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THE IMPACT OF LDS TEMPLES

ON LOCAL PROPERTY VALUES

by Steven J. Danderson

Opponents of temples of the Church of Jesus Christ of
Latter-day Saints claim that by drawing tourists and
traffic into residential neighborhoods, they cause local
homes to lose value. Others admit that churches, by
themselves, do not detract from local property values,
but claim that the large size and the ornate nature of
temples is the detriment. This paper tests both conten-
tions by using a regression analysis on a sample of 207
properties taken from three U.S. cities where the Church
of Jesus Christ of Latter-day Saints have built temples.

BACKGROUND

In July of 2001, Sally Braid announced that she was
selling her home after hearing from Belmont, Massa-
chusetts resident Charles Counselman that the Boston
Temple of the Church of Jesus Christ of Latter-day
Saints caused local homes to become “unmarketable,”
by drawing traffic jams of “Mormon tourists” into sur-
rounding residential neighborhoods.1

Counselman was one of the plaintiffs involved in a law-
suit against the Church of Jesus Christ of Latter-day
Saints to prevent construction of the Boston Temple, or
at least the steeple that tops it. The theory is that such
a large structure not only draws the faithful, but also
curious onlookers into an area that had been zoned for
residences only. The increased traffic (so the theory goes)
deprives the neighbors of their property of peace and
quiet, as reflected in the value of their homes.2

How sound is that theory? In 1991, residents of
Windermere, Florida filed suit to prevent con-
struction of the Orlando Temple using the same
theory. However, the expected traffic volume did
not appear. Daily attendance at the Orlando
Temple averages 600 or less.3  It is hard to sub-
stantiate a charge that high traffic volume is
detrimental to local property values if there is
no high traffic volume.

Perhaps there is another factor involved in concerns
that LDS temples impose costs on the local community.
Historically, secular governments support official
churches in their respective nations, but the first amend-
ment of the U.S. Constitution makes this illegal in the
United States.

This was especially true in ancient Israel. King Solomon
erected a temple to the Lord, which was quite ornate
and lavishly furnished.5  This was quite costly to the
people of Israel, though. Solomon’s own son likened the
tax structure imposed to build the temple to the sting
of whips.6

Since the Church of Jesus Christ of Latter-day Saints
base their temples on those of ancient Israel,7  it is per-
haps natural to assume that the whole community
would bear the costs of temple building, as did ancient
Israel. However, the costs of LDS temples in Boston and
elsewhere differ from those of ancient Israelite temples
in that the costs are wholly borne by the LDS minority;
not by the greater community. Indeed, it may be argued
that there are not enough LDS temples, as the benefits
are diffuse throughout the community, while the costs,
which are less than the total benefits, are wholly borne
by members of The Church of Jesus Christ of Latter-
day Saints.

But what if Counselman and other opponents of the
temple are only wrong in the supporting theory, but right
in their conclusion that the temple is harmful to local
property values? Does the temple make local homes

unmarketable?

METHODOLOGY

How does one test such the claim that LDS
temples lower local property values? Damodar
N. Gujarati of West Point Academy provides us
with a general model for exploring economic
theories:
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Broadly speaking, traditional economic meth-
odology proceeds along the following lines:

1. Statement of theory or hypothesis

2. Specification of the mathematical model of
the theory

3. Specification of the econometric model of the
theory

4. Obtaining the data

5. Estimation of the parameters of the econo-
metric model

6. Hypothesis testing

7. Forecasting or prediction

8. Using the model for control or policy pur-
poses8

THE HYPOTHESIS

While most people who have reservations with the LDS
temples would like to have a scientific measure of the
impact of the temple, John Dearie, of Harrison, New
York, who invited Charles Counselman to agitate
against the LDS, wants any study “to go beyond” mea-
suring the temple’s impact to “learn about the modus
operandi, the style, the tactics, the contempt—I might
say—that [the LDS show] for communities.”9  It seems
that Dearie and Counselman have already concluded
that their theory (that the LDS temples lessen prop-
erty values) is a fact.

