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This policy brief is a summary of the Furman Center's research on the effects supportive housing has

on the values of surrounding properties. The full study is available at http.//furmancenter.nyu.edu.

What Is Supportive Housing?

Supportive housing is a type of affordable housing that provides on-site services to people
who may need support to live independently. Residents may include formerly homeless
individuals and families, people with HIV/AIDS or physical disabilities, young people
aging out of foster care, ex-offenders, people with mental illness or individuals with a
history of substance abuse. Residents in supportive housing developments, unlike those
in temporary or transitional housing options, sign a lease or make some other long-term
agreement. Developments provide a range of services to residents, which can include
case management, job training and mental health or substance abuse counseling. Sup-
portive housing developments are run by non-profit organizations that typically provide

both support services and management.

Researchers have found supportive housing to be an effective and cost-efficient way to
house disabled and formerly homeless people. The combination of permanent affordable
housing and support services is seen as key to providing a stable environment in which
individuals can address the underlying causes of their homelessness—at far less cost

than placing them in a shelter or treating them in a hospital.

1
See, e.g, Culhane, Dennis, Stephen Metraux and Trevor Hadley. 2002. Public Service Reductions Associated with Placement of Homeless
Persans with Severe Mental Hlness in Supportive Housing, Housing Policy Debate. 13(1): 107 - 163, Lipton, Frank R, et al 2000, Tenure in
Supportive Housing for Homeless Persons With Severe Mental Hiness. Psychiatric Services. 51{4) 479486
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Supportive Housing
n NYC

Supportive housing grew out of attempts in
the late 1970s and early 1980s to provide
services to mentally-ill individuals who
were homeless or living in substandard,
privately-owned Single Room Occupancy
(SRO) buildings. Soon thereafter, nonprofit
groups formed to rehabilitate the housing
in addition to providing on-site services.

By 1990, New York City nonprofits were
operating over 2,000 units of supportive
housing. The success of these efforts led the
state and city to sign a historic joint initia-
tive to fund the creation of thousands of
new supportive housing units for homeless
persons with mental illness. The “New York/
New York Agreement,” signed in 1990, was
the first of three initiatives that have helped
spur the development of over 14,000 units
in more than 220 supportive housing resi-
dences in the city for formerly homeless and
inadequately housed people with a range of
disabilities. As Figure A shows, the over-
whelming majority of these developments
were built in Manhattan, Brooklyn and the
Bronx. As seen in Figure B, there has been

Figure A: Supportive Housing Developments in
Our Study by Borough (as of z003)
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fairly steady development throughout the
past two decades, with a big building boom
following the 1990 NY/NY agreement.

Signed in November of 2005, the “New York/
New York Il1 Agreement” was the largest yet,
committing $1 billion to create 9,000 units
of supportive housing (both scattered-site
and single-site’) for homeless and at-risk
individuals and families with disabilities
in New York City over ten years. The large
scope of this initiative ensures that there

Figure B: Supportive Housing Developments Completed Annually
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Note: This figure includes all developments examined in this study: all supportive housing opening in New York Ci ity before 2004 that resulted from
new construction or the gut renovation of a vacant building,

ey
=
W
~
5
>
2
7]
Z
E
[z}
|
-
¥
(v
B
o
o
5
d
&
o
=]
=)
7=
=]
=
=
41
%]
z
o
=
g
=
=]
2]
E
3
L)
=
=]
o
I=
w
2
Q
T
o
>
=
=
Qo
o
[0
=3
Vi
L
[+]
-
-
a
=9
E
£

NYU's Furman Center for Real Estate & Urban Policy

" Our research looks cnly at the impact of single-site supportive housing (developments in which the supportive housing units all are located
in a single building with on-site social services), but it is important ta note that New York City has an additional 9,000 supportive housing
units that are scattered-site (dispersed within non -supportive housing buildings)
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will continue to be a robust development
pipeline of supportive housing to house
homeless New Yorkers living with mental
illness and other challenges.

As providers of supportive housing begin to
implement the NY/NY III agreement, how-
ever, they are encountering two related and
significant obstacles: New York City has a
serious shortage of land suitable for build-
ing such developments; and community
opposition to hosting supportive housing
further limits the sites on which support-
ive housing can be built. The state and city
require some form of public notification for
all proposed supportive housing develop-
ments, and opposition by the local commu-
nity often makes it difficult or impossible
for developments to secure the necessary
funding and land use approvals.

Despite the critical role that supportive
housing plays in helping to address the prob-
lem of homelessness, communities asked to
host the housing often resist, expressing
fears that the housing will have a negative
impact on the neighborhood. Neighbors
voice worries, for example, that the support-
ive housing will increase crime, drain the
neighborhoods’ services and overburden its
infrastructure, bring people to the commu-
nity whose personal appearance or behavior
will make residents and visitors uncomfort-
able, or otherwise decrease the quality of
life in the neighborhood. They also com-
monly express a concern that supportive
housing will depress the value of housing in
the neighborhood, thereby depriving them
of potential returns on their investment,
and triggering a spiral of deterioration.

What Do We Know
About Neighborhood
Impacts of Supportive
Housing?

Theoretically, supportive housing develop-
ments could either depress or raise neigh-
borhood property values. If the development
isn't well-maintained or doesn’t blend in well
with the surrounding community, it could
have a negative impact on neighborhood
property values. Similarly, if the residents of
the new supportive housing engage in offen-
sive behavior or participate in or are targets
for illegal behavior, the housing might cause
prices to drop. On the other hand, if a new
development is attractive and replaces a
community eyesore, such as an abandoned
or vacant property, or helps to house people
who otherwise would be living on the streets
nearby, it likely would have a positive impact
on property values. Similarly, if the new
development is a conscientious and good
neighbor and provides useful services to the
community, it could raise prices.

