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ABSTRACT 

Since the late 1960s there has been significant research to support the premise that vacant 

and blighted property have a negative effect on public welfare. As the chief advocate for 

the welfare and interests of citizens, Municipalities have engaged in a variety of 

abatement strategies to combat the public nuisance posed by vacant and blighted 

properties, including tools such as increases in police powers and taxation. Due to the 

costly nature of these abatement strategies, Municipalities would benefit greatly by 

thinking outside the box. For instance, what if vacant/blighted properties could leverage 

their own excess capacity in order to provide a financial pipeline for their own 

abatement? This thesis provides two policy solutions to mitigating the spillover effect of 

vacant and blighted property through the temporary use of inherent excess capacity. The 

excess capacity of vacant and blighted property is tied to the value of the land. By 

maximizing land value, cities can recapture the cost of vacancy and blight abatement.     

 

KEYWORDS 

Vacant, Blight, Land Value Tax, Spillover Effect, Excess Capacity 

 

RESEARCH QUESTIONS 

What are the current strategies being used to mitigate the effects of vacancies and blight?  

Do vacant and blighted properties have excess capacity that can be utilized?  

Can the utilization of excess capacity help provide funding for budget deficient municipalities?  
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INTRODUCTION 

“Racial Injustice, war, urban blight, and environmental rape have a common denominator in 

our exploitative economic system.” –Channing E. Phillips 

 

In 2010, Washington, D.C. adopted new regulations regarding vacant and blighted buildings in 

the District of Columbia. “The Vacant Property Disincentivization Act of 2010”1 amended 

vacant property tax class 3 and created a blighted property tax class 4. The two tax classes are 

designed to penalize property vacancy and blight. Vacant property classified under class 3 is 

charged property taxes in the amount of $5.00 per $100.00 of assessed value.2 Blighted property 

– a vacant building that is determined by the Mayor to be unsafe, unsanitary, or which is 

otherwise determined to threaten the health, safety, or general welfare of the community3—is 

charged $10.00 for every $100.00 of assessed value.4 Comparatively, non-vacant, non-blighted 

property is taxed $0.85 for ever $100.00 of assessed value.5 The goals of the act were to remove 

any possible incentives that may result in vacancies and blight and generate funds for vacancy 

and blight abatement. 

 

Vacant and blighted properties are in part a public nuisance issue as well as a public welfare 

issue. Municipalities across the country have provided abatement of this nuisance at a great cost 

                                                 
1 Natwar Gandhi, Memorandum Re: B18-0732 Engrossed Original, Shared with OFCO on June 15, 2010 and 
Amendments Introduced on June 15, 2010. Government of the District of Columbia. July 1, 2010, Accessed 
September 30, 2015, http://app.cfo.dc.gov/services/fiscal_impact/pdf/spring09/FY2011-Final.pdf. 
2 Ibid. 
3 Blighted Vacant Buildings, Government of the District of Columbia. 2015. Accessed October 1, 2015. 
http://dcra.dc.gov/book/about-vacant-buildings/blighted-vacant-buildings. 
4 Gandhi, "Memorandum Re: B18-0732 Engrossed Original, Shared with OFCO on June 15, 2010 and Amendments 
Introduced on June 15, 2010" 
5 Ibid.  
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to the public.6 In an effort to recoup the cost of abatement, cities have implemented a variety of 

programs similar to The Vacant Property Disincentivization Act of 2010. However, to fully 

capture the cost of abatement, more creativity is needed. Municipalities such as Washington, 

D.C. should utilize the excess capacity7 of vacant and blighted property to fund the abatement of 

those properties. This is because data shows vacancies and blight pose major public welfare 

concerns such as: crime, depreciation of neighboring property values, and public health issues.8  

 

When I first contemplated what topic to pursue for my masters’ thesis, my main criteria was that 

my research would serve local governments and better public welfare. I wanted to find a solution 

that various municipalities could put in place to reduce the inefficient use of space and provide 

economic benefit for those cities.  During the spring semester, I took a class with Geraldine 

Gardner, Director of Urban and Regional Policy at the German Marshall Fund,  about 

participatory planning among stakeholder groups. During the class we were encouraged to attend 

a variety of public meetings including Mayor Bowser’s Budget Engagement Forums. At these 

meetings, I realized that not only did D.C. face inefficient uses of space, but it also had an 

inefficient budget.   

 

Mayor Bowser launched the Budget Engagement Forums to gauge the budget priorities of D.C. 

residents. She saw the Budget Engagement Forums as an opportunity to receive public input; 

especially, with the $200 million dollar budget gap she inherited from the previous 

                                                 
6 Ibid. 
7 Robin Chase, Peers Inc.: How People and Platforms Are Inventing the Collaborative Economy and Reinventing 
Capitalism, (New York, NY: Perseus Book Group, 2015).  
8 George Kelling and James Wilson, Broken Windows, (The Atlantic, March 1, 1982). 
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administration.9 During the Budget Engagement Forums, Mayor Bowser encouraged residents to 

speak freely about their fiscal concerns and priorities.10 Constituents seemed rather unified in 

setting education, job creation and affordable housing as their immediate budget priorities.11 

They also mentioned school modernization, public transportation and infrastructure as longer-

term budget priorities.12 To realize these goals, D.C. requires a multi-faceted strategy. 

Traditional budget regulators—spending less and saving more—are not enough to overcome the 

nearly ¼ billion dollar budget deficit. Creative solutions must be proposed, sought, and realized.  

 

During the questions and answers period of the Budget Engagement Forum, one constituent 

asked if there could be a reduction in the amount of speed cameras in D.C.13 Mayor Bowser said 

that despite their inconvenience to speeders, the speed cameras are major money generator for 

D.C. and that they were not only going to maintain operational, but also speed cameras will be 

more prevalent.14 Speed cameras are an efficient way to increase an influx of revenue at a 

minimal cost to the city. The rate of return on speed cameras has been a major gain for both D.C. 

and the public. Speed cameras not only generate a monetary value but also carry a positive 

public welfare value. Speed cameras provide an incentive for drivers to follow set speed laws. 