Still, Dearie and Counselman have done economic ana-
lysts a service by providing both a hypothesis and a
prediction: Temples built by the Church of Jesus Christ
of Latter-day Saints cause nearby homes to become “un-
marketable.” The hypothesis this study will test is
whether or not temples of the Church of Jesus Christ of
Latter-day Saints cause homes in the same community
to become “unmarketable,” specifically by drawing traf-
fic jams of “Mormon tourists” into surrounding residen-
tial neighborhoods.

The first step is to define the word “unmarketable.” Do
Counselman and Dearie mean that homes near LDS
temples are unwanted by buyers at any price?10  The
facts that homes are selling and that people are paying
for them, as well as the new homes being constructed
in these neighborhoods, would seem to silence this ar-
gument. 11

Perhaps Dearie and Counselman speak hyperbolically
and use the word “unmarketable” to describe a substan-
tial decline in the value of homes surrounding the
temple? In this case, what constitutes substantial? It

seems unreasonable to use the word “umarketable” to
describe a decline in value of only a few dollars. In fi-
nancial circles, a bear market occurs when the decline
of a commodity’s value or a security index’ value is sub-
stantial. Peter Lynch of Fidelity investments, consid-
ered one of America’s top investors, fixes that amount
at 25% or more.12  Accordingly, I have used a 25% loss to
define “umarketable” in this study.

Finally, it is also necessary to clarify what is meant by
the “community” impacted by an LDS temple. Our defi-
nition has to be balanced by the ability to collect accu-
rate and usable data. Two criteria have been selected—
first, that all homes in this study are in the same city
as the temple (even when a part of a larger metropoli-
tan area), and second, that the homes are within two
miles of the temple site. The first criterion was estab-
lished largely to help manage the data in this study. Dr.
Murray Cohen, of the University of South Florida, re-
searched property values in the Tampa Bay area in
Florida, and found that the values of similar houses in
different cities within that metropolitan area were no-
tably different. Dr. Cohen’s work shows that home prices
differ from town to town, even in the same metropoli-
tan area.13  This restriction avoids having to deal with
multiple scenarios, while still providing useful and ac-
curate data.

The second criterion is connected more to the likelihood
of direct impact on a home. What is the dividing line
between being in the area of an LDS temple and not
being in the area? This writer remembers seeing the
statue of the Angel Moroni atop the 258-foot-tall Los
Angeles Temple14  from the other side of that smog-rid-
den city. Since the Boston and Orlando Temples are only
about 150 feet tall,15  it does not seem reasonable to view
“having a temple in the neighborhood” from very far
away. Considering the height of the temple, one mile
seems to be a reasonable distance, as most temples can
easily be seen from that distance, but not much farther
than that. The goal is to compare the homes with ready
views of the temple with homes in the same town with-
out such a view, since the claim was that it is the view
of a large, ornate temple that causes the traffic jams
which decreases property values. Using a two-mile ra-
dius provides us with a definition of community that
gives a sample size sufficient to demonstrate the valid-
ity of the hypothesis, and that also includes those most
likely to be impacted by the presence of the temple.

Prices of commercial property have been excluded from
consideration on the grounds that buyers take some-
what different considerations into account when pur-
chasing commercial property. For example, merchants
like high traffic volume (to a point), for it translates to
increased revenue, all else being equal.
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THE ECONOMIC AND

MATHEMATICAL MODELS

What model should be used to test the claim that the
LDS temples lower local property values? When com-
paring the impact of an “independent variable” (in this
study, the existence of the temple) on a “dependent vari-
able” (in this study, home prices) one should do a re-
gression analysis. The regression calculations allow re-
searchers to calculate the impact of changes in one fac-
tor while holding other factors constant. 16  While a re-
gression analysis is not proof of an actual impact of an
independent variable on a dependent one, an inference
can be made of a relationship between the two. 17  If a
regression shows a relationship that is diametrically
opposed to a claim, one can infer that such a claim is
without merit.

The popular form of a simple regression analysis is:18

yi = α + Βxi + εi

The popular form of a multiple regression is:19

yi = Β1x1i + Β2x2i + ... Βκxki + εi , i = 1, . . . , n

The x indicates the independent variable, while the y
indicates the dependent variable. The alpha indicates
the constant, which is the value of the dependent vari-
able when the independent variable equals zero. The
beta is the measure of the average relationship of the
independent variable with the dependent variable. Since
the beta is only an average, the predicted value for the
dependent variable is only an estimate, and hence, will
not necessarily equal the actual value. The epsilon rep-
resents this error, or standard residual.20  Ideally, the
error should be zero, since it has an inverse relation-
ship with how well the model “fits” reality.21  Five as-
sumptions are made when running a simple linear re-
gression:

1. The error variable, epsilon, is unrelated to or inde-
pendent of the independent variable

2. The error is normally distributed.22

3 . The average error is zero.

