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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
This study attempts to quantify three costs produced by foreclosure-related vacancies in
Boston that are paid by the public at large, not by the parties to failed mortgages: the price to
secure vacant buildings, the costs associated with increased crime caused by vacant buildings,
and the drop in property values and property tax revenues for whole neighborhoods when a
nearby house goes vacant. Considering only specifically quantifiable costs in these three areas, a
single foreclosure costs Boston and its citizens somewhere between $157,058 and $1,028,862.
The City of Boston spends an average of $2,007 to secure each vacant property although
documented costs vary significantly. It appears that properties vacant longer cost more money to
secure. Thus, keeping residents in their homes even for a limited time may reduce the cost to the
City of securing vacant buildings. Each vacancy imposes almost $30,000 on the City and its
citizens by increasing crime and the costs that come with it. Based on one study, one vacancy
generates enough additional crime to impose on victims nearly $13,000 worth of harms and on
taxpayers an additional $16,316 in investigations, trying defendants, and incarcerating criminals.
Finally, foreclosure-related vacancies reduce property values, both for the home being
foreclosed on and for homes nearby. Under plausible assumptions, each vacancy costs nearby
home owners $996,744. Even under conservative assumptions home owners and tax payers lose
$125,122 per foreclosure-related vacancy. Coupled with the 22 percent reduction in value that a
home experiences when it is sold after a foreclosure, this diminution of value reduces property
tax revenue by between $2,400 and $13,730.
All told, Boston taxpayers lose $20,723 to $32,053 per vacancy; Boston crime victims
lose $12,813; and, Boston home owners lose $157,058 to $1,028,862. This is in addition to the
costs to families whose homes are foreclosed on. If every one of the 821 foreclosure deeds filed
last year led to a vacancy, Boston would have lost $844,695,702.
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I. INTRODUCTION
The foreclosure crisis has devastated home owners throughout the Commonwealth. It has
forced thousands of mortgagees out of their homes, stripped them of their largest asset, and in
many cases left them struggling to get by, and before Massachusetts passed its tenant protection
law, it left hundreds of tenants with no place to live. But the crisis has also done more than that.
The unacknowledged victims of the foreclosure crisis are the men, women who have not
experienced a foreclosure but nonetheless find themselves paying the costs that foreclosures
impose on all of our communities.
Simply put, homes emptied by foreclosures are a threat to their community. Vacant
buildings become eyesores, attract crime and reduce the value of surrounding properties. These
costs fall on taxpayers, home owners, and ultimately every other member of the community.
They mean more drain on city resources and loss of revenue Unfortunately, these costs are often
assumed but rarely quantified. As a result, policymakers may underestimate the importance of
implementing effective solutions to the foreclosure crisis. This paper attempts to fill the void by
quantifying the costs of foreclosure-related vacancies in three areas: direct municipal costs, costs
related to crime, and reduced values for properties near foreclosed homes. The paper focuses on
Boston, the state’s largest city although it has not experienced the highest percentage of
foreclosures, and it relies on data specific to Boston. The cost per foreclosure will therefore
differ in other cities. Nonetheless, the method used in this paper could easily be applied to other
cities, and the paper’s message—that foreclosures impose significant costs far beyond the family
facing foreclosure—is equally applicable to any of Massachusetts’ cities.
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Because it focuses on just three categories of costs,1 this paper necessarily underestimates
the extent of the problem. But even this limited effort to put a price tag on the crisis should make
one thing clear: foreclosure-related vacancies are everybody’s problem. And they are an
expensive problem to have.
II. SECURING VACANT PROPERTIES
The foreclosure crisis’s most direct fiscal impact on the City of Boston comes from
Boston’s program for maintaining vacant properties. When Boston’s Inspectional Services
Department learns of a vacant lot, it becomes the responsibility of ISD’s Community Sanitation
Division, known as Project Pride. Reports of problems associated with vacant lots tend to come
through City Councilors, though savvy citizens can report them directly to ISD.2 When ISD
receives a report, it attempts to contact the owner of the lot. If the owner fails to secure the lot3—
a process that primarily entails boarding up the property’s windows, changing the locks, and
blocking other means of entering the property—Project Pride does it for them. The cost of this
process is paid, at least in the short-term, by the City.
Boston does not track the cost of securing vacant buildings. However, the cost to the City
can be estimated by looking at the costs the City attempts to pass on to the owner.4 Every time
Project Pride secures a building for an unwilling owner, it places a lien against the property.5
Since the beginning of 2007, Project Pride has placed 88 liens on 86 properties throughout

1

Evidence suggests that foreclosure-related bankruptcies should also increase fires, reduce consumer spending, and
force states and municipalities to cover the costs associated with increased homelessness.
2
Telephone Interview with Patty Binda, Inspectional Services Department Legal Division (April 19, 2011)
[hereinafter Binda Interview].
3
Patty Binda assured me that neither she nor anybody else at ISD could even estimate what percentage of owners
fail to secure their buildings themselves. Binda Interview.
4
Binda Interview.
5
Id.
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Boston, including 67 owned by individual landlords and 19 owned by banks or trusts.6 The liens
show that Boston spent $172,602 during that time period, for an average of $2,007 per property.7
Project Pride acknowledges that the liens tell only part of the story. For starters, the City
has fallen far behind in its efforts to secure properties and pass the cost along to owners. Only
one lien filed at the Registry of Deeds was for work completed after June of 2009. None were for
work completed in 2010 or 2011. The pace at which Project Pride secures properties and files
liens has declined steadily over the three year period. It filed 38 liens in 2007, 34 in 2008, fifteen
in 2009, and just one in 2010.8
The number of liens against banks and trusts also seems suspiciously low. More than
3500 foreclosure deeds were filed in Boston from 2007 through 2010.9 Unless banks do a nearly
perfect job of maintaining vacant properties it is hard to imagine why the number of liens against
banks and trusts would be so low.10
Regardless, the liens do provide a good indicator of the cost to the taxpayer per vacant
building. This averages to $2,007 but with a wide range. Project Pride spent as little as $178.98
fixing up one property, and as much as $8,345 fixing up another, which had apparently
experienced structural damage after being vacated by the prior owner. Unfortunately, Project
Pride liens do not indicate what work was done for what price, so it is difficult to tell why some
buildings cost so much more to secure. However, the Project Pride legal department confirms
6