While some who oppose supportive hous-
ing may do so regardless of the facts, objec-
tive, credible research about the experiences

other neighborhoods have had with support-
ive housing should help to inform discus-
sions about proposed developments. Some

researchers have studied the effects of group

homes, but few have looked specifically at
the supportive housing model. Moreover,
previous studies have been limited by data

constraints, including small sample sizes (as

few as 79 units) and limited time frames, and

have studied effects in low-density neighbor-
hoods, making it difficult to generalize their
results to denser urban settings.’

The Furman Center's research aims to fill
this gap in the literature with a rigorous,
large-scale examination of the impacts of
approximately 7,500 units of supportive
housing created in New York City over the
past twenty years.

3
See, e.g., Galster, George, Peter Tatian and Kathryn Pettit. 2004 Supportive Housing and Neighborhood Property Value Externalities
Land Economics. BO(1): 35 54; for studies of precursors to suppartive housing such as group homes, see, e.g., Colwell, Peter E, Carolyn A
Dehring and Nicholas A, Lash. 2000. The Effects of Group Homes on Neighborhood Property Values, Land Economics. 76(4) 615-637



About Our Research

In order to measure the impacts of support-
ive housing on property values, we use a
large dataset with information on the sales
prices of all apartment buildings, condo-
minium apartments and one to four fam-
ily homes selling in the city between 1974
and 2005, as well as property-level data
on the characteristics of the units sold. We
link these data to a list of all the supportive
housing developments and their addresses,
which we compiled with assistance from
the New York City Department of Hous-
ing Preservation and Development (HPD),
the New York State Office of Mental Health
(OMH), the Supportive Housing Network
of New York (SHNNY)—the member asso-
ciation of nonprofit supportive housing
providers in New York State, and the Cor-
poration for Supportive Housing (CSH)—
a financial and technical assistance interme-
diary to supportive housing providers. This
comprehensive dataset includes 7,500 units
in 123 developments that opened between
1985 and 2003 and either were newly con-
structed or the result of gut renovations of

vacant buildings." The median size of the
123 developments is 48 units.

Identifying the impacts of supportive hous-
ing on the values of neighboring properties
ischallenging, primarily because it is difficult
to disentangle what causes what—to deter-
mine whether supportive housing affects
neighboring property values or whether
neighboring property values affected the
decision to build supportive housing in
the neighborhood. Developers of support-
ive housing might, for example, be more

_ likely to build the housing on sites in neigh-

borhoods with very low property values,
because more city-owned sites are available
in such neighborhoods, because community
opposition may be lower in these neighbor-
hoods, or because developers can only afford
to build in neighborhoods with the lowest
property values. In fact, a simple compari-
son of census tracts in the city reveals that
in 1990, before most supportive housing
was sited, tracts that now have supportive
housing tended to have higher poverty rates
and lower homeownership rates than tracts
that do not {see Table A).

Table A: Demographics (as of 1990) for Census Tracts with and without Supportive Housing

Indicator® (as of 1990} Al Tracts Tracts that | Tracts
in NYC now have | without
Supportive | Supportive
Housing** | Housing
Number of Tracts 2,217 102 2,115
Poverty Rate 19.3% 31.4% 18.4%
Homeownership Rate 28.6% 10.9% 305%

Source: 1990 Decennial Census data (NCDB). “All reported numbers represent the mean value across census tracts, weighted by
population. **Tracts with supportive housing are those that are host to the 123 supportive housing developments in our study,
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4 Because we are interested in the impacts new developments have on a neighborhood, our data on suppartive housing developments only
include new construction or projects that involved the complete, physical rehabilitation of a formerly vacant building, We did not include
Instances where an occupied building received cosmetic rehabilitation or was converted into a supportive housing development without
undergoing substantial renovation.
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Figure C: Methodology

Supportive housing development is represented by the X. We compare prices of properties within 500 feet and 1,000
feet of the development to similar properties in the same census tract but more than 1,000 feet away before and

after the supportive housing is built,

‘\ Census 1500 feet 11,000 feer
s Trace | 1

1

1

A

A o :Iﬁ

Price differences between properties inside each ring
and those more than 1,000 feet away from the site
before supportive housing is built.

We address this problem by controlling for
the difference between the prices of proper-
ties very near to a supportive housing site
and the prices of other properties in the same
neighborhood before the supportive housing
is constructed. Specifically, our research com-
pares the price differences between proper-
ties within 500 and 1,000 feet of a support-
ive housing development, before and after it
is built, with a comparable group of proper-
ties more than 1,000 feet from the site but
still within the same census tract.’

Qur strategy is illustrated in Figure C. Qur
approach controls for differences in prices
between properties near to supportive
housing sites and other properties in the
neighborhood before supportive housing
is built. It also controls for neighborhoad
price appreciation over time. Accordingly,
we are able to specifically isolate the impact
of the supportive housing. Qur approach

‘\ Census V Suppartive 1500 feet 1 1,000 feet
s Trace | Housing

LS

Price differences between properties inside each ring
and those more than 1,000 feet away from the
supportive housing after it opens.

also allows us to examine whether impacts
vary with distance from the supportive
housing development, because the impact
on a property closer to a development might
very well differ from impacts on properties
still affected but further out in the 1,000
foot ring.

Finally, because impacts might be felt as
soon as people learn that a supportive hous-
ing development is going to be built, and
because construction of any building may
bring noise, truck traffic, and other prob-
lems, we exclude the construction period
from our estimate of property value differ-
ences between properties within the ring of
supportive housing and those beyond 1,000
feet, before supportive housing opens.