4. Any two errors, ε i and ε j, associated with dependent
variables yi and yj, are statistically independent of
each other.

5 . The variance of the error is assumed to be finite
and constant for all values of x in the regression
analysis. 23

Using the above assumptions, variables in a simple re-
gression analysis are determined using the Method of

Ordinary Least Squares (OLS),24  which, simply stated,
is the sum of the squares of the error values, or the sum
of the squares of the difference between the actual value
of the dependent variables and the value predicted by
the econometric regression equation.25

Related to the error variable in determining the “good-
ness of fit” of a regression model is the “coefficient of
determination” or R2. The total variance of the depen-
dent variable from its mean is called the “total sum of
squares” (TSS). The amount of that variance that is “ex-
plained,” or accounted for, by the regression equation is
called the “explained sum of squares” (ESS), and the
error, unexplained, or residual part is called the “re-
sidual sum of squares” (RSS). R2 = ESS/TSS = 1-(RSS/
TSS). R2 always has a value between 0 and 1; and the
closer R2 is to one, the better the fit of the estimate of
regression equation is to the actual value.26

To get the R2 closest to one, it is best to not only have as
many samples as practical, it is also necessary to have
as many independent variables as possible.

FACTORS IN GETTING A “GOOD FIT”
In order to have the regression equation properly re-
flect true influences, one must posit factors that really
influence property values.

Size is an obvious choice, because the bigger the house
is, the more materials and man-hours of labor are used
to build it, and hence, the higher the total cost is.

Closely related to size are the number of stories, bed-
rooms and baths. This is because each has special fea-
tures not found in simple size. For example, builders of
a house with multiple stories must include stairs, which
logically would make that house more expensive than a
single-story house with the same floor space. Bathrooms
have plumbing, which no other room except the kitchen
has, and bedrooms must have closets.

Another size factor is lot size. Bigger yards give more
privacy, which people do demand and buy.

Yet another factor is the added amenity, like a swim-
ming pool. Pools do seem to be a status symbol.

In many ways, age speaks for itself. After all, an an-
tiques market does exist.27

A final factor is the general price level. Obviously, if
prices in general rise, prices of houses would usually
rise as well.28
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Interestingly, the presence or absence of the temple must
be represented by a “dummy variable,” with 1 denoting
a presence and 0 denoting an absence (either the temple
is there or it is not; however, since the floor area of
temples are quantifiable, no dummy variable is neces-
sary here). Other dummy variables include each city in
the study.29

However, gauging the effect of a temple’s size on local
property values does not require a dummy variable.30

The preliminary regression equation is:

Price = B1(Land) + B2(Bed) + B3(Bath) +
B4(Story) + B5(Sq ft) + B6(Pool) + B7 (Temple)
+ B8(Age) + B9(CPI)

A preliminary substitute is:

Price = B1(Land) + B2(Bed) + B3(Bath) +
B4(Story) + B5(Sq ft) + B6(Pool) + B7 (Temple
Size) + B8(Age) + B9(CPI) + B10(Orlando) +
B11(Boston)

Where

• Price = residential housing price,

• Land = lot size,

• Bed = number of bedrooms,

• Bath = number of bathrooms,

• Story = number of stories,

• Sq ft = area of floor space in the home, in
square feet,

• Pool = whether there is a swimming pool,

• Temple = whether there is a temple within
one mile of the home at the time of purchase,

• Temple size = the size of the temple within
one mile of the home at the time of purchase,
in square feet,

• Age = age of the home in years at the time
of sale,

• CPI = consumer price index, to factor in in-
flation,

• Orlando = whether the home is in the Or-
lando area, and

• Boston = whether the home is in the Bos-
ton area. 31

OBTAINING DATA; SOME

CLARIFICATIONS

To get a true idea of prices and their influences, first it
is necessary to get proper prices. Hence, when gather-
ing data is was necessary to obtain the prices that people
actually paid for their properties, rather than prices
asked for by house sellers, or assessed values of those
homes. Asked-for prices are merely offers that have not
cleared by the arbitration of the equilibrium prices of
the market. Assessed valued are what government offi-
cials think homes are worth, but since assessors are
unrelated to the market, assessed prices are usually
quite different from actual prices.