The information for this section comes from data gathered at the Registry of Deeds.
This does not include the cost to the City when foreclosed owners leave without paying for water, sewage or taxes.
If banks do not pay this bill, it is also borne by the public.
8
Though the help desk at the Registry of Deeds assures me otherwise, I have to believe that at least some of the
liens filed in 2010 are just not yet appropriately synced up to their search system. That said, the falloff from 2008 to
2009 suggests that Project Pride has become less active.
9
City of Boston, Real Estate Trends 2008-2010, available at
http://www.cityofboston.gov/Images_Documents/U_2008_Real_Estate_Trends_tcm3-8295.pdf,,
http://www.cityofboston.gov/Images_Documents/RealEstateTrends_2009_tcm3-16166.pdf,
http://www.cityofboston.gov/Images_Documents/RealEstateTrends_2010_tcm3-24316.pdf.
10
I would speculate that foreclosed buildings are more likely to be in neighborhoods where people are less likely to
feel that calling the City will help and where other problems might make vacant buildings seem unimportant.
7
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what common sense suggests: the main variable is the degree to which the building is allowed to
deteriorate.11 Well-maintained buildings only have to be boarded up. Buildings in worse
condition often have to be repaired to keep out squatters and to avoid infestation. They are more
likely to catch fire and require additional maintenance. And they are more likely to become
havens for criminals.12
I hypothesized that buildings that had been vacant longer would be in worse condition
when they were finally secured. Unfortunately, for most liens it is impossible to tell how long the
building had been vacant at the time it needed repairs. However, for those buildings that became
vacant after a foreclosure, it is possible to make an educated guess. For the 19 liens that had been
assessed against banks, I looked up the date of the foreclosure deed.13 Sure enough, those that
had been in foreclosure more than one year cost an average of $300 more to secure than those
that had been in foreclosure less than one year. If you exclude the two properties that were not
actually in foreclosure when they were secured—suggesting something bizarre that might throw
off the analysis—the difference is even more stark. Buildings that had been vacant less than one
year cost nearly $700 less to secure than buildings that had been vacant more than one year. The
limited data available14 suggests that keeping residents in their homes, at least for a time, saves
the City money.
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Binda Interview.
Binda Interview. Interestingly, the only property identified in a Project Pride lien as having been used for criminal
purposes—in this case as a location for dealing drugs—cost just $1535 to secure, less than the average for all of the
buildings. This suggests that aside from boarding up buildings and changing locks, Project Pride does not put much
effort into keeping criminals out of abandoned buildings.
13
I was only able to find the deed for 11 of the 19 properties involved. Two of the eleven had foreclosure deeds filed
one or two months after the bank had already received a lien for failing to secure its vacant property. Clearly the
filing of the foreclosure deed is an imperfect indicator of the date a tenant moves out, but it is the best we have and
may at least suggest hypotheses for testing with better data.
14
In theory, I could have learned more about when foreclosed residents leave their homes by looking at summary
process cases. However, just two of the 19 residents who had faced foreclosure have been defendants in summary
process cases. Both were pro se, and their cases were dismissed without resolution. Without more information, I do
not believe it is possible to draw any conclusions from this data.
12
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III. THE COSTS OF CRIME
a. Framework
Those studies that have considered the question have concluded that foreclosures
contribute to at least some types of crime, and they have attributed this increase to the impact of
vacancies. Long before the current foreclosure crisis, William Spelman produced the first study
on the role of vacant buildings as “hangouts” for criminals and found that abandoned buildings
dramatically increase crime.15 This first study to attempt to ascertain the impact of foreclosures
on crime theorized that “it is through longer-term vacancy and abandonment that foreclosures
affect neighborhood crime.”16 Ryan M. Goodstein and Yan Y. Lee17 flesh out this simple
theoretical model. Citizens, according to Goodstein and Lee, engage in “passive policing” simply
by being present in their communities and thus reducing criminals’ sense that they can act
without being watched. By increasing the number of vacant buildings, Goodstein and Lee
hypothesize, foreclosures reduce the number of “eyes on the street” and thus increase
opportunities for crime.18
Lin Cui has attempted to distinguish the general impact of foreclosure from the specific
impact of vacancies caused by foreclosure.19 She concludes that foreclosures increase crime only
by producing vacant buildings. Furthermore, the longer a building is vacant the more it
contributes to neighborhood crime, at least until it has been vacant eighteen months.20

15

Abandoned Buildings: Magnets for Crime? 21 J. CRIM. JUSTICE 481 (1993).
Dan Immergluck & Geoff Smith, The Impact of Single-family Mortgage Foreclosures on Neighborhood Crime,
21 Housing Studies 851, 854 (November 2006).
17
Do Foreclosures Increase Crime?, Federal Deposit Insurance Corporation Working Paper No. 2010-05 (May
2010), Available at SSRN: http://ssrn.com.ezp-prod1.hul.harvard.edu/abstract=1670842 [hereinafter Goodstein and
Lee].
18
Id. at 4. See, generally Jane Jacobs, THE DEATH AND LIFE OF GREAT AMERICAN CITIES (1961).
19
Foreclosure, Vacancy and Crime (publication pending) (November 1, 2010), available at SSRN:
http://ssrn.com.ezp-prod1.hul.harvard.edu/abstract=1773706 [hereinafter Cui].
20
Id. at 19.
16
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Studies have produced different estimates of how much foreclosures increase crime rates
and what kinds of crimes they increase. Comparing neighborhoods in Austin, Texas, Spelman
found that city blocks with vacant buildings experienced nearly twice as much crime as other
city blocks with otherwise identical characteristics, with theft and drug crimes twice as prevalent
and violent crimes 1.3 times as prevalent.21 Using a similar model but applying it to Pittsburgh
during the foreclosure crisis, Cui finds that areas with a foreclosed, vacant building have 15
percent more crime than nearby areas with similar characteristics.22
Both Spelman and Cui likely underestimate the impact of vacant buildings on crime.
Both compare blocks with vacant buildings to neighboring blocks23 without them. But, as Cui
acknowledges,24 vacant buildings will likely have an impact—just a smaller one—on
neighboring blocks. As a result, Spelman and Cui did not compare blocks impacted by vacancy
to blocks not impacted by vacancy; they compared blocks that have been directly impacted to
blocks that have been only indirectly impacted. The effect they find is thus less than it would be
if they compared a place with vacant buildings to an identical place without them.
Neither Spelman nor Cui determined the impact of an additional foreclosure on
neighborhoods that already contain at least one abandoned building. Spelman’s study, which
lumped together every city block with at least one vacant building, would therefore overestimate
the impact of a single foreclosure on a neighborhood’s crime rate. Cui, who looked at
foreclosures over time, measures the impact of the first vacant building in a given area.
Subsequent vacancies may have a larger or a smaller impact.