® One thousand feet is approximately the length of four North/South streets in Manhattan; across the city, on average, 1,000 feet is about
the length of two blocks, While previous property value impact studies have looked at larger distances, it is unlthely that the relatively small
developments we study would have an effect on property values many blocks away in the fairly dense Manhattan, Bronx and Brooklyn

neighbothoods in which they are concentrated.
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What Do We Find?

Our research finds little evidence to sup-
port neighbors’ fears that supportive hous-
ing developments will reduce the price of
surrounding properties over time. To the
contrary, we find that the opening of a sup-
portive housing development does not have
a statistically significant® impact on the
value of the properties within 500 feet of the
development.

We find that two to five years before a sup-
portive housing development opens, prop-
erties within 500 feet of the site sell for
almost 4 percent less than properties in the
comparison group. This indicates that sup-
portive housing developments are generally
being built in areas that are more distressed
than the surrounding neighborhood.

In the five years after completion, we find
that the prices of those nearby properties
experience strong and steady growth, appre-
ciating more than comparable properties in
the same neighborhood but further than
1,000 feet from the supportive housing.

As seen in Figure D, which illustrates the
impact of a new supportive housing devel-
opment of median size (48 units) on proper-
ties up to 500 feet away, there is a slight
increase in the value of nearby properties
when the development opens (compared
with their value before construction began),
but this difference is not statistically signifi-
cant. After the supportive housing opens, we
see a statistically significant rise in the value
of these nearby properties, relative to prop-
erty values in the comparison group. As a
result, the four percent discount neighboring
properties experienced before the supportive
housing was built steadily narrows over time.

Moving farther away from the development,
we find that properties between 500 and
1,000 feet away, unlike those less than 500
feet away, see a statistically significant drop
in value when the building is under con-
struction and when the supportive housing
opens (compared to prices more than 1,000
feet from the development but within the
neighborhood). But once again, we find that
prices then show a steady relative gain in the
years after completion. That pattern might
suggest that the positive effects of the sup-

Figure D: Sales Prices of Properties Within 500 Feet of Supportive Housing Relative to
Comparison Group, by Year Relative to Completion (For Median Size Development of 48 Units)

In this figure, the dotted line represents what we estimate would have happened to the prices of nearby properties
had there been no new supportive housing development; the solid purple line represents the results of our analysis,

which show steady growth in the value of nearby properties,

4%

nsus tract)

2%

-5 4 -3 -2 -1

PRICES WITHIN 500 FEET {relative to similar properties

mare than 1,000 feet away but fn same ce

YEAR RELATIVE TO COMPLETION (vertical axis represents opening date of supportive housing)

0 1 2 3 4 5

6
The term “statistically significant” refers to the likelihood that the differences between the groups being compared (in this study, the dif

ference between the values of the properties near suppartive housing and those further away) could have occurred by chance 1 statistical
methods show that results are statistically significant at the 95 percent level, we can be sure that the probability that the results are due
to pure chance is five percent or less Generally, researchers will consider results reliable only if they are statistically significant at the

30 (or higher) percent level.
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portive housing are diluted farther away
from the site and initially are outweighed by
community uneasiness about the housing,
but as the neighborhood grows comfortable
with the supportive housing, prices show
steady growth relative to the comparison
properties,

In sum, our research reveals that the prices

of properties closest to supportive hous-
ing—which are the properties opponents of
supportive housing claim are most likely to

be affected by the development—increase

in the years after the supportive housing

opens, relative to other properties located in

the neighborhood but further from the sup-
portive housing, Prices of properties 500 to

1,000 feet from the supportive housing may

fall somewhat while the buildings are being

built and as they open, but then steadily
increase relative to the prices of properties

further away from the supportive housing
but in the same neighborhood. Our results

accordingly suggest that over time, the val-
ues of homes near supportive housing do

not suffer because of their proximity to the

supportive housing.
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Does the Size or

Type of Supportive
Housing Matter?
Does the Population
Density of the Neigh-
borhood Matter?

Because of the diversity of supportive hous-
ing developments and the neighborhoods in
which they are being built, we also wanted
to evaluate whether characteristics of either
the development or the neighborhood
influence any effects the development has.
We were somewhat surprised to find that
the effects on neighboring property values
do not depend on the size of the develop-
ment (number of units) or the develop-
ment’s characteristics, such as whether the
development sets aside a certain number of
affordable units for neighborhood residents.
The impact supportive housing has on prop-
erty values also does not differ between
lower and higher density neighborhoods.
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What Do These Findings Mean?

Our findings show that the values of properties within 500 feet of supportive
housing show steady growth relative to other properties in the neighborhood
in the years after supportive housing opens. Properties somewhat further away
(between 500 and 1,000 feet) show a decline in value when supportive housing
first opens, but prices then increase steadily, perhaps as the market realizes that

fears about the supportive housing turned out to be wrong.

The city, state, and providers of supportive housing must continue to maximize
the positive effects of supportive housing and ensure that supportive housing
residences remain good neighbors. But the evidence refutes the frequent asser-
tions by opponents of proposed developments that supportive housing has a

sustained negative impact on neighboring property values.

3 T T e = =

JEROME COURT, a supportive hausing development int the Bronx, managed by Palladia, Inc.

THE FURMAN CENTER FOR REAL ESTATE AND URBAN POLICY
is a joint research center of the New York University School of Law and the Robert
E. Wagner Graduate School of Public Service at NYU. Since its founding in 1995,
the Furman Center has become the leading academic research center in New York
City dedicated to providing objective academic and empirical research on the legal
and public policy issues involving land use, real estate, housing and urban affairs
in the United States, with a particular focus on New York City. More information
about the Furman Center can be found at www.furmancenter.nyu.edu.
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We Are Neighbours
The Impact of Supportive Housing on

Community, Social, Economic and Attitude Changes

Executive Summary

Supportive housing makes for great neighbourhoods. That's the conclusion of this
important new study of two Toronto suppertive housing buildings for people with mental
illness, many of whom were previously homeless, and the communities that surround
them. As the City of Toronto, along with the Ontario and Canadian governments, work to
develop affordable housing strategies, this research shows the important role that
supportive housing has to play.

