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Figure 1: Park East Freeway, Milwaukee, Wisconsin (Terraserver, March 2000) 

 

Figure 2: New Town/In Town Redevelopment Area, Milwaukee, (GoogleEarthPro, 2006) 

 

Seoul, Korea 
Seoul’s Cheonggyecheon elevated expressway was torn down in 2004 and the buried stream beneath was 
restored as a linear park. The one-of-a-kind $313 million project, had significant and positive land value 
impacts.  
 
To measure the capitalization effects of the freeway removal/stream restoration project, data for 6,276 
property parcels was collected and a price model was estimated that predicted land prices as a function of key 
explanatory variables, including the distance from Cheonggyecheon.  
 
The model showed that land values declined with distance from Cheonggyecheon and that commercial 
properties commanded the highest prices.  That is, the closer a parcel is to Cheonggyecheon, the more value 
it commands in the open marketplace.   For an impact zone of 1 kilometer, the study revealed a clear 
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capitalization effect for properties located with a walkable distance to the restored urban stream expressed in 
higher property values.  

Figure 3: Before and After: Cheonggyecheon Freeway, Seoul, South Korea 

 Before: Cheonggyecheon Freeway After: River Front Park and Boulevard 

Figure 4: Waterfront Park and Walkway, Replacing Cheonggyecheon Freeway, Seoul, South Korea 
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Real Estate Benefits of Parks & Greenways  
Deconstruction of the 1.25 mile Sheridan would reclaim 28 acres of land.  Over time and across a wide 
variety of geographical areas, numerous studies clearly demonstrate that parks and greenways increase nearby 
property values and local property tax revenues. Greenways offer benefits valued as attractive views, open 
space preservation and accessible recreation opportunities.   
 
Non-pecuniary benefits accrue to residents who now have access to recreation opportunities that can 
improve physical health and fitness.  Greenways are often cited as important contributors to quality of life for 
residents, including opportunities to commute by foot or bicycle to adjacent employment opportunities.  
Greenways also serve as a buffer to highway noise and air pollution.     
 

Increased Property Values - Quantified  
Greenways offer benefits valued as attractive views, open space preservation and accessible recreation 
opportunities and the impact on nearby property values has been well documented.  However, identifying the 
precise economic effect of a park/greenway is highly variable, depending a numerous local conditions, degree 
of urbanization and consumer tastes.   
 
Statistical analyses, the most common research method, measures these effects by isolating the effect of open 
space from other variables which can affect property values, such as age, square footage, and condition of 
homes.  Researchers also took care in controlling for inflation.   Some studies have focused purely on the 
value added of direct adjacency to a green space amenity, while others have considered the impact of location 
within a specified distance from a few feet up to one-half mile.   
 
The Southern Bronx Watershed Alliance drafted a “Community Plan” that would incorporate mixed uses for 
the property that would include open space as part of the Bronx River Greenway. The following studies are 
reviewed in order to provide a range in expected price appreciation of adjacent properties.  However, because 
of the wide variety of definitions, locations, and types of open space every effort is made to separate and 
delineate the impact on real estate values. 
 

Residential Real Estate Impact  
Correll, Lillydahl, and Singell (1978) in a study of property values near greenbelts in Boulder, Colorado, 
determined that, other variables being equal, the average value of property adjacent to the greenbelt would be 
32% higher than those 3,200 feet away.  Houses adjacent to the greenbelt experienced a 25% premium when 
compared to houses 1,300 feet away from a greenbelt. The study also noted that housing prices declined, as 
expected, an average of $4.20 for each foot of distance from a greenbelt up to 3,200 feet. 
  
Lacy (1990), in a study of market appreciation for clustered housing with permanently protected open space 
in Amherst and Concord, Massachusetts, found that clustered housing with open space appreciated at a 
higher rate than conventional subdivisions. The clustered homes studied in Amherst appreciated at an average 
annual rate of 22%, as compared to an increase of 19.5% for the more conventional subdivision.  Over time 
difference in price appreciation yielded homeowners a higher rate of return. 
  
In 1985 Kimmel found the proximity of a park and arboretum (Dayton, OH) accounted for an estimated 5% 
of the average residential selling price. In the Whetstone Park area of Columbus, OH, the nearby park and 
river were estimated to account for 7.5% of selling prices. 
  