21

21 J. CRIM. JUSTICE at 490.
Cui at 3.
23
Instead of comparing city blocks, Cui compares areas within 250 feet of a vacant building to areas between 250
and 353 feet of a vacant building, but for ease of expression I will refer to Cui as comparing blocks, not areas.
24
Id. at 10.
22
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Studies that have taken a different approach provide a better estimate of the costs of each
foreclosure, not just the first foreclosure in a neighborhood. Immergluck and Smith conclude that
a one percentage point increase in the number of foreclosures—one additional foreclosure for
every 100 houses in a community—increases violent crime by 2.33 percent but has no impact on
property crime.25 Goodstein and Lee find a 10.1 percent increase in burglary for every one
percent increase in foreclosures in a given county. They also find a 5.6 percent increase in
larcenies and a 14.6 percent increase in aggravated assaults.26
b. Crime-Related Costs in Boston
Crime produces at least four distinct direct costs to municipalities and their citizens.
i. Cost to the victims
The most direct cost of a crime is the cost imposed on the victim by the criminal. With
property crimes, this cost can often be directly quantified. However, the figures I rely on here for
the cost of property crimes may underestimate their true impact, particularly where real estate is
involved. For example, Rusty Dornin documents a theft of $40 in copper wiring that reduced a
property’s value by $15,000 to $20,000.27 In the FBI statistics I rely on here, that crime would
have been called a $40 burglary.
ii. Cost to the police department
Crimes also require cities to spend money on police manpower. When a crime is reported
in Boston, two uniformed police officers drive out to investigate. At the least, they must spend
the time reaching the site of the burglary, determining whether a burglary occurred, and filing a

25

21 HOUSING STUDIES at 863. This finding is consistent with Paul E. Bellair, Informal Surveillance and Street
Crime: A Complex Relationship, CRIMINOLOGY 38.1, 137-169 (2000), which found that informal surveillance by
residents decreases violent crime but not burglary.
26
Goodstein & Lee at 48.
27
Police Fight a Rash of Vacant Home Burglaries, CNN.com (July 22, 2008),
http://www.cnn.com/2008/CRIME/07/22/burglarized.foreclosures/index.html.
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report.28 The average police officer with ten years of seniority earns $32.13 per hour.29 And this
assumes these crimes do not cause officers to work overtime.30 It also ignores the other costs that
the BPD incurs when its officers investigate a crime, from the cost of filling up a gas tank to the
cost of running fingerprints.
iii. Trial costs
If the police succeed in catching a suspect, the costs continue.31 When a criminal enters
the court system, Massachusetts pays an average of $306.67 for a district attorney to try one
case.32 However, this number likely underestimates the amount spent by the prosecution, since
prosecutors can rely on police officers to collect evidence for trial and do the post-arrest
investigation that helps prosecutors secure convictions.33 Most criminal defendants also require
the services of an attorney paid by the Committee for Public Counsel,34 which spends an average

28

Interview with Boston Police Department Public Liaison (May 9, 2010). The BPD does not know, and their public
liaison was not willing to estimate, how much time its officers spend per crime. To get some sense of the number, I
asked Andrew Miller—the HLABer most likely to be on good terms with a police officer—to reach out to a
detective friend. Miller’s friend suggested that the amount of time spent on each crime cannot even be estimated,
even for a particular type of crime, because police officers in different parts of the city treat the same crime
differently.
29
See Boston Police Patrolmen Association Executive Order and Salary Scale,
http://www.cityofboston.gov/Images_Documents/BPPA%20Executive%20order%20%26%20salary%20scale_tcm3
-17004.pdf. While police are salaried employees, their Collective Bargaining Agreement extrapolates an hourly
wage that allows me to determine the value of a policeman’s time. Assuming the City pays for roughly the amount
of man-hours it needs to police the city, an increase in crime should increase the number of man-hours the City
needs to buy at the price set by the CBA. Policemen’s rate of pay does not vary widely with seniority, so this figure
will not change much depending on which police officers answer a burglary call.
30
The average officer with ten years of seniority receives $45.37 for an hour of overtime. If a wave of foreclosures
causes the BPD to use overtime as a way of making its current pool of officers sufficient to cope with an increase in
crime, then we should expect overtime to form a significant part of the BPD’s costs.
31
The rate of “clearance by arrest” in American cities varies from 8.1 percent for certain types of arson to 62.5
percent for assault with a knife. See Federal Bureau of Investigation, Percent of Offenses Cleared by Arrest, CRIME
IN THE UNITED S TATES, http://www2.fbi.gov/ucr/cius2009/data/table_27.html.
32
Massachusetts Budget for Fiscal Year 2010, http://www.mass.gov/legis/11budget/house/html/appropriations.htm;
Office of the Middlesex District Attorney (Press Release), State’s 11 District Attorneys to Speak Out Against Major
Disparity in the State’s Criminal Justice Funding Thursday (October 13, 2010), http://middlesexda.com/news/pressrelease.php?reference=131.
33
I got this idea from a press release put out by the Massachusetts Committee for Public Counsel on October 14,
2010, http://www.publiccounsel.net/Administration/pdf/press_release_101410.pdf.
34
Between 80 and 90 percent of criminal defendants rely on public counsel. Indigent Criminal Defense: A Growing
National Crisis: Hearing Before the Subcommittee on Crime, Terrorism, and Homeland Security of the H. Comm.
on the Judiciary, 111th Cong. 1, 43 (June 4, 2009). I assume an 80 percent indigence rate.
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of $614.12 per criminal case.35 Thus a conservative estimate—and one that ignores the costs to
the court system36—puts the cost of trying the average criminal case at more than $920.79.
iv. Incarceration costs
Convicted criminals continue to impose costs on taxpayers.37 The average cost of
incarcerating a single criminal for a single year in 2010 was $45,917.05.38 Criminals released in
2008, the last year for which numbers are available, had served an average of 30.6 months in
prison.39 Thus the average criminal incarcerated in Massachusetts costs the taxpayer more than
$117,088 over the course of his or her sentence.

35

This is an average of the cost of a criminal case in District Court and the cost of a case in Superior Court—
weighted in terms of the likelihood of a criminal case taken by the Committee for Public Counsel being tried in
District Court and Superior Court—plus the cost of an appeal. I assume, consistent with CPCS data reported to the
legislature, that roughly 2.4 percent of criminal cases are appealed by the CPCS. All numbers come from Committee
for Public Counsel Services, 2010 Report to the Legislature,
http://www.publiccounsel.net/news/PDF/2010%20Report%20to%20Legislature.pdf.
36
I have been unable to find any estimate of the marginal cost of a criminal trial on the Massachusetts court system,
and I am not sure how one would go about estimating such a cost.
37
In the federal courts, 90.3 percent of defendants are convicted and 77.9 percent of convicted felons are
incarcerated. See Bureau of Justice Statistics, Federal Justice Statistics, Tables 4.2, 5.1,
http://bjs.ojp.usdoj.gov/content/pub/html/fjsst/2008/fjs08st.pdf. Neither the Suffolk County District Attorney nor the
Massachusetts District Attorneys Association—nor the Massachusetts Trial Court or anybody I was able to contact
within the court system—tracks conviction rates or incarceration rates for most crimes. Suffolk Count conviction
rates for murder—the one crime the office tracks—are slightly higher than rates in the federal courts, suggesting that
federal data may slightly underestimate the number of people likely to be convicted in Massachusetts for a given
crime. Interview with Suffolk County District Attorney’s Office Public Liaison (May 8, 2011).
38
Massachusetts Department of Corrections, General Information about the DOC,
http://www.mass.gov/?pageID=eopsmodulechunk&L=3&L0=Home&L1=Public+Safety+Agencies&L2=Massachus
etts+Department+of+Correction&sid=Eeops&b=terminalcontent&f=doc_faq&csid=Eeops.
39
Massachusetts Department of Corrections, Ten-Year Prison Population Projections 2009-2019, at 25,
http://www.mass.gov/Eeops/docs/doc/research_reports/population_projections_2009.pdf.