Moreover, abiding by such laws increases the public welfare. This type of creative solution can 

be manipulated and applied to vacant/blighted property. It also shows the District is incentivized 

to increase revenue to offset costs and they are willing to find creative avenues to reconcile the 

gap between outstanding debt and budget.  
                                                 
9 State of the District Address. Performed by Muriel Bowser. USA: Government of the District of Columbia, 2015. 
Speech. 
10 Ibid. 
11 Ibid. 
12 Ibid. 
13 Bowser, Muriel. Public Meeting, Mayor's Budget Engagement Forum, Wilson HIgh School, Washington, 
February 19, 2015. 
14 Ibid. 
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Significant samples of empirical data details the correlation between the depreciation of public 

welfare and vacant/blighted property. However, with such severe budget gaps and high tax 

delinquency rates among owners of vacant and blighted property, D.C. must generate an 

alternative to their vacant/blighted property policies. My thesis proposes a creative pathway to 

generate these funds; increase public welfare through self-funded abatement, and utilize the 

excess capacity of vacant/blighted property to turn a profit.  

 

This thesis will provide a potential amendment to D.C.’s current vacant/blight property policy—

The Vacant Property Disincentivization Act of 2010. As a part of this study, I will outline the 

negative effects of vacancies and blight on public welfare, analytically present the current 

policies in D.C., explore the economics of blight in Washington, D.C. through spillover effect 

analysis and propose two pragmatic policies that could, in theory, aid in the effort to mitigate the 

effects of vacancies and blight in cities.  

 

This thesis proposes three theories. First, vacancies and blight are bad for the public welfare of a 

neighborhood. Secondly, city budgets in Washington, D.C. are limited budgets and face great 

deficits. Lastly, vacant/blighted property has an inherent excess capacity that is tied to the high 

cost of land and low cost of improvements (aka buildings/structures).  

 

What follows this chapter is a discussion of repercussions of vacant/blighted property, D.C.’s 

policies regarding vacant/blight property, and an overview of my proposed alternatives. My 
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alternative policy proposals will be supported by the theory of excess capacity, broken window 

theory, economic spillover and a critique of vacancy/blight programs in Washington, D.C. 
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LITERATURE REVIEW  

Broken Windows15  

George Kelling and James Wilson analyze New Jersey’s “Safe and Clean Neighborhoods 

Program” in their 1982 article featured in The Atlantic.  Safe and Clean Neighborhoods required 

that police officers walk around neighborhoods and create a rapport with citizens. Police officers 

walking local beats were hypothesized to be visual deterrents to crime. However, crime rates did 

not decrease.  In fact, in many cities saw their crime statistics increase. Kelling and Wilson were 

able to derive three main conclusions from this effort. First, neglect is correlated with crime. 

Second, a culture of neglect, begets more neglect. Lastly, neglected neighborhoods, especially 

neglect in terms of housing, effects neighborhood morale and psyche. The major success of Safe 

and Clean Neighborhoods was the creation of citizen rapport with police officers. Neighborhood 

residents felt safer even if crime rates were on the rise. This fostered a culture of care and safety 

which created more dutiful neighborhoods filled with pride, in previously neglected places. This 

theorem has been tested in a variety of locales both domestic and international. The Broken 

Windows theory has been cited in a variety of economic and psychological articles. One of these 

articles published in The Economist drew the connection between graffiti and delinquent social 

behavior.16   

 

 

 

                                                 
15 George Kelling and James Wilson, Broken Windows, (The Atlantic, March 1, 1982). 
16 Can the Can, (The Economist, November 20, 2008).  



10 
 

The External Costs of Foreclosures: The Impact of Single Family Mortgage Foreclosures 

on Property Values17 

Dan Immergluck and Geoff Smith recognize that foreclosures, vacancies and blight have major 

repercussions for neighborhood welfare. However, to substantiate this research, Immergluck and 

Smith focused their work on the economic costs of vacancies in neighborhoods. The work tracks 

the housing market in Chicago. Through quantitative data collection and analysis, Immergluck 

and Smith are able to establish an average cost per distance ratio for the effect of vacancies on 

home values. Immergluck and Smith’s research states that housing prices decreased by 1.136% 

for properties within an 1/8 mile of a vacancy and by 0.325% for properties within 1/4 mile of a 

vacancy.18 Ultimately, this article suggests that cities and policy makers should aggressively seek 

policies aimed at reducing vacancies.  

 

Peers Inc. 19 

Robin Chase co-founder of Zipcar chronicles her inspiration of Zipcar. The primary focus of her 

work is defining excess capacity as well as the necessity of corporations and users to share ideas 

and strengths. Chase ascertains that corporations can only operate within strict parameters but 

that people are constantly faced with mismatches between structural paradigms and wants. There 

are three main takeaways from Chase’s work. Firstly, excess capacity is the inefficient use of a 

product. Moreover, excess capacity must be leveraged in order to see growth and innovation in 

cities and corporate sectors. Secondly, sharing technology is quintessential to innovation. Lastly, 

diversity is key to adaptation. This work challenges the corporate world to innovate. However, 

                                                 
17 Dan Immergluck, and Geoff Smith, The External Costs of Foreclosures: The Impact of Single Family Mortgage 
Foreclosures on Property Values, (Housing Policy Debate, March 31, 2010), 57-79.  
 
18 Ibid. 
19 Robin Chase, Peers Inc, 2015 
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Chase’s main motivation is to teach readers how to recognize the inefficiency in every use and 

the profitability of sharing unused resources.  

 

The Death and Life of Great American Cities20 

Jane Jacobs’ book was designed to critique Robert Moses and urban planners in New York. 

Jacobs advocates for vibrant and complex neighborhoods. She argues that the automobile and the 

separation of uses were ruining neighborhoods because it reduced opportunities for residents to 

interact with one another. Jacobs promotes busy streets in which neighborhoods self police 

themselves and establish a neighborhood identity. Jacobs asserts that cities are supposed to 

welcome strangers, but it is the responsibility of neighborhoods to show strangers the proper 

decorum. Jacobs argues for more “eyes on the street” approaches to protect neighborhood values. 

Without constant interaction between residents, neighborhoods fall in a state of neglect which 

invites crime, and the deterioration of neighborhoods. The three main takeaways from Jacobs’ 

work are the following:  1) Safety is maintained by neighborhoods because of a mutual respect 

between residents 2) Contact in the form of busy streets establishes pride in neighborhoods; 3) 

Neighborhoods need a diverse set of uses and people to stay vibrant.  

 

Research for Democracy: Linking Community Organizing Research to Leverage Blight 

Policy21 

Anne Shlay and Gordon Whitman examine policies regarding blight in Philadelphia. 

Shlay and Whitman find that the main problem with blight is that policy makers are not fully 

briefed on the causes, implications, and subsequent ramifications of blight. Policy makers are 

                                                 
20 Jane Jacobs, The Death and Life of Great American Cities. (New York, NY: Random House: 1961). 
21 Anne B. Shlay and Gordon Whitman, Research for Democracy: Linking Community Organizing and Research to 
Leverage Blight Policy, City & Community City and Community 5, no. 2 (2006): 153-71. 
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criticized because blight policies are aimed at containment, demolishment and otherization of 

blight rather than solution based strategies. Shlay and Whitman trace the history of the definition 

of blight and implications of blight’s use as a justification for urban renewal. Moreover, blight 

was used to classify all undesirable neighborhood problems such as crime, filth and vacancies. 