In the vicinity of Philadelphia's 1,300 acre Pennypack Park, property values correlated significantly with 
proximity to the park.  In 1974, the park accounted for 33% of the value of a plot of land (when the land was 
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located 40 feet away from the park), 9% when located 1,000 feet away, and 4.2% at a distance of 2,500 feet. 
(Hammer, Coughlin and Horn, 1974).  
 
Miller (2001) focused on resale values of single-family homes in a suburban Dallas community.   Homes 
immediately adjacent to parks were found to have a 22% price premium over homes one half mile from a 
park.  The Dallas study further suggested that approximately 85% of an urban park's positive property value 
impact occurs within 800 feet of its edge. 
  
Weicher, J and Zerbst (1973), conducted a study on the externalities created by neighborhood parks. Their 
research found a 7% to 23% premium for houses facing a neighborhood park when compared to similar 
houses one block from the park. 
 
Lindsey G, Payton S, and Irvin R (2003), Center for Urban Policy and Environment, Indiana University, 
researched the impact on land values based on proximity to green ways in Indianapolis, IN.  Their research 
suggests that proximity to greenways can generate a premium of 11% in value over the average price for 
homes across the state. 
 
Moorehouse and Smith (1993) studied rowhouses in 19th century Boston.  The advantage of this study is the 
homes were remarkably similar allowing the team to use econometric methods to determine the effects of 
location and architecture on property values. They found that homes abutting Victorian parks sold for an 
average 11.5% premium.    
 
Crompton (2001) researched the role of parks on real estate values and concludes that residential properties 
near parks regularly attain higher property values than similar residential units not within the park’s vicinity, 
and that increased property values often pay for the costs associated with building and maintaining the park.  
 
Furthermore, Crompton’s review of previous real estate studies found 20 of 25 studies showing a positive net 
economic impact of parks. Several of the studies looked at the impact of property value of parks with 
different types of uses. These studies found that the noise, congestion, and other externalities related to active 
recreation uses reduces, but does not eliminate the positive effect on property values by neighborhood parks.  
Parks that did not have a positive impact on property values were associated with poorly maintained parks or 
parks that had become a haven for undesirable activities.   
 
Crompton summarizes his findings as “a positive impact of 20% on property values abutting or fronting a 
passive park area is a reasonable starting point guideline”.   “A plausible range in real estate values is then 
influenced by park size, maintenance, and passive/active uses”.  According to Crompton the 20% home price 
premium would be considered low for large, well-maintained parks with passive uses.  A lower range would 
apply to small parks with active uses, such as including recreation facilities, athletic fields or swimming pools. 
 
Using a statistical pricing model, Nicholl’s study demonstrates that greenways may indeed have significant 
positive impacts on proximate properties' sales prices. Adjacency to a greenbelt produced significant property 
value premiums of up to 12% in two of three neighborhoods studied.  Physical access to a greenbelt had a 
significant, positive 6% impact in one case, but was insignificant in two others.  No negative greenway 
impacts were recorded. 
 
In Portland, Bolitzer & Netusil (2000), 193 public parks ranging in size from 0.2 to over 500 acres were, as a 
group, found to have a significant and positive impact on the value of properties within a straight-line 
distance of 1,500 feet.   Between 1% and 3% of the value of such properties could be attributed to park 
proximity. 
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Real Estate values – Implications 
Recent analyses suggest that open spaces (parks, greenways) have positive impacts on surrounding property 
values and the property tax base.   Price appreciation was observed and measured in both absolute and 
relative terms.  That is, adjacency to green space increased preexisting land and house values for both low 
priced and high priced properties.  This is an important point for the South Bronx/Sheridan project where 
adjacent properties are considered to have lower values.  
 
Real estate research finds that house appreciation, in particular, is highly dependent on factors including the 
park visibility, park safety and maintenance, the extent of vehicular access, orientation of houses, park 
recreation type, and park size.  The price effect of parks and greenways are positively correlated to distance 
from the amenity. 
 
The following table summarizes ranges in real estate appreciation associated with proximity to parks and 
greenways for studies identifying specific real estate price effects.   The range in price appreciation for homes 
and land closest, or adjacent to, parks and/or greenways ranged from a high of 33% to 3%.  Property values, 
for the most part, fell as distances up to one half mile from open space increased.  Even so, as distances 
increased property values were shown to benefit from 1% up to 25%.  
 