10

c. An Example: Burglary40
To understand the impact of foreclosure on crime, it helps to ask a simple question: what
would happen to burglaries if the foreclosure rate increased by just one percentage point.41
According to Goodstein and Lee, a one percentage point increase in foreclosures would lead to a
10.1 percent increase in burglaries.42 Boston experienced 2955 burglaries in 2009, the last year
for which data is available,43 so a 10.1 percent increase would mean more than 298 additional
burglaries.
Each additional burglary would cost a Boston citizen an average of $2,096,44 for a total of
$624,608 in direct costs to victims. Assuming the police team tasked with investigating each
crime spends just ten man-hours doing so, uses no additional resources, and fails to apprehend
the burglar, the City will spend an additional $95,747.45 If the police perform according to the
national average (among police forces in cities the size of Boston) for burglaries, they will arrest
27 of the 298 burglars.46 It will cost prosecutors roughly $8,289 to try these 27 defendants,
ignoring any work the police do to assist prosecutors in getting a conviction.47 If 22 of these
burglars are represented by the Committee for Public Counsel, consistent with the national
40

As discussed above, studies disagree as to whether vacant buildings increase burglary, larceny and aggravated
assault (Goodstein and Lee) or violent crimes more generally (Immergluck and Smith). I focus on Goodstein and
Lee’s predictions in this paper because the harm from property crimes is easier to quantify than the cost of a violent
crime.
41
Boston has 272,481 housing units. U.S. Census Bureau, Population and Housing Occupancy Status: 2010,
http://factfinder2.census.gov/faces/tableservices/jsf/pages/productview.xhtml?pid=DEC_10_PL_GCTPL2.ST13&pr
odType=table. A one percentage point increase in the foreclosure rate would thus mean roughly 2,725 additional
foreclosures, more than one third of the number of foreclosures in 2010. Compare City of Boston, Real Estate
Trends 2010, http://www.cityofboston.gov/Images_Documents/RealEstateTrends_2010_tcm3-24316.pdf.
42
Goodstein and Lee at 48.
43
Federal Bureau of Investigation, Massachusetts Offenses Known to Law Enforcement, CRIME IN THE UNITED
STATES, http://www2.fbi.gov/ucr/cius2009/data/table_08_ma.html.
44
Based on the national average. Federal Bureau of Investigation, Offense Analysis,
http://www2.fbi.gov/ucr/cius2009/data/table_23.html.
45
See notes 30 and 31, supra.
46
Federal Bureau of Investigation, Percent of Offenses Cleared by Arrest or Exceptional Means,
http://www2.fbi.gov/ucr/cius2009/data/table_27.html. I use an average of the various clearance rates for the
different types of burglary, weighted by the prevalence of that type, to get an 8.9 percent clearance rate. Note that
for the police to clear a crime by arrest they must charge somebody and turn him or her over for prosecution.
47
See note 33, supra, and accompanying text.
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average, taxpayers will pay an additional $13,508. 48 Finally, if 19 burglars are convicted and
imprisoned—again, consistent with national patterns49—and spend the average amount of time in
jail for burglary,50 taxpayers will spend an additional $2,420,974. All told, a one percentage
point increase in foreclosures costs taxpayers $3,163,126 related to burglaries. To put it another
way, assuming a linear increase in costs as foreclosures rise, each vacancy caused by a
foreclosure in Boston costs taxpayers $1,170.36.51
Table 1:
Burglary Summary
Cause

Cost

Basis

One percentage point increase
in foreclosure rate

298 additional burglaries

298 more burglaries

$624,608 in costs to victims

10.1 percent increase from
2009 baseline of 2,955
aggravated assaults in Boston
$2,096 per burglary

298 more burglaries
investigated
27 suspects arrested and tried

$95,747 in cost to BPD

22 suspects indigent

$13,508 for public counsel

19 suspects convicted and
imprisoned for an average of
33.3 months
Total Cost for 1% Increase

$2,420,974 for prison terms

Total Cost Per Foreclosure

$1,170.36

$8,289 for prosecution

10 man-hours per crime; no
additional expenses
8.9 percent clearance rate;
$307 per case
80 percent indigent; $614 per
case
68.8 percent convicted and
imprisoned; $45,917 per year
in prison

$3,163,126
272,481 housing units in
Boston

48

Note 34-35, supra, and accompanying text.
Based on an 83.7 percent conviction rate, with 82.2 percent of convicted burglars incarcerated. See Bureau of
Justice Statistics, Federal Justice Statistics, Tables 4.2, 5.1,
http://bjs.ojp.usdoj.gov/content/pub/html/fjsst/2008/fjs08st.pdf.
50
33.3 months. Massachusetts Department of Corrections, Ten-Year Prison Population Projections 2009-2019, at
29, http://www.mass.gov/Eeops/docs/doc/research_reports/population_projections_2009.pdf.
51 Boston has 272,481 housing units. http://www.bostonredevelopmentauthoritynews.org/wpcontent/uploads/2011/03/Boston.pdf. Therefore, a single additional foreclosure represents a 0.00037 percent
increase in the foreclosure rate. Multiply 0.00037 by $4,191,492 and you get $1,550.86.
49
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d. Larceny, Aggravated Assault and Overall Cost
Goodstein and Lee also show that a one percentage point increase in foreclosures will produce a
roughly 5.6 percent increase in larceny and a 14.6 percent increase in aggravated assault.52
Tables 2 and 3 repeat the process for calculating the cost of vacancy-related burglaries for
larceny and aggravated assault. Adding the cost of burglary to the per-vacancy cost of larceny
($3,735.74) and of aggravated assault ($24,233.32), we see a total cost per vacancy of
$29,139.42 in crime-related expenses. Of this, $12,813.27 falls on the victims of crime. The
remainder falls on taxpayers. Table 4 summarizes costs of vacancy for each category of crime.
Table 2
Larceny Summary
Cause

Cost

Assumptions

One percentage point increase
in foreclosure rate

868 more larcenies

868 more larcenies

$749,952 in costs to victims

5.6 percent increase from
2009 baseline of 15,507
larcenies in Boston53
$864 per larceny54

868 larcenies investigated

$278,888 in cost to BPD

187 suspects arrested and tried

$56,287 for prosecution

150 suspects indigent

$92,100 for public counsel

70 suspects convicted and
imprisoned for an average of
33.3 months57
Total Cost for 1% Increase

