between 2005 and 2030, the number of 

households will rise by almost 30 percent – that is, 33 million new households.  

The number of additional housing units needed by 2030 is actually greater than 33 

million, however, because an estimated 17 million existing housing units will fall out of the 

housing stock due to deterioration or destruction.3 Thus, some 50 million new housing units will 

have to be added to the stock between 2005-2030. This is both a daunting challenge and a ray of 

hope – we have an opportunity to shape future development and determine the character of the 

built environment in which we will live and work. 

What is at issue is not whether these new residences will get built, but rather where they 

will get built and what kind of residences they will be. Put differently: what kind of communities 

should we build? 

The traditional suburban development model features low-density housing built in cul-de-

sacs, neighborhoods separated from strip malls, big box retailers, and office parks along roads 

with ever-increasing traffic.4 But compact development – especially sustainable communities 

that promote accessible transportation choices, higher density, mixed-use and mixed-income 

development, and attractive design – have attracted growing interest. The age structure and 

household composition of the new households will surely tilt demand further in this direction. 

Multifamily rental housing has long been an important part of the constellation of 

housing choices for families and individuals. It plays an increasingly important role in 

“workforce housing,” providing homes for our nation’s teachers, firefighters, police officers, 

health care workers, and public employees. These vital workers contribute to the community, but 

their incomes are often less than what is required to support a comfortable, middle-class life. 

                                            
2 The Joint Center’s forecast is that the overall headship rate will continue to rise somewhat before stabilizing, but 
the overall headship rate is just the inverse of the average household size. 
3 Authors’ interpolation based on Arthur C. Nelson, “Toward A New Metropolis: The Opportunity to Rebuild 
America,” Brookings Institution Metropolitan Policy Program, December 2004. 
4 This view is proposed by Bruce Katz and Andy Altman, “An Urban Age in a Suburban Nation?” Presentation to 
Urban Age Conference, New York City, February 25, 2005. 
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Nonetheless, there is continuing resistance to higher density housing, to rental housing, and 

to low-income housing. Such resistance, if successful, may bring about a less-than-optimal result; 

in particular, it would mean fewer multifamily rental properties than would otherwise occur. 

This paper seeks to examine the nature of that resistance, the reasons behind it, and how 

it can be overcome.  

In general, people who support multifamily rental housing tend to want the new benefits 

that come from responsible development. They may be excited about the creation of new and 

affordable housing, new community rooms or other public amenities, or new jobs or tax revenues 

from associated retail. By comparison, people who oppose land use proposals tend to do so 

because they like their community the way it is and don’t want any change. Opponents don’t 

want more traffic, lower property values, more children crowding the schools, or a changed 

community character, and they believe that the proposed apartment project will worsen their 

existing lifestyles. Potential opponents and potential supporters are completely different 

audiences, with completely different interests. Sponsors of multifamily rental housing must 

therefore engage in two distinct community outreach campaigns: one aimed at minimizing 

neighborhood opposition, one aimed at mobilizing public support. We begin with the former. 

 

II. Opposition to Multifamily Rental Housing In General 

 

Forms of Opposition 

Opposition to multifamily rental housing is expressed in many ways. Most 

fundamental, perhaps, are attitudes. Whether founded in facts, the expression of an 

underlying bias, or the mechanism for pursuing perceived self-interest, such attitudes are 

inevitably where opposition begins.  

Attitudes lead to actions. There are two broad kinds: (1) actions in opposition to specific 

projects or proposals; and (2) actions against a whole class of housing. Actions against specific 

projects may be initiated by residents of nearby communities, and can include such things as 

private calls to local officials, speaking out at public hearings, writing letters to the editor, 

organizing among community groups, and even picketing the proposed site. Local officials may 

also act to prevent or restrict multifamily housing – for example, there are jurisdictions in which 
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multifamily housing is nominally permitted, but every actual application for a building permit 

gets denied. 

Opposition can also be woven into the fabric of regulations, ordinances, and planning 

documents. Overcoming such opposition typically requires far greater effort, as it requires 

overturning such statutes. 

To be effective, proponents of multifamily housing need to address all areas. Analyzing 

the extent and effect of the bias against apartments in the local regulations around the country is 

beyond the scope of this paper. Nonetheless, we offer some comments on this aspect of the 

problem at the end of this section. 

In any case, the starting point is dealing with misperceptions about multifamily rental 

housing. 

 

Setting the Record Straight 

Resistance to multifamily rental housing comes from a variety of sources, including 

planning or zoning officials, local politicians, civic leaders in communities in which the 

housing is to be located, proximate neighbors who live or work near the apartment buildings, 

and other members of the general public. This section focuses on the facts behind the most 

common arguments made by opponents of new apartment developments, while the following 

section examines the underlying concerns behind anti-housing claims and how stakeholder 

claims can be addressed.  

Anti-apartment stakeholders tend to rely on similar arguments to keep multifamily rental 

housing out of their communities. These claims include:. 

• Multifamily apartments lower the value of single-family homes in the neighborhood. 

• People who live in apartments are less desirable neighbors and more likely to engage in 

crime or other anti-social behavior. 

• Apartments overburden schools, produce less revenue for local governments, and require 

more infrastructure support 

• Higher-density housing creates traffic congestion and parking problems. 

We will examine each of these, and also offer broader general comments about residential 

development and the environment. 
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Fiscal Burden 

Opponents of multifamily housing often claim that apartment residents impose higher 

expenditures for local government services. The point is most commonly voice with reference to 

schools, although other local government infrastructure services are mentioned as well. 

Opponents assume that apartments contain more school-age children than single-family houses 

do, and therefore put greater strain on local school districts. In an era of tight school budgets, this 

is an understandable concern. Let’s begin by reviewing the data.  

On average, 100 single-family owner-occupied houses include 51 school-age children. 

By contrast, apartments are attractive to single people, couples without children, and empty 

nesters, which is why 100 apartment units average just 31 children. The disparity is even greater 

when considering only new construction: 64 children per 100 new single-family houses vs. 29 

children per 100 new apartment units. Wealthier apartment dwellers have even fewer children 

(12 children per 100 households for residents earning more than 120 percent of the area median 

income, AMI), while less wealthy residents earning less than 80 percent of AMI still have fewer 

children (37 per household) than single-family homes.5  

Opponents often ignore how much revenue apartments bring in to the local government.6 

In fact, apartment owners often pay more in property taxes than owners of single-family houses.7 

That’s because in most jurisdictions, apartments are treated as commercial real estate, which is 

taxed at higher rates than single-family houses in most states. Although there are many 

complications in such comparisons, one simple approach is to look at the “effective tax rate,” 

defined as the ratio of property tax to property value. For apartments in urban areas the effective 

tax rate averages 48-54 basis points more than single-family houses: 1.91 percent for apartments, 

compared with 1.37-1.43 percent for single-family houses.8  

                                            
5 All figures are NMHC tabulations of data from the American Housing Survey. See Research Notes, “Apartments and 
Schools,” NMHC, August 24, 2001, available at: 
www.nmhc.org/Content/ServeContent.cfm?ContentItemID=2620&IssueID=80. A recent study using data from the 
2001 Residential Finance Survey suggests a smaller differential, though one that has grown over time. See Jack 
Goodman, “Houses, Apartments, and the Incidence of Property Taxes,” Housing Policy Debate, Vol. 17, Issue 1, 2006. 
6 Apartment residents also contribute to the general economy by buying local goods and services. See Research 
Notes, “Apartment Residents and the Local Economy,” NMHC, May 3, 2002. 
7 See Jack Goodman, “Houses, Apartments, and the Incidence of Property Taxes,” Housing Policy Debate Vol. 17, 
Issue 1, 2006. 
8 Authors’ calculations based on Minnesota Taxpayers Association, 50-State Property Tax Comparison Study, St. 
Paul, MN, April 2006, p. vii. See also Alan Mallach, “Housing and Suburbs: Fiscal and Social Impact of 
Multifamily Development.” Department of Housing and Urban Development: Washington DC, 1974. 
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Thus, apartments actually pay more in taxes and have fewer school children on average 

than single-family houses. In other words, it may be more accurate to say that apartment 

residents are subsidizing the public education of the children of homeowners than the reverse. 

Two contrary points need to be addressed. First, some might argue that the fact that 

apartments contain fewer school-aged children than single-family houses has more to do with 

location little than with the nature of apartments. That is, apartments built in jurisdictions with 

first-rate schools might be designed to be more attractive to families (e.g., by having more 

bedrooms) and therefore house more children. Second, opponents of multifamily housing may 

point to the fact that 100 apartment units will probably still have more school-aged children than 

10 single-family homes built at the same site.  

Additional research would be helpful in clarifying the first point. A recent study made a 

related point. It agreed that newly built multifamily properties “have not contributed significantly 

to the rise in school enrollments” and that “it is very unlikely that new multi-family housing has 

produced a negative fiscal impact on cities and towns.”9 It argues, however, that the reason for 

this is that these properties were never designed to house families with children. That is, these 

apartments and condos consist mainly of one- and two-bedroom residences, for the express 

purpose of meeting the fiscal impact challenge developers often face, namely ensuring that their 

developments won’t hurt local fiscal matters. The researchers rightly note that this approach ends 

up pitting fiscal policy against housing policy – that is, the kind of residential developments that 

are approved are not what might be required by local households, but rather what the local 

budget is willing to bear. 

We conclude from this that at least some of the opposition to multifamily housing 

actually has nothing to do with housing per se, but rather with limiting the number of school-

aged children who would otherwise “burden” local finances. 

Even in areas with high quality schools, we suspect that the mix of apartment units the 

market would offer (absent any pressure, in either direction, from local officials) would still 

feature fewer units with three or more bedrooms than would be provided by single-family 

housing. With few, if any, exceptions, the market for conventional apartments with three or more 

bedrooms historically has been much thinner than the market for one- and two-bedroom units; 

                                            
9 Judith Barrett and John Connery, Housing the Commonwealth’s School-Age Children. Citizens’ Housing and 
Planning Association Research Study, August 2003, p. 2.1. www.chapa.org/pdf/HousingSchoolAgeChildren.pdf  
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for this reason, three-bedroom floor plans tend to be a small portion of the total unit count. With 

average household size not expected to increase, it’s hard to see why this would change. 

Regarding the second point, without the apartment building in the neighborhood, the 

other 90 households will presumably have to move to some other local area, thereby burdening 

some other school district. This is a classic NIMBY point of view, and leads inexorably to the 

idea that the best development is actually no development, as this wouldn’t “burden” the school 

district at all. Such an argument might hold sway among some local residents, but it offers no 

help to local and regional planners who are trying to manage current and projected growth in the 

most beneficial ways.  

The issue needs to be framed more broadly. The total number of schoolchildren in any 

large region (or for the U.S. as a whole) is surely not determined by the number and type of 

housing units available. The question, then, is: where will they be housed and educated? 

Whether a jurisdiction chooses to permit multifamily rental housing or not, that question must 

still be answered. 

Beyond that, the latest household projections from the Joint Center show that households 

with children under 18 years of age will make up only a small fraction of the total increase. 

Specifically, more than 80 percent of the increase in the number of households from 2005-2015 

will come from married couples with no children plus single-person households.10 To some 

extent, therefore, the key issue may not be whether new housing developments impose a burden 

on local schools, but rather whether communities will develop the kind of housing that would 

attract households without children. 

With other types of infrastructure, high-density development actually is more efficient 

than low-density development. By their very nature, longer sewer lines and sprawling utility 

(water, gas, and electric) supply systems are more costly; traditional development patters also 

dictate expensive road construction. In addition, local governments must provide fire and police 

protection (as well as other services) over a larger area. By contrast, compact development 

benefits from economies of scale and geographic scope – and these benefits are large, potentially 

saving more than $125 billion in the 2000-2025 time frame.11

                                            
10 Authors’ calculations based on George S. Masnick and Eric S. Belsky, “Revised Interim Joint Center Household 
Projections,” Cambridge, MA, 2006, pp. 31-32. 
11 Mark Muro and Robert Puentes, “Investing In A Better Future: A Review of the Fiscal and Competitive 
Advantages of Smarter Growth Development Patterns.” Washington, DC: Brookings Institution Center on Urban 
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Thus, rather than imposing a greater burden on local governments, higher density 

developments like apartments are actually more fiscally prudent than traditional suburban sprawl. 

 

Traffic 

Does compact development really cause an increase in traffic congestion and parking 

problems, as opponents often claim? To residents of the neighborhood where such development 

might take place, an increase in congestion seems self-evident – but only by comparing an 

apartment development to the status quo (i.e., no development). The proper comparison, 

however, is to the impact on congestion of an equal number of new single-family units.  

On average, apartment residents own fewer cars than single-family homeowners: the latter 

average two cars per household compared with only one for the former.12 Beyond that, single-

family housing generates more automobile trips per household, as evidenced in the table below. 

 

Automobile Trips Per Housing Unit 
 Single-family detached Apartment Difference 

Weekday 9.57 6.72 42% 
peak AM hour 0.77 0.55 40% 
peak PM hour 1.02 0.67 52% 

Saturday 10.10 6.39 58% 
peak hour 0.94 0.52 81% 

Sunday 8.78 5.86 50% 
peak hour 0.86 0.51 69% 

Source: Institute of Transportation Engineers, Trip Generation, 7th Edition (Washington, 
DC: 2003), Volume 2, pp. 268-332. 

 

On weekdays, a single-family detached house generates 42 percent more trips than does a 

unit in an apartment. The difference is even greater on the weekend: 58 percent more trips on 

Saturdays, and 50 percent more trips on Sundays. This large difference is seen not only in the 

                                                                                                                                             
and Metropolitan Policy, March 2004. The authors take note of possible countervailing costs, such as the higher load 
placed on roads and sewer lines in more densely populated areas. See also Richard M. Haughey, Higher-Density 
Development: Myth and Fact. Washington, DC: Urban Land Institute, 2005. 
12 Jack Goodman, “Apartments and Parking,” Research Notes. NMHC: Washington, DC, January 28, 2000. 
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totals, but also at the peak hours, morning and afternoon, weekdays and weekends. By any 

measure, it is clear that single-family houses generate more automobile traffic than apartments – 

or any other type of housing. In explaining why single-family houses produce the most traffic, 

the Institute of Transportation Engineers noted that they are the largest units in size, with the 

most residents, but also pointed out that they had “more vehicles per unit than other residential 

land uses; they were generally located farther away from shopping centers, employment areas 

and other trip attractors than other residential land uses; and they generally have fewer alternate 

modes of transportation available, because they were typically not as concentrated as other 

residential land uses.”13 Though written not as a policy document, but rather simply a 

straightforward, quantitative analysis, this is a good summary of the reasons why compact 

development engenders less traffic than sprawl. 

Interestingly, single-family owners use their cars more often than apartment residents use 

theirs. On average, cars in single-family houses make 18 percent more trips during the week, 31 

percent more trips on Saturday, and 41 percent more trips on Sunday than cars owned by 

apartment residents.14  

Thus, not only are there more cars per household in single-family houses than 

apartments, each of those cars generate more traffic – and a higher demand for parking spaces at 

retail stores, offices, schools, and other facilities. 

It could be argued that the difference in automobile ownership and use is determined less 

by property type than by geography. For example, residents of garden apartments near major 

highways in suburban areas lacking much public transportation are far more likely to own and use 

cars than are residents of apartments located near high-speed rail lines and subways. Although we 

know of no studies that have tried to quantify the impact of geography on this, it seems evident that 

there is an important property-type effect. Consider the reverse situation, namely residential 

development near a transportation node such as a subway station. The number of single-family 

detached houses that can be built within walking distance of the station is clearly much less than 

the number of multifamily residences – whether for-rent or for-sale – that can be built there. To 

take advantage of the transit nodes, it simply makes sense to take advantage of the fact that 

compact, higher-density housing is inherently better suited to such development. 

                                            
13 Institute of Transportation Engineers, Trip Generation, 7th Edition (Washington, DC: 2003), Volume 2, p. 268. 
14 Ibid., pp. 287-295 and pp. 324-332. 
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Property Values  

Concerns that multifamily rental housing will lower the value of their single-family houses 

has driven many residents to oppose new apartment developments in or near their neighborhoods. 

Proposals for low-income apartments are especially likely to trigger property value concerns, but 

even market rate rental housing can give rise to arguments that apartments lower property values 

and damage the community’s reputation. Local officials often echo these property value claims, 

either because they believe lower property values will injure their communities tax base or 

reputation or because they want to sound responsive to constituent concerns.  

The fear that housing density will hurt property values seems to be primarily based on 

anecdotes. By contrast, most research has come to a different conclusion: in general, neither 

multifamily rental housing, nor low-income housing, causes neighboring property values to decline. 

Two studies have taken a macro look at home values and house appreciation near 

multifamily housing properties. One study focused on “working communities” throughout the 

nation – neighborhoods of predominantly low- and moderate-income working households. The 

study looked at data from the 2000 US Census and compared house values in those communities 

with the share of multifamily housing in those communities. The conclusion: working 

communities with multifamily dwellings actually have higher property values than other types of 

working communities. In other words, the average value of owner-occupied houses was highest 

in working communities with the most multifamily units. In fact, among working communities, 

“the high multifamily areas had the highest home values, the mixed-stock areas the next highest, 

and the single-family areas had the lowest.”15 The study also noted a similar phenomenon with 

respect to income: among working communities, higher household income was positively 

associated with the share of multifamily housing.16

The other macro analysis compared the rate of property value appreciation for houses 

with multifamily housing nearby with the appreciation rate for houses with no multifamily 

housing nearby. Houses with apartments nearby actually enjoy a slightly higher appreciation rate 

than houses that don’t have apartments nearby. Homes that are not located in multifamily areas 

appreciated at an average annual rate of 3.59 percent between 1987 and 1997, compared with a 

                                            
15 Alexander von Hoffman, Eric Belsky, James DeNormandi, and Rachel Bratt, “America’s Working Communities 
and the Impact of Multifamily Housing,” Cambridge, MA: Joint Center for Housing Studies, 2004, p. 17. 
16 Ibid., p. 16. 
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higher appreciation rate of 3.96 percent for houses near multifamily buildings. For the 1997-

1999 period, the figures were 2.66 percent and 2.90 percent, respectively.17

Case studies examining individual sites and metro areas have been used in six recent 

research works to get a more detailed picture of the effects of multifamily and/or subsidized 

single-family properties. These studies measured the possible impact of a range of property types 

on surrounding property values, including the potential impacts of conventional apartments, 

mixed-income multifamily rentals, low-income housing tax credit developments, and federally-

assisted rental housing projects Researchers measured a variety of relevant characteristics, 

including house price, price per square foot, house price appreciation, time on the market, and 

the ratio of sales price to asking price in order to assess ”the worst-case scenarios of multi-family 

intrusion into a single-family neighborhood.” Their conclusions: 

 

“We find that large, dense, multi-family rental developments…do not negatively impact 
the sales price of nearby single-family homes.” 18

 
“We find that if located properly with attractive landscaping and entranceways, adverse 
price effects can be minimized and sometimes can add value. In the long term, such 
apartment complexes probably raise the overall value of detached homes relative to their 
absence.” 19

 
“To this point, our results for Wisconsin are generally consistent with results in other 
studies: we have not been able to find evidence that Section 42 developments cause 
property values to deteriorate. The exception is Milwaukee County, where properties that 
are distant from the developments seem to appreciate more rapidly, although the 
magnitude of the effect is small. We have found no evidence of an impact in Waukesha 
and Ozaukee, and find evidence that properties in Madison near Section 42 developments 
appreciate more rapidly.” 20 
 
There is “little or no evidence to support the claim that tax-credit rental housing for 
families has a negative impact on the market for owner-occupied housing in the 
surrounding area…Rather than negative impact, the evidence suggests to us that the 
various housing submarkets surrounding the tax-credit properties in our study performed 

                                            
17 National Association of Home Builders, “Multifamily Market Outlook,” Washington, DC, November 2001, pp. 3-4. 
18 Henry O. Pollakowski, David Ritchay, and Zoe Weinrobe, “Effects of Mixed-Income, Multi-family Housing 
Developments on Single-family Housing Values,” Cambridge, MA: MIT Center For Real Estate, April 2005, p. xiii. 
19 Arthur C. Nelson and Mitch Moody, “Apartments and Detached Home Values,” On Common Ground, National 
Association of Realtors, 2003. See also: Nelson and Moody, “Price Effects of Apartments on Nearby Single-family 
Detached Residential Homes,” Virginia Tech University, 2003. 
20 Richard K. Green, Stephen Malpezzi, and Kiat-Ying Seah, “Low Income Housing Tax Credit Housing 
Developments and Property Values,” Madison, WI: The Center for Urban Land Economics Research: 2002, p. 4. 
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normally, exhibiting similar levels of variability before and after tax-credit construction, 
and responding to supply and demand forces in similar fashion as the larger market.” 21

 
“In sum, assisted housing of various types: (i) had positive or insignificant effects on 
residential property values nearby in higher-value, less vulnerable neighborhoods, unless 
it exceeded thresholds of spatial concentration or facility scale; (ii) evinced more modest 
prospects for positive property value impacts in lower-value, more vulnerable 
neighborhoods, and strength of frequently negative impacts was directly related to the 
concentration of sites and scale of the facilities.”22 
 
“In sum, the presence or proximity of subsidized housing made no difference in housing 
values as measured by relative price behavior in a dynamic market.”23

Some of these studies find examples where single-family houses located near apartments 

either experienced lower prices or lower appreciation rates than houses located further away. But 

for residents in neighborhoods near proposed apartment developments – and for local officials 

who represent them – it is important to understand that proposed multifamily housing rental 

developments do not generally lower property values in surrounding areas.  

 

Social Interaction and Crime 

Opponents of rental housing often argue that while people who own their homes are 

invested in the long-term success and safety of a community, people who rent apartments are 

merely short-term transients and therefore less desirable neighbors. That view has a long history 

and probably seems so unremarkable, so obvious, that proof is unnecessary. Nonetheless, some 

researchers have tried to discover whether homeownership creates a positive social benefit 

compared to rental housing. While the scope of their research is rather broad, for present purposes 

we focus on two aspects: (i) renters vs. owners as neighbors (citizens); and (ii) renters and crime.24  

The view that renters are not as engaged in their communities as owners seems to arise 

from the two apparent characteristics of renters: (i) by definition, they don’t own their own 

residence, hence are thought to have less of a “stake” in the community; and (ii) they tend to 

                                            
21 Maxfield Research Inc., “A Study of the Relationship Between Affordable Family Rental Housing and Home 
Values in the Twin Cities,” Minneapolis, MN: Family Housing Fund, September 2000, p. 102. 
22 George Galster, “A Review of Existing Research On the Effects of Federally Assisted Housing Programs on 
Neighboring Residential Property Values,” Detroit, MI: Wayne State University: September 2002, p. 26. 
23 Joyce Siegel, The House Next Door, Innovative Housing Institute, 1999. www.inhousing.org/house1.htm.  
24 For a good, critical summary of the scope of such research, see William M. Rohe, Shannon Van Zandt, and 
George McCarthy, “The Social Benefits and Costs of Home Ownership: A Critical Assessment of the Research,” in 
Nicolas P. Retsinas and Eric S. Belsky, eds., Low-Income Homeownership: Examining the Unexamined Goal 
(Washington, DC: Brookings Institution Press, 2002). 
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move more often. These characteristics are seen as making them transitory residents, perhaps 

more akin to visitors than to long-term residents.  

But there are also countervailing forces. For example, single-family renters do not tear 

down old houses and replace them with “McMansions,” a phenomenon that can greatly alter 

neighborhoods, in ways that are not always desired by the existing residents.  

In addition, it is important to recognize that housing tenure is different from residential 

stability. Housing tenure refers to how long an individual has lived in one place, while 

neighborhood stability reflects the quality, cohesion and safety of a community. It is the latter 

that may be the key factor: “Between 4 and 92 percent of the effect of homeownership and 

citizenship is operating primarily because homeownership is associated with lower mobility 

rates.”25 Stability itself is relative: in Western Europe, for example, many renters have lower 

turnover rates than U.S. homeowners. To the degree that there may be positive benefits from 

lower turnover, then the focus ought to be on increasing residential stability rather than trying to 

restrict choice of tenure.26

Neighborhood residents may be less interested in distinguishing the exact cause than in 

ensuring the best outcome, and for many, promoting homeownership rather than renting seems 

an effective way to do so. In fact, that turns out not to be the case: 

• Apartment residents are almost twice as likely to socialize with their neighbors as 

owners of single-family houses (33 percent vs. 17 percent). 

• Apartment residents are just as likely as house owners to be involved in structured 

social groups like sports teams, book clubs, and the like (22 percent for sports groups, 

10-11 percent for other groups). 

• Apartment residents are only slightly less likely to attend religious services at least 

once a month (44 percent vs. 55 percent). 

• Just like single-family owners, apartment residents identify closely with the town or city 

they live in (60 percent for apartment residents vs. 64 percent for single-family owners). 

                                            
25 Denise DiPasquale and Edward L. Glaeser, “Incentives and Social Capital: Are Homeowners Better Citizens?” 
Journal of Urban Economics, Vol. 45, Nr. 2 (March 1999). 
26 Apgar notes that disentangling the many factors that influence behavior in order to isolate the impact of tenure 
alone is exceedingly complex. See: William Apgar, Rethinking Rental Housing: Expanding the Ability of Rental 
Housing to Serve as a Pathway to Economic and Social Opportunity,” Joint Center for Housing Studies Working 
Paper W04-11, December 2004. 
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• Almost half (46 percent) of apartment residents feel close to the neighborhood they 

live in. This is not as high a share as for single-family owners (65 percent), but still 

sizable. 