Importantly, in no case reviewed has an open space been found to have a negative impact on surrounding 
property values, though evidence does suggest that factors including topography, recreational opportunities 
provided, and poorly maintained parks may reduce the positive impact. 
 

Table 2: Summary of Estimated Appreciation in Real Estate Adjacent to Parks & Greenways 

NAME Year Description Location High Price Low Price

Hammer, et al 1974 Home & land value relative to 
distance from park 

Phila, PA 33% 4.2% 

Correl,et al  1978 Home price proximity to greenbelt Boulder, CO 32% 25% 

Weicher, Zerbst 1973 Home price relative to distance 
from neighborhood park 

Columbus, OH 23% 7% 

Miller 2001 Home price relative to proximity to 
one of 14 parks 

Dallas, TX 22%  

Crompton 2001 Property values abutting a park Several 20%  

Nicholls 2002 Neighborhoods adjacent to 
greenbelt 

Austin, TX 12% 6% 

Moorehouse, 
Smith 

1993 Proximity of historic homes to 
parks 

Boston, MA 11.5%  

Lindsey,et al  2003 Avg home price proximity to 
greenways 

Indianapolis, IN 11%  

Kimmel 1985 Proxity to park & arboretum Dayton, OH 7.5% 5% 

Bolitzer, Netusil 2000 Property values 1,500 ft from park Portland, WA 3% 1% 
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Deconstructing the Sheridan: 
Potential Residential and Non-Residential Economic Development  
 
As New York City continues to grow it must find ways to expand its public infrastructure, accommodate its 
expanding population, provide employment opportunities and preserve/expand its quality of life to maintain 
its competitive advantage.  
 
The on-going challenge for economic developers in New York is to identify and/or prepare ‘shovel-ready 
development sites.  Sites must be served by public infrastructure.  However, the city’s infrastructure, 
especially mass transit, can’t support a lot more growth at existing transit hubs. While the number of riders of 
mass transit continues to grow, the system hasn’t added any major new lines since the 1930s.  Development 
sites must also lie within commuting distances to affordable housing.  
 
The supply of vacant land, underutilized land, or properties with obsolete uses provide most of the 
opportunities for accommodating future economic growth without displacing existing residents or businesses.  
However, the supply of properties is limited.   Overall, 7.5% of New York City’s land area is classified as 
vacant.  The Bronx presents even fewer development opportunities with 5.2% of vacant land area.  After 
Manhattan, the Bronx has the smallest percentage of vacant land by borough. 
 

Table 3 Primary Land Use, New York City, 2002                

 Vacant (acres) Percent of Total 
   
New York City       11,553        7.5% 
     Bronx         1,056        5.2% 

Source: Department of City Planning, New York City 
 
 
The land use issue was clearly the focus of a recent Report (“Visions for New York City: Housing and the 
Public Realm”, Alex Garvin & Associates, May 2006) to New York City’s Economic Development 
Corporation.   The report proposes over 300,000 new units of private housing by 2030 by building on 
platforms above highways and rail yards and housing to be built in underutilized waterfront areas. It also 
promotes extending mass transit options in order to make areas that currently have poor mass transit more 
appealing as residential neighborhoods. 
 
The report also called for green boulevards, protected bicycle lanes, Sunday street closings, and new 
pedestrian streets to “improve the quality of life” and support higher density development. 
 
The report emphasizes the limited availability of developable land (without displacement) by presenting 
opportunities for future housing and transportation hubs in unconventional locations such as platforms and 
rail yards. 
 
Deconstruction of the Sheridan will reclaim 28 acres of urban property providing opportunities for residential 
and mixed-use development as well as open space.   As in Seattle, Boston and Milwaukee, reclaimed 
transportation corridors have been catalysts for significant private sector economic development.  
 
While it is premature to speculate as to the actual development potential for the Sheridan footprint we can 
make several generalizations.  The Sheridan Lands Visioning Plan & Principles, a local/community planning 
process, has drafted a grass roots development vision for the Sheridan’s 28 acres that includes:  
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 900 to 1,200 residential units,  
 200,000 sq ft of community space, and  
 90,000 sq ft of mixed-use retail/manufacturing space. 

