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Abstract

This studyfocuses orgovernment assisteaffordable rental housing developmemtd policyin

New York City. An initial survey of currently assisted affordable housing shardbe city

sought to understand the trends of government sponsored developments to determine if there was
a spatial imbalance of assisted affordable housing in theRtitguant to this survey an analysis

of rental gaps between maximum rental ceilinga derivative ofarea median incomes (AMI)

and theLow-Income Housing Tax Credit (LIHTC) program, the most succedsbuising
program in the expansion of assisted affordable housmty Those found throughout the
private marketplace were determingd an attempt to uncover inefficiencies in théHTC
program that would compr omi s aspahiabalanteoof dssisted t y 6 s
affordable housing in the futurEindingsshowthat there is a failure in the current application of

the LIHTC program in New Yorkwherenegative rental gapserefoundconsistently throughout

New York City. This fact limitsthe ability for thecity to satisfy its affordale housinggoals of

both the New Housing Marketplace Plan and PlaNYC 2030 in a manner thiatines benefits

for all stakeholdersRecommendations were presented that included a revised AMI calculation

method and locational targeting measures that would assist in correcting these inefficiencies.

Keywords: affordable housing, lovincome housingax credits, rental prices, housing policy



Introduction

The means to affordable housing is a topic that has perplexed policy makers for decades.
Since the introduction of public housing measures in the United $tag@sningin thel 9 3 00 s
the conceptemains one of the most important factors in providing basic human needs in our
country. In 2010, the chief agentasked inaddressing the affordable housing issue in the US,
the Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD), was allocated apprdyxifi¥e
billion in its ongoing efforts to provide a sustainable solution to the affordable housing crisis.
The issue of housing has grown to encompass
hasbecome the single largest expenditure of householdead€S1993)However,to this day the
United Statess unable to achievenaaffordablehousing equilibrium thagatisfiesdemand

The objective ofaffordable housing policy in the United States has been to provide
disadvantaged citizens with suitable liviognditions, and to eradicate, as much as possible, the
potential for homelessness. Progressive thought has sought to meet the goal of providing housing
through the removabf low-income individuals from environments of poverty to areas where
more opportuities exist (Khadduri, 2001). Yeis history has shown, and is still evident today,
affordable housing continues to be located in primarily destitute neighborhoods (Freeman, 2004).
Deepseeded problenthat wereby-products of the institutionalizgaractiee of siting affordable
housingbroughtinto question the relative weakness and level of discrimination behind public
policy decisions irtheir responséo localhousingissues

It has only been in recent decades that thasebeem shift away from prirarily federal
projectbased assistanggogramsto the promotiorandconstruction ofscatterednixedincome
housing optionghat have beeroupled withsubsidies to stimulate the spatidispersalof
affordable units (Popkin et al. 2004; Smith 2002). Wias$ once a disconnected set of federally
administered programsasnow unfolded into a devolved effash behalf ofbooth state and local
entitiesto enhancehe effective mobilization of policy devices set to tackle regional housing
dilemmas Many of thesemeasures involve partnerships with the private marketplace to expand
the stock of government assisted affordable housing, including thelnamme Housing Tax
Credit (LIHTC) program.

The highly successfuLIHTC programhas producedoughly 1.8 million of affordable
units during its enacted life (Ericksen, 200Wyith it regions have beenmore capable of
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significantly offsetting major social repercussions of affordable housing shontagddition to
avoiding clustering issues that were experienced wétotical housing program3he program

works by incentivizing developers through the use of tax credits that they can sell to investors to
receive funds to offset construction codieverthelessthe questionstill looms as to if the
ability to acutelyaddresdocal housingissues througthe siting of affordable housing produced

by the LIHTC progranis beingexecutedatits most efficient level?

To best understand this program in its applicatl@w York City provides perhaps the
most appropriatenodelto questiornthe thoughtand the LIHTC programits dens urban fabric
plays host to 8.25 million individuals all with the inherent need for housing. Throughout the
citydéds history it has seen t bubsidizegdnwmliusiwithed dev
80,395 of these being sponsored by the LIHTC prograthis figure is just 10% shy of the
entire housing stock in the State of Wyonfinds of today over 171,000 dhese assisted
affordableunits still receive some sort of direct federal sub%ibut it is still not enough. Each
year city housing agencies receive thousands of applicants seeking reprieve from high rental
prices throughout the city. Sometimes onliew of these governmesaissistecaffordable units
become vacant at any given time.

Currently, only 64% of the housing stock in the city has been deemed affordable to
median income househofds Thi s fact created the impetus fo
Housing Marketplace Plan (NHMP) in 2004. It serves as a monumental undertakimg $eek
substantially expand the affordable housing stock in New York City, and will bear title
throughout the United States as the single largest municipal affordable housatiyénih our
nati onéoubipatomny e vehousiMeploithe 1R&DE. Rastions arise as to
if the aty truly understands where the expansion of these units will talee gliven its current
landscaper how given any further expansion in the level of affordable housing, likely to occur
as a result of the LIHTC pgram, will either help or hinder the equitable and spatial balance of
these affordable unithroughout the cityThis is what this paper sets outngestigate

The purpose of this study is not to question the current level of affordable rentahainits
have been assisted through government subsidsently present in New York City, nor to

! SourceFurman Centeof Real Estate & UrbaRolicy (2011).
2 SourceU.S. Census Bureau (2010).

3 SourceFurman Centersupra notel.

4 SourceNew Housing Marketplace Plan (NHMP) (2009).



critique the patterns and trends of development in their ability to address certain demographics as
havebeen investigated in previous research. Instead, this fmagerto a twetiered approach in
the evaluation of absstedffofdablehouSingtlapdscape tcowiscovern()
if there is an spatial imbalance gévernment assistedfordable housing in New York Cityand
(2) whether rent levels ewdt in both the market and those publicly imposed compromise the
ability for a balance to be achieved in the future. The intent of this approach is not to expose
causality bet ween rents and t hestate mbasdiseecdh ce o0
affordd | e housing | andscape, but i nstead to ser.\
gap® t aneapartially affected by governmental manipulataord impose barriers on future
affordable housing developmerithe result of which wouldcompromisea balaced spatial
distribution of affordable units throughout New York City.

| hypothesize that there will be a clear spatial imbalancegafernment assisted
affordable housing in New York CityWhen conductinga rent gap analysis between LIHTC
maximum ceilirg levels and market rates of corresponding areas | expfatithere is a failure
in the application of the LIHTC program in New York City due to variations in market rents
throughout the city while LIHTC ceiling rents remain at a constant.level



Significance

This period of critical observation could not have comerabee applicableéime for the
United States. Currently, the US is experiencing a level of poverty that it has not withessed since
the early 1990s with a rate exceeding 26¥he ability br many lowincome individuals to rent
units within an affordable rangesually specified as allocating 30% of household incoone
housing costs (Stone, 2009), has further been compromised by rising livingaedstagnate
incomes

This paper will takea unique route othe analysis ofthe New York City housing market
through an evaluation of the current market indicatowloatareknown asii r e nt aThisgap s 0
rental gap measumgill expose adegreeof need in specific regions throughout New York City.
Using the method of market assessment a large gap will be bridged in affordability discussion
bet ween what New York Cityds housing policy
LIHTC program andhow market forces havaffected and thereforsignificantly guidel the
siting of these sponsored units. By the end of this paper, New York City will have a clear picture
of the current landscape @fssistedaffordable housingoresentin New York City andwill
understandhe relative efficiency of the LIHT@rogram in its policy goal of creating balanced
mixed-income communities.

This study will further build upon previous research surrounding the spatial
appropriateness of subsidized housing in New York City. Using Geographical Information
Systems (GIS) ashe primary research tool for data representatamupled by quantitative
analysis, this study will project the trends of LIHTC subsidized units and expose the potential
markets for an increased affordability presence. New York City has recently moweddavith
a number of plans attempting to provide a clear set ofs$emsitive benchmarks to increase its
affordable housing stockthe most notable of which is the New Housing Marketplace (NHMP).
Originally intended tdoe in effectuntil 2009 it hassince been extended by an additional five
years in order to conjure uplargerneeded supply of housing for the &itjHowever, the issue
that arises is in the potential for shortsightedness of policymakers from a constricted scope of
merely seeking a goaf expansion rather than the appropriateness for each additional unit.

Elements of specific market characteristics of the local housing environment would significantly

5 Rate based upon newly revised poverty calculation formula.
6 SeeNHMP, supra notet.



af fect the overall success of t he pl daleds eff
regiondés housing mar ket in determining the be

Considerableresearch has already been paid to the socially inequitable nature of the
provision of affordable housingdowever, the failures that given the amotmesearch that has
been presented these findings hanat been given serious thought by policymakers in the
modification of the program, or whether the program should be modified at all. If more research
wereto be dedicated detailing the local trends LIEisponsored development siting tremuch
stronger argument may be established for retooling the LIHTC program to target it more
efficiently in specific locales moving forward (Oakley, 2008). If a more progressive thought was
taken into account that didot critique the past trends of what have already transpired but
identified what the systematic failures curre
case that could be paired with precedent research to define a clearly discernable ménais of
has happenedith why it may have occurred

Providing this information to affordabl e
spillovers that would be to the advantage of many parties. Policymakers would have a better
understanding of local markebmditions, be able to respond to affordable housing demand with
a targeted supply and betteishape an existing affordable housprgsence. Developers would
have specific regions identified along witleighborhoodcharacteristicghat best identifythe
potential to develop therés a result of this new scheptanants would be able to live in more
economically diverse neighborhoods agdin access to amenitiethat were previously
unattainable.

Lastly, this paper is more than anything an attempt to @geoeiquity to the pool of
stakeholders who depengrimarily on the supply of affordable housing. The information
presented in this paper is not intended merely to provide another level of research, but to provide
a methodology as to what pieces of curmaalicy can easily be modified ®upply exponentially
greater benefits to thadividualswho requireit. This is where the basis of balancing affordable
housing in New York City is established. If a means to understanding how to reshape policy to
constructaffordable units in areas that best beeefgiocietyis achievedhen the goal of housing

policy in the United States would finally be realized.



Background

The Public Provision of Housing

Housing is one of the basic elements needed for life. Belyend a factoof necessity it
provides a haven for personal retreat, security and recreation. Its physical structure paints a
charismatic homage to the individual who dwells within it while its placement and location
create a linkage to society creating tagalyst for cities to develop and thrive, neighborhoods to
be formed, and unique cultures to emerge and flourish. However, for much of society the means
to a homeandto a larger extent he f Amer i, bas yet t® beerenlim@nt may never
evenbe adieved. It must be understood that every member of society will simply not be able to
securevhat nati onal policy has persistently proc
home and a suitable | iving €.Mheprivatemarketdimplifor ev
does not have the capacity to provide housing for all people. Herein lies the failure in the general
supply of housing in th&JS, whichcan be largely extrapolated as basic economic theoith a
scarcity of a particular good theiea natural undersupply available to satisfy individual needs.
This concept leads to an understanding afismatch existing between income and the cost of
living with regards to housing. To correct this ill, housing oféentimes leftup to the
responsibity of the public sector to consummatehat cannot originate from normal market
functions. However, what justification is there for public intervention into a marketplace that is
highly speculative and extremely personal to individuals?

In justifying the need for public intervention in the provision of housing Bryne and
Di amond (2007) outline the concepts behind so
basic need for all humans. Society looks to housing to fulfill the seemingly primordiiofus
of life: the supply of shelter, a haven for intimate family life and the comfort in feeling safe.
Secondly,society cannot help but gravitate to a feeling of paternaN¥m.wish to help out in
the I mprovement of t he @thdusing agnealtrgsticneddeavdr i f e s
Third, the lack of available housing creates a situation of homelessness that has eégats/e
on others. As a way of combating homelessness public or substandard housing is often created
that opens uparge tractsof landto social illsattributed to aigh concentration of lowincome

individuals Lastly, and perhaps most important to this discussion, is that the market through its

" SourceHousing Act 0f1949, Pub. L. No. 8171, 63 Stat. 413 (codified at 42 U.S.C§A1441).
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natur al workings simply cannot creats@meedshe nec
Exogenous factordriven from the public and private markets such as speculation, zcail,

land availability all contribute to development constraints. Therefore the need for affordable
housing is recognized:he channel by which this publictervention has taken shape is with a
mobilization of federal funding devoted to providing an allocatiorsdnsored, or assisted,
affordable housing. Een this has been thwarted by a culmination of forces derived from a
discordant mixture of income, ragaglitics, and individualist interests that have all distorted the
progress of society in providing those less fortumatle a means to decent housing.

Housing Policy History

Throughout t he hiimsvdlvemegtin lmo@isinggffortsetmhams megyad ard s
important role in the expansion affordable housing within reasonable economic reach of
families throughout the nation. However, witheseaffordable housingefforts come many
irrational and misguidediecisionsthat challenged its success. Qgkl(2008) discusses this
shortsightedness by governing entities evident in that (1) nearly almost every administration
since the aation of the Housing Act of 193has questioned the relative need for federal
housing programs, (2) due to constaolitical administrative changete allocations needed to
sufficiently satisfy a suitable level of assisted {meome housing has been grossly
misunderstood, and (3) there are ongoing debates surrounding the efficiency of the siting of these
developments in dislwvantaged areas.