• Apartment residents are virtually as interested in politics and national affairs as house 

owners are (66 percent vs. 70 percent). 

 

The one area in which apartment residents noticeably lag house owners is in local elections: 47 

percent of apartment residents say they “always vote” or “sometimes miss one,” compared with 

78 percent of single-family owners.27

Put simply, these objective measures undermine the notion that apartment residents 

somehow don’t care much about, and don’t involve themselves in, the communities in which 

they live. On the contrary, they tend to be at least as socially engaged as other Americans.  

As important as these things are in helping to shape the character of a neighborhood, it 

stands to reason that they can easily be negated by an increase in criminal activity. Is there any 

truth to the idea that crime follows in the wake of apartment development?  

It turns out that there have been very few studies that address this issue. A study 

conducted for the Arizona Multihousing Association concluded that the perception of higher 

crime associated with multifamily housing results from counting police calls by address. Hence 

an apartment property with 100 or more units at the same address may be wrongly compared to 

one single-family residence. “In actuality, when police data is analyzed on a per unit basis, the 

rate of police activity in apartment communities is no worse than in single family subdivisions, 

and in many cases, is lower than in single family areas.” 28

In a similar vein, studies of Irving, Texas, and Anchorage, Alaska, found no connection 

between crime and housing density. The former used geographic information systems (GIS) 

analysis to supplement more conventional approaches, and determined that “high density and 

multi-family development are not necessarily associated with high crime rate, but socioeconomic 

status is.” 29 The latter study reached a similar conclusion: “These data show no relationship 

                                            
27 NMHC tabulations of microdata from the General Social Survey. See: Jack Goodman, “Apartment Residents As 
Neighbors and Citizens,” Research Notes, Washington, DC: National Multi Housing Council, June 1999. 
28 Elliott D. Pollack and Company, “Economic & Fiscal Impact of Multi-family Housing,” Phoenix: Arizona 
Multihousing Association, 1996, Part II. 
29 Jianling Li and Jack Rainwater, “The Real Picture of Land-Use Density and Crime: A GIS Application,” available 
at: http://gis.esri.com/library/userconf/proc00/professional/papers/PAP508/p508.htm  
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between housing density and delinquency…The observed correlation coefficients between 

housing density and the six criminological measures were all small in magnitude (very close to 

“0”), statistically significant…and in some cases in the opposite direction predicted by the 

hypothesis of a direct relationship between housing density and crime.”30  

 

The Multifamily Record: Conclusion 

Further research would certainly be welcome. Even so, we think the available research is 

fairly strong that multifamily rental housing: (1) does not impose greater costs on local 

governments; (2) does it increase traffic and parking problems; (3) when well-designed and 

appropriate to the neighborhood, does not reduce (and may even enhance) property values; and 

(4) does not inherently attract residents who are less neighborly or more apt to engage in (or 

attract) criminal activity. 

This evidence may be sufficient for planners and many public officials – particularly 

those who have already come to understand the benefits of greater housing choice, mixed-use 

and mixed-income residences, transit-oriented development, and pedestrian-friendly 

communities. Two obstacles remain: codified restrictions on multifamily developments and 

individual opposition to specific multifamily projects. 

Experience suggests that opponents who live near apartment developments are often hard 

to convince. For some, opposition to apartments may be more emotional than analytical. As one 

opponent put it: “We don’t want renters. We just don’t want them…” 31 For many, anecdotes 

trump statistics. 

For this reason, marshalling statistics is a necessary step, but not usually a sufficient one. 

Instead, proponents need to overcome opposition to individual proposed developments. Before 

turning to this, we take a brief look at how opposition to multifamily rental housing in general 

has been codified, thereby adding another hurdle for proponents. 

 

 

 
                                            
30 University of Alaska Justice Center, “The Strength of Association: Housing Density and Delinquency,” 
Anchorage Community Indicators, series 3A, No. 1, available at: 
http://justice.uaa.alaska.edu/indicators/series03/aci03a1.housing.pdf  
31 See “From Parking to Mixed-Use,” Montgomery Gazette, September 28, 2005, at: 
www.gazette.net/stories/092805/bethnew205622_31894.shtml  
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Regulatory Restriction on Multifamily Housing in General 

Opposition to multifamily rental housing has a long history. More than a century ago, the 

notoriously poor living conditions associated with tenement houses led not only to a movement 

to reform and improve such dwellings, it also led to a movement to prevent further apartment 

construction. Opponents drew on two key tools to block new multifamily buildings: restrictive 

building codes that made multifamily construction uneconomic; and zoning – in particular, the 

creation of single-family-only districts.32

These and other tools are still being used.33 The most common regulations involve 

zoning and/or comprehensive land use planning. More recently, policies to restrict, manage, or 

even prevent further growth – from impact fees to “urban containment” to outright moratoria – 

have been added to the mix. Given the sheer number of local land use areas, even collecting 

comprehensive data on residential development restrictions is difficult. Assessing the impact of 

these regulations is even more difficult for at least two reasons. First, the devil may indeed be in 

the details, so that any overview or summary analysis is likely to be flawed. Second, some 

jurisdictions may, on a fairly routine basis, grant waivers or exemptions for certain kinds of 

developments, with the result that the regulation on the books is not the de facto regulation. 

Recent research analyzing density restrictions in local jurisdictions making up the 50 

largest metropolitan areas concluded that a hypothetical 2-story, 40-unit apartment property on 5 

acres of land would be prohibited outright in about 30 percent of such jurisdictions. Residential 

developments with densities of more than 30 units per acre are prohibited in all but 12 percent of 

local jurisdictions. To be sure, these jurisdictions encompass 48 percent of the population of these 

metro areas. Even so, it is clearly a significant restriction.34 Such restrictions not only reduce the 

range of housing options available to local residents – in particular, most restrictions tend to favor 

lower-density over higher-density developments – they also make housing more expensive.35  

                                            
32 Kenneth Baar, “The National Movement to Halt the Spread of Multifamily Housing, 1890-1926” Journal of the 
American Planning Association, Chicago: Winter 1992. 
33 A good compendium of such restrictions is contained in: “Regulatory Barriers to Affordable Housing,” Cityscape, 
Vol. 8, Nr. 1 (2005). 
34 Rolf Pendall, Robert Puentes, and Jonathan Martin, “From Traditional to Reformed: A Review of the Land Use 
Regulations in the Nation’s 50 Largest Metropolitan Areas.” Metropolitan Policy Program, The Brookings 
Institution, Washington, DC: August 2006. http://www.brookings.edu/metro/pubs/20060802_Pendall.pdf  
35 See for example: John M. Quigley and Larry A. Rosenthal, “The Effects of Land Use Regulation on the Price of 
Housing: What Do We Know? What Can We Learn?”, Cityscape, Vol. 8, Nr. 1 (2005) and Edward L. Glaeser and 
Joseph Gyourko, “The Impact of Building Restrictions on Housing Affordability,: Economic Policy Review, Federal 
Reserve Bank of NY, New York, NY: June 2003. 
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How can regulations that inhibit development of multifamily rental housing be reduced or 

eliminated? This is an area which could greatly benefit by further investigation.36 For now, we 

offer two assessments. First, to change the regulations, we must first change the attitudes of 

either local officials, the public at large, or both. In this respect, efforts to change regulations 

parallel other efforts to overcome resistance to apartments. Second, while the comprehensive 

land use plan can be used to restrict multifamily housing, it can also be a valuable tool in 

promoting such housing. For example, Arlington County, Virginia, has been successful in 

implementing high-density, transit-oriented development. In addition to far-sighted planners, the 

Arlington approach has been to foster extensive public debate about policy impacts and benefits 

(hence also public “buy-in” of the results of the process), maintaining continuity of policy 

through both election and market cycles, and clearly formulating implementation tools at the 

same time as policy enactment.37 

 

III. Opposition to Specific Multifamily Projects

 Reducing or eliminating regulatory impediments may hold the greatest promise for 

increasing the acceptance of multifamily rental housing. But it also is likely to take the longest 

time to accomplish. In the meantime, it is important to counter opposition to individual 

apartment projects, to win support for proposed multifamily rental developments, and to turn 

pro-apartment attitudes into pro-apartment action.38

 

Public Information 

A significant amount of resistance to multifamily rental housing is based on lack of information, 

misperceptions, or exaggerated fears of project impacts.39 Providing clear, accurate information 

about a proposed housing project is a critical part of a successful outreach campaign.40

                                            
36 Indeed, some research is currently underway. The Urban Land Institute and the National Multi Housing Council 
are collaborating to produce a compact development “toolkit” for localities. 
37 Michael Pawlukiewicz and Deborah L. Myerson, “ULI/NMHC/AIA Joint Forum on Housing Density,” ULI Land 
Use Policy Forum Report, Urban Land Institute: Washington, DC, 2002. http://tinyurl.com/rd5y9  
38 Debra Stein, “Creating a Community Outreach Plan,” Developments Magazine, March 2006.  
39 See Creating Successful Communities: A New Housing Paradigm, National Multi Housing Council/National 
Apartment Association: Washington, D.C, 2002, and Richard Haughey, High-Density Housing: Myths and Facts, 
Urban Land Institute: Washington, D.C., 2005, for rebuttals to common misperceptions about multifamily and rental 
housing. For a free downloadable PowerPoint presentation on rental housing, see “Rethinking Density to Create 
Stronger, Healthier Communities” from the National Multi Housing Council: 
www.nmhc.org/Content/ServeContent.cfm?contentItemID=3423.
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• Misperceptions about the project. Citizens may misunderstand the fundamental nature 

of the housing proposal. For instance, neighbors may erroneously believe a sponsor is 

building “Section 8 apartments” rather than “eight apartments.” The project definition 

must be carefully spelled out so that neighbors understand what type of project is 

proposed in their backyard. 

• Misperceptions about residents. Many citizens have misperceptions or stereotypical 

expectations about the kinds of people who live in rental housing. They also have 

negative misperceptions about the type of behavior that rental residents are likely to 

engage in. Many Americans, for instance, consider wealth to be an indication of 

responsible hard work, self-discipline, and moral worth. The flip side of this perspective 

is the belief that people who earn less money or who reside in less lavish homes must be 

lazy and irresponsible.41 Citizens often expect rental residents to be bad neighbors 

likely to engage in anti-social behavior such as crime, graffiti, loud parties, non-

maintenance of property, and so on.42 

• Neighbors are much more likely to support a multifamily rental housing project when they 

understand that rental residents are people very similar to themselves. Many sponsors point 

to examples of pro-social workers likely to become apartment residents: local police 

officers, firefighters or teachers whose salaries make rental housing an attractive option. 

Responsible management of rental housing, including on-site management and resident 

rules, can also ensure that residents behave in appropriate ways.43 

• Misperceptions about the sponsor. Lack of information about the project sponsor and 

the sponsor’s track record of building of managing safe, similar projects can lead to 

                                                                                                                                             
40 Providing data is most likely to change opinions when the audience is willing to engage in rational evaluation of 
objective facts. Where respondents do not have the time, interest, or ability to engage in systematic evaluation of the 
facts, then subjective simple rules of thumb such as “everyone hates the project” and “lawyers always lie” become 
more important. For a discussion of rational, emotional and peripheral persuasion, see Debra Stein, “Garnering 
Support for Homebuilding,” Builder and Developer Magazine, June 2006, Vol. 16, No. 6. 
41 Conservatives tend to rate individualistic causes of poverty such as laziness as 50 percent more important than 
social causes such as the unavailability of affordable housing. Bernard Weiner, Human Motivation: Metaphors, 
Theories and Research, Sage Publications: Thousand Oaks, CA, 1992. 
42 A multifamily for-sale project in California’s Silicon Valley provided an interesting reminder that poverty is a 
relative, not an absolute concept. The proposed units would be sold at one-third the median sales price of the 
surrounding single-family neighborhood, and existing residents loudly protested that their new neighbors were likely to 
be bad neighbors. These condos actually sold for $900,000 apiece, while the average home within the super-luxury 
enclave was valued at $3.2 million. While multifamily residents were not “poor” by any absolute economic standard, 
they were relatively “poor-er” than existing mansionaires, and therefore presumed to be less acceptable as neighbors.  
43 Debra Stein, “The Ethics of Housing and NIMBYism,” Affordable Housing Finance, February 2006.
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NIMBY resistance to multifamily housing. The message that “the sponsor has a history 

of management safe, similar projects” is highly effective to win support for 

controversial, dense housing. 

• Misperception about other people’s opinions. One of the most influential causes of 

resistance to multifamily rental housing is the misperception that “everyone hates the 

project.” No one likes to be criticized by their peers, so even pro-housing neighbors will 

repress their enthusiasm if they are under the mistaken impression that “everyone else” 

opposes the proposed rental housing project.44 That is why it is critical to get the 

message out that the proposed housing project is supported by some portion of the 

community. You don’t need majority support for the planned housing project, but you 

do need pro-housing neighbors to know that they are not alone in their support for the 

apartment project.45 

 

There are several factors involved in providing the public with information that reduces anti-

housing attitudes and promotes pro-housing attitudes. The source of information must be deemed 

sufficiently expert, trustworthy, and likeable.46  Message factors such as the number and order of 

arguments impact the effectiveness of information. Audience factors such as an individual’s 

attention or perception of what “everybody else” thinks clearly affect whether information alone 

will resolve opposition to multifamily rental housing. Finally, there is a wide range of 

communication channels to choose from to disseminate information to the public, including 

briefings, presentations, advertising, direct mail, and media interviews.47

Providing clear, accurate information about a proposed multifamily rental housing project is 

a crucial part of a community outreach campaign. However, public information can also be seen 
                                            
44 For a discussion of the contagious “bandwagon” effect of repressed opinion, see Elizabeth Noelle-Neumann, The 
Spiral of Silence: Public Opinion – Our Social Skin. University of Chicago Press: Chicago, 1993. For an excellent 
overview of the relationship between public opinion and private opinion or behavior, see Theodore L. Glasser and 
Charles T. Salmon, eds., Public Opinion and the Communication of Consent, Guildford Press: New York, 1995. 
45 In a series of conformity tests conducted in the 1950s by Solomon Asch, 94 percent of respondents were willing to 
express an unpopular minority viewpoint when there was at least one other person publicly agreeing with them. By 
comparison, only 70 percent of participants were willing to express a minority opinion in the absence of social 
support. See Philip Zimbardo and Michael Leippe, The Psychology of Attitude Change and Social Influence, 
McGraw Hill: Boston, 1991. 
46 For a discussion of credibility, see Debra Stein, “The Truth About Credibility,” Public Management Magazine, 
June 2001. 
47 Carl Hovland’s “Yale Chain of Response Model” describes the many variables involved in effective persuasion. 
See Roxane Lulof, Persuasion: Context, People, and Messages, Gorusch Scarisbrick Publishers: Scottsdale, 
Arizona,1991. 
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as very condescending. When a sponsor sends out a letter inviting residents to, “Come to a 

meeting so we can tell you what we’re doing in the neighborhood,” citizens may interpret the 

invitation as actually saying, “We unilaterally made decisions that affect you but we only have a 

patronizing obligation to tell you about those decisions after the fact.” As important as it is to 

give information to the public, it is usually more sensitive to focus on how you want to elicit 

feedback, ideas and suggestions from the public. 

 

Public Participation 

Too much resistance to multifamily rental housing arises because sponsors fail to 

demonstrate the real respect they feel for neighbors. An insensitive project sponsor may 

implicitly hear, “I am important and you didn’t treat me with respect. I therefore have to oppose 

your proposal in order to discredit you and to discredit your disrespectful opinion of me.”48

While it is always important to treat neighbors with respect, it is especially important to do 

so when dealing with controversial housing projects. There are several specific measures you can 

take to demonstrate respect and reduce anti-housing attitudes and action:49

• Empower citizens. Citizens will often “just say no” to a housing proposal simply 

because they feel it was developed without their input. Involving citizens early in the 

planning process can help avoid this unnecessary resistance. The conventional scenario 

involves merely informing neighbors of plans made or being made by other people. 

Consulting with residents involves eliciting their ideas and making it clear how that 

input will affect the project sponsor’s final plans. When housing sponsors and residents 

engage in joint decision-making, all stakeholders collectively evaluate different 

alternatives to mutually identify the best scenario.50 

• Respect each individual’s unique needs. Everyone likes to feel that they stand out from 

the crowd, and everyone wants to know that their unique needs are respected. 

Recognize that each neighbor has distinct concerns: “Since you live right next to the 

site, the new apartment building will be more visible to you than to you neighbors.”  

                                            
48 Someone who sees themselves as an important community leader will “lose face” if ignored or disrespected. D.B. 
Bromley, Reputation, Image and Impression Management, John Wiley & Sons: Chichester, England, 1993. 
49 Debra Stein, “Credibility, Respect and Power: Sending the Right Non-Verbal Signals,” The Commissioner 
Magazine, American Planning Association, Fall 2006. 
50 See Deborah Myerson, Involving the Community in Neighborhood Planning, Urban Land Institute: Washington, 
D.C., 2005. 
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• Use personal names. Name tags, sign-in sheets and self-introductions help personalize 

each neighbor and make it easier to learn and use each person’s name. When neighbors 

are treated as respected individuals, they are less likely to engage in hostile mob 

conduct such as booing or hissing at meetings. 

• Make a lot of eye contact, especially when listening. When you’re talking to a large 

audience, don’t engage in “machine gun” head-turning where your eyes barely sweep 

over the audience’s heads in a mechanical way. Instead, make personal eye contact with 

one individual at a time, creating a respectful, personal relationship with each person 

you look at before you establish eye contact with another audience member.51 

• Engage in active listening. Once a citizen has made a statement, use your own words to 

reflect back what you have heard before responding or offering an advocacy message 

(“It sounds like you are afraid that rental residents may not maintain their gardens”). 

You don’t have to agree with what you have heard, but demonstrating that you have 

understood a neighbor’s arguments shows that you have listened respectfully. 

 

Outreach Tools 

There are several outreach tools available to help sponsors communicate information to and 

elicit public input from citizens:52

• Unilateral materials such as flyers, advertising and websites are used to convey 

information to the public in a one-way stream.  

• Bilateral outreach such as one-on-one phone calls and briefings allow the housing 

sponsor to target messages to each listener and to simultaneously get feedback and elicit 

a commitment of support for the project. 

• Invitational events such task forces, citizen advisory committees (CAC), and coffee-

and-donut living room events are limited to a clearly-defined list of participants.  

• Multiparty events such as community meetings or public workshops tend to focus on 

the exchange of opinion rather than public education or conflict resolution. Sponsors 

                                            
51 For detailed instructions on the direction, duration and frequency of effective eye contact, see 
http://www.gcastrategies.com/books_articles/tips.php.
52 See James L Creighton, The Public Participation Handbook: Making Better Decisions Through Citizen 
Involvement, Jossey-Bass: San Francisco, 2005 and Douglas Porter, Breaking the Development Logjam: New 
Strategies for Building Community Support, Urban Land Institute: Washington, D.C., 2006 for excellent outreach 
strategies and resources. 
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who need to meet with several dozen or even several hundred citizens should consider 

invitational events, roundtables, open houses, or other events with smaller, more 

manageable audiences. 

• Press relations are important to avoid inaccurate press that could make misperceptions 

even more credible. 

 

Building Support for Multifamily Rental Housing 

It often isn’t enough to simply keep a cap on opposition. Public expressions of support 

are often required to turn a proposal for multifamily rental housing into an approved project. 

Where rules against ex parte contact with public officials prevent a sponsor from directly 

lobbying a politician for a vote, citizen-lobbyists are needed to persuade officials to adopt 

favorable opinions about the housing proposal. Even when public officials already have pro-

housing attitudes, pro-housing attitudes don’t necessarily guarantee pro-housing action, so 

nervous politicians often need visible voter support before actually voting “yes” for a 

controversial multifamily housing proposal.53

There are four steps to build support that works: identification of potential supporters; 

attitude recruitment; action mobilization and hearing management.54

 

Identifying Potential Supporters 

There are several different audiences of potential supporters, and the first step of any 

supporter development campaign is to identify who can be tapped for assistance:  

• Direct beneficiaries are people who will make money on the project: the developer, the 

contractor, consultants, construction workers, and so on. While these supporters do not 

make credible witnesses at the microphone, they can sign petitions, send letters of 

support, make phone calls, and so on. 

• Indirect beneficiaries gain from general improvements in the local economy arising from 

the project. Local merchants, for example, can benefit from increased pedestrian activity 

                                            
53 Debra Stein, “Preparing Your Lobbying Plan,” Land Development Magazine, Fall 2005. 
54 Debra Stein, “Community Support – A Strategic Plan to Turn Out the Troops,” Urban Land Magazine, December 
1997. See also Debra Stein, “Turning Pro-Project Attitudes to Pro-Project Action, The NIMBY Advisor, January 
2006, www.nimbyadvisor.com.  
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from new rental residents, while major employers seeking affordable housing for their 

workers can also benefit from multifamily housing in the community.  

• Project users are another major audience of potential supporters. Whether it is 

potential renters or residents of future commercial or retail space, users make highly 

credible witnesses.  

• Many people have already made a public commitment to help create housing for those in 

need. Getting people to think about themselves in terms of their religious or charitable 

affiliations is more likely to result in a project endorsement than allowing citizens to think 

about themselves only as property owners likely to be impacted by a housing development. 

• Special interest groups either tend to generally support any kind of development or to 

support one particular component of the project. Many groups, for instance, support 

higher-density housing, including county farm bureaus, open space advocates, and 

transit advocates.  

• Finally, support can be drawn from people who will suffer relational consequences if they 

don’t step up and support the rental housing proposal: friends or relatives of future 

residents; the builder’s employees or vendors; and others people whose continued personal 

relationship with a committed supporter tomorrow depends upon helping out today.  

Recruiting Supporters 

Within a housing context, a community member who signs a petition, fills out an 

endorsement card, or even attends a neighborhood coffee is substantially more likely to testify in 

favor of a project than someone who never makes an initial commitment. Before asking potential 

supporters to attend a public hearing or to make some other big pro-housing commitment, get your 

foot in the door with a much smaller request. Let’s assume Mrs. Lee agrees to a minor, painless 

request such as signing a petition that says, “We need more housing in the community.” When the 

housing sponsor later asks Mrs. Lee to endorse a particular housing proposal, she will feel pressured 

to comply with the later request or else look shamefully inconsistent. Having once agreed to the 

initial request, Mrs. Lee will start seeing herself as a cooperative and civic-minded ally, and as 

someone who actually cares about housing concerns and takes action to address them.55

 
                                            
55 See Robert Cialdini, Influence: Science and Practice, Allyn & Bacon, Boston, 2000 for a discussion of foot-in-
the-door recruitment and door-in-the-face mobilization. 
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Mobilizing for the Hearing 

The “foot-in-the-door” technique worked to get an initial commitment of support for a 

proposed apartment project. When hearing time rolls around, however, it’s time for the “door-in-

the-face” approach. The door-in-the-face technique is initiated with a large request that may be 

rejected (“Will you come to a Planning Commission hearing on Tuesday afternoon and testify at 

in support of the proposed apartment complex?”). If the large request is accepted, then 

congratulations. If your first request is refused, then retreat to the smaller request you had in your 

back pocket all along (“Then will you call the chair of the Planning Commission and let her 

know you support the project?”). Compared to the first request, the second request will seem 

much smaller, more reasonable, and easier to agree to.  

 

Managing the Public Hearing 

There are several things you can do to maximize the impact supporters can make during a 

public hearing for a multifamily housing project:56

• Provide key messages. Your allies need to know what to say before they stand up to 

testify. Providing a one-page fact sheet or list of bulleted talking points helps ensure 

that witnesses emphasize the key messages you want decision-makers to focus on. 

Reassure citizen-witnesses that it is OK to sound nervous; politicians are more 

impressed by sincere-sounding citizens than by the slickest professional mouthpiece. 

• Arrange the order of your speakers. Ideally, pro-housing witnesses should be 

alternated or interspersed between anti-housing speakers. Interrupting a stream of 

hostile testimony with positive messages and clear rebuttals breaks the momentum of 

anti-rental neighbors and avoids the impression of overwhelming opposition to the 

project. You also want to ask a few of the most compelling, golden-tongued speakers to 

testify first so they can inspire later witnesses and guide subsequent testimony. 

Reporters who must leave the hearing early to meet their deadlines can also pick up 

quotable quotes from the most persuasive advocates when those witnesses speak at the 

beginning of the hearing. 

• Encourage supporters to look supportive. Your allies (including your own team 

members) can express pro-housing enthusiasm even when sitting still. Encourage 

                                            
56 Debra Stein, “Managing the Public Hearing for Maximum Impact,” Land Development Magazine, Fall 1999. 
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project allies to smile and nod at appropriate moments. If there is an impressive crowd 

of supporters in the room, ask them to raise their hands or wear buttons to identify 

themselves as project advocates.  

• Try to speak last. You want to be the last voice the decision-makers hear before they 

cast their votes. By speaking last, you can rebut attacks made by earlier speakers and 

ensure that pro-housing messages are fresh in the officials’ minds when it comes time to 

make a decision. If necessary, reserve some of your originally allocated speaking time 

to provide a summary of your views after all citizens have testified. If you cannot secure 

rebuttal time for yourself, try to hold at least one persuasive supporter in reserve to 

speak at the end of the hearing who can summarize pro-project messages.  