Supportive housing combines bricks-and-mortar with special supports to meet the
physical and mental health needs of tenants. These support services allow people to live
independently in the community. People who live in supportive housing know its value.
Members of the Dream Team, who conducted this research project, have been engaged
for several years in telling their personal stories about how supportive housing has been —
almost literally — a life-saver.

But what about the impact of supportive housing on the surrounding neighbourhood?
Almost inevitably, when a new supportive housing project is proposed concerns will be
raised about "those people” and the impact of “that project” on community safety,
cohesion and property values.

The Dream Team set out to test the value of supportive housing through a community-
based research process that brought together supportive housing residents, housing
providers and their neighbours. They used public data to show that supportive housing
does not hurt property values or increase crime. But their interviews go further, to show
that supportive housing tenants make important contributions to the strength of their
neighbourhoods. Tenants contribute a modest amount to local businesses {most residents
are not particularly weaithy, so their economic footprint is not large); they add to the
vibrancy of an area through their street presence; they participate in the friendliness
amongst neighbours; and they contribute to the collective efficacy of their neighbourhoods
through actions around noise and speed, tidiness and crime.

In short, supportive housing residents are just the kind of great neighbours that every
community needs.

% We Are Neighbours | Tii
WELLESLEY L INSTITUTE — [10
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Key Findings

Property
values and
crime rates
are
unaffected

Neighbours do
not think the
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o There is no evidence that the existence of the supportive housing buildings

o

We Are Neighbours

studied has negatively affected either property values or crime rates in the
neighbourhood. Property values have increased and crime decreased in
the period considered by the study.

Of the 54 immediate neighbours and business people interviewed, only two
business people claimed that the houses have a negative impact. They
were also the business people with the least experience in the
neighbourhood. Only 40% of residential neighbours and business people
knew that the buildings were even supportive housing facilities. The
opposition that existed to the houses when they were proposed has
dissipated, with virtually no expression of negative attitudes found among
immediate neighbours,

Interviews with neighbours and 36 tenants and staff of both buildings
indicate that the local economic “footprint” of each building is modest,
primarily because of tenants' low income. However, because they tend to
have fewer choices than people with higher incomes, they shop at local
convenience stores, pharmacies, coffee shops and restaurants. Some
local store operators recognize the importance of tenants’ business by
offering them small amounts of short-term credit.

The study found that each building contributes to the strength of their local
neighbourhoods in different ways, depending on the length of time they
have been open and the character of the street.

o Building A has been on a residential street for almost 20 years.
Tenants have initiated a new approach to front yard gardening on the
street and participated in collective action with their neighbours around
noise and speed reduction, and garbage removal

o Building B is on the commercial side of a mixed-use street. Tenants
have stronger relationships with business operators than with
residential neighbours, and have created an important, new vibrancy
along what was a drab section of the street.

Tenants in Building B in particular have experienced being targets for
criminal activity. Tenants and staff in both buildings have developed
internal ways to handle crime that protects both tenants and the
neighbourhood.

WELLESLEY INSTITUTE
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A
Supportive housing is a successhi, cost-effactive combination of affordable housing with ser!fg:?s"?rngf taempfe live
more slable, productive lives. Pecple who live in supportive housing sign feases ﬁé’é&%ﬁ? ST l{(f{j(rgm ne{lgh%
Supportve housing s proven fo help people who are rersisienlly homeless find stabi ? 'e‘aﬂtﬁ_érp%_ _
-Corporation for Supportive Housing :
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Many people in our community face challenges that make living in an affordable, independent home difficult. Permanent
Supportive housing pairs affordable rental units with services that help peaple remain in stable housing. This is the
most proven, cost-effective way to help people with low-incomes and other barriers live as independent, produclive
community members.

A common concerm about permanent supportive housing is that the residences will cause a negative impact on ihe
property values of surrounding homes and businesses. However, studies undertaken throughout the nation have
examined this claim, and all have concluded that permanent supportive housing units have either a positive or neutral
impact on their neighbors' properties. It has been found that because permanent supportive housing units blend in
with their sumounding neighborhood and tenants act as a typical neighbor would, there is no negative affect.

Permanent supportive housing locations owned and operated by non-profit organizations have been part of the
Houston community for more than 15 years. The United Way of Greater Houston researched the impact six of these
permanent supportive housing unils had on neighbaring property values. The supportive housing unils studied in
Houston ali had a long-term positive impact on the properties surrounding them—increasing on average 170% from
the year before opening to five years after opening.

Permanent Housing Locations Studied
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_ SUPPORTIVE HOUSING IN HOUSTON

Throughout Houston, severai permanent supportive housing sites provide people with limited incomes a stable home g live
paired with the services they need to remain in housing. Supportive housing units successfully blend in with their neighborhcods
through altractive architecture and fandscaping. The United Way of Greater Houston studied the effect six supportive housing
units in central Houston have on surrounding progerty values, and found that in alt instances, the neighboring properties within
a 1,000 foot radius of the permanent supportive hausing increased in value during the five years after opening.

Methodolagy

The Furman Center for Real Estale and Urban Poiicy at Mew York Universily established the most commonly used method for
measuring property value changes in ils 2008 study litted The /mpact of Supportive Housing on Surrounding Neighborhoods:
Evidence from New York City. Because Houston has fewer supportive housing properties to study, a modified method was used
in our research,

Property value data was oblained from the Harris County Tax Office, and the combined Land Value and Improved Value was
used to determine a property's value. The six properties studied were mapped using Geographic information System (GIS)
software, and 500 foot; 1,000 foot; and 5,000 foot radiuses around the properlies were sel.