Shlay and Whitman then demonstrate how this rhetoric was turned into a political platform for 

politicians. The main takeaway from this article is that blight is not only a problem but it is also 

the result of bad policies.   
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RESEARCH METHODOLOGY  

Deductive method: To determine the social and fiscal impacts of vacancies, this thesis uses 

deductive methodology to reflect and analyze current Washington, D.C. policies regarding 

vacancies and blight. This thesis also analyzes “Broken Window” theory, and the theory of 

“Economic Spillover.”  

 

Descriptive Quantitative:  To determine the usefulness of current D.C. policies, this thesis 

documents the assessed values and current tax bill for all D.C. blighted properties. This data was 

collected by conducting research on all DC properties on the 2015 blighted property list using 

the Office of Tax and Revenue property search engine. This analysis substantiates that the 

current blighted tax produces inflated budget deficiencies with the likelihood of delinquency. 

The aggregate tax bill for all 105 blighted properties is $5,574,789. Approximately 18% of the 

properties on the blighted property list have property taxes that are over 50% of their assessed 

value. Another 11% of the properties have property tax bills over 100% of the assessed value. 

The highest property tax bill totals $603,175, which is 431% of the assessed value: $140,110.   

 

Spatial Analysis: To determine the prevalence of blight in Washington, D.C., GIS mapping was 

used to plot out all blighted property. A 0.5-mile buffer from all metro stations was overlaid on 

the map to help illustrate the spatial significance more saliently. A total of 26 blighted properties 

are located within the buffer zone. These 26 properties create the universe for the pilot programs 

I propose as alternatives to the current Washington, D.C. policies.  
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Interviews: To determine the effects of vacancies on neighborhoods, I interviewed the 10 

neighbors of my muse property: 1122 Abbey Pl. NE. These interviews verified vacancies have 

negative implications for the neighborhood physique, property values, safety and public health.  
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VACANCY AND BLIGHT: DEFINITION AND CAUSATION  

 This section defines vacant and blighted property. It also illustrates two potential reasons 

for the occurrence of vacant and blighted property despite Washington, D.C.’s high median cost 

of housing.   

In a recent conversation with Howard Ways, Executive Director of the Redevelopment 

Authority of  Prince George’s County, we discussed the difference between vacant and 

abandoned property. Vacancies are normal. People terminate leases before their lease period, 

people move out before they can sell their homes, and people pass away. Therefore, vacancies 

are not all bad. Vacancies only become an issue when they become neglected, when the grass 

grows a bit too high, or a stray baseball hits a window and no one is there to repair it. It is then, 

that a vacancy becomes a nuisance.  

The abandoned designation arises when a property is left without any intention by the 

owner to return. Abandoned properties depreciate, weather many broken windows, suffer chronic 

neglect, and invite crime. Blight is often a byproduct of abandoned properties. The Housing Act 

of 1949 introduced the concept of blight.22 The policy was designed to tag neighborhoods 

eligible for urban renewal. Blight was used as a litmus test for whether or not municipalities 

could seize and clear land for development. As suggested by John Street’s mayoral campaign, 

“being for neighborhoods mean[s] being antiblight.”23 Blight became the catchphrase for all the 

neighborhood woes. Crime, drugs, poor sanitation, vermin infestations, and illegal dumping were 

all classified as blight and bulldozing those sites was the seen as the only viable solution.24 

However, blight is a social problem as well as a fiscal issue. Eliminating the aesthetics of blight 

does not eliminate the conditions, policies, and circumstances that cause blight.  

                                                 
22 Henry Truman, 1949 State of the Union Address  
23 Anne B. Shlay and Gordon Whitman, Research for Democracy, (2006). 
24 Ibid. 
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According to the Washington, D.C. Department of Consumer and Regulatory Affairs 

(“DCRA”), a blighted building is a building that poses a public health and welfare concern.25 

The major difference between vacancies and blight is that blight poses a safety concern that 

deems a property uninhabitable.26 Vacancies are just empty, but more than likely are inhabitable 

and may generate future revenue for the city.  

Vacancies and blight have been accused of being an imbalanced economic equation in 

which the supply is greater than the demand. However, in the D.C. housing market that is not the 

case. Demand far exceeds the supply. D.C. has added approximately 77,000 residents since 

2005, which means there is great economic pressure for increases in housing supply.27 Blight 

cannot be solely economic if, despite the economic demand and limited supply, D.C. still 

maintains a large of amount of vacant and blighted properties.  

Capitalism may be the cause of this paradox. During the 1990s, D.C. lost 35,000 

residents and the great influx of new residents, despite the recession, has created an extreme 

economic externality of dichotomous “haves” and “have-nots.”28 This externality is a result of 

great influxes in populous without the proper infrastructure mechanism to generate housing 

supply. Throughout the 1990s until 2005, the price of housing was rather affordable.29 The 

median home value for homes in D.C. in 2000 was $157,200.30 Today, median home prices are 

$512,000.31 In a decade and a half the median cost of a house in D.C. rose over 300%. Housing 

forecasts suggest that the cost of housing will soar to nearly a million dollars before 2020.32 

Capitalism teaches us that the most profitable markets are those in which goods can be purchased 
                                                 
25 Department of Consumer and Regulatory Affairs, Blighted Vacant Buildings, 2015.  
26 Ibid. 
27 Claire Zippel, DC’s Housing Affordability Crisis, in 7 Charts, (Greater Greater Washington), 2015.  
28 Ibid.  
29 Ibid. 
30 Ibid. 
31 Urban Turf, DC Home Price Rise 10.1 Percent, 2015.  
32 Michael Neibauer, Forecast: Average D.C. home will sell fro $1M in 2018, (BIZBEAT), 2014.  
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cheaply and sold at substantially high profits. A delinquent homeowner has no incentive to 

maintain a property when demand is high, supply is low and the cost of housing is increasing. 

The smartest decision, regardless of a tax, is hold out until the availability of housing is so scarce 

and the potential of profit is maximized. Municipalities must try and counteract this mentality 

and charge taxes or penalties that minimize the potential for financial gains for property owners 

that do not maintain their properties. To synthesize this assertion: cities must find a way to swing 

the cost vs benefit paradigm to favor the city.    