 

IV. Conclusion  

The bias against multifamily rental housing must be overcome if America is to meet its 

housing needs in an environmentally sustainable and economically realistic manner.  

Misperceptions, exaggerations and unfounded beliefs contaminate civic discussions about 

apartment development, yet anti-housing resistance can be rationally addressed by providing 

evidence about rental housing and its real, not imagined, impacts.  Attitudes about apartments 

aren’t solely derived from objective facts, however. Emotions, values, and even peripheral factors 

such as what “everybody else thinks” play important parts in the development of pro-housing and 

anti-housing attitudes, and must play a part in any developer’s community outreach activities. 

It will take more than mere opinions to create enough housing to meet the nation’s 

growing population demands.  Pro-housing attitudes need to be translated into pro-housing 

action. That means persuading planners and politicians to support policies and regulations to 

encourage the construction of new apartments. Since public officials are responsive to the 

demands of their constituents and community members, this also involves mobilizing citizens to 

support pro-apartment policies and actual apartment buildings in their own backyards.  Perhaps, 

in the future, acronyms like RAMBY (Rental Apartments in My Backyard) will replace NIMBY 

in discussions about the creation of multifamily rental housing. 
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Guide 1: Building Partnerships with Local Government 

 

In 1995, The Ministry of Housing, Recreation and Consumer Services decided to look at the issue of 

community resistance to non-market housing. This resistance - NIMBY, as it is commonly called - greatly 

slows or prevents the development of needed affordable housing at the same time as it precludes 

neighbourhoods from being inclusive and welcoming to all British Columbians. It was quickly realized 

that there are very few resources for housing sponsors to use to understand and address NIMBY in 

British Columbia. 

 

As a result, the Minister asked five people, including a municipal councillor, a realtor and three 

representatives of non-profit societies, to form a special task group. Working with an independent 

consultant, the task group was asked to learn from previous experience in order to produce practical 

tools to assist those working to develop or acquire non-market housing. Their work has led to the 

publication of a series of guides.  

Role of Local Governments 

Local government plays an essential role as a policy maker and a regulator on all aspects of the physical 

development of our communities. Wearing these two hats, B.C.'s municipalities and regional districts 

have had considerable influence on the location and design of non market housing throughout the 

province. This guide has been produced to assist housing providers in working with local government in 

the development process. The approval process varies throughout the province and housing sponsors 

are encouraged to investigate the various procedures unique to the community in which they are 

planning to develop. 

What Local Governments are Saying - Advice to Sponsor Groups 

Telephone and personal interviews were undertaken in 1995 with 46 local government representatives 

to learn more about non-market housing and the municipal approvals process. Almost everyone who 

participated in these interviews had first-hand experience with negative neighbourhood reactions to 

non - market housing proposals. In their respective roles as advisors and decision-makers, local 

government staff and politicians had seen a wide range of proposals for rezonings, development permits 

or variances - many had been successful, some had been turned down. 

As a result of their experiences, local government representatives had a number of key observations and 

suggestions that will be of interest to housing sponsors as they approach the municipal approval 

process. 

Do Your Homework 

Take the time to find a site in a municipality where local government is supportive of affordable housing 

and then work closely with the land use and social planners on developing a good proposal. Learn from 

others - lack of success; not all municipalities are receptive to non - market housing at the time a 

sponsor is interested in developing or acquiring in an area. The result may not be worth the time and 

effort.  

Choose the proposed site or group home purchase with care and considerable forethought. Even in 

communities where there is political support for non-market housing, don't assume that the proposal 

will be approved. If a rezoning or major variance is required, the project will have to stand on its own 

merits.  
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If possible, for family developments, choose a site that is prezoned as multi-family. Although the price 

may reflect the higher density, the process of rezoning a lower density site to a higher density may be 

lengthy and, ultimately, unsuccessful. If no prezoned site is available, look for a site that is in an area 

undergoing transition, being redeveloped or in a newly developing area.  

For some special needs clients, a sponsor group should consider acquiring an existing building, or units 

in an existing building, instead of purchasing a detached home. Acquisition of an existing permitted use 

does not require a municipal approval process.  

Be well informed on the municipality's expectations. If there are design guidelines in place that apply to 

the proposed site, these should be followed carefully.  

Get to know the planners and engineering staff that will be reviewing your proposal. Continue to 

reinforce the public benefits of non - market housing as well as the need for this type of housing in their 

community.  

Take time to understand the makeup of the advisory groups and decision-making body. Develop a 

presentation that is clear and concise, supported by facts. Don't give council any reason to turn down 

the proposal - anticipate and answer all their questions.  

Communicate and Be Involved 

Communicate your experience as a non - market housing provider. The chances of a successful 

approvals process are generally better if the sponsor group already has a good track record in managing 

nonmarket housing or is one that has been active in many aspects of community life, such as a service 

club, church group or other nonprofit local organization.  

Take time to educate the decision makers about the need for, and public benefits of, non - market 

housing in their communities. Councillors receive all sorts of information and requests - make the effort 

to have your voice heard. This may mean individual phone calls, letters and meetings.  

Request the opportunity to meet with the appropriate municipal committee(s) about housing needs of 

the client group. Volunteer in events that bring your group into contact with councillors.  

Address Conflict 

Developers of non-market housing should avoid an over-concentration of non-market housing in any 

one neighbourhood. While this may occur because land prices are more affordable, it has the long-term 

effect of stigmatizing the area. It may also lead to a backlash from neighbours who feel they have 

already taken their "fair share" and may be more resistant to future proposals.  

Carefully consider the number of units in a multi-family development and try to provide for a mix of 

incomes, if possible. Developments that are sensitive to size and income mix are likely to be the most 

successful in integrating with the community, both from a physical and social standpoint.  

Ensure that your design team carefully considers the physical characteristics of the host neighbourhood. 

Try to integrate rather than compete with the scale, form and materials of existing housing.  

Take time to develop a good consultation process with the community and be prepared to make design 

modifications. Work with - not against - the community. Communicate the proposal in a positive way. 

Get the community behind a proposal. Bring advocates of non-market housing and residents of other 

non - market projects or group homes to the public hearing.  
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Make sure management issues are thought through adequately before the proposal comes forward. 

This is especially true for group home operations, where staffing and support are critical components.  

Sponsors of a family development should meet with administrators at local schools before a 

development is proposed, to ensure that the school anticipates any extra space or other resources 

needed to accommodate new students.  

Keep Up Good Relations 

If there are conflicts with neighbours and the complaints keep coming to councillors, police or bylaw 

inspectors, it may make it more difficult for Council to approve the next proposal. All sponsors need to 

set up a good management program.  

What Local Governments are Doing 

In the 1995 interviews, local government representatives were also asked about actions their 

municipalities had taken to facilitate the development of non-market housing or what they might be 

receptive to doing in the future. The following points summarize their responses. 

Many municipalities have adopted (or are in the process of adopting) policies in their Official Community 

Plans (OCPs) and neighbourhood plans that support a range of housing types and tenures. Many 

communities have pre-designated areas or sites for multi-family housing.  

In larger municipalities, staff have been identified to work on housing, including providing assistance to 

non-market groups, particularly those which are in the start-up phase. Some municipalities have also 

established broadly-based advisory committees to comment on specific developments and planning 

policies that affect the housing market.  

Very few municipalities have adopted prezoning policies for group homes or multi-family sites, or would 

be receptive to prezoning. Even with the opportunity to review proposals through a development 

permit approval process, municipalities are concerned that prezoning sites would amount to a loss of 

control. They are more receptive to comprehensive development zoning for larger redevelopment or 

newly developing sites, which could include a non-market housing use.  

The City of Vancouver has developed a conditional form of approval for group homes which is reviewed 

on an annual basis this type of approach may be considered in other municipalities.  

What More Can Sponsor Groups Do? 

What more can housing providers and advocate groups do to encourage local governments to be 

supportive of non-market housing and receptive to new proposals? Depending on the community 

different strategies, or a combination of strategies, might be considered: 

Volunteer as members of municipal social planning or housing advisory committees.  

Participate in Official Community Plan (OCP) reviews. In 1992, the Municipal Act was amended to 

require OCPs to include policies on rental, affordable and special needs housing.  

Write letters to councillors and staff to encourage the municipality to adopt policies that would make it 

easier to achieve planning approvals: prezoning, making municipally-owned sites available, setting up a 

land bank, using the 1993 (bonus zoning for affordable housing) amendments to the Municipal Act.  
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Organize a tour of local non-market projects for staff, councillors and advisory committees as part of an 

education program to raise awareness of the quality and type of housing and the benefits to residents 

being housed.  

Encourage councillors to discuss housing issues on a regional level. If a regional growth strategy is being 

considered by a regional district, ensure that regional housing issues are on the agenda.  

Keep councillors and planners informed about upcoming housing conferences sponsored by the B.C. 

Housing Ministry, Canada Mortgage and Housing Corporation, British Columbia Non - Profit Housing 

Association and national organizations - encourage them to attend.  

When it comes to a specific proposal, develop a good consultation strategy before the public hearing 

and prepare your presentation effectively, anticipating as many questions as possible that might be 

raised by the public and decision- makers. (Note: another in this series of guides - Gaining and Keeping 

Community Acceptance - provides a number of specific suggestions for use in the consultation, 

approvals and post - occupancy period.)  
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Guide 2: Design Details Count! 

 

In 1995, The Ministry of Housing, Recreation and Consumer Services decided to look at the issue of 

community resistance to non-market housing. This resistance - NIMBY, as it is commonly called - greatly 

slows or prevents the development of needed affordable housing at the same time as it precludes 

neighbourhoods from being inclusive and welcoming to all British Columbians. It was quickly realized 

that there are very few resources for housing sponsors to use to understand and address NIMBY in 

British Columbia.  

As a result, the Minister asked five people, including a municipal councillor, a realtor and three 

representatives of non-profit societies, to form a special task group.  

Working with an independent consultant, the task group was asked to learn from previous experience in 

order to produce practical tools to assist those working to develop or acquire non-market housing. Their 

work has led to the publication of a series of guides. 

This guide turns its attention to physical aspects of a proposed development - neighbourhood context, 

site planning and building design. All three are key to securing municipal approvals and gaining 

neighbours' acceptance. Although the guide encourages housing sponsors and their design professionals 

to use the following material as a checklist, this is not meant to be a complete identification of all items 

to be considered. 

Good Living Environments Make Good Neighbours 

Preparing building or renovation for non-market housing is a large component of a project budget case, 

and professional architects and engineers are involved. In preparing their proposals, design teams are 

challenged to develop plans that will be good living environments for future residents, within the budget 

constraints of funding agencies. 

The designers also have to develop plans that meet the approving municipality's regulations and design 

guidelines. In many communities around the province, multi-family development proposals are 

reviewed by an Advisory Design Panel, as well as by the planning and engineering departments. 

One of the important findings of the task group's investigation was that site planning and building design 

can be critical to securing municipal approvals and gaining neighbours' acceptance of any non-market 

housing proposal. When neighbours are involved in a review of architectural or operational plans, they 

become better informed and may be more receptive to the development or group home. Neighbours' 

input may also be helpful to the designers. 

Contact with the Neighbours 

In some situations, neighbours may not want to be involved in a discussion on design because they are 

fundamentally opposed to the development or group home. In this event, the sponsor group should 

prepare a brief letter to be mailed or dropped off to neighbours which outlines some aspects of the site 

plan and building design - road access, play areas, landscape buffers, resident and visitor parking, 

fencing, exterior materials - that will be of interest to neighbours. If a colour sketch has been prepared, 

it should be included with the letter. Site plans and elevations are generally too difficult to read without 

the interpretative assistance of a designer and are not recommended for mailing. 

Where neighbours are more receptive to an interactive discussion about the site plan and design, one or 

more meetings should be organized to bring the neighbours and the designer together to go over the 

preliminary plans in detail. Sponsor groups who have done this indicate that people are generally 
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reasonable in their comments and make positive suggestions. However, these groups also report that it 

is important to make sure that the neighbours understand there are budget restrictions that may limit 

flexibility. Depending on the circumstances, and particularly where the proposal may be controversial, it 

may be useful to have a third party councillor, planner, community leader - chair these sessions. 

Many housing providers, builders and architects participated in ministry sponsored discussion groups 

during 1995. Some of the discussion covered the question of how successfully non-market projects do - 

or do not physically integrate with their surroundings and whether or not this has contributed to the 

acceptance of non-market housing. From this input and other research, there are a number of site 

planning and architectural details that should be carefully considered by the design team before plans 

are finalized and submitted to the municipal approvals process. 

The following points to consider have been developed as a checklist for use by designers and sponsor 

groups developing housing within existing residential neighbourhoods. These points cluster into three 

areas neighbourhood context, site planning and building design/materials - but apply differently to new 

developments and renovations. 

Building New Developments 

Plans for any new development must take into account both the needs of the future residents and the 

relationship of the development to the surrounding residential neighbourhood. It will be important to 

engage an architect who is experienced in designing non-market housing. These individuals have usually 

been through public hearings and are familiar with the concerns often voiced by neighbours in 

connection with any new multi - family development. 

Neighbourhood Context 

Fitting into the character of the neighbourhood is important. Even though existing homes may be a 

mixture of different styles and ages, there are usually some common architectural or landscaping 

themes to draw on. Building setbacks, height and building character should respect existing adjacent 

development as much as possible. This isn't the time to try out the latest architectural style or 

fashionable colour scheme.  

Wherever possible, new developments should relate to the street. Too often, new developments turn 

their back on the street with high fences or dense landscaping. This can reinforce the differences rather 

than the similarities between the development and the surrounding neighbourhood.  

Designers should consider how the elevations facing the street can incorporate windows and doors that 

complement the existing streetscape. Greater building setbacks should be considered in preference to 

berms, dense landscaping or fences - unless that is in keeping with the existing character of the 

streetscape.  

For vacant sites, significant environmental features should be preserved wherever possible and, where 

practical, incorporated into the design of the development - for example, large trees or rock outcrops. 

Before these features were part of the site, they were part of the neighbourhood.  

In some situations, the vacant site has been used by neighbours as a pedestrian or bicycle short - cut to 

other locations -schools, transit, shopping areas. Loss of the shortcut may seriously inconvenience 

people. If at all possible, the design team should try to incorporate a walk - through. Ideally, this would 

be located at the perimeter of a site and fenced from neighbours. Issues related to maintenance and 

liability, however, would need to be clarified.  
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Site Planning 

Considerable attention needs to be given to both privacy and overlook issues - separation distance 

between buildings, screening of storage areas and patios, appropriate landscaping. Concerns relate both 

to noise transmission (conversations, music, outdoor children's play, cars, garbage pick-up) and to 

overlooking of patio storage (bicycles, toys, miscellaneous items)  

Play areas should be carefully located to make sure there are as few conflicts as possible for adjacent 

neighbours. A central location within a development should be considered.  

Exterior lighting should be selected and installed with care. This is particularly important where 

neighbours' bedrooms are located near internal roads and parking areas of the development.  

Many municipalities require high ratio parking, which leads to a high proportion of the site being paved. 

The resulting parking areas are generally unattractive and should be visually screened with appropriate 

landscaping.  

In higher density neighbourhoods, investigate underground parking as an option. This should allow for a 

greater amount of usable open space.  

Hydro boxes and garbage bins should be also be well landscaped. These items are often forgotten but 

can be an eyesore for both residents and neighbours.  

Special consideration needs to be given to vehicle access and exits. Locating the driveway away from 

neighbours may not be possible in every case, but an effort should be made to find a location which has 

the least impact on neighbours. Garbage trucks and late night traffic are considered particular irritants 

by neighbours.  

Building Design and Materials 

Building materials should be familiar and, as much as possible within the constraints of budget, in 

keeping with the surrounding homes. This also applies to the colours of siding and trim. A conservative 

approach is suggested, particularly in infill developments.  

Elevations which abut neighbouring properties should be given careful consideration. Blank walls are 

unattractive, especially if only one material is used. Consideration should be given to using more than 

one material or colour, adding a gable or using companion landscaping.  

Consideration should also be given to the potential impact of the new building(s) on sunlight access for 

neighbours. For example, will the building overshadow well - established vegetable gardens, patios or 

south-facing windows? The impact on neighbours' existing views should also be taken into account.  

Development signage should include the name of the sponsor and a contact telephone number. These 

two items can be discreetly added to the signage but are essential. Neighbours need to know how to 

contact someone to discuss their concerns. Where signs are not included, another method of informing 

neighbours is required.  

Renovations 

In many cases, renovations of group facilities will involve some changes to the exterior of the home. 

Since the existing neighbours have become accustomed to the appearance of the home and its grounds, 

any significant change will be of interest and possible concern.  
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Additions to the home should be thoughtfully planned along the same principles discussed for new 

developments. Items that should be considered are sunlight access, views, privacy and overlook. 

Elevations that abut neighbours should be attractive and, if appropriate, well landscaped.  

Parking needs special attention. Because group homes often have several staff whose shifts overlap, 

may have their own van or small truck and often have guests, there may be a need for additional parking 

on-site. Spill-over parking onto the residential street can also be a problem. Additional on-site parking, 

however, may mean the loss of outdoor open space, patios or garden plots.  

Depending on the type of group facility, noise can be a problem. Special consideration will also need to 

be given to the location of windows, doors and outdoor sitting areas to avoid problems.  

Design Guidelines 

With each year, more B.C. municipalities have developed guidelines for multi-family residential 

development. Some municipalities have developed quite comprehensive guidelines that apply to multi-

family development in all areas; others have guidelines that relate only to developments in specifically 

designated development permit areas. 

At the time a development is being considered, the sponsor group's designers should ensure that they 

have obtained all necessary material on the municipality's requirements and guidelines. An early 

meeting with the area planner is also advisable to ensure that there is a clear understanding of the 

municipality's expectations about the design of the development or renovation and to clarify which 

municipal staff and advisory bodies will be reviewing the plans. 

Working With Planning and Engineering Staff 

Where a rezoning is required, the proposal will be examined by both planners and engineers. Planners 

are generally concerned about building mass and design, site amenities and impacts on the 

neighbourhood; engineers will be concerned with issues related to sewer/water capacity, traffic access, 

parking and garbage arrangements. Conflicts can occur between planning and engineering objectives 

and sometimes their respective requests are difficult or impossible to satisfy within the project's budget 

or the constraints of the site. Should this happen in your situation, it will be necessary for your project 

manager or architect to take a lead role in addressing these issues and work closely with local officials to 

resolve outstanding technical matters. 
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Guide 3: Gaining and Keeping Community Acceptance 

 

In 1995, the Ministry of Housing, Recreation and Consumer Services decided to look at the issue of 

community resistance to non-market housing. This resistance-NIMBY, as it is commonly called-greatly 

slows or prevents the development of needed affordable housing at the same time as it precludes 

neighbourhoods from being inclusive and welcoming to all British Columbians. It was quickly realized 

that there are very few resources for housing sponsors to use to understand and address NIMBY in 

British Columbia.  

As a result, the Minister asked five people, including a municipal councillor, a realtor and three 

representatives of non-profit societies, to form a special task group. Working with an independent 

consultant, the task group was asked to learn from previous experience in order to produce practical 

tools to assist those working to develop or acquire non - market housing. Their work has led to the 

publication of a series of guides. This guide focuses on ways housing sponsor groups can work with the 

community, local government and nearby neighbours to overcome resistance and, ultimately, develop 

housing that has a lasting benefit to future residents and the community as a whole. Although the guide 

encourages housing sponsors to develop a "good neighbour" strategy based on an open, collaborative 

process, this is not the only approach, nor is it intended as government policy. Each society needs to 

make its own assessment of the approach that is best suited to its needs and resources. 

A companion guide in this series, Sample Materials for Sponsors, contains materials which will also be of 

interest to groups as they put together a "good neighbour" strategy. These include a number of the 

most frequently asked questions regarding a proposed non - market housing project.  

A Collaborative Approach is Favoured 

Developing housing for people with special needs or low incomes can be a complex and challenging 

process. Just putting together a proposal for funding can be a formidable step. And coordinating the 

resources of all approval agencies and funding organizations takes tremendous energy and 

commitment. 

Even the best proposals won't succeed if there is a lack of community support. Experience in British 

Columbia and elsewhere has shown that when a housing sponsor is planning to locate non-market 

housing in a largely owner occupied, lower-density neighbourhood, it is absolutely essential that time 

and resources be dedicated to working with the future neighbours. This applies equally to new family 

projects as well as group homes. While there are no guarantees that an open and collaborative 

approach will result in acceptance every time, it is almost inevitable that, if this isn't done, achieving 

approval and winning community respect will be doubly difficult. 

In order to compile suggestions about positive ways to deal with community resistance, local 

government representatives, housing providers and neighbours of existing non-market housing 

developments were consulted through interviews, small group discussions and a survey. While there 

were divergent views, overall, there was a strong case made for an open and collaborative 

neighbourhood process. 

 

 

  



13 Toward More Inclusive Neighbourhoods 

 

Guide 4: Property Values Unaffected by Non-Market Housing 

 

In 1995, The Ministry of Housing, Recreation and Consumer Services decided to look at the issue of 

community resistance to non - market housing. This resistance -NIMBY, as it is commonly called - greatly 

slows or prevents the development of needed affordable housing at the same time as it precludes 

neighbourhoods from being inclusive and welcoming to all British Columbians. It was quickly realized 

that there are very few resources for housing sponsors to use to understand and address NIMBY in 

British Columbia. 

As a result, the Minister asked five people, including a municipal councillor, a realtor and three 

representatives of non-profit societies, to form a special task group. Working with an independent 

consultant, the task group was asked to learn from previous experience in order to produce practical 

tools to assist those working to develop or acquire non-market housing. Their work has led to the 

publication of a series of guides. 

This guide presents the results of seven property value studies undertaken by professional property 

appraisers as part of the task group's investigation. 

Home ownership is perhaps the most significant investment made by any individual or family. All 

homeowners want to feel that their investment is secure and that, if and when they decide to sell their 

home, its value won't be negatively affected by their neighbours' properties. With high home prices, 

mortgage payments can consume a large proportion of a household's income, particularly in the 

province's fastest growing communities. 

Nearly every rezoning, development permit or variance application evokes the claim that existing 

residents will see their properties devalued if a non-market development is allowed in the 

neighbourhood. Many local government politicians say that this is the most frequent concern at any 

public hearing. Too often, the discussion is based on speculation rather than fact.  

A significant part of the task group's investigation involved looking at issues surrounding property 

values. Part of this work involved studies that examined the impact of five non market family townhouse 

developments and two group homes on the property values of surrounding homes. The five family 

projects had been subject to a contentious rezoning or development permit process; all had been 

criticized during the approvals period as being a negative influence on home prices in the area. One of 

the group homes went through a difficult permit approval process. 

No Evidence of Negative Effects 

In all seven cases, the appraisers found no evidence that the presence of the townhouse development 

or special needs group home negatively affected the sale prices of homes in the impact area. As can be 

seen from the summary of the property value studies, there were markedly similar patterns in each of 

the communities. House prices in the vicinity of the non -market project increased as much - and in 

some cases, more than - nearby areas of similar housing types and ages. There was no evidence of panic 

selling or extra - ordinary length of time on the market between the dates of listing and sale. 

Tables 9 and 10 show the relative and absolute values of all seven projects. In five of the seven projects 

examined, despite a NIMBY factor, the average annual sale price increased more in the impact areas 

than in their control areas. Among the family projects examined, average annual price increases also 

exceeded the overall house price increases for the community as a whole in all but one of the projects. 
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Methodology and Selection of Developments 

The appraiser's work program involved an analysis of the average prices of home sales within a pre-

defined impact area, where value fluctuations, if any, would be expected to appear, in comparison with 

a nearby control area of similar sizes and types of homes.  

The five non - market developments were selected through a review of all projects built under the 

Federal- Provincial Non-Profit Housing program. The criteria for selection were that the developments 

be: 

� located in rapidly growing areas of the province (Lower Mainland, Vancouver Island, Okanagan); 

occupied for at least two years prior to the study;  

� located in an area of primarily single detached homes of similar age, size, amenities and condition;  

� located in an area where there were no other non-market projects or group homes in the impact or 

control areas; and  

� subject to a contentious rezoning or development permit process.  

 

The criteria for selection for the two group home projects were that they be: 

� located in the Lower Mainland and on Vancouver Island;  

� occupied for at least two years prior to the study;  

� located in an area of primarily single detached homes of similar age, size, amenities and condition; 

and  

� located in an area where there were no other non-market projects or group homes in the impact or 

control areas.  

 

A short description of each non-market family development and group home, along with the results of 

the property values analyses, follows. 
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Pacific Court - Nanaimo 

Pacific Court is a 34-unit family townhouse project in the Harewood area of Nanaimo which was first 

occupied in 1991. The project's sponsor is Pacifica Housing.  

The impact area associated with Pacific Court was within the boundaries of Third Street on the north, 

Watfield Avenue on the east, Fourth Street to the south and Wakesiah Avenue to the west. Sixty-eight 

residences are located in this area. The control area is located immediately to the south of the impact 

area and has a similar housing mix, street improvements and amenities. There are 54 residences in the 

control area. Over the period of investigation, 58 sales were recorded - 29 in each of the impact and 

control areas. 