Each location was built or converted into supportive housing during a different year, so property values for each location were
obtained for the year prior to construction/conversion, the year following conslruction/conversion, and five years after, This dala
was used to measure changes in property values nearest the permanent supportive housing units—in the 500 surrounding feet
and 1,600 feet areas. A comparison to changes in the larger 5,000 foot radius neighborhood was made, By comparing the
property values nearest the permanent housing to the larger surrounding area, it is possible to see if the permanent housing
itself had an impact on the properties. The property values within the 5,000 faot radius can be viewed as a ‘control group” for

comparison purposes.

Some types of properties had to be excluded from the property value analysis because Ihe value of the properties is not avail-
able—these include civic properties and new properties that did not have a vaiue the first year of the comparison,

Background

During the time period between 1994 and 2010, downtown Houston and the surrounding areas underwent major transformations
in municipal and private improvements. Because this is the area and timeframe the permanent housing study examines, it would
be averly simplistic to attribute the increase in property values solely o the development of supporlive permanent housing. The
following narratives include both a description of the permanent housing locations studied as well as an overview of changes
that occurred in the surrounding neighborhoads during the time period examined.

The permanent housing locations studied are owned by three ditferent entities—Cloudbreak Houston LLC, The Housing Cor-
poration of Greater Houston, and New Hope Housing, Inc. Al of the residences are single room occupancy (SRQ), meaning
that only one gerson lives in each residence and rooms have a private bathreom and are equipped with a microwave and smail
refrigerator Common areas include living rooms, kilchens, fully equipped business centers and compuler labs, libraries, and
ouldoor areas. Apariment managers and sccial service support staff are on-site at each location, and there is often a front desk
staffed 24/7. Terants sign leases and pay between 30% of their income and approximately $400 per month depending on the location.
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_EASTEND LOCATION

Neighborhood Changes

The Texas Legslature created the Greater East End Management District in 1999 in order o sirategically implement positive
real-estale, business, educational, recreational, safety, and visual enhancements in the neighborhood. According to the Greater
East £nd Management Cistrict, "Dawntown redevelopment and the cpening of Houston's new baseball stadium created strong
interest in praperties east of 1-59. Just under 3100 million in rew loft apartments and lown homes are now under construction

between 1-59 and Dowling Street.”

Between 2004 and 2010 (the period that praperty values were analyzed near Canal Street Apariments), the following occurred:

Each year, $900,000 from area property laxes were invested into civic improvements in the Management District

2006: a $3.4 miltion grant from the Texas Department of Transportation and City of Houston was used for construction
and aesthetic improvements lo streelscapes and underpasses leading into the neighborhood

2007: plans for construction of a new lightrail line in the East End are announced
2009: §5 million in Federal stimulus funds was awarded to bring sidewalks up to city slandards

2009: a Livable Centers plan was announced for the Greater East end—strategically selting out proposals for enhanced
iransportation, housing, retail, and business opportunities

2004 - 2010: thousands of graffili sites in the East End were abated

DOWNTOWN
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2821 Canal Street—New Hope Housing, Inc.

hew Hope Housing's Canal Street Apartments opened in 2005 in
the East End near the original Minfa's restaurant, and is an atirac-
tive contempoarary new construction SRO apartiment buiding with
133 fully-furnished umits. A 2009 Urban Land Institute-Houston
Development of Distinction, the Canal Street Apartments are a
component of revitalization in the East End, a historical neighbor-
hood that has since lhe mid-1800s been a thriving culturally diverse
area close to Houston's downtown,

Close-up of 1,000 feet surrounding
Canal Street Apartments
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DOWNTOWN LOCATIONS

Neighborhood Changes

The Texas Legislature created the Downtown Management District in 1995, The Management District promotes and imple-
ments impravements to the dawnlown region in the areas of housing, business development, light rail transportation. aesthetic
enhancement, and safety. Developers invested more than 34 biflion in downtown Houston's housing, businesses, and entertain-
ment between 2000 and 2010

Between 1994 and 2005 (the period that property values were analyzed in the downtown area), the following occurred:

1995 -1999: the amount of residential units downtown more than doubled from 900 to 2,000

»  1995; Houston's first single room accupancy (SRO) housing opened, New Hope Housing, Inc's Hamilton Street
Residence

+1996: plans for professional baseball stadium in downtown announced

* 1997: Bayou Place in the Thealer District was repurposed from the former convention center inta a center for
entertainment and restaurants

*1997: University of Houston Downtown opened

*  1998: the historic Rice Hotel which stood vacant for twenly years was converted into high-end residences and opened
as the Post Rice Lofts

* 1998 the Cotswald Project began, investing $62 million into rebuilding streets and converting northern downtown
areas into a pedestrian-friendly environment by adding greenery, trees and public art

+ 1999: the Buffalo Bayou bridges were replaced and created an artistic entry point into downtown

» 2000: professional baseball stadium, now Minute Maid Park, opened

*2000: the Star of Hope Men's Center, a sheiter for homeless men, was relocated, causing many people living on the
street lo move out of the area surraunding Minute Maid Park, the Hamilton Street Residence, and the DeGeorge at
Union Station

+  2003: expansion of the George R Brown Convention Center

+  2003: Toyota Center, the professional basketball and entertainment center opened

*+ 2003: Hilton of the Americas opened, the hotel nearest the Convention Center and the Toyota Center

*  2004: light rail aiong Main Sireet leading from downtawn through the Medical Center fo Reliant Park apened

* 2004; Main Streel Square, a three-block pedestrian plaza with art and retail space opened