 
These developments will generate temporary construction benefits to the neighborhood and the City at large, 
which will dissipate as projects are completed.  Project build-out, however, will increase property tax ratables 
and generate permanent full-time employment and wages as housing is occupied and new business 
establishments locate in the community.   
 
While a full scale economic impact study could identify and quantify the direct and indirect benefits accruing 
to the build-out we can provide, at this time, a rough estimate of the contribution new Sheridan housing will 
make on the Bronx and the potential employment effects and their impact on the Bronx work force. 
 

Residential Investment 
Over the past decade for which data are available (1994-2003), new housing, as measured by Certificates of 
Occupancy (COs), increased in the Bronx by a total of 12,013 units, an average annual increase of 
approximately 1,200 units.  The Sheridan Lands Visioning Plan includes a blueprint for 900 to 1,200 
residential units.  If realized, the planned residential development in the Sheridan footprint alone would 
account for one year of new housing in the Bronx.  

Table 4: Certificates of Occupancy in Bronx, NY 

New Housing Units, Certificates of Occupancy 

Bronx, NY 1994-2003 

Year No.  

1994 891  
1995 1,166  
1996 1,075  
1997 1,391  
1998 575  
1999 1,228  
2000 1,385  
2001 1,617  
2002 1,220  
2003 1,465  

   

Total 12,013  
   

Average Annual No. = 1201.3  
Source: State of New York City’s Housing & Neighborhoods, 2005 

Furman Center for Real Estate & urban Policy, NYU School of Law, NY 
 
At the neighborhood level, the marginal gain in new Sheridan housing is more dramatic.  Over a ten-year 
period housing investment by Community Districts in the Bronx ranged from 1,871 units in Belmont/East 
Tremont to a low of only 7 units in Knightsbridge Heights/Bedford.   On an average annual basis, new 
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housing ranged from 187 units down to 1 unit.  The addition of 1,000 units in the Sheridan pathway would be 
well above historic annual rates of housing investment in any Bronx Community District.  
 

Table 5: Certificates of Occupancy in Bronx, NY by Community District 

New Housing Units, Certificates of Occupancy 

Community Districts, Bronx, NY, 1994-2003 

   
 1994-2003 Avg Annual No. 

Belmont/East Tremont 1,871 187.1 
Morrisania/Crotona 1,545 154.5 
Mott Haven/Melrose 1,526 152.6 
Highbridge/Concourse 1,298 129.8 
Williamsbridge/Baychester 1,256 125.6 
Parkchester/Soundview 1,150 115.0 
Throgs Neck/Bronxdale 1,050 105.0 
Fordham/University/Heights 891 89.1 
Hunts Point/Longwood 698 69.8 
Morris Park/Bronxdale 507 50.7 
Riverdale/Fieldston 214 21.4 
Knightsbridge Hghts/Bedford 7 0.7 
   
Bronx 12,013 1201.3 

Source: State of New York City’s Housing & Neighborhoods, 2005, op cit. 
 

Non-Residential Investment 
The Sheridan Lands Visioning Plan includes plans for community uses, and other mixed-use non-residential 
investment.   Again, if realized, these investments will generate permanent long-time employment and wage 
benefits to the adjacent neighborhoods and the Bronx.  
 
What are the prospects that non-residential development will happen?  First, the local markets are large 
enough to absorb the marginal increases in commercial, retail and manufacturing space.  The Bronx itself has 
a population of 1.3 million (2000) that should provide sufficient consumer demand.   The Bronx is also home 
to over 15,000 business establishments that employ over 213,600 workers (County Business Patterns, 2004).  
These local businesses need service and support that could be supplied by new establishments in the Sheridan 
pathway. 
 
Also there is evidence from studies previously cited that shows access to recreational and open space is an 
increasingly important factor in business location decisions. Greenways, such as that planned for the 
Sheridan, are often cited as important contributors to quality of life and they offer opportunities for 
employees to commute by foot or bicycle. 
 
Given that the size of planned non-residential development is reasonable and proportional to local markets 
we can make an estimate of the employment creating potential.  The following assumptions are made:  
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 Development as per the Sheridan Lands Vision Plan occurs simultaneously with the deconstruction 
of the Sheridan in 2011, and 

 Jobs are created based on ratios of square footage – one job per five housing units, one job per 160 
square ft of retail space, one job per 250 square ft of office and manufacturing space. (Urban land 
Institute) 

 
Applying accepted employment ratios to the non-residential investments in the Sheridan Lands Visions Plan, 
it is reasonable to assume the projects could generate a total of 700 permanent full-time equivalent jobs. 
 