From 1989 to 1993, average house sale prices increased by a total of 95.1 per cent in the impact area, 

and by 88.8 per cent in the control area. 

In addition to analyzing the average sale prices of homes in the impact and control areas, the appraiser 

searched and examined repeat sales in the two areas. When examining repeat sales, the appraiser found 

that there was little variation between the average market time (37 days) and average price increase per 

month (1.8 per cent) in the impact and control areas. Using both methods, the appraiser was able to 

conclude that the non-market housing project did not have a measurable impact on the prices paid for 

nearby single detached residences.  

TABLE 1 
Pacific Court - Property Values Comparisons 

Year Average Sale Price Impact 
Area 

Average Sale Price Control 
Area 
 

1989 $62,000 $59,912 

1990 $69,000 $63,480 

1991 $90,000 $89,750 

1992 $106,956 $89,250 

1993 $120,929 $113,129 

 

Source: 
CitySpaces Consulting Ltd., derived from Non-Market Housing, Nanaimo, B.C. 

R.E. Burnett Appraisals Ltd. August 1995.  
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Johnston Court - Surrey 

Johnston Court is located in the Guildford area of Surrey at the western edge of a subdivision of single 

detached homes developed in the mid 1980s. Two market townhouse complexes are located to the 

north of Johnston Court. 

For the purposes of this study, the impact area was limited to the 67 properties to the east of the 

project. The area selected as the control area is a 69-lot section of the neighbourhood two blocks west 

of the impact area. This area was chosen due to the constancy of prevailing conditions, including lot 

sizes, amenities and dwelling types and sizes. 

There were 22 transactions in the impact area and 28 sales in the control area during the study period. 

Average sale price increases in the impact area were lower (+ 18.2 percent) than in the control area 

(+37.4 per cent) over the study period. This is primarily due to the fact that average house sale prices 

were relatively high in the impact area in 1991 since there was only a small number of sales, all of 

relatively higher-priced homes. When 1991 is eliminated, the average increase in the impact area was 

18.1 per cent, while the control area was 17 per cent. The Surrey average overall during the same period 

was 13.3 per cent, which was surpassed by both the impact and control areas. 

The appraiser concluded that average sale prices tended to increase at relatively the same rates in both 

the impact and control neighbourhoods during the study period. No significant effect was found on sale 

prices in the impact area due to the introduction of Johnston Court in 1993. 

TABLE 2 
Johnston Court -Property Values Comparisons 

Year Average Sale Price Impact 
Area 

Average Sale Price Control 
Area 
 

1991 $196,000 $169,750 

1992 $196,250 $199,317 

1993 $219,200 $212,544 

1994 $231,750 $233,167 

 
Source: 

CitySpaces Consulting Ltd. derived from Social Housing Market Impact Study. Collingwood & Associates.  
August, 1995. 
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Margaret Heights - City of North Vancouver 

Margaret Heights is located in a neighbourhood that has generally developed as a mix of newer and 

older strata titled townhouses, mixed age detached dwellings and semi-detached duplexes. The project, 

managed by Entre Nous Femmes, was developed in 1991. 

The impact area was limited to the closest 57 single family dwellings, including the 26 semi-detached 

duplexes directly opposite the project on Rufus Drive and the 31 detached homes to the south and east 

of the subject site. The area selected as the control area is a 64-lot section of the neighbourhood one 

block to the north. This area was chosen due to its similarities with the impact area in terms of lot sizes, 

amenities and mix in housing stock, including similarly sized family homes. 

Twenty-one sales took place in the impact area over the study period, with 22 sales in the control area. 

The overall increase in the study period was 29.2 per cent in the impact area, which closely parallels the 

29.5 per cent increase for North Vancouver overall. Average sale prices in the control area did not 

increase over the period. 

Several semi-detached properties on Rufus Drive sold after Margaret Heights was occupied. Prices did 

not seem to be negatively affected by the presence of the non-market project, as price increases were in 

excess of the North Vancouver market averages for the same period. 

The appraiser concluded that average sale prices tended to increase at relatively the same rates in both 

the impact and control neighbourhoods, as well as in the overall North Vancouver area, during the study 

period. No significant effect was found on sale prices in the impact area due to the introduction of 

Margaret Heights in 1991. 

TABLE 3 
Margaret Heights -Property Values Comparisons 

Year Average Sale Price Impact 
Area 

Average Sale Price Control 
Area 
 

1990 $216,700 $305,600  

1991 $226,100 $226,625 

1992 $273,700 $296,500 

1993 $279,900 $300,286 

 
Source: 

CitySpaces Consulting Ltd. derived from Social Housing Market Impact Study. Collingwood & Associates. August, 
1995  
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Columbus Place - Kelowna 

Columbus Place is a 46-unit townhouse project located in the Springfield area of Kelowna. The project, 

first occupied in 1990, is managed by Columbian Centennial Housing Society. The project is a mix of 40 

family townhouses and a six-plex for physically disabled people. Homes in the neighbourhood average 

1,000 - 1,200 sq.ft. and were developed in the 1970s and 1980s. 

This study examines sales data within the three block impact area close to Columbus Place (61 

properties) in comparison with sales in a control area of similar housing types and amenities (62 

properties). The analysis indicates that average sales prices increased throughout the study period by a 

total of 71.5 per cent in the impact area. This compares with a total increase of 44.6 per cent in the 

control area. 

In addition to comparative property value trends, the study also examined market exposure and 

price/list ratios in both the impact and control areas. The results indicate a very similar pattern in 

exposure time (impact = .80 months; control = 1.06 months) and a narrow range of price to list ratio 

(impact = .977; control = .962). There was no evidence of "panic" selling or concessions in prices paid 

within the impact area. 

The appraiser concluded that, based on the statistical evidence examined on a month by month basis, 

the value of residential single family properties located in close proximity to non-market housing 

appreciated at more or less the same rate as the value of residential single family properties within the 

control area during the study period. 

TABLE 4 
Columbus Place - Property Values Comparisons 

Year Average Sale Price Impact 
Area 

Average Sale Price Control 
Area 

1988 $96,940 $98,625  

1989 $96,500 $91,300 

1990 $135,000 $107,200 

1991 $130,300 $117,900 

1992 $166,200 $142,600 

 
Source: 

CitySpaces Consulting Ltd. derived from Market Study: Single Family Residential Property Values, Simpson/Wenric 
Court Neighbourhood, Kelowna, British Columbia, Kent-MacPherson Appraisals. July, 1995.  
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The Hamlet - Victoria 

The Hamlet is a 10-unit townhome project developed and managed by the Capital Region Housing 

Corporation. The infill site, previously owned by the City of Victoria, had been vacant before being 

developed as a non-market housing project in 1990. 

In this study, the appraiser compared sales of properties in the immediate vicinity of The Hamlet with 

sales in the balance of the neighbourhood. A one-block radius of the subject project was considered to 

be the impact area, where value fluctuations, if any, would be expected to appear. There are 52 homes 

within this area. The appraiser then selected a control area surrounding the impact area which does not 

contain any other non-market project. In total, approximately 333 single homes are located in the 

control area. During the period of investigation, the average and median selling prices each year in the 

impact area were compared to the average and median selling prices in the control area. 

From 1988 to 1992, average house sale prices increased by a total of 127.9 per cent in the impact area 

and by 111.5 per cent in the control area. The appraiser concluded that the research indicates that there 

was no negative impact on neighbourhood property values resulting from the development of The 

Hamlet. 

TABLE 5 
The Hamlet - Property Values Comparisons 

Year Average Sale Price Impact 
Area 

Average Sale Price Control 
Area 
 

1988 $78,560 $84,144  

1989 $98,386 $102,412 

1990 $130,229 $126,633 

1991 $147,580 $143,189 

1992 $179,038 $177,922 

 
Source: 

CitySpaces Consulting Ltd. derived from Property Values Impact Study, Family Townhouse Project,2620 
Shakespeare Street, Victoria, B. C. 

D.R. Coell & Associates Inc. July, 1995. 
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Champlain House - Vancouver 

Champlain House is located in the Killarney area of East Vancouver. The area was originally developed in 

the 1950s, primarily with 900 -1,200 sq.ft. bungalow homes. The lot sizes are larger than those in many 

East Vancouver neighbourhoods. Consequently, even though the existing dwellings have considerable 

remaining physical life, the trend is towards redevelopment of these properties with high quality new 

homes built to the maximum square footage allowable. 

For this study, the impact area was identified as the closest 44 properties to Champlain House. The area 

selected as the control area contains 44 properties immediately east of the impact area. Both areas have 

similar lot sizes, amenities, and ages and sizes of dwellings. (Note: The new home sales were deleted 

from the samples, as they would distort the averages.) 

During the study period of 1988 to 1992, average house sale prices increased by a total of 46 per cent in 

the impact area and by 50.3 per cent in the control area. By comparison, average house sale prices 

increased in East Vancouver for single family properties by 46 per cent during this period. The appraiser 

also examined three sales of properties immediately adjacent to the group home. 

The appraiser concluded that average sale prices and average price per square foot values tended to 

increase at relatively the same rates in both the impact and control neighbourhoods during the study 

period. No significant effect was found on sale prices in the impact area due to the introduction of the 

group home in 1992. 

TABLE 6 
Champlain House - Property Values Comparisons 

Year Average Sale Price Impact 
Area 

Average Sale Price Control 
Area 
 

1991 $274,400 $293,187  

1992 $307,750 $350,000 

1993 $372,256 $389,714 

1994 $400,000 $440,600 

 
 

TABLE 7 
Champlain House - Square Foot Comparisons 

Year Average Sale Price 
Impact Area 

Average Sale Price  
Control Area 

 

1991 $46 $47 

1992 $53 $59 

1993 $63 $66 

1994 $67 $73 

 
Source Tables 6 and 7: 

CitySpaces Consulting Ltd. derived from Social Housing Market Impact Study. Collingwood & Associates.  
August, 1995. 
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Group Home - Esquimalt 

This project is a group home for the mentally handicapped, located in an established neighbourhood of 

single detached homes in the Gorge neighbourhood of Esquimalt, a municipality located in Greater 

Victoria. The eastern portion of the area was developed in the 1940s and 1950s, while most of the 

balance of the neighbourhood was developed through in-fill subdivision in the 1970s and 1980s.The 

group home was constructed and first occupied in 1990 and has operated continuously since that time. 

In this study, the appraiser compared sales of properties in the immediate vicinity of the group home 

with sales in the balance of the neighbourhood. A one-block radius of the subject project was 

considered to be the impact area, where value fluctuations, if any, would be expected to appear. There 

are 43 homes within this area (duplexes and waterfront properties were excluded from the analysis). 

The appraiser then selected a control area adjacent to the impact area which does not contain any other 

group home. In total, approximately 150 single homes are contained in the control area. During the 

period of investigation, the average and median selling prices each year in the impact area were 

compared to the average and median selling prices in the control area. 

From 1988 to 1992, average house sale prices increased by a total of 104.3 per cent in the impact area 

and 75.5 per cent in the control area. The appraiser concluded that the research indicates that there 

was no negative impact on neighbourhood property values resulting from the development of a group 

home. 

TABLE 8 
Esquimalt Group Home - Property Values Comparisons 

Year Average Sale Price Impact 
Area 

Average Sale Price Control 
Area 
 

1988 $101,833 $118,911  

1989 $127,975 $131,500 

1990 $160,000 $142,283 

1991 $193,800 $169,707 

1992 $208,003 $208,656 

 
Source: 

CitySpaces Consulting Ltd. derived from Property Values Impact Study, Group Home for the Mentally Handicapped, 
Esquimalt, B.C D.R. Coell & Associates Inc. July 1995. 
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Increasing Values in All Communities 

The two following tables present comparative information for the five developments and two group 

homes that were examined by the appraisers. 

The first table shows the average annual price change (per cent) over the two years prior to and two 

years following occupancy. For five of the seven developments, the annual average increase actually 

exceeded the annual average increase in the control area. Among the family projects, average annual 

price increases also exceeded the price increases for the community as a whole in all but one of the 

projects studied. 

The second table presents actual dollar values, showing the average price in the impact and control 

neighbourhoods during the year each of the developments was occupied and two years after 

occupancy. In every case, there was a substantial increase in the sale price of homes in the impact area 

between the time the developments and group homes were occupied and two years later. 

From the market studies under taken by four appraisal firms in seven communities, the results 

demonstrate that non-market projects have not had a negative impact on the sale prices of nearby 

homes; in all cases, average sales prices have increased substantially since the non-market homes were 

introduced. 

TABLE 9 
Summary Table 

Average Annual Sales Price Changes - Single Family Homes 
Type of Housing 

Project 
Year 

Occupied 
Community Area Average Annual Price 

Change 

Family  
Pacific Court 

1991 Nanaimo Impact Area +18.4% 

Control Area +17.5% 

Nanaimo Overall +15.8% 

Family  
Johnson Court 

1993 Surrey Impact Area +5.8% 

Control Area +11.2% 

Surrey Overall +10.5% 

Family  
Margaret Heights 

1991 North 
Vancouver 

Impact Area +9.2% 

Control Area +2.1% 

North Vancouver 
Overall 

+5.3% 

Family  
Columbus Place 

1990 Kelowna Impact Area +15.9% 

Control Area +10.2% 

Kelowna Overall +11.6% 

Family  
The Hamlet 

1990 Victoria Impact Area +23.1% 

Control Area +20.5% 

Victoria Overall +13.3% 

Elderly  
Mentally Ill 

1992 East Vancouner Impact Area +13.6% 

Control Area +14.6% 

Adult Mentally  
Handicapped 

1990 Esquimalt Impact Area +19.8% 

Control Area +15.3% 

 
Note: Sales were examined two years prior to occupancy and two years following occupancy. Average annual price 
change relates to this period. 
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Note: The average annual percent increases were derived by calculating the year-to-year increase, adding these, 

then dividing by the total number of years. An alternative method, calculating the per cent increase between the 
first and last years, results in slightly higher figures. 
 
 

TABLE 10 
Summary Table 

Average Sale Prices - Single Family Homes 
Type of Housing Project Community Area Year of 

Occupancy 
2nd Year After 
Occupancy 

Family  
Pacific Court 

Nanaimo Impact Area  
Control Area 
Nanaimo Overall 

$90,000 $120,929 

$89,750 $113,129 

$109,839 $152,023 

Family  
Johnson Court 

Surrey Impact Area  
Control Area 
Surrey Overall 

$196,250 $231,750 

$199,317 $233,167 

$207,114 $242,991 

Family  
Margaret Heights 

North Vancouver Impact Area  
Control Area 
North Vancouver Overall 

$226,100 $279,900 

$226,625 $300,286 

$260,050 $332,113 

Family  
Columbus Place 

Kelowna Impact Area  
Control Area 
Kelowna Overall 

$135,000 $166,200 

$107,200 $142,600 

$124,428 $159,009 

Family  
The Hamlet 

Victoria Impact Area  
Control Area 
Victoria Overall 

$130,229 $179,038 

$126,633 $177,922 

$160,743 $194,666 

Elderly  
Mentally Ill 

East Vancouver Impact Area  
Control Area 

$307,750 $400,000 

$350,000 $440,600 

Adult Mentally  
Handicapped 

Esquimalt Impact Area  
Control Area 

$160,000 $208,003 

$142,283 $280,656 

 
Note: Sales were examined two years prior to occupancy and two years following occupancy. 
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Guide 5: Sample Materials for Sponsors 

 

In 1995, The Ministry of Housing, Recreation and Consumer Services decided to look at the issue of 

community resistance to non-market housing. This resistance -NIMBY, as it is commonly called - greatly 

slows or prevents the development of needed affordable housing at the same time as it precludes 

neighbourhoods from being inclusive and welcoming to all British Columbians. It was quickly realized 

that there are very few resources for housing sponsors to use to understand and address NIMBY in 

British Columbia.  

 

As a result, the Minister asked five people, including a municipal councillor, a realtor and three 

representatives of non - profit societies, to form a special task group. Working with an independent 

consultant, the task group was asked to learn from previous experience in order to produce practical 

tools to assist those working to develop or acquire non-market housing. Their work has led to the 

publication of a series of guides. 

This guide contains several checklists and an introductory letter for use by housing sponsors as they 

prepare to develop or acquire non market housing proposals. The materials are intended to encourage 

housing groups to think about the type of materials that may be needed during the pre - development 

stage. They are not meant to be a complete checklist. Included in this guide are: 

� A sample letter introducing the proposed project to neighbours;  

� A number of the most frequently asked questions regarding a proposed non-market housing 

project;  

� A checklist of items to be included in a media release;  

� checklist of items to be included in a media advisory; and  

� A checklist of items/materials associated with an open house.  

 

Sample Letter - On Sponsor Society Letterhead 

 

Sponsor groups are advised to take the opportunity at the beginning of a project to introduce 

themselves to their future neighbours. This sample letter can be customized to meet your own needs. 

 

((Date)) 

((Personalized addressee, if possible)) 

X 

X 

X 

Dear ((name if known, or a neighbourhood name)) (resident), 

We are writing to you today as a ((potential)) new neighbour. The ((society)) is in the process of 

purchasing ((describe land or home to be acquired)) to be used for ((purpose)). We are excited 

about this opportunity to provide much-needed housing and would like to invite you and your 

neighbours to work with us in finalizing our plans. We are confident that the proposed ((project/ 

home)) will be attractive and will fit well into the neighbourhood, and that its residents will 

make a positive contribution to your community. 

Our intention is to apply for a ((rezoning/ development permit/ variance)) in accordance with 

the requirements of the ((City/ Town / District of ABC)) within the next ((xx months)). Before we 

develop our plans any further, we would like to invite you to an informal meeting to talk about 
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the proposal and to look at some preliminary plans. Members of the society, our architect ((and 

other relevant groups /agencies)) will be on hand. 

We hope you will be able to attend one of the two scheduled meetings: 

 date date time time  

location location  

[Choose and modify A or B] 

A - The ((society)) is well known in the ((city name)) area. We currently manage a (( number)) 

homes in a number) projects. Some of these may be familiar to you. We recently completed 

housing developments at address / name)) and (address / name)).[If applicable] The society is 

associated with (organization)) [e.g. service club, church, advocacy group], an organization that 

is involved in several community activities. A short description of the society is enclosed. 

B - The ((society)) has recently been formed to facilitate the ((development acquisition)) of 

appropriate and affordable housing for (( client group)).We are a group of local residents and 

business people who are concerned about the lack of suitable housing in our community. A 

short description of the society is enclosed. 

We look forward to meeting with you on ((date)) or ((date)). In the meantime, if you have any 

questions, or if you are unable to attend either of the meetings, please don't hesitate to call 

either myself at ((phone)) or ((person)) at ((phone)). 

Sincerely, 

((name)) 

Board President  

Note 1: A one-page description (or brochure if available) about the society should be enclosed with this 

letter. It should cover the following: aims and goals of the society; length of time in community; other 

projects/homes and their addresses/photos; other activities society may be involved with; and contact 

name(s) and addresses. 

Note 2: Ideally, this letter will be personally delivered by a representative of the society who, if given the 

opportunity, would engage in a short conversation with the recipient about the upcoming meeting. If no 

one is home, a brief note on the envelope -"sorry to miss you - would be appropriate. Areas with gated 

communities or limited access apartment buildings are more challenging. Contact with the resident 

manager may be needed to determine the best way to advise neighbours. 

Frequently Asked Questions 

Sponsor groups need to take time to anticipate the type and range of questions that may be asked by 

neighbours and local government councillors throughout the approvals process, and prepare a 

thoughtful and complete response. In some cases, this may require research into unfamiliar topics and 

setting up meetings with school administrators or traffic engineers. Ensure that sufficient time and 

resources are available to check out these details. They are important to the neighbours. 

Although the exact questions will vary depending on the type of facility being planned as well as the 

local circumstances, most questions fall into one of six groups - the future residents, the municipal 
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approval, impacts on the neighbourhood, details related to physical design, the developer and 

operational concerns. 

Note: A recent government survey found that property values were not negatively affected by non-

market housing. For more details, review the guide "Property Values Unaffected by Non-Market 

Housing." 

The Future Residents 

� Who will live there?  

� How many adults and children will there be?  

� Will there be any single parents?  

� How old will the children be?  

� Will there be part-time or full-time staffing?  

� How will the residents be selected?  

� Will residents be disruptive?  

� Will the residents come from our community?  

� What procedures exist to deal with residents whose behaviour might disturb the neighbours?  

� Can residents be evicted? If so, how will this happen?  

� Will services be close enough for people who need them - transit, shopping, child care, medical 

facilities? If not, isn't this a poor location?  

� Will there be adequate support for special needs residents to live in a community setting?  

 

The Municipal Approval Process 

 

� What types of municipal approvals are required?  

� What can be built under the existing zoning? Wouldn't these uses be better or result in more 

attractive, appropriate buildings?  

� What opportunities will there be for neighbours to identify any issues and concerns about the 

project?  

� Will there be a public hearing? When? How will the neighbours be notified about the public 

hearing?  

� Who from the municipality will be reviewing this proposal? How do we contact them?  

� This area is already zoned for single family housing. Why should a rezoning be considered?  

 

Impacts on Neighbourbood 

 

� How will the local schools be affected? Space? Class size? Computers? Gymnasium? Learning 

assistance?  

� How will parks and recreation centres be affected?  

� How will property services such as sewer and water be affected?  

� How much traffic will be generated? What impact will it have on neighbourhood roads?  

� How will property values or the time it takes to sell property be affected? How can you be sure 

there won't be a problem when we decide to sell our home?  

� Will there be any increased police presence in the neighbourhood?  

� Could there be an increase in crime in the neighbourhood? How can you be sure there won't 

be?  

� Neighbours now use the vacant property as a shortcut - will this be continued?  

� This vacant property has always been used as a park - will there be any compensation for losing 

it?  
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� Will the development make any positive contribution to the neighbourhood?  

 

Details of Physical Design 

� New projects - What will it look like? What colours and materials are being suggested? How will 

this fit in with nearby properties?  

� Renovations - What exactly will be changed? Is it compatible with the existing look of the 

house?  

� How many homes will there be? What is the density in comparison with the adjacent area? Is 

this higher/lower than the proposed development?  

� Will there be garages, carports? If not, how will parking be handled? How many resident stalls 

are being provided? Visitors parking?  

� Does the parking provided meet the municipality's requirements? Is there a guarantee that all 

required parking will be on the site?  

� Where are the accesses/exits from the project? How will they affect the neighbouring 

properties?  

� What will the exterior lighting be like? Will it shine on neighbours' property?  

� What will the landscaping be like? Will there be enough separation between neighbours? What 

will the fences look like?  

� Will there be a children's play area? Where will it be in relation to nearby neighbours? Will the 

play area be adequate for all children living in the development?  

� What other outdoor or recreation space is planned?  

 

Developer and Development 

� Who is building the development? What is the relationship of the society to the builder?  

� What other projects/homes has the society been involved with?  

� What guarantees are there that the sponsor will carry through on promises made? Can the 

project be sold to another group?  

� Who is funding this project/home? How much subsidy will be going into the project?  

� Why doesn't the developer/sponsor look for another parcel of land that is already zoned? Did 

the developer consider other properties? Why was this one chosen instead of the others?  

� Who is the architect? Have they worked on these types of projects before? What other 

professionals will be involved?  

� Who is the primary contact for this project and how can they be reached? Will the same person 

be available after the project/home is occupied?  

� How will the neighbours' development and design concerns be addressed?  

 

Operational Concerns 

� How will the group home be monitored?  

� How will neighbours' concerns be addressed after the development is built or the group home is 

occupied?  

� Who will be the contact person for neighbours' concerns?  

 

Media Release - Checklist 

A media release can be a useful, practical tool for sponsor groups to communicate with the print and 

broadcast media and, in turn, with their audiences. Depending on the circumstances, a media release 

may be used to convey information about a proposed development, respond to comments made by 

others during the approvals process, or announce an upcoming event such as a project opening. 
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Some points to consider: 

 

Media releases are short and crisply written, in the range of 300 - 500 words. 

 

Releases should be produced on the society's letterhead. It should state that 

it is a media release, usually in larger or bolded text. Use standard letter-size 

paper. Double-spaced typing makes the text easier to read. Try to keep the 

release to one page. Complete it with "end of text" or the conventional "- 30-

" of the media. 

 

Circulate to all print and broadcast media outlets in your community, ideally 

by fax. Find out the names of the journalists who will possibly cover the 

story. In some media outlets, there may be an individual assigned to the 

general subject of housing and urban development. Direct the release to this 

individual. 

 

Make sure the news release answers the key questions such as Who, What, 

When, Where, Why and How Much. 

 

Be absolutely clear why you are putting out a media release and what you 

are trying to accomplish. The release should be "newsworthy" or it is unlikely 

to be of interest to journalists. Not all news is controversial or "front page" 

material, however, but don't be reluctant about announcing special funding, 

the first residents' move-in, or an upcoming neighbourhood "open house." 

It's still newsworthy, especially for newspapers and radio stations that take a 

special interest in community news and events. 

 

Three components that must be in every media release include a release 

date, place of origin and contact person(s) for further information. Include a 

phone and fax number for the contact person(s). 

 

Introduce the media release with a headline - make this the first and central 

point of your release. Keep the key points to three or four. Pepper the 

release with facts and figures, as appropriate to the story. 

 

Use quotes which emphasize the point(s) you are making in the text. A board 

member would be a good person to use for a quote. Spokespersons from 

advocate or support groups are also possible candidates for quotes. 