$8,919,377 for prison terms

Total Cost Per Foreclosure

$3,735.74

10 man-hours per crime; no
additional expenses55
21.5 percent clearance rate56;
$307 per case
80 percent indigent; $614 per
case
37.3 percent convicted and
imprisoned;58 $45,917 per
year in prison

$10,096,604
272,481 housing units in
Boston

52

Goodstein and Lee at 48.
Federal Bureau of Investigation, Massachusetts Offenses Known to Law Enforcement, CRIME IN THE UNITED
STATES, http://www2.fbi.gov/ucr/cius2009/data/table_08_ma.html.
54
Federal Bureau of Investigation, Larceny-Theft, CRIME IN THE UNITED STATES,
http://www2.fbi.gov/ucr/cius2009/offenses/property_crime/larceny-theft.html
55
Again, I provide a rough estimate of time spent per larceny based on an interview with the Police Department
public liaison.
56
Federal Bureau of Investigation, Offenses Cleared, CRIME IN THE UNITED STATES,
http://www2.fbi.gov/ucr/cius2009/offenses/clearances/index.html.
57
Massachusetts Department of Corrections, Ten-Year Prison Population Projections 2009-2019, at 29,
http://www.mass.gov/Eeops/docs/doc/research_reports/population_projections_2009.pdf.
58
Based on a 91.2 percent conviction rate and 40.9 percent of those convicted being incarcerated. See Bureau of
Justice Statistics, Federal Justice Statistics, Tables 4.2, 5.1,
http://bjs.ojp.usdoj.gov/content/pub/html/fjsst/2008/fjs08st.pdf..
53
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Table 3
Aggravated Assault Summary
Cause

Cost

Assumptions

One percentage point increase
in foreclosure rate

525 more aggravated assaults

525 more aggravated assaults

$33,255,899 in costs to
victims
$674,730 in cost to BPD

14.6 percent increase from
2009 baseline of 3,596 Boston
aggravated assaults59
$63,344.57 per aggravated
assault60
40 man-hours per crime; no
additional expenses61
47.9 percent clearance rate62;
$307 per case63
80 percent indigent; $614 per
case
74.8 percent convicted and
imprisoned;65 $45,917 per
year in prison

525 aggravated assaults
investigated
251 suspects arrested and tried

$77,057 for prosecution

201 suspects indigent

$123,414 for public counsel

188 suspects convicted and
imprisoned for an average of
43.6 months64
Total Cost for 1% Increase

$31,364,372 for prison terms

Total Cost Per Foreclosure

$24,233.32

$65,495,472
272,481 housing units in
Boston

59

Federal Bureau of Investigation, Massachusetts Offenses Known to Law Enforcement, CRIME IN THE UNITED
STATES, http://www2.fbi.gov/ucr/cius2009/data/table_08_ma.html.
60
I took the average of seven different ways of quantifying the cost of aggravated assault, from the literature on
criminology. Kathryn E. McCollister, Michael T. French & Hai Fang, The Cost of Crime to Society: New CrimeSpecific Estimates for Policy and Program Evaluation, 108 DRUG AND A LCOHOL DEPENDENCE 98, 100 (2010).
61
See note x, supra. I assume twice the time spent investigating a burglary, on the assumption that violent crime is
treated more seriously.
62
See Federal Bureau of Investigation, Percent of Offenses Cleared by Arrest or Exceptional Means, CRIME IN THE
UNITED STATES, http://www2.fbi.gov/ucr/cius2009/data/table_27.html. I took the average clearance rate (in cities of
Boston’s size) for the four types of aggravated assault.
63
Massachusetts Budget for Fiscal Year 2010, http://www.mass.gov/legis/11budget/house/html/appropriations.htm;
Office of the Middlesex District Attorney (Press Release), State’s 11 District Attorneys to Speak Out Against Major
Disparity in the State’s Criminal Justice Funding Thursday (October 13, 2010), http://middlesexda.com/news/pressrelease.php?reference=131.
64
Massachusetts Department of Corrections, Ten-Year Prison Population Projections 2009-2019, at 29,
http://www.mass.gov/Eeops/docs/doc/research_reports/population_projections_2009.pdf. This figure likely
understates the number of months convicts spend in prison for aggravated assault, since the Massachusetts prison
statistics lump aggravated assault and simple assault into one category.
65
See Bureau of Justice Statistics, Federal Justice Statistics, Tables 4.2, 5.1,
http://bjs.ojp.usdoj.gov/content/pub/html/fjsst/2008/fjs08st.pdf.
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Table 4:
Crime Summary
Burglary

Larceny

Assault

Total

Direct Cost to
Victims

$624,698

$749,952

$33,255,899

$34,630,549

Police Costs

$95,747

$278,888

$674,730

$1,049,365

Prosecution

$8,289

$56,287

$77,057

$141,633

Public Counsel

$13,508

$92,100

$123,414

$229,022

Prison Costs

$2,420,974

$8,919,377

$31,364,372

$42,704,723

Total for 1%
Increase

$3,136,126

$10,096,604

$65,495,472

$78,728,202

Total Per
Vacancy

$1,170.36

$3,735.74

$24,233.31

$29,129.43

NOTE: Rows 1-5 present costs for 1 percentage point increase in foreclosures.
IV. LOST VALUE FOR NEARBY PROPERTIES
e. Framework
For some time, scholars have agreed that foreclosure not only reduces the value of a
foreclosed property, it reduces the value of nearby properties. In 2008, a researcher at the Federal
Reserve Bank of Boston surveyed studies quantifying “spillover effects” attributable to
foreclosure and concluded that each foreclosure diminishes the value of nearby properties66 by
somewhere between 0.9 percent and 8.7 percent.67
Fewer studies have attempted to determine how much of the impact of foreclosure can be
attributed to vacancy. However, two recent studies have asked similar questions. Daniel Hartley
has attempted to separate the reduction in property values produced when a foreclosed house is
66