However, financial motives are not always the reasoning behind the occurrence of 

vacancies and blight. According to an interview given by WashingtonCityPaper, Helder Gil, 

spokesman for DCRA, says vacant properties often remain vacant and deteriorate because the 

owner is deceased.33 In many of these situations, the deceased has passed without a will, and the 

property has not gone through probate, 34a legal process by which a person’s will is allocated to 

an entity per the discretionary power of a judge.35 This process is rather lengthy because it 

requires that heirs be found and the property is transferred to the heir after all debts are paid. 

However, an heir may file a disclaimer and refuse inheritance of the property and then the state is 

required to find the subsequent next-of-kin.36 This process is complicated and drawn-out. While 

this occurs, the property is vacant, and often times becomes or continues to be blighted.   

                                                 
33 Aaron Wiener, Lost and Foundering, (Housing Complex), 2013.  
34 Ibid.  
35 Ibid. 
36 Ibid. 
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KEEP YOUR EYES OUT FOR BROKEN WINDOWS  

This section is a brief introduction to Broken Window theory and Jane Jacob’s Eyes on the Street 

theory. Furthermore, it connects crime and vacancies, and neglect with breakdown of 

neighborhoods.  

Blight is the visual manifestation of a disregarded property. The impact of this neglect 

infects neighbors, and the greater community alike. Moreover, blight reduces the likelihood for 

neighborhoods to reach their full potential because blight is not the intended use or maximization 

of the space and causes aversion to potential residents. Blight is directly correlated with 

heightened levels of crime, declining neighborhood value and reduced public health.  

Blight is a problem because it disrupts the careful dynamic of a neighborhood. Thus, 

blight is classified as a threat to the public welfare of neighborhoods. Blight and crime are 

strongly correlated with one another. When the fear of crime infiltrates a neighborhood, people 

modify their behavior accordingly. Blight breaks the collective sense of responsibility in 

neighborhoods. When these community behaviors are disrupted, residents will no longer spend 

time on the streets, they no longer encourage good behavior; interests become more aligned to 

self-preservation rather than a collective effort for a common purpose.37  

Blighted property disincentivizes investment, increases the potential for crime, reduces 

the public health of a neighborhood, and decreases the property value of neighboring houses. The 

effects of vacancies and blight counteract positive spillover such as increased amenities, better 

transit options, and the establishment of anchor commercial institutions. Vacancies/blight reduce 

the capacity of existing amenities to maintain in place as well as future enhancements. 

                                                 
37 Jacobs, The Death and Life of Great American Cities, (1961).  
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 Nuisance is a legal term of art. Established in 1905, nuisance is common-law in which 

establishes “a man shall not use his property so as to harm another.”38 In other words, a nuisance 

is a behavior or condition that obstructs the use and enjoyment of another’s property. A nuisance 

can be measured in relation to the degree in which it causes a public disruption. Blighted 

properties are considered a public nuisance because they interfere with the degree of enjoyment 

citizens can experience in their neighborhood. The neighborhood is the shared right and the 

consequences of vacant and blighted properties are the nuisance. Vacant and blighted properties 

infringe upon the neighborhood with heightened security and public health concerns such as 

increases in pedestrian crime and increases in vermin.  

Each neighborhood has it’s informal set of rules and norms. Neighbors are well 

acquainted enough to know which residents are regulars and which citizens are strangers.39 

Blight encourages an influx of strangers and heightens levels of disruption. Disruption comes in 

many forms such as drunks, homeless individuals who know they can find refuge in empty 

space, panhandlers, and drugs. Disruption may also come in the form of smells, rodents, and 

deteriorating physical structures. Consequently, it leads to crime and reduces the ability of 

residents to feel safe, diminishes the enjoyment residents have, and decreases the level of pride 

felt by residents.  

The correlation between blighted property and crime is well documented. In March 1982, 

The Atlantic published an article entitled Broken Windows.40 The Broken Window Theory is a 

theory developed as a result of a New Jersey pilot program called “Safe and Clean 

Neighborhoods Program.” Safe and Clean Neighborhoods Program, was a twenty-eight city, 

                                                 
38 Sic utere tuo ut alienum non laedas, Joyce, the Law of Nuisances 45 (1905). 
39 George Kelling and James Wilson, Broken Windows, (1982).  
40 Ibid.  
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State funded community welfare program. Police officers in those select cities were encouraged 

to conduct foot patrols throughout the city in an effort to discourage crime. 

Nevertheless, reduction in crime was not an outcome of the “Safe and Clean 

Neighborhoods Program.” As a result of the program, residents reported feeling safer despite 

crime rates staying either constant or slightly elevating. This sense of safety was a result of both 

a better relationship between the police and residents and police having a better ability to 

mitigate nuisances.41 One of the major findings of the pilot program, according to social 

psychologist (Wilson and Kelling), is the correlation between disorder and crime. It is this 

correlation that brought about the Broken Window Theory.  

Broken Window Theory states: “if a window in a building is broken and is left 

unrepaired, all the rest of the windows will soon be broken.” The assertion is that neglect begets 

future neglect. Therefore, if a neighborhood is home to blight; any level of neglect will 

encourage more neglect of the property, potential vandalism, etc. Furthermore, if the theory 

holds true, the neglect will infiltrate the community and create opportunities for more neglect. 

The Broken Window theory suggested that vacancies invite crime because it is human nature to 

perpetuate neglect.  

Kelling and Wilson suggest that untended property is vulnerable because it establishes an 

unspoken aura that “no one cares.” Such mentality invites vandalism; because it is generally 

coupled with a lack of “mutual regard and the obligations of civility.”42  This behavior can be 

classified as a social disorder. Consequently, communities generally cannot remain cohesive and 

united when disregard for neighbors and property festers within. Wilson and Kelling suggest that 

                                                 
41 Ibid.  
42 Ibid 
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it only takes one vacant property to turn the tide towards blight in a neighborhood.43 Soon after 

the publishing of the 1982 article, Broken Window theory was established as the landmark 

theory that links crime to blight/abandonment and suggests the need for abatement strategies. 

The theory was especially frightening to municipalities because, it suggests a multiplier effect in 

which if one house is blighted, there is a likelihood that other homes will follow. 

Published in 1961, Jane Jacobs “eyes on the street” theory suggests similar conclusion. 

