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Purpose of Analysis 

• Analyze how markets treated with a concentration of NSP 
investment have changed over time compared to similar 
markets; 

• Create an easy-to-understand system for evaluating these 
markets against comparable markets; 

• Create a series of maps and reports that can help grantees 
and HUD understand these markets; and 

• Develop a routine process for updating this analysis on a 
quarterly basis. 
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Methodology and Process 

Step One: Identify and map NSP properties. 

• HUD pulls address-level data from the Disaster Recovery 
Grant Reporting (DRGR) system, showing properties reported 
as complete by NSP grantees.  

• This data was ‘cleaned’ by HUD staff to remove erroneous 
data and characters, then was sent to HUD’s Geocoding 
Service Center (GSC) for address standardization and 
geocoding. 
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Methodology and Process 

Step One: Identify and map NSP properties. 

• HUD delivered the geocoded file to TRF on records of NSP 
investment across the country. TRF and HUD eliminated 
duplicate properties from the database to reveal unique 
properties treated by NSP. Properties were mapped to their 
address. 

– Elimination process removed duplicative addresses based 
on a prioritization of activity types. For example, if an 
acquisition activity took place at the same location as a 
rehab activity, the demo was removed from the database.  
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Methodology and Process 

Step Two: Identify clusters of NSP properties (NICs). 

• Spatially identified clusters – places where at least 2 NSP 
properties were within ¼ mile of each other. 

• Selected all of the block groups with this density and grouped 
them to create clusters. 

• Any cluster that was larger than 4 block groups or crossed 
county boundaries, was broken up into one or more clusters. 
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Methodology and Process 

Step Three: Identify three comparable markets for each 
cluster.  

Comparable markets were defined to be blocks groups that were 
at least .125 miles away from any cluster AND had similar: 

– median home sale prices in 2008; 

– home sale price change between 2006 and 2008;  

– homeownership rate;  

– NSP 1 Estimated Risk Score  

– count of housing units (NIC average per block group). 
[Note: In the definition of comparable areas, scoring penalized areas at increasing distance from the NIC and if those areas 
had NSP investments. Comparable areas could be outside of the NIC county but the block group of that comparable area 
must have touched the NIC county’s boundary.]   
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Methodology and Process 

Step Four: Score how NICs performed against 
comparable markets. 

• Compared performance of each NIC to its comparables along 
two indicators: median home sale price change and vacancy 
rate change between 2008 and 2010.  

– Vacancy data provided by USPS 

• Assigned a letter grade (A through D) to indicate how the 
market within the NIC performed compared to its comparable 
markets. 

 

7 U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development  •  Community Planning and Development 



Methodology and Process 

Performance Scoring 

“A” a NIC beat all of its comparable markets for which there was 
home sale or vacancy data.   

“B” a NIC beat some of its comparable markets for which there 
was home sale or vacancy data.  

“C” a NIC beat one of its comparable markets for which there was 
home sale or vacancy data.   

“D” a NIC beat none of its comparable markets for which there 
was home sale or vacancy data. 
 

“N/A” there was not sufficient data for any comparable in order to 
calculate a Performance Score.  
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Methodology and Process 

Notable changes to methodology:  

• Inclusion of multifamily structure data to analysis 

– A separate DRGR report that assigns a number of units to 
an activity flagged in the system as multifamily was joined 
with the primary address database. 

• Impacts: Overall number of NICs grew as a result; 
analysis is currently underway to determine how NIC 
performance was affected. 
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Summary Results:  

Data from June 2012 (not yet published) 

OVERALL SCALE 

• 43,875 (unduplicated) properties have been treated under the NSP 

program as of May 2012. Of these, 3,019 (7%) are multifamily 

properties located in 104 buildings or complexes throughout the 

nation.  

• NSP1 still accounts for the vast majority of total NSP activity 

reported, with 39,197 (89%) of all properties. NSP2 accounted for 

3,922 (9%) and NSP3 for only 756 (2%) of total properties treated.  
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Summary Results (June 2012 Data) 

OVERALL SCALE 

• Overall, 23,524 or 54% of these properties are located within a 

cluster of NSP investments. The remaining 46% are scattered 

investments and are not a part of this analysis.  

• More than two-thirds (67%) of properties treated under NSP2 are 

located in clusters, compared to just under half (49%) under NSP1.  

• 1,668 NICs exist around the nation. 84 (5%) of these NICs are 

predominantly comprised of properties within MF buildings.  
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Summary Results 

OVERALL SCALE 

• Leading the US in terms of the number of NICs are: Ohio with 521 

NICs; Michigan with 309 NICs; Indiana with 103 NICs; Florida with 

94 NICs; Pennsylvania with 55 NICs; and Minnesota with 54 NICs. 

Together, these six states incorporate almost 70% of NICs in the US. 

•  Most NICs are dominated by the following activity types: Clearance 

(51.6% of NICs), Rehab (18.5%), Land Banking/Acquisition (7.4%) 

and General Acquisition (6.5%).  
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Summary Results 

 

HOME SALE PRICE PERFORMANCE 

• 67% of all NICs trended better than at least one of their comparable 

markets when it came to home sale price change between 2008 and 

2010.  

• 22.8% beat every comparable against which they were studied. 

These were considered “A” performers. (Sufficient home sale trend 

data was available for comparison for 1,335 NICs.)  
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Summary Results 

 

VACANCY RATE PERFORMANCE 

• 77.8% of all NICs trended better than at least one of their 

comparable markets when it came to vacancy rate change between 

the first half of 2008 and the first half of 2011.  

• 26.5% beat every comparable against which they were studied. 

These were considered “A” performers. (Sufficient vacancy data was 

available for comparison for all 1,668 NICs.)   

• These performance statistics are in keeping with the analysis last 

quarter. 
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Summary Results 

 

NSP1 vs NSP2 PERFORMANCE 

• 73.5% of NSP2 NICs (where 100% of the properties within the NIC 

were NSP2 properties) trended better than at least one of their 

comparable markets when it came to home sale price change; 

66.2% of NSP1 NICs did so. 

• 82.3% of NSP2 NICs (where 100% of the properties within the NIC 

were NSP2 properties) trended better than at least one of their 

comparable markets when it came to vacancy rate change; 76.7% of 

NSP1 NICs did so. (Note: Ten times as many NSP1 as NSP2 NICs) 
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Example: Pima County/Tucson, AZ 
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Example: Pima County/Tucson, AZ 
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Example: Pima County/Tucson, AZ 
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Example: Pima County/Tucson, AZ 
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Example: Pima County/Tucson, AZ 
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Example: Pima County/Tucson, AZ 
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Example: Pima County/Tucson, AZ 
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Example: Pima County/Tucson, AZ 
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Example: Pima County/Tucson, AZ 
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Example: Pima County/Tucson, AZ 
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Example: Pima County/Tucson, AZ 
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NSP Reports Available 
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NSP Reports Available: Snapshots 

28 U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development  •  Community Planning and Development 



NSP Reports Available: Production Reports 
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CONCLUSIONS 

• Clustered NSP investments tend to outperform 
scattered investments both in occupancy rates 
and sales prices. 

• Results are still in early stages. Housing takes 
longer than demo. As accomplishments grow, 
both validity and detail will improve. 

• Reported data drive the accuracy of the reports. 
There are lags until housing is occupied and 
there is underreporting of accomplishments. 

• NICs suggest new ways of analyzing 
neighborhood change. 
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