The definition of “nearby” varies depending on the study.
Kai-Yan Lee, Foreclosure’s Price-Depressing Spillover Effects on Local Properties: A Literature Review, Federal
Reserve Bank of Boston Discussion Paper No. 2008-01 (September 2008),
http://www.bostonfed.org/commdev/pcadp/2008/pcadp0801.pdf.
67
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dumped on the market from the reduction that can be attributed to “disamenity,” or a house’s
deterioration due to neglect. Hartley found a 2 percent disamenity effect in census tracts with
more than 5.6 percent vacancy.68 In other words, every neglected building reduces the value of
buildings within 250 feet by 2 percent.
The disamenity effect may not be entirely attributable to vacancy. Home owners facing
foreclosure generally have fewer resources—and less incentive—to maintain their homes.
Nonetheless, solutions that address the problem of vacancy may also address the other causes of
disamenity. If the law protects a resident’s right to stay in her home, that resident also has the
right to have her home maintained in accordance with the building code. Further, policies that
help to keep residents in their homes also give residents a stronger incentive to maintain their
homes. The discomfort they avoid is more likely to be their own. Furthermore, Hartley likely
underestimates the impact of vacancy in one key respect. He looks at the impact of the
foreclosure of a single unit in a multi-family building and assumes that the impact will be the
same when a bank forecloses on a single-family home.69 Common sense suggests that a
deteriorating single family home will have a greater impact than a deteriorating unit in a multifamily home, meaning the average impact of a foreclosure is likely more than Hartley reports.
An earlier study by Brian Mikelbank seems to confirm that Hartley has underestimated
the impact of vacancy. Mikelbank found that each vacant property produces a 3.5 percent
reduction in values for properties within 250 feet and a .6 percent reduction in values for

68

The Effect of Foreclosure on Nearby Housing Prices: Supply or Disamentiy?, Federal Reserve Bank of Cleveland
Working Paper 10-11 (September 2010), available at SSRN:
http://papers.ssrn.com/sol3/papers.cfm?abstract_id=1670820 [hereinafter Hartley]. Boston has a 7.3 percent vacancy
rate, according to the 2010 census. U.S. Census Bureau, Occupancy Status: 2010, 2010 CENSUS REDISTRICTING
DATA, available at http://www.bostonredevelopmentauthoritynews.org/wp-content/uploads/2011/03/Boston.pdf. For
the purpose of this paper, I will assume that foreclosures occur in areas with vacancy rates over 5.6 percent, but
anybody calculating the disamenity effect of a particular vacancy should keep Hartley’s limiting criteria in mind.
69
Hartley at 2.
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properties between 250 and 500 feet away.70 However, Mikelbank looked only at vacant
buildings that were not currently being marketed. The impact of post-foreclosure vacancies could
be less if bank-owners generally maintain the properties they plan to sell, but there is no
evidence that they do. I will use Hartley’s numbers for a low estimate of the effect of vacancy
and Mikelbank’s for a higher estimate.
f. Impact on Boston
The per-vacancy effect on property values is a product of the number of buildings within
the zone of impact of a vacant property, the average value of all buildings within the zone of
impact, and the average impact for that particular area.71

70

Spatial Analysis of the Impact of Vacant, Abandoned and Foreclosed Properties, FEDERAL RESERVE BANK OF
CLEVELAND (November 2008), available at
http://www.clevelandfed.org/Community_Development/publications/Spatial_Analysis_Impact_Vacant_Abandoned
_Foreclosed_Properties.pdf.
71
The method of calculating lost value used in this section was suggested by Gail Cohen, Chief Economist,
Congressional Joint Economic Committee, in an interview on March 11, 2010.
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i. Buildings in the Zone of Impact
Before determining how many homes are close enough to a vacant building to have their
property value affected, I have to clarify what kinds of homes this report addresses. Since
Hartley and Mikelbank only calculate the impact of foreclosure on single-family homes,72 this
report starts by calculating the number of single family homes likely to be within a foreclosure’s
impact zone. However, this leads to a potentially massive underestimate of a foreclosure’s
impact, because it assumes that a foreclosure will have no impact on buildings with more than
one unit. In Boston, where single-family buildings make up only 18.1 percent of the housing
stock, the effect of this assumption is substantial. To provide a more accurate—if more
speculative—estimate, I also calculate the number of units in 1-3 unit buildings within the
average foreclosure’s impact zone. The price of homes in 2-3 unit buildings tends to track the
price for homes in one unit buildings.73 As long as a vacant building has an effect on the values
of multi-unit buildings that is closer to the impact on single-unit buildings than it is to zero, my
higher estimate—including the impact on 2-3 unit buildings—will be more accurate than my
lower estimate.74

72

Neither Hartley nor Mikelbank provide any reason to think that their results for single-family homes do not apply
to multi-family buildings. Hartley focused on single-family homes for methodological reasons not relevant here.
Hartley at 2. Mikelbank does not explain why he focuses on single-family homes. Both Hartley and Mikelbank
studied Cleveland, a city that has more than half of its residential units in single family homes, compared to less than
20 percent for Boston. U.S. Census Bureau, Table B25024: Units in Structure: Cleveland City Ohio, 2005-2009
AMERICAN COMMUNITY SURVEY, http://factfinder.census.gov/servlet/DTTable?_bm=y&-context=dt&ds_name=ACS_2009_5YR_G00_&-mt_name=ACS_2009_5YR_G2000_B25024&-tree_id=5309&redoLog=true&-_caller=geoselect&-geo_id=label&-geo_id=16000US3916000&search_results=16000US3916000&-format=&-_lang=en. In Cleveland, a study of single-family homes leaves less
out than the same study would in Boston.
73
City of Boston, Real Estate Trends 2010,
http://www.cityofboston.gov/Images_Documents/RealEstateTrends_2010_tcm3-24316.pdf.
74
In theory, vacancies should also have an impact on larger buildings, but since the prices of units in larger
buildings may not track those of units in single-family buildings, I will not consider them here. This means that even
my more liberal estimates ignore 42.3 percent of Boston’s housing stock and are therefore likely to significantly
underestimate the impact of vacancies on property values.
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Both Hartley and Mikelbank calculate that a
vacancy will reduce property values within 250 feet, a
range I will call the direct zone of impact. Mikelbank
also predicts an impact on homes that are more than
250 but less than 500 feet from a vacant property, an
area I will call the indirect zone of impact. On average,
there will be 22 single-family homes within the direct

Type of Buildings Buildings
Building within
within
Primary Secondary
Zone of
Zone
Impact
(250-500
(250 feet) feet)
Single22
65
family
One to
54
161
three
units
Table 4:
Buildings Affected by a Vacancy

zone of impact of any given foreclosure, with 65 homes in the indirect zone. There will be 54
units in 1-3 unit buildings within the direct zone, with an additional 161 in the indirect zone.75
ii. Average Home Value Within Zone of Impact
This report uses two different numbers—based on two different sets of assumptions—for
the average value of a home within the zone of impact of a vacant building. If we assume that a
foreclosure-related vacancy is equally likely to occur anywhere in the City, then the average
value of a home near a vacancy should be the same as the average value of a Boston home:
$349,000. 76 If, on the other hand, we assume that foreclosures will continue to be concentrated
in a subset of the City’s neighborhoods, we can rely on a weighted average that takes this into
account. Assuming that 76 percent of homes affected by future foreclosure-related vacancies will
be in the five neighborhoods that experienced 76 percent of Boston’s foreclosures last year, the
average home in a zone of impact will be worth $284,368.77 This report calculates the average