Jane Jacobs argues that safety is best achieved in neighborhoods in which there is a sense of 

shared responsibility.44 She suggests that internal safeguards such as pedestrian traffic, integrated 

uses, observant shop owners, etc., provide the same degree of safety and common purpose 

achieved by the police officers in New Jersey.  There are three conditions which Jacobs 

associates with successful city streets: the clear demarcation between public and private space, 

eyes on the street to insure accountability, and constant use of sidewalks by residents and 

visitors.  Jacobs recognized the need for residents to hold each other accountable in public 

spaces. She also noted the need to establish accountability for the purpose of remediation in both 

the public and the private realms.45 Lastly, her theory suggests that neighborhoods can only 

succeed and be vibrant when neighbors feel a sense of pride and are willing to self-police 

themselves.46 However, if neighborhoods are littered with vacancies and blight, establishing 

devotion and pride in a neighborhood is overwhelmingly difficult. Furthermore, vacancies 

reduce the number of eyes on the street because they are inhabitable and also, neighbors have no 

incentive to look at neglect. Neglect is neither vibrant nor living.  

 

                                                 
43 Ibid.  
44 Jacobs, The Death and Life of Great American Cities, (1961). 
45 Ibid.  
46 Ibid. 
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EXCESS CAPACITY 

 Excess capacity is an economic principle defined as a scenario in which the derived value 

or output is being utilized or produced below the designed potential.47 Vacant and blighted 

property is by definition excess capacity. Vacant and blighted property—commercial or 

residential—requires maintenance and occupancy to be resolved. However, since the ownership 

of vacant and blighted property is generally dubious, due to death and the probate process, or 

delinquency and evasiveness on the behalf of owners, a writ of occupancy is generally not 

granted. Thus, the use is nothing when the intended purpose of is occupancy. Therefore, vacant 

and blighted property is, in totality, an underutilized asset.48 The excess capacity is derived from 

the potential to correct that use inefficiency. However, without permission, accessing and the 

right to utilize the excess capacity of vacant and blighted properties is illegal.  

The seizure of property in order to utilize property or generate a profit without the 

consent of the owner is the definition of a takings. Much like the law and municipal constitutions 

protect citizens from nuisances such as a blighted property, the takings clause established in part 

by the 14th amendment to the United States Constitution, prohibits the illegal seizure of property. 

Therefore, the utilization of property without the legal standing to do so, warrants a takings. 

However, a lien or a tax does not qualify. Therefore taxing is often the chosen avenue in which 

to incentive vacancy and blight turnover.  

What if rehab was not a precondition of use for blighted properties? This thesis seeks to 

investigate the potential of vacant and blighted properties. Ultimately, the maximizing use of a 

vacant property is the inhabitance of a property with a family or business. However, to reach that 

objective, structures must be rehabbed and the issue of ownership must be resolved. The excess 

                                                 
47 Robin Chase, Peers Inc, (2015). 
48 Ibid.  
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capacity of a vacant and blighted building is not only in the structure but also in the land. If the 

land can be put to work, even in the most minimal ways, the excess capacity of a structure is 

being utilized. There is still excess capacity that could be used to reach the property’s full 

potential. However, this thesis proposes that the leveraging of excess capacity can be done 

without maximizing the utility of a property.  
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1122 ABBEY PLACE NE 

Abbey Pl. NE is the muse for this thesis. It will serve as the variable in this experiment.  

1122 Abbey Place NE is the abandoned property that has been the inspiration for this 

thesis. The property has been abandoned since 2008 and is classified as blighted.49 The estimated 

value of the property is $313,720.50 The land is valued at $259,230 and the structure is valued at 

$54,490.51 The property is in foreclosure and  $115,112 is the remaining mortgage balance.52 

Currently, the outstanding property tax bill is $502,067.53  

According to the Office of Tax and Revenue (“OTR”), 1122 Abbey Place NE is a single-

family row home and zoned R-4. It is classified under the 004-blighted tax class.54 The listed 

owner of the property, Virgil B Martin, died in 2003 according to the U.S. Social Security Death 

Index. Due to the level of tax delinquency and the degree disrepair of the property, the property 

has been vacant for several years. His next-of-kin have yet to take ownership or responsibility for 

the property. Virgil B. Martin has three known next-of-kin, all of which have residences in 

Washington, D.C. The property also failed to sell at auction and continues to burden city coffers 

and the property values of neighboring homeowners.  

Interviews with neighbors revealed that the property is a major nuisance. Neighbors have 

complained consistently with the DC Office of Enforcement about the property. One neighbor 

said that crime is not a major concern because the area is two blocks away from a police station. 

However, squatting, illegal dumping and vermin infestation have been major issues for neighbors 

concerning the property.   

                                                 
49 Office of Tax and Revenue, 1122 Abbey Place NE, (2015).  
50 Ibid. 
51 Ibid. 
52 Ibid.  
53 Ibid.  
54 Ibid.  
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Another neighbor said they were interested in purchasing the property. However, the 

capital needs of the property and the fact that several opossum had taken up residence in the 

home, were major deterrents. Another neighbor echoed such concerns, stating major nuisances, 

including vermin and illegal dumping. Several neighbors mentioned that on multiple occasions, 

people dumped their bulk trash items in the back “parking space,” which in turn invites a 

plethora of alley cats and rodents. Neighbors also claim they constantly have to fix structural 

issues resulting from the deterioration of 1122 Abbey Pl.  

Figure 1: 11 22 Abbey Pl. Front View 

 

1122 Abbey Place NE is a unique property. It is in a string of row homes with an 

alleyway and private parking spots dedicated to a select number of row homes in the string. As 

the home stays vacant so does that parking spot. That property and that parking spot represent 

excess capacity—the production of a lower scale output—or in this case an opportunity to 



26 
 

capitalize on a property that is no longer an asset to the neighborhood.55 This financial 

capitalization is potentially a short term and temporary mitigation of the negative effects of this 

property on both city coffers and 1122 Abbey Place NE’s neighbors.  

 

  

                                                 
55 Ibid. 



27 
 

ECONOMIC SPILLOVER  

This section speaks about the negative economic effects of vacancies and blight on property 

values.  

 The effects of vacancies and blight stretch beyond nuisances and public health. Vacancies 

and blight create an economic spillover—economic consequences that are linked to a particular 

input—that depreciates the value to neighboring property. Vacancies and blight reduce the 

taxable base of cities. The economic consequence of that is a reduction in city services. City 

services include road repairs, street beautification and schools. The consequences of vacancies 

and blight are immediate and are exacerbated based on the lag time between vacancy and 

repurchase or repurpose of blighted units. A 1995 study estimated that the cost of vacancies to 

cities is equivalent to over $20,000 over the course a year in revenue and the cost to 

neighborhoods was about half of that.56 These costs are greater in cities which have high 

property taxes to offset budget deficits.  