« 2005: construction of Discovery Green Park was announced and community input was sought in the transformation of
concrele public parking lots inta an urban green space wilh free exercise classes, a farmer's market, music and visual
entertainment, and restaurants

Fe RS T ot = ¥
A 7L 1414 Congress SRO ’
Jhie F ot N m e it s g

gaith q( DeGeorge at Union Station  **

. (Har}ullon.Street Reside-ﬁca

]

"-‘-

MIDTOWN N\

> =z

" owntownhcuston org
T, Joel Wainen Fillng the Coughnut * 1558 Pubhishad i Searding 8.t e e Brove dokh Epharsmal Oty | nveasity f Tags Pross 20070

"l



320 Hamilton Street—New Hope Housing, Inc.

in 1995  the first SRO housing in Houston opened—farty units—Ihe first wing of Mew
Hope's Hamilton Sireet Residence, just 100 feet from what would be Minute Maid Park.
Due to the level of demand, the Hamillan Street Residence expanded twice and loday
129 furnished units are available at an affordable rate for people in need of permanent
supportive housing.

Close-up of 1,000 feet surrounding
Hamilton Street Residence
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1414 Congress Street—New Hope Housing, Inc.
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In 1998 the restoration of an existing 1930s railroad or travelers'
hotet was completed, and the former Powell Hotel became SRO
apartments offering permanent supportive housing. Fifty seven
furnished units were made avaitable 1o people in need of an af-
fordabie place to live. Mew Hope Housing assumed governance of
the property in fate 2002. in 2008 the building was closed for an
extensive renovation and reapened in summer 2010.

Close-up of 1,000 feet surrounding

D'-I &by RY
Df-l-’n-!
[::]1' ey
l:]'- Wit

Congress Street SRO
o ._:F.,j-
. . / "
?f““*
.q'.:"
NOSK AV
} #‘f ¢ :f
! r-3
¥, 7 z
2
y
. : z
Properties
Change In Property Value 1997 - 2003
pe” PN
Hox
4 1% 100%
"101% - 2¢0%
» 200%

Exciuded from Analysis
MNew Development
Ma 1003 Proparty Yalus
3 Cric Praparties

B vty Properties

Proximity to Permanent Supportive Housing and Appreciation of Property Values After Opening

Distance from Pre-Construction to Ogening  Cpening to Pest 5 Yaars
Cangress Street SRQ 1997 - 1598 1598 - 2603
00 - 223% 325%
LGy 1534 221
.00 137 135%

Pre-Construction lo
Post 5 Years
1997 - 2003

151%

.
258%

T44%



The 100 unit CeGeorge at Union Station SRO apartment for
veterans opened in 2000 after a $3 million renovation of the historic
building was completed. The bulding was originally canstrucled

in 1913 as a high-end hotel near the Union Station for passenger
trains. Over the years, the hotel fell into disrepair and eventually
became a semi-abandaned "by the hour” hotel. To meet the needs
of the veterans who live at the DeGeorge, a Velerans Administra-
tion staffed heailh care center is located on-site.

Close-up of 1,000 feet surrounding
De George at Union Station
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~ MIDTOWN LOCATIONS

Neighborhood Changes

The City of Houston authorized the Midtown Redevelopment Authority whese goal is to increase and enhance housing choices,
employment, educalion, retall, and entertainment in 1995. In 1999, the Texas Legisiature created the Midlown Management
Drstrict whose mission is to improve markeling and perceplion, urban planning, services and maintenance, and securty and
public safety for the Midlown area. Between 1990 and 2000 the area within the Midtown SuperMeighborhoed saw the populatian
increase from 3,070 to 5,311 and 2,200 multi-family units opened. ?

Between 1996 and 2005 (the period that praperty values were analyzed in the midiown area), the following occurred:
+ 1999: Midtown VISIONS Cultural Art Tour began and has been an annual event since
*  2000: street light program began - end resuit is 1,700 new street lamps in Midtown

* 2001: Midtown Paper began with the goal of portraying the positive aspects of living and warking in the
neighborhood

+ 2001: public safety program enacted to deter and prevent crime

*  2002: annual neighborhood plant and tree planting and trash pickup event began

«  2004: Main Street light rail began

> Federal Transporiation Administralion awarded grant lo improve accessibility for pedestrians in area
*  Midtown Park was created, providing a well-maintained green space for recreation and sports

DOWNTOWN
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In 1997, after remcdeling and converting a Days Inn Motar Lodge
into SRO apariments, Midtown Terrace SRO opened. There are
170 units of affordable housing available for veterans at the loca-
tion, and support services are offered by US Vets on-site.

Close-up of 1,000 feet surrounding
Midtown Terrace
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1111 Mclllhenny, San Jacinto Apartments, The Housing Corporation of Greater Houston

The Housing Corporaticn of Greater Houston renovaled a historic
bullding and opened as a 33 unit affordable permanent SRO hous-

ing in 2000. The building was onginally awned by a business that
used it as tlemporary housing for cut-of-town employees, and the
remadeling project cost $1 5 million.

Close-up of 1,000 feet surrounding
San Jacinto Apartments
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_WHAT MAKES SUPPORTIVEHOUSING
WORK SUCCESSFULLY IN A NEIGHBORHOOD?

Theorelically, supportive housing de velnpments could sither depress or raise neighborhood preperty values If the de velopement
isnt well-maintained or doesn't blend in welf with the surrounding communily, it could have a negative mpact on naghborhood
properly values. Simiarly, if the residents of the new supportive housing engage in offensive behavior or parlicipate in or are
largels for ilegal behavior, the housing might cause prices to drop. On the other hand, if 3 new developmen is attractive and
replaces a community ayesors, such as an abandoned or vacant property, or hefps fo housa people who otherwise would be
living on the sireels nearby, it likely would have a positive impact on property valves, Similarly, if the new de velopment 1s 3
conscientious and good neighbor and provides useful services lo the communily, it could raise the price.