75

See Appendix A for how I reached this result.
City of Boston, Real Estate Trends 2010,
http://www.cityofboston.gov/Images_Documents/RealEstateTrends_2010_tcm3-24316.pdf.
77
This number was produced by taking the average price in the five neighborhoods that have experienced 76 percent
of Boston’s foreclosures--$231,200—and multiplying it by .76, then adding it to the average value of homes in the
rest of the city—$452,735—multiplied by .24. All figures come from City of Boston, Real Estate Trends 2010,
http://www.cityofboston.gov/Images_Documents/RealEstateTrends_2010_tcm3-24316.pdf.
76
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cost of a vacancy for nearby homes using both the citywide average and the weighted average
value.
iii. Loss of Property Value
Now that we have figures for the number of homes in the average zone of impact and the
average value of those homes I can apply Hartley’s and Mikelbank’s conclusions and calculate
an estimated impact from a given foreclosure under a variety of assumptions.78 Table 5
summarizes the different possible outcomes. It includes higher estimates (based on Mikelbank’s
study) and lower estimates (based on Hartley’s study) for four different sets of assumptions. The
figures in the top two rows are based on the assumption that only single-family homes lose value
when a nearby building becomes vacant. The top row calculates the impact of each foreclosure
on the assumption that foreclosures will continue to occur disproportionately in the five
neighborhoods where they have been concentrated so far. The second assumes that they will not
be concentrated in any one area. The third and fourth rows reflect the assumption that units in
buildings with 1 to 3 units will experience the same decline in value from a nearby vacancy as
units in single-unit buildings. Row three assumes foreclosures will remain geographically
concentrated. Row four does not.
While different assumptions produce a wide range of possible impacts, this does not
indicate intense disagreement about the effect of vacancy. Instead, it suggests that we do not yet
know what the foreclosure crisis will look like going forward. If foreclosures hit citywide and
have a spillover effect on multi-family households, even Hartley’s conservative estimate of
impact would predict a nearly $400,000 loss in property values for each foreclosure—a loss
greater than the average direct loss to the foreclosed homeowner. As the crisis continues,

78

This process is summarized in the appendix.
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policymakers can find out what kinds of effects Boston is experiencing and use this framework
to know what to expect.
Table 5:
Loss in Value for Neighboring Properties
Lower Estimate (Hartley)

Higher Estimate (Mikelbank)

Loss to Single Family Homes in
Hardest Hit Neighborhoods

$125,122

$329,867

Loss to Single Family Homes
City-Wide

$153,560

$404,840

Loss to Units in 1-3 Unit
Buildings in Hardest Hit
Neighborhoods

$307,117

$812,155

Loss to Units in 1-3 Unit
Buildings City-Wide

$376,920

$996,744

iv. Property Tax Revenue
Lost property value leads to lost tax revenue. The property tax rate in Boston is $12.79
per thousand dollars of value.79 The loss in tax revenue from a given loss in housing value is
therefore the value multiplied by 0.01279. The impact is summarized in Table 6.
A foreclosed home also tends to sell at a discount. While several factors could contribute
to this phenomenon, one obvious contributor is the disamenity effect that leads even nearby
properties to lose value.80 On average, foreclosed homes sell for roughly 22 percent less than
similar homes that are not being sold after a foreclosure,81 a $76,780 loss for the average City
property (or a $62,561 average loss if foreclosures remain concentrated in a handful of
neighborhoods). This produces an additional loss to the treasury of $982.02 or $800.16.

79

City of Boston, Property Tax Facts and Figures: Fiscal Year 2011,
http://www.cityofboston.gov/Images_Documents/2011_Facts%26Figures_tcm3-23121.pdf.
80
See, e.g., A. Pennington-Cross, The Value of Foreclosed Property, 28 J. REAL ESTATE RESEARCH 193, 197-78
(April-June 2006).
81
See, e.g., id at 211 and sources discussed at 194-95.
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Table 6:
Loss of Tax Revenue as a Result of Reduced Nearby Property Values
Lower Estimate (Hartley)

Higher Estimate (Mikelbank)

$2,400.47

$5,010.16

$2,946.05

$6,159.92

$4,728.19

$11,187.62

$5,802.83

$13,730.38

Loss to Single Family Homes
in Hardest Hit Neighborhoods
Loss to Single Family Homes
City-Wide
Loss to Units in 1-3 Unit
Buildings in Hardest Hit
Neighborhoods
Loss to Units in 1-3 Unit
Buildings City-Wide
V. SUMMARY AND CONCLUSION

Adding together the costs summarized above, I conclude that each foreclosure-related
vacancy costs the City of Boston and its citizens as much as $1,027,890.42, and no less than
$156,258, in the areas I have been able to measure. Of this total, more than $32,053 comes out of
the pocket of taxpayers or the public treasury. More than $12,800 comes from crime victims.
And property owners pay almost $1 million.
Table 7
Cost Summary and Who Pays
Direct Municipal
Costs
Costs of Crime
Lost Property
Values
Total

Taxpayer
$2,007

Crime Victim

$16,316

$12,813

$2,400 to
$13,730
$20,723 to
$32,053

$12,813

Home Owner

Total
$2,007
$29,129

$123,522 to
$983,996
$123,522 to
$983,996

$125,122$996,744
$157,058 to
$1,028,862

These numbers include only those costs that can be quantified or estimated with enough
specificity to be meaningful. Even within the categories discussed above, I left out components
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that I could not quantify. This paper therefore significantly underestimates the scope of the
problem.
Nonetheless, it is clear that a single foreclosure-related vacancy imposes significant
enough costs on the City and its people to be worthy of consideration even by those who do not
care what happens to the foreclosed family. Two foreclosures drain enough taxpayer money to
hire an extra Boston public school teacher with a doctorate82 or to put another highly trained
police officer on the street.83 A handful of foreclosures can hit citizens like a small crime wave
and property owners like a small natural disaster. If every one of the 821 foreclosure deeds filed
last year led to a vacancy, Boston would have lost $844,695,702, roughly one third of the City’s
operating budget.
This paper does not tell policymakers how to address the foreclosure crisis. But the
choices they will face will often come with price tags attached. The message of this paper is that
doing nothing also has a price, and that price falls on all of us.