In order to properly estimate the economic spillover of vacancies and blight, a hedonic 

regression model is necessary. Dan Immergluck and Geoff Smith’s model was utilized as part of 

this thesis. According to Immergluck and Smith to best measure economic spillover, a 1/8 of a 

mile buffer and a 1/4 buffer were drawn around vacant and blighted properties.57  

 

 

 

 

 
                                                 
56 Dan Immergluck and Geoff Smith, The External Costs of Foreclosure: The Impact of Single Family Mortgage 
Foreclosures on Property Values, (Housing Policy Debate, 2006), 57-79.  
57 Ibid.  
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Figure 2: Radius of Impact  

 

According to Immergluck and Smith, the estimated property value decrease is 1.136 percent 

within a 1/8 mile buffer and 0.325% reduction in value within a 1/4 mile buffer.58 In D.C. with 

average median property values of $512,000 the average cost to homeowners within the 1/8 

radius of a vacant property is $5,816 and $1664 within a 1/4 mile.  

Figure 3: 1/8 Mile Blight Buffer  

 

                                                 
58 Ibid. 



29 
 

Figure 4: 1/4 Mile Blight Buffer  
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TAX CLASSES AND DELINQUENCIES  

 This section focuses on D.C.’s penalty property tax, and budget expenditures.  

 DCRA has a dedicated unit—Vacant Building Enforcement Unit (“VBE”)— in charge of 

inspecting and classifying vacant and blighted buildings.59 VBE answers all nuisance complaints 

filed by citizens regarding vacancies and blight. The VBE conducts building surveys to 

determine occupancy and the overall condition of buildings.60 DCRA maintains a record of all 

vacant and blighted buildings—residential and commercial.61 VBE is also responsible for 

locating owners and next-of-kin.62  

After 2010, D.C. decided to penalize vacant and blighted property owners through a 

penalty tax. Tax class 3 is dedicated for vacant properties; tax class 4 is for blight.63 Residential 

property tax is 85 cents for every $100 in assessed value. Tax class 3 charges $5 dollars for every 

$100 in assessed value, and tax class 4 charges $10 dollars for every $100 in assessed value. 

Steep penalties are supposed to spur property owners to maintain their properties and keep them 

in good condition. However, as in the case of 1122 Abbey Pl. NE, not all property owners are 

living and, in the meantime, the taxes are still assessed.  

Currently there are 2,400 vacant properties and 250 blighted properties in D.C. Based on 

data provided by DCRA, the number of vacancies has increased between 2014 and 2015, DCRA 

 

 

 

 

                                                 
59 Department of Consumer and Regulatory Affairs, Blighted Vacant Buildings, 2015. 
60 Ibid.  
61 Ibid.  
62 Ibid.  
63 Ibid.  
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Figure 5: Vacancies v. Blight in Washington, D.C. 

 

 

 

predicts that the number of vacancies will remain constant in 2016. Blighted property seems to 

have slightly decreased between 2014 and 2015, and that is hypothesized to remain constant in 

2016. For purpose of this thesis, blighted properties are the main focus. In an effort to design a 

feasible pilot program, the test universe for blighted properties is more manageable and less 

malleable due to fewer turnovers.  

To determine the impact of blight on the D.C. budget, I used a multiphase data collection 

process. I collected and documented the public records for 105 of the blighted properties that 

were documented. The remaining properties did not have public records available. Currently, 

D.C. spends $6.8 million dollars in the enforcement of vacant and blighted properties. 

Enforcement costs included: administration of VBE, vacant property tracking, regulatory 

investigations in conditions of properties, and rehabilitation of vacant and blighted properties. In 

the 2015 financial year, DCRA spent $6.8 million dollars in enforcement efforts. It is projected 
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they will spend $5.4 million in the next fiscal year. This assumption is limited because it assumes 

that the number of vacant and blighted properties will not increase.  

Table 1: DCRA Budget 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Cost FY 14 FY 15 FY 16 

Scheduling & Enforcement Unit $475,000.00 $1,154,000.00 $992,000.00 

Vacant Property $550,000.00 $611,000.00 $650,000.00 

Regulatory Investigations $896,000.00 $1,227,000.00 $1,272,000.00 

Rehabilitation  $2,421,000.00 $2,948,000.00 $1,626,000.00 

Consumer Protection $277,000.00 $288,000.00 $306,000.00 

Weights and Measures $393,000.00 $573,000.00 $588,000.00 

Total Cost $5,012,000.00 $6,802,000.00 $5,435,000.00 
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Figure 6: DCRA Budget 2015 

 

Rehab of vacant and blight property is the main use of funds. Even with a proposed 

reduction of $1.3 million dollars in the next fiscal year, rehab costs still make up the majority of 

DCRA’s enforcement budget.  

Figure 7: DCRA Budget 2016 

 

The greatest impact in reducing costs for DCRA would be to somehow reduce the costs 

of rehabbing vacant and blighted properties.  

FY 2015 
Scheduling &
Enforcement Unit

Vacant Property

Regulatory Investivgtions

Rehabilitation

Consumer Protection

Weights and Measures

Proposed FY 2016 
Scheduling &
Enforcement Unit

Vacant Property

Regulatory Investivgtions

Rehabilitation

Consumer Protection

Weights and Measures



34 
 

 Currently, DC seeks to capture that cost through the penalty taxes. However, the property 

taxes in place promote delinquency rather than payment. The properties that have the greatest 

incentives have property taxes that are over 25% of the property values. Ten of the 105 

properties documented have property tax bills that exceed the property values by over 100%.  

See Appendix A.  

Reducing the costs of rehab and abatement of property would save D.C. money. The likelihood 

of capturing the outstanding $5,574,789.73 might be illogical, however by utilizing the excess 

capacity of vacant properties a portion of those costs might be recaptured.  
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PUBLIC V. PRIVATE BENEFITS 

 This thesis requires one to weigh public benefit versus private benefit. If a property falls 

into delinquency both the private and public values depreciate. However, the concern is that if 

the public takes the incentive to fix, maintain, and utilize the property, the private benefit of this 

action will outweigh any positive economic spillover by the property no longer being vacant or 

blighted.  

 This fear though logical in its premise, is misguided. The economic spillover effect of 

one delinquent property abjectly impacts an entire neighborhood. The inconsequentially small 

private benefit is not enough to not spur a comprehensive strategy that benefits both the 

individual and the neighborhood.  
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URBAN PLANNING RECOMMENDATIONS 

This thesis proposes two options for D.C. to choose from for the establishment of a pilot 

program to reduce the effects of vacancies and blight. D.C., like most cities, incentives citizen 

behavior by both a carrot and stick approach.  

Option one operates as a rebate while option two operates as an additional tax. Both 

recommendations make several assumptions that need further research for implementation. 