-NYU's Furman Center for Real Estate & Urban Policy,
"The Impact of Supportive Housing an Surrounding Neighborhoods: Evidence from New York City”

What do Leaders in Houston Think About Permanent Supportive Housing?

High quality permanent housing, coupled with excellent management, is crucial to gaining neighborhood confidence.
-Michagl M. Fowter, board president of New Hope Housing, inc.

Originally, people were hesitant about 3 supportive housing location being proposed for our area—ihinking it would be fike
a problematic halfay house. The neighborhood's whole alfituds loward subsidized housing has changed as a resulf of New
Hope. The Canal Street Apartments has excellent care, oversight, and management. They have a person on siaff 24 hours
a day with a single point of entry, making sure people on the property are aclually supposed 1o be there. The building is one
of the most attractive in the nejghborhood and has created 3 positive change.

-Diane Schenke, President of Greater East End Management District
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WHO ARE SUPPORTIVE HOUSING TENANTS?

Residents of supportive housing are individuals and families who might have been homeless, ‘who also have very low incomes
due low-wage employment or physical or cagnitive disabilities. Some residents are older adults living on fixed incomes or
veterans who served in the military in need of affordable housing. They might have chronic health canditions or germanent
disabilites related to mental iliness, physical disabilities, or substance abuse. Life situalions such as these often make it diffi-
cult for a person (o find stable hausing, but with the necessary support services and affordable rent, lenants are able to thrive.

In Their Own Words

Perry:
As a disabled Vielnam Veleran, 1 am unable lo work, and | live on a very limifed budgel. Unli last February, when | moved

into Canal Slreet, | was in a shabby apartment with no heat or air conditioning. My heaith was delerioraling and | knew | could
not face another hot summer or cold winfer in that awfil place. Luckily, a fiend of mine saw the article about Canal Street in
Houston Home and Garden and we came fo see the property.

I coutd hardly believe my eyes when we drove inlo the parking lot.  The building Is new and beauliful, landscaped and well
lighted and everyone was so friendly. The communily manager and assistant look a lot of time showing me the building, the
community spaces and the apariments. The veranda upsiairs even has a view of downlown Houston.

The best part, though, is my apartment. It came with a lot of furniture and the appliances built in, 5o 1 just needed my personal
items and linens lo make it a real home. | now have my own fitlle cooking area, my own private bath, windows and good light
and a lockable privale apartmeni—i really have a home. And itis heated and air-conditioned—so comfortable.

Living here is s0 much heallhier for me, and so much for comfortable. It has lifled my spirits and changed my iife for the better,
Honestly, it has been an adjustment fo live in a community, as ! lived alone for so long. I've gotten o know my neighbors and
it’s good to see people every day who know me and whom | know.

Sincerely,
Perry

Pat:
My journey began with a siring of poor choices of my own making, that resulled in many other difficult experiences in my ife.

Gelting pregnant at the age of sixteen, which should have been one of my life’s greatest highlights, actually set in motion a new
set of circumstances and problems,

A faled dysfunctional marviage at the age of seventeen introduced me to life in the fast lane, and that comes with: alcohol,
drugs, cnme, and incarceration. But more importantly, my grealest loss was relalionships with my child, family, and my
relationship with the God of my underslanding. | wanted to change, but somehow ! was powerless lo do anylhing to bring about
that change. Finally, after years of living my fife in frusiration, and hopelessness, | cried out to God lo give me whalever it was
that I was missing because | was so tired of being sick and fired!

However, the answer didn't come as I had expected; He truly did for me what | couid never have done for myself. On June
Jrd, 1994 | was arrested and remained incarcerated for six years. Upon my release back info sociely, | checked myseif into an
innovative iransitional living facility for women. It was there that | first heard of New Hope, the name alone sounded inspiring
lo me. After my graduation from the transitional program, | applied and was accepted as a resident of the New Hope Hamilton
Street residence. Truly, ihis was a new beginning that's given me a “new hope * A clean and safe livng environment that's
affordable is a blessing beyond measure or words to even explain all the advantages of being a resident at New Hope. I've
resided at New Hope since December, 2005. Notonly am | 3 resident, | am also presenlly a part-time employee, employed by
New Hope. which has been a benefit that's had a very positive affect on my iife.

No matter what the fulure holds for me, | will be forever grateful o New Hope, the staff. and alf those involved for assisting me
i1 the rebuiding of my hfe.

Gratefully yours,
BPat
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SUPPORTIVE HOUSING THROUGHOUT THE COUNTRY

Every city that has studied the affects of supportive housing cn propery values has come to a simifar conclusion—that support-
ive housing properties either have a neutral or posilive impact on neighboring croperties

Denver
A study of 11 supportive housing apardment complexes in Oenver found that the facilites had a positive impact on property

values within 1,001 to 2,000 feet of the supportive housing.

“We found no evidence thal the announcement and development of these supportive housing sites was associated with any
negative impact on proximate [property] prices. On the contrary, the areas within 1,001 to 2,000 feet of Ihese sites experienced
both a post-announcement/ operating increase in both genera! level and trend in [property] prices relative o the prices of similar

[properties} in the same census tract not near such facilities.”
-"Supportive Housing and Neightorhood Properly Value Extemalities,” Land Economics, Feb 2004

Chicago
The economic and social impact of seven supportive housing properties in the Chicago Metropolitan Area was examined us-
ing four different methods, and determined, “[W]e find no evidence that group homes adversely affect neighborhood property

values.”
-The Effect of Group Homes on Neighborhood Property Values,” Land Economics, Nov 2000

Fort Worth

Three permanent supportive housing developments in Fort Worth were used lo determine the property value effects. “Each
of the three permanent supportive housing developments examined apprecialed in value between 2000 and 2004 as well as
between 2000 and 2008. The largest property value increases for neighboring properties were for those parcels within 500-feet

of a permanent supportive housing development.”