However, the price of the labor and materials used to
build homes where the only owners moved in shortly
after completion is considered the price of the home,
even though that price is probably less than the home
would actually be worth if it were on the market now.
This would probably skew results downward, especially
in Raleigh and Orlando, where most homes within one
mile of temple grounds were built after the temple was
built.

The author was also careful to limit the outside the
temple area to within the same community. A total of
207 sample home prices (and other data) were taken in
the Boston, Orlando, and Raleigh metropolitan areas.
All 207 were within two miles of the nearest temple,
and within the same town. Of the 207 homes sampled,
103 of them were within a radius of one mile. Compar-
ing home values in different metropolitan areas was
accomplished using the expedient of dummy variables
that accounted for the differing costs of living in each
area .

This writer specifically confined research to housing
prices, rather than commercial property prices, in or-
der to compare “apples with apples.” Somewhat differ-
ent motivations govern commercial values than govern
residential prices, one of which is that traffic is a plus
for commercial property, but a minus for residential
property.

The author got his data either from government sources,
from the Church of Jesus Christ of Latter-day Saints,
or from local realtors. The actual data is listed in the
appendix.

ANALYSIS OF THE DATA

The claim of Dearie and Counselman, that the LDS
temple makes surrounding homes “unmarketable,”
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Figure 1:  Regression of the Orlando Temple

serves as the “null hypothesis.” The opposing view is
called the “alternative hypothesis.”32  In this case, it is
the theory that the temple does not affect or actually
increases local home values. (The opposing view should
include all options.)

The beta variable (also known as the coefficient) that
corresponds with each factor in the regression is called
an “estimator.” Actual effects actually vary from obser-
vation to observation. 95% of the observations fall with
two standard deviations of the estimate.33  If the coeffi-
cient falls more than two standard deviations from the
theorized value (three, if the researcher wants to ac-
count for 99% of the observations), one must reject the
null hypothesis in favor of an alternative hypothesis.
When this is the case, the finding is “statistically sig-
nificant.”34

In the analysis in Figure 1, the adjusted r2 is 0.8698.
This indicates that the regression is a good fit with re-
ality.

In 95% of observations, the temple adds between $29,455
and $77,445. Since the Dearie/Counselman hypothesis

calls for a reduction of at least $51,000, it is best to re-
ject their hypothesis.

Another way of hypothesis testing is the use of the
“student’s t.” The formula is:

t = [(Z1*(k)1/2)/Z2]

Where Z1 is a standardized normal variable [Z1 ~
N(0,1)], and Z2 is a second variable with k “degrees of
freedom.”35

The Orlando Temple’s coefficient’s t of 4.4178, with 110
degrees of freedom, indicates that there is a greater than
99.9% probability that the temple adds to the value of
area homes.36

These findings are consistent with rejecting the null
hypothesis and substituting the alternative hypothesis
for the null one.

Looking at the findings of the Boston Temple (Figure
2), while the temple coefficient is consistent with find-
ings for the Orlando Temple, the fact that this writer
was unable to conclusively prove either the old or the
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Figure 2:  Regression of the Boston Temple

Figure 3:  Regression of the Raleigh Temple
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Figure 4:  Regression of the three temple samples

new null hypothesis. While the r2 shows that the fac-
tors are adequate, the number of observations are sim-
ply too few, as Essex county does not list its property
values online, and realtors do not advertise homes that
have sold, but homes that are for sale.

Looking at the regression analysis for the Raleigh
Temple (Figure 3), it appears that temples do not in-
crease local home values in every instance. However,
the lower bound of the estimate does not attain the sub-
stantial loss required would make homes unmarketable
by the definition above. In fact, the Raleigh Temple has
no statistically significant impact on area property val-
ues.

However, because Wake County, NC does not include
data on the number of bedrooms or baths in every in-
stance, the adjusted r2 indicates only a fair fit of reality.
A census may indicate either the unmarketable claim
or the alternative claim.