The federal government has stood in its own way of providing appropriate levels of
housing, but much can be attested to the additional hesitations of the specific assemblages of
citizens keen on the decisions that will best benefit thein selfinterests.This concept has
been populazed by t he t e+ m mBUH MiBorates of sdlfterest have only
perpetuated the trend for these developments to be situated primarily in less affluent
neighborhoods (Newman & Schnare, 1997; Roher&efan, 2001) where less amenities and

8 SeeDear (1992). The author defines the termfis: pretectionist attitudes of and oppositional tactics adopted by community

groups facing an unwelcome development in their rmgiood. Such controversial developments encompass a wide range of

land-use proposals, including many human service facilities, landfill sites, hazardous waste facilitisg;oloe housing,

nuclear facilities, and airports. Residents usually concedéthae s e fAnoxi ouso facilities are nece
hene the term An®® in my back yard
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opportunities exist. It has been a mixture of these factors that have led to the majority of
contention surrounding the nationds housing p
Failures in the appropriation of affordable housing werdargely aldressedintil a shift
occurred in housing policyoeginning with a programmatidevolvement of development
decisions to state and local gawerent agencies in the 1960rhe benefit ofhis transitioningo
state and local government agencies has ledwidar range of approaches in tackling local
housing dilemmas without being burdened by federal oversight (Williams, 2003)iniktay
began in 1965 with the introduction 8ection 23an early version ofthe modern day housing
choice voucher prograngection8. This program placed a voucher in the handseyly low
income familiego significantly offset theental costdo maintain a level of affordability for the
family. The significance of this single act marked the shiftthe federal governmeritom
supply side construction of units ton@ore responsivelemand side approach (McClure, 2008)
allowing fora greater degree ténantchoicemobility. In the 1986 additional programaere to
be introduced as supply sideitiatives to penetrate mixethcome neighborhood to not only
promote a greater dispersion of affordable housing (Smith, 2002fplmgen a frontier for
greater opportunities for loomcome residents. The largest step in the devolvement to the state
and local governments was the Ldmcome Housing Tax Credit (LIHTC) program. First
introduced under the Tax Reform Act of 1986 (TRA86) it quickly grew to become the leading
subsidy program for thereation and preservati@f low- and moderaténcome housing in the
United States (Cummingshd DiPasquale, 1999; Freeman, 2004) and effectively marked the
largest stepin the devolvemenb f the nati on®sareslud tha gIHTE ol i cy
program, an unprecedented level of expansion of affordable housing has odbatrdths

providedhomesfor millions of people across the United States.

Sources of Contention in the Provision of Housing

Pulling apart the topic of affordable housing | believe that there are two inherently
contentious questions that act asrba of allissues dealing witaffordable housing. Firstyhat
demographic will receive affordable housth@here are various housing programs that target
specific individuals and income groups, but do these programs capture the complete market of
those who seek out affordable himgsor the manyindividualsin need of affordable housing that

are barred fromaccessing itSecondly, where shoulaffordable housing bdevelopnented be
12



built? Much emphasis is exhaustedmerely addingo the affordable housiligs  stack thalt

little is spoken about where these units aciallyplaced.

What Demographic Will Receive Affordable Hou8ing
The important question in the creation of affordable housing is to define the ultimate end
user of t he good. To have tdomg am e rsutable ivima | t o
environment for e vdsr lgudaflembut publie rinterfentioni dannat be
expected to have the capacity to provide housing for all of its citeiéme by will or capacity.
By providing a seemingly endless supplyaffordable housing there would be no incentive for
housingseekers to invest in market rate unitsa welfare state would ensue. In addition,
government 6s capacity is |imited by its abil]|
whether itis a workforce or bydirectfunding. There are simply too many constraints to allow for
a full investment into affordable housing for alherefore it is the identification of a specific
segment of the population that would realize the highest benefit fremeteption of housing
that intervention should seek to address. For many policymakers, the distinguishing factor to
identify this need has bedrased orncomes of suggested recipients
However, before progressing with this topic it is important to tstded exactly what

affordable housing means in its reference to its users. The generally accepted term for
affordabilitya s i t applies to housing is the dedicat
annual income to housing related expenditures. Tibdu expound upon the definition, Anthony
Downs (2004) presents a standard that has been used in research:

[...] o0odecent g u aihconte hauseloldsu(thoser whose imcmrme id below the

poverty level or below 50 percent of the median incomelfeir area) can afford to occupy

without spending more than 30 percent of their income or that households with slightly higher

incomes (50 to 80 percent of the median income) can similarly afford.
The 30 percent level signifies an amouaehed to be aaffordable level. A is evidenced with

manycities such as New Yorkthis level is usually surpassed whhrdens routinelgxceeding

° These questions obviously assume a scenario that government will ultimately be induced to intervene in affordable housing
initiatives given a levieof inefficiency in of the marketplace.
10 seeHousing Act 0f1949 supra note7.
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50 percent of a'™ kisuasthid leveldttas housemalds meeperiencing
excessive rental burdens (Minai2008; Stone, 2006; HUD, 2007).

However, affordable housing and assisted affordable housing can mean very different
things. Affordable housing in the way that Downs defines it is a financially attainable
accessibility to housing that does not imposenificant financial burdens onto society. This
could either be through government intervent.
costs being to a suitable level that does not impose a burden because they are at relatively
inexpensive levels. Asged affordable housing on the other hand is purely through government
intervention that units are made affordable either by housing vouchers or through the
development or preservation of units that under specific housing program guidelines maintain an
affordable level.

The key to ensuring thasssistedaffordable housing reaches the correct tenants is by way
of an income standar8y standardizing incomes at different levels of household sizes in various
environments policymakers have insight as to thepmsition of theirconstituents This scope
provides the policymakers with an understandingvbét their targetr e c i pincenme tedets
are and to what extent there is a needheseassisted housing developmerfsaditionally, this
has been done thmgh what is known as the area median income (AMI) whereby the median
income level of a given area is calculated by the US Census Bureau to be used for a number of
governmenbriented purposes. The establishment of this income standard allows policymakers
to match various federally sponsored units with a household earning an annual income that is
comparable tohe specific stipulationgor thatsubsidy program.

Each yearthe US Census Bureau computes income limits for metropolitan and non
metropoltanregg ns t hat together cover the full expan
These two specific area types are largely dependent on a myriad dinit@rfactors that
consider population density, regional economic, tesl relative influence of the lationsto the
surrounding landscape. For regions that provide relatively large metropolitan centers they are
categorized as a Metropolitan Statistical Area (MSAhatis descriptive of large urban areas.

An MSA is not any one particular city but a largegional abstraction that takes into account a

11 SeeNew York City Rent Guidelines Board (2011According to the New York City Rent Guidelines Board in their 2011

Income and Affordability Study, approximately 29.4% of @nters devote over 50% of their incomeshousing related
expenditures. This 50% denotes a |l evel of fisevereo rent burd
12 The concept of the MSA is used almost exclusively by the US Census Bureau and additional agencies farsi q@furp

statistical analysis of the large population areas.
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largerdegreeland area. Portions of an MSA typically include various citieensor counties

within relative close proximity to each other. Statistical analysis is then conducted based upon
the relative sie that the Census Bureau has determined for that area. Once these areas are
established an estimate of the median family incdisedefined based upon the total number of
families in the respective area. This figure is then taken by HUD and published tbhader
assumption that it is thegerson AMI level.

This figure is published in conjunction with a issr of AMI percentages that are
applicable to various | evels of -popey30®for on i n
Aver y nlcowme @ foandieXt riietmed med)ow For exafopl e, a
receiving credits under the LIHTC program the developer must abide by affordability standards
by renting to tenants who qualify for specific units witkinie income limitationsof the specific
programs. For the LIHTC prograrhdse income limits are set at levels that afé &ad 60% of
the AMI determined for the area.

However, it is by way of this calculation that a number of problense There are flaws
in the methodology in calculating thiglure that creates a natural bias in the results. A bias such
as this brings about serious implications for the success and viability of the allocation of

affordable housing since it largelffects the ultimateecipients of these units.

Where Should\ffordable Housing be Buftt

The second source of contention revolves around the question of where affordable
housing should be placed in the city. Since the nation first began its provision of affordable
housing in thel930sa trend has been establishegdlving the sitingof affordablehousing in
low-income neighborhoodsThe federal government almost exclusively oversaw subsidized
housingwith little regard to local needs or understanding. Officials had the power to choose
many of these site locationbpwever,due to the pressure felt frolIMBY supportersin
additionto a general lack of understanding of the locale itself the trend of isolating housing
quickly spread. Siting would then be restricted to slum areas or where city owned land was

present This fact created a clustering efféahat has more often than nefsulted in subsidized

13 SeeStone (2009). The terfiamilyi n i ts application to median family income i
birth, marriage or adoptiono.

14 Clusteringrefers to a phenomenon of eogp of affordable rate housing developments located within a close spatial proximity

of one another.
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projects being located inigh levels oflow-income concentrations (Newman & Schnare, 1997;
Rohe & Freeman, 2001) since neighborhood opposition was found to bethess#rat in more
affluent neighborhoods (McClure, 2008). It is this fact that proves housing policy has failed by
contributing to a degrading of cities by isolating tenants both socially and economically through
the mechanism of housirthat essentialljorcedthemto live in areas of less opportunity and
amenities (Goering et al. 1997Mhis led to a number of social and economic ills that are still

evident throughout the country today.

LI HTCG6s Rol e

The LowIncome Housing Tax Credit (LIHTC) is argualilye most successful housing
policy program of the US anHas effectively markedthe singlelargest turning point in the
nati onds hou s Griginallycdnieivey ashaitespomry yneasafrthe TRASG it
has since become a highly successful mogin the creation of affordability by producing
approximately 1.8 milliomnew units throughout its 25 year legislative life (HUD, 20Hx)d
producesanannualaverage of 100,000ewly constructediwelling unitsper yeaBurge, 2010).

As a result, it hals the title of the single largest producer of subsidized housing in the United
States (Williamson, 2011; Joint Center for Housing Studies, 2010; McClure, 2000; Schwartz,
2010; Freeman, 2004; Rohe and Freeman, 2001).

The LIHTC program is structured to benaultifaceted device that offers benefits to
multiple stakeholdersThe success of the LIHTC program lies in its ability to shift development
responsibility from the federal government to individual or organizational developers through a
complex stratagenthat involvesthe disbursal of tax credits to offset investor federal income
taxes.This ensuredhat states are able to offset at least some of their housing demand; prevents
cities from being financially overrun by the servicing of low income housings)geovides
developers with the necessary leverage to secure construction and long term financing where in
other circumstances they would be unable to do so; creates a route for investors to offset federal
taxes along with diversificationf their existig asset portfoligsand supplies housing for the
di sadvant aged. However, before progressing W

affordable housing development it is important to understand its process:

15 Prior to this program the only other significat@mand siddegislation in providing an access to affordable housing on a
national level were housingouchers (i.e. Section 8).
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The distribution of funds begins at the feddesel with the allocation of tax credits
being dispersed to each state by HUD standards in the total of $2.00 per r@sde2010)

ofeachr espective state (Schwartz, 2010) . However, t h
collaborative betweentlent er nall Revenue Service and the indivi
agency (Bright 2005). The amount is a combination of two types of tax credits. The first type
is a competitive9% annual tax credit typically held for new construction or substantial
rehalilitation projects. The credits for these projects translate roughly to 70% of total project
costs. The second type of credit is what is calledaaof-right 4% credit for existing
rehabilitation projects and thog®ojectsfinanced withan accompanyingbond-financing
schema This credit differs itself from theompetitivetax credit in thatthere is a limit of
private activity bonds. Adevelopment projects have an equal chance to retiedge credits
whereas thecompetitivecredits are allocated to ##& at a limited amourthat developers
must compete for.
The size of the credit to be disbursed to each project is based upon what HUD calls a
qualified basislts amount is a standardized calculation based upon the relative amount that
the developer wileffectively pay in the creation of the development. In order to determine
the qualified basis all eligibleosts must be determinég what is known aaneligible basis.
These costs include the projecto6theland.iAfter and soft <co

this figure is calculated, an applicable percentage is applied to this number based upon the
relative percentage of affordable unitgtare being producedt an affordable level within

the development (known as tlapplicable fraction. Finally, this is applied to the credit size

of either the 4% or 9% award. The result of which determines the qualified basis, or total tax
credit award. However, if the project is located in a Qualified Census Tract {Q8am the

project will receive a k&s boost of up to 30% of additional tax credits.

These tax credits are distributed in annualized streams of payments across a 10 year
peri od. It is because of (1) the duration of the
need is created for ansfer of these credits into the hands of an investor in the first place.
The duration of the credit causes a dilemma for the developer who needs to raise the
i mmedi ate capital for the projectés financing.
investor federal taxatioexposuremakes it unappealing to many personal and-prarit
developers who do not require the offsetting of taxes a result, the developer will partner
with an investor to transfer these credits either dirgotiyia the se of a syndicatd?. The
developer will then typically enter into a legal partnership in varfousationswith the
investor to ensure that funds will be receivied the investor and thahe property is
adequatelymaintained to avoid any compliance issileat are regulatetb receive credit
dispersal (Schwartz & Meléndez, 2008).

In accepting the credits the owner of the building has agreed to a compliance period for
maintained affordability for the units that have received LIHTC funding. The stipulafio
this term being that rents for the sponsored units will not exceed rent ceilings set at levels not
to i mpose rent burdens, more than a 30% | evel of
levels ofeither50 or 60% of AMI.