Proximity to Permanent Suppaortive Housing and Annual Property Value Appreciation persq ft

Samaritan House &

The Villages at Samaritan House R e

Comerslone New Life Center
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“Qur MNeightars, Qur Meghborheods: The Irmpact of Permanent Supportive Housing on Mesghberhceds i Fart ‘Warth, Texas * Sept 2009

Philadelphia
The immediate effect of a supportive housing site opening in a neighborhood does not adversely affect surrounding housing

values. In fact, the opening of supportive housing in a neighborhood is associated with a positive effect on housing values over

time (grew 1 8% faster per year than the baseline 5% increase citywide home value increases)
- Project HOME's Economic and Fiscat impact on Philadelphia Meighborhoods.” Ecansult Carporation, Mav 2007

Connecticut

The data collected to assess the impact of the [supportive housing] projects on neighboring property values impled that the
markets surrourding all but one of the prajects improved from the date of cur first evaluation, June 25, 1599 through March 1.
2602.. {Forthe progerty whose neighboring values decreased|, the decrease in values, however, was a nominal $1 36 weighted

average per square font.
~Chapter 3. Impact of the Prajects cn Neighbonng Property alues * Canpectout Housing Cemanstration Program



CONCLUSION _ aom

The Undted 'Nay of Greater Houslon's research confirms that permanent supportive housing units have no negative impact on
their neighbors’ property vaiues. In fact, the cpposite affect is exhibited. Property values closest to the supportive housing in-
creased al a higher rate than those in the iarger neighborhood. Public and private funders of homeless services must continue
to provide permanent solutions to ending homelessness. and well-managed properties paired with support services are key to

ending chronic hamelessness.

United Way of Grealer Houston

50 Waugh Deve
Houston, Texas 77007

TEY 645 2300
sebvwv ietntedwavhesston Ll



Exhibit 8~A: sample Research
on the Impact of Affordable Housing on Housing Values

(reprinted with permission from HOMEBASE, a public intcrest law and social policy center on
homelessness)

L. Habitat for Humanity South Ranch 2 Community Impact Study (Coopers and
Lybrand, AZ 1994)

Study of potential impact of a proposed 196-unit owner-built and occupied
home development in a previously unoccupied area of Phoenix concluded that
the development would benefit the overall community by bringing in a com-
munity-committee, stable, working families, drawing commercial development
to a new area and spacially linking existing developed areas of Phoenix.

2. Relations Between Affordable Housing Development and Property Values (Institute
for Urban and Regional Development, University of California, Berkeley, CA,
Working Paper 599, 1993)

Determined that proximity to alfordable housing is not a significant [actor in
determining sales prices and, in one instance, may have had a positive impact
on sales prices.

3. Measuring the Effects of Affordable Housing on Residential Property Values (San
Francisco State University, unpublished master's thesis, Smith, B., 1992)

Analysis found that among 13 “proximity zones™ the highest increases in value
and the lowest turnover rates were in areas closest to an affordable housing
lacility.

4. “The Elfect of Group Homes for the Mentally Il on Residential Property
Values™ (Hospital and Community Psychiatry, Boydell, Katherine M., M.H.Sc.,
John N. Trainor, MSW, Anna M. Pierri, 1989)

Determined that property values in a suburban area with a group home
increased more than a similar area without such a facility.

5. Texas Department of Mental Health and Mental Retardation: Questions and
Answers (Johnson and Olson Associates of Austin, TX, 1988)

This summary linds no evidence of property values declining because of the
location ol a group home for the mentally retarded, and linds that there was less
residential turnover near the group home than in other similar areas.

Family Matters: A Guide to Developing Family Supportive Housing m Exhibit 8-A Page 325




6. The Effects of Subsidized and Affordable Housing on Property Values: A Survey of
Research (Department of Housing and Community Development, State of
California, 1988)

Out of 15 published papers on subsidized housing, group homes lor the dis-
abled and manufactured housing, 14 concluded that this housing had no sig-
nificant negative effects on the values of neighboring properties. Some report-
ed positive property value elfects.

7. The Impact of Group Homes on Residential Property Values (The Maryland-
National Capital Park and Planning Commission, Prince George’s County
Planning Department, MD, 1988)

Study lound that most areas around group homes appreciated more than other
similar areas in the county. Determined that there is no correlation, positive or
negative, between location ol group homes and neighboring property values.

8. Impact Study for Sacramento Housing and Redevelopment Agency (Spear Street
Advisors, Inc., San Francisco, CA, 1988)

Determined that proximity to alfordable housing was not a statistically signifi-
cant factor affecting property values.

9. Impacts on the Surrounding Neighborhood of Group Homes for Persons with
Developmental Disabilities (1llinois Planning Council on Developmental
Disabilities, Daniel Lauber, Springfield, IL, 1986}

Research ascertained that the location of group homes had no eflect on proper-
ty values, mean sales price or residential turnover rates.

10. Impact of Affordable Housing on Property Values (Lynn Sedway and Associates,
1983)

Study determined that appreciation rates near affordable housing were at least
as high as the area average.

11. Long Term Neighborhood Property Impacts of Group Homes for Mentally Retarded
People (Woodrow Wilson School of Public and International Affairs, Princeton
University, NJ, 1982)

Of 32 group homes all over New York State, none had a short- or long-term
impact on neighboring property values,

Page 326 Corporation for Supportive Housing