 

Reinforce the message that you are a community - based sponsor group 

building or acquiring housing to meet specific needs within your community. 

Briefly mention the community benefits that will be realized. 

 

For releases where the sponsor group is responding to others' opinions or to 

misinformation that is circulating in the community, there is no advantage to 

initiating a war of words through the media. Stick to presenting your position 

and project in a positive manner. Correct misinformation with facts.  
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Do not try to include too much background detail - stick to the key points. If 

there is additional context information that you feel is important, attach this 

as a separate "backgrounder." The backgrounder is the place to include 

details about the physical design of the project, funding arrangements and, if 

possible, an architectural illustration. 

 

Consider making follow-up telephone calls to individuals in the media to 

reinforce the messages in your news release. It's surprising how often faxes 

don't reach the intended person or get pushed aside if other stories are 

more newsworthy at the time. 

 

Don't expect the print and broadcast media to use the complete text of your 

release. Often, the news release will be used as a starting point for 

journalists, who will cover the story differently or, perhaps, use your material 

as part of a larger story. 

 

Copies of the media release should be circulated to your board, your project 

team and, as appropriate, to funding agencies and municipal staff and 

councillors. This helps keep them informed about the project. 

Media Advisory - Checklist 

In situations where a sponsor group is planning an event information meeting, neighbourhood open 

house, official opening - a media advisory (sometimes called a public service announcement) is very 

useful. The purpose of the advisory is to flag the attention of news outlets so they will do one or both of 

the following: send a news reporter or crew to cover the event and put a notice in their publication or 

broadcast in advance of the event. This "public service advertising" can be a great way to get your 

announcement out to a wide audience. 

Some points to consider: 

 

Media advisories are very short, usually between 50 and 100 words. 

 

An advisory should be produced on the society's letterhead and should state 

boldly that it is a media advisory - use larger text or upper case letters. Use 

standard letter-size paper. Double-spaced typing makes the text easier to 

read. 

 

Circulate to all print and broadcast media outlets in your community, ideally 

by fax. 

 

The components that must be in every media advisory include when and 

where the event is being held, the main reason and basic format (i.e. 

ceremony to mark the official opening) and who to contact for more 

information. Additional information related to the event, such as parking 

availability, bus routes or access for the disabled, is also helpful. 

 

Do not try to include too much detail - stick to the essentials. 
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Don't expect the media to use the complete text of the advisory. It is likely to 

be edited. Check the publication to see whether the information is correct. 

 

Copies of the media advisory should be circulated to your board, your 

project team and, as appropriate, to funding agencies and municipal staff 

and councillors. 

Open House - Checklist 

Open houses are the best way for your future neighbours to learn about your society and the proposed 

housing development or group home. It's also a good opportunity for your group and project team to 

hear first-hand about neighbours' concerns or suggestions. 

Sometimes, there is very little opposition to a proposed development and an open house may be a 

friendly and informal way to exchange information. In other situations, an open house may be an 

opportunity for neighbours to rally against the proposal and express their concerns, fears or opposition. 

In both situations, it is essential that the sponsor group - and their project/design team - are well 

prepared for the event. 

A companion guide in this series - Gaining and Keeping Community Acceptance - includes a more 

detailed discussion of the purpose and format of the open house. The following is intended as a 

checklist for sponsors. 

One month prior to the open house 

 

Confirm purpose and objectives of open house. 

 

Decide on a date(s). Avoid obvious conflicts with holidays, major community 

events. Ensure sponsor representatives and project team will be available for 

this date(s). In some situations, you may want to ensure that funding 

agencies and municipal officials are available.  

 

Anticipate number of people to be invited, or who are likely to attend. Book 

an appropriate location. Consider schools, libraries, community centres and 

church halls. 

 

Book space for advertising (if appropriate to the size/nature of the project) in 

community newspaper(s). 

 

Arrange any special equipment such as slide projector, easels, flipcharts. 

 

Issue a media advisory. 
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Two weeks prior to the open house 

 

Circulate letter/notice to neighbours providing details make the notice easy 

to read, friendly and clear. Ensure there is a contact name and phone 

number. 

 

Place advertising (if appropriate) in community newspaper(s). Run the 

advertising one week and two weeks in advance. 

 

Make phone calls to key individuals, community groups, municipal officials 

One week prior to the open house 

 

Issue a media advisory. 

 

Prepare meeting signage, finalize presentation materials, prepare feed-back 

forms, name tags and hand-outs. Presentation materials may include 

architectural materials, information about sponsor group, future residents. 

Hand-outs may or may not be appropriate at this time. If hand-outs are used, 

date all material. 

 

Hold a preparatory meeting with all sponsor representatives and project 

team members who will be attending. Discuss roles, potential questions, 

outcomes. Anticipate the most difficult questions that may be asked. 

Undertake additional research, if necessary. 

 

Make sure one or more members of the team are identified as official hosts. 

' These individuals don't usually engage in detailed discussion but greet 

people and direct them to the appropriate person on the project team. 

Day of open house 

 

Organize materials to be taken to the open house. This should include 

markers, tape, pencils and extra paper as well as presentation materials. 

 

Call members of your project team who will be at the open house to discuss 

last-minute matters. 

 

Arrive at the location at least an hour in advance to set up, more if there are 

many presentation materials. Bring along enough people to ensure that set 

up is complete at least half an hour before the event is scheduled. 

 

Set up a welcoming area. Ensure feedback forms are visible. Provide a box 

for people to drop- off their completed forms. 

 

Ensure refreshments (if being served) are ready; coat racks are available. 
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Day following the open house 

 

Issue a media release, if appropriate. 

 

Begin to record and analyze feedback. 

 

Be ready to respond to any public or media inquiries. 

Week following open house 

 

Hold a meeting with project team to discuss the open house and to 

determine what follow-up will be taken and by whom. 
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Guide 6: Check Out These Resources! 

 

In 1995, The Ministry of Housing, Recreation and Consumer Services decided to look at the issue of 

community resistance to non-market housing. This resistance - NIMBY, as it is commonly called - greatly 

slows or prevents the development of needed affordable housing at the same time as it precludes 

neighbourhoods from being inclusive and welcoming to all British Columbians. It was quickly realized 

that there are very few resources for housing sponsors to use to understand and address NIMBY in 

British Columbia. 

As a result, the Minister asked five people, including a municipal councillor, a realtor and three 

representatives of non-profit societies, to form a special task group. Working with an independent 

consultant, the task group was asked to learn from previous experience in order to produce practical 

tools to assist those working to develop or acquire non - market housing. Their work has led to the 

publication of a series of guides. 

Developing or acquiring non-market housing can be a long and challenging process. The Housing 

Ministry has frequently been asked what resources are available that might help sponsor groups 

prepare effective housing proposals for presentation to neighbours, local government staff and 

municipal councils. Newly formed non-profit groups and organizations in smaller and rural communities 

have less experience and are especially interested in learning about studies undertaken elsewhere. 

Since the B.C. Non-Profit Housing Association (BCNPHA) was formed in 1993, there has been more 

support for groups that manage non-market housing throughout the province. Satellite workshops, an 

annual conference and a bi-monthly newsletter have resulted in much improved sharing of information. 

BCNPHA can be reached by mail at: 

BC Non-Profit Housing Association 

Suite 303, 3680 E. Hastings Street 

Vancouver B.C. V5K 2A9 

Tel: (604) 291-2600 

Toll free within B.C.: 1-800-494-8859 

http://www.bcnpha.ca/ 

Email: admin@bcnpha.ca 

As part of the Housing Ministry's examination of NIMBY as it relates to non-market housing in low 

density neighbourhoods, an extensive review of resource materials was undertaken. The resulting 

bibliography includes 62 references to reports, journal articles, pamphlets and videos drawn from 

Canada, the United States and Britain. The bibliography is reproduced in this guide. Also included in this 

guide are annotated descriptions of 22 publications or videos. These annotations cover the objectives of 

the publication or video production, the methodology used, key findings and conclusions, and 

applicability to British Columbians. They are separated into print and video materials and presented 

alphabetically by author. 

The materials cited and described in this guide can be found through the Housing Ministry, public 

libraries, and university resource centres.  
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“Not in My Back Yard" - Removing Barriers to Affordable Housing 

Author Advisory Commission on Regulatory Barriers to Affordable Housing Chairman, 
Thomas H. Kean 

Year of 
Publication 

1991 

Subject Area Regulatory barriers to affordable housing 

Geographic 
Area 

United States 

Format Report - 9 chapters plus appendices 

Funding 
Agency/Source 

United States Department of Housing and Urban Development 

Primary 
Objectives 

The 22 member Commission was established by the Secretary of Housing and Urban 
Development to catalogue government barriers to affordable housing, identify the 
sources of those barriers and propose changes to lower the barriers. The impetus for 
the establishment of the Commission was the acknowledgment that the regulatory 
environment had become a significant deterrent to affordable housing during the 

1980s, with an increasing number of complex regulatory barriers being established at 
federal, state and local levels. The Commission's end goal was to find ways to reduce 
the cost of rental and ownership housing, thereby allowing more Americans to rent or 
purchase affordable housing. 

Methodology  The year-long review included an examination of Federal housing and environmental 

regulations and State and local regulations regarding growth controls, zoning, 
approvals processes and building codes. A special team within the Department of 
Housing and Urban Development was established to support the work of the 
Commission.  
 
The Commission's work involved a call for submissions, meetings in several cities, 
review of relevant research and extensive discussions with federal, state and local 

officials. 

Key Findings, 
Conclusions  

The Commission concluded that the basic problem is the same in growing suburban 
areas and older central cities: because of excessive and unnecessary government 
regulation, housing costs are too often higher than they should and could be. 

However, the Commission also observed that there are significant differences 
between the specific regulations in suburban and central city locations.  
In the suburbs, the Commission found that exclusionary zoning, reflecting a 
pervasive NIMBY syndrome, was one of the most significant barriers. In the central 
city, there were fewer regulatory problems arising from NIMBYism and more from 
outdated building codes and lending practices of financial institutions. 
The authors discuss three root causes for excessive regulatory reform: conflict 

among competing public policy objectives, fragmented structure of government land 
use and development regulation, the NIMBY sentiment at the individual, 
neighbourhood and community levels. 
 
The authors identify the NIMBY syndrome as "often widespread, deeply ingrained, 
easily translatable into political actions, and intentionally exclusionary and growth 

inhibiting." The report contains a thorough discussion of the impact of NIMBYism on 
affordability, the personal basis of NIMBYism and its influence on local government 
policy and decision-making. 
 
The Commission identifies all three levels of government as having a role to play in 
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tackling these root causes. Thirty-one recommendations are presented under three 
main headings: 

 • The Federal Role: Stimulating Regulatory Reform  

• Increasing State Responsibility and Leadership  

• Working Together 

 Although the federal role is considered to be important, the Commission clearly 
points to the state as being the level of government that can best accomplish 

regulatory reform - for both constitutional and practical reasons. A number of 
recommendations relate to overcoming NIMBYism: 

 • providing model codes, standards and technical assistance to local governments;  

• requiring local governments to prepare housing policy statements, subject to 
state review;  

• providing state authority to override local barriers to affordable housing projects; 

• providing state-established housing targets and fair-share mechanisms;  

• encouraging/sponsoring conflict resolution;  

• setting time limits on development approvals, reviews; and  

• requiring local governments to include secondary suites, duplexes and triplexes 
as a right. 

 The authors also identify the importance of policy makers, communities and private 
interests working together to educate the public, build coalitions and convince elected 
officials to dismantle regulatory barriers. Recommendations include:  

 • educational programs at the local level;  

• coalitions for regulatory reform;  

• employers to recognize the importance of affordable housing and work to reduce 

barriers; and  

• local governments to initiate community-based barrier-removal strategies. 

 A strategy for implementing the report's recommendations highlights the importance 
of disseminating the Commission's findings and recommendations. 

Applicability 
for British 
Columbians 

The document is a comprehensive examination of the impacts of government 
regulations on the cost of housing. NIMBYism is identified as one of three root causes 
leading to excessive and discriminatory regulations. It is an excellent context 
document, particularly for policy makers at the provincial and local levels. However, 
because of differences between the Canadian and U.S. constitutions and legislation, 
the specific recommendations are not entirely transferable. 

Other 
Comments 

The Commission hits hard on NIMBYism, making few concessions to local 
governments and community groups trying to balance the competing interests of 
affordable housing and community character.  
 
The recommendations call for a much stronger role for state governments by 

requiring local governments to make significant regulatory changes and overriding 
their policies and decisions when necessary. 
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The Effect of Locating a Group Home for the Mentally Ill on Neighbourhood 

Property Markets: A Case Study Approach 

Author Katherine Boydell, Anna-Marie Pierri, John Trainor 

Year of Publication 1986 

Subject Area Impacts of group homes 

Geographic Area Toronto 

Format Report - 11 pages plus 10 pages appendices 

Funding 
Agency/Source  

Queen Street Mental Health Centre 

Primary Objectives The principal objective of the study was to address neighbourhood fears about 

declining property values when group homes are built nearby. The following 
research question was posed: 

 • does the presence of group homes for the mentally ill have a negative effect 

on surrounding residential property values?  

Methodology wo residential neighbourhoods with group homes were examined in urban and 
surburban Toronto. Two additional neighbourhoods with homes of similar sizes 
and social characteristics were selected as "control areas".  

The following four market indicators were used to analyze real estate data in the 
four neighbourhoods: 

 • number of property transactions;  

• mean selling price;  

• number of days on real estate market; and  

• actual selling price as per centage of list price. 

 The researchers collected information from bi-monthly listings published by the 
Toronto Real Estate Board. A total of 148 sales in the group home (n = 83) and 
control areas (n = 65) were collected for one year pre- and post-occupancy. 

Key Findings, 

Conclusions 

The study outlined several findings of relevance to property value research: 

 • the rate of property transactions decreased after group home occupancy in 

all neighbourhoods, with the exception of the control neighbourhood in the 
suburban area;  

• the mean sale price increased similarly between group home and control 
areas;  

• the presence of a group home did not result in longer listing periods; and  

• both group home and control areas in urban and suburban neighbourhoods 

received within five per cent of their asking price  

 The presence of a group home for the mentally ill seemed to have no effect in 
either the urban or suburban markets studied in Toronto. In fact, the authors 
suggest that the empirical evidence from their study indicates that property 

markets near group homes were strengthened rather than the expected 
outcome. They hypothesized upgrading sometimes occurs near group homes 
which may impact positively on surrounding properties. 

Applicability for 

British Columbians 

This study addresses the common fear that the presence of a group home will 

affect property values in residential neighbourhoods. Based solely on real estate 
analysis, the evidence demonstrates that property values are not affected by 
group homes. Because NIMBY is more prominent in fast growing areas of British 
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Columbia, the division of neighbourhoods by urban and suburban areas is one 
worth noting. 

Other Comments The research paper is compact and readable. An abstract and conclusion 

summarize key information. The tables contain valuable data, but are hidden at 
the end of the document and are difficult to understand. The study is easily 
replicated since it is based solely on real estate analysis. Because community 
opposition is also directed at the fear of increased crime, further research on 
social attitudes would be useful. 
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Resolving Community Development Disputes: The Kamloops Experience 

Author City of Kamloops Planning Department 

Year of 
Publication 

1995 

Subject Area Conflict resolution - planning approvals 

Geographic 
Area 

City of Kamloops 

Format Council Report - 7 pages 

Funding 
Agency/Source  

City of Kamloops and CMHC ACT grant 

Purpose and 
Background 

This article describes a new approach being taken in Kamloops to resolving 
development disputes at the rezoning stage.  
 
In the early 1990s, the public became increasingly vocal in their opposition to 

construction projects. Notwithstanding a 1989 Official Community Plan which 
promoted infill and higher densities, many people were discovering that large 
amounts of prezoned property, which had been dormant for 10 years, were now 
being developed - often in their own back yards. Public hearings became tense and 
rigid proceedings. 
 
These difficult sessions prompted City planning staff to initiate several ad hoc 

mediations. Although these were largely successful, it was recognized that staff 
should not continue to function as independent mediators because of their unique 
role as advisors to City Council. Instead, staff designed a strategy to improve the 
public involvement process while increasing the potential for success for 
development projects - Assisted Dispute Resolution. 

Key 
Components 

In Kamloops, the mediation route is viewed as helpful in building a community 
consensus, increasing public awareness of development and planning issues, 
separating facts from emotions, reducing development costs and developing 
creative solutions to complex problems. It is also recognized that mediation can 
only assist the decision-making process, not replace it.  
The implementation of a mediation strategy took over two years. Initially intended 

as an activity of the Advisory Planning Commission, the group responsible for 
mediation of individual development disputes is now a separate, Council-approved 
group. 
The mediation process has been designed to be voluntary to the developers (a 
traditional rezoning process is the alternative). The application fee is nominal 
($350), to encourage a greater use of the service. Mediators identify interest 
groups and issues, develop options and negotiate agreements. 

There are four key elements to the mediation process: 

 • must be authorized by Council at the outset;  

• mediation may occur anytime prior to the Public Hearing, but not afterwards;  

• comprehensive report by the mediator replaces the traditional staff report with 

recommendations for or against; and  

• mediation is not binding on Council. 

Applications for 
British 
Columbians 

The mediation approach is relatively new and it will be some time before its 
efficacy can be determined. Nevertheless, it presents an innovative way of 
approaching difficult land use decisions and will be of interest to developers and 
sponsors of non-market housing in other British Columbia communities. 
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New Neighbours. How Vancouver's Single-Family Residents Feel about Higher 

Density Housing 

Author City of Vancouver Planning Department 

Year of Publication 1986 

Subject Area Impacts of higher density housing 

Geographic Area City of Vancouver 

Format Booklet - 16 pages, including photographs and other graphics 

Funding 
Agency/Source  

City of Vancouver 

Primary Objectives The primary objective of this study was to find out what happened after a higher 
density development, built in a single-family area, becomes part of the 
neighbourhood. Two specific research questions were posed: 

 • were pre-construction fears of existing residents realized?  

• are there ways to improve the fit between new and existing housing?  

 If a good fit between new and older housing could be found, the research team 
felt that it would be possible to introduce more higher density housing into 
existing communities, thereby increasing housing choice and making more 
efficient use of existing services. 

Methodology Six higher density developments were selected for detailed study in various east 
and west side locations. Both market and non-market projects were selected.  
The research team then undertook interviews with residents of properties directly 
abutting the higher density developments (n = 44) and sampled opinions of 
people living one to several blocks away (n = 22). Impacts were probed through 

questions on design, landscaping, maintenance, privacy, parking, views, traffic, 
noise, people, property values and the prior consultation process. 
The study also involved a review of development permit drawings, site visits, and 
property assessment data as well as information from design/realty 
professionals. 

Key Findings, 
Conclusions 

The study had a number of major findings and conclusions:  

• people living one to several blocks away found the higher density 
developments had little or no impact;  

• neighbours who purchased since the project was built and people living near 

non-residential uses, such as shops, generally accepted higher density 
housing as part of the neighbourhood mix;  

• long-term residents living in single-family dwellings whose properties abutted 

a higher density development continued to be opposed to the development;  

• despite successful design efforts to help the projects fit into the 

neighbourhood, many respondents felt the project just didn't belong in the 
context of a single family neighbourhood - a perceived incongruence of 
lifestyles;  

• neighbourhood dissatisfaction with the public process preceding the 
development was common;  

• neighbours in more homogeneous areas were more concerned that the 
projects would have a negative effect on their property values; and  

• using assessment data, it was found that the proximity to the higher density 

developments had little or no effect on the overall pattern of land tenure, nor 
on property values. 
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Applicability for 
British Columbians 

Although the study was undertaken in the mid-1980s, the findings remain 
relevant today, particularly for those communities which are just beginning to 
experience intensification.  
The three non-market projects studied were: Access Cooperative, Euclid Square 
(GVHC), and West 41st Project (UBC Non-Profit Building Society). 

Other Comments This is the only municipally funded research study undertaken to date in British 
Columbia on the impacts of higher density housing in single family areas. 
Although the research is not specific to non-market housing, the findings and 
conclusions will definitely be of interest to developers, architects and non-profit 
societies associated with the development of non-market housing. The document 

is easy to read and attractively formatted. 
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Understanding and Overcoming the NIMBY Syndrome 

Author Michael Dear, University of Southern California 

Year of 
Publication 

1992 

Subject Area Siting of human services facilities 

Geographic Area United States and Canada 

Format Article - Journal of the American Planning Association, Vol. 58, No. 3, Summer 
1992. 13 pages 

Funding 
Agency/Source  

The Robert Wood Johnson Foundation. 

Primary 
Objectives 

This article was written to add to the body of planning literature on the topic of 
NIMBYism and to inform planners about the nature of typical opposition 
arguments, the factors that determine community attitudes, and the range of 
alternative strategies available to them. The paper examines these topics in 
terms of planning for human services clients, including those who are 
developmentally disabled, ex-offenders and substance abusers, AIDS sufferers, 
and the homeless. 

Methodology The essay forms one part of a larger study on community acceptance of 
controversial facilities conducted in 1989 and 1990. The core of that study 
consisted of site visits and interviews in 11 cities, including Toronto. The study 
also included a thorough literature search and an analysis of community relations 

programs in some cities not included in the site visits.  

Key Finding, 
Conclusions 

The author presents findings and conclusions in three themes: 

 • Understanding Community Opposition  

• Factors Determining Community Attitudes  

• Alternative Approaches to Community Relations 
 

In discussing community opposition, several features are highlighted: 

• there has been diminished public sympathy for people who are disabled and 
disadvantaged; at the same time,  

• there has been a movement to deinstitutionalization, restructuring of welfare 

and the collapse of federally assisted affordable housing programs;  

• each local incident of locational conflict follows a three-stage cycle:  

• conflict emerges, with opposition generally confined to a small, vocal 

group living very near the proposed development  

• battle lines are solidified and the debate moves into a public forum; 

opposition becomes more rational and objective  

• conflict resolution may occur but is often long and sometimes 
inconclusive; victors tend to have more staying-power.  

• opposition arguments cluster around three specific concerns: threat to 

property values, personal security, and potential decline of neighbourhood 
quality;  

• opposition tactics include speaking out at public hearings, neighbourhood 

petitions, letter-writing campaigns - vigilante action is rare but may include 
damage to property, arson and verbal/physical abuse; and  

• the closer residents are to an unwanted facility, the more likely they are to 

oppose it - from two to six blocks away, neighbours' interest/awareness 
decline to the point of indifference.  
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With respect to factors determining community attitudes, the authors 
identify the following as being important:  

• some clients are more welcome than others - some differences are easily 

tolerated (physical disabilities, frail elderly), others are somewhat accepted 
(mentally retarded, mentally ill), while others are not well accepted (ex-
offenders, people with alcohol and drug abuse histories, AIDS patients);  

• some facilities are more welcome than others - facilities such as schools and 

nursing facilities are most welcome, while facilities such as shelters for 
homeless people, drug treatment centres are less tolerated. Most unwelcome 
are facilities such as a correctional centre or garbage landfill;  

• there are six dimensions of a facility that influence community perceptions - 

type, size, number, operating procedures, reputation of the sponsoring 
agency, appearance;  

• homogeneous neighbourhoods (socially, physically) are less tolerant of 
change, siting of facilities - the more affluent tend to be less welcoming; and  

• "saturated communities" - where there is a concentration of facilities - expect 
to be and should be treated differently than communities not yet hosting 
facilities.  

 The following key points are made with respect to approaches to community 
relations:  

• community relations should be part of every proposal; a determination must 

be made for each proposal whether to approach it on a collaborative basis or 
a more autonomous basis;  

• approaches have changed over the past 30 years, shifting from an 
autonomous approach in the 1960s to a collaborative approach in the 1970s 
and 1980s - the 1990s may be characterized by a return to a more 

autonomous approach to facility siting owing to recent federal legislative 
initiatives;  

• there are three basic approaches to be considered:  

• community-based strategies (education, outreach, advisory boards, 

concessions and incentives to communities)  

• government-based strategies (licensing, zoning, civil rights, mediation)  

• court-based strategies (litigation)  

• a post-entry communications/outreach program should be considered, 

particularly for those facilities where approvals have been conditional and/or 
community support is vital for client integration and socialization.  

Applicability for 

British Columbians 

Although the research focuses on the American experience, this essay and the in-

depth research study from which it was distilled present an excellent analysis of 
the nature of NIMBYism and the factors which influence the acceptance of a 
human services facility.  
 
The essay may be particularly interesting to housing professionals, societies and 
service providers who are considering the development of a contra-NIMBY 
strategy. Both community-based and government-based strategies are reviewed. 

The author notes an emerging trend in the United States toward less community 
collaboration, owing to the passage of important anti-NIMBY legislation including 
the Fair Housing Amendments Act (1989) and the Americans with Disabilities Act 
(1990). 

Other Comments Dr. Dear has undertaken a number of large-scale research projects in the area of 

social planning and has written widely on the subject of NIMBYism. He is a 
professor of geography and urban and regional planning at the University of 
Southern California. 
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Impacts of Social Housing, Final Report 

Author Ekos Research Associates Inc. 