16 Under section 42(d)(5)(C) of the Internal Revenue CoQealified Census Tradts deemed as (6raguiyalet ens us
geographic area defined by the Bureau of the Census) in which at least 50 percent of househalisncanee less than 60

percent of the Ar@ Median Gross Income (AMGI), avhere the poverty rate is at least 25 percent and where the census tract is
designated as a Qualified Census Tract by the Secretary of
17 Many developes who seek these credits are #ofit organizations who are tax exempt under section 501(c)(3) of the
Internal Revenue Code.

18 A syndicator is an individual that searches for a grouping of investors seeking a sizable return on an investment and then
connects them with the developer to purchase the tax credits.
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The developer then eminto the necessary approvals to get the project underway.
Since the investor has provided-fupnt capital funding to finance the project it then begins to
take on characteristics similar to those of traditional developments. The location at which the
developer chooses to develop is then only a matter of securing the necessary approvals needed
for construction.

Since thestate allots credits to projects whose locatigrtiming and production are
determined by private investment a relationship is creaetdveen the policymakers who
disburse these funds and the private real estate investment industries that carry out the physical
construction of these units (HUD 2000; McClure, 2008). This structure allows the program to be
tailored to the areas where sthk&lers are more in tune with local conditions (Bogdon & Can,
1997). From this understanding, LIHT&ssistedunits most closely match théevelopment
trendsof rental housingat a higher rate than arother government sponsored initiative (Joint
Center for Housing Studies, 2010). It serves the most efficient of all subsidized housing
programs from its nature in utilizingpe private market; tweever, it isthis fact that the LIHTC
program is largely reliant on markaé¢terminantS that should bring up soenof the most critical
guestions for the program. Who shoblelthe target market for thigrogramand where should
these developments be placed?

For all of the success that the LIHTC program has exhibited duri@§-itear legislative
life in no way shald it be free from critique. No housing program can be created that achieves a
complete balance between the houdimafit creates and the cost to society for its construction
and maintenance. After all, the LIHTC program is still a federal program ajergeannual tax
expenditures irexcess of five billion dollars. Wh this expenditure comes a constant transfer of
cost burdens from the tenants who occupy these subsidized units to those who are taxed to fund
t he programbs e nde ahouingprogrdruthhagseands a thelf@efront ab the a
chief program to expandffordable housing in the USit is still hindered by the fact that
ultimately it is just a piece in a collection of infinitely variable housing programs all tasked with
the resposibility to providehousingat an affordable prictor those whacannot otherwise find it

inthe market Therefore as a resul't of the LI HTC pr

19 Market determinants that could limit the development trends of the LIHTC program include-sigiepfctors such as land

when considering its price, availability, zoning, potential for dispmsitdensity, deed restrictions, etc. In addition, there are
many demandaide factors that affect the ability for these projects to be undertaken such as economic cycles that will affect the
pool of potential investors and their wilfiness to pay for thescredits along witlthe potential tenant pools that will fill the
developments.
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heavy scrutiny, perhaps more so than other housing progtamerder tomake it as efficient as

possible

20 Other housing programs that would be alternatives to the LIHTC program involve mortgage deductions for homeownership,
Section 8 that allows for tenant mobility, and publiwusing for lowesincome individuals.
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Precedence

Previous research assessing the overall efficiency of the LIHTC program have taken a
critical approach by attempting to prove that failures indeed exist within the fabric of the
programbs applontycd these studiesThave bemra focused on the questions

previously posited in this pagérwho receives this housirmmdwhere is it being built

WhoReceives LIHTC Assisted Housig

The question ovhothe LIHTC program is targeting is outlined in resgulations. The
program attempts to expand the supply of affordable housingwte to moderatencome
earnersthose earning 560% of AMI. The program was never intended to provide housing for
extremely lowincome individualsNicClure, 2000;Joint Cengr for Housing Studies, 2010). Due
to this fact, a |l arge percentage of poor indi
housing because of rental costs ironically beinghigb for them to afford. Thisiotionhas been
established in termef a relative measure of what éslled arental burdeR? Discussed by
Nelson (1994b) specifically in relation to the LIHTC program, the researcher explains that the
program establishes rent ceiling limitations set at 30% of eittérds60% of AMI. However,
these allowable rate ceilings are static aceosgecifiedgeographical areao tenants who may
be earning substantiia less than these incoraeiling levels will ultimately be devoting a larger
proportional share of their income to housing relarpenditures. This creates a distributable
mismatch between costs being charged for these subsidized units and the incomes of those
individuals seeking them; thus, exposing a gap of need (Nelson, 1994a; Bogdon, Silver &
Turner, 1994).

The theory of amismatch existing inrent levelswas investigatedy Cumnings and
DiPasquale (1999) who fourtfiat rent levels werenany timesout of an achievablénancial
range for their suggested recipientsis brought up further questions as to whether the program
has even been successful in providing tenants with access to moderate and higher income

neighborhoods. Additionally, it has been concluded that the supply of housing often created by

21 Referto Background Section of this paper for a review of the discussion of the fundamental questions evoking housing policy
debate.

22 SeeBasic Laws on Housing and Community Development of the Committee on BankiagcEiand Urban Affair€l981)

The HUD benchmark for housing affordability is a 30% #erincome ratio. The concept of a rental burden and its various

effects on tenants is discussed in a multitude of research with a rental burden on tenants bekshgestalen 30% or more of

the individual 8s income is devoted to housing related expend
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the LIHTC program is not just unaffordable to many indialdy but in manyases that it is
simply not needed at all given the area (Nelson, 1994b). This opens up serious concerns as to

where these units should be placed tinéfyshould even bdevelopedn the area at all.

Where are LIHTC Developments Being Built?

Serious qustions have been brought to lighy researchconcerningthe locational
appropriateness and the relative extent at wldabh developmentsreate mixedncome
communities. There has been considerable research devotegidstigating the effectiveness of
this programwhen consideringlustering issues of historic housing prografs example, in a
survey involving the locational siting of LIHTC sponsored developments Rohe and Freeman
(2001) found that development locations were often predicated on ttentsge level of the
African-American population in a neighborhood, the value of ovateupied housing
surrounding the community, and similar indicators. Additionally, Newman and Schnare (1997)
found that LIHTC developments were primarily found in {m@ome neighborhoods. Lastly,
Oakley (2008) in her sociospatial case analysis of LIHTC developments found that many
developments in majonetropoliseexhibited similar clustering reminiscent of previous housing
programs. This was especially true of developmes | ocat®d i n QCT6s

These studies point out the geographical siting inefficiencies that exist with the program.
In orderto achievea more efficient application of the program the majority of researchers claim
that these subsidies should be direc¢tedthere it would best be able to augment supply. This is
to be done by focusing tax credit development in areas outside epbugity regions where
there is a lack of similar housing (Khadduri et al., 2003) in order to achieve a proper integration
ofmixed i ncomes in accordance with the LIHTC pr
Lam, 2004).

Research investigating the LIHTC progrdraspainted a clearer picture bbw the most
successful housing program in the history ofghe v e r nimerventiénsto the provision of
housing is still subject to the same programmatic failures of its predecessors. As pointed out, the

LIHTC program enables the creation of affordable units in depressed environments.

2t is interesting to note that thisotion of a QCT is outlined directly in the program as an incentive measure to draw in the

construction of developments, aége tenant base Wwibe comprised largely of moderate income earners, into the QCT which are

oftentimes the lowest income census tracts in the metropolitan area (Jewell, 2005). Whether this method has workedllout to its
intention is not yet certain.
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Fundamentally speaking, this seems to be the invarsghat the intended goals are for the
program (Grigsby and Bourassa, 2004).

Althoughone of thep r 0 g r a =ié te craate a balance of mixettome communities
(Khadduri, Buron & Lam, 2004) these examples show that this is not always the case. So how
can this program beorrected to be more efficiéhtn order to mitigate, if not avoid all together,
the negative consequences of im@ome concentration these LIHTC sponsored units must first
be targeted to more affluent neighborhoods (Malpezzi and, S¥¥?). However there are
currentlyno mechanisms to ensure that this will be guaranteed given the existing program. In
order for policymakers to have the capacity to make the educated and well informed decisions
needed to ensur e tthea thgyrnug beaprodided with fpmdate and c y
reliable informatioras to current housing conditio(Bogdon and Can, 199AVhat is needed is
a route to open up the potential for a progression toward a patbatdnce affordable housing

landscapédy smple policy modifications

Need for Balance

In discussing the proper balance of affordable housing it is must first be made clear
exactly what is meant by this term. By balancing affordable housing it exystodd that there is
already acurrent stock bassistedaffordable housing presemt New York City. However, what
complicates this study is that there are unit
individuals. Since incomes varig would be nearly impossible to determine all of th&suthat
would be affordable to each individual, especially given the variation of rent prices throughout
the city. Therefore, in order to best understand where affordable housing has been constructed in
line with government intentions the total assistéfdrdable housing present in the city will be
observed since it provides the best option for modifying development paths and expanded
options moving forward.

This provides an immense challenge because an existing affordable housing stock is
already in plae in a unique housing market that forces policymakers to work with a city
landscape that has already been influenced by affordable houstaofsidies have been
distributed, buildings have been erected and carved out the physical landscape fromdhd city,
neighborhoods have changed. As a result, any research warranting gitdictyng thefuture

development will have to pay deference to this understandingapp®aching the specific
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meaning of the balance of affordable housing will pulldigfinition to be the essential goal of

the LIHTC program to expand affordable housargdc r e at e-i imomedcommuni t i
equal levels throughout a given area without experiencing a state of either excessive or limited
amounts of affordable housintj is a go&seeking endeavor to ensure the spread of these types

of communities throughout the United States.

Why is the balance of affordable housing so important and why do we need it? Aside
from the obvious answer that the provision of affordable housing inlands housing
landscape ensures equal opportunities foriltseme individuals throughout the entire region by
creating an equal spread of eligible individuals within the work force thatlprovidesa better
match of job seekers with opportunitisat may exist near more affluent ared¥hat also
transpires is a mixeshcome environment where otherwise disadvantaged residents find
themselves within the same neighborhood as a more affluent group with a greater probability to

being housed near opportueti

How Do We Do It

Now with the term defined and its justification in place, how is it that we can expect to
achieve a proper balance of affordable housing? Theidabere are forces at work that are
beyond much of our comprehension ghdt no one kows for sure (Katz, 2003) since there is
no magic prescriptionto providing affordable housindf there was hen t hi s paper 65
would obviouslybe in vain. There are really no opponents of balancing affordable hquesing
se,but there are numerotisrces that come taccountwhatultimately detersaffordable housing
from achievinganevenlydistributed state either spatially or by income.

Government assistdubusing has shown the tendency to become clustered within close
proximity to adjacent affaable housings evidenced in both to past and present hou3ing
end result of this scenario brings about negative externalities that affect the individual,
neighborhood and city at large. In order to ensure the balance of affordable housing the policy
tools that are in place that dictate the residential composition must be set to the most efficient
standards. If there is a failure in these explicit measurements then there will only be a failure in
its application. Research helps to improve our disoussibut the fact remains that these are
studies in exposing various forms of failure in the system that approach the topic from every

conceivable angle. It has been said in the past, asdidscurrently thatthe slated goal of
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housing policyis fi t o vide every American family with the ability to afford a quality home in

as suitabl & It onddubtenly theecase that the most obvious response would be to
simply increase the supply of housing that is in the market currently, but a number of
mechanisms are already in place that are meant to do just this. Why not seek to correct the
problems afflicting the current system instead of risking another misguided effort at the expense
of billions of dol | ars i n t ans waul eroville a muohn e y ?
greater service to society instead of merely throwing another level of complexity onto a series of

housing programs that are not operating at full efficiency.

% seel ow Income Housing Preservation and Resident Homeownership Act (Fa@f)L. No. 103625, Title VI (codified at 12
U.S.C. 88 410ktseq.
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Methodology

This paper will investigate where there are opportunitegie LIHTC program given
the current shortfalls in thapplicationof the LIHTC and current assistedffordable housing
stock thats currently affordableThe analysis will be applied to the City of New Y oftis will
be conductedby first investigatig to the extent of unequal geographical distributioof
government assisted affordable housmghe city. Oncehis landscapéas been established an

analysis will beconducted to see where in they¢he LIHTC programis not fully capturing its

intendel target group. Thi s wi | | be investigated by deter

implementation of rental price regulation exposes inefficiencies of the program and therefore
compr omi se Ne wityYootransitio€ toward® oreaspatially banced affordable
housing landscape

Reasoning for the initial analysis is to understand the constraints that the LIHTC program
must operate under given a rich history gafvernmeniassistedaffordable housing program
endeavors in New York City. Howevehe existence of affordable unttgat havebeen produced
through various government assistance programs haveaggshex built landscape that would
ultimately affect the benefits of sitifgture LIHTC-assisted affordable housing in that region.
Regions \ith large shares oéssistedaffordable housing detail where affordable housing has
inundated the communitgnd may detract from the potential for mix@dome communities
Inversely, where it is found that there is an absence of assisted affordable dhausiil
demonstratavhere affordable housing has not been focumedl where opportunities exish
addition, since it will only be observing the current state of assisted affordable housing in New
York City there is no need to consider variables suchz@sng, age of housing stock,
overcrowding or vacancy, land availability or transit so they will not be included in this study. It
is an exercise to determine where these sponsored unitalneagybeen developedt does not
attempt to investigate theeasons behind why these assisted affordable housing units were
developed in those specific areas.

This analysis uses assisted affordable housing as an indicator of affordable housing
development in the city. It should be noted that assisted affordaleniyas different than that

of affordable housingAffordable housing describes a situation where tenants do not experience

% Given its still not clearly discernible exactly what the specific target group is, but for the purpdsestfdy | will assume a
caveat that the LIHTC program will be available to all imgome individuals below a 60% of AMI levéhat reflects the
maximum qualifying income limitation for the program.
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significant housing cost burdens in renting uniffis scenario may be a product radtural
market workings where rents thatate@ar ged are at a | ow enough | e\
burdens on the tenant, or may be artificial through government intervention that limits the
amount of rent charged as stipulations for receiving capital ben€fitsthe other hand,
governmentasssted affordable housingreunits thatare currently receiving affordable housing
funding. Assisted affordable housing will be researched to understand the result of government
intervention as provider of housing, whether directly or indirectly, on NewkYoCi t yds hous
landscape.

Significant thought waslevotedto considering the beshethodto determine a market
indicatorto be used in the second analysis twauld be sensitive tdoth location and the
incomes of tenants while being shaped by the Iboaking market and LIHTC program. After
consideration it was evident thaonthly rent levelsvould provide the perfect case of analysis.
By understanding both the rents dictated by the market and the LIHTC progréetter
understandingvill be achievedrom (1) where private investor decisioneme into play, (2)he
insight gained from th&ends that may have occurred by comparing where affordable housing
has been placed and the rental characteristics of those areas, and perhaps most importantly (3)
the exposing ony failures in the current method of establishing these LIHTC determined rent
levels. From thisreview, evidence will be brought forward proving what is wrong with the
current LIHTC systenanda methodology of how best to revise it.

This analysis will be relying heavily on the use of spatial relationships in New York City.
Quantitative analysis of affordable housing developmenthiaadybeen vastly researched, but
the spatial representation of this information still remains in the ipfatages of examination.
Assessed spatial aspects of housing have beel
particular metropolitan regions. However, each city has its own distinct hoclsimgcteristics
with fluctuating markets, differing topogphies, unique housing stocks, and various sectors of
local economic characteristics. This has led to a mere glazing estistedaffordable housing
landscapes for each city.

The premise by which spatial analysis operates is by the first law of géggiehis law,
made famous by Waldo Tobl er, states that feve
things are more related than distant t hingsbo

spatial analysis as a field of study in geneltahssumes that spatial autocorrelation automatically

26



exists because of the proximity that subjects share with one another. This thought lies at the basis
of all urban economics in that a clustering will naturally occur with similar things. This tesslat
into the housing market and its effect on development. Neighborhoods are neighborhoods
because of an observdiikenes® that exists throughout the area. It is this assumption of
h ous i n g dikenessphattwill Bd observed in this study. Thesdigators will assist in the
identification of regions of treiopportunity in New York City.

Analyses were considered that would best encapsulate what should be focused on based
upon the purview of aligning goals amongst the stakeholders involved in teopieen of
affordable housing in theitg. The following indicators were selected as the basis for these

subsequent examinations:

Share ofAssistedAffordable Housin® - the share of current government sponsored
affordable housing in census tratigher e s pe ct i v e total&éousing snit $tacka ct 6 s
-AND-
Rental Gap¥ - the difference between median market rents ({1Rhd the LIHTC

maximum rent ceilings (LGJ for each census tract.

What led to the selection of each indicator was the identificthi@neach offered its own
insight as to what both policymakers have overlooked in the past in their ongoing struggle to
achieve a suitable level of affordable housing and what developers could focus on in their

ongoing pursuance of providing suitable hogsior tenants.

% Share of Assisted Affordable Housiras the portioo f t he census tr act ocarrerthoasssted byousi ng
housing programbds t hThd figueenvdl bbe expressedsin aapertentagd eefreéseniing the relative share of

af fordabl e housing to alhehaouwsipregtstvec k.enBhues tteramtfsattwrtati on
the term fAishareo.

27 Rental gaps are to be established as the ratio ofVIC.

2 Median Market Rentsiegotiated rent within specifiareasin this instance will be observed at nsus tract level, charged

to tenants exclusively based upon private marketplace determinants.

2 LIHTC Maximum Rental Ceiling$4UD determined maximum gross rent levels at the 60% of AMI qualified income level.

Note 60% AMI levels were selected for teeilings due to the assumption of 100% property affordability for the determination

of affordable housing share of New York City.
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Design

The design of this paperodés investigation w
analyses with onkargely drawingupon the other. Each subsequent level of analysis will expose
details of the opportunities that existr fthe ongoing affordablBousingdevelopment in New
York City.

The composition of this paper wildl begin
current affordable housing configuration. Pursuant to this analy@iengal gap analysis will
follow and build off of the findings from the initial survey. The result of these efforts will
determine the characteristics of census tracts throughout New York City by their relative
saturation levels of affordable housing and the rental gaps that exist giverRtbbavhcteristic
of each census tract. The formation of the analysis will follow the framework shown below:

First, the initial analysis detailing the saturation gdvernment assistedffordable
housing throughout New York City will be performed. The restilwhich will provide the basis
for which to determine the spatial distribution, or balancethef assistedffordable housing
landscape throughout New York City.

Next, an analysis of rental gaps will be conduagtedn attempto uncover the reasons
for thisimbalance. This segment will look at the aforementioned factors and comprise the bulk
of this paper in order to draw pertinent conclusions of the inefficiencies that inhibit New York
City from achieving a proper balance of affordable housing.

Thes factors, devoid of the social, political and economic controls that research has
previously investigated will determine, based on current market conditions, the imbalances of
governmenassistedaffordable housing in New York City both spatially and thgb rental
barriers, or the lack thereof. Although the analysis will be conducted at the census tract level
trends are likely to be established that will spill over to adjacent census tracts to be assumed as a
characteristic of t hTdheanalysiefa eaahtnarkef indecatog wilbbe ash o o d

such:

Share ofAssistedAffordable Housing The amount of current assistaffordablehousing
units in a census tract will be compared to the total housing stock of the same census tract to
produce a slre and relative saturation in a given area. It will expose general levels of

affordable housing with emphasis being placed on the extreme ends of the distribution of

28



affordable housing in the City. It will expose regions where a spatial clustering,tamdtely
where ghettoizatiommay be occurring; and subsequently the lower saturation levels where a

higher need for affordable housing may be established.

Rental Gap The MR will be compared to the LC set at the 60% ceil@wgl. From this
comparison aatio will be produced to show the magnitudinal degree at which MR levels
exceed those of the LC for each unit size (i.e. studio, one, ana three bedroom)lhe
assumption of this ratio is that therger the ratio observed the greater the need fordsble
housing to be produced in the region as a goal of the LIHTC program to create anootad
community. The antithesis of this |l arge ratd.i
exceed the MRO0s of a gi vembrlegihoon,s itnhge sl ed sac
stems from the understanding that where MROSs
of need is established due to any affordable housing developed in the region would be
unwarranted given current rental levels. In additthis would establish a failure in the current

LC determination method.
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Data

Indicator #1- Share of Affordable Housing

Collection
Affordable Housing Totals

The first indicator to be used in this study is of the shar¢hefcurrently assisted
affordable housing stock in each census tract throughout New York City. This figure will be
found usi ng data obtained from the Fur man C
Subsidized Housing Information Project (SHIP) that was released in September of 204 1.
data is the result of the intensive surveying of the affordable nature of New York City. It is
derived from a number of sources that have ir
Preservation and Development (HPD), the New York City Housing IDgwent Corporation
(HDC), the New York State Homes and Community Renewal (HCR) and the US Department of
Housing and Urban Development.

Information acquired from this dataset includes property characteristics for a collection of
all disaggregategrivately owned® assistecproperties that have been built throughout New York
Citydébs affordable housing history. It di ffer
subsidies from those that have exited their respective housing programs. For thespoirgiuse
paper, only those projects actively receiving either state or local subsidization will be included in
the analysis seeing as though they offerapshot of affordability in theity. The programs that
are included within the dataset are HUD rgages and insurance, project based rental
assistance, Mitchellama projects, and LIHTC subsidized properties. Since the percentage of
units that are affordable within each development is impossible to determine given the omission
of such information in awent recordation practices a 100% unit mix of affordability for each
propertywill be assumed.

The shortcoming of this dataset is its exclusion of other housing subsidy programs that
exist in New York City. In addition to federal initiatives many housaiggncies exist in New
York City that provide assistance to developers and tenants alike to ensure that (1) affordable

projects are developed and (2) that tenants have the ability to maintain affordable monthly rents.

®¥The term fiprivately ownedod |l ends itself to being owned by
affordable housing development may be eitherdmfit or nonprofit organizations.
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Publicly-owned properties had to be &akinto consideration for this analysis so residential
properties owned by HPD, HDC and the New York City Housing Authority (NYCHA) were

found and included to determine as much as possible an accurate figure of affordable housing in

New York City’>. Thisif or mati on was sourced from the Depa

data, which contains land use information and geographic identifiers of all tax lot parcels. To
avoid the potential for administrative or commercial properties to be included in thess count

only those properties that contain residential units werge used. These units were identified

Vi a PLUTO data within t he fResi denti al Uni t o

standard of 100% unit affordability totals for the property.

Market Housing Stock

The comparable figures to the affordable housing stock will be that of the remaining
housing stock offered at market level rents in each respective census tract. The total amount of
housing stock in the arenll first be identified by 5Year ACS (20062010) data observed at the

census tract level. Total housing units of the given census tract will be used.

Issues

During the process of compiling the information to be used in the determination of the
share of affordable housing a numbercohcerns and assumptions were made with each data set
having its own issue. The first of which pertains to the SHIP data gatfidrediatabase is only
a partial study. It does not provide a complete inventory of all subsidized units in New York City
thathave been created from alternative housing programs of the city such as the 80/20 Program,
Participation Loan Program, Neighborhood Entrepreneurs Program, National Equity Fund, and
New Housing Opportunities ProgramWith its great achievement in archigrall subsidized
projects in New York City the Furman Center still does not detail the number of units per
propertythat are specificallgubject to affordability restrictions. There are many developments

in New York City that take part in these subsidpgrams whose rental mix is not entirely

31 Both HPD and HDC are lending and regulation agencies and are not involved with either managing or retaining properties.
However, when investigating the amount of @tyned land it will likely be found that there will be a numbeirofemthat have
undergone a reversion to the lending body that would have the primary lien on the property. These properties are likely only
temporarily held by these agencies until theyocanbt r ansf erred to a sponsor willing to
these properties are found then they will be used in the analysis because they will still likely be involved with tHe level o
saturation in New York City.
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comprised of affordable units. It is due to this fact that there will undoubtedly be some level of
error in the results of this papgince a 100% affordable unit mix is assumed

The market housing stock poses itwnoproblemssince this level is basedn the
combination of both homeowners and renters. Given there will be a high likelihood that the level
of homeowners will be smaller, due to the urbanized setting of New York City, the fact remains

that the vast majdy of those occupants of these affordable units will be renters.

Indicator #2i Rental Gap Ratio
Market Rental Rate (MR)
Collection and Standardization

MR6s wi l |l be determined through a sampl i ng
secondary sourcesf apartment rental information. The first of such sources is aggregated
publicly available dynamic rental listing information provided from a popular crowdsourcing
websité? This archived index of listing data has been acquired for a one year time fiéréod
series of listings that will be used for this research will be for 2010 year alone. From this
information the MR rent prices that exclude utility charges to tenants, or gross, resiitsbe
used for each type of unit offered (i.e. studio, one, amd three bedroom units).

The census tract will be the level at which this data will be observed due to the extent at
which individual properties are recorded with geterenced information for its specific
location. A median value will then be estabéidhfor each census tract based upon the median
value of all groups subdivided by unit size. Since these are listings of units having been publicly
available for the 2010 time period the expanse of these observations will be limited from the lack

of rentalofferings in every census tract during gpecified year

%Listing information was ollected from the popular crowdurced rental listing sitesww.Padmapper.confPadmapper).
Padmapper is a publicly accessible rental listing websiteptohatdes dynamic rental listinigformation in sevieal metropolitan
regionsthroughout the United StateShe website collects its information by casual users who create their own rental listing
advertisement and then post it on the site-t aiveddhereftreis user i n
able to be used in spatial analysis. In addition, the website aggregates outside information from additional informal listing
websites and includes these websites listings within its own asTellinformation acquired provided criticgtharacteristics of
each rental property to assist in the formulation of NMRR in the area.

Amongstthe categories of attributefeatured in a typical property listinggere adescription of the propertynumber of
bedroomsborough latitude/longitude coatinates date of listing listing type andrental price However, it must be stated that
there is no accompanying information as to the personally identifiable information attached taathatdeted therefore no
individual can be identified as a resaftthis research.
3 The rents to be observed are exclusive of operating costs that may be charged to tenants in addition to the negetiated rent |
The most appropriate term for describing this would be fAgros
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Compiling and Cleaning of the Information

In order to ensure that the information gathered is free from distorSenes offiltering
criteria was developed to reduce the data to its puresnféree from errors. The anticipated
typologies of dataset errors were largely based upon the derivative source of the listing
information. Thecrowdsourcing® nature of the rental listing website where a casual-user
initiated listing process allows for iomplete information regarding a property makes
categorizing data difficult. Issues quickly became apparent while examining the raw data and
discovering the duplicity of listings, renting of unoccupied rooms in an otherwise occupied
dwelling, subletting sitations, etc. The methods used to eradicate these types of observations

from the final data set included the removal of the following items:

1 Free months of rert The inducement of free rent may alter tenant choice of where to
live based upon the relatiaenount of free rent to offset higher valued rental levels.