Since the Raleigh Temple has no statistically signifi-
cant effect on local home values, it may be that only the
larger temples that increase local residential values, or

that the Raleigh Temple is too new to have affected resi-
dential values at the time of this study.

Figure 4 indicates the findings of a regression analysis
of all 207 samples in Orlando, Boston, and Raleigh. While
a slight increase is evident in local hosing prices, nega-
tive values fall within one standard deviation.

However, this finding demonstrates beyond a 95% prob-
ability that the LDS temples do not cause local homes
to substantially decline in value, as the lower bound is
more than $30,000 more valuable than the critical level
of “unmarketability.” The Dearie/Counselman null hy-
pothesis that the temple renders nearby homes “unmar-
ketable” must be rejected.

A QUESTION OF TEMPLE SIZE

Figure 5 shows the analysis of the effect of the temple’s
size on local property values. Since each square foot of
floor space in the temple adds 43 cents on average to
the value of each home within one mile, and has a stan-
dard deviation of 21½ cents, there is better than a 95%
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Figure 5:  Regression of the three-temple sample of size

probability that bigger temples add more value than
smaller temples. The calculated t-distribution in figure
five concurs with that assessment.37

CONCLUSIONS

While not completely conclusive, this study has demon-
strated that the hypothesis is not correct. The sale prices
of private real estate near the three LDS temples in
this study show fairly conclusively that the presence of
the temple does not make a house unmarketable (un-
der any understanding of the term). In cases where the
temple would seem to have added value to local homes,
it also suggests that the larger the temple is (i.e. the
greater the local impact), the more value is added. We
could speculate on the reasons for this. The temples are
beautiful buildings. They are well maintained with im-
maculate gardens and lawns. They draw respectful visi-
tors. The specific purposes of an LDS temple tend to
limit its uses, compared to other similar-sized religious

buildings that may host daycare centers or large meet-
ings.

This paper completely ignores cities with large LDS
populations, as this author did not want to show home
values enhanced by large numbers of Latter-day Saints
wanting quick access to their temples. Early in the his-
tory of the Church (at least in the USA), Latter-day
Saints built temples in areas where Latter-day Saints
were concentrated. Later construction tended to facili-
tate temple access for Latter-day Saints in more remote
areas. Because the Church of Jesus Christ of Latter-
day Saints is accelerating its temple construction (there
are more than one hundred operating temples today38 ),
there are not enough Latter-day Saints to guarantee a
market for surrounding homes. This study tested the
effect of the temple only on those who have no use for
the temple, since they would constitute the vast major-
ity in cities where new temples are built.

This study however, has only dealt with sale prices of
homes, and has not attempted to explore local economic
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conditions or real estate swings or bubbles. Additional
research into comparative markets unaffected by the
temple in the same communities would help to confirm
our results.

The data, however, does show that charges that temples
of the Church of Jesus Christ of Latter-day Saints ren-
der neighborhood homes “unmarketable” are at best
overstatements of people’s fears, and, as the data sug-
gest, completely unfounded.
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APPENDIX ONE: THE DATA

In the following five pages, 207 samples have been gath-
ered from three cities where the Church of Jesus Christ
of Latter-day Saints have built temples.

The following is a list of abbreviations used to list data
from each sample (* indicates a dummy variable, where
1 means yes and 0 means no; 0 in both Orlando and
Boston indicates that the house is in Raleigh).

*Inc? = Indicates whether the house is in an incor-
porated area

Land = lot size,

Bed = number of bedrooms,

Bath = number of bathrooms,

Story = number of stories,

Sq ft = area of floor space in the home, in square
feet,

*Pool? = whether there is a swimming pool,

*<1mile = whether the homes is presently located
within one mile of the nearest LDS temple grounds

*Tem? = whether there is a temple within one mile
of the home at the time of purchase,

Tsize = the size of the temple within one mile of the
home at the time of purchase, in square feet,

YrBlt = the year the home was built

Year = the year the home was purchased by the
owner.

Age = age of the home in years at the time of sale,

CPI = consumer price index, to factor in inflation,

Price = the price of the home at the time of sale,

*Orl? = whether the home is in the Orlando area,

*Bos? = whether the home is in the Boston area,
a n d

N/A = Not Available.
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