However, this thesis provides the avenue in which this additional research can be applied to 

forward a policy agenda that is in in line with D.C. objectives and financial goals. The following 

assumption is made: all 250 blighted properties have excess capacity that can be rented out or 

monetized. However, the pilot universe for both option one and two is comprised of 24 

properties that are within 1/2 from a Metro stop.  

Figure 8: Blighted Property within 1/2 Mile from Metro 
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According to data, the ceiling for profit for parking spots are on average is $300 per spot per 

month. This thesis will use 1122 Abbey Place NE as the model for both options one and two. 

1122 Abbey Pl. NE has a private parking spot in the alleyway behind the property that will be 

leveraged as the excess capacity of the property.  

Figure 9: 1122 Abbey Parking Space 

 

Option 1: Tax Reduction Rebate 

Option one proposes a reduction in taxes by 1% for permission to generate profits 

through the utilization of the properties excess capacity. As an example, the value of 1122 Abbey 

Pl. NE is $313,720, and the back taxes owed on the property is $502,067. Next year’s tax bill 

will add an additional $31,372 to the outstanding tax bill. The new tax bill is derived by value of 

the property * blight property tax ratio ($10.00 dollars for every $100.00 in assessed value). The 

potential gain for the leveraging the parking spot is $3,600, which is equal to $300.00 * 12 



38 
 

months. If property owners agree, they will benefit from a 1% reduction, which will equal $9.00 

for every $100 in assessed value. This new agreement would reduce next year’s property tax bill 

by $3,137. The savings plus the revenue generated by the parking spot would   benefit to the 

property owner of the blighted property by $6,737.  

Option one provides a financial incentive for an owner to fix their property. There is a 

cost/benefit trade off for D.C. because if the property is fixed, it will have a positive spillover 

effect to both the neighbors and neighborhoods. Option one proposes a pragmatic approach to 

reconciling budgets and mitigating debt. The small universe will serve as a microcosm by which 

planners can adjust the tax system to best benefit citizens and city ledgers.  

Option 2: Land Tax Rent  

 Option two uses the principle of a land tax to generate funds. A land tax is a tax on the 

land minus the improvements. Improvements are buildings, personal property and other 

items/structures that add to the value of the land. Land taxes are administered on an annual basis 

similar to property taxes. Since the value of the land is of more value than the improvements, the 

economic rent of land is a more effective tax in vacant properties. The land tax will be especially 

effective in D.C. where land is scarce and the value of land is high. Opponents of the land tax are 

generally those citizens with the most land and in areas of high land value. However, option two 

does not recommend a land tax be levied on all D.C. land. Rather option two suggests a land tax, 

in the form of a rent, be allocated on top of the property tax penalties already in place. This 

assures that the utilization of the parking for profit has legal ground. 

States and cities are allowed to administer taxes in order to provide public services. D.C. 

already has a specialized account used for the rehabilitation of vacant property. Proceeds of the 

land tax can be allocated to the aforementioned account. If the land is taxed, then the excess of 
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capacity of the property –in this case the parking spot—can be used to generate profits for 

payment. Option two is most useful for properties either undergoing probate or properties in 

which owners have been delinquent on payment of their taxes for a prolonged period of over a 

year. Option two would generate $3,600 regardless of payment of back taxes, and would 

maintain the financial incentives of a high property tax to incentive property owners of vacant 

and blighted properties. The land tax on all 26 properties in the pilot universe would generate 

$93,600, which is 6% of the FY 2015 DCRA rehabilitation budget.   
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CONCLUSION 

This thesis offers a viable creative alternative to mitigate vacancy and its associated 

revenue stream. In addition, this work exhibits pragmatic approaches to blight, abatement, and 

rehabilitation. Moving forward with this initial alternative, more work is needed. For instance, a 

more micro look at the feasibility of a specialized line zone amendment, finding a mobile 

application that can collect revenues generated by parking, and the legality of having D.C. 

parking enforcement enforce parking violations on private property will need to occur. However, 

the initial pilot universe of 26 properties is small enough to test of all these issues. 

When expanded out, this thesis is only effective in similar cities. When the same analysis 

is applied to Baltimore city, the incentives are less clear. When you draw a 1/8 and 1/4 mile 

buffer around each vacancy, the area spans the majority of the city. Additionally, the majority of 

transit buffers lacked property-owning residents. Therefore, the nuisance posed by vacancies 

often falls to deaf ears.  

This thesis articulates the need for more aggressive policies regarding vacant and blighted 

property. Moreover, this thesis demonstrates the need for innovation to drive economic gains in 

the face of dramatic deficits. The impact of vacancies and blight is more than financial. Blight 

plays a role in crime, neighborhood pride, and negatively impacts the public welfare of 

neighborhoods. 

Lastly, this thesis uncovered a major flaw in the current penalty property tax. D.C.’s tax 

classes 3 and 4 provide a financial incentive for property owners. However, taxation is not 

effective when property owners are dead, properties are in probate or going through foreclosure. 

The only option in those scenarios is delinquency. Taxation in those situations does not 

accomplish the true intent of the policy, which is to incentivize individuals to put healthy 
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properties back on the market. Vacancies and blight are a major public welfare and policy issue 

facing D.C. and other similar municipalities. This thesis produces a viable alternative to policies 

already in place. 
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Appendix A: ORT Blighted Properties, Back Taxes and Property Values 

 

 

 

 

Address Property 
Value 

Back taxes Tax Value/ property 
value 

149 Upsal St. SE $137,280.00 $250.25 0% 

262 56th St. NE $161,870.00 $384.50 0% 

4928 Astor Pl SE $107,240.00 $455.77 0% 

2553 Alabama Ave. SE $177,840.00 $755.82 0% 

452 N St. NW $441,510.00 $1,876.42 0% 

1303 Maple View Pl SE $276,630.00 $1,175.68 0% 

2922 Pennsylvania Ave SE $214,580.00 $1,765.99 1% 

2910 Martin Luther King Jr. 

Ave SE 

$81,210.00 $669.98 1% 

1506 Gales St. NE $358,330.00 $3,298.13 1% 

76 Forrester St. SW $500,530.00 $14,486.59 3% 

2026 Savannah Pl. SE $161,020.00 $5,936.16 4% 

3105 22nd St. SE $137,120.00 $6,435.55 5% 

1213 Morris Rd. SE $165,900.00 $7,894.66 5% 

4208 Hildreth St. SE $140,430.00 $6,971.14 5% 

2415 1st St. NW $472,760.00 $23,638.00 5% 

2735 4th St. NE $332,650.00 $16,632.50 5% 
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Address Property 
Value 