Table 6: Proposed Development Program for Sheridan Expressway Footprint 

Proposed Sheridan 
Development 

Size Estimated Jobs* 

   
Residential 1,000 units 200 
Retail 50,000 sq ft 320 
Manufacturing 40,000 sq ft 160 
Community/recreation 30,000 sq ft 28 
Total - 700 

* Employment ratios are estimates from the Urban Land Institute 
 
Using employment data from County Business Patterns (2004) the Bronx provides employment for 213 
thousand workers, up from 198 thousand in 1999.   On an annual basis, the Bronx adds almost 3,000 jobs, an 
annual rate of growth of 1.46%.   

Table 7: Employment Growth in Bronx 

 2004 1999 

Annual 
Increase 

(No.) 
Annual Rate of 

growth 
      
Total Employment 213,672 198,751  2,984 1.46% 

Source: County Business Patterns, US Bureau of the Census, 2006 
 
As shown above, the Sheridan build-out will generate a one-time increase of about 700 jobs to Bronx totals.  
Assuming the Bronx continues to grow at the same rate of growth these 700 incremental jobs could provide 
about 20% of the expected annual new jobs for the Bronx. 
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Figure 5: Bronx Employment Gain from the Sheridan Deconstruction 
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The total wage bill for all Bronx employees (2004) was $7.7 billion.  The average Bronx wage was $36,440.  
By 2011 inflation alone should increase the average wage to $41,000 (at 2% per annum).  Using the annual 
average wage for all Bronx employees the 700 Sheridan jobs would generate $28.7 million in additional 
annual wages ($41,000 X 700).   The incremental jobs and wages will likely have significant neighborhood 
impacts in terms of additional spending.  
 

Table 7: Annual & Average Wage, All Employees,  Bronx, NY, 2004 

No. Employees  Annual Wage Average Wage 
  ($ 000’s)  

213,672           7,786,131           $36,440 
Source: County Business Patterns, US Bureau of the Census, 2006 
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Summary & Findings 
 

 Deconstruction of the Sheridan (alternatives 1A, 1B) will create economic benefits that will increase 
existing real estate values with properties adjacent to greenways benefiting the most.  Based on 
previous studies, adjacent real estate could appreciate by an average 17 to 20%.   

 
 Deconstruction of the Sheridan will act as a catalyst for residential and non-residential development 

and will generate new taxable real estate values.   New housing opportunities, commercial, retail and 
other mixed-use non-residential investment, new jobs and wages and community open space are all 
associated with deconstructing the Sheridan.  Additional benefits, not yet considered, would be 
generated from indirect jobs and wages from businesses that service and support the new 
developments. 

 
 There will be on-going economic benefits from increased residential, commercial, and other mixed-

use development.  The direct employment impacts could total 700, with additional indirect jobs 
supported by demand from new business establishments and increased spending from additional 
wages and salaries. 

 
 NYDOT estimates the cost of deconstructing the Sheridan at $413 million for alternative 1A (highest 

cost alternative) and $333 million for alternative 1B.   The lowest cost alternative was alternative 2D 
at $279 million.  Given these estimates, deconstructing the Sheridan will cost $134 million more than 
the lowest cost alternative.   

 
 Based on the Sheridan Lands Visioning Plan, it is likely that alternatives 1A or 1B will induce new 

residential and non-residential development that would exceed the higher cost of Sheridan 
deconstruction.   At a modest construction cost of $100 per square foot for residential and 
community facilities, and $200 per square foot for commercial/mixed–use projects, the cumulative 
investment will exceed the $134 million marginal cost of deconstructing the Sheridan.     

 
 Other NYDOT alternatives (2C, 2D, 3B) do not appear to include induced residential and/or non-

residential investment benefits and are not necessarily biased by the lack of direct economic 
development objectives in the existing EIS.  

 
 Deconstructing the Sheridan (alternatives 1A and 1B) will result in a net economic benefit to local 

neighborhoods, the Bronx and NYC.  Yet these potential (economic development) benefits are not 
included under the EIS Economic Development goal. 
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