An Analysis of the Impact of Group Homes on Residential Areas

There is a perception among some citizens thatisHnmes have a negative impact on
the quality of life in residential areas and on ta&ie of residential property. In order to
test the validity of that perception, the Planngh®evelopment Services Department
analyzed the impact of specific group homes in @Gwer Park using data from five-year
period of time.

Background

Although group homes are fairly common throughalinson County, including
Overland Park, there is no comprehensive list otigrhome locations or comprehensive
database of group home characteristics. A combmaf state and federal laws
essentially preclude any local government in Karfisama regulating group homes,
imposing special requirements, or even requiripgrnit or registration process. By
law, group homes must be treated exactly the sanaesangle-family residence.

Group homes are often sponsored by private, nofitprganizations or are affiliated
with one of several state agencies. They teneépla relatively low profile and
generally do not advertise their locations. Homypgcally fall into one of three
functional types: homes for long-term elderly ¢cdn@mes for the developmentally
disabled, and homes for people recovering fromtamlos abuse.

M ethodology

The first step in the analysis was to select a $awifpgroup homes for further study.
Through a variety of sources including propertyores, social services websites, and
state agencies, the staff developed a list of 2didate group homes. Although this list
seems reasonably complete, the staff suspectthdratare other group homes that were
not on any of our lists. Thus, the total numbegm@iup homes is probably greater than
20, but how much greater is unknown. From that1i$ homes were selected for the
study based on the following criteria:

a. geographic diversity;
b. diversity of group home functional types; and
C. some indication that the group home was futlyva.

The working hypothesis was that if group homesdaeégative influence on residential
areas, then the residences immediately adjacehetgroup homes should be less
desirable to live in than the broader surroundieigimborhood. We used three different
indicators to test this hypothesis. The first, amubkt direct, was the change in property
values over the past five years. If the hypothissterrect, then the residences
immediately surrounding the group homes should grovalue at a slower rate than the
broader neighborhood.



The other two indicators are indirect measuresdasghe assumption that if group
homes were viewed as being undesirable, then adjpoeperties would be more
difficult to rent or sell which might eventually ese them to be occupied by less
desirable residents. Consequently, these inde#&bok to see if the immediately
adjacent residences show higher rates of crimeapeoty maintenance violations. A
fear of increased crime or code violations is delyaa part of the neighborhood anxiety
that can surround a group home.

The “immediately adjacent” residences include ialfjke-family and two-family
residences within a radius of approximately 15006 feet (2 to 3 houses in each
direction). This yielded an average of 12 resi@smsurrounding each group home
location. For the “broader surrounding neighborhdwe used the boundaries of the
homes association or the neighborhood conservatia which contained the group
home. Using this definition, the surrounding néigthood averaged 386 single-family
and two-family units. All of the measures weredzhenly on single-family and two-
family properties. No commercial or multi-familygperties were included in any of the
indicators.

All of the indicators are based on data for the{year period from 2005 through 2009.

Although the staff is reasonably confident thatrtiethodology used for this analysis is
reasonable, there are several caveats that shewldderstood. First, it is impossible to
control for the wide variety of factors that coudluence the selected indicators. The
data on code violations, for example, can be imib@el simply by having a picky
neighbor versus a “live and let live” type of ndighh. Second, both crime rates and
property violation rates in Overland Park are re&y low, which can make even small
variations due to random chance appear imporféhnird, we do not have any
operational records for the group homes in thidyturhus, we cannot pinpoint starting
dates nor can we control for staff turnover, orgatonal stability, or fluctuations in
occupant load over time. Hopefully, the size avesity of the selected sample will
compensate for these issues.

Results

The statistical data from the 11 group homes aogvehn the attached table and the
locations of the group homes are shown on thetsthmap. Although the 11 sites
shown on the map reflect the geographic diversigy tvas one of the selection criteria, it
should be pointed out that there does not appdae sotendency for group homes to
cluster together even when all 20 possible locateme included. This is significant
given that the City has no influence over wheraigrbomes decide to locate.

From the statistical data, the staff has conclutlatithere is no overwhelming evidence
to either support or refute the hypothesis. Irtdae results are mixed and the direction
of the impact (either positive or negative) is serdy divided that it is difficult to
conclude that it was caused primarily by the presef a group home.



Of the three indicators, the one that the statidimost compelling is the change in
property value. Positive or negative perceptidvas are widely shared tend to be
reflected in value over time. In the case of #ample of 11 group homes, the value of
the homes in the immediate area increased an avef&41% over the five year period
while the value of homes in the broader neighbodhaoreased by only an average of
2.92%. This difference, however, was not conststémfive of the locations the
immediate area increased more than the neighborlaoakin six of the locations the
neighborhood increased more than the immediate dnéerestingly, the value of the
group homes themselves increased by an averagé4$fo6reflecting perhaps
improvements made by the group home operatorgaitinthis varied widely among the
group homes.