Back taxes Tax Value/ property 
value 

    

5008 6th Pl. NE $247,990.00 $12,399.50 5% 

1168 Neal St. NE $299,440.00 $14,972.00 5% 

718 19th St. NE $357,900.00 $17,895.00 5% 

1118 3rd St. NE $311,180.00 $15,559.00 5% 

1012 9th St. NE $317,790.00 $15,889.50 5% 

527 42nd St. NE $149,040.00 $7,452.00 5% 

1036 45th St. NE $171,360.00 $8,568.00 5% 

1316 45th Pl. SE $249,710.00 $12,485.50 5% 

204 49h St. NE $162,490.00 $8,124.50 5% 

620 49th Pl NE $156,980.00 $7,849.00 5% 

819 50th Pl. NE $160,840.00 $8,042.00 5% 

302 63rd St. NE $104,270.00 $5,213.50 5% 

5024 A St. SE $107,240.00 $5,362.00 5% 

4945 Ayers Pl. SE $629,800.00 $31,490.00 5% 

3206 D St. SE $163,350.00 $8,167.50 5% 

4319 E St. SE $147,080.00 $7,354.00 5% 

3389 Highview Ter SE $255,890.00 $12,794.50 5% 

4402 Kane Pl NE $205,600.00 $10,280.00 5% 

1601 17th St. SE $323,430.00 $16,171.50 5% 
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Address Property 
Value 

Back taxes Tax Value/ property 
value 

2608 Bowen Rd. SE $148,360.00 $7,418.00 5% 

3305 Brothers Pl SE $173,670.00 $8,683.50 5% 

3336 Brothers Pl SE $215,840.00 $10,792.00 5% 

2501 Elvans RD SE $190,770.00 $9,538.50 5% 

1712 Frankford St. SE $183,940.00 $9,197.00 5% 

760 Howard Rd SE $148,840.00 $7,442.00 5% 

2204 Irving St. SE $152,100.00 $7,605.00 5% 

851 Monteria Ct. SE $227,620.00 $11,381.00 5% 

1357 Morris Rd SE $152,420.00 $7,621.00 5% 

1622 R St. SE $260,910.00 $13,045.50 5% 

338 Raleigh St. SE $164,220.00 $8,211.00 5% 

1912 Savannah Pl. SE $166,560.00 $8,328.00 5% 

1321 Valley PL SE $201,510.00 $10,075.50 5% 

1338 W St SE $219,430.00 $10,971.50 5% 

3206 D St. SE $163,350.00 $8,167.50 5% 

1338 W St. SE $219,430.00 $10,971.50 5% 

790 Irving St. NW $280,190.00 $14,009.57 5% 

2110 16th St SE $179,210.00 $8,960.82 5% 

1264 Holbrook Ter NE $297,910.00 $15,082.06 5% 

4712 Blaine St. NE $161,270.00 $8,221.03 5% 
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Address Property 
Value 

Back taxes Tax Value/ property 
value 

2228 R St. SE $178,350.00 $9,830.88 6% 

1277 Penn St. NE $302,890.00 $16,829.80 6% 

5505 5th NW $1,412,230.00 $80,974.00 6% 

4230 6th St. SE $289,600.00 $18,462.00 6% 

11 50th St. SE $629,800.00 $43,512.76 7% 

116 Kennedy St NW $588,540.00 $42,165.14 7% 

2109 M St NE $320,390.00 $24,279.13 8% 

1126 Morse St. NE $227,540.00 $18,231.64 8% 

302 16th St. NE $426,360.00 $39,887.38 9% 

95 55th St. SE $162,530.00 $16,253.00 10% 

909 Alabama Ave SE $138,200.00 $14,908.95 11% 

2421 Shannon Pl SE $143,960.00 $15,860.91 11% 

1259 U St. SE $151,490.00 $16,701.77 11% 

3326 Ely Pl SE $120,750.00 $14,735.24 12% 

1226 G St. NE $513,550.00 $63,723.72 12% 

3831 1st St SE $134,780.00 $18,408.99 14% 

3831 1st St SE $134,780.00 $18,408.99 14% 

2905 30th St. SE $318,070.00 $44,225.31 14% 

1457 Congress PL SE $160,590.00 $22,448.09 14% 

1457 Congress Pl SE $160,590.00 $22,448.09 14% 
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Address Property 
Value 

Back taxes Tax Value/ property 
value 

1514 White Pl SE $207,980.00 $29,589.72 14% 

4660 Hillside Rd SE $207,830.00 $34,439.00 17% 

27 Galveston Pl SW $141,550.00 $29,903.26 21% 

813 Howard Rd SE $126,500.00 $35,294.35 28% 

2717 Wade Rd SE $129,770.00 $38,708.28 30% 

1131 Chicago St. SE $202,360.00 $61,425.68 30% 

2551 Alabama Ave SE $161,320.00 $51,507.84 32% 

809 Howard Rd SE $123,240.00 $44,692.07 36% 

1229 E St. SE $229,600.00 $100,006.48 44% 

1656 Montello Ave NE $302,180.00 $168,052.48 56% 

1435 22nd St. SE $192,220.00 $109,362.51 57% 

715 50th St NE $118,040.00 $73,360.61 62% 

5220 Bass Pl. SE $117,580.00 $77,034.62 66% 

1182 Morse St. NE $203,400.00 $138,983.12 68% 

5705 Eads St. NE $98,740.00 $70,742.19 72% 

1900 Savannah PL. SE $161,890.00 $122,015.36 75% 

1350 Dexter Ter SE $138,660.00 $131,985.96 95% 

3322 Blaine St. NE $157,050.00 $161,715.80 103% 

5304 E St. SE $131,490.00 $141,311.15 107% 

616 49th Pl. NE $134,240.00 $147,464.23 110% 
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Address Property 
Value 

Back taxes Tax Value/ property 
value 

1427 22nd St. SE $148,320.00 $167,313.58 113% 

5021 Hanna Pl SE $128,400.00 $151,128.20 118% 

1225 Maple View Pl SE $170,860.00 $203,733.10 119% 

1005 Savannah St. SE $145,230.00 $187,004.21 129% 

1122 Abbey Pl NE $313,720.00 $502,067.82 160% 

2913 Stanton Rd. SE $137,970.00 $262,851.10 191% 

2309 Irving St. SE $129,940.00 $255,828.78 197% 

4335 Douglas St. NE $164,430.00 $397,378.54 242% 

5101 F St. SE $140,110.00 $603,175.78 431% 

TOTAL DUE   $5,574,789.73  
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