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Evidence from a variety of sources makes a compelling case that the United States has a
housing affordability problem for moderate- and low-income households.

The causes of this probiem are complex and
controversial, but regulations imposed by
iocal governments—specifically zoning--are
clearