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ABSTRACT 
 
This report recommends a methodology for assessing the social outcomes of New Jersey 
#ÏÍÍÕÎÉÔÙ #ÁÐÉÔÁÌȭÓ (NJCC) financing and other activities.  In developing this methodology, 
we first review the existing literature on impact assessment, both within the community 
development field and across the non-profit sector more broadly.  This includes defining 
assessment-related terminology, clarifying the components of an assessment process, and 
identifying the many difficulties inherent in that process.  We then detail the challenges and 
lessons learned from an analysis of four other community development financial institutions 
(CDFIs) that are adept at measuring their social outcomes.  Building off of these, we provide 
NJCC with overarching recommendations for maximizing the effectiveness of the 
ÏÒÇÁÎÉÚÁÔÉÏÎȭÓ ÉÍÐÁÃÔ ÁÓÓÅÓÓÍÅÎÔÓȟ ÁÎÄ ×ÉÔÈ ÓÐÅÃÉÆÉÃ ÒÅÃÏÍÍÅÎÄÁÔÉÏÎÓ ÆÏÒ ÅÁÃÈ ÏÆ ÉÔÓ ÆÏÕÒ 
primary investment areas: affordable housing, neighborhood stabilization, early care, and 
charter schools.  We present the specific recommendations in the form of a literature review, a 
set of recommendations for what data NJCC should track and why, and methods NJCC should 
use to collect and analyze data.  For the areas of affordable housing, early care, and charter 
school facilities, we also provide NJCC with model questionnaires for data collection.  For 
neighborhood stabilization, we provide a detailed spreadsheet for data input and computation.  
We conclude that, although NJCC likely lacks the capacity to prove its social impact, it can 
benefit from using more strategic metrics and refining its organizational approach to 
assessment. With improved evaluation processes, NJCC can become a stronger CDFI industry 
leader in assessing performance and a more effective agent of community transformation. 
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LIST OF ACRONYMS 
 
ACS ɀ American Community Survey 
AMI ɀ Area Median Income 
BCC ɀ Boston Community Capital  
CAM ɀ Credit Approval Memorandum 
CAPC ɀ Community Asset Preservation Corporation 
CARS ɀ CDFI Assessment Ratings Systems 
CDFI ɀ Community Development Financial Institution 
CEI ɀ Coastal Enterprises, Inc. 
CMO ɀ Charter (School) Management Organization 
ECERS ɀ Early-Childhood Environment Rating Scale 
HOPE ɀ HOPE Enterprise Corporation 
HUD ɀ United States Department of Housing and Urban Development 
IEP ɀ Impact Evaluation Plan 
LEP ɀ Limited English Proficiency 
LIHTC ɀ Low-Income Housing Tax Credit 
LIIF ɀ Low-Income Investment Fund 
MPEC ɀ Mississippi Economic Policy Center 
NCLB ɀ No Child Left Behind Act (federal) 
NJCC ɀ New Jersey Community Capital 
NJDOE ɀ New Jersey Department of Education 
NMTC ɀ New Markets Tax Credit 
PSTS ɀ Project Statistics Tracking System 
REO ɀ Real Estate Owned (property) 
SD ɀ Students With Disabilities 
TOD ɀ Transit Oriented Development 
TRF ɀ The Reinvestment Fund 
USDA ɀ United States Department of Agriculture 
USPS ɀ United States Postal Service 
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INTRODUCTION  
 
New Jersey Community Capital (NJCC), a community development financial institution that serves the state 
of New Jersey, requested assistance in developing an impact assessment methodology.  NJCC sought 
guidance on how to comprehensively evaluate the social benefits of its work and integrate this information 
into the organÉÚÁÔÉÏÎȭÓ ÄÁÉÌÙ ÏÐÅÒÁÔÉÏÎÓȟ ÌÏÎÇÅÒ-term strategic planning, and communications with partners 
and stakeholders.   

NJCC has been collecting outputsɂsuch as dollars invested and number of housing units financedɂsince the 
ÏÒÇÁÎÉÚÁÔÉÏÎȭÓ ÆÏÕÎÄÉÎÇ ÉÎ ΧίήέȢ  (Ï×Åver, in measuring outcomesɂsuch as the number of low-income 
families who obtain access to quality affordable housing as a result of its financingɂ.*##ȭÓ ÅÆÆÏÒÔÓ ÈÁÖÅ 
been largely limited to anecdotal accounts.  In 2009, NJCC began a strategic planning process that identified 
the following as an overarching organizational goal: 

!ÄÖÁÎÃÅ ÏÕÒ ÁÂÉÌÉÔÙ ÔÏ ÍÅÁÓÕÒÅȟ ÍÁÎÁÇÅȟ ÁÎÄ ÄÅÍÏÎÓÔÒÁÔÅ ÔÈÅ ÏÒÇÁÎÉÚÁÔÉÏÎȭÓ ÓÏÃÉÁÌ ÁÎÄ ÃÏÍÍÕÎÉÔÙ 
impact and ensure overall accountability and effective stewardship of investments and resources 
(Daffern 2011). 

To implement this objective, NJCC developed a five-step Impact Evaluation Plan (IEP):   

1. !ÎÁÌÙÓÉÓ ÏÆ .*##ȭÓ ÅØÉÓÔÉÎÇ ÑÕÁÎÔÉÔÁÔÉÖÅ ÏÕÔÐÕÔ ÁÎÄ ÏÕÔÃÏÍÅ ÄÁÔÁȢ 
2. Creation of case study assessments of several specific projects, to understand better the outcomes 

and impacts resulting from our approach to community development finance. 
3. Review of research commissioned by NJCC, to identify emerging trends and issues facing low-

income communities and the community development field. 
4. GÒÏÕÐ ÁÎÄ ÉÎÄÉÖÉÄÕÁÌ ÉÎÔÅÒÖÉÅ×Ó ×ÉÔÈ .*##ȭÓ ÓÔÁËÅÈÏÌÄÅÒÓȟ ÔÏ Çauge how effectively our products 

and strategies are meeting the needs of our target communities and our partners, and to identify 
ways that we could enhance both our impact and process. 

5. Collaboration with a research institution to evaluate our approach to impact assessment, propose 
methods for refining reporting mechanisms, and develop a comprehensive impact assessment 
methodology (NJCC 2010, 2). 

 
The research conducted by the practicum team and this report help constitute the fifth step of this effort.   

bW//Ωǎ !ǎǎŜǎǎƳŜƴǘ aŜǘƘƻŘƻƭƻƎȅ  
 

NJCC does not have a documented, consistent methodology for measuring its outputs.  However, interviews 
with staff members reveal that the organization pursues the following chronology:   

 

Á As part of the application process, NJCC requires potential borrowers to report the projected outputs 
of an NJCC loan. 

Á If the loan is approved, these outputs are recorded in an Excel spreadsheet that accompanies a 
Credit Approval Memorandum (CAM)Ȣ  4ÈÅÓÅ ÓÐÒÅÁÄÓÈÅÅÔÓ ÁÒÅ ÉÎÃÏÒÐÏÒÁÔÅÄ ÉÎÔÏ .*##ȭÓ ÌÏÁÎ 
database.  

Á NJCC analyzes this data on an as-needed basis, such as when trying to answer a specific question 
raised in-house or by investors.  NJCC aims to maximize accuracy in such analyses.  For instance, if 
.*## ÍÁËÅÓ ÍÏÒÅ ÔÈÁÎ ÏÎÅ ÌÏÁÎ ÔÏ ÔÈÅ ÓÁÍÅ ÐÒÏÊÅÃÔ ×ÉÔÈÉÎ ÔÈÅ ÓÁÍÅ ÙÅÁÒȟ ÔÈÅ ÁÎÁÌÙÓÉÓ ×ÉÌÌ ȰÂÁÃË 
ÏÕÔȱ ÔÈÅ ÏÕÔÐÕÔ ÄÁÔÁ ÆÒÏÍ ÁÄÄÉÔÉÏÎÁÌ ÌÏÁÎÓ ÓÏ ÁÓ ÎÏÔ ÔÏ ÄÏÕÂÌÅ- or triple-count the outputs.  
Similarly, if NJCC makes a loan out of multiple pools of capital that it manages, the analysis will not 
double-count jointly-reported outcomes. If NJCC is reporting output and outcome data associated 
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with more than one fund, however, it typically reports them as occurring for each one (NJCC Staff 
2011). 
 

Current Performance Measurements and Outputs 
 

NJCC collects both quantitative and qualitative output data for use in reports, brochures, and other 
publications (see Table 1).  Staff members also write numerous case studies that provide compelling stories 
ÄÅÓÃÒÉÂÉÎÇ ÔÈÅ ÅÆÆÅÃÔÓ ÏÆ ÓÐÅÃÉÆÉÃ ÉÎÖÅÓÔÍÅÎÔÓȢ  )Î ÁÎ ÅÆÆÏÒÔ ÔÏ ÄÏÃÕÍÅÎÔ ÔÈÅ ÎÅÅÄ ÆÏÒ .*##ȭÓ ÉÎÖÅÓÔÍÅÎÔÓȟ 
the organization also has conducted a GIS analysis of its investments and taken part ÉÎ ÒÅÓÅÁÒÃÈ ȰÔÈÁÔ 
identifies emerging trends and issues facing low-income communities and the community development 
ÆÉÅÌÄȱ ɉ.*## ΨΦΧΦ, 15).1  

TABLE 1:  NJCC ASSESSMENT DATA CURRENTLY COLLECTED2 

Primary outputs Sector of borrower Secondary outputs 

Loan amount Housing: Housing: 

Total project cost ¶ Ownership ¶ Units for sale 

Metropolitan statistical area ¶ Rental ¶ Units for rent 

Census tract ¶ Supportive ¶ New units 

Type of loan: ¶ Transitional ¶ Rehabilitated units 

¶ Acquisition Community Services: ¶ Very low-income units 

¶ Construction ¶ Education ¶ Low-income units 

¶ Predevelopment ¶ Health care ¶ Moderate-income units 

¶ Permanent ¶ Early care ¶ Market-rate units 

¶ Mini-permanent ¶ Facilities Community Services: 

¶ Working capital ¶ Human services ¶ New slots 

¶ Permanent working capital ¶ Culture and arts ¶ Existing slots 

 Business: ¶ Square feet 

  ¶ Economic development ¶ Percent low-income 

  ¶ Community real estate Businesses: 

  ¶ Social enterprise ¶ Jobs created 

    ¶ Jobs preserved 

    ¶ Square feet 

(Adapted from NJCC 2009b) 

                                                             
1
 The complete reports of four such research initiatives can be found in the appendix of NJCC 2010d.   

2
 NJCC uses the phrase primary and secondary outcome rather than primary and secondary output in its financial spreadsheets. 

However, the data it is collecting are actually outputs.  Throughout this report, we do not differentiate between primary and 
secondary level outputs or outcomes.  
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Limitations and Challenges Identified by NJCC 
 

NJCC staff has identified the following limitations in the ÏÒÇÁÎÉÚÁÔÉÏÎȭÓ output and outcome evaluation 
process:   

Á Inconsistent use of the terms output, outcome, and impact   
Á Lack of outcome data collection 
Á Lack of a documented or justified methodology for output data collection and analysis 
Á No systematized method of collecting descriptive data 
Á No verification of projected primary outputs (provided by borrowers at the time of a loan 

application) after project completion 
Á Storage of output data in a loan database that requires manual analysis 
Á No definition of intended impact beyond the mission statement 
Á No identification of external factors that affect the social outcomes of loans 
Á No determination of the time period over which to measure outcomes 
Á No use of output data to inform future investments or other internal decisions     
Á No measurement of the outcomes of non-lending activities, such as the informal technical 

assistance that NJCC provides to its clients or the regional and statewide partnerships in which the 
organization participates 

Á Limited capacity at current staffing levels to conduct output, outcome, and impact evaluations   
(NJCC Staff 2011) 

 
Our practicum group approaches this report with the goal of overcoming many of these limitations.  
However, we also recognize that a major obstacleɂ.*##ȭÓ current staffing levelɂconstrains its ability to 
address other challenges.  
 

PART I: LITERATURE REVIEW AND BEST PRACTICES 
 

METHODOLOGY 
 
This report is based on a review and analysis of the academic literature about impact assessment, 
particularly as it relates to the community development financial institution (CDFI) field.  The report is 
further informed by case studies of four CDFIs that were selected because they are broadly perceived as 
leaders in social impact measurement.  The case studies consisted of interviews with relevant staff members 
from those organizations and a comprehensive review of documents pertaining to their measurement 
methodologies.  We also interviewed and consulted with a number of academics and practitioners with 
ÅØÐÅÒÔÉÓÅ ÉÎ .*##ȭÓ ÆÏÕÒ ÐÒÉÍÁÒÙ ÉÎÖÅÓÔÍÅÎÔ ÁÒÅÁÓȡ  ÁÆÆÏÒÄÁÂÌÅ ÈÏÕÓÉÎÇȟ ÎÅÉÇÈÂÏÒÈÏÏÄ ÓÔÁÂÉÌÉÚÁÔÉÏÎȟ ÅÁÒÌÙ 
care, and charter schools.     

 

IMPACT ASSESSMENT:  LITERATURE REVIEW 
 
Community development financial institutions (CDFIs) have long-understood the need to measure the social 
impact of their work.  Over the last decade, however, CDFIsɂand other mission-driven organizationsɂhave 
felt growing pressure to improve and expand their impact assessment activities.  As subsidies have 
decreased, funders have placed greater importance on such reporting as a condition of receiving additional 
resources (Urban Institute 2002; Zielenbach 2004; Hollister 2007).  Even when not required to report their 
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outcomes, CDFIs increasingly are finding that demonstrating competitive social returns can provide an 
advantage in attracting resources (Kanter and Summers 1987; Rubin 2008; Hollister 2007).   
 
Beyond the demands of funders, robust impact assessment processes have important internal functions for 
CDFIs.  For example, a CDFI can utilize assessment tools to guide the development of organizational goals 
and strategic plans, better focus its programs, and ensure it is targeting resources towards the most 
effective activities.  CDFIs also can use internal assessment as a method of maintaining awareness, cohesion, 
and accountability among staff around broad strategic goals.  Further, by engaging staff in the development 
of its assessment process, a CDFI can improve its systems and enhance the sense of collective ownership of 
the outcomes and impacts of its work.  Similarly, creating a feedback loop for clients to give input regarding 
the assessment process can build stronger relationships between the CDFI and the organizations it funds 
(Urban Institute 2002). 
 

Defining Impact and Other Measurement Terms 
 
&ÏÒ .Å× *ÅÒÓÅÙ #ÏÍÍÕÎÉÔÙ #ÁÐÉÔÁÌ ÔÏ ÁÓÓÅÓÓ ÔÈÅ ÓÏÃÉÁÌ ÉÍÐÁÃÔ ÏÆ ÉÔÓ ×ÏÒËȟ ÉÔ ÆÉÒÓÔ ÍÕÓÔ ÄÅÆÉÎÅ ×ÈÁÔ ȰÉÍÐÁÃÔȱ 
means.  This task is challenging, as many definitions of impact assessment are present both in the academic 
literature and within the CDFI industry.  Broadly, the term impact is used to refer to the intended or 
unintended change that occurs in organizations, communities, or systems as a result of program activities 
(Hollister 2007).   However, the term also has a much narrower technical meaning that refers to the proven 
ÅÆÆÅÃÔÓ ÏÆ Á ÓÐÅÃÉÆÉÃ ÉÎÔÅÒÖÅÎÔÉÏÎȢ  &ÏÒ ÔÈÅ ÐÕÒÐÏÓÅÓ ÏÆ ÔÈÉÓ ÄÏÃÕÍÅÎÔȟ ×Å ÒÅÆÅÒ ÔÏ ÔÈÅ ÌÁÔÔÅÒ ÁÓ ÔÈÅ ȰÐÒÏÖÅÎ 
ÉÍÐÁÃÔȟȱ ÉÎ ÏÒÄÅÒ ÔÏ ÄÉÆÆÅÒÅÎÔÉÁÔÅ ÉÔ ÆÒÏÍ ÔÈÅ ÍÏÒÅ ÃÏÍÍÏÎ ÁÎÄ ÇÅÎÅÒÁÌ ÍÅÁÎÉÎÇ ÏÆ ÔÈÅ ÔÅÒÍȢ  

 
In Table 2, we define key measurement terminology and recommend that NJCC consistently use these 
definitions in its impact assessment process. For illustrative purposes, let us assume in this example that 
NJCC made an investment in the construction of an affordable housing project.  

 
TABLE 2:  DEFINITIONS OF KEY TERMS 

Term Definition  Examples 

Output  Ȱ2ÅÆÌÅÃÔɍÓɎ ÔÈÅ ÉÍÍÅÄÉÁÔÅ ÐÒÏÄÕÃÔÓ ÏÒ 
ÓÅÒÖÉÃÅÓ ÂÅÉÎÇ ÐÒÏÖÉÄÅÄȱ ɉ,ÅÅȟ *ÏÈÎÓÏÎȟ 
and Joyce 2008, 142) 

Affordable housing units 
constructed.  
 

Outcome Ȱ4ÈÅ ÓÔÁÔÅ ÏÆ ÔÈÅ ÔÁÒÇÅÔ ÐÏÐÕÌÁÔÉÏÎ ÏÒ 
the social conditions that a program is 
ÅØÐÅÃÔÅÄ ÔÏ ÈÁÖÅ ÃÈÁÎÇÅÄȱ ɉ2ÏÓÓÉȟ 
Lipsey, and Freeman 2004, 204). 

4ÈÅ ÉÍÐÒÏÖÅÍÅÎÔ ÉÎ Á ÆÁÍÉÌÙȭÓ 
economic or health condition 
because they have access to 
high quality, affordable 
housing. 

(Proven) Impact Ȱ4ÈÅ ÄÉÆÆÅÒÅÎÃÅ ÂÅÔ×ÅÅÎ ɍÔÈÅɎ 
outcomes and whatever would have 
ÏÃÃÕÒÒÅÄ ×ÉÔÈÏÕÔ ɍÔÈÅɎ ÉÎÔÅÒÖÅÎÔÉÏÎȱ 
(Immergluck 2006, 7).  

The portion of the improved 
economic condition that can 
be proven to have resulted 
from the affordable housing. 

 
 
CDFIs and their evaluators often use the term impact to refer to outcome measures. This misrepresentation 
is due to the somewhat nuanced distinctions between these terms, the inconsistent ways that they are 
defined across the field, and the numerous barriers that CDFIs face in proving impact (Immergluck 2006; 
Hollister 2007). 
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The primary challenge of assessing proven impact is the need to establish a counterfactual, or a means of 
ÃÏÍÐÁÒÉÎÇ Á ÇÉÖÅÎ ÐÒÏÇÒÁÍȭÓ ÏÕÔÃÏÍÅÓ ×ÉÔÈ ÔÈÅ ÏÕÔÃÏÍÅÓ ÔÈÁÔ ×ÏÕÌÄ have resulted in the absence of the 
intervention (Hollister 2007).  The comparison cannot be made by observing the same subjects who receive 
the intervention, thus it is necessary to use control and comparison groups comprised of subjects who are 
similar in both observed and unobserved characteristics.  This enables the evaluator to attribute any 
observed changes to the program intervention, while removing other confounding factors. 

 
There are many practical difficulties in establishing a methodologically rigorous counterfactual. 3  The cost 
and time involved also make this assessment approach beyond the reach of most CDFIs.  Furthermore, 
withholding a treatment from subjects assigned to control or comparison groups raises significant ethical 
considerations that would certainly be of concern for CDFIs even if resource limitations were not an issue 
(Singleton and Straights 2010).   
 
This has led some to argue that it is not feasible to collect the data needed to determine the proven impact 
that CDFIs are producing in the field (Immergluck 2006; Hollister 2007).  These authors posit that the 
advantage in the efficiency and reliability of outcome indicators in measuring performance supersedes the 
value to an organization of delving into its proven impacts, which are so difficult to measure and verify.  
&ÕÒÔÈÅÒÍÏÒÅȟ ÁÓ )ÍÍÅÒÇÌÕÃË ÎÏÔÅÓȟ ȰÔÏÇÅÔÈÅÒ ×ÉÔÈ ÑÕÁÌÉÔÁÔÉÖÅ ÁÎÄ ÉÎÔÅÒÐÒÅÔÉÖÅ ËÎÏ×ÌÅÄÇÅ ÏÆ ÁÎ ÉÎÉÔÉÁÔÉÖÅ 
and its context, [outputs and outcomes] can, at least in some cases, allow us to construct a reasonable 
argument that impact is likely or unlikely and, perhaps, tell us something about the scale of any likely 
ÉÍÐÁÃÔȱ ɉΨΦΦάȡ ήɊȢ 
 

Components of an Assessment  
 
Before beginning a data collection process, a CDFI must make a series of decisions regarding the 
components and tools of its assessment system.  This task is challenging, especially considering that the 
organization may need to use the same tools to decide organizational priorities, develop staff capacity, 
appease funders, attract investors, identify borrowers, and influence policyɂeach of which demands a 
distinct focus and has a different definition of success (Urban Institute 2002).  Specifically, a CDFI must 
determine how to balance the use of quantitative and qualitative; people- and place-related; and short-term 
and long-term outputs and outcomes, and how to assess its non-financial activities (Kanter and Summers 
1987; Murray and Tassie 2005; Immergluck 2006).   
 
Qualitative v. Quantitative Assessment 
 
Qualitative and quantitative measurements each serve distinct functions within an organization (Murray and 
Tassie 2005).  Frequently used qualitative data gathering methods include case studies, open-ended surveys, 
interviews, and focus groups.  These methods generally are used to gain detailed in-depth information about 
clients that numbers alone cannot convey, such as how they feel their lives have improved due to a product 
or service that a CDFI provides.  Qualitative data also can be used to share powerful success stories with 
funders, to motivate staff members, and to build stronger and more trusting relationships with clients.   
However, funders may question such data as subjective and deficient in proving a broad and significant 
impact, and organizational leaders may resist using these methods because they can be time intensive. 

                                                             
3
 Researchers use a number of methods to establish comparable control and comparison groups. One option is to construct a 

control group by selecting subjects not exposed to the intervention, who are similar in dependent variable characteristics to 
the comparison group (Rossi, Lipsey and Freeman 2004; Singleton and Straights 2010).  The downside of this method is that it 
cannot account for all extraneous variables. Additionally, if the pool of potential participants is not large enough, matching 
them on all variables may be difficult.  Researchers also can adjust for the differences between the control and comparison 
groups statistically, ifɂin factɂthese relevant differences can be measured (Rossi, Lipsey, and Freeman 2004).     
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Quantitative outputs and outcomes may include metrics such as units of housing built, clients served, 
changes in income, or average educational attainment in a service area.  These data cannot provide the 
same human element or depth of information as qualitative data, but they are often easier to measure and 
ÃÁÎ ÂÅ ÕÓÅÄ ÔÏ ÉÄÅÎÔÉÆÙ ÓÉÇÎÉÆÉÃÁÎÔ ÐÁÔÔÅÒÎÓ ÉÎ ÏÕÔÃÏÍÅÓ ÔÈÁÔ ÃÁÎ ÉÎÆÏÒÍ ÁÎ ÏÒÇÁÎÉÚÁÔÉÏÎȭÓ ÆÕÔÕÒÅ ÄÅÃÉÓÉÏÎÓ 
and strategies, and its marketability to funders.  For example, quantitative data can be used to identify what 
inputs are associated with certain outcomes across geographies of investment, whereas qualitative 
outcomes cannot provide similarly reliable and geographically comparable information.  However, 
quantitative data can skew organizational activity towards the simple fulfillment of benchmarks that the 
CDFI did not necessarily choose for itself or that do not reflect the true and complex needs of the family or 
community being served (Murray and Tassie 2005).   
 
Optimally, a CDFI would use qualitative and quantitative data to supplement each other.  For example, if a 
CDFI is implementing a pilot program to serve affordable housing tenants, it may want to track statistical 
information (e.g., length of tenure, economic gains) as well as interview the tenants to assess their 
satisfaction with the housing, determine how much of a difference it has made in their lives, and attain 
feedback on how this service delivery could be improved.  
 
People- v. Place-Based Assessment 
  
A CDFI must determine whether to measure outcomes and outputs at the geographic or individual and 
household levels (Immergluck 2006).  Individual-level data (e.g., individual employment outcomes) can 
provide a direct assessment of how programs or investments are benefiting the residents of an area.  
Individual-level analysis is especially important if a program is targeting individuals or families with certain 
demographic features (such as a specific income level or family composition) or of a certain length of tenure 
within an area, as place-based outcomes generally are not detailed enough to capture results for varying 
subgroups within a geography.  However, geographic data (e.g., housing values, income levels, or crime 
rates) can be easier and much less expensive to attain because they do not require specific individuals to be 
tracked over time, and they can serve as a somewhat accurate proxy for assessing family-by-family 
outcomes.  A CDFI may opt to assess some programs using geographic-level data and others using individual 
and household-level data. In fact, most CDFIs employ a combination of both strategies.  
 
Short-Term v. Long-Term Assessment 
  
Most of the outcomes produced by CDFI investments do not become apparent immediately.  To assess how 
long an individual maintains a job or resides in an apartment, for example, requires tracking outcomes over a 
multi-year period.  However, such longitudinal assessments are resource-intensive.  In the absence of 
capacity to complete them, shorter-term measures can provide a useful snapshot of the outcomes 
associated with an investment.  These short-term measures can include the initial occupancy rate of a new 
housing development or the jobs created in the first few years after an investment in a small business.  They 
also can help predict longer-term trends and provide data necessary for more immediate strategic planning 
and marketing purposes (Hollister 2007).  For example, many CDFI funders require regular progress reports, 
necessitating short-term data collection (Urban Institute 2002).   
 
Assessing CDFI Non-Lending Activities 
 
CDFIs engage in a variety of non-lending activities, including providing technical assistance/intermediary 
services to borrowers; conducting research and policy analysis; and influencing conventional financial 
institutions to lend in areas that they had previously considered too risky.  While such non-lending functions 
of a CDFI may have the greatest systemic impacts, they also can be some of the most difficult to assess 
using traditional outcome measures (Rubin et al. 2008). 
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To ensure that a loan is successful, CDFIs often provide their borrowers with technical assistance, including 
financial education, tax assistance, and help with business planning and development.  Impact assessment 
scholars point out that, if any successful rubrics for measuring impacts of technical assistance efforts exist, 
CDFIs are not currently utilizing them (Hollister 2007). 
 
Another critical non-lending element of CDFI work is research and analysis.  However, measuring the impact 
of one CDFIs research on the field at large is extremely challenging.  For example, The Reinvestment Fund, a 
large Philadelphia-ÂÁÓÅÄ #$&)ȟ ÃÒÅÁÔÅÄ Ȱ0ÏÌÉÃÙ -ÁÐȟȱ Á ÔÏÏÌ ÔÈÁÔ ÕÎÄÏÕÂÔÅÄÌÙ ÈÅÌÐÓ #$&)Ó ÁÎÄ ÏÔÈÅÒ ÒÅÌÅÖÁÎÔ 
actors make more effective decisions.4  However, traditional outcome methodsɂsuch as the number of data 
indicators that Policy Map offers its usersɂwould hardly gauge its true impact on the field (TRF 2010). 
 
CDFI research also helps inform local, state, and federal legislative, regulatory, and funding policies (Rubin et 
al. 2008).  Some of the larger, resource-rich CDFIs view policy advocacy as central to their mission; Self-Help 
#%/ -ÁÒÔÉÎ ,ÅÁËÅÓ ÃÌÁÉÍÅÄ ÔÈÁÔ ȰÔÈÅ ×ÈÏÌÅ ÐÏÉÎÔ ÏÆ ÓÔÁÒÔÉÎÇ Á #$&) ×ÁÓ ÔÏ ÇÅÔ ÔÏ ÔÈÅ ÐÏÌÉÃÙ ÔÁÂÌÅ ÁÓ Á 
ÒÅÓÐÅÃÔÅÄ ÐÌÁÙÅÒȱ ɉ2ÕÂÉÎ ÅÔ ÁÌȢ ΨΦΦήȟ ΧάɊȢ  (ÏÌÌÉÓÔÅÒ ɉΨΦ07) identifies two key problems with assessing policy. 
The ÆÉÒÓÔ ÉÓ ÔÈÅ ÐÒÏÂÌÅÍ ÏÆ ȬÊÏÉÎÔ ÐÒÏÄÕÃÔÉÏÎȟȭ ÍÅÁÎÉÎÇ ÔÈÁÔ ÌÏÂÂÙÉÎÇ ÁÎÄ ÔÈÅ ÂÒÏÁÄÅÒ ÐÏÌÉÃÙ ÆÏÒÍÁÔÉÏÎ 
process involves many actors, and the dynamic nature ÏÆ ÔÈÉÓ ×ÏÒË ÍÁËÅÓ ÄÅÔÅÒÍÉÎÉÎÇ Ȭ×ÈÏ ÍÏÂÉÌÉÚÅÄ 
×ÈÏÍȭ ÁÎÄ ×ÈÏ ÓÈÏÕÌÄ ÇÅÔ ×ÈÁÔ ÓÈÁÒÅ ÏÆ ÔÈÅ ÃÒÅÄÉÔ ÆÏÒ Á Ðolicy advancement nearly impossible.  A second 
problem is that measuring the benefits of legislative or regulatory change is inherently challenging to 
quantify, particularly given the complex, at times murky, nature of the policy implementation process.   

 
The other area in which CDFIs have arguably achieved their greatest systemic impacts has been in changing 
the lending culture in underserved markets.  CDFIs have successfully demonstrated the viability of lending in 
such markets by funding projects in conjunction with conventional financial institutions and taking on the 
higher risk portion of the financing.  CDFIs often supplement this gap-financing with targeted outreach 
ÅÆÆÏÒÔÓ ÔÈÁÔ ÁÉÍ ÔÏ ÈÅÌÐ ÃÏÎÖÅÎÔÉÏÎÁÌ ÌÅÎÄÅÒÓ ÕÎÄÅÒÓÔÁÎÄ ȰÔÈÅ ÔÒÕÅ ÎÁÔÕÒÅ ÏÆ ÒÉÓËȱ Ássociated with 
underserved markets, as well as to educate them on the benefits of socially responsible practices such as 
green lending (Rubin et al. 2008, 9).  However, as Rubin et al. point out, traditional output measures can be 
misleading when assessing such activities.  For example, CDFI lending in a particular low-income community 
may actually decline as conventional financial institutions increase their involvement and meet a greater 
portion of the need.    
 

 

CDFI CASE STUDIES: A SYNTHESIS OF FINDINGS 
 
To better understand the challenges and opportunities associated with implementing comprehensive 
impact assessment programs at CDFIs, we conducted case studies of four organizations committed to and 
experienced in this work:  Boston Community Capital (BCC), Coastal Enterprises Inc. (CEI), HOPE Enterprise 
Corporation (HOPE), and the Low Income Investment Fund (LIIF).  The case studies consisted of interviews 
with key staff members involved in impact assessment and analysis of any documents that chronicled the 
ÉÎÄÉÖÉÄÕÁÌ ÏÒÇÁÎÉÚÁÔÉÏÎÓȭ ÁÃÔÉÖÉÔÉÅÓ ÉÎ ÔÈÉÓ ÒÅÁÌÍȢ  /ÕÒ ÇÏÁÌ ×ÁÓ ÔÏ ÕÎÄÅÒÓÔÁÎÄȡ 
 
Á How these organizations arrived at their current assessment methods  
Á What their key objectives were in incorporating assessment into their organizational activities  
Á Which evaluation tools they developed and implemented  
Á Why those tools were selected 
Á What significant challenges they faced  

                                                             
4
 Policy Map is an online data analysis and mapping tool created by TRF.  It provides subscribers with data about real estate, 

neighborhood conditions, mortgage originations, education, income, and demographics for a given neighborhood. 
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The following sections summarize our key findings.  Detailed descriptions of individual processes and 
findings from each organization are provided in Appendices I-IV.  

Introduction to the Studied CDFIs  
 

While the four CDFIs focus primarily on providing capital to support community development activities, each 
operates a unique combination of programs and serves a different geographic area.  These CDFIs also 
encompass a variety of organizational components and programs, including New Markets Tax Credits (BCC, 
CEI, HOPE, LIIF); credit unions (HOPE); venture capital funds (BCC, CEI); green and healthy foods initiatives 
(LIIF, HOPE); and policy advocacy and research efforts (CEI, HOPE, LIIF).  Despite this diversity of 
investment and other activity areas, the lessons learned from the experiences of these organizations can 
provide valuable guidance to any CDFI seeking to establish a more integrated assessment program. 

 

TABLE 3:  CASE STUDY ORGANIZATIONS  

CDFI Origin Geography Served Primary Investment and Focus Areas 

BCC 1985 Boston Region Affordable Housing, Community Facilities, Schools, Child 
Care Centers  

CEI 1977 Maine/Rural New 
England 

Workforce Development, Small Businesses, Affordable 
Housing 

HOPE 1994 Mid-South Delta 
Region 

Commercial Financing, Mortgage Lending, Personal 
Financial Services, Technical Assistance 

LIIF 1984 Nationwide Affordable/Supportive Housing, Child Care, Education  

(BCC 2009; CEI 2010; HOPE EC n.d.; HOPE CU n.d.; LIIF 2010a; LIIF 2010f) 

 

Limitations and Challenges 
 
Each of the four CDFIs understands the potential value of impact assessment to its individual operations and 
to the field at large.  However, these CDFIs also are acutely aware of their limited capacity to fully measure 
impact (as opposed to their outputs or outcomes) due to resource constraints, the complex nature of the 
problems they seek to address, and the broader difficulty associated with establishing counterfactuals.  In 
particular, the studied CDFIs identified the following challenges as hindrances in their efforts to conduct 
both actual impact assessments and substantial outcome assessments. 

Limited Staff Time and Financial Resources 

CDFIs face continuous struggles to acquire and sustain sufficient financial and human resources to support 
evaluation activities.  For example, Ed Sivak of HOPE noted that he manages several other initiatives and 
therefore struggles to keep pace with the evaluation ÆÉÅÌÄȭÓ ÅÖÏÌÖÉÎÇ ÂÅÓÔ ÐÒÁÃÔÉÃÅÓ ɉΨΦΧΧÁɊȢ  3ÉÍÉÌÁÒÌÙȟ #%) 
once employed several staff dedicated to research and evaluation, but the funding streams supporting those 
efforts were temporary.  When funders changed direction, CEI was left with only one staff member whose 
job responsibilities included evaluation and other focus areas (Dickstein 2011)Ȣ  7ÈÉÌÅ ,))&ȭÓ ÃÕÓÔÏÍ ÐÒÏÊÅÃÔ 
tracking software has enabled it to efficiently monitor outputs and outcomes with limited staffing 
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requirements, the organization has been unable to conduct more complex impact studies due to internal 
capacity constraints and a lack of sufficient resources (LIIF 2011b; Standiford 2011b). Facing similar resource 
limitations, BCC has spread the responsibility for evaluation throughout the organization but has struggled 
to maintain consistency due to the absence of a single staff member dedicated to managing data analysis 
(Berlinger 2011). 

Pressure to Meet External Demands 

#$&)Óȭ ÌÉÍÉÔÅÄ ÒÅÓÏÕÒÃÅÓ ÆÏÒ ÅÖÁÌÕÁÔÉÏÎ ÁÒÅ ÆÕÒÔÈÅÒ ÓÑÕÅÅÚÅÄ ÂÙ ÆÕÎÄÅr requirements that are not necessarily 
congruent with their own internal objectives.  There also is the possibility that funders will penalize a CDFI 
for forthright reporting by reducing funding when the outcomes are not as good as expected.  This issue 
arose for CEI when its longitudinal assessment of job creation produced some surprising results.  While the 
study helped CEI to refine its lending priorities, the results provided evidence to one of its funders that small 
business development was not a promising strategy for improving low-ÉÎÃÏÍÅ ÉÎÄÉÖÉÄÕÁÌÓȭ income levels 
(CEI 2004; Dickstein 2011).   

Lack of Consistency in Data and Definitions 

HOPE noted the importance of connecting the department responsible for evaluation to the rest of the 
organization to ensure consistency and reliability in reporting (Sivak 2011a).  Similarly, CEI expressed the 
ÃÏÎÃÅÒÎ ÔÈÁÔ ÔÈÅ ÌÏÓÓ ÏÆ ÅÖÁÌÕÁÔÉÏÎ ÓÔÁÆÆ ÈÁÓ ÌÅÆÔ ÔÈÅ ÏÒÇÁÎÉÚÁÔÉÏÎ ÌÅÓÓ ÃÁÐÁÂÌÅ ÏÆ ÍÁÉÎÔÁÉÎÉÎÇ ÉÔÓ ȰÆÅÅÄÂÁÃË 
loopȱ ÁÎÄ ÔÒÁÉÎÉÎÇ ÉÔÓ ÖÁÒÉÏÕÓ ÄÅÐÁÒÔÍÅÎÔÓ ÏÎ ÅÖÁÌÕÁÔÉÏÎ ÓÙÓÔÅÍÓȟ ×ÈÉÃÈ ÃÏÕÌÄ ÃÏÍÐÒÏÍÉÓÅ ÄÁÔÁ ÑÕÁÌÉÔÙ 
(Dickstein 2011).  CEI also cautioned that data consistency is a challenge when an organization collects data 
from different types of borrowers with diverse output and outcome measures, such as businesses and early 
care centers (CEI 2006).  Most of the studied CDFIs also noted that inconsistencies in definitions, standards, 
and methodologies extend beyond individual organizations and permeate throughout the community 
development field.  One such inconsistency that we observed is the tendency to classify jobs created as a 
result of an investment as both an output and an outcome, with no explanation as to the criteria used for 
determining the appropriate category.  

Output and Outcome Measurement at the Studied CDFIs  
 

Recognizing the limitations of trying to measure impact, the four CDFIs dedicated most of their assessment 
efforts to the more achievable goal of carefully measuring outputs and estimating key outcomes to tell a 
story about potential impact.  Table 4 illustrates some examples of the data collected by each CDFI to 
ÅÖÁÌÕÁÔÅ ÁÎÄ ÇÕÉÄÅ ÉÔÓ ×ÏÒËȟ ÁÐÐÅÁÌ ÔÏ ÉÎÖÅÓÔÏÒÓȟ ÁÎÄ ÍÅÅÔ ÆÕÎÄÅÒÓȭ ÄÅÍÁÎÄÓȢ 
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TABLE 4:  CDFI EXAMPLES OF OUTPUT AND OUTCOME MEASUREMENT5 

CDFI Outputs Measured Outcomes Reported6 

BCC Á Use of various federal subsidies 
Á Housing units built 
Á Childcare slots created 
Á Charter school seats created 
Á Number of individuals receiving other 

services 

Á Self-reported outcomes from borrowers 
Á Customers served by new retail 

opportunities 

CEI Á Loans made 
Á Businesses funded 
Á Employment training agreements 
Á Housing units built 

Á Economic return on investment 
Á Household incomes 
Á Health outcomes of residents 
Á Jobs created and maintained  

HOPE Á Number of ȰÈÉÇÈ ÉÍÐÁÃÔȱ ÌÏÁÎÓ7 
Á Borrowers served by income/ethnicity 
Á Foreclosure counseling recipients 

Á Positive neighborhood change over time 
(using qualitative data) 

Á Improved credit scores of individuals who 
enter financial counseling programs (using 
qualitative data) 

Á Jobs created and salaries/benefits  

LIIF Á Housing units built/preserved 
Á Child care slots created/preserved 
Á Charter school seats created/preserved 
Á Square feet of facility or commercial 

space created 

Á Household income savings 
Á Societal savings 
Á Increased earning potential of students 
Á Economic benefits per dollar of support 

(Berlinger 2011; BCC 2010; CEI 2006; HOPE 2010b; Sivak 2011a; Andrews and Kramer 2009; LIIF 2010b; LIIF 
2011b) 

The CDFI limitations and challenges discussed above, coupled with other industry research and examination 

of CDFI measurement and assessment practices, indicate that the CDFI field continues to struggle with 

assessing its outputs and outcomes, let alone its impact.  Recognizing the limitations associated with 

measuring impact, many CDFIs instead have focused their efforts on the more feasible goal of accurately 

tracking outputs and estimating key outcomes that can be used to tell a compelling story about potential 

impact. 

 

RECOMMENDATIONS FOR NJCC:  AN APPLICATION OF INDUSTRY BEST 
PRACTICES 
 
Although the four profiled CDFIs have encountered challenges in producing reliable evaluations of their 
work, they also have accumulated a wealth of knowledge regarding how to maximize the effectiveness of 
their assessments within these constraints.  Consequently, a ÃÌÏÓÅ ÅØÁÍÉÎÁÔÉÏÎ ÏÆ ÔÈÅÓÅ #$&)Óȭ ÅØÐÅÒÉÅÎÃÅÓ 
and implemented practices can provide other CDFIs with guidance on how to most efficiently structure their 

                                                             
5
 For additional information on specific outputs, outcomes, or methodologies, see Appendices I through IV. 

6
 In this table, jobs created are listed as outcomes only when they are verified and assessed for quality.  For the purpose of this 

report, we consider projected job creation as an output and jobs that are verified and assessed for quality as an outcome. 
7
 &ÏÒ ÅÁÃÈ ÏÆ ÉÔÓ ÉÎÖÅÓÔÍÅÎÔ ÁÒÅÁÓȟ (/0% ÄÅÆÉÎÅÓ ×ÈÉÃÈ ÌÏÁÎÓ ×ÉÌÌ ÂÅ ÃÏÎÓÉÄÅÒÅÄ ȰÈÉÇÈ ÉÍÐÁÃÔȢȱ &ÏÒ ÅØÁÍÐÌÅȟ ÈÉÇÈ ÉÍÐÁÃÔ 

commercial loans are those that go to women- or minority- owned businesses or businesses that are located in distressed 
areas (census tracts where the poverty rate is 20 percent or greater). For a more detailed explanation, see the HOPE case study 
in Appendix III (HOPE 2010a). 
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own output and outcome assessment systems to ensure the collection of robust output and outcome data.   
This section summarizes the key lessons learned and best practices from these four organizations and 
provides recommendations for NJCC based on this information.  These recommendations also are applicable 
to other CDFIs struggling with similar impact assessment challenges.  
 

Best Practice #1:  Assign Dedicated Staff to Impact Assessment 
 

Lessons Learned ɀ Three of the CDFIs emphasized the importance of having at least one staff 
member dedicated to impact assessment, both to ensure that data collection is coordinated and to 
centralize dissemination and reporting.  LIIF, for example, devotes one-quarter of a full-time 
ÅÍÐÌÏÙÅÅȭÓ ÔÉÍÅ ÔÏ ÏÕÔÐÕÔ ÁÎÄ ÏÕÔÃÏÍÅ ÄÁÔÁ ÅÎÔÒÙȢ  By charging a single employee with these data 
entry duties, LIIF has been able to maintain consistency in how data is recorded and to minimize the 
need to train multiple staff members on the oÒÇÁÎÉÚÁÔÉÏÎȭÓ ÐÒÏÊÅÃÔ ÔÒÁÃËÉÎÇ ÓÙÓÔÅÍ ɉ3ÔÁÎÄÉÆÏÒÄ 
2011b).   
 

Recommendation for NJCC ɀ In order to ensure consistent and quality data collection and analysis, 
NJCC should dedicate a staff member to oversee output, outcome, and any potential impact 
measurement and evaluation conducted by the organization.  Initially, this staff member should 
work with the other staff members to develop protocol and establish a system for collecting, 
recording, reporting, and evaluating data.  Additionally, this staff member should be charged with 
staying current on best practices within the CDFI field, disseminating this information to the rest of 
the organization, ensuring borrowers are meeting reporting requirements, and advancing the other 
recommendations put forth in this report.  NJCC should incorporate these duties into the staff 
ÍÅÍÂÅÒȭÓ ÊÏÂ ÄÅÓÃÒÉÐÔÉÏÎ ÁÎÄ ÒÅ×ÁÒÄ ÓÔÒÕÃÔÕÒÅȟ ×ÉÔÈ ÃÌÅÁÒ ÐÁÒameters for how much time should be 
spent on these activities.  At minimum, NJCC should allot 20 staff hours per week to this task.   

 

Best Practice #2:  Develop an Organizational Culture around Impact  
 

Lessons Learned ɀ The studied CDFIs agreed on the importance of prioritizing impact assessment 
at all levels of the organization.  In addition to dedicating staff to the measurement effort, high 
quality assessments must be a visible priority of ÔÈÅ ÏÒÇÁÎÉÚÁÔÉÏÎȭÓ ÌÅÁÄÅÒÓÈÉÐȟ ×ÈÉÃÈ ÔÈÅÎ 
communicates their value to the rest of the organization.  Individually, the CDFIs noted several 
methods for creating such a culture of measurement. 

 

Á Incorporation into Organizational Goals ɀ LIIF and HOPE encourage evaluation by 
establishing organizational benchmarks and targets in their strategic plans that are 
structured around output and outcome data.  For example, LIIF has developed a long-term 
ÇÏÁÌ ÔÏ ȰÍÏÂÉÌÉÚÅ ÏÎÅ ÂÉÌÌÉÏÎ ÄÏÌÌÁÒÓ ÔÏ ÓÅÒÖÅ ÏÎÅ ÍÉÌÌÉÏÎ ÐÅÏÐÌÅ ÂÙ ΨΦΧΪȱ ɉ,))& ΨΦΧΦÅɊȢ  !Ó 
staff members seek to meet this goal they also are motivated to consistently measure the 
outputs and outcomes that will be used to determine when the goal has been achieved.  At 
HOPE, the senior executives work with the evaluation staff and production managers to set 
ÃÏÒÐÏÒÁÔÅ ÁÎÄ ÉÎÄÉÖÉÄÕÁÌ ÔÁÒÇÅÔÓ ÆÏÒ ÔÈÅ ÐÅÒÃÅÎÔÁÇÅÓ ÏÆ ȰÈÉÇÈ-ÉÍÐÁÃÔȱ ÌÏÁÎÓ ÔÈÅÙ seek to 
offer in each lending area (Sivak 2011a).   

 

Á Development of Systems to Encourage or Require Participation in Assessment Efforts ɀ LIIF 
also uses output and outcome goals to motivate and evaluate employees by incorporating 
these goals into staff work plans.  Managers and directors have annual output and outcome 
goals, and are evaluated based on their success in meeting them.  In addition, directors 
generate and review output and outcome reports quarterly to inform staff of whether or not 
they are on track to meet their goals and allow time for the implementation of strategy 
adjustments (Standiford 2011b).  HOPE produces quarterly reports that its board and senior 
ÅØÅÃÕÔÉÖÅÓ ÅÖÁÌÕÁÔÅ ÔÏ ÅÎÓÕÒÅ ÉÔÓ ÄÅÐÁÒÔÍÅÎÔÓ ÁÒÅ ÁÄÈÅÒÉÎÇ ÔÏ ÔÈÅ ÏÒÇÁÎÉÚÁÔÉÏÎȭÓ ÍÉÓÓÉÏÎ 
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and meeting annual targets.  Prior to the financial crisis, HOPE linked staff bonuses to social 
and production targets, such as loans to women- and minority-owned businesses (Sivak 
2011a).  CEI established requirements to ensure that each party involved in impact 
assessment (i.e. staff, borrowers, investors, etc.) fulfills its responsibilities.  For example, CEI 
Ventures used its investment agreements to require portfolio companies to provide a 
significant level of social impact data (Dickstein 2011).  CEI also incorporated a structured 
ȰÆÅÅÄÂÁÃË ÌÏÏÐȱ ÔÈÒÏÕÇÈ ×ÈÉÃÈ ÉÔ ÅÎÓÕÒÅÄ ÄÅÓÉÇÎÁÔÅÄ ÓÔÁÆÆ ÍÅÍÂÅÒÓ ÉÎ ÁÌÌ ÏÆ ÉÔÓ ÏÆÆÉÃÅÓ 
reported data in a consistent fashion and provided feedback on the techniques and metrics 
used by CEI to collect data (CEI 2006).  
 

Á Sharing of Responsibilities ɀ BCC promoted a broad culture of measurement by 
incorporating this work into the job responsibilities of numerous staff members (Berlinger 
2011).   

 

Á Staff Training ɀSeveral of the CDFIs stressed the need to ÐÒÏÖÉÄÅ ȰÃÏÎÓÔÁÎÔ ÔÒÁÉÎÉÎg and 
ÒÅÔÒÁÉÎÉÎÇȟ ÅÓÐÅÃÉÁÌÌÙ ×ÉÔÈ ÎÅ× ÓÔÁÆÆ ÐÅÏÐÌÅȱ ÉÎ ÏÒÄÅÒ ÔÏ ÄÅÖÅÌÏÐ ÁÎ ÏÒÇÁÎÉÚÁÔÉÏÎ-wide 
understanding of evaluation terminology and methodologies, ensure the collection of 
consistent data, and further an organizational culture that prioritizes impact reporting 
(Dickstein 2011). 

 

Recommendation for NJCC ɀ The staff member responsible for overseeing impact assessment for 
NJCC should work with senior staff to help develop an organizational culture around impact.  In 
addition to identifying ways for senior staff to highlight the value of impact measurement to the rest 
of the organization, this should include developing a plan to incorporate impact assessment into 
.*##ȭÓ ÅÖÅÒÙÄÁÙ ÁÃÔÉÖÉÔÉÅÓȢ  7Å ÒÅÃÏÍÍÅÎÄ ÔÈÁÔ ÔÈÉÓ ÐÌÁÎ ÉÎÃÌÕÄÅ ÔÈÅ ÆÏÌÌÏ×ÉÎÇ ÆÏÕÒ ÅÌÅÍÅÎÔÓȡ  ɉΧɊ Á 
method for establishing annual organizational output and outcome targets, (2) a process for 
training staff on the importance of impact assessment and its role in the organization, (3) a system 
for regularly reporting outputs and outcomes to staff members, and (4) a process for using output 
and outcome data to set and adjust organizational targets and activities.  NJCC also should consider 
adopting individual and corporate social output and outcome targets and offering financial 
ÉÎÃÅÎÔÉÖÅÓ ÔÏ ÓÔÁÆÆ ÍÅÍÂÅÒÓ ×ÈÏ ÍÅÅÔ ÔÈÏÓÅ ÔÁÒÇÅÔÓȢ  !Ó .*##ȭÓ ËÎÏ×ÌÅÄÇÅ ÏÆ and capacity for 
impact assessment grows, the organization should annually review and adjust its plan for creating 
an organizational culture of impact.   
 

Best Practice #3:  Recognize Distinctions between Internal and External Data Needs  
 

Lessons Learned ɀ CDFIs must be cognizant of the potentially different types of data required to 
satisfy internal and external purposes and not allow one to overwhelm the other.  Internally 
developed ÍÅÁÓÕÒÅÓ ÁÒÅ ÌÉËÅÌÙ ÔÏ ÁÌÉÇÎ ÍÏÓÔ ÃÌÏÓÅÌÙ ×ÉÔÈ Á #$&)ȭÓ ÓÔÒÁÔÅÇÉÃ ÏÂÊÅÃtives.  However, the 
ÏÂÌÉÇÁÔÉÏÎ ÔÏ ÐÒÏÖÉÄÅ ÉÎÆÏÒÍÁÔÉÏÎ ÒÅÑÕÅÓÔÅÄ ÂÙ ÅØÔÅÒÎÁÌ ÆÕÎÄÉÎÇ ÓÏÕÒÃÅÓ ÃÁÎ ÌÉÍÉÔ ÔÈÅ ÏÒÇÁÎÉÚÁÔÉÏÎȭÓ 
capacity to collect the data it needs for its own strategic decision making.  The case study 
organizations cautioned against allowing this to happen.  For example, even when CEI was 
compelled to focus increasingly on producing metrics for external purposes, the organization 
adamantly emphasized the internal value of impact assessment and worked to align the externally 
requested metrics with internal needs.  Additionally, CEI stressed the importance of transparency, 
even if an evaluation revealed that goals had not been met or that investment strategies had been 
misguided.  If funders respond negatively to such findings, a CDFI should remain committed to using 
the data internally, to reflect upon and refocus its program goals or strategies (CEI 2006; Dickstein 
2011). 
 

Recommendation for NJCC ɀ While it will be necessary for NJCC to continue reporting output and 
outcome data required by external funders, the organization also should develop internal measures 
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ÁÎÄ ÅÖÁÌÕÁÔÉÏÎ ÐÒÁÃÔÉÃÅÓ ÔÈÁÔ ÁÒÅ ÁÐÐÒÏÐÒÉÁÔÅ ÆÏÒ .*##ȭÓ ÁÃÔÉÖÉÔÉÅÓ ÁÎÄ ÍÉÓÓÉÏÎȢ  )Ô ÃÁÎ ÕÓÅ ÔÈÅÓÅ 
evaluation practices to determine whether its current activities are having the expected and desired 
ÅÆÆÅÃÔÓȟ ÔÏ ÂÅÔÔÅÒ ÔÁÒÇÅÔ ÔÈÅ ÏÒÇÁÎÉÚÁÔÉÏÎȭÓ ÉÎÖÅÓÔÍÅÎÔÓȟ ÁÎÄ ÔÏ ÇÕÉÄÅ ÁÎÙ ÎÅÃÅÓÓÁÒÙ ÓÔÒÁÔÅÇÉÃ 
adjustments.  Additionally, NJCC should engage in a continual dialogue with the external entities 
that require outcome information, to educate them about the resource burden that such demands 
place on CDFIs and to encourage them to align their information requests with existing internal 
measures.  NJCC also should participate in a broader dialogue about assessment practices with 
other CDFIs, in order to cultivate a set of industry-wide best practices. 

 

Best Practice #4:  Create a Customized Output and Outcome Tracking Database  
 

Lessons Learned ɀ Several CDFIs have invested in customized databases to advance their impact 
assessment work.  LIIF, for example, has a Project Statistics Tracking System (PSTS) into which it 
enters output and outcome data when a loan is closed or a grant is committed.  This customized 
system, developed in-ÈÏÕÓÅȟ ÉÓ ÌÉÎËÅÄ ÔÏ ,))&ȭÓ ÌÅÎÄÉÎÇ ÁÎÄ ÇÒÁÎÔ-making systems so that each loan 
is tied to a corresponding set of output and outcome statistics (LIIF 2011b).  Because the system is 
designed to enable queries, staff members are able to quickly generate output and outcome 
summaries that meet a variety of reporting and marketing demands (Standiford 2011b).  Given that 
a well-functioning system can significantly reduce the need for staff resources, CDFIs should be able 
to justify up-front investments in the development of such a system based upon long-term gains in 
efficiency. 
 

Recommendation for NJCC ɀ NJCC should invest in a customized project tracking system that 
maximizes the collection of appropriate output and outcome variables while minimizing staff time 
required for data collection and analysis.  Such a system should include protocols for data collection, 
recording, and reporting that specify what is required of staff and borrowers.  The protocols for data 
recording will require the selection of software and storage systems.  NJCC may benefit from 
investment in a customized project tracking system that stores project-level data and can be easily 
queried to generate output and outcome reports.  Since the creation of such a system involves a 
significant up-front commitment of money and time, NJCC should develop interim protocols, to 
ensure that output and outcome data is not lost during the transition period to the new system.   
 

Best Practice #5:  Use Confirmed Methodologies to Extrapolate Outcomes from Outputs  
 

Lessons Learned ɀ To maximize its ability to estimate impact, LIIF has strategically identified 
outcome measurements that can be estimated by applying findings from rigorous and widely-
accepted academic studies to key outputs.  Employing this method of estimating outcomes has 
enabled LIIF to tell a compelling story about its potential impact without having to fund multiple 
costly and complex impact studies (Standiford 2011b).  For example, by relying on research findings, 
LIIF estimates that for every $1 it invests in child care, $4 is saved in downstream costs to society 
(e.g., welfare and juvenile justice costs).  Using this information, LIIF calculates the estimated 
societal benefit of a funded child care center by multiplying ÔÈÅ ÃÅÎÔÅÒȭÓ annual operating expenses 
by $4 (Andrews and Kramer 2009; LIIF 2011b).   
 
HOPE is another CDFI that uses externally collected data to understand its outcomes.  By geocoding 
its mortgage loans and mapping them to identify economically distressed census tracts, HOPE is 
able to determine the extent to which it is serving communities with the greatest need.  HOPE also 
ÕÓÅÓ ÐÕÂÌÉÃÌÙ ÁÖÁÉÌÁÂÌÅ ÄÁÔÁ ÔÏ ÃÁÌÃÕÌÁÔÅ Á ȰÓÅÌÆ-ÓÕÆÆÉÃÉÅÎÃÙȱ ÓÔÁÎÄÁÒÄ that enables it to compare the 
average wage of jobs provided by the businesses it finances to the amount that an individual needs 
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to survive without public or private assistance (Sivak 2011a). 8   BCC, meanwhile, relies heavily on 
external data that documents redevelopment patterns to ensure that it funds projects and 
communities that otherwise would have been subject to underinvestment.  The organization 
ÆÒÅÑÕÅÎÔÌÙ ÕÓÅÓ 42&ȭÓ 0ÏÌÉÃÙ -ÁÐȟ 4ÈÅ 'ÒÅÁÔÅÒ "ÏÓÔÏÎ (ÏÕÓÉÎÇ 2ÅÐÏÒÔ #ÁÒÄȟ ÁÎÄ ÄÁÔÁ ÆÒÏÍ ÔÈÅ 
Warren Group (a real estate analyst) to assist in its assessment of housing conditions in and around 
Boston (Berlinger 2011).   
 

Recommendation for NJCC ɀ NJCC should strategically use externally collected data to better 
understand the outcomes of its work.  Externally collected data can be combined with internally 
ÃÏÌÌÅÃÔÅÄ ÏÕÔÐÕÔÓ ÔÏ ÅÓÔÉÍÁÔÅ ÐÏÔÅÎÔÉÁÌ ÏÕÔÃÏÍÅÓ ×ÈÉÌÅ ×ÏÒËÉÎÇ ×ÉÔÈÉÎ ÔÈÅ ÏÒÇÁÎÉÚÁÔÉÏÎȭÓ ÃÁÐÁÃÉÔÙ 
constraints.  NJCC should focus on gathering and applying two types of externally collected data:  
(1) location-specific descriptive statistics collected on a regular basis by organizations such as the 
U.S. Census Bureau and (2) study findings from research rÅÌÅÖÁÎÔ ÔÏ .*##ȭÓ ×ÏÒËȢ  .*## ÃÁÎ ÕÓÅ 
location-specific descriptive statistics to understand neighborhood and demographic change in the 
geographic areas in which it invests, and it can apply relevant study findings to key outputs to 
estimate outcomes.  These methods of estimating potential outcomes are further detailed in the 
investment sector-specific recommendations outlined later in this report. 
 

The ability to use academic research to estimate CDFI outcomes underscores the important role 
that external research can play in CDFI impact assessment.  NJCC staff should make a concerted 
effort to stay informed on emerging research related to the fields in which the organization 
operates (e.g., affordable housing, neighborhood stabilization, early care, and charter schools) as 
well as research related to best practices in CDFI impact assessment.  While investment area-related 
research can help estimate outcomes and guide future investment decisions, research on CDFI 
impact assessment can provide opportunities for NJCC to improve upon its own metrics.  One area 
in which best practices from other CDFIs may be especially helpful for NJCC is in developing job 
creation and job quality measurements, a key area that is outside the parameters of this report. 
 

Best Practice #6:  Track Efficiency Measures in Addition to Outputs and Outcomes 
 

Lessons Learned ɀ LIIF tracks efficiency measures that are useful in reinforcing the rationale behind 
its investments ÁÎÄ ÄÅÍÏÎÓÔÒÁÔÉÎÇ ÔÈÅ ÏÒÇÁÎÉÚÁÔÉÏÎȭÓ ÅÆÆÅÃÔÉÖÅÎÅÓÓ ÉÎ ÌÅÖÅÒÁÇÉÎÇ ÆÕÎÄÓȢ  )ÔÓ 
efficiency measures include capital deployed per dollar of net public support, dollar amount of 
development generated per dollar of net public support, economic benefits to society per dollar of 
net public support, and net cost per dollar of capital provided (LIIF 2010b).  BCC uses data on 
subsidies received by funded projects to establish that the projects in which it invests are in serious 
need of funding and would not have gone forward without its involvement (Berlinger 2011).  
 

Recommendation for NJCC ɀ In addition to output and outcome measurements, NJCC should 
ÃÏÎÔÉÎÕÅ ÔÏ ÃÁÌÃÕÌÁÔÅ ÁÎÄ ÒÅÐÏÒÔ ÅÆÆÉÃÉÅÎÃÙ ÍÅÁÓÕÒÅÓ ÔÈÁÔ ÄÅÍÏÎÓÔÒÁÔÅ ÔÏ ÆÕÎÄÅÒÓ ÔÈÅ ÏÒÇÁÎÉÚÁÔÉÏÎȭÓ 
ability to deploy funds to achieve maximum impact.  In addition to the efficiency measure that it 
already reports, such as the dollar amount of loans closed and funds leveraged, NJCC should 
consider measuring and reporting additional measures such as funds leveraged per dollar of subsidy 
and net cost per dollar of capital provided. 

 

Best Practice #7: Use Both Qualitative and Quantitative Measures 
 

Lessons Learned ɀ All of the CDFIs analyzed for this report use a combination of both quantitative 
and qualitative data to convey the social outcomes of their activities.  CEI supplements its 
quantitative data by conducting focus groups to gain a clearer perspective on the impact its 

                                                             
8
 See Appendix I for a thorough explanation of the use of the self-sufficiency standard by HOPE. 
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programs have on their beneficiaries (CEI 2006).  To supplement its newly implemented output and 
outcome survey, BCC conducts annual interviews with its borrowers to capture data that is not 
easily obtained via the survey tool (Berlinger 2011).  Both HOPE and LIIF intersperse one-to-two-
ÐÁÇÅ ȰÓÕÃÃÅÓÓ ÓÔÏÒÉÅÓȱ ×ÉÔÈ ÑÕÁÎÔÉÔative data in their published annual reports (HOPE 2010b; LIIF 
2011a).  HOPE even hires a professional writer to draft their stories.  These stories are very effective 
for fleshing out the impact narrative that the organization begins to tell with quantitative data.  
Additionally, HOPE highlights very brief success stories for each of its primary lending areas in its 
internal quarterly reports (Sivak 2011a).  Similarly, LIIF incorporates a personal feel into its annual 
reports by presenting stories about lending activities, but it further strengthens the impact of these 
stories by providing related output and outcome statistics (LIIF 2011a).   

 

Recommendation for NJCC ɀ NJCC already incorporates success stories into its annual reports and 
should continue to do so.  Furthermore, NJCC has conducted in-depth case studies for some of its 
activities in the past.  However, NJCC should more effectively incorporate its quantitative output 
and outcome measurements into these case studies.  By combining the two, the organization could 
tell an especially compelling story.  Furthermore, NJCC should consider collecting qualitative data 
on a more regular basis.  For instance, regularly administering brief, open-ended questionnaires to 
ÔÈÏÓÅ ÉÍÐÁÃÔÅÄ ÂÙ .*##ȭÓ ÉÎÖÅÓÔÍÅÎÔÓ ɉÉ.e. to residents of affordable housing units or property 
owners surrounding rehabilitated properties) will provide NJCC with easy to use and relevant 
qualitative data.  Additionally, NJCC should consider using in-depth case studies for one-off projects 
or investment areas where output and outcome measurements cannot be standardized, such as 
with New Markets Tax Credit transactions. 

 

Best Practice #8:  Use External Evaluators When Appropriate 
 

Lessons Learned ɀ Most CDFIs lack the internal capacity to conduct rigorous impact assessment 
studies and, as evidenced in the analyzed case studies, many struggle with consistently measuring 
and reporting output and outcome data.  If hoping to conduct proven impact assessments, most 
CDFIs will need to commission external evaluations.  Even when measuring outputs and outcomes, 
CDFIs may find value in consulting with outside experts or enlisting third-party evaluators.  External 
evaluators can provide CDFIs with the assessment expertise necessary to more fully develop high-
quality measurement methodologies and programs.  For example, to evaluate one of its non-
lending activitiesɂthe policy advocacy work of its Mississippi Economic Policy Center (MEPC)ɂ
HOPE contracted with an external advisor to help develop program goals and objectives as well as 
measurable indicators for each objective.  This evaluation included the development of specific data 
collection tools and a comprehensive evaluation plan.  The external evaluator measured progress 
through document reviews, MEPC quarterly reporting forms, interviews with MEPC staff and key 
ÓÔÁËÅÈÏÌÄÅÒÓȟ ÁÎÄ Á ÓÕÒÖÅÙ ÏÆ -%0#ȭÓ ÃÏÎÓÔÉÔÕÅÎÔÓ ÔÏ ÄÅÔÅÒÍÉÎÅ ÔÈÅÉÒ ÐÅÒÃÅÐÔÉÏÎÓ ÏÆ -%0#ȭÓ 
ÒÅÓÅÁÒÃÈ ÁÎÄ ÁÎÁÌÙÓÅÓ ÁÎÄ ÈÏ× -%0#ȭÓ ×ÏÒË ÁÆÆÅÃÔÓ its advocacy efforts for social policy change 
(PRG 2009).  CEI also has commissioned several studies by academics and more broadly recognizes 
the value of using external evaluators to provide guidance to its staff in improving its methodology 
and creating consistency and standardization across the field (CEI 2006). 
 

Recommendation for NJCC ɀ NJCC should periodically contract with external evaluators who can 
conduct more in-depth outcome, and potentially impact, assessments.  Commissioning external 
ÅÖÁÌÕÁÔÉÏÎÓ ×ÉÌÌ ÂÅ ÅÓÐÅÃÉÁÌÌÙ ÕÓÅÆÕÌ ÆÏÒ ÐÒÏÊÅÃÔÓ ÌÉËÅ .*##ȭÓ .Å× -ÁÒËÅÔ 4ÁØ #ÒÅÄÉÔ ÉÎÖÅÓÔÍÅÎts that 
vary significantly from one project to another and inhibit the ability of the organization to collect 
standardized data.  Furthermore, external advisors or researchers who are experienced in the field 
of impact studies can work with the organization to develop NJCC-specific tools for measurement.  
For instance, NJCC may wish to partner with an external evaluator or researcher to conduct a 
ÌÏÎÇÉÔÕÄÉÎÁÌ ÓÔÕÄÙ ÏÆ #!0#ȭÓ ÎÅÉÇÈÂÏÒÈÏÏÄ ÓÔÁÂÉÌÉÚÁÔÉÏÎ ÅÆÆÏÒÔÓȢ  3ÕÃÈ Á ÓÔÕÄÙ ÃÏÕÌÄ ÐÒÏÄÕÃÅ Á .Å× 
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Jersey-specific multiplier that NJCC can use to estimate increases in property values for properties 
surrounding formerly foreclosed and rehabilitated properties.  NJCC also may decide to contract 
with an education expert to conduct a longitudinal assessment of a particular charter school 
investment.  This evaluation could involve implementing a pre- and post-loan alternative school 
performance evaluation, or a longitudinal study tracking individual student performance throughout 
their academic career at a NJCC-financed ÃÈÁÒÔÅÒ ÓÃÈÏÏÌȢ  5ÎÄÏÕÂÔÅÄÌÙȟ ÅÁÃÈ ÁÒÅÁ ÏÆ .*##ȭÓ ×ÏÒË 
can benefit from more advanced, long-term evaluations.  Evaluations by academic researchers also 
ÃÁÎ ÌÅÎÄ ÃÒÅÄÉÂÉÌÉÔÙ ÔÏ ÁÎ ÏÒÇÁÎÉÚÁÔÉÏÎȭÓ ÓÏÃÉÁÌ ÉÍÐÁÃÔ ÆÉÎÄÉÎÇÓȢ  'ÉÖÅÎ ÔÈÅ ÃÏÓÔ ÏÆ ÓÕÃÈ ÅÖÁÌÕÁÔÉÏÎÓȟ 
however, NJCC must determine in which areas of its work, and for which specific purposes, an 
ÅØÔÅÒÎÁÌ ÅÖÁÌÕÁÔÏÒ ÃÁÎ ÂÅ ÍÏÓÔ ÕÓÅÆÕÌ ÉÎ ÁÄÖÁÎÃÉÎÇ ÔÈÅ ÏÒÇÁÎÉÚÁÔÉÏÎȭÓ ÉÍÐÁÃÔ ÍÅÁÓÕÒÅÍÅÎÔ ÅÆÆÏÒÔÓȢ 

 

Best Practice #9:  Customize a Measurement System to Meet Unique Organizational Needs  
 

Lessons Learned ɀ Although some basic output measurements are consistent among all of the 
studied CDFIs, each CDFI has developed its own unique mix of outputs and outcomes to meet 
organizational needs.  For example, LIIF is currently in the process of developing less common 
output and outcome measurements for its green building financing activities that may include total 
utility cost savings and percent reduction in utility costs (LIIF 2011b; Standiford 2011b).  While other 
organizations may have no need for these types of measurements, they are important for LIIF 
because they relate to the evaluation of a new investment area.  This example demonstrates why 
outputs and outcomes should be customized for each organization, as selection of appropriate 
ÏÕÔÐÕÔÓ ÁÎÄ ÏÕÔÃÏÍÅÓ ×ÉÌÌ ÄÅÐÅÎÄ ÏÎ ÁÎ ÏÒÇÁÎÉÚÁÔÉÏÎȭÓ ÉÎÖÅÓÔÍÅÎÔ ÁÒÅÁÓ ÁÎÄ ÍÉÓÓÉÏÎȢ   
 

Recommendation for NJCC ɀ NJCC should develop and implement a customized measurement 
ÓÙÓÔÅÍ ÔÈÁÔ ÔÁËÅÓ ÉÎÔÏ ÁÃÃÏÕÎÔ ÔÈÅ ÏÒÇÁÎÉÚÁÔÉÏÎȭÓ ÍÉÓÓÉÏÎȟ ËÅÙ ÉÎÖÅÓÔment areas, and capacity 
constraints.  The following sections of this report provide a key starting point for the development of 
this system by recommending output and outcome measurements and techniques for four of 
.*##ȭÓ ÉÎÖÅÓÔÍÅÎÔ ÁÒÅÁÓȡ  ÁÆÆÏÒÄÁÂÌÅ ÈÏÕsing, neighborhood stabilization, early care, and charter 
schools.  Given that it will be difficult to implement all of these detailed recommendations in the 
short-term, NJCC should carefully prioritize specific outputs and outcomes for early 
implementation.  When establishing priorities, NJCC should consider the feasibility of data 
collection, staffing constraints, and what is most important to the organization.  For example, NJCC 
may want to focus its assessment efforts on the investment areas it expects to be most active in 
during the coming years or on investment areas in which additional assessment would be especially 
useful in guiding future investment strategies. 
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PART II: INVESTMENT AREA RECOMMENDATIONS 

In the following section we outline specific recommendations in four sectors that are key investment areas 

for which outputs and outcomes should be monitored to improve and expand NJCCs assessment 

methodology.  NJCC should also continue to record data for other lending activities (e.g., square feet of 

commercial space financed for economic development projects, square feet of facility space created for 

community facilities projects, quality job creation, etc.) which are outside the scope of this report.  

Additionally, NJCC should research new measurement techniques to refine its current processes on an 

ongoing basis.   

AFFORDABLE HOUSING 

Introduction 
 
(ÏÕÓÉÎÇ ÉÓ ÔÒÁÄÉÔÉÏÎÁÌÌÙ ÄÅÆÉÎÅÄ ÁÓ ȬÁÆÆÏÒÄÁÂÌÅȭ ×ÈÅÎ Á ÈÏÕÓÅÈÏÌÄ ÓÐÅÎÄÓ ÎÏ ÍÏÒÅ ÔÈÁÎ ΩΦ ÐÅÒÃÅÎÔ ÏÆ ÉÔÓ 
annual income on housing costs.  In other words, housing is affordable when a household can pay for it 
without difficulties affording other necessities (HUD 2011).  Affordable housing developers usually aim to 
serve households with incomes at or below 50 or 60 percent of the area median income (AMI) of a given 
community.  This target is largely due to the prominence of Low-Income Housing Tax Credits (LIHTCs) 
among federal affordable housing funding strategies:  LIHTCs have been used to construct over 1.5 million 
rental housing units, far more than any other affordable housing program (Burge 2011).  To qualify for 
LIHTCs, a developer must either (1) affordably provide at least 20 percent of its units to tenants with 
ÉÎÃÏÍÅÓ ÂÅÌÏ× ΫΦ ÐÅÒÃÅÎÔ ÏÆ ÔÈÅ ÒÅÇÉÏÎȭÓ !-) ÏÒ ɉΨɊ ÁÆÆÏÒÄÁÂÌÙ ÐÒÏÖÉÄÅ ÁÔ least 40 percent of its units to 
ÔÅÎÁÎÔÓ ×ÉÔÈ ÉÎÃÏÍÅÓ ÂÅÌÏ× άΦ ÐÅÒÃÅÎÔ ÏÆ ÔÈÅ ÒÅÇÉÏÎȭÓ !-) ɉ#ÏÈÅÎ ΧίίήɊȢ   
 
$ÕÅ ÔÏ ÔÈÅÓÅ ,)(4# ÒÅÑÕÉÒÅÍÅÎÔÓȟ ȬÁÆÆÏÒÄÁÂÌÅȭ ÈÏÕÓÉÎÇ ÉÎ ÏÎÅ ÒÅÇÉÏÎ ÃÁÎ ÁÃÔÕÁÌÌÙ ÂÅ ÍÏÒÅ ÃÏÓÔÌÙ ÔÈÁÎ 
market rate housing is in another.  Moreover, if a community has a median income that is under 60 percent 
of the median income for its metropolitan statistical area or county (the areas for which AMI is tabulated), a 
ÑÕÁÌÉÆÙÉÎÇ ȬÁÆÆÏÒÄÁÂÌÅȭ ÈÏÕÓÉÎÇ ÄÅÖÅÌÏÐÍÅÎÔ ÃÁÎ ÈÁÖÅ ÔÈÅ ÅØÁÃÔ ÓÁÍÅ ÒÅÎÔÁÌ ÃÏÓÔ ÁÓ Á market-rate housing 
development across the street from it.  While the political definition of affordable housing is relative and can 
be exploited, the need for truly affordable housing developments for lower-income populations remains 
absolute and well-established.  As of 2005, 17 million American households spent over 50 percent of their 
incomes on housing, well above the point at which U. S. Department of Housing and Urban Development 
(HUD) indicates a household may be cost-burdened (Schwarz 2008).  New Jersey is among the states with 
the greatest need for affordable housing:  the monthly rate for the average market-rate, two-bedroom 
rental unit in the state ($1,264) exceeds the affordable level of monthly rent for its average renter ($885) by 
almost $400.  In over ten New Jersey counties, the mean wage of renters is under 60 percent of the wage 
they would need to afford a two-bedroom apartment at fair-market value (NLIHC 2010). 
 
The continued output of affordable housing is critical to ensuring that more New Jersey families are able to 
attain shelter without incurring economic hardship.  In addition, the development of high-quality affordable 
housing has other benefits that extend beyond cost of living considerations.  Research consistently finds 
that high-quality affordable housing improves the quality of life of its low-income occupants in multiple 
ways, especially as it relates to health outcomes.  Studies further show that in low-income areas, quality 
affordable housing developments are associated with positive changes in their surrounding communities, 
such as increases in property values and reductions in crime.  Many of these studies are detailed in the 
following section, and collectively they provide an argument for the importance of organizations that not 
only facilitate affordable housing, but also ensure that such production (1) is truly affordable, (2) is of high 
quality, and (3) targets the areas that stand to benefit the most from it. 
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!ÆÆÏÒÄÁÂÌÅ ÈÏÕÓÉÎÇ ÉÓ Á ÐÒÉÍÁÒÙ ÔÁÒÇÅÔ ÏÆ .*##ȭÓ ÌÅÎÄÉÎÇ ÁÃÔÉÖÉÔÙȡ  ÆÒÏÍ /ÃÔÏÂÅÒ ΨΦΦΪ ÔÈÒÏÕÇÈ *ÕÎÅ ΨΦΧΦ it 
closed over 98 housing loans that totaled over $41 million (NJCC 2010).  Because the need for stable 
affordable housing is so great throughout the state, NJCC can be confident that its focus on lending in this 
area is filling a critical need.  NJCC already collects basic data to track its housing outputs and the changes 
occurring in the communities surrounding the developments it funds.  Nonetheless, NJCC can expand its 
assessment of the outcomes of this key investment area to better understand its value to the individuals 
occupying the units (including if these units are helping them to save income) and whether it is targeting the 
communities that have the most to gain from quality housing developments.   
 
4ÈÅ ÓÕÇÇÅÓÔÅÄ ÍÅÔÈÏÄÏÌÏÇÉÅÓ ÉÎ ÔÈÉÓ ÄÏÃÕÍÅÎÔ ÓÈÏÕÌÄ ÄÅÍÏÎÓÔÒÁÔÅ .*##ȭÓ ÏÕÔÃÏÍÅÓ ×ÉÔÈ ÊÕÓÔ Á ÆÅ× ÓÔÅÐÓȡ  
the short-term recording of NJCC investments (and who exactly is benefiting from them initially), the brief 
and occasional analysis of community-level data in geographic areas of investment, and a short one-time 
survey of incoming residents of rental properties that have been built due to NJCC loans.  Furthermore, the 
studies highlighted below will ease the burden on NJCC staff of conducting their own exhaustive evaluation 
processes.  Instead of collecting extensive, longitudinal data on the outcomes experienced by impacted 
families and communities (which is unfeasible given capacity and funding constraints), NJCC can collect one-
time indicators relating to these beneficiaries and connect these indicators to those in the existing research 
outlined below.  Once collected and compiled, NJCC can use this data to guide its in-house strategic 
planning, demonstrate its results to borrowers, and attract resources from both public and private funders.   
 

Benefits of Affordable Housing:  Individuals 
 
Many scholars have attempted to identify the impacts of affordable housing developments on the 
individuals and families that occupy these developments.  While not all of the studies have produced 
conclusive or universally positive results, they generally indicate a positive net effect of affordable housing 
on occupant quality of life indicators.  These positive outcoÍÅÓ ÁÒÅ ÐÒÉÍÁÒÉÌÙ ÒÅÌÁÔÅÄ ÔÏ ÔÈÅ ÏÃÃÕÐÁÎÔÓȭ 
health, education, and available income.    
 
Research links health outcomes of families more closely to quality affordable housing than to any other 
variable.  Krieger and Higgins (2002) indicate a number of substandard housing features that relate to the 
spreading of diseases, including lack of safe drinking water, absence of hot water, ineffective waste disposal, 
inadequate food storage, and presence of infectious animals.  They link damp, cold, and moldy housing to 
rates of respiratory illness and asthma, and link household overcrowding with rates of tuberculosis.  They 
also address mental health concerns related to substandard housing, including relationships between damp, 
cold housing and poor mental health and between overcrowding and psychological distress.  The authors 
propose that the development of healthy affordable housing is a necessary solution to these negative 
outcomes. 
 
Poor health outcomes are associated with substandard housing in other studies as well.  Mueller and Tighe 
(2007) find that residents of public housing designated for redevelopment (i.e. substandard units) have 
worse perceived health status and far more cases of asthma than residents of other publicly assisted 
housing.  These researchers link substandard housing to a number of health concerns, ranging from fire-
related injuries to headaches and coughs to psychological stress and depression.  Matte and Jacobs (2000) 
discuss the prevalence of lead poisoning in substandard housing and the exposure to allergens and vermin 
created by structural defects and old carpeting.  Additionally, the Center for Disease Control and Prevention 
find a relationship between unaffordable housing and negative health outcomes for children, including 
failure to receive preventative health services, failure to have a primary health care provider, and increased 
exposure to sexual assault and violence (Harkness and Newman 2005).   
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Scholars have also studied the relationship between affordable housing and education.  Although this 
literature is less broad than that related to health outcomes, it does provide several ties between affordable 
housing and education.  For example, research has shown that housing overcrowding reduces high school 
graduation rates and increases school absences, although the magnitude of this impact is not well 
established (Mueller and Tighe 2007).  Quality affordable housing also provides familial stability and can 
reducÅ ÒÅÓÉÄÅÎÔÉÁÌ ÍÏÖÅÓȟ ×ÈÉÃÈ ÓÔÕÄÉÅÓ ÌÉÎË ÔÏ ÎÅÇÁÔÉÖÅ ÏÕÔÃÏÍÅÓ ÉÎ ÃÈÉÌÄÒÅÎȭÓ ÓÃÈÏÏÌ ÁÔÔÅÎÄÁÎÃÅ ÁÎÄ 
educational achievement (Lubell and Brennan 2007; Mueller and Tighe 2007).   
 
Finally, as previously noted, a primary justification for affordable housing development is to reduce the 
economic hardships that low-income individuals face when their costs of shelter account for over 30 percent 
of their income.  Studies indicate that residents of LIHTC affordable housing developments experience at 
least some short-term rent savings, though they do not typically match the savings that developers receive 
by using LIHTCs (Burge 2011).  Nevertheless, these savings do provide households with additional funds and 
help establish the stability needed to attain other basic necessities that are critical to enhancing positive 
family outcomes such as quality food, medical care, and education (Matte and Jacobs 2000; Krieger and 
Higgins 2002; Harkness and Newman 2005; Mueller and Tighe 2007; Pollack, Griffin and Lynch 2010). 
 

Benefits of Affordable Housing:  Communities 
 
The benefits of affordable housing are not necessarily confined to its occupants.  Indeed, the improvement 
of entire neighborhoods is a foremost reason for the creation of affordable housing.  Unfortunately, due to 
the vast amount of interrelated factors that create change at the neighborhood level, it is implausible to 
prove that an individual development has had its own distinct impact.  Furthermore, affordable housing can 
have varying community impacts depending on the type and quality of development and on what the 
development is replacing (Ellen 2007).  Still, studies have demonstrated noteworthy trends between 
affordable housing and neighborhood improvementɂprimarily in the realms of property values, crime rates, 
and economic growthɂthat justify affordable housing development. 
 
In a study of affordable housing in New York City, Ellen et al. (2006) find that affordable housing 
construction in economically depressed communities is correlated with a rise in housing values to levels 
approaching the values in more stable adjacent areas.  They find that these increased values sustain 
themselves over time and increase with the size of a development.  Mallach (2008) expands on this idea by 
establishing that demand for housing, if triggered in an equitable way, is the primary driver of community 
change.  Mallach argues that Community Development Corporations (CDCs) can create this demandɂand 
can direct the resulting opportunities to low-income community residentsɂthrough improving the housing 
stock of the community and simultaneously maintaining its affordability.  Nguyen (2005) reviews 17 earlier 
studies on this relationship that were conducted over a wide range of years and locations, and for a variety of 
types of affordable development.  She finds that, while none of the studies suggest that affordable housing 
alone can improve surrounding property values, most find a positive correlation. 
 
Freedman and Owen (2011) analyze the effect of LIHTC projects on neighborhood crime in high-poverty 
census tracts.  In these tracts, they find that developments spurred by LIHTCs are related to a significant 
reduction in robbery, assault, and overall violent crime of approximately two percent.  The authors also 
estimate that this reduction in crime generates over $12,000 in annual savings per unit developed within a 
community.   
 
Finally, affordable housing development creates construction jobs for members of the communities in which 
the development is located.  Determining how many of these incubated jobs actually go to community 
members is challenging, but studies have attempted to quantify the other short-term benefit of this 
investment to the community at large.  One such analysis, completed in Memphis, finds that every $1 million 
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invested in new affordable housing construction generates an additional $1.4 million in indirect spending in 
the local economy.  The study also finds that the combined economic value of the initial and indirect 
investments spurs the creation of 28 additional jobs and over $750,000 in new earnings within the 
community (Kolbe et al. 1998). 
 

Where to Build Affordable Housing 
 
As a leader in the field of affordable housing, NJCC should be aware of the debate among scholars and 
practitioners on where policy makers and builders should concentrate new affordable housing development.  
One movement, typically referred to as regionalism or poverty deconcentration, argues that affordable 
housing should primarily be built in middle- and upper-class areas.  Currently, the majority of LIHTC units are 
built in poor neighborhoods (Mbulu 2001; Burge 2011), and regionalists argue that this trend perpetuates 
poverty concentration and the negative social outcomes with which it is associated (e.g., higher juvenile 
delinquency rates and lower educational outcomes) (Orfield 1997; Turner 1998).  In this school of thought, 
wealthier communities should ÂÅ ÏÂÌÉÇÅÄ ÔÏ ÐÒÏÖÉÄÅ ÔÈÅÉÒ ȬÆÁÉÒ ÓÈÁÒÅȭ of low-income housing so that the poor 
have increasing opportunities to leave impoverished inner-city and first-ring suburban communities and 
relocate in places with higher quality schools and employment opportunities (Orfield 1997).   
 
In turn, community development advocates argue that affordable housing should be built in low-income 
communities because those areas are where the need for quality affordable options is highest.  According to 
this perspective, many low-income community members demonstrate a preference to stay in their 
communities.  By building quality housing that these households can afford, developers cater to this 
emotional attachment to a place while concurrently improving the conditions of these communities.  
Further, because regionalists primarily seek to relocate a small percentage of the poor, some suggest that 
they do not provide any solution for the majority of the poor that will inevitably remain in impoverished 
communities (Goetz 2003; Imbroscio 2006). 
 
This report does not recommend that NJCC use its evaluation process to determine specific geographies or 
demographic conditions in which to target its lending, as there are well-founded arguments on both sides of 
this debate.  Still, while neither approach supersedes the other enough to warrant a specific 
recommendation, each may provide NJCC staff with a better understanding of the varying effects its loans 
may have on individuals in the widely diverse communities in which NJCC operates.  If anything, these 
arguments collectively suggest that NJCC should actively continue to channel its resources to a wide range 
of environments, so that it will address the need for quality housing options in low-income areas and the 
need for greater opportunities for low-income households to move to higher-income areas. 
 
 

Recommendations for Measurement 
 
The proceeding table provides a series of outputs and outcomes that we encourage NJCC to measure to 
understand and convey the social value of its affordable housing financing.  First, the table lists several basic 
outputs for NJCC to either begin tracking or continue to track, such as projects closed, units developed by 
ÔÙÐÅȟ ÁÆÆÏÒÄÁÂÉÌÉÔÙȟ ÁÎÄ ÄÏÌÌÁÒÓ ÉÎÖÅÓÔÅÄ ÁÎÄ ÌÅÖÅÒÁÇÅÄȢ  7ÈÉÌÅ .*##ȭÓ ÃÕÒÒÅÎÔ ÏÕÔÐÕÔ ÍÅÁÓÕÒÅments convey 
the extent of its investments, the additional variables in the table will make its data more robust, detailed, 
and useful in strategic planning of investments.  Further, by including data on occupancy rate and tenant 
income, NJCC will take an important step toward understanding not only how much affordable housing its 
borrowers are building, but also whom that housing is serving and how much it is reaching those in deeper 
levels of poverty.  Most of these outputs can be attained via the pro forma statements of NJCC borrowers 
and a few minor reporting requirements. 
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These recommendations also include the tracking of outcomes for individuals in NJCC-funded housing, 
including changes in income savings, health, and general quality of life attained by moving into new units.  
These variables are based on the outcomes most strongly associated with housing improvements in 
scholarly research.  This outcome information will tell a story of how people are truly affected by NJCCȭÓ 
lending, allow the organization to assess where its impact on families is greatest, and provide information 
that its borrowers can use for their own planning and reporting.  NJCC can collect this data via the 
questionnaire provided in Appendix V for occupants of new developments. 
 
Finally, the table includes recommendations for measuring community outcomes, including temporary and 
permanent jobs created in the community and changes in community characteristics (e.g., crime rates, 
property values, and education and employment rates).  By linking this data to studies on the general effects 
of affordable housing on surrounding areas, NJCC can make reasonable claims that its own developments 
are providing social benefit to surrounding neighbors.  NJCC can track job creation data through 
relationships with its borrowers and can track broader community trends by occasionally analyzing 
demographic data from a variety of sources that range from local police departments to the American 
Community Survey.  Collectively, the efforts identified in this section are feasible to collect, and doing so will 
give NJCC a significant resource for improving its investing and for reporting on the importance of this work.  
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 TABLE 5: HOUSING VARIABLES 
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NEIGHBORHOOD STABILIZATION 
 

Introduction  
 
As communities across the country cope with the negative impacts of foreclosure, an obvious need has 
emerged for a proactive response to the foreclosure crisis at the neighborhood level.  Although household-
level interventions such as loan modifications have the potential to improve foreclosure outcomes, the 
ÖÏÌÕÍÅ ÁÎÄ ÃÏÎÄÉÔÉÏÎ ÏÆ ÖÁÃÁÎÔ ÁÎÄ ÁÂÁÎÄÏÎÅÄ ÆÏÒÅÃÌÏÓÅÄ ÐÒÏÐÅÒÔÉÅÓȟ ÃÏÕÐÌÅÄ ×ÉÔÈ ÌÅÎÄÅÒÓȭ ÉÎÁÂÉÌÉÔÙ ÔÏ 
return these properties to productive reuse, has made property-level interventions increasingly important.  
Property-level foreclosure interventions largely involve the acquisition of foreclosed properties by nonprofit 
developers who then use one of three strategies to mitigate the negative impacts associated with each 
property:  (1) direct sale to a potential homeowner or property management organization when the property 
is in good condition; (2) rehabilitation and resale when a market exists for the property, but it requires 
repairs; or (3) demolition if a market does not exist for the property and it is in poor condition. 
 
While property-level interventions are a key component of neighborhood stabilization efforts, community-
based organizations have found that acquiring individual properties is too time-consuming and costly to 
combat the foreclosure crisis at a meaningful scale.  The Community Asset Preservation Corporation 
(CAPC), a subsidiary of NJCC, was developed specifically to address this issue and provide a more efficient, 
scaled response to the foreclosure crisis in New Jersey.  As a statewide nonprofit real estate organization, 
CAPC acquires nonperforming residential mortgages and real-estate owned (REO) properties throughout 
the state at deep discounts through bulk purchase arrangements.  CAPC then returns these properties to 
productive use through a combination of strategies:  (1) loan modification or refinancing for existing 
homeowners; (2) sale of property to nonprofit or mission-based for-profit housing developers for 
rehabilitation; (3) rehabilitation of property, if necessary, and direct sale into the market by CAPC; (4) 
property rental; and (5) demolition and/or land banking of properties (CAPC 2011).  
 
)ÎÈÅÒÅÎÔ ÉÎ ÁÌÌ ÏÆ #!0#ȭÓ ÓÔÒÁÔÅÇÉÅÓ ÉÓ ÔÈÅ ÁÓÓÕÍÐÔÉÏÎ ÔÈÁÔ ÔÈÅ ÐÒÏÐÅÒÔÙ-level interventions discussed above 
will have a positive impact on affected neighborhoods through either a reduction in the negative impacts 
caused by foreclosed properties or a direct positive impact resulting from the intervention itself.  Although 
this assumption seems reasonable, we found no studies that directly correlate the acquisition and productive 
reuse of foreclosed properties with individual or neighborhood outcomes.  This lack of literature may be due 
to the fact that a foreclosure crisis of the current scale is a relatively new phenomenon.  New studies will 
likely emerge over the next few years as scholars explore the impacts of the foreclosure crisis in more detail.  
In the meantime, any attempt to understand the impact of property-level foreclosure interventions must 
draw from the literature on similar but distinct topics.  Relevant research falls into two categories:  (1) 
research on the negative impacts of foreclosure and (2) research on the impacts of vacant housing 
rehabilitation and demolition.  The applicability of the first category of research is based on the assumption 
that foreclosure interventions at least stem, and potentially counteract, the negative effects of foreclosure.  
The second category of research is applicable because many property-level foreclosure interventions are 
focused on vacant properties.  While the findings we take from these two research areas are imperfect 
measures of foreclosure interventions, they provide a solid starting point for understanding the impacts of 
#!0#ȭÓ ÐÒÏÐÅÒÔÙ-level foreclosure interventions. 
 

Impacts of Foreclosure 
 
4Ï ÐÒÏÐÅÒÌÙ ÅÖÁÌÕÁÔÅ #!0#ȭÓ ÉÍÐÁÃÔȟ ÉÔ ÉÓ ÅÓÓÅÎÔÉÁÌ ÔÏ ÆÉÒÓÔ ÕÎÄÅÒÓÔÁÎÄ ÔÈÅ ÎÅÇÁÔÉÖÅ ÉÍÐÁÃÔÓ ÁÓÓÏÃÉÁÔÅÄ ×ÉÔÈ 
foreclosed properties.  These negative impacts include (1) harm to families residing in foreclosed units; (2) 
reductions in property values; (3) increased fiscal burdens for municipalities; and (4) negative social impacts 
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such as crime, social disorder, and population turnover.  These key impacts of foreclosure are discussed in 
more detail below.  
 
Family Impacts 
 
Although families that experience foreclosure feel its most direct impacts, scholars have yet to rigorously 
examine these impacts because of the difficulty in tracking such families over time.  However, due to the 
fact that most residents of foreclosed properties are required to move, we can draw conclusions about the 
effects of this displacement based on studies of other types of unwelcome moves (e.g., due to illness, job 
ÌÏÓÓȟ ÏÒ ÅÖÉÃÔÉÏÎɊȢ  7ÈÉÌÅ ÉÔ ÉÓ ÕÎÃÌÅÁÒ ÅØÁÃÔÌÙ ÈÏ× Á ÇÉÖÅÎ ÆÁÍÉÌÙȭÓ ÌÉÖÉÎÇ ÃÏÎÄÉÔÉÏÎÓ ×ÉÌÌ ÃÈÁÎÇÅ ÄÕÅ ÔÏ 
displacement, the financial hardships associated with foreclosure make it likely that this transition will not 
ÂÅ ÐÏÓÉÔÉÖÅ ÁÎÄ ÍÁÙ ÅÖÅÎ ÌÅÁÄ ÔÏ ÈÏÍÅÌÅÓÓÎÅÓÓȢ  4ÈÅ ÄÅÖÁÓÔÁÔÉÎÇ ÉÍÐÁÃÔ ÏÆ ÆÏÒÅÃÌÏÓÕÒÅ ÏÎ ÈÏÍÅÏ×ÎÅÒÓȭ 
credit ratings and savings can make finding a new home difficult, and renters may incur moving costs that 
they cannot afford due to their unexpected or sudden eviction.  Additionally, the stress associated with such 
a displacement may lead to emotional setbacks.  This is especially true for the elderly, who may experience 
both negative physical and emotional health effects from even a single involuntary relocation, and children, 
for whom multiple moves have been correlated with poor behavioral and social development and poor 
school performance (Kingsley, Smith, and Price 2009).  Although the full impact of foreclosure on affected 
families is unknown, its disruptive effect on families warrants additional research and underscores the 
importance of foreclosure prevention efforts.  
 
Property Value Impacts 
 
Research provides significant support for the theory that foreclosures negatively impact property values.  
Despite this general consensus, it is important to note that estimates of this effect vary significantly due to 
differences in research methodology and the locations and time periods studied (Frame 2010).9  
Nonetheless, research consistently indicates that the impact of foreclosures on property values is primarily 
exhibited in the following two ways. 
 

1. Direct Reduction in Value of Foreclosed Property ɀ Foreclosed properties suffer from a sales price 
discount that research has attributed to variations in property characteristics, lower than average 
ÐÒÏÐÅÒÔÙ ÑÕÁÌÉÔÙȟ ÁÎÄ Á ȰÌÉÑÕÉÄÉÔÙ ÄÉÓÃÏÕÎÔȱ ɉ&ÒÁÍÅ ΨΦΧΦȟ ΩɊȢ   %ÓÔÉÍÁÔÅÓ ÏÆ ÔÈÅÓÅ ÆÏÒÅÃÌÏÓÕÒÅ 
discounts range from less than 10 percent to 50 percent (Pennington-Cross 2006; Campbell, Giglio 
and Pathak 2009; Clauretie and Danshvary 2009; Sumell 2009).  For properties that have gone all 
the way through the foreclosure process and become REO, the severity of the discount increases 
the longer the property remains REO (Pennington-Cross 2006). 

2. Spillover Effects on Surrounding Property Values ɀ Research indicates that foreclosures have a 
negative impact on surrounding property values.  The magnitude of the foreclosure spillover effect 
is influenced by geographic distance, stage in the foreclosure process (or time elapsed after 
foreclosure proceedings begin), and occupancy status. 

Á Geographic Distance ɀ Although the magnitude of the impact on property values differs 
across studies, researchers consistently find that the closer a non-foreclosed property is to a 
foreclosed property, the more the value of the non-foreclosed property will decline. For 
example, Immergluck and Smith (2006a) find that foreclosures on properties with 
conventional loans depress the values of surrounding properties within one-eighth of a mile 

                                                             
9
 Key factors that influence estimated property value impacts include whether or not the study controls for occupancy status, 

property condition, neighborhood characteristics, time on the market or in REO, loan size, cash sales, and local market 
conditions (Frame 2010). 



 

 

 

 

 

  

A
s
se

ss
in

g
 t
h
e

 I
m

p
a

ct
 o

f 
C

D
F

Is
 

 

by 0.9 to 1.1 percent and the values of properties between one-eighth and one-quarter of a 
mile from the foreclosed property by only 0.1 to 0.2 percent.10    

Á Stage in Foreclosure Process ɀ In a review of the literature, Frame (2010) finds that the 
effects of a foreclosed property on the sale price of a nearby property decrease as the 
length of time since the foreclosure increases.  However, a property must be in foreclosure 
for a certain period of time to have a significant effect on surrounding property values.  For 
instance, in research conducted in Cuyahoga County, OH, Kobie and Lee (2011) find that 
the negative impact on surrounding property values does not occur until one year after the 
foreclosure filing.  They also find that the impact is greater if the property has completed 
ÔÈÅ ÆÏÒÅÃÌÏÓÕÒÅ ÐÒÏÃÅÓÓ ÁÎÄ ÈÁÓ ÂÅÅÎ ÓÏÌÄ ÁÔ ÓÈÅÒÉÆÆȭÓ ÁÕÃÔÉÏÎȢ  They therefore emphasize 
the importance of pre-foreclosure intervention so as to minimize negative impacts.11  
Mallach (2010) also finds that the presence of REO properties in a market nearly always has 
a negative effect on nearby sales prices.  

Á Occupancy Status ɀ Both renter-occupied and vacant foreclosed properties are typically in 
poorer condition than owner-occupied properties and therefore have greater impacts on 
surrounding property values (Frame 2010).  In fact, vacant properties are likely to have more 
severe spillover effects than foreclosures (Knight 2002; Anglin, Rutherford, and Springer 
2003; Mikelbank 2008; Clauretie and Daneshvary 2009).  Shlay and Whitman (2006) find 
that homes within 150 feet of a vacant or abandoned house sell for about $7,000 less than 
other properties, and those within 300 to 449 feet of vacancies sell for about $3,500 less 
than comparable units in other locations.  

 
Fiscal Impacts 
 
In addition to declining property values, foreclosures have a negative fiscal impact on municipalities.  Goetz 
et al. (1997) note a number of negative fiscal impacts of vacant properties that may apply to those in 
foreclosure, including (1) erosion of the property tax base due to declining property values, (2) increased 
costs of maintaining or securing property, (3) reduced private investment in the surrounding area, (4) 
potential demolition costs, and (5) increased likelihood of property tax delinquency due to financial strain or 
property abandonment.  Apgar, Duda, and Gorey (2005) estimate that the costs of a foreclosure to a 
municipality range from $27 (if the foreclosed property was never vacant and sold at auction) to $19,227 (if 
the property was abandoned prior to foreclosure, left vacant, experienced modest criminal activity, and 
eventually demolished). 
 
Social Impacts 
 
Studies find that foreclosure rates are positively correlated with crime rates, with foreclosed properties that 
sit for long periods of time and become vacant or abandoned having a greater impact than foreclosed 
properties that are sold fairly quickly.  After controlling for neighborhood variables, Immergluck and Smith 
(2006b) find that for every 2.8 foreclosures per 100 owner-occupied properties, there is a 6.7 percent 

                                                             
10

 Other estimates of the negative impact of foreclosure on surrounding property values come from Campbell, Giglio, and 
Pathak (2009); Harding, Rosenblatt, and Yao (2009); and Leonard and Murdoch (2009).  Campbell, Giglio, and Pathak (2009) 
estimate that within 0.05 (one-twenty fifth) miles of a foreclosure, home sales prices decrease by 1 percent.  Harding, 
Rosenblatt, and Yao (2009) find that sales prices decrease by 1 percent within 300 feet (0.057 miles) of a foreclosure and that 
the discount falls to 0.5 percent within one-eighth of a mile.  Leonard and Murdoch (2009) find that sales prices of single-family 
homes decrease by 0.5 percent when located within 250 feet of a property in some stage of foreclosure. 
11

 Using face blocks as opposed to straight-line distances, Kobie and Lee (2011) find that the impact of a foreclosure beyond 
one year of filing decreases property values on that block from 0 percent (within the city), to 3.1 percent (in the suburbs), to 1.7 
percent (at the counÔÙ ÌÅÖÅÌɊȢ 3ÈÅÒÉÆÆȭÓ ÓÁÌÅ ÐÒÏÐÅÒÔÉÅÓ ÄÅÃÒÅÁÓÅ ÓÕÒÒÏÕÎÄÉÎÇ ÐÒÏÐÅÒÔÙ ÖÁÌÕÅÓ ÂÙ ΨȢΩ ÐÅÒÃÅÎÔ ɉ×ÉÔÈÉÎ ÔÈÅ ÃÉÔÙɊȟ ÔÏ 
3.0 to 4.4 percent (in the suburbs), to 3.0 percent (at the county level).    
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increase in violent crimes. Similarly, Kingsley, Smith, and Price (2009) cite a study in which the Charlotte-
Mecklenburg Police Department finds that in high-foreclosure clusters, the violent crime rate is three times 
higher than in comparison groups.  Findings from this study indicate that for every 100 homes in a high-
foreclosure cluster, there is an annual average of 1.7 violent crimes.  
 
Additionally, foreclosures may have long-term effects on neighborhood composition.  Li and Morrow-Jones 
(2010) find that higher foreclosure rates are correlated with increases in the percentage of black residents, 
female headed households, and unemployment rates in the following decade.  Surprisingly, they find that 
these neighborhoods also exhibit increased median incomes, which may be due to increased gentrification 
or an exodus of low-income households.  

 

Impacts of Stabilizing Foreclosed Properties 
 
As discussed above, literature on the impact of vacant housing rehabilitation and demolition provides the 
ÍÏÓÔ ÃÏÍÐÁÒÁÂÌÅ ÉÎÆÏÒÍÁÔÉÏÎ ÏÎ ÔÈÅ ÐÏÔÅÎÔÉÁÌ ÉÍÐÁÃÔ ÏÆ #!0#ȭÓ ÁÃÔÉÖÉÔÉÅÓȢ  &ÏÒ ÔÈÉÓ ÒÅÁÓÏÎȟ ×Å ÏÕÔÌÉÎÅ 
relevant findings related to the property value and fiscal impacts of these activities below.12 

 
Property Value Impacts 
 
Although studies vary in their specific findings, the literature indicates that rehabilitation projects do have a 
significant and positive impact on surrounding property values (Goetz, Lam, and Heitlinger 1996; Ding, 
Simons, and Baku 2000; Ellen and Voicu 2006).  Studying the impact of new and rehabilitation residential 
investment in Cleveland, Ohio, research finds that for each dollar invested in a rehabilitation project, 
properties located within 150 feet are expected to sell for $0.127 more (Ding, Simons, and Baku 2000).  
Research on this topic identifies the following three key factors as influences on the impact of rehabbed 
housing on surrounding properties. 
 

1. Distance from the Rehabbed Property ɀ The impact of rehabbed housing on surrounding property 
values decreases with distance from the rehabbed property and eventually disappears (Goetz, Lam, 
and Heitlinger 1996; Ding, Simons, and Baku 2000; Ellen and Voicu 2006).  Ding, Simons, and Baku 
(2000) find that rehabilitation investment generally does not have any impact on property values 
beyond 150 feet from the project.   

2. Scale of the Rehabilitation Project ɀ Research has generally found that large-scale rehabilitations 
have larger impacts on surrounding property values than small-scale rehabilitations.  Ding, Simons, 
and Baku (2000) find that small-scale investments, defined as any investment of less than $15,000, 
do not have any significant impact on nearby property values.  Ellen and Voicu (2006) find that 
nonprofit projects (as compared to for-profit projects) appear to be more sensitive to project scale, 
most likely because larger projects are more likely to be developed by high capacity nonprofit 
developers and/or include community facilities. 

3. Type of Housing Developer ɀ Ellen and Voicu (2006) find that, while for-profit and nonprofit 
housing developers have similar impacts when involved in large projects, for-profit developments 
generate larger initial impacts when involved in smaller projects than nonprofit developments.  This 
difference is likely due to the high sensitivity of nonprofit projects to project scale.  Also, the length 
of time that there are spillover effects differs by type of developer, with spillover effects declining 
faster over time for for-profit projects than for nonprofit projects.  This difference may reflect 
differences in ongoing maintenance or provision of community amenities (Ellen and Voicu 2006).  

                                                             
12

 To the extent that CAPC activities result in the creation of affordable housing, any identified benefits associated with the 
provision of affordable housing would also be realized.  However, these benefits are not discussed here because they are 
described in more detail elsewhere in this report. 
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Although the literature generally favors property rehabilitation over demolition, demolition of vacant 
housing and land banking of the resulting vacant land may be appropriate in very depressed markets.  For 
example, Genesee County Land Bank (GCLB) pursues a land banking strategy to address tax-foreclosed 
properties in depressed areas of Flint, MI.  Studying the GCLB model, Griswold (2006) finds that demolition 
of abandoned residential structures increases the value of properties located within 1,500 feet of the 
demolition site.  As with the impacts of rehabilitation projects discussed above, distance from the project 
site is an important factor in determining the impact of demolition, although this relationship is less 
straightforward.  In his study of GCLB, Griswold finds that properties located between 500 and 1,000 feet of 
the demolition typically see a 2 percent increase in value.  In contrast, properties that are closer to the 
demolition see only a 0.75 percent increase in value, and properties that are farther away (between 1,000 
and 1,500 feet of a demolition) see a 1.6 percent increase (Griswold 2006).  These findings indicate that more 
complex factors may be at play in determining the impact of vacant property demolition on property values 
than are at play in determining the impact of rehabilitation.  
 
Fiscal Impacts 
 
In addition to the community impacts associated with increased property values, rehabilitation projects also 
provide fiscal benefits to local and state governments.  Most of these benefits come in the form of increased 
property taxes generated in one of the following three ways.13   
 

1. Direct Increases in Property Assessments ɀ Because investment in a particular property likely 
ÉÎÃÒÅÁÓÅÓ ÔÈÁÔ ÐÒÏÐÅÒÔÙȭÓ ÖÁÌÕÅȟ ÏÎÅ ÃÁÎ ÅØÐÅÃÔ ÐÒÏÐÅÒÔÙ ÔÁØ ÂÅÎÅÆÉÔÓ ÔÏ ÁÃÃÒÕÅ ÆÒÏÍ ÈÏÕÓÉÎÇ 
rehabilitation projects (Goetz et al. 1997; Simons, Magner, and Baku 2003).  Once the increase in the 
ÒÅÈÁÂÂÅÄ ÐÒÏÐÅÒÔÙȭÓ ÖÁÌÕÅ ÉÓ ÄÅÔÅÒÍÉÎÅÄȟ ÐÒÏÐÅÒÔÙ ÔÁØÅÓ ÇÅÎÅÒÁÔÅÄ ÂÙ ÔÈÅ ÉÎÃÒÅÁÓÅ ÉÎ ÖÁÌÕÅ ÃÁÎ ÂÅ 
modeled for a particular period based upon the tax rate and allocated to levels of government based 
upon their respective share of the property tax (Goetz et al. 1997).  The most significant challenge 
associated with estimating resulting tax benefits is determining how rehabilitation expenses 
translate into increased value.  Due to the fact that some expenses will solely cover maintenance 
×ÏÒËȟ ÎÏÔ ÁÌÌ ÅØÐÅÎÓÅÓ ×ÉÌÌ ÉÎÃÒÅÁÓÅ ÔÈÅ ÐÒÏÐÅÒÔÙȭÓ ÁÓÓÅÓÓÅÄ ÖÁÌÕÅȢ  )Î ÆÁÃÔȟ ÏÎÅ ÓÔÕÄÙ ÆÉÎÄÓ ÔÈÁÔ Ȱonly 
ÁÂÏÕÔ ÈÁÌÆ ÏÆ ÔÈÅ ÒÅÈÁÂ ÁÍÏÕÎÔ ÔÒÁÎÓÌÁÔÅÄ ÉÎÔÏ ÁÎ ÉÎÃÒÅÁÓÅÄ ÁÓÓÅÓÓÍÅÎÔȱ ɉ3ÉÍÏÎÓȟ -ÁÇner, and 
Baku 2003, 444). 

2. Indirect Increases in Property Assessments ɀ In addition to the direct tax benefit associated with 
increasing the value of a specific rehabbed property, indirect property tax benefits also result from 
the increase in surrounding property values (Simons, Magner, and Baku 2003).  Once one estimates 
the impact of a particular housing rehabilitation project on the values of surrounding properties, it is 
possible to develop estimates of the increased property taxes collected by different levels of 
government. 

3. Spillover Investment Benefits ɀ Rehabbed housing may trigger additional investment in the area 
from neighboring property owners, who often see rehabilitation efforts as signals that the area has 
become worthy of investment (Goetz et al. 1997).  In their study of the St. Paul Houses to Homes 
program, Goetz et al. use construction permits to measure the additional investment that results 
from a rehabilitation project and find a significant positive correlation.  If one estimates increased 
investment, it is possible to estimate property tax benefits based upon the amount this increased 
investment will increase property values. 
 

                                                             
13

 Similar property tax benefits were not found for vacant housing demolition or immediate housing reoccupation without 
rehabilitation (Goetz et al. 1997).  
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Although significantly more difficult to measure, other potential fiscal impacts of property-based 
foreclosure interventions include:  increased income taxes from new residents and construction workers; 
increased retail sales tax from new residents and the purchase of construction materials during 
rehabilitation; decreased property maintenance costs resulting from reductions in calls for citizen services; 
and decreased police costs due to declines in the number of police calls at the targeted properties (Goetz et 
al. 1997; Simons, Magner, and Baku 2003). 
 
Social Impacts 
 
Job creation is another important outcome associated with the rehabilitation of foreclosed properties.  
Although the number of jobs created or hours worked varies based upon the specific project, almost every 
rehabilitation project generates at least some new jobs.  While the actual paid work hours can likely be 
estimated by project, the impact of these jobs on worker income is probably more difficult to measure.  
Additionally, because foreclosure rates have been found to be positively correlated with crime rates and 
reduced property values, property-based foreclosure interventions may result in both reduced crime levels 
(Immergluck and Smith 2006b) and improved perceptions of the neighborhood (Goetz et al. 1997).  While no 
precise estimates of these impacts exist, it is important to keep them in mind because both crime levels and 
resident satisfaction are key factors in neighborhood stabilization efforts.      
 

Recommendations for Output and Outcome Measurement 

Keeping in mind the study findings we describe above, the attached table outlines a set of variables that 
should be recorded for each property that CAPC acquires.  For each category of variables, the table provides 
a detailed description of the information that should be collected, the reason for collecting that information, 
and a suggested methodology for data collection and analysis.  If systematically collected and recorded, the 
output and outcome measurements recommended in this table will enable NJCC tÏ ÂÅÇÉÎ ÔÏ ÁÓÓÅÓÓ #!0#ȭÓ 
impact in a meaningful way.  As a starting point, the suggested output measurements can be combined with 
ÔÈÅ ÑÕÁÌÉÔÁÔÉÖÅ ÆÉÎÄÉÎÇÓ ÄÅÓÃÒÉÂÅÄ ÁÂÏÖÅ ÔÏ ÔÅÌÌ Á ÓÔÏÒÙ ÁÂÏÕÔ #!0#ȭÓ ÐÏÔÅÎÔÉÁÌ ÉÍÐÁÃÔȢ  !ÄÄÉÔÉÏÎÁÌÌÙȟ ÔÈÅ 
suggested outcome mÅÁÓÕÒÅÍÅÎÔÓ ×ÉÌÌ ÐÒÏÖÉÄÅ ÅÓÔÉÍÁÔÅÓ ÏÆ ÓÐÅÃÉÆÉÃ ÏÕÔÃÏÍÅÓ ÏÆ #!0#ȭÓ ÒÅÈÁÂÉÌÉÔÁÔÉÏÎ 
×ÏÒËȢ  7ÈÉÌÅ ÔÈÅÓÅ ÏÕÔÐÕÔ ÁÎÄ ÏÕÔÃÏÍÅ ÍÅÁÓÕÒÅÍÅÎÔÓ ÐÒÏÖÉÄÅ ÔÈÅ ÂÁÃËÇÒÏÕÎÄ ÆÏÒ ÔÈÅ ÓÔÏÒÙ ÏÆ #!0#ȭÓ 
impact, CAPC can further develop this storyɂand can more fully understand its actual impact in certain 
marketsɂby regularly preparing case studies on specific bulk purchases or targeted interventions.  Finally, 
NJCC can use this data to conduct more robust impact analysis of the CAPC initiative in the future.  Given 
that the impacts of property-level foreclosure interventions have yet to be adequately studied, CAPC is in a 
good position to add to this area of research by conducting or commissioning more intensive impact studies 
in the future.   

In addition to assisting CAPC in conveying the results of its work, systematic measurement and analysis of 
the variables presented in this table will enable CAPC to evaluate its foreclosure intervention strategies.  For 
example, one would expect that the acquisition of properties concentrated in targeted neighborhoods would 
have a larger impact on affected communities than the acquisition of a number of geographically-dispersed 
ÐÒÏÐÅÒÔÉÅÓȢ  (Ï×ÅÖÅÒȟ #!0#ȭÓ ÍÁÉÎ ÍÅÔÈÏÄ ÏÆ ÁÃÑÕÉÓÉÔÉÏÎɂbulk purchaseɂmay make the ideal level of 
strategic investment difficult to achieve as it is dependent upon the availability of properties owned or 
serviced by the same financial institution.  At the same time, this strategy may be the most cost-effective 
available to the organization at this time.  By regularly assessing its performance using these variables, 
CAPC should gain a better understanding of the pros and cons associated with a given strategy and can use 
this information to further refine its model of neighborhood stabilization.  
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TABLE 6: CAPC VARIABLES 


































































































































