Year of Publication 1994 

Subject Area Impacts of social housing - family projects 

Geographic 
Area 

Canada - Vancouver, Ottawa, Montreal, and Halifax 

Format Report - 70 pages plus four appendices 

Funding 
Agency/Source  

Canada Mortgage and Housing Corporation 

Primary 
Objectives 

The four principal objectives of this research study were to identify: 

 • concerns of residents in neighbourhoods with social housing projects;  

• the impacts, positive and negative, of social housing projects on residents, 

neighbourhoods and market values of nearby properties;  

• specific causes of impacts using a case study approach; and  

• measures which CMHC could take to minimize negative effects of social 

housing projects. 

Methodology Fifteen housing projects were selected for study in four cities - Vancouver (4), 
Ottawa (4), Montreal (5) and Halifax (2). All 15 were family projects; there were 

no special needs projects included in this study.  
A telephone survey was conducted with residents living near a social housing 
project and in a "control area" in the same neighbourhood but some distance 
from the project. The survey questionnaire had 556 respondents; 60 per cent 
lived near one of the housing projects. Respondents were asked a number of 
questions regarding: 

 • satisfaction with their neighbourhood;  

• concern about neighbourhood changes;  

• awareness of social housing project;  

• acceptance of social housing;  

• factors influencing their acceptance of social housing;  

• perceived impacts of social housing;  

• prior knowledge of the project (notice, accuracy, involvement);  

• satisfaction with prior consultation process; and  

• residents' information needs.  

 To test for the impact of a social housing project on property values, the 
consultants undertook an analysis of average selling prices for homes close to 
the projects in comparison with a "control group" further away.  
The study also involved a file review of the 15 projects and a follow-up interview 

to gain an understanding of what transpires during the early planning and 
construction of social housing projects. 

 
Key Findings, 
Conclusions 

The study concluded that most people are concerned about the quality of life in 
their neighbourhoods and do not have major concerns related specifically to 
social housing. Social housing is a source of concern only to the extent it is seen 

as having a negative impact on particular aspects of community life that are 
already important.  
 
In general, respondents were most concerned about crime, safety for women and 
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children and vandalism - the most important finding was that the levels of 
concern are not related to the proximity of residents to social housing projects. 
There were also concerns about changes in the character of the neighbourhood 
and the levels of community spirit. 
 
With respect to social housing, the study found there was a high degree of 

awareness of social housing. The most serious concerns expressed were: 

 • property values - almost half believed that social housing projects have a 

negative impact;  

• concentration of projects in specific areas;  

• project design;  

• physical appearance and upkeep of the project; and  

• uncertainty associated with poor communication about the project before and 

during implementation. 

 The property values analysis did not support the belief held by almost half of the 

study respondents. None of the statistical models that were used showed 
statistically significant findings of differences. The consultants concluded that 
there is no positive or negative impact on property values as a result of exposure 
to social housing, regardless of market area or proximity to the project.  
In conclusion, the authors identify several issues that affect public acceptance of 
social housing for further consideration by CMHC: 

 • there is underlying public support/goodwill for social housing;  

• an open and thorough consultation process is very important to public 

acceptance;  

• better public information/education is required;  

• public perceptions about property values are exaggerated or erroneous-need 
to dispel false ideas;  

• need to pay more attention to concerns regarding crime, vandalism and 

safety;  

• Canadians favour strong and healthy communities - need to tap into support 
for community-building with social housing as one component;  

• actual impacts are not as great as the levels of concern expressed;  

• over-concentration of social housing projects in neighbourhoods will 

undermine goodwill; and  

• appropriate design is critical. 

Applicability for 
British Columbians 

To date, this is the only major study which examines both the perceptions and 
the actual impacts of social housing on a Canada-wide basis. The four projects in 
Vancouver were: Lions Kingsway Terrace, Coleopy Park, Rose Hill Townhomes 
and West Coast Community Homes Society. There is a brief description of the 
project included in Appendix C.  
Overall, the survey results for Vancouver projects were similar to those of other 

cities. However, questionnaire responses were somewhat stronger for two 
aspects of the survey: 

 • respondents living near social housing projects were particularly concerned 

with how the character of their neighbourhood had changed in the previous 
two to four years;  

• respondents living near social housing projects indicated their acceptance of 

social housing would be increased by a number of factors, including 
compatible design, adequate parking, limited number of projects per 
neighbourhood, limited size of projects, project housing people similar in 
background/lifestyle to host community. 

Other Comments This is a well-designed and executed research study from which housing 

proponents can derive both comfort and useful information.  
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The format of the document makes it somewhat difficult to get at the key 
findings, particularly for the large sample survey. There is no executive summary 
or highlight of the findings/conclusions. 
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Evaluation of Property Value Impacts: Non-Profit Housing Summary Report 

Author Ekos Research Associates Inc. 

Year of Publication 1989 

Subject Area Impacts of non-profit housing on property values 

Geographic 
Area 

Ontario - Toronto, Ottawa, and North Bay 

Format Report - 66 pages plus five appendices 

Funding 

Agency/Source  

Ontario Ministry of Housing 

Primary Objectives The primary objective of the study document is the true impact of non-profit 
development on property values. A secondary objective is to examine the 
perception of neighbours regarding the impact of non-profit housing projects on 

the quality of the neighbourhood. 

Methodology The study involved a comparison of the selling prices of properties surrounding 
non-profit housing projects with the selling prices of a matched group of houses 
not having a non-profit housing project. Pre- and post-occupancy sales data 
were examined and an analysis of variance statistical test was undertaken. The 

sample of 51 projects was drawn through a random process in three urban 
centres - Toronto, Ottawa and North Bay. An average of 22.5 dwellings were 
identified per project within the primary impact area, and an average of 22.3 
dwellings in the comparable area. 
  
To examine the perceived impacts, level of acceptance and satisfaction with 

consultation associated with the development approvals process, the researchers 
distributed a questionnaire of near neighbours and residents of a control group. 
A 21 per cent return was achieved. 

Key Findings, 
Conclusions 

The researchers concluded that non-profit housing projects had no overall 
negative influences on the property values of the neighbouring property.  

With respect to the perceived impacts of non-profit housing by neighbours, the 
research team concluded: 

 • people living close to a non-profit project are more likely to have concerns 

regarding parking, street noise and overall satisfaction than those not living 
close to a non-profit project;  

• about 60 per cent of respondents perceived the impact on property values to 

be negative; and  

• about 35 per cent reported that the presence of non-profit housing had been 
considered to be a negative factor in their decision about purchasing -6 per 
cent reported this as a positive factor. 

  
Regarding the acceptance of non-profit housing, the authors concluded: 

 • people living close to a non-profit project are no more or no less likely to 
have a higher or lower level of acceptance than people not living in the 
immediate area of the project;  

• over 73 per cent of renters were willing to accept more non-profit housing in 

their neighbourhoods, compared with about 23 per cent of homeowners; and 

• homeowners were less likely to be positively influenced by measures taken 

to increase acceptance (e.g. compatible design, adequacy of parking). 
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 In response to questions regarding the public consultation process, the 
researchers found: 

 • about 60 per cent of the respondents were dissatisfied with the public 

consultation process - only 15 per cent were satisfied; and  

• although respondents were dissatisfied with the consultation process, only 36 

per cent reported that "better information" would increase their level of 
acceptance. 

Applicability for 
British Columbians 

The non-profit projects that were the subject of this research were built under 
the same federal-provincial programs as non-profit housing constructed in British 

Columbia in the same time period. Because of this, the study should be 
considered as a very good reference for developers and sponsors of non-market 
housing in British Columbia faced with neighbourhood concerns regarding 
property values. 

Other Comments The sample size for the property values impact study was quite large as variance 

analyses were undertaken on 51 projects in three communities. Similarly, the 
sample for the neighbours surveyed was large, with 1,808 questionnaires 
distributed in total. 
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Choosing Our Future: Greater Vancouver Urban Futures Opinion Survey, Technical 

Report 

Author Walter Hardwick, Raymond Torchinsky, Arthur Fallick 

Year of 
Publication 

1990 

Subject Area Public opinion - urban issues and attitudes, including housing 

Geographic 

Area 

Greater Vancouver Regional District 

Format Report - 118 pages plus map appendix 

Funding 

Agency/Source  

Greater Vancouver Regional District 

Primary 
Objectives 

The primary objective of this survey was to solicit public opinion about the 
attitudes of Greater Vancouver residents towards a range of economic, social, 
mobility and lifestyle issues and to compare the results with those of a similar 

survey conducted in 1973.  
 
Two components of the study are of particular interest in the context of housing 
NIMBY - Community Life and Built Environment. 

Methodology The survey involved face-to-face interviews with 1,053 GVRD residents, 

supplemented by 238 telephone interviews. The sampling strategy was chosen to 
obtain as representative a sample as possible at both the regional and sub-
regional scale. The questions were divided into seven separate sections: 

 • attitude response (65 statements);  

• community and regional issues (54 items);  

• regional environment (seven questions);  

• transportation patterns of the respondent;  

• housing situation/history of the respondent;  

• employment status/occupational history of the respondent; and  

• household characteristics.  

 The GVRD was divided into 16 sub-regions in order to investigate spatial 

response variation. Key demographic variables were also recorded to allow the 
researchers to explore other significant differences in responses.  
Results from 143 variables contained in the survey are presented under six sub-
headings: 

 • Environment;  

• Community Life;  

• Mobility;  

• Built Environment;  

• Managing Growth; and  

• Governance.  

Key Findings, 
Conclusions 

The report presents the findings of the survey in a comprehensive manner. Those 
items most related to Housing NIMBY were: 

 • seventy-five per cent of respondents agreed that a diversity of lifestyles 
should be encouraged in the city. Conversely, in response to the statement 
"attempting to mix lifestyles in any one part of the city only leads to friction", 
63 per cent disagreed. However, of interest, higher than average responses 
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to this statement were recorded by men, residents of single family homes 
and people in the 55 to 64 and over 65 age groups;  

• the issue of housing affordability was ranked 10th among the community and 

regional issues, with 80 per cent of respondents rating it as either very 
important or critical. Those expressing the most concern were residents of 
Burnaby North, households in multi-family housing and those aged 65 and 
over;  

• providing assistance to homeless people ranked 14th overall, with women 

and people living in Langley rating it significantly more important;  

• more than 65 per cent regarded housing densities as being very or critically 
important, and roughly the same proportion agreed with the statement that 

future housing should be built at higher densities on the site of current 
housing rather than on existing open land;  

• seventy-five per cent were prepared to have affordable housing in their own 
neighbourhood - a higher than average response for affordable housing "in 

my neighbourhood" was found in Vancouver Centre, Surrey North and Maple 
Ridge. In response to a question on low income housing, 50 per cent were 
prepared to have it located in their neighbourhood.  

• there were significant gender differences among the respondents. The top 
eight issues for which women expressed significantly higher ratings were: - 

providing assistance to the homeless  

• affordable housing - provision of welfare  

• housing for the elderly where they desire  

• air pollution from industry  

• day care protecting agricultural land  

• affordable housing for the first time buyer  

• there was enormous variation among the 16 sub-regions and no consistent 

patterns emerged. The authors conclude that the old dichotomies of core-
periphery, east-west and city-suburb are no longer generalizations that 
provide unambiguous conclusions; and  

• the 1990 survey largely reaffirmed the principles of the 1973 Livable Region 

Strategy.  

Applicability for 

British Columbians 

This survey's results related to housing will be of particular interest to social 

housing developers and housing providers in the Lower Mainland, although the 
findings may also be useful for other communities. The large size sample and 
rigorous research methodology used by the research team resulted in a survey 
which was quite representative of the various sub-regions and social groupings 
that make up the urban population.  
Relatively strong support for affordable housing and low income housing being 
located in "our own neighbourhood" was indicated. Although, overall, there was a 

good level of support for diversity of lifestyles in the city, there was some 
indication of lesser support among men, people living in single family homes and 
older age groups. 
For interested readers, reference should also be made to those portions of the 
survey related to Community and Family Life and, in particular, to the spatial 
patterns of response related to issues of crime, homelessness, and welfare. 

Other Comments This is an important indicator of public opinion on a wide range of urban issues. 
The housing/built form sections provide a general context - and some valuable 
support - for groups contemplating the development of non-market housing. 
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Supportive Housing: Neighbourhood Fears and Realities 

Author Sharon Hill et al. 

 
Year of Publication 

 
1994 

 
Subject Area 

 
Neighbourhood opinions about supportive housing 

 
Geographic 
Area 

 
Toronto 

 
Format 

 
Report - 44 pages, including four appendices 

 
Funding 
Agency/Source  

 
Program in Planning, University of Toronto 

 
Primary Objectives 

 
The objectives of the research were threefold: 

 • to solicit neighbourhood opinion about a variety of issues after supportive 

housing was built;  

• to make comparisons between the three projects surveyed; and  

• to compare results of the survey with a previous Supportive Housing 
Coalition (SHC) case study in 1991.  

 
Methodology 

 
Three of the 34 operating Supportive Housing projects in Toronto were selected 
for the research - Landsdowne Avenue, Kingston Road and Queen Street East. 
The three apartments were chosen because of their differences in design and 
location. They were located in areas of mixed commercial, single family and 
multi-family neighbourhoods.  
 

Face-to-face interviews were carried out with residents located close to and near 
the buildings. It was decided that residents located closest to the building may 
have greater sensitivity to impacts and, therefore, they were sampled at a higher 
rate. Those residents living within 30 metres of the buildings are defined as 
"inner ring", and those between 30 and 120 metres from the buildings are 
defined as "outer ring. The following residents were surveyed: 

 • Landsdowne - inner ring n = 2 1; "outer ring" n = 89;  

• Queen - inner ring n = 3; "outer ring" n = 46; and  

• Kingston - inner ring n = 45; "outer ring" n = 74.  

  
The survey asked questions about a number of issues regarding: 

 • neighbourhood quality of life;  

• familiarity with SHC buildings;  

• design of SHC buildings;  

• external features such as parking;  

• noise or disruptions associated with the SHC building;  

• safety concerns;  

• familiarity with SHC tenants; and  

• general household characteristics.  



51 Toward More Inclusive Neighbourhoods 

 

 
Key Findings, 
Conclusions 

 
The study gave a brief description of the three Supportive Housing Coalition 
projects. Kingston Road was assumed by SHC and, therefore, received little 
resistance at time of occupancy. Queen Street East included an extensive door-
to-door consultation prior to occupancy and received almost no opposition. 
Landsdowne Avenue received the greatest amount of opposition in the planning 

stage. The research identified a number of issues: 

 • only 55 per cent of inner ring and 30 per cent of outer ring residents were 

familiar with the SHC building, leading to the conclusion that the SHC 
building was not seen as distinctive;  

• nearly 75 per cent of residents did not recall seeing anyone from the 
buildings, and over 90 per cent did not know anyone in the SHC buildings, 

suggesting that tenants have a low profile in the neighbourhood;  

• eighty-five per cent of respondents reported no problems with noise or 
disruption associated with SHC buildings;  

• eighty-one per cent of all respondents expressed no concerns for safety in 

their neighbourhoods as a result of the existing SHC buildings;  

• over 70 per cent of respondents gave positive responses about the 

attractiveness of the SHC building;  

• there was inconclusive evidence whether the existence of the SHC buildings 
caused parking problems in the neighbourhood;  

• only 3 per cent of all respondents felt that the building maintenance was 
inadequate; and  

• the presence of SHC buildings did not appear to negatively influence quality 

of life.  

  
The report concludes with a list of recommendations to increase community 
acceptance of social housing projects. These include: 

 • ensuring a high level of building maintenance;  

• renovating existing buildings seems to develop good neighbour relations with 
the community, since the building is already somewhat established; and  

• paying attention to location and design since they are key factors. Edge 

locations were found to elicit a more neutral response from neighbours since 
they may be perceived to be not in a particular neighbourhood. Design 
features which are sometimes overlooked are location on the block, building 
orientation on the lot, the placement of exits and entrances, and distribution 
of open play space.  

 
Applicability for 
British Columbians 

 
This study has particular relevance to urban areas. Non-market housing projects 
are often located in mixed land use areas. These urban areas offer access to 
transit, shopping and lower property values.  
The case study approach is one which could be easily duplicated in British 

Columbia. Information has been gathered on a project-by-project basis and gives 
some background information of individual neighbourhoods. 

 
Other Comments 

 
The report, although well presented, has one shortcoming. The projects selected 
were ones with design or location merits and therefore are not the best examples 

for NIMBY research. Two of three projects had had very little community 
opposition and, therefore, conclusions about the strategies for overcoming 
NIMBY at the pre-approvals could not be drawn. 
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Community Acceptance of an Emergency Shelter for Youths in the City of Victoria 

Author Daphne R.Kotila 

 
Year of Publication 

 
1989 

 
Subject Area 

 
Community acceptance of special needs housing 

 
Geographic 
Area 

 
City of Victoria 

 
Format 

 
Thesis - University of Victoria, Department of Geography. 236 pages. 

 
Funding 
Agency/Source  

 
N/A 

 
Primary Objectives 

 
This thesis discusses the reaction of neighbours towards the establishment of a 
10-bed emergency shelter for youths in the City of Victoria. The project was 
developed in a "climate of opposition" and, for this purpose, lent itself to an in-
depth investigation of residents' attitudes towards the shelter and its clients. The 
author considered this research to be important for two main reasons: 

 • understanding neighbours' attitudes is important in determining the re-
integration of sheltered care residents into community life; and  

• understanding neighbours' attitudes is important to planners and politicians 
in anticipating the potential conflict situations arising from the siting of a 
community care facility in existing neighbourhoods.  

 
Metodology 

 
The author's research included interviews with government personnel and non-
profit agencies, content analysis of local news media reports, and a review of 
relevant reports to develop a context for the project. Subsequently, the author 
undertook a survey of 126 people living in the vicinity of the project, including 

nine original objectors to the project. The questionnaire contained a wide range 
of situations on: 

 • living conditions; and  

• pre-establishment and post-occupancy reactions.  

 
Key Findings, 
Conclusions 

 
The survey revealed a number of findings: 

 • more than 50 per cent of the respondents were totally unaware of the 

facility, with awareness of the shelter declining significantly beyond two city 
blocks;  

• a high degree of resident support, both pre- and post-occupancy, was found 

in close proximity to the shelter;  

• eight of the nine original objectors changed their views about the shelter in 
the post-occupancy period;  

• there were only marginal differences with regard to demographic influences 
on neighbours' attitudes - seniors, females and renters were least likely to 
have unfavourable opinions; and  
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• there was a strong relationship between the degree of familiarity with 
disadvantaged client groups and attitude towards the shelter.  

  
In conclusion, the author found that the initial opposition of a vocal minority of 
residents to the shelter rapidly dissipated once the facility was occupied. The 
formerly heated issue became a non-issue.  
The author concludes that a knowledge of residents' attitudes has become 

increasingly important in making development-related decisions and makes 
several recommendations for further consideration: 

 • involving neighbours early on in the development process;  

• introducing "as a right" zoning without distance-spacing controls;  

• providing municipal licencing to ensure operational "performance";  

• neighbourhood representation on sponsor advisory boards; and  

• joint planning to bring about a fair-share allocation of residential facilities.  

 
Applicability for 
British Columbians 

 
The research focuses solely on one project and examines it on a micro scale. 
While individual case studies such as this cannot be generalized with any 

confidence to other communities, it presents insights into the nature and 
intensity of community reaction to a specific care facility. Since the study is one 
of very few in-depth research studies undertaken on residents' attitudes to 
special needs housing in British Columbia, it should be of interest to housing 
sponsors/developers contemplating a similar type of project. 

 
Other Comments 

 
This thesis contains an extensive bibliography, with an emphasis on articles and 
reports dealing with mentally ill, and other hard-to-house, client groups. 
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A Property Values Case Study: an Analysis of the Effect of Non-Profit Housing on 

Neighbouring Residential Property Values 

Author Larry Smith & Associates 

Year of Publication 1992 

Subject Area Non-profit housing impacts on neighbouring residential property values 

Geographic 
Area 

Region of Peel - Mississauga, Brampton and Caledon 

Format Report - 42 pages plus 5 pages appendices 

Funding 
Agency/Source  

Regional Municipality of Peel, Ontario 

Primary Objectives Four objectives were identified for the study. 

 • to determine if non-profit housing has any effect on property values of 

neighbouring low density residences;  

• to determine if distance from a non-profit development is a factor in property 

value impact;  

• to identify if a pattern emerges for the timing of any property values changes 
which may take place; and  

• to compare results of the study with perceptions of the local real estate 

industry and its clients.  

Methodology Four case studies were chosen from among the Region of Peel's Housing portfolio 

using a "worst case scenario" approach. These included two in Mississauga, one 
in Brampton and one in Caledon which had the greatest potential for affecting 
neighbourhood property values. The variables chosen for selection were: 

 • developments of a larger size (the smallest development selected contained 

81 units);  

• non-profit buildings immediately adjacent to low-rise residential 

neighbourhoods;  

• family unit buildings; and  

• projects which had encountered neighbourhood resistance.  

 Similar neighbourhoods without non-profit developments were selected as 
control neighbourhoods. Sales data for residential units sold within the 
designated areas were collected and analyzed. The dates used for analysis were 

starting from when the residents first learned about the development to 
approximately two to three years after the site had been completed and 
occupied. Real estate data was gathered from the Toronto Real Estate Board 
database, TEELA listings, and other information provided by the Brampton and 
Mississauga Real Estate Boards and a Caledon real estate representative.  
The criteria used to analyze the data included the following: 

 • date of sale registration;  

• type of residential dwelling;  

• new sales versus resales;  

• area of sale; and  

• sale price.  

 The analysis to determine the effect of non-profit housing on neighbourhood 
property values was completed at two levels: the neighbourhood (macro) and 
individual properties (micro). At the macro level, average neighbourhood 
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property values were established and comparisons made between areas with 
non-profit developments and areas without. At the micro level, analysis was 
undertaken to determine if there was any effect on resale prices immediately 
adjacent to non-profit developments.  
Finally, the survey of local real estate agents occurred in March 1992. A total of 
2,600 surveys, or an 8.3 per cent response rate, was received from realtors in 

Brampton, Caledon and Mississauga. The purpose of the survey was to gather 
information on the opinions and perceptions of real estate agents and their 
clients regarding the effect of non-profit housing on neighbourhood property 
values. 

Key Findings, 
Conclusions 

The general conclusion of the property analysis was that property values in the 
low density neighbourhoods studied did not change due to the existence of the 
non-profit housing developments. The number of transactions was not 
mentioned; however, the overall conclusion at the macro and micro levels was 
that there was no relative decrease in property values in three of the sample 
neighbourhoods. In fact, in one instance, property values actually increased for a 
while. The fourth case study had results which were inclusive. Property values 

did decrease slightly; however, the development of a 60,000 sq.ft. retail plaza 
across the street may have had more of an impact than the non-profit housing.  
One factor revealed by the study was that there were a number of property 
turnovers in the vicinity of non-profit developments. However, the data was 
inconclusive as to whether the value was affected in homes in the first one or 
two properties next to the non-profit housing development. 

Despite a low return rate for the realtors' survey, the following results are 
interesting: 

 • almost 90 per cent of both realtors and their clients believed that non-profit 

housing has a negative or extremely negative effect on surrounding property 
values.  

• when comparing perceived impacts by housing form, both realtors and their 

clients felt that the greatest impact is by apartment buildings greater than 
three stories.  

• a total of 87 per cent of those surveyed believed that it is more difficult to 
sell homes in neighbourhoods with non-profit housing.  

• in examining the types of educational tools available to explain about non-

profit housing, realtors chose brochures and newsletters over other choices 
such as seminars, videos, mass media, or open houses.  

• in responding to the question of whether realtors and their clients knew the 

difference between non-profit, Ontario Housing Corporation and private 
sector buildings, 78 per cent of realtors believed that they knew the 
difference but only 24 per cent of agents felt that their clients knew the 
difference.  

Applicability for 
British Columbians 

This is one of the few property value studies completed in Canada. The case 
study method of examining potential impacts on properties in the neighbourhood 
with non-profit housing is useful in examining macro and micro level impacts. 
The real estate agents' survey is particularly useful in examining attitudes about 
non-profit housing. Since realtors are in the "front line" of selling homes, this 

study demonstrates that more education is needed to overcome the stigma of 
non-profit developments negatively impacting property values. 
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Community Impact Study: The Effect of Locating Correctional Group Homes in 

Residential Neighbourhoods, Executive Summary 

Author John MacNeil and Bruce Kappel 

Year of 
Publication 

1986 

Subject Area Impacts of correctional group homes 

Geographic 

Area 

Metro Toronto, London, and Ottawa 

Format Report - 18 pages plus 5 appendices 

Funding 

Agency/Source 

Canadian Training Institute 

Primary 
Objectives 

The primary objectives of this research study were to identify: 

 • impact of correctional group homes on neighbourhood property values;  

• impact of correctional group homes on the rate of criminal offences; and  

• attitudes and perceptions of neighbourhood residents regarding property values, 
crime rate, residential character, child safety and group home location 
preferences.  

Methodology Eighteen neighbourhoods were chosen in three cities - Metro Toronto (10), London 
(4), and Ottawa (4). Experimental areas were determined in neighbourhoods with 
one group home which had been in operation for at least two years. Control areas 
were located within one mile of an experimental area and had comparable socio-

economic and physical factors.  
The sampling design to test propositions about property values, crime rates, and 
neighbourhood attitudes included the following: 

 • property values - 4,447 transactions were included in the sample. In the three 

cities, information was collected on sale price and number of transactions using 
Multiple Listing Services (MLS). In Metro Toronto, additional information on 
asking price and length of time on the market was available using records from 
the Toronto Real Estate Board. Various time frames were analyzed over a four 
year period - one year before and one year after, one year before and two years 

after, two years before and two years after.  