1 Single rooms/sublets/seasonabingle room rental rates in an otherwise occupied unit
are neither consistent nor reflective of typical neighborhood rental prices for a
comparable unit that the fmtial tenant would otherwise have the option to occupy. It
was assumed that similar situations of seasonal and sublet rooms would follow in a
similar fashion.

1 Listings outside of New York CityObservations were included within the dataset that
did notfall within New York City boundaries. Instead, they were found in nearby regions
such as Connecticut and New Jersey.

1 Duplicate observations Rental offering advertisements were often duplicated over the
course of time by the crowdsourcer to ensure tret teceived ample exposure to their
audience.

1 Commercial propertie$ For obvious reasons, only residential properties were included

in the study.

34 seeEstellésArolas & Gonzéled adn-de-Guevara (2012)Authors definecrowdsourcinga s a &ypefof participative online

activity in which an individual, an institution, a n@nofit organization, or company proposes to a group of individuals of varying
knowledge, heterogeneity, and number, via a flexible open call, the voluntary undertaking of a task. The undertakirgkof the ta

of variable complexity and modularity, and in which the crowd should participate bringing their work, money, knowledge and/or
experience, always entails mutual benefit. The user will receive the satisfaction of a given type of need, be it ecor@mic, soc
recognition, selesteem, or the development of individual skills, while the crowdsourcer will obtain and utilize to theitagdva

that what the user has brought to the venture, whose form wi
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1 Observations with errors in recordings Many items were found to have omitted
information that was pertinénto this research. Since the entirety of the needed

information was not present these observations were removed.

Validation of the Data

This data is subject to a higher level of scrutiny due to the nature of its collection method.
From the fact that thénformation has been aggregated from a number of listing methods
depending on the crowdsourcers themselves (i.e. owners, tenants, brokers and landlords) and
their intent with each posting to list advertisements end in rents being charged/negotiated for
levels that vary more than is reflective of comparable listings in the area. Anticipating these
suspicious rent levels resulted in the crossecking of the figures generated with alternative
sources of information to achieve the most accurate measure adr\iitsf paper.

The method for validation was to compare those MR derived from the crowdsourced site
with those of a more legitimate and comprehensive dataset to guarantee that rent levels would be
accurate. The US Census Bur(AGBuvasdedhmackas theleest Com
dataset for comparison. This ACS data comes at the result of a rolling survey that provides
information on social, economic, financial and housing characteristics of households. Based
upon the purposes of this paper and thelabiity of information a set of median gross rent
estimates by dwelling size were extracted at the census tract level for usgeah &stimate
series was wused for the benefit of of fsettin
variable rentghat may have been either inflated or depressed from cyclical situations of New
York Cityds housing marketpl ace. This | arger
rents will produce figures that are of the most reliable in nature and offer sheuties of
comparison to those units subject to affordability restricti@mee values are determined they
will be compared and averaged with the crowdsourcechterpartfor each respective census
tract. The result of this process will produce an ateuestimate of median rental rates for

census tracts for each specific unit size. This will be the MR variable.
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Issues

There is large potential for bias in the production of these MR levels. The crowdsourced
data is derived from an informal market.niddbords, owners and even tenants are able to post
rental offerings that do not abide by any particular rental restriction. Considering this fact, there
is the potential for the presence of erratic rent levels that could ultimate oscillate given the state
of the economy or the solicitor of the listings.addition, there are implicit issues arising out of
the sources of these rental opportunity solicitations. The pool of users may have pure market
based rental units, but there is also a possibility thayrafthese unitsvould fall under specific
regulations that limit that amount that can be charged for them, such as the case for rent
controlled or stabilized apartments. A large enough occurrence of these instances could
drastically shift the median renkavalues observed for census tracts and therefore produce
inaccurate results leading to the eventual findings of this paper. This is the risk faced with using
crowdsourced information for research undertakings.

These factors could have been compared on é@wdusive of various private brokerage
rental market reports; however, many of these market driven reports are biased due to their data
being based upon their interrailent property listand irrespective of regular apartments that are
dealt more inforrally. Although this data is made puhlit oftentimes is unusable for research

due to it being catered to the type of clientele that the organizatiapbe biased towartfs

LIHTC Rent Ceilings (LC)
Collection

The LC levels to be used for comparisorMB& will not have to be calculated. These
levels will be provided by estimate figures that have been calculated by°H&TR010 for
various dwelling unit sizes. These &#b@sedbnHUDOGs qual i fied i ncome eli/
were determined by the3J Census Bur e au @djustedMdr farilg sizeTol at i on
standardi ze the comparison between MRO6s and L
used since it acts as the maximum allowable rent that can be charged to tenants throughout New
York City.

35 Market rental reports produced by brokerage firms such as Citi Habitats and MNS Real Estate were considered for use in this
report. They wereletermined to be unusable due to the market data being a derivative of the rents that the firm witnessed in its
own property list. These were avoided because of trenpal for these rental pricélsat may have been catered to more affluent

rental unitsin addition to there being no available reports for the three boroughs of the Bronx, Queens or Staten Island.

%6 SeeNew York City Department of Housing Preservation and Development (2010)
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Table 1: 2010LIHTC Maximum Rent Ceilings (at 60% AMI)*’

Apartment Size Max Gross Average Household 60% of AMI

Rent Size
0 $841 1 $33,660
1 $901 15 $36,060
2 $1,081 3 $43,260
3 $1,249 4.5 $49,980
4 $1,393 6 $55,740
5 $1,537 7.5 $61,500

Saurce: NYC Department of Housing Preservation and Development

The Rental Gap Ratio

Once both MR and LC levels have been established for each census tract a ratio will be
determined to best capture the magnitude of the rental gaps that are evidentcensastiract.
Once these ratios are determined for census tracts throughout New York City a relative measure
of need will be established for each census tract. The theory being where MR levels exceed those
of LC for a given area a rental gap exists thatrants the potential for development in the area.
Inversely, where LC levels exceed MR it will be evident that there is no need for affordable
housing targeting in the region and that a failure in policy is found

Whether it is market determined rents bode determined systemically by government
oversight that exceed the level of the other it will generally expose areas of need, but the
magnitude at which this rental gap exists in either direction will shed light on the overall
efficiency of the system. Were it is observed that census tracts exhibit relatively miniscule
differences in rental gaps it will prove that there is less of a need for affordable housing in the
area. Subsequently, where a rental gap exists between two rent levels that is ogerttywal

uncoveranother failure of the system.

$"HPD, supra note36.
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Results

Analysis #1- Share of Affordable Housing

Table 2displays details as tourrent levels ofassistedaffordable housing unit totals
throughout New Yo r¥kcCit@ide ytota ofF78,87% affdrdablecunitg lwese
found to be currently affordable with a total share of 11%. Among specific boroughs shares were
found rangingfrom 2% in Queens to 26% in the Bronx, which exhibited the largest share of
affordable housing in theity i over 4" of its entire housig stock. In addition to QueeBsaten
Island also held a vergpw level of affordable housing (3%&nd the lowest number of physical
units than any boroug®,821).

Table 2: Snapshot ofGovernment AssistedUnits Present in New YorkCity, 2010

New York City Bronx Brooklyn Manhattan Queens  Staten Island

Total housing stock 3,421,871 553,395 1,008,697 847,811 835,312 176,656
Total currentassisted 378,879 143,738 100,232 112,214 16,874 5,821
housing stock

Share ofassistedaffordable 11% 26% 10% 13% 2% 3%

housing stock

Source: Furman Center of Real Estate & Urban Policy

Figure 1 displays each boroughds share of
Citybés total af f or calotowhshhatweré revgaled to bavekthe lafigése t h
shares of affordable housing were the Bronx, Manhattan and Brooklyn with levels of 38, 30 and
26% respectively. Together thesecaunted for 94% of theict y 6 s asdistedafkordablé
housing.

BWhen referring t ophrabeanil bedrrreferefice o the fivggchunties thaecomprise New York
City: Bronx, Kings, Queens, New York, and Richmdhdtare translated as the more widely known borough terms
of: Bronx, Brooklyn, Queens, Manhattan, and Staten Island respecfifielyerms counties and boroughs will be
used interchangeably for the remainder of this paper.
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Figure 1: Share of Assisted Affordable Housing by Borough
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Table 3 displays the share levels, or the saturation, for the census tracts of each borough
(the table is further supplemented by Figure 2 which presents the restricted grouping of
affordable housingsaturatedtracts). This table provides evidence of the redatispersal of
affordable units across each borough and its census tracts. New York City in its entirety contains
affordable housing in approximately 32% of its total census tracts. Amongst the individual
boroughs, Manhattan was found to have the gredistibution with 61% of its 288 census
tracts found with a presence of an affordable stock. Likewise, the Bronx also experienced a high
measure with 55% of its census tractstaining a presence of assisted affordable housing
options Oppositely, Queenexperienced the least dispersal with only 48 of 669 census tracts, or

7%, having some portion ahaffordable housingomponent
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Table 3: Current Shares of Assisted Affordable Housing

New York City Bronx Brooklyn Manhattan Queens Staten Island
Census tracts (total) 2166 339 760 288 669 110
Census tracts (with an affordable stock) 701 188 270 175 48 20
Relative Dispersal 32.36% 55.46% 35.53% 60.76% 7.17% 18.18%
AssistedAffordable Housing Shares: Number Percentage Number Percentge Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage
0% 1465 67.64% 151 44.54% 490 64.47% 113 39.24% 621 92.83% 90 81.82%
1-5% 148 6.83% 18 5.31% 76 10.00% 34 11.81% 15 2.24% 5 4.55%
6-20% 234 10.80% 60 17.70% 98 12.89% 52 1806% 17 2.54% 7 6.36%
21-40% 138 6.37% 49 14.45% 36 4.74% 41 14.24% 8 1.20% 4 3.64%
41-60% 58 2.68% 22 6.49% 16 2.11% 12 4.17% 5 0.75% 3 2.73%
61-80% 55 2.54% 17 5.01% 17 2.24% 21 7.29% 0 0.00% 0 0.00%
81-100% 68 3.14% 22 6.49% 27 3.55% 15 5.21% 3 0.45% 1 0.91%
Mean Share 9.3 19.32% 9.13% 18.73% 1.44% 4.37%
Standard Deviation 21.34% 27.45% 21.61% 26.65% 8.32% 13.84%
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Figure 2: Current Shares of Affordable Housing
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This table and figure alsogsent the share levels for thg/cThe share range that was
determined to be most frequieacross New York City was@®o level. A determination of
67.64% of census tracts in thiegavere completely absent of an affordable housing presence.
This figure of 67.64% serves as the inverse of the relative dispersal figure aforementioned in the
disaussion of Table 3. The next largest share range igrtmat6-20% with 10.80% of theict y 0 s
census tracts falling within this range; however, across New York City the mean share of
affordable hosing found was atarate of 9%8 T h e Br o n xf@afforddbke starclkis s har e
well dispersed across the range series wittbnerange, irrespective of a 0% share scenario,
either exceeding 17.70% saturatiotevelor falling below a level of 5.01%. Similarly, the
Bronx held the largest share of units witthaan share of 19.32%. Brooklyn did not exhibit a
large variation in share sizes with no count of census tracts falling within shareexaegeing
98 tracts. Queens and Staten Island had the lowest established mean sharésarid 437%
respectivelym addition to the lowest deviations of the boroughs with 8.32% and 13.84%. The
interesting thing to note about the two boroughs is that botkledevels below 1% once they
reached a 60% saturation range.

Map 1 gives a spatial representation of thenmfation described in the tabléhissheds
an interesting light onto the trend of affobtia housing development in theyc The high levels
of dispersal of the Bronx and Manhattan, 58t4&nd 60.76% respectively, are immediately
evident from the map.nlthe Bronx, the majority of the census tracts found withassisted

affordablehousingpr esence hel d the trend of bemmand gr ou|
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southwesternneighborhood®. Whereas in Manhattan although affordable housing is well
dispersed there are observable trends with large majoritiesaifiratedcensus tracts being
located towards the northern section of the borough in the Harlem, Hamilton Heights and Lenox
Hill neighborhoods. In addition, a large second collection is fountddudowntown in the areas
immediately surrounding Hudson Yards/Chelsea and the Lower East Side neighborhoods.
Brooklyn showed the highest contained trend in its saturation with the majority of affordable
tracts grouped near the northern portion of theohog h6s boundary. Queens
contained affordable tracts; however, due to tlok laf significant numbers theshowed no

spatial trend of close proximity to one another.

3% From this point forward refer tihe Neighborhood Reference Guide aratrespondingablefound in the Appendifor a list of
neighborhoods and their locatiofos any discussion referring to specific neighborhoods
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Map 1 Share of Affordable Housing
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The map depicts the residential unit share of affordable
housing to the total housing stock of the respective census
tract. Only residential units were included in the analysis.

Affordable housing figuresare based upon a combination
of Furman Center Subsidized Housing Information Project
(SHIP) and NY C PLUTO information. Total unit housing
stock was derived from 2010 Census information.

Mean Share =9.38%

[ L IMiles Source: Furman Center for Real Estate and Urban Policy -
0 125 25 SHIP dataset, US Census Bureau (2010)



Discussion

From the results its uncomplicatedo determine that the share of affordable housing
throughout New York City is not evenly dispersed. Although | was not expecting to witness
equal distributions of affordde housing throughout the cityhad not anticipated large portions
of Queens, South Brooklyn and Staten Island to be barren of affordable housing in large portions
of their area. Given, there are undoubtedly statel locallyinitiated programsforementioned
in this paper, such as the 80/20 progr#mat wouldoffset hese resultsThe findingsdisplayed
hereare interestingvhen assuming that these development trends are most likely very close to
reality’®. The question still looms as to if these shares present a landscape that is unbalanced?
Extracting this question ta more abstract scale | questioned as to what was a proper balance to
be expected?

Establishing thestandard

Previously discussed in this paper were the concepts of why balassisted affordable
housing wasmportant. However, the question was nepeised as to what that balance should
look like. In addition, it was never assumed what a proper measurement, or factor of analysis,
would do best to describebalanced affordable housing landscape scenane there are no
finite levels having been edilished.Due to this fact a standard must be established in order to
make the determination as to if New York City is to an adequate spatial balance of assisted
affordable housing.

The relative dispersal displayed the number amount mdusetracts thatra touched by
assistecaffordable housing. The smallastte of occurrences found was fQueenswhere there
wasonly 7.17% of allof t he b6d rensug thadtthat containeda share ofassisted
affordable housingreviously identified in the methodudy of this paperinversely,in the case
of Manhattan it was found that approximately 60% of all census tracts contaileastasome
presencef assisted affordable housinbhe results of this showed that there were large dispersal
issues in specificdroughs such as Queens and to a lesser extent of Staten Island (18.18%).

0 These affordable housing saturation levels are likely very close to actual levels since they are the most prevalent housing
programs put into use in the creation of affordable housing in New Yayk @iher state and locally derived programs are in
current use to eate affordable housing in thiyc however, these are oftentimes channeled through the methods of inclusionary
zoning or tax abatements. In addition, some decentralized programsaacataied toward ownarccupied dwelling units as
opposed to the category of affordable rental units that this paper focuses on in its analysis.
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The mean share of affordable housing saturation for each borough was the next item to be
analyzed. It was found that the ranges of these mean shares varied between thealaggest
19.32%, found in the Bronx, to the smallest value of 1.44% that was once again found in Queens.
This survey found that even the specific amount of affordable housing was not of a relatively
high level with the man affordable share across thgy d@tsdf being just 9.38% of its housing
stock’. This is a particularly low figure when considering that many stipulations of current
housing policy programs offer subsidies for developments that must abide by at least 40% of
units being made affordable, suchtlas case of the LIHTC program.

The last portion to understanding this notion of the balan@ssittechousing was the
deviaton about the mean share of @8&hat wasfound amongst the cems tracts of the
boroughs. New York @® itself experienced a ahdard deviation of 21.34% showing that it is
not necessarily restricted to one particular series of ranges. In addition this figure remained
relatively constant throughout the three boroughs of the Bronx, Brooklyn and Manhattan (27.45,
21.61 and 26.65% spectively); however, Queens and Staten Island fell short once more with
deviation levels of 8.32 and 13.84% respectively. Furthermore, the mean that these deviations
surrounded were of relatively low levels to begin with (1.44 and 4.37% for Queens & Sta
Island respectively). In fact, over 92.83% of all census tracts identified for Queens had no
presence of affordable housing while the same measure for Staten Island presented a value of
81.82%. Not only does this prove that the areas had little alflerdeusing ratemitially, but it
also shows that the spread amongst the various levaffoadability are at low levels.

However, although dispersal and deviation figures are usehadk my claim that there
is a present scenario of New York Citypexiencing a situation of annbalanced assisted
affordable housingandscapéd decidedthat the onlymeasure tdruly use as a determination of
an appropriate share of assisted housing was the mearogBa88% found for the citgarlier in
this paperlt is this figurethatcanbe used talefinitely stateas a standard for each census tract

in order to maintain an adequate share of assisted housing within its boundaries.

Determining a Balance
This survey to distingui s lelamdbhcape wasibalahkcedv Y or

provides no conclusive evidence to support the claim that there is any spatial balance existing in

“SeeMap 1.
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New York City with respect to shares a$sistedaffordable housingAlthough the ability to
achieve an equal saturation of afforldalbousing is largely infeasible given a multitude of
factors that includebudgetary constraints, land availability, zoning, etc. it should still be a
measure to strive for in order to ensure that there are no regions either overrun by affordable
housing o total absent of its presenddlean shares were in no way close to that of the city
average of 9.39% as was found in nearly all cases except for Brooklyn. However, not even this
could provide an accurate measure because it is on a spatial scale toatha&ntife borough

There were many instances for each particular borough where census tracts were found that did
not have a presence of government assisted taitsvould obviously not be representative of
the boroughoés .specific mean share

Since no brough was consistent in its mean share across all of its census tracts it is
determined that there is a spatial imbalance of assisted affordable housing in New York City. Not
only does this prove that there issauation of biasness the siting of asssted affordable
housing since specific regions hawxperienced higher shares of assisted affordable housing
than others, but also that in the progression forward that there needs to be a heightened degree of
interest in where these units are being sitet could (1) better allocate sponsored affordable
units to places of greater neeahd (2) to deter the siting of units in those areas that already have
excessive shares of assisted affordable housing

Instances where particularly low levels of assistedsingarepresent may be explained
by heightenedevels of homeownershim comparison to the rental stoédund throughoutthe
city, particularly in boroughs outside of Manhatt&towever, the fact that homeownership is
more prevalent in particular areabere assisted affordable housing is absent should not detract
from the fact that they are still lacking in a level of affordable housing options that should be
expected of every census traegardles®f the housing typology found within the area.

Refaring to Map 1 of the Appendix, homeownership levels were found to be at
excessively high levels in the very regions that were experiencing miniscule levels of assisted
affordable housing. Using this map in conjtioc with Map 2 of the Appendiyrovides he
reasoning for this in that areas with a higher presence of sagiéy homes and subsequently
higher homeownershifevels point to a fact that these are areas of established neighborhoods
with low-density characteristic$t hasconsistentlybeen foud that these types of communities

have traditionally barred many affordable housing endeavors through various regulations and
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policies t hat do not explicitly det er affo

neighborhoodger se but do so indirectlyiroughtheir applications obuilding standardsodes

zoning, voter base, and racial segregat{Boowns, 1999)From this it is only expected that there

would be a severe lack of assisted housing in these areas. This fundamental understanding only
adds o the argument that there is a clear spatial imbalance of assisted affordable housing in New
York City.

Analysis #2 Rental Gaps
Map 2displays the findings from the rental gap analysis of studio“aniteeimmediate
results are shocking with approxitely 42% of casus tracts of theity having a negative rent
gap situatiof’. There is an easily discernible trend of where these negatival gat tracts
exist which are found in theoroughsoutside of Manhattan. Thisenddetailsa movement from
thee outer boroughs towards Manhattan where positive rent gaps levels finally begin to emerge

as the discernible majority of census tracts. Amongst those tracts that fall within a positive rent

gap situation a2& rdaomnuga. wAgdihase asd folusih y moet at e

frequent fashion the closer one gets to Manhattan. These positive rental gap ratios begin to
exceed a ratio of 2 in a few areas in both Manhattan and Brooklyn. Specifically, the areas
identified are in a few western neighbordeoof Brooklyn, and the Midtown and Morningside

Heights neighborhoods in Manhattan.

42 Referto Appendix Table 1 foNegative Rental Gap Count and Growth Levels.
4 Where gaps exist wih MR exceeding LC then the term fApositiveo will
where LC exceeds MR then the term finegativedo rent gaps wil/l
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Map 2 Studio Rental Gaps
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The map depicts rental gap ratios in habitable census tracts.
Ratios that are below a measure of 1 expose census fracts
where LC exceeds MR. Ratios that increasingly exceed a
measure of 1 expose where rental gaps grow between MR
and LC in situations wherethe level of MR exceeds the level
of LC.

Studio MR =5783
Studio LC = 5841

*Rental Gap Ratios: the magnitudinal difference existing
between Neighborhood Median Market Rents (MR) and
LIHTC Gross Max Rent Ceilings (L C) per respective unit

size.

L _IMites

Source: Padmapper; US Census Bureau (2010)
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The onebedroomrentalgap levels found in Map Begin to trace how this trend changes
with a unit size increase. The amount of negative regdplcensus tracts that were evident
throughout theityd0 s ¢ tacts drappedby 491 instances. Observing the map the landscape
seems more balanced; howewegrowing level of rental gaps in excess of 2 betprsmerge in
the Midtown area of Manhattaifhis was evident at the studio usitenari¢p but now it has
begun to expand and spread further uptown into neighborhoods such as Lincoln Square and the
Upper West Sideéo thewest and the East Midtown area further to the east. Likewise, there is a
presaéce found in the Battery Park City and Tribeca neighborhoods and even in western parts of
Brooklyn closer to the waterfront.

Switching the analysis to the reduction of rent gaps a large portion of Staten Island where
there has been a drop in the amouairira level of 75 to 35 tracts. In fact, all boroughs with the
exception of the Bronx experienced a reduction in the number of negative rent gap tracts by over
50%, which witnessednly a figure of 45%. Specific regions where these areas were found to
decrease were largely the regions of the boroughs outside of Manhattan in their outer regions

(i.e. eastern portions of Queens, southern Brooklyn, northern Bronx).

48



Map 3 OneBedroom Rental Gaps
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The map depicts rental gap ratios in habitable census tracts.
Ratios that are below a measure of 1 expose census tracts
where LC exceeds MR. Ratios that increasingly exceed a
measure of 1 expose where rental gaps grow between MR
and LC in situations wherethe level of MR exceeds the level
of LC.

Studio MR =$1103
Studio LC = $901

*Rental GapRatios: the magnitudinal difference existing
between Neighborhood Median Market Rents (MR) and
LIHTC Gross Max Rent Ceilings (L C) per respective unit
sz
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0 125 25 Source: Padmapper; US Census Bureau (2010)



The trend of negative rent gap diminishment continues whemabgéhe twebedroom
unit scenario. Presented in Magph® negative rent gap levels have dropped once more by 114
units, or a 27.87% decrease in total observations. At thébédooom level, negative rent gaps
have reached their count levels for everydogh. The landscape now witnessed is much more
balanced with negative rent gap tra@sisting in greater spatial distribution amongst all
boroughs. Although the clusters that were evident in both the studio afmbdremm scenarios
were largely dissolvedvhen moving into a twdbedroom scenario there are still traces of
groupings in the South Bronx and East Brooklyn neighborhoods. Both Manhattan and Staten
Island were found to have the lowest levels of negative rent gap tracts with a total number of 13
ead . Once again, the spread3oofr apnogsei tciovnet irneunetd ¢
the Midtown area of Manhattan, and4onorwe nttr aga [

range with a total of 6 observations throughout Manhattan.
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Map 4 Two-Bedroom Rental Gaps
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The map depicts rental gap ratios in habitable census tracts.
Ratios that are below a measure of 1 expose census tracts
where LC exceeds MR. Ratios that increasingly exceed a
measure of 1 expose where rental gaps grow between MR
and LC in situations wherethe level of MR exceeds the level
of LC.

Studio MR =$1428
Studio LC =$1081

*Rental GapRatios: the magnitudinal difference existing
between Neighborhood Median Market Rents (MR) and
LIHTC Gross Max Rent Ceilings (L C) per respective unit
sze.

Source: Padmapper; US Census Bureau (2010)

51



Lastly, the thredbedroom scenario is detailed in Map 5. It shows a different trend than
previously identified in smaller unit sizes with both observable positive rent gaps having
increased in magnitude while the total number of tiegaent gap tracts increased by 30.51%.
Even with these figures growing there still remains a relative disperaése tracts throughout
the dty; however, traces of these grouped tracts that were identified in tHeeivoom situation
continued to gpw in prominence along the eastern portions of Queens and Brooklyn along with
the South Bronx.

The degree of positive rent levels reachiksir highest in the threleedroom scenario.
Whil e the frequene3ydo oaf#ldr efind n gyealgogeow,roensushvaets i 2
began to emerge that exceeded a ratio of 5 in Manhattan. In addition, there was one instance of a
tract falling within a range exceeding 4 in the East Flushing neighborhood of Queens that was

likely a result of data error.
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Map 5 ThreeBedroom Rental Gaps
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The map depicts rental gap ratios in habitable census tracts.
Ratios that are below a measure of 1 expose census tracts
where LC excesds MR. Ratios that increasingly excesd a
measure of 1 expose where rental gaps grow between MR
and LC in situations wherethe level of MR exceeds the level
of LC.
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*Rental Gap Ratios: the magnitudinal difference existing
between Neighborhood Median Market Rents (MR) and
LIHTC Gross Max Rent Ceilings (L C) per respective unit
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0 125 25 Source: Padmapper; US Census Bureau (2010)



Discussion

These findings can tell us many things about the LIHTC program and the current
efficiency of providing affordable housing. The main points that can be concluded are (1) that
there is a failure in housing policy aspsipd to a large metropolitan area such as New York
City, (2) given the current rental and policy system in ptheee are areas in the ciyhereit
At heoreticallyo would be best to focus devel
potential forbalancing affordable housing is currently being compromisdtibgtate of policy.