Crime incidents showed slightly better resultsthar broader neighborhood (0.18 crimes
per residential unit) than for the immediately af@24 crimes per residential unit) for
the five-year period. In five locations, the imnatd area had more crimes per unit than
the broader neighborhood, while in the other statmns the number of crimes per unit
was either the same or lower in the immediate epegpared with the neighborhood. Of
the group homes themselves, six had no reportatesrand three others had only one
crime reported during the five-year period. Iniidd, the group home with the most
crime incidents had no property code violations @nedsecond highest increase in
appraised value.

Like crime, the indicator based on property codgations tended to favor the broader
neighborhood over the residences in the immediateity of the group home by a small
margin. The immediate area averaged 0.69 codatioak per residential unit compared
with 0.53 violations per unit for the broader ndighhood over the five year period. The
immediate area had more violations per unit tharbtimader neighborhood in five
locations, while in the remaining six locations th&e was either the same or favored the
immediate vicinity. Only three of the group hontieemselves had any code violations
during the five year period.

Summary

As indicated above, there is no clear evidenceippart the position that group homes
are either generally good for a neighborhood oegaly bad for a neighborhood. The
results are decidedly mixed, indicating that a gigeoup home might have either a
positive or a negative impact on the neighborhdaod jn either case the impact is
minimal and so variable that it is hard to pinpaufitether it is caused by the group home
at all. Given the complexity of urban life, thesult is not particularly surprising.

Thus the safest conclusion is that we shouldn’egaize about the impact of a group
home on a particular neighborhood one way or therotThe data does, however,
support the conclusion that group homes are noeusally bad. The impact of a
particular group home will probably have more towdth how the group home is run and
the sponsoring agency'’s level of emphasis on b&iggod neighbor than with the group
home use itself.



47th St.

North, Oyerlymi
* Group Home Location Park Hlls
NEIGHBORHOOD STATUS
E Active Neighborhood Organization Cunninghorn
E Homes Association &4 g
~ - Z
E
BOUNDARIES o 5
. . =
Neighborhood Planning Area :f"‘ }
Community Johnson Dr.
obins?n
restview
/ % Park A Shawnee Mission Parkway
Streets
” ‘l
Arrow. |
Trails
Walmer,
0 0.25 0.5 0.75 1 Miles Q;
— E— ] B 4
0 1000 2000 3000 4000 5000 Feet I [ f
Milburn :)_uthmo r ﬂ%‘gh_land 2
- o dens| Plains
o
, : il
< — 71st St.
%g O W _Mibum| Milburn | | — l Prairi
w E O WNei hbqrhf)od \ \K \ Ji
-
s é TE"’BH /\’re‘ ( ple. Area
,.f)') 14 Crest| L (6
I\j 7 cgy: % iew
- 75th St.
oung's
Sreon} | Antioch75 Park !Slt_'rang
ine.
béﬁfT 4 c
| e , 9 g 79th St.
. S <
Historic 5
- o d S
3 S L Rret e :
Grantio S -
[ / N
g A / |
= Com
(% ;'irg?hts_ o 83rd St.
o Elmhurst - th
‘D_ B _j La'l:( - Froadmoor :j__g_sv trly
0 ! Santa F
S [fiene s
E F 87th St.
- N
7 -
-~ GLerwpod Tomal gl Round
| Neighbor: Estates Ridg | Hill
estbrook 4
r— Pemibroke G
i Sars - : 91st St.
WqIIng on - :
West Heritage Bel-Air
[
Moody Hill: Cherokee ns‘\n
Southdal® Hits i | 95th St.
o
& P
© kshire™ : N | ]
*§ ] Gr:';)r:r cy Morningview, A N erove Kenilwort Empiie Ranchwevrr
=] «nék | = [ | P Estates Gardens
o _ oodstoc )
;f_( i = N ke
m.\.. = . 1 Brcoy\ndge - L v
*Regenc Estates Nal il | ey 99th St.
L 'PaFr-kA Pinehurst] Ao Leawoo
. H anover — Pmehm,'st R} o
Qﬁ%@ﬁr - states inehurs
qurt { ) Ja Cambrid
Oak Park Pinebrook m,ej /aﬁ
- - rKIay F Mission 103rd St.
10‘(’ e cklow :Eor st
— Wycliff Y
f Warrington
Estates %
) “ Sk (ot bridge %
Valigybrook 3 A BN T e 1-435
Estates For\es :‘\ N Volamp % i%
%@\{\ =
Gran
L D s_;pgiks
College Blvd.

45

Broxton
quare

SHE

N/

> ”‘;

ndlarl,c

/

=
()
)
Q-
3
s d

—%Q'd'—\é* % i-lgC croft
LJ zoéifm?e akview!
1

Park: t tes
ss%

College\ P:é

han‘no'n_ l—

Vall

Indian:Creek

tates
J_

Hu/;ers

Point

3

~

Pflumm Rd.
Rosehill St.
Quivira Rd.

Nieman Rd.

%V/%%%M <|

U.S. 69

\CHETTS

Grant St.

Antioch Rd.
Lowell Ave.

Metcalf Ave.

Lamar Ave.

GROUP HOME ANALYSIS

/_J 119th St.

Nall Ave.
Roe Ave.

Mission Rd.

Planning and Development Services Department

Overland Park, Kansas

August 2010



Group Home A (Arrowhead Trails)

Group Home B  (Southmoor Gardens)

GROUP HOME

IMMEDIATE AREA

NEIGHBORHOOD

GROUP HOME

IMMEDIATE AREA

NEIGHBORHOOD

Group Home C (Strang Line)

GROUP HOME

IMMEDIATE AREA

NEIGHBORHOOD

Group Home D (Grantioch)

Group Home E  (Elmhurst Community)

Group Home F (Broadmoor Neighbors)

Group Home G (Glenwood Estates)

GROUP HOME

IMMEDIATE AREA

NEIGHBORHOOD

GROUP HOME

IMMEDIATE AREA

NEIGHBORHOOD

GROUP HOME

IMMEDIATE AREA

NEIGHBORHOOD

GROUP HOME

IMMEDIATE AREA

NEIGHBORHOOD

Group Home H (Hanover)

Group Home |

Group Home J (Cherry Hill Estates)

Group Home K

GROUP HOME

IMMEDIATE AREA

NEIGHBORHOOD

(Brookridge Estates)

GROUP HOME

IMMEDIATE AREA

NEIGHBORHOOD

GROUP HOME

IMMEDIATE AREA

NEIGHBORHOOD

(Hunter's Pointe)
GROUP HOME

IMMEDIATE AREA

NEIGHBORHOOD

Planning and Development Services

GROUP HOME ANALYSIS (2005 - 2009)

CRIME PROPERTY VIOLATIONS APPRAISED VALUE
Residential Number of | Crimes per |# of Units with| % of Units with Number of | Violations |# of Units with| % of Units with % Change in Five Year
Units Crimes Unit Crime Crime Violations per Unit Violation Violation Appraised Value Average

1 1 1.0 1 100.0% 0 0.0 0 0.0% -0.3% $141,784
12 2 0.2 2 16.7% 23 1.9 5 41.7% 10.9% $112,091
633 167 0.3 136 21.5% 457 0.7 169 26.7% 4.2% $141,894
1 0 0.0 0 0.0% 0 0.0 0 0.0% -6.8% $188,240
12 1 0.1 1 8.3% 2 0.2 2 16.7% 5.2% $190,322
331 49 0.1 41 12.4% 170 0.5 55 16.6% 8.2% $183,117
1 2 2.0 1 100.0% 0 0.0 0 0.0% 16.7% $266,834

7 2 0.3 2 28.6% 2 0.3 1 14.3% 2.3% $140,173
420 85 0.2 67 16.0% 280 0.7 111 26.4% 4.8% $119,566
1 1 1.0 1 100.0% 1 1.0 1 100.0% 0.1% $170,260
15 6 0.4 5 33.3% 17 1.1 5 33.3% 6.0% $153,550
461 108 0.2 83 18.0% 318 0.7 119 25.8% 1.4% $147,669
1 3 3.0 1 100.0% 0 0.0 0 0.0% 16.8% $183,470
13 3 0.2 3 23.1% 14 1.1 4 30.8% -1.7% $114,183
401 138 0.3 88 21.9% 422 1.1 184 45.9% 2.1% $132,497
1 1 1.0 1 100.0% 2 2.0 1 100.0% 4.1% $126,660
10 5 0.5 2 20.0% 8 0.3 2 20.0% 5.1% $149,366
369 62 0.2 47 12.7% 225 0.6 91 24.7% 1.1% $153,720
1 0 0.0 0 0.0% 0 0.0 0 0.0% 2.3% $160,100
14 2 0.1 2 14.3% 13 0.9 4 28.6% 3.3% $150,473
479 75 0.2 62 12.9% 311 0.6 111 23.2% 2.3% $159,786
1 0 0.0 0 0.0% 1 1.0 1 100.0% 0.9% $217,560
12 5 0.4 2 16.7% 16 1.3 8 25.0% 0.8% $195,126
455 83 0.2 66 14.5% 149 0.3 60 13.2% 2.5% $193,385
1 0 0.0 0 0.0% 0 0.0 0 0.0% 11.4% $232,300
10 1 0.1 1 10.0% 2 0.2 2 20.0% -0.7% $215,348
342 45 0.1 36 10.5% 38 0.1 29 8.5% 0.6% $215,849
1 0 0.0 0 0.0% 0 0.0 0 0.0% 23.9% $256,216
12 1 0.1 1 8.3% 0 0.0 0 0.0% 1.1% $227,210
173 20 0.1 17 9.8% 35 0.2 8 4.6% 2.2% $212,416
1 0 0.0 0 0.0% 0 0.0 0 0.0% 1.7% $186,280
15 3 0.2 2 13.3% 4 0.3 8 20.0% 5.2% $190,649
182 24 0.1 21 11.5% 47 0.3 24 13.2% 2.7% $211,593
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