• crime rate - Local police records were used to compare the rate of criminal 
occurrences between experimental and control neighbourhoods. Specific offences 
examined were murder, assault, theft, robbery, fraud, prostitution, narcotics, and 

rape. The information was available at the Police Patrol District level in Metro 
Toronto, but not available in London or Ottawa.  

• attitude survey - 1,696 out of 5,646 individuals responded to a 20-minute 
telephone interview in Toronto (n = 3,907), London (n = 895), and Ottawa (n = 

844).  
The 40 question survey canvassed specific attitudes about the effect of group homes 
on neighbourhoods. 

Key Findings, 

Conclusions 

The study presents the findings by the three categories of research: 

 1. property values - Comparisons were made between "all" experimental versus 
"all" control neighbourhoods, and experimental versus its "matched" control 
neighbourhood. 
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 • the overall conclusion was that the presence of a group home may affect 
property values in the neighbourhood. However, because several experimental 
neighbourhoods experienced increased property values compared to control 

areas nearby, and because the results differed in the three cities, the conclusions 
are not predictable.  

• experimental neighbourhoods were more likely to experience higher selling prices 
two years after opening when comparing "all" neighbourhoods. Experimental 

neighbourhoods were also 50 per cent more likely to experience a positive 
change in "matched" neighbourhoods. However, when using a one year after 
opening time frame, control neighbourhoods were more likely to experience a 
positive change in both "all" versus "matched" neighbourhoods.  

• no consistent pattern was evident when comparing experimental and control 

neighbourhoods in length of time on the market. An increase was observed in 
number of days on the market for all neighbourhoods.  

• there was no evidence of a relationship in the number of real estate transactions 

in an experimental versus control neighbourhood  

• neighbourhoods with group homes received a decrease in actual versus list price 
in Metro Toronto. However, sellers obtained 92 per cent of their asking price. No 
mention was made of control neighbourhoods, so it is difficult to determine if the 
information was a market or a group home influence.  

 2. crime rate - The crime rate appeared to have a similar relationship in both 
experimental and control areas in Metro Toronto. 

 3. attitude survey - The survey analyzed differences between those who were aware 
of the presence of a group home and between respondents who lived in 
experimental versus control neighbourhoods. 

 • only 11 per cent of respondents were aware of a neighbourhood correctional 

group home.  

• aware residents were more likely to be tolerant of impacts on property values, 

crime rates and location preference than unaware residents.  

• aware residents were less likely to be tolerant of impacts on residential character 
and child safety.  

• there was less than a five per cent difference in attitudes towards property 

values, crime rates, residential character, child safety and location preference 
between experimental and control neighbourhoods.  

Applicability 
for British 
Columbians  

This comprehensive study has significant value for those dealing with a 
NIMBYsituation in British Columbia. Correctional group homes are often the most 
controversial type of land use within a residential area. The establishment of 
correctional group homes is increasing as the utility of community integration of adult 
and youth offenders is recognized.  
 
This is the only study identified which explicitly deals with correctional facilities. The 

strength of the study is that it addresses attitudes as well as empirical evidence 
regarding property values and crime rates. The evidence about property values and 
crime rates demonstrates that the presence of group homes does not have any 
conclusive impacts on surrounding neighbourhood. 
 
Only 11 per cent of the residents were aware of correctional group homes in their 

neighbourhoods, which suggests that the facilities have a low profile. Attitudes were 
similar between experimental and group home areas. There is still a significant 
perception that correctional group homes will decrease property values, increase 
crime, decrease child safety and decrease residential character, which suggests that 
those establishing group homes will need an extensive public education process in 
order to overcome community opposition. 

Other 
Comments 

This is a key report in the field of NIMBY research. The report represents a readable 
and well-balanced summary of the larger companion document. 



58 Toward More Inclusive Neighbourhoods 

 

 

 The Effects of Subsidized and Affordable Housing On Property Values: A Survey of 

Research 

Author Macro A. Martinez 

Year of 

Publication 

1988 

Subject Area Impacts of low and moderate income housing 

Geographic 
Area 

United States 

Format Report - 42 pages 

Funding 
Agency/Source  

Department of Housing and Community Development, State of California 

Primary Objectives The primary objective of this work was to identify and summarize significant 
research studies undertaken in the United States on the subject of the impact of 

affordable and subsidized housing on property values. The authors intended that 
the document be used by planners, city officials, housing developers and 
affordable housing advocates in countering or defusing the argument that 
property values will be negatively affected by new projects. 

Methodology The investigators identified 15 key studies dating from 1963 to 1986. Eleven deal 
with the effects of subsidized housing, one with the effects of group homes and 
three with the effects of manufactured housing. 

Key Findings, 
Conclusions 

Of the 15 studies, 14 reached the conclusion that there are no significant 
negative effects from locating subsidized, special-purpose or manufactured 

housing near market housing. Only one example found evidence that subsidized 
housing had an adverse effect on the values of adjacent non-subsidized housing. 
The communities studied were varied and the methods used by the researchers 
were quite diverse. Most studied price changes between test areas and 
corresponding control areas. 

Applicability for 
British Columbians 

Of the 15 studies reviewed, three are considered of particular interest to British 
Columbia readers: 

 • Sedway and Associates. Impact of Affordable Housing on Property Values. 

Prepared for the Ecumenical Association for Housing. California. 1983. The 
study area for this research was Marin County, a higher income community 
immediately north of San Francisco.  

• Elizabeth Warren, Robert Aduddell, Raymond Tatalovich. The Impact of 

Subsidized Housing on Property Values: A Two-pronged Analysis of Chicago 
and Cook County Suburbs. Prepared for the Centre for Urban Policy, Loyola 
University of Chicago. 1983. This comprehensive study examined socio-
economic variables and property value impacts of four types of public 
subsidy and four specific subsidized housing projects over a 10-year period.  

• William Rabiega, Ta-Win Lin, and Linda Robinson. The Property Value 
Impacts of Public Housing Projects in Low and Moderate Density Residential 
Neighbourhoods. Land Economics, Vol 6, No. 2, May 1984. This paper 
studied the impacts of public housing in Portland, Oregon. Small low-rise 

family projects and medium-rise seniors projects were used to evaluate the 
impacts on predominantly single family neighbourhoods.  

Other Comments The introduction to the report identifies some techniques that may facilitate local 
approval of subsidized housing projects: 
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 • subsidize only some units within a development;  

• choose initial tenants carefully;  

• talk openly about socioeconomic and ethnic expectations;  

• begin working with neighbourhood groups early in the process, and take 

their sentiments seriously; and  

• try to locate community-minded leaders who could help establish a broad 

consensus of community support. 
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Correlates of Community Opposition to Community Residences for Mentally 

Retarded Persons 

Author Marsha Seltzer, Boston University 

Year of Publication 1984 

Subject Area Community opposition to proposed group homes 

Geographic 
Area 

Boston 

Format Article - American Journal of Mental Deficiency Vol. 89, No. 1. 8 pages 

Funding 
Agency/Source  

N/A 

Primary Objectives The paper identifies several research questions related to community opposition: 

 • does the presence of public education affect community opposition?  

• how do community residences that encountered opposition differ from those 
that did not?  

• how do community residences that received community support differ from 
those that did not?  

• does the timing of disclosure about the group home affect the level of 

opposition?  

Methodology The 43 community residences surveyed in Boston represent 86 percent of all 
such operating facilities in 1980. The facilities were evenly distributed between 

lower and middle class neighbourhoods.  
The data was collected by telephone interviews with executive directors asking 
questions about the following variables: 

 • characteristics of the residents;  

• characteristics of the staff;  

• characteristics of the facility;  

• characteristics of the neighbourhood;  

• history of public education conducted; and  

• history of community support and/or opposition.  

 Specific to the present NIMBY study, the research measured community 
opposition by asking if different types of resistance had been encountered. The 
measures of opposition included protest letters, testimony at public hearings, 
telephone calls to public officials and several other variables not identified. The 

level of opposition was computed into an Opposition Index by counting 
encountered opposition.  
Similarly, the parallel measure of community support was computed by asking if 
any of 11 types of support was encountered. These included favourable 
testimony at a public hearing, help received by the residence from neighbours, 
invitations to staff members and residents to participate in community activities 
and other unidentified variables. 

Key Findings, 
Conclusions 

The research used multivariate analysis to determine the relationship between 
the six identified characteristics. The following represent the most significant 
findings relevant to NIMBY research: 

 • group homes which had conducted public education programs were more 
likely to encounter opposition and greater types of opposition;  

• the 21 out of the 43 group homes which experienced opposition were more 
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likely to be in areas of higher property values;  

• the 35 out of 43 group homes which had received community support were 
more likely to have board members from the neighbourhood, and were in 

neighbourhoods with a lower proportion of homeowners;  

• opposition was most likely to occur if the community learned about the 
planned group home during the six month period before it opened. Moderate 
opposition was encountered if the community learned about the group home 

more than six months before opening and least opposed when learning of the 
residence after opening; and  

• the research identified that over half of the group homes had encountered 
some opposition compared to one third of group homes in the past.  

Applicability for 
British Columbians 

Although this study is dated and a U.S. example, it does offer some relevance for 
British Columbia. This is the only research identified which examines the 
relationship between types of opposition in communities. The study confirms 
problems stated by planners and housing providers in overcoming community 
resistance. Although it is widely accepted that public education and involvement 

are necessary for community acceptance, the timing and type of information 
appear to be crucial. In addition, planners and officials may opt to distribute 
group homes "fairly" across municipalities, but may have greater success of 
community acceptance if the location is in a lower income neighbourhood. 

Other Comments This research raises some controversial issues related to community opposition. 
It is difficult to conclude whether this research would have similar results in 
British Columbia.  
The paper is the only research examined which represents a housing provider's 
point of view towards community opposition. It would be useful to compare the 
attitudes of executive directors of group homes and neighbourhood residents. 
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Megaphone for Dissent: A Study of the Effect on a Neighbourhood of the Public 

Process for Re-Zoning 

Author Terra Housing Consultants Ltd. 

Year of Publication 1995 

Subject Area Neighbourhood opinions about post-occupancy impacts of a social housing family 
project 

Geographic 
Area 

Vancouver 

Format Report - 10 pages plus 10 page appendix 

Funding 
Agency/Source  

BC Real Estate Foundation 

Primary Objectives The main objectives of this report are threefold: 

 • to document neighbourhood opinion about the consultation process during 

the pre-approvals stage;  

• to identify the level of support/opposition during the approvals stage; and  

• to survey post occupancy attitudes of neighbours surrounding the social 

housing project.  

Methodology The research team used two data sets for analysis. These included: 

 • the rezoning records and correspondence for the Wilson Heights United 
Church housing project kept by the City of Vancouver; and  

• telephone interviews carried out with neighbours located within the original 
notification area surrounding the housing project.  

 A professional public opinion research company was hired to carry out telephone 
interviews. A random sample of 175 out of 649 homeowners within the original 
notification area surrounding Wilson Heights Manor were called. Eighty-two 
interviews were completed with individuals who had lived in the area before the 
project was built and were familiar with the project. Several factors were 
explored during the interviews, including:  

 • neighbours' level of support for the project pre- and post-occupancy,  

• method of objecting or supporting the project during the approvals stage;  

• level of support relative to the distance from the project; and  

• opinions about the impact of the project on neighbourhood crime, traffic, 

noise, parking and schools.  

Key Findings, 

Conclusions 

Regarding the original level of support and opinions about the public process for 

Wilson Heights Manor, there were several findings: 

 • the main reasons for objection to the project from the 23 per cent who were 

opposed were: changing physical character of the neighbourhood; increasing 
density; increasing parking congestion; and decreasing property values;  

• forty-five per cent of residents contacted expressed that there wasn't 
sufficient public consultation on the project;  

• most respondents did not participate in public meetings during the 
consultation process. Those who were opposed were 2.7 times more likely to 
participate.  

• there was no observable relationship between level of support and distance 

from the housing project within the notification area; and  

• those living outside the notification were more willing to express positive 
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written support for the project, while those inside the notification area were 
more like to express written opposition to the project.  

 Several findings of the study relate to post-occupancy impacts: 

 • more than 50 per cent of the respondents contacted were unaware of the 
project;  

• after the project was built both strong support and strong opposition 
declined. The level of support declined from 20 to 13 per cent, the level of 
opposition declined from 23 to 11 per cent while those expressing neutral 
opinions increased from 57 tp 76 per cent; and  

• about 75 per cent of residents indicated that Wilson Heights Manor has had 
either a positive or no impact on the surrounding neighbourhood.  

Applicability for 
British Columbians 

Wilson Heights Manor is a mixed family and seniors' non-profit housing project 
operated by BC Housing Foundation in Vancouver, B.C. This in-depth case study 
offers a micro-scale analysis of community acceptance of social housing pre- and 
post-occupancy. Although the findings may not be transferable to other projects 
in B.C., they do give an indication of public opinion of non-profit housing.  
One area for further study recommended in the report is the current public 
consultation process. The researchers noted that, although Canadians are 

generally supportive of social housing, broad support often becomes focused 
opposition during the approvals process. The public consultation process for 
Wilson Heights Manor had the effect of magnifying opposition. 
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Community Impact of Group Homes for Mentally Ill Adults 

Author Otto Wahl, George Mason University 

Year of 
Publication 

1993 

Subject Area Impacts of group homes for the mentally ill 

Geographic 
Area 

Northern Virginia 

Format Article - Community Mental Health Journal, Vol. 29, No. 3. 13 Pages 

Primary 
Objectives 

The primary objective of the research paper was to identify community attitudes 
towards group homes on issues other than property values. The issues were 
related to crime, safety and neighbourhood appearance. 

Methodology Forty-one residents of two group home neighbourhoods and 39 of two control 
neighbourhoods responded to questions about how a group home had affected or 
may affect their neighbourhood. Questionnaires were delivered door-to-door to 
homes within two blocks of the experimental and control neighbourhoods.  
The questionnaire included the following items: 

 • general attitudes about community care for mentally ill persons;  

• presence of a group home in the neighbourhood;  

• attitudes about the impact of the group home on traffic, home sales, safety 

and children's discomfort for those who were familiar with the group home; 
and  

• attitudes about expected impact of the group home and expected satisfaction 
for those who were not aware of a group home in the neighbourhood.  

Key Findings, 
Conclusions 

The study identifies several findings: 

• thirty out of the 41 residents of the experimental neigbbourhood were aware of 

the group home;  

• only four of the 30 residents aware of the group home were dissatisfied with its 
presence. However, some residents expressed further dissatisfaction with the 
process of the group home being established, although they were not 

dissatisfied with the group home itself;  

• twenty-one of 33 residents in control neighbourhoods expressed greater fears 
about "distressing incidents", compared to one out of 27 residents aware of 
group homes in experimental areas;  

• seventeen of 33 residents in control neighbourhoods thought that the group 

home would affect property values negatively, compared to five of 25 residents 
aware of group homes in experimental areas; and  

• other significant differences between the two groups were related to home 

sales, neighbourhood crime, resident safety and children's experience. In all 
cases, those who had been in contact with group homes do not express the 
opposition and fear as seen by the control neighbourhoods.  

Applicability for 
British 
Columbians 

The research design of this study is one well worth repeating in British Columbia. 
Many studies which examine community opposition may identify variables between 
those who are aware and those who are unaware of group homes. However, these 
numbers are not always used in calculations, which may mask the perceived 
versus actual impacts on neighbourhoods. In this instance, the residents who were 
aware of the group home were used as the n value in the experimental 

neighbourhoods.  
Those residents who were aware of group homes were significantly less likely to 
express negative impacts. This confirms that the major obstacle in developing 
group homes is in overcoming perceived fears and prejudices. 
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Other Comments Although the results of the study were positive, the researchers did mention that 
added comments to the survey sometims suggested that residents had not 
completely accepted the presence of the group home in the community. 
Furthermore, the residents discussed minimal contact with the group home and its 
occupants. 
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Meeting Housing Needs and the NIMBY Syndrome 

Author Jay White and Bill Ashton 

Year of 
Publication 

1992 

Subject Area Impacts of market and social housing - family projects and group homes 

Geographic 
Area 

Atlantic Canada 

Format Report - 68 pages plus a 13 case studies appendix 

Funding 
Agency/Source 

Rural and Small Town Research and Studies Programme/CMHC 

Primary 

Objectives 

The primary objectives of this research were to identify: 

• concerns of residents in neighbourhoods with "innovative" housing;  

• profile the planning and political processes involving controversial projects;  

• the breadth of NIMBY in the public participation process; and  

• the underlying motivations of NIMBY activism.  

Methodology Thirteen case studies were selected for study in 11 Atlantic Canada communities. 
A qualitative approach was used to document the "not in my backyard" 
syndrome which occurred. Personal and telephone interviews were held with 
planners, sponsor societies and other actors in the municipal approval process. 

Part of the purpose of the New Brunswick study was to document the NIMBY 
syndrome in a rural environment. The case studies undertaken were ones in 
small towns such as Sackville and Shediac, or in urban fringe areas such as those 
near Moncton, Halifax and Dartmouth. Although the geographic area of a 
neighbourhood may be an entire town, such as in a smaller setting, the issues 
are similar to those in a large urban centre. 

Key Findings, 
Conclusions 

The study concluded that one of the main factors in finding a solution to NIMBY 
is recognizing that actors and reactors perceive issues from differing 
perspectives. NIMBY is a result of the social or "human" dynamics inherent in 
any modification to the physical environment where people live.  
Five types of NIMBY objections presented as being common in disputes are: 

• process - objections related to criticism of land use regulations and the public 
participation process;  

• project - objections which comment on the physical characteristics of the 

proposal;  

• presage - objections which are largely speculative in nature and cannot be 
confirmed or supported with evidence such as lowered property values;  

• pretext - comments which seem to indicate that the issue was not exclusively 
related to the project itself, but to prior conditions in the community; and  

• prejudice - objections which are clearly or implicitly aimed at the occupants 

of a proposed housing project.  
 

Many comments were made about the underlying assumptions and values of 
those responding to non-market housing moving into the neighbourhood. These 
include the following: 

• NIMBY is both a social and an economic response to perceived threats about 
the social character or the potential impact on property values.  

• NIMBY most often occurs in a clearly defined residential area.  

• the media can play a large role in NIMBY disputes by polarizing divisive 
controversies.  

• the public participation process which occurs during the approvals period can 

make it more difficult to achieve success in establishing non-market housing. 
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• there is an ongoing ideological tension in liberal-democratic society between 
individual freedom of choice and the potential infringement of the rights of 
others.  

• planning philosophy sometimes ignores evaluating how successful stated 
planning objectives were after the housing projects were built.  

 
Several suggestions were made to reduce community resistance when 

developing non-market housing projects. It was recognized that no single 
solution existed for minimizing NIMBY. However, the following were posed as 
attitudes to adopt: 

• regard NIMBY as a natural outgrowth of a community's ongoing debate about 

its housing needs rather than as an abnormal "infection" of the body public;  

• being aware of community housing requirements based on affordability, 
demand and choice will help prevent intolerant, reactionary NIMBYism.  

• housing providers must be prepared to demonstrate that their proposal is 

going to contribute somehow to the common good of the community.  

Applicability for 

British Columbians 

Although the purpose of this study was to document NIMBY in a rural or small 

town environment, the lessons learned can be applied to many situations in 
British Columbia. One of the major benefits of the research is its focus on 
underlying assumptions and motivations of private citizens, planning staff and 
elected officials. Understanding these assumptions is a key to overcoming 
community resistance. 

Other Comments One of the outcomes of this research is the production of a small booklet 
"NIMBY: Guidelines for Action, Managing Housing Related Disputes". The booklet 
is written to provide housing providers and others with effective ways of 
overcoming NIMBYism.  
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Going Home: Neighbourhood Housing for People with Special Needs 

Producer Portland Cable Access 

Year of Publication 1995 

Subject Area Development of group homes for people with special needs 

Geographic 

Area 

Portland, Oregon 

Format Video VHS format, 18:00 minutes 

Funding 
Agency/Source 

City of Portland, Bureau of Housing and Community Development and 
Community Development Centre 

Primary Objectives The principal reasons for video production were: 

• to break down common fears and stereotypes about people living in special 

needs group homes;  

• to educate about the need and benefit of special needs housing; and  

• to demonstrate the strategies which the City of Portland initiated to create 
good neighbour guidelines.  

Description The video is part of the City of Portland's public education process to develop 
"fair housing,". Portland responded to changes in the federal housing code by 
initiating a "location policy" and developing "strategies for fairer housing". Along 
with several supporting documents, the video examines special needs housing in 
the Portland area. Four group homes are presented in the video:  

• Ryles Centre;  

• Troy House;  

• S & L Start Program; and  

• Ujima Project.  
The video adopts a personal approach to present views about housing by project 

residents, neighbours, community business leaders, group home managers, 
social service agency members and city staff. Myths about crime and property 
values are dispelled as neighbours explain their initial fears and how these were 
not realized once residents moved into their community. The video presents all 
aspects of the group homes - surrounding community, physical appearance 
inside and outside the residence, and interviews with residents themselves. One 

of the strongest features of the video is the ending; clips about "what housing 
means to them" are faded back and forth between group home residents and 
community members, each echoing similar comments.  

Key Findings, 
Conclusions 

The case-by-case study in the Portland area is relevant for developing group 
homes in British Columbia. The four case studies are discussed below: 

• Ryles Centre - developed a "good neighbour plan" even though they didn't 
have to. Ryles held open houses in the community. The society even signed 
a contract with their neighbours to say how they would fit into the 
neighbourhood and how the neighbourhood would fit with them. Group home 

members discussed how they felt safe in the community and how the group 
home provided a sense of family for them.  

• Troy House - five unrelated adults with mental illnesses live in Troy House. 
Neighbours in the middle-class neighbourhood were initially concerned about 

Troy House moving into the community. The resident manager explained 
that people living in group homes need cushioning from poverty, neglect, 
abuse, and all the things that they were in touch with on the street. Open 
communication between the community and the group home has resulted in 
good relations.  

• S & L Start Program - Five individuals released from a nearby mental 

institution are housed in a 30 complex apartment building. A resident 
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manager and support specialists provide services to the residents. Several 
neighbours make positive comments about the residents.  

• Ujima Project - Several women recovering from substance abuse are housed 

in the Ujima Project. Previously, those that had completed treatment 
programs for substance abuse had nowhere to go. The project provides the 
opportunity to integrate into the community by creating independence. The 
women have their own apartment; some even have children living with 
them.  

Applicability for 
British Columbians 

The Portland example is one of the few surveyed which addressed the crime and 
safety concerns of surrounding neighbours. The video attempted to normalize 
the fears by showing that for many group home residents, fear and personal 
safety were also concerns. Many aspects of the video were about reducing the 
myths and stereotypes of group home residents by showing the residents as real 
people with similar ideas about housing and community. Broader goals of 

Portland's "fair housing" policy are not covered in the video; however, the case 
study approach of four communities in the city is effective in presenting the 
"real" impacts of special needs housing. 
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The Race is On: Community Responses to our Housing Challenge 

Producer International Image Conversions 

Year of Publication 1988 

Subject Area Housing intensification 

Geographic 

Area 

Toronto 

Format Video VHS format, 29:50 minutes 

Funding 
Agency/Source 

Metropolitan Toronto Planning Department 

Primary Objectives The principal reasons for video production were: 

• to outline ways of increasing affordable housing in existing residential 

neighbourhoods; and  

• to educate the public about the need for affordable housing.  

Description The video is based on the experiences of several neighbourhoods in Toronto 
developing affordable housing. Several key players in the housing question are 
evident in the video - ratepayers groups, city staff, developers, provincial 
granting authorities, and housing clients. A theme emerges around the concept 

of a race. Over 160,000 affordable housing units are needed between 1986 and 
2000. The level of urgency is exemplified by a metaphoric race taking place at a 
local track with all players taking part. 

Key Findings, 
Conclusions 

The video demonstrated four ways of achieving housing intensification: 

• infill on smaller sites within existing neighbourhoods, such as vacant or 

underused land;  

• building apartments over stores;  

• redevelopment of larger sites; and  

• conversion of existing dwellings to accommodate additional living space.  

There were several findings which relate specifically to NIMBY: 

• there is a perceived myth that intensification will lead to overcrowding. 
However since many older, single family neighbourhoods formally housed 

more residents, intensification more likely leads to a similar neighbourhood 
density as before;  

• demographics and housing preference are affecting the availability of 
affordable housing as households get smaller and need a greater number of 

units;  

• strict and inflexible zoning controls may intensify opposition by increasing the 
number of unsuitable secondary suites;  

• most of the neighbourhood opposition was directed at reservations about the 

unknown or change. Neighbours feared that homeowners would move out of 
the community, property values would fall, the street would deteriorate, and 
parking problems would increase; and  

• neighbourhood opposition is to be expected with all redevelopments since a 

site has meaning for residents, no matter how dilapidated.  