82

See Boston Public Schools, Salary Plan, http://www.bostonpublicschools.org/files/ST1_SalPlan.pdf.
See Boston Police Patrolmen Association Executive Order and Salary Scale,
http://www.cityofboston.gov/Images_Documents/BPPA%20Executive%20order%20%26%20salary%20scale_tcm3
-17004.pdf.
83
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APPENDIX A
Buildings Within the Zone of Impact
The American Community Survey for 2005-200984 estimated that 46,999 of Boston’s 260,619
housing units were in single-family homes. Since the number of housing units in Boston has
grown 4.55% since the survey was taken, I adjust the number of single-family housing units up
by the same percentage, yielding 49,138 single-family residential buildings in the City of Boston.
The same survey estimated that Boston had 116,357 units in 1-3 unit buildings. Adjusting this
number up by the same 4.55%, I estimate that Boston currently has 121,653 units in 1-3 unit
buildings.
These residential buildings are dispersed over 10,229 acres (or 445,575,240 square feet) of
residential land.85 Boston therefore has an average of one single-family building for every 9,068
square feet and one unit in a 1-3 unit residential building for every 3,663 square feet.
Next, I have to figure out the area of Hartley’s and Mikelbank’s zones of impact, the area within
which a vacant home will have an effect on property values. Both Hartley and Mikelbank predict
that vacant buildings will reduce property values of homes within 250 feet. A circle with a radius
of 250 feet has 196,350 square feet. Mikelbank also predicts an impact out to 500 feet away from
a vacant building. The area of his second ring—the area between 250 and 500 feet from a vacant
building—is equal to π (500) squared minus π (250) squared, or 589,048.
Assuming that buildings are evenly dispersed across Boston’s residential neighborhoods—a
dubious but necessary assumption86--there will be 22 single-family buildings in the direct zone
of impact (within 250 feet) of any given vacant building and 65 within the indirect zone of
impact (from 250 to 500 feet from a vacant building). There will be 54 units in 1-3 unit buildings
in the direct zone and 161 in the indirect zone.

84

U.S. Census Bureau, Table B25024: Units in Structure: Cleveland City Ohio, 2005-2009 AMERICAN COMMUNITY
SURVEY, HTTP://FACTFINDER.CENSUS.GOV/SERVLET/DTTABLE?_BM=Y&- CONTEXT=DT&DS_NAME=ACS_2009_5YR_G00_&-MT_NAME=ACS_2009_5YR_G2000_B25024&-TREE_ID =5309&REDOLOG =TRUE&-_CALLER=GEOSELECT&-GEO_ID =16000US2507000&-SEARCH_RESULTS=01000US&FORMAT=&-_LANG =EN.
85
Boston Redevelopment Authority, Tax Exempt Property in Boston: Analysis of Types, Uses and Issues (December
2002), http://www.bostonredevelopmentauthority.org/pdf/ResearchPublications//pdr_562.pdf.
86
In a phone interview, Gail Cohen, Chief Economist at the Congressional Joint Economic Committee,
recommended using this assumption to avoid going nuts. Apparently it’s what the JEC does.
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APPENDIX B – Property Value Impact
The impact of a foreclosure on neighboring property values can be calculated in two ways. The
more conservative (Hartley) method uses the following equation:
Impact Per Building (0.02) x Buildings Within 250 Feet x Average Value of Buildings
Assuming that vacancies affect only single-family homes and will occur only in the five
neighborhoods hardest hit by the foreclosure crisis, this equation is:
0.02 x 22 x 284,368 = $125,121.92
Assuming that vacancies affect units in 1-3 unit buildings and will occur only in the five
neighborhoods hardest hit by the foreclosure crisis, this equation is:
0.02 x 54 x 284,368 = $302,117
Assuming that vacancies affect only single-family homes and will occur throughout the City, this
equation is:
0.02 x 22 X 349,000 = $153,560
Assuming that vacancies affect units in 1-3 unit buildings and will occur throughout the City,
this equation is:
0.02 x 54 x 349,000 = $376,920
The less conservative (Mikelbank) method uses the following equation:
Impact in Direct Zone (.035) x Units in Direct Zone of Impact x Average Value of Unit
+ Impact in Indirect Zone (.006) x Units in Indirect Zone x Average Value of Unit
Assuming that vacancies affect only single-family homes and will occur only in the five
neighborhoods hardest hit by the foreclosure crisis, this equation is:
0.035 x 22 x 284,368 + 0.006 x 65 x 284,368 = 329,867
Assuming that vacancies affect units in 1-3 unit buildings and will occur only in the five
neighborhoods hardest hit by the foreclosure crisis, this equation is:
0.035 x 54 x 284,368 + 0.006 x 161 x 284,368 = 812,155
Assuming that vacancies affect only single-family homes and will occur throughout the City, this
equation is:
.035 x 22 x 349,000 + 0.006 x 65 x 349,000 = 404,840
Assuming that vacancies affect units in 1-3 unit buildings and will occur throughout the City,
this equation is:
.035 x 54 x 349,000 (659,610) + 0.006 x 115 x 349,000 = 996,744
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The Mass Alliance Against Predatory Lending (MAAPL) is a coalition
of over 60 member and supporting organizations – community
organizations, housing counseling agencies, legal services groups,
labor and others – founded to arrest the impacts of the foreclosure
crisis in Massachusetts through grassroots organizing,
homeowner/tenant education, legal strategies and policy initiatives.
MAAPL member/supporting organizations
Action for Boston Community Development, Inc., Action for Regional Equity, Alliance of Providers of Legal Services
to Individuals Facing Foreclosure, ARISE for Social Justice, Arlington Community Trabajando, Boston Tenants
Coalition, Brazilian Women's Group, Brockton Interfaith Community, Carpenters Local 40, Carpenters Local 107,
Charles Hamilton Houston Institute For Race & Justice, Chelsea Collaborative, Chinese Progressive Association, City
Life/Vida Urbana, Coalition for Social Justice, Community Economic Development Ctr of S.E. MA, Community Labor
United, Democratic Socialists of America, Dorchester People for Peace, Era Key Realty Services, ESAC, Fair Housing
Center of Greater Boston, Greater Boston Legal Services, Greater Four Corners Action Coalition, Green‐Rainbow
Party of MA, Harvard Legal Aid Bureau, Homeowner Options for MA Elders, Jewish Alliance for Law and Social
Action, Lawrence Community Works, Lawyers' Committee for Civil Rights Under Law, Lynn United for Change, Legal
Assistance Corporation of Central Mass, Mass Advocates for Children, Mass AFL‐CIO, Mass Coalition for the
Homeless, Mass Community Action Network, Massachusetts Fair Housing Center, Mass Jobs With Justice, Mass
Law Reform Institute, Mass Welfare Rights Union, Merrimack Valley Labor Council, NAACP N.E. Area Council,
National Community Reinvestment Coalition, National Consumer Law Center, National Lawyers Guild, Neighbor‐to‐
Neighbor, Neighborhood Legal Services, New England United for Justice, No One Leaves – Springfield, North Shore
Labor Council, ¿Oiste?, Organization for a New Equality, Painters District Council 35, Pleasant St. Neighborhood
Network Center, Southbridge Community Connections, Springfield No One Leaves Coalition, Survivors Inc., Tri‐City
Community Action Program, UE Northeast Region, Union of Minority Neighborhoods, United Auto Workers Mass
CAP, United Food & Commercial Workers 1445, United For a Fair Economy, United Steel Workers Local 5696,
Volunteer Lawyers Project, Worcester Anti‐Foreclosure Team.
www.MAAPL.info
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