The first item that we can gather is that the mere presence diveegant gaps existing
in the ¢ty provides the necessary evidence to support the claim that thaedfisiency present
in the LIHTC stipulated max rents deenesfi a f f or dabl eo f or New Yor k C
first be said that just because a negative rent gap ratio exists does not necessarily mean that the
landlord operating these units could cleargore for a LIHTC sponsored unit, operating under
the LC guidelines, rather than a market rate “finllowever, at the very least it shows that
specific census tracts exhibit the potential for affordable rental units to be on the same rent scale
as a markierate unit. This creates a problem for both the US government and potential tenants
because if developments are placed in areas that exhibit a negative rent gap then the federal
government is providing considerable public financing to projects that dmenefit society, but
are at its expens@he city is unable to escape from this cycle because licked into its own
housing initiativessuch as the NHMPThis placegpressure ogity housing agencies to continue
to produce busing regardless of thedations that these developments are being places!.
these projects are providing the assistance of expanding supply, but as these results show there
are areas where this would not be beneficial giveir tpotential to be located tensus trast
exhibiting negative rental gap This creates the ultimate problem with its application.

In an attempt to understand how an oversight such as this is possible these LC values can

be traced back to an error in the methodology forming #stablished values\forementioned

in this paper, LC |l evels were noted to be a
particlar case of New York City, theict y6s cal cul ated AMI i*%% the =
4 This thought comes from the understanding that the LIHTC stipulated max reng ceilinar e t he fial |l owabl eod r

that may be charged amdll not necessarilybe charged by every landlord of a LIHTC sponsored property. When there is a
situation where a negative rent gap level exists it is likely that the rent to be chargedtiali bka similar level of comparable

rents for that unit size in the immediate area. Otherwise, there would be absolutely no incentive for the tenant to rent this
affordable unit when a market rate unit exists nearby at a lowecaosnt

45 New York Cityis part of the New YorNorthern New Jerselong Island, N¥NJ-PA Metropolitan Statistical Area.
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which includes portions of northern New Jersey, Pdrmagsja, and adjacent New York State
countiesin Long Island New York From this fact the median incomes for all counties are likely
to be very divergent resulting in an AMI calculation that is not accurately matchiéwbde
smaller counties comprisinggtMSA. Therefore LC levels are calculated that may be depressed
or inflated given the realistic rent burdens that can be assumed for the area in which they are
applied. This produces a landscape that is reflected in the maps that have been presested in th
paper. It is from the error in AMI calculation that negative rent gaps exist.

In addition, this error in the calculation also sheds light on a discussion of exactly who
receivesthese rent levelprovided by societyLooking at these maps it is easydiscern that
there are trends that exist where tHpedroom LIHTC units have greaterbenefit than a studio
LIHTC unit both for the fact that it provides larger housing units for a greater amount of
individuals as well as induces a familial aspect irdmmunities that otherwise would be of a
smaller character with smaller household siZéss fact stems from the consideration of typical
unit sizes found throughout New York Citywhich on average is a 2:®&droom sizeThese
smaller average unit sizase found in Manhattan more so than the other boroughs. With respect
to the larger bedrooms the inverséaand where larger bedrooms are in @sevhere unit sizes
experiencedarger decreases in negative rent gaps as the size of the unit increaseal tisie t
understanding it is unclear as to if policy is ki@t larger bedroom sizes.

The second item that can be extrapolated from the series of rent gap maps are areas in
which specific targeting initiatives can be employed to offset the increasingedeigp®sitive
rent gaps found in parts of New York City. Previously trared, there are areas of thegy¢hat
were found to have positive rent gaps that only increased with a corresponding increase in unit
size. Areas that exhibited the largest positemt gaps would presumably be the same areas that
policymakers should look to place LIHT&3sisted unitgo achieve the highest social benefit for
its constituency. This would also speak to the overarching axiom of the LIHTC program to create
mixedincomecommunities given the reasonable assumption that areas where higher rents exist
arealsoareas of higher incomes and greater amenities. To make best use of the LIHTC program
it would be best served to focus development in these areas where positivepeearegshe

largest for each unit size.

46 Referto Appendix Map Zor Average Unit Bedroom Sizes.

55



The last point is in direct response to the original question posited by this Desesits
inhibit the ability for New York City to achieve a balanced affordable housing landstéype?
answer to this question woulik yes The item to be said about these findings is that there is a
failure in the system thatould ultimately affect the potential for spatial balance in affordable
housing levels throughout théyc If developers are privy to where they would be dbléocate
developments given (1) where land costs are inexpensive and (2) where rent levels can be
maximizedand even to a level equal tent levels of the market. As a resaitfordable housing
balarce efforts could be compromisdtcan be said thahéese rent levels present a problem that

must be addressed in order to curtail the foreseen abuse of the pbygterelopers
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Policy Recommendations

Given these findings, | propose a series of policy recommendations poised to be
implemented to enhanceeth.IHTC program. This will ensure that the most successful program
in housing policy history is given the proper tools needed not simply for the creation of
affordable housing, budoes so in the most efficient manner possibleese recommendations
are oulined to include (1) a new metholdgy in the calculation of AMland (2) locational

targeting of LIHTC developments.

1) New Methods for AMI Calculation

Previously mentioned in this paper was the methodology behind the calculation of AMI
throughout thaJnited States. The issue has been presented in this paper in the case of New York
City that the calculation of AMI ighcorrect from its determination being drawn from the overtly
large MSA level Flaws in the calculation can be traced back to (1) théivelaize of the aa
included in the calculation and (8)e lack of understanding of thiempositions on households in
relation to the unit sizes that they occgzyoss varioudensity environments.

The first flaw of this method of calculating AMI isé size of observation. Thepatial
expanse o f M Sikclosive acimaay counties with their owanique characteristics with
income being most topical to this discussion. The AMI established for a MSA derives income
information from a much broader regiothan should be included in the formulaic
conceptualization of AMI figures. As a result
often imbalanced and irrespective of the inggional segments that comprise the pieces of the
larger MSA.

Lastly, is to addressthe lack of understanding of what the characteristics of built
environment exist for each of these MSAOGs. E ¢
that will either allow orconstrict the size of the unitor household. In more suburban
communities where land is oftentimes less expenaithere is more flexibility for families to
have additional bedroom&Vhereas in highly urbaenvironments such as New York City,
households are largely restricttdm spaceconstrictionsandhousing cst limitations to where
they must fully occupyif not overcrowd their immediate living quarters. The current AMI does
not account for these nuances acitifering built environments.

Research has already begun positing alternative methods of thikskstaht for a new
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and more accurate AMI calculation method. One method has been considered that uses the US
Census Bureauds Amer i c aestimdiangonassistiintthe caBuwlationefy ( AC
AMI at a much smaller level. This method provides apasfunity for policymakers to observe
incomes on a much moracute scale to prescribe a more accurate AMI for various
neighborhoods that may be constricted by a larger disparity than others (Stone, 2009).

Taking into account all of these flavasretooledAMI calculation would produce a more
finite number consistent of the incomes found within the immediate area that housing agencies
are attempting to create housing.fdssing these flaws as a guide for a reshaping of the
methodology a new LC would also determined as a result. Conducting a recalculation of AMI
on a borougtby-borough case would provide a much more suitable LC given New York City.

Recalculated figures from these understandings are found’to be

Figure 3: Recalculated LIHTC Maximum Rent Ceilings, 2010
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These newly indexed figures provide aliision of the current miscalculation of rents and at
what the rental levelwould be instead given the immediate characteristics of each of the five
boroughs of New York City

This modification of AMI is not creating further disparities by way of corsuahoice but
bringing a market rate consumer choice model to an affordable level. The benefit of such an

initiative is that renters will have the mobility to seek out with greater ease those desirable areas

7 Referto Appendix Table 2 for supplemental Recalculated Rent Levels.
8 Legend ent#s are abbrevimins of borough namege. BX = Bronx, BK = Brooklyn, MN = Manhattan, QN = Queens, S| =
Staten Island).
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in which they wish to live based upon their oahility to afford them with subsidized rents.
Parallels with this approach can be drawn from the use of the Section 8 tenant voucher, which
allows tenants to select market rate units where they wish to live and provides them with a
voucher to offset theicosts. Similarly with this recommendation it will eradicate -baasness

that currently occurs with rental cost choice from the singular LC across New York City for each
respective unit size so that tenants will choose where to live based upon both d¢ost an

neighborhood.

2) Locational Targeting

Although the LIHTC progranhas beernntendedto be implementedby marketplayersit
has still shown to follow sitingnefficienciesof previous housing program3hese improper
siting practices have been heavilgearchetf over the life of the program and have largely been
the result of a multitude of attributing factors. However, if specific policy interventions take
place then a focused targeting of LIHTC developments doailiditegrated into LIHTC policy to
ensue locationaldevelopmenpatternsare bestailoredto areas identified by policymakers as
most deserving oéssistedaffordable housing development. This does not necessarily have to
come in the form of completely regulated government determination efeMdlHTC units
should be placed, as was the failure of early housing policy, but through inceotinesntivize
private market further to increase the feasibility potential of thpsgjects tabe sited in a wider
variety of areasThere are alreadyhducements offered to developers in the form of eligible
basis boostgffecting the total amount that one could receive in tax credits curmeithiy the
LIHTC programto enticed e vel opment in QCTO6s. | -to mbderate i nc e n |
income fousing in lowincome neighborhooddo foster mixedincome neighborhoodsare in
place then Wy would there not be the same logical incentive to place these same tow
moderateéncome units in overtly high income areas to produce mikedme communiti€sBy
initiating this measurepolicymakers would be bettesuited to place units indifferent
neighborhoods ofaryingincome levels throughout théyc

The first policy measuredall for is an incentive measure similar to the QCT approach that

would provide a relativebasis boosfor those developmentseeking a project siten higher

4% Referto Precedent Section of this paper.
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income areas, or areas that are characterized by higher rents. This incentive would help to offset
the land costs likely assumed to come about in accordance with the mgbere and rent
valuesthat areassociated with these neighborhoodsis relationship can be assumed by
referring back to the rental gap maps previously presented in this document. By looking at the
areas where the largest degree of positive rent gaps faend the area surrounding Midtown
Manhattan and a small selection of western Brooklyn census tracts were found to have the
highest levels positive rent gap levels. If you cnedsrence these areas with the Assel
Residential Property Value mdpund in the Appendi®® serious conclusionsanbe drawn that

would substantiate the claim that further public incentives would have to be added to the LIHTC
program to offset the land cost increase associated with these high rent gap areas.

This may be finedr certain areas throughout New York City where assisted affordable
housing development has already been found to be viable in those areas; however, as stated
previously in this paper there is an issue when considering areas of high homeownership. In
orderto ensure an increased amounassistedffordable housings developed in outdsorough
regions where suburbanization has taken place and gamgley households currently dominate
the landscape there will have to be a series of policy initiativesrthat take placé provide
the catalyst for this caus@his could be achieved chiefly through the relaxingzohing
regulations that impose unit totals and height limitations denelopments in less dense
communities.This must happen in order to alloier higher density residential development
potentialto occurto achieve an economy of scaen producing new subsidized urtitatcan

only be achieved through denser development

0 Referto Appendix Map 3 for Assessed Property Values.
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Potential Ramifications

Recommendations previously stated do noteevithout potential ramifications that must
be considered when determining the potential toeir employment as a suitable method for
modifying facets of the LIHTC prograrRroviding a scrutiny of the recommendations posed in
the previous section of thipaper will provide a larger weight to the legitimacy of the
recommended items.

In particular reference the modification to the calculation method of AMI many negative
factors could ase as a result of this event. Firse v y i ng A bbhtdbste omiadtly
divergent rent levels between boroughs.is hypothesized that the reason faurrently
equalizing AMI across larggeographic regionmclusive ofbothlow- and highincome regions
will result in rent levels normalized and are representativethier entire population. This
provides the best fit to place varying income communities on a same level. If the
recommendations previously cited were to be implemented a problem would arise due to the
need forlarger capital subsidies that will undoubtedie needed in order to offset diminished
revenue streast’ across the operating lifecycle of the building that make tressisted
affordable housingdevelopmentsfinancially feasible for the sponsoring party of the
development.

Building off of this claimit must beunderstood that developers need higher rents to offset
high land costs pervasive throughout New York Oi¢herwise there would be no incentive for
the developer to construct affordable housidgwever,anotherproblemmay very wellarise
out of city governments stipulating rents at a lower lev&his will be alleviating many low
income residents of significant rental burddmg the situation magreate an inverse situatiom
creatingpockets ofghettoizationadversely affeag land valus that would onlybe perpetuate
due toland pricesbeing largely inexpensive and therefore the atidyple areasor development

to befinancially feasible.

51 A smaller revenue stream is thizectresult ofsmaller rents being charged because of the recalculation method in all boroughs
outside of Manhattan. Refer to Figure 3 of this paper for recalculated rent levels.
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Further Research

This research provides the groundwork by which to base continued effodsidbia the
understanding of the LIHTC program. This papers takenthe analysis route to conduct
essentily two separate analyses that creates discussion on separate Topidgst is that of
constraints t hat i nf |l uen cessduehte an lexisin Gssigged o g r ar
affordable housing stockeing currently in place that already inhibits the spatial balance of
affordable housing. Secondly, it details the rental landscape throughout the city that affects the
effectiveness of the program its ability tosponsor the creation and preservatiofiagt f f or dab | e
h o u s iYet tpoas muctasresearch habeen presented in this paper and subsequent research
endeavors surroundingffordable housinghis paperadded to efforts byshedling a new
undestanding on a topic that has escaped much scrutiny of acaddmmdéations of current
landscapes and rental gaphis opens discussions into new realms of analysis.

Although an assisted affordable housing landscape has been presented in thiscpaper it
be built upon This paper was irrespective of actual affordable housing that is available to
residents through natural financial accessibility. In addition, many influences of the urban
landscape of New York City that will undoubtedly be present inpasable cities are variables
such as land availability and its cost; the age of the current housing stockss to
transportation; the role of zoning; and constriction factors such as the presence of vacancies and
a state of overcrowdingrhese variablemu s t be considered to accur .
recommendationagainst realvorld constraints.

The topic of rents should bfocused on with ongoing analgsiSince an elongated
selection of annual rental information was not availathiis paper dichot consider rental price
changes across time. It would vell advised to understand the trends of rental price changes
acrossexpandedperiods of time to see where opportunities to develop assisted affordable
housing will be sustainable given inevitalleusing market trends. In addition, this could
provide alternative research that would aid in policy decisions regarding rental prices in New
York City in a much broader context of information sharing of current rental prices

To substantiate the poliayodifications presented in this paper much research would be
needed prior to their consideration by governing bodies. The first would be how a revision of the
AMI levels would reflect a change in the &of rental gaps found in thétyx. Secondly, would

be the identification of the higincome areas that should be focused on in targeting efforts
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described in the recommendations and to the barriers that are likely to be encountered with doing
so. If more research was dedicated to these subjects thenea betterstanding of the market

will be established for policymakers.
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Conclusion

This paper has been an investigation of the spatial balance that exists with the current
affordable housing landscape in New York City; amdether the relationship betweeent
levels found in the market and those publicly imposed risk compromising the ability for a
balance to occur in the future. Rent levels to be analyzed were those set by the standards
established under the LIHTC maximum rent ceilings for New York Qitwas hypothesized
that there would be a spatial imbalance present in the city and that rent gaps existing between LC
and MR levels could affect the future potential for success in not being to the most efficient
standards. From the findings, both partstloé hypothesis were deemed to be true with the
former being established by the researcher whildatter being due to an observable failure in
policy. These results have challenged the current system by exposing the programmatic failures
of the LIHTC pogram. With the identification of these failures recommendations were made
calling for policy modifications. Among the recommendations made was a rdqueshew
methodology for AMI calculation and for incentives to be used for penetrating hiigitane
neighborhoods wittargeting specific neighborhoods apt for affordable houdawglopment.

City characteristicplace limitations orthe ability for the LIHTC program tdisplace an
existing statef assisted affordable housietustering to achieve a lzadce of affordable housing
in New York City. Perhaps the most signific
landscape and the application of tHeITC program tathe city. Further expansion of affordable
housing by the LIHTC program willonlybesed r i ct ed by these factors.
its history of affordable housing has imposed constraints on fuetpamsion and the sitingf
affordable units by the LIHTC program wheraasts that are implemented as a result of the
progr anmnfopspregel t he programds inefficient appl
the application of the LIHTC program affect its ability to move away from the clustering failures
of previous affordable housing programs to assist in the furtherance ariséap of affordable

housing in an equitabkessisted affordable housing landscape

64



Sources

Bogdon, A.& Can, A. (1997). Indicators of local housing affordabiliReal Estate Economics
25(1), 4380.

Bogdon, A., Silver, J. & Turner, M. (1994) Natanalysis of housing affordability, adequacy,
and availability: A framework for local housing strategies. HUA8PDR. U.S. Department of
Housing and Urban Development: Washington, DC.

Bright, K. (2005). Lowincome housing tax credits: Helping meee themand for affordable
rental housing. Washington, DC: AARP Public Policy Institute.

Burge, G. (2010)Do Tenants Capture the Benefits from the Howome Housing Tax Credit
Program”Real Estate Economic39(1).

Byrne, J.& Diamond, M. (2007). Affatable housing, land tenure, and urban policy: The matrix
revealed.Fordham Urban Law Journal34. Georgetown Public Law Research Paper No.
976410; Georgetown Law and Economics Research Paper No. 976410. Available at SSRN:
http://ssrn.com/abstract=976410

City of New York. (2009). The New Housing Marketplace Plan:2Q043.
http://www.nyc.gov/html/hpd/downloads/pdf/10yearHMplan.pdf

Cummings, J& DiPasquale, D. (1999). The Ieimcome housing tax credit: An analysis of the
first ten years. Housing Policy Debate, 10(2),-3DY.

Dear, M. (1992). Understanding and overcoming the nimby syndrdmgnal of American
Planning Associatiofb8(3), 288300.

Downs, A. (1999). Some realities about sprawl and urban detlmgsing Policy and Debate
10(4): 95574.

. (2004). Growth Management and Affatdle Housing: Do they conflict?
Washington, DC: Brookings Institute Press.

Ellen, 1. (2008). Spillovers and subsidized housing: The impact of subsidized rental housing on
nei ghbor Revisitihg Reatal Hausing: Policies, Programs, and Prioritd&shington,
DC, Brookings Institution Press: 1448.

Ericksen, M. (2007). Neighborloods, risk, and the value of lewwcome housing tax credits.
Mimeo, University of Syracuse.

Estellés Arolas, E. &Gonzalez LadromleGuevara, F. (2012). Towards an integrated
crowdsourcing definitionJournal of Information Sciend¢gn Press).

65


http://ssrn.com/abstract=976410
http://www.nyc.gov/html/hpd/downloads/pdf/10yearHMplan.pdf

Freeman, L(2004). Siting affordable housing: Location and neighborhood trends ehtmme
housing tax credit developments in the 1990s. Washington, DC: Brookings Center on Urban and
Metropolitan Policy, Census 2000 Survey Series.

Furman Center of Real Estate &ban Policy. (2011)St at e of New York Cit
housing: 2011http://furmancenter.org/files/publications/SHIPReportFinal.pdf

Galster, G. C. (2002). An economic eféincy analysis of deconcentrating poverty populations.
Journal of Housing Economic$1(4), 308329.

Goering, J. (1997). Recent Research on Racial Segregation and Poverty Concentration in Public
Housing in the United Statedrban Affairs Review32(5).

Grigsby, W.& Bourassa, S. (2004). Section 8: The time for fundamental program change?
Housing Policy Debatel5(4).

Jewell, K. (2005).The poverty concentration implications of housing subsidies: A cellular
automata thought experimertustin: McCombsSchool of Business, Univ. of Texas.

Joint Center for Housing Studies of Harvard U
1996. Cambridge, MA: Joint Center for Housing Studies of Harvard University.

. (2010). Longterm lowincome housing tax credit policy questions. Cambridge, MA:
Joint Center for Housing Studies of Harvard University.

Katz, B. (2003). Rethinking local affordable housing strategies: Lessons from 70 years of policy
and practiceWashington, DC: Brookings Ititute Press.

Khadduri, J. (2001). Deconcentration: What do we mean? What do we want? Cityscapel
of Policy Development and ResearblR), 69 84.

Khadduri, J., Burnett, K., & Rodda, D. (2003). Targeting housing production subsidies:
Literature r@iew. Washington, DC: Abt Associates for US Department of Housing and Urban
Development, Office of Policy Development and Research.
http://wwwhuduser.org/Publications/pdf/TargefiitReview.pdf

Khadduri, J., Buron, L., & Lam, K.(2004)IHTC and mixed income housing: Enabling families
with children to live in low poverty neighborhood#¥bt Associates: Prepared for The
Association of Public Policy and Management.

Malpezzi, S.& Seah, K (2002)Low income housing tax credit housing developments and
property values. The University of Wisconsirhe Center for Urban Land Economics Research.

McClure, K. (2000). The lovincome housing tax credit as an aid to housing finance: Hdiv we
has it workedMHousing Policy Debatel1(1), 91114.

66


http://furmancenter.org/files/publications/SHIPReportFinal.pdf
http://wwwhuduser.org/Publications/pdf/TargetingLitReview.pdf

. (2008). Deconcentrating poverty with housing prograiosirnal of the American
Planning Association74(1), 9699.

Mimura, Y. (2008). Housing cost burden, poverty status, and economushifa among low
income familiesJournal of American Planning Associatiofd(1).

Nelson, K. (1994a) Reassessing current needs and programs for expanding the supply of
affordable rental housing in the United States. Paper presented at tyeaniaheetig of the
American Real Estate and Urban Economics Association. Washington, DC.

. (1994b). Whose shortage of affordable housiHg®sing Policy Debateh(4), 401
442.

Newman,S.J& Schnare, A. B. (1997). .t 0.. .ThAend aa | g
housing programs to deliver on neighborhood quattusing Policy Debate8(4), 70342.

New York City Department of Housing Preservation and Development (HPD). (Z069New
Housing Marketplace Plahttp://www.nyc.gov/html/hpd/downloads/pdf/10yearHMplan.pdf

. (2010).Low-Income Housing Tax CreditRent and Income Limits for New York
City for 2010. http://www.nyc.gov/html/hpd/html/developers/low_income.shtml

New York City Rent GuidelineBoard. (2011). 2011 Income and Affordability Study.
http://www.housingnyc.com/downloads/research/pdf reports/iall.pdf

Oakley, D. (2008). Locational Patterns of Lémcome Housing Tax Credit Developments: A
Sociospatial Analysis of Four Metropolitan Areas. Urban Affairs Review, 43(5)6389

Popkin, S.Katz, B., Cunningham, M., Brown, K., Gustafson, J., & Turner M. (2004). A decade
of Hope VI: Research findings and policy challenges. Washington, DC: The Urban Institute and
The Brookings Institutionhttp://urban.org/uploadedPDF/411002HOPEV. pdf

Rohe, W. M., & Freeman, L. (2001). Assisted housing and residential segregation: The role of
race and ethnicity in the siting of assisted housing developmémisnal of the American
Planning Associatin, 67(3), 279292.

Schwartz, A& E. Meléndez (2008). "After Year 15: Challenges to the Preservation of Housing
Financed with Lowincome Housing Tax Creditstfousing Policy Debatel 9(2): 261294.

Schwartz, A. F. (2010). Housing policy in the Unitsthtes. 2nd ed. Hoboken, NJ: Taylor &
Francis.

Smith, R. (2002). Housing choice for HOPE VI relocatees. Washington DC: The Urban Institute.

Stone, M. (1993). Shelter poverBhiladelphia: Temple University Press.

67


http://www.nyc.gov/html/hpd/downloads/pdf/10yearHMplan.pdf
http://www.nyc.gov/html/hpd/html/developers/low_income.shtml
http://www.housingnyc.com/downloads/research/pdf_reports/ia11.pdf
http://urban.org/uploadedPDF/411002HOPEV.pdf

. (2006)What is housing affobility? The case for the residual income approach.
Housing Policy Debate.

Stone, M. (2009)Un af f or dabl e AAffordabl eo housing: Cl
Housing and Urban Development area median income. Center for Social Policy Publications.
Paper 36. http://scholarworks.umb.edu/csp_pubs/36.

Subcommittee on Housing and Community Development of the Committee on Banking Finance
and Urban Affairs. (1994). Basic Laws on Housing and Community Development.

U.S. Census Bureau. (2010).State and Coumit QuickFacts: Wyoming.
http://quickfacts.census.qov/gfd/states/56000.html

U.S. Congress, Committee on Banking, Finance, and Urban Affairs. (1B84ic laws on
housing and community delepment Minneapolis, MN: U.S. G.P.O.

U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD). (2000). Assessment of the
economic and social characteristics of LIHTC residents and neighborhoods: Final report.
Washington, DC: Office of Policy DevelopmentdalResearch.

. (2007). Affordable housing needs 2005 (Report to Congress).
http://www.huduser.org/Publications/pdf/AffHsgNeeds.pdf

(2005). New Lowlncome Housingrax Credit project data available. U.S. housing
market conditionglst Quarter). Washington, DC.

. (2010). LIHTC database. httpulivw.huduser.org/portal/datasets/Iithtienl#about

U.S. General Accounting Office (GAO). 1997. Tax credits: Opportunities to improve oversight
of the lowincome housing program. Washington, DC: GAO.

Varady, D. P. (2006) . Co mpareome Hoausing Kax Cr&dit GbesC| ur e
Maing r eam and Mo v e Bouding Polick Rebafeli7 (8, 46D78.. 0

Williams, P. (2004). Thecontinuing crisis inaffordable housing: Systemic issues requiring
systemic solutiond-ordham Urban Law JournaB1.

Williamson, A. (2011). Can they afforthé rent? Resident cost burden in low income housing
tax credit developmentklrban Affairs Review4d7(6), 7757.

68


http://quickfacts.census.gov/qfd/states/56000.html
http://www.huduser.org/Publications/pdf/AffHsgNeeds.pdf
http://www.huduser.org/portal/datasets/lihtc.html#about

Appendix

69



Neighborhood Reference Guide




Supplemental Neighborhood Classification Guide

71