Applicability for 
British Columbians 

Although this video concentrates on market affordable housing, the issues 
surrounding housing intensification are ones which also affect the development of 

non-market housing. The issues of reservations about change, fear of the 
unknown, negative impacts on neighbourhood amenities and parking problems 
are often quoted as reasons for community resistance when developing non-
market housing.  
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Affordable Housing 

Producer Caper Film & Video 

Year of 
Publication 

1992 

Subject Area Development of affordable housing 

Geographic 
Area 

Peel, Ontario 

Format Video VHS format, 17:00 minutes 

Funding 
Agency/Source 

Region of Peel 

Primary Objectives The principal reasons for the production of the video were: 

• to educate the public about the need for affordable housing; and  

• to outline ways that affordable housing could be incorporated into 

communities.  

Description The video examined the experiences of Peel Region, a fast growing area 
surrounding Toronto. During 1992, research was undertaken to develop 
strategies to increase the supply of affordable housing. The video was a result of 

the public education campaign. The video proceeded with a polished combination 
of contrasting housing solutions with "personalized" stories of housing need. 

Key Findings, 
Conclusions 

Housing affordability was addressed as the need to provide housing for all needs, 
such as: 

• young families or singles just starting out on their own;  

• single parents;  

• recent immigrants:  

• seniors; and  

• special needs such as mental illness.  
The video emphasized the need for affordable housing being located in individual 
neighbourhoods so that residents were not forced to move away from their home 
community. Two issues related to NIMBY raised in the video are: 

• the need to provide a variety of housing options within neighbourhoods; and  

• using both market and non-market solutions to address housing affordability. 

Applicability for 
British Columbians 

The video does not address the issue of NIMBY, but does demonstrate a variety 
of housing needs and solutions. Because the Region of Peel is a fast-growing 
area with many suburban neighbourhoods, the examples given are applicable to 
British Columbia situations. Further application is the inclusion of market housing 

in addressing housing needs. Since neighbourhoods often raise similar objections 
to non-market and market housing, strategies addressing both types of housing 
are needed. 
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My Neighbour, My Friend 

Producer TV Hamiliton Cable 14 

Year of Publication 1989 

Subject Area Development of social housing 

Geographic 

Area 

Hamilton-Wentworth 

Format Video VHS format, 31:24 minutes 

Funding 
Agency/Source 

Social Housing Action Committee 

Primary Objectives The principal reasons for video production were: 

• to educate the public about the need for social housing;  

• to outline a variety of housing types which meet social housing needs; and  

• to reduce common myths about social housing residents.  

Description The video examines non-profit housing in the Hamilton-Wentworth area. A 
comprehensive approach to non-profit housing was taken, including interviews 

with provincial authorities, municipal staff, developers/contractors, and housing 
residents. 

Key Findings, 
Conclusions 

Several aspects of NIMBY were addressed in the video: 

• dispersing "core need" residents across projects rather than concentrating 

within one area both increases community acceptance and successful 
integration;  

• municipalities and provincial bodies can aid the development of non-profit 

housing by ensuring that a supply of land is available;  

• public education about the need for social housing should include the 
following comments:  

• that most homeowners today couldn't afford their present homes; and  

• as homeowners age through the life cycle, their housing needs will 

change and a range of housing types in their communities would be 
helpful;  

• creating community benefits for surrounding neighbourhoods, such as the 
incorporation of daycares, increases community acceptance; and  

• early involvement with neighbourhoods reduces community anxiety.  

Applicability for 

British Columbians 

This video takes a personal approach to reducing neighbourhood opposition of 

non-profit housing. Both low-income family and special needs housing are 
addressed. The video is useful at both demonstrating the need for non-profit 
housing and addressing community concerns. 
Recent research by Ekos (1989) is incorporated by visually presenting key 
findings that address the following: 

• physical appearance;  

• property values;  

• amount of socialization;  

• visual privacy; and  

• overall satisfaction with the neighbourhood.  

The experience in Ontario provides a useful comparison for British Columbia. 
The video concludes that future rates of inflation, taxation and speculation in the 
private housing market will continue the demand for non-profit housing. 
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Affordable Housing: Be a Part of the Solution 

Producer Omni - Video 

Year of 
Publication 

1992 

Subject Area Non-profit development of affordable housing 

Geographic 
Area 

Vancouver 

Format Video VHS format, 15:40 minutes 

Funding 
Agency/Source 

Wilson Heights United Church 

Primary Objectives The principal reasons for the production of the video were: 

• to demonstrate, using a case study, how non-profit groups can develop 
affordable housing; and  

• to educate the public about the need for affordable housing.  

Description The video follows the pre-approval and post-occupancy stages of Wilson Heights 
Housing's development in Vancouver. The idea of developing non-profit housing 
spawned from the desire to do something for members of the neighbourhood 

surrounding Wilson Heights who were not able to afford adequate, suitable 
housing for their needs. The church minister and board members met with 
housing consultants, a developer, city planners, and provincial/federal granting 
agencies to plan how to implement non-profit housing. 
NIMBY became an issue as the housing development became a reality. The 
major concerns identified were: 

• parking;  

• impact of children on local schools;  

• traffic; and  

• property values.  

Church members canvassed the local residents door-to-door within a three-block 
radius to invite them to neighbourhood meetings. Fifteen units of affordable 
housing were eventually built in Wilson Heights. 

Key Findings, 
Conclusions 

Some comments about the specific development of Wilson Heights housing 
include: 

• several residents expressed opposition throughout the development phase 
but did change their minds once the housing was built;  

• using a housing consultant aided in the success of project implementation;  

• staying within budget was a concern when making plan changes to satisfy 
local residents;  

• building a mixed use development for seniors and low income families helped 
to increase community acceptance; and  

• church members did their homework on knowing local zoning controls and 

funding requirements, which aided in the approval stage of development.  
Some general comments about the development of non-profit housing include: 

• currently, there are over 7,000 people in need of social housing in the City of 

Vancouver. The biggest need is from single parent families and seniors. 
When housing becomes unaffordable, tenants either move further away or 
choose inadequate, crowded living space.  

• several factors, such as the increase of Vancouver's land prices, federal 

government cutbacks to the non-profit program, conversion of apartments to 
condominiums and demolition of established family homes, will further erode 
the number of affordable housing units.  
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Applicability for 
British Columbians 

This video is of particular interest to non-profit groups developing affordable 
housing.The experience of Wilson Heights demonstrates that, although there 
may be continued opposition, having a knowledge of requirements, support of a 
housing consultant and community presence can overcome obstacles. 
This video has two further applications to the development of non-profit housing 
in British Columbia:  

• because the video is based on the experiences of a non-profit group in the 
Lower Mainland, direct comparisons may be made in other areas of British 
Columbia; and  

• providing a combination of housing types may increase community 

acceptance of non-profit housing. Wilson Heights combined seniors and low 
income families housing in one project. Granting authorities may wish to try 
innovative approaches to overcome opposition. 
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Dear Mr. Squire: 

 

 Re:  A Consulting Report Discussing Value Impacts Related to Infill Housing Projects in 

Various Specified Mature Areas of the City of Winnipeg, Manitoba 

 

The Appraisal Institute of Canada – Manitoba (AIC-MB) learned in early 2018 that 

WinnipegREALTORS® has been working with the City of Winnipeg Planning, Property and 

Development Department in support of the City’s Residential Infill Strategy. Part of this strategy 

is to review the value impacts (if any) on existing properties in the general area of recently 

approved infill projects in the City. As members of the AIC-MB, we offered to assist in this by 

providing an unbiased third-party review of property value impacts around several identified 

infill properties or areas and have prepared the following study examining the impacts on area 

property values in neighbourhoods as identified by City of Winnipeg Planning, Property & 

Development representatives. 

 

In brief, where we were able to find enough market evidence, the findings showed that there 

was no discernible negative impact on area properties from the increased density of these 

projects, and that re-sales of area properties (or paired sales, as available) indicate a general 

increase of market value of 2% to 4% per year over the timeframes examined. The only 

negative impact noted was a reduced volume of MLS activity (i.e. listings, sales, expirations, etc) 

for properties immediately adjacent to development during the construction period. This 

impact tended to disappear once the project was completed. 

 

This report has been prepared in conformity with the Code of Ethics and Consulting Standard of 

the Appraisal Institute of Canada and in compliance with the Canadian Uniform Standards of 

Professional Appraisal Practice (CUSPAP). This letter is invalid as an opinion if detached from 

the report, which contains the text and addenda. 

 

Respectfully submitted, 

                                   
Jason Schellenberg, AACI, P. App    Rebecca McClure, CRA, P. App Gerry Lachance, AACI, P. App
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Client, Intended User(s) and Intended Use of the Consultation 

WinnipegREALTORS® is the client of this report, and the City of Winnipeg Planning, Property 

and Development Department is an intended user. The intended use of this report is for 

supporting the City of Winnipeg’s Residential Infill Strategy. All other users and usage are 

denied. 

 

Purpose of the Consultation 

The purpose of the consultation is to determine if there have been value impacts (positive or 

negative) on area properties related to increased density from infill development of housing in 

existing mature neighbourhoods. 

 

Effective Date of Consulting Service 

The effective date of the findings is September 1, 2018 with research having taken place in July 

and August 2018. 

 

Scope of Work 

1. Rebecca McClure, CRA, P. App along with Gerry Lachance, AACI, P. App and Jason 

Schellenberg, AACI, P. App each undertook a review of select areas with the intent to 

determine value impacts on existing area properties. The areas selected were provided 

by the City of Winnipeg Planning, Property and Development department as 

representative infill areas and projects. 

2. Where possible, re-sales of properties both before the developments noted herein were 

announced and after completion were examined however in some cases selling price 

per square foot of building for properties that were adjacent to the developments were 

also compared to other area properties. 

3. Information concerning the buildings and sales examined was obtained from the 

WinnipegREALTORS® Multiple Listings Service (MLS) and Sales for Appraisers and 

Brokers of Real Estate (SABRE) database as provided by WinnipegREALTORS®. 

Renovations made to the properties between the two sales dates were also considered, 

with re-sales of homes seeing extensive renovations excluded from the report due to 

difficulties in adjusting for significant changes. 

4. None of the properties under consideration have been physically visited and none of 

agents, vendors nor purchasers have been contacted for particulars of the individual 

transactions. 

5. After analyzing the data defined in this scope, a final summary of the data and typical 

impacts on the selling prices and/or the marketing experiences of area properties was 

made for each area. 
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Areas Under Consideration 

The areas considered within the City of Winnipeg include: 

1. Centennial Park row housing development along Centennial Street (720& 725 Kingsway 

Avenue between Academy Road and Corydon Avenue) in River Heights 

2. Multifamily apartment developments along Tache Avenue in St. Boniface including 680 

Tache Ave (five-storey 24-unit apartment style condominium building built in 2015), 750 

Tache Avenue (four-storey 22-unit apartment style condominium building built in 2013), 

760 Tache Avenue (four-storey 48-unit apartment style condominium building built in 

2012), and 770 Tache Avenue (four-storey 62-unit apartment style condominium 

building built in 2011). 

3. A two-unit dwelling at 165 Royal Avenue in Seven Oaks (50-foot wide lot split into two 

25-foot wide lots). 

4. A new four storey apartment project at 2350 McGillivray Boulevard in Whyte Ridge. 

5. The Habitat for Humanity project at 210 Lyle Street (former police station site) in Deer 

Lodge. A 16-home site approved in June 2015. 

6. Multiple redevelopments (many splits of 50-foot wide lots into two 25-foot wide lots) in 

Glenwood Heights. Reviewed from 2015 to 2018. 

 

Consulting Procedures Applied 

For the purposes of this consultation assignment, the primary methodology applied was a 

comparison to re-sales of the same property in proximity to the affected area both before, 

during and after the announcement of the project (where appropriate/available). Public MLS® 

listing information and pictures were reviewed for the sales before, during and after, and if 

significant renovations had been undertaken, such sales were discarded and for minor 

renovations, estimated adjustments were applied. 

 

Where there was insufficient re-sale data, and where properties were somewhat homogenous 

in age and style, an analysis of selling price per square foot was completed for properties 

deemed to be adjacent to or impacted by infill development and these were compared to other 

area property sales at a similar timeframe that were not impacted. 
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Summary of Findings 

Area 1 – Centennial Park, River Heights 

An analysis of sales data related to the Centennial Park infill row housing development in the 

River Heights area was completed. The development runs north/south, from Academy Road to 

Corydon Avenue with Lockwood Street to the west and Centennial Street to the east. 

 

 
The Centennial Park development consists of bungalow condominiums. Construction of the 

improvements commenced in June 2012, approximately. The project spanned two years (+-) 

with completion by late 2014. 

 

A search of properties within a 1 to 3 block radius was completed dating back to 2010. There 

were approximately 45 reasonably comparable properties for a paired analysis, however, most 

were not directly impacted by the condominium development. 32 properties were paired and 

analyzed to arrive at the suggested conclusions herein. The properties were split into three 

separate groups (see below). 

 

Overall, the properties with minimal/no changes and the properties with some minor 

upgrading, have approximate annual increases of 2% to 4% with no dramatic differences 

between properties directly impacted by the development and non-impacted properties. These 
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two categories are considered to be best for this analysis as they include the least number of 

variables. The renovated property analysis shows that the two directly impacted properties did 

have large increases in value after their renovations (similar to non-impacted properties), 

however, their average annual value increase appears below average. 

In conclusion, based on the available public sales data that was analyzed, properties directly 

impacted by the Centennial Park development do not appear to suffer negatively, over time.  

It was noted that market activity for properties directly impacted by the development, when 

construction was in progress (2012 - 2014) was noticeably lower than surrounding locations. 

There were substantially less active/expired/withdrawn listings and sales throughout the two 

years the development was progressing than there was on neighbouring streets (as per MLS).  

As per the information gathered and analyzed, it is fair to state that adverse market influences 

may exist during the construction of some infill projects, however, when the projects are 

complete, directly impacted properties appear to have similar/same market appeal as 

neighbouring non-directly impacted properties. 

 

Minimal/No Changes (to the property between transactions): 

Directly impacted properties are slightly below average overall with respect to increases in 

value, however, directly impacted properties were limited. 

 
 

Some Upgrading/Renovations (to the property between transactions): 

Directly impacted properties have above average value increases overall, however, the 

transaction dates occurred prior and post the construction commencing/completion of the 

condominium development (overall). 

 

Two transactions, one impacted and one not, have been included as they both experienced 

similar decreases in value and transpired during similar time frames. These properties are 

considered to be outliers and were not included for the Annual Increase. Overall, properties 

with some upgrading/renovations that are directly impacted show a slightly above average 

increase in value, however, directly impacted properties were limited. 
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Extensively Renovated/Upgraded (between transactions): 

Directly impacted properties have a below average annual increase overall, however, their total 

increase in value is comparable to properties not directly impacted by the development. There 

were only two directly impacted properties for comparison available. 

 
 

Summary 

Within this area, annual increases of 2% to 4% were observed for re-sales of properties after 

accounting for renovations or changes to the dwellings/properties between the dates of sale. 

The days on market required for a sale were also typical for these properties relative to other 

sales in the general area, although it was noted that market activity was slower in this area 

during the period of construction.  There were significantly fewer listings and sales in the 

immediate location of the construction during this period. 
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Area 2 – Tache Ave, St Boniface 

A review of the Tache Avenue area north of Provencher Boulevard was done. There was very 

limited listing or sales activity in this area, and as such a conclusion was not able to be drawn 

however it appears that there was no evidence of people selling their homes to leave the area 

either, and market activity that was able to be discovered appears to show a long tenure of 

ownership. No discernible value impact was observed from the limited public sales and listing 

data. 

 

Area 3 – 165 Royal Avenue, Seven Oaks 

The 165 Royal Ave site was a 50-foot wide lot that was subdivided into two 25-foot wide lots 

with construction of a single-family home with secondary suite on each site.  

This area had very limited area re-sales data and overall was inconclusive with sales within the 

local market area showing typical exposure times. As the properties in the area vary 

significantly in age and condition, no detailed analysis was possible, however in general 

exposure times appeared similar to prior to the development. 

 

Area 4 – 2350 McGillivray Avenue, Whyte Ridge 

This site had a new four-storey multifamily apartment building with a construction permit 

issued in November 2013. This area also had limited re-sales however as the housing in this 

area is largely similar and built in the early to mid 2000s, a comparison of selling price per 

square foot of building was completed for properties that were adjacent to the apartment 

building as compared to those that were further away.  

There were three sales of properties that backed onto this new apartment site since then and 

information is presented below: 

 
Sale price per sf - $251.30 

 



Page 8 

AIC-MB - Study of Area Value Impacts Related to Infill Property Development    

 

 
Sale price per sf - $264.47  

 

 
Sale price per sf - $240.69 

Unadjusted Sale Range - $240.69 – $264.47 – Average $252.15 per sf 
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Below are sales of properties in the general neighbourhood that would not be considered to be 

potentially impacted: 

 
Sale price per sf - $237.43 per sf 

 

 
Sale price per sf - $244.74 per sf 
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Sale price per sf - $264.54 per sf 

 

 
Sale price per sf - $256.71 per sf 

Unadjusted Sale Range - $237.43 – $264.54 – Average $250.86 per sf 

 

Summary: 

Sales of properties backing onto The Ridge apartments: average $252.15 per sf 

Sales of properties in the general neighbourhood: $250.86 per sf 

 

Overall the properties that were adjacent to this development appeared to sell at a highly 

similar rate per square foot than others in the area. Properties that were adjacent also 

frequently sold above list price (which is also common in the general area). Annual market 

increases appeared to show a range of 2% to 4%. 

 

  



Page 11 

AIC-MB - Study of Area Value Impacts Related to Infill Property Development    

 

Area 5 – 210 Lyle Street, Deer Lodge 

The 210 Lyle Street site did not have any re-sales of properties from just prior to just after the 

development completed.  

 

Within 0.25 km radius: 16 listings of single family detached residences – 12 sales; Median DOM for the 

sales – 10 days; Median sale price - $276,000 

Within this area, five re-sales of properties were discovered within a 0.5 km radius (mapped 

below). 

 

 

Below is a summary of the re-sales: 
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There were several re-sales of properties between early 2015 to summer 2018 however the 

closest sales were approximately five blocks away. There was no highly comparable re-sale data 

adjacent to development, however appears to show relatively typical market activity overall in the area. 

These other area properties showed a market change of 2% to 4% per year after adjusting for 

changes to the properties. As this is a newer development (completed in fall 2017), it may be 

too soon to fully observe the impacts.  

 

Area 6 – Glenwood, St Vital 

The Glenwood area has seen many redevelopments of homes and splitting of wide lots into two 

smaller lots in the past several years.  

 

Within radius of sales in MLS area (2D): 468 listings of single family detached residences – 351 

sales; Median DOM for the sales – 10 days; Median sale price - $245,000.  

 
Within this timeframe, there were 19 re-sales of properties (mapped above, with the infill 

properties shown as checkmarks). 

 

This area produced a large amount of data overall for properties within one block of an infill 

development. From the re-sales data gathered, most properties showed an annualized increase 

of 2% to 4% per year and days on market was overall typical with no increase in marketing time 

required for homes near such infill development. 
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Of these re-sales, several were teardowns/redevelopments or extensively renovated. Removing 

those left the following 10 re-sales: 

 

 

Comments – Most properties showed typical annual increases of 2-3% in value, however some 

had significant renovations and 182 Stranmillis Ave showed a very small increase despite 

significant renovations (although the first purchase may have been above-market due to an 

overbid). The sales of 111 Clonard Ave and 112 Imperial Ave appear to be the closest in 

proximity to the infill homes and each showed generally typical value increases of 2-4% per 

year. 

 

Final Comments 

From the development areas considered within this report, where there was sufficient data to 

draw a conclusion (other than reduced sales and listings volumes during the period of adjacent 

construction) no discernible negative impact on area property values was discovered. Increases 

in market value for the impacted or area properties appeared to be typical relative to the 

overall market in each area. 

 

Where we were able to find enough market evidence, for the areas studied, the findings show 

that there is no discernible negative impact on area properties from increased density and that 

re-sales of area properties (or paired sales, as available) based on the areas examined. Where 

there was enough data to determine a trend, the above indicated a general increase in market 

value of 2% to 4% per year over the timeframes examined.  
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The only negative impact noted was a reduced market volume (i.e. listings, sales, expirations, 

etc.) for properties immediately adjacent to the developments during the construction period. 

This impact tended to be mitigated once the project was completed.  

 

It is noted that If similar data analysis was completed on other specific infill developments in 

other neighbourhoods, or near other types of higher density development, the conclusions 

found in these areas may or may not render a different outcome, depending on the type of 

development and quality of data available. 

 

Assumptions and Limiting Conditions 

1. This report is prepared at the request of Mr. Peter Squire of WinnipegREALTORS® for the 

intended use of officials of the City of Winnipeg Planning, Property and Development 

Department only for the specific use identified herein of assistance in development of the 

City of Winnipeg Infill Strategy. No other person may rely on this report or any part of this 

report without first obtaining consent from the client and written authorization from the 

authors. Liability is expressly denied to any other person and, accordingly, no responsibility 

is accepted for any damage suffered by any other person as a result of decisions made or 

actions taken based on this consulting report. Liability is expressly denied for any 

unauthorized user or for anyone who uses this consulting report for any use not specifically 

identified in this report. Payment of the appraisal fee has no effect on liability. Reliance on 

this consulting report without authorization or for an unauthorized use is unreasonable.  

2. Because market conditions, including economic, social and political factors, may change 

rapidly and, on occasion, without warning, this report cannot be relied upon as of any date 

other than the effective date specified in this report unless specifically authorized by the 

author. 

3. Verification of compliance with governmental regulations, bylaws or statutes is outside the 

scope of work of this report. Any information provided is for informational purposes only 

and any reliance is unreasonable.  

4. This report is completed on the basis that testimony or appearance in court concerning this 

report is not required unless specific arrangements to do so have been made beforehand. 

Such arrangements will include, but not necessarily be limited to: adequate time to review 

the report and related data, and the provision of appropriate compensation. 

5. The analyses set out in this report relied on written and verbal information obtained from a 

variety of sources the author considered reliable. Unless otherwise stated herein, the 

author did not verify public MLS® information, which the authors believed to be correct. 

6. The contents of this report are confidential and will not be disclosed by the authors to any 

party except as provided for by the provisions of the CUSPAP and/or when properly entered 

into evidence of a duly qualified judicial or quasi-judicial body. The authors acknowledge 

that the information collected herein is personal and confidential and shall not use or 

disclose the contents of this report except as provided for in the provisions of the CUSPAP 

and in accordance with the authors’ privacy policy. The client agrees that in accepting this 
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report, it shall maintain the confidentiality and privacy of any personal information 

contained herein and shall comply in all material respects with the contents of the author's 

privacy policy and in accordance with the Personal Information and Electronics Documents 

Act (PIPEDA). 

7. The author has agreed to enter into the assignment as requested by the client named in this 

report for the use specified by the client, which is stated in this report. The client has agreed 

that the performance of this report and the format are appropriate for the intended use. 

8. This report, its content and all attachments/addendums and their content are the property 

of the authors. The client, authorized users and any appraisal facilitator are prohibited, 

strictly forbidden, and no permission is expressly or implicitly granted or deemed to be 

granted, to modify, alter, merge, publish (in whole or in part) screen scrape, database 

scrape, exploit, reproduce, decompile, reassemble or participate in any other activity 

intended to separate, collect, store, reorganize, scan, copy, manipulate electronically, 

digitally, manually or by any other means whatsoever this appraisal report, addendum, all 

attachments and the data contained within for any commercial, or other, use.  

9. If transmitted electronically, this report will have been digitally signed and secured with 

personal passwords to lock the appraisal file. Due to the possibility of digital modification, 

only originally signed reports and those reports sent directly by the authors can be 

reasonably relied upon. 

10. All figures within this report are in Canadian Dollars (unless otherwise noted). 

 

Hypothetical Condition(s):  

None 

 

Extraordinary Assumption(s) and Limiting Condition(s):  

None 
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Certification of Appraisers 

 

We hereby certify to the best of our knowledge and belief that: 

• The statements of fact contained in this report are true and correct; 

• The reported analyses, opinions, and conclusions are limited only by the reported 

assumptions and limiting conditions and are our personal impartial and unbiased 

professional analyses, opinions, and conclusions; 

• We have no past, present or prospective interest in the areas under examination within 

this report, and no personal interest and/or professional interest or conflict of with 

respect to the parties involved with this assignment; 

• Our engagement in and compensation is not contingent upon developing or reporting 

predetermined results, the amount of value estimate, a conclusion favouring the client, 

or the occurrence of a subsequent event.  

• Our analysis, opinions and conclusions were developed, and this report has been 

prepared, in conformity with the CUSPAP.  

• We have the knowledge, skills and experience to complete the assignment competently.  

• Except as herein disclosed, no one has provided significant professional assistance to 

the persons signing this report.  

• As of the date of this report the undersigned have fulfilled the requirements of The 

Appraisal Institute of Canada Continuing Professional Development Program.  

• The undersigned are Members in good standing of the Appraisal Institute of Canada 

 

As set out elsewhere in this report, this report is subject to certain assumptions and limiting 

conditions, the verification of which is outside the scope of this report. 

 

Appraisers 

                                   
Jason Schellenberg, AACI, P. App    Rebecca McClure, CRA, P. App Gerry Lachance, AACI, P. App 

AIC Membership #: 904675           AIC Membership #: 902936 AIC Membership #: 900487 

Date of Report/Date Signed: November 5th, 2018 

Source of Digital Signature Security: Notarius 

 

NOTE: For this report to be valid, an original or a password protected digital signature is 

required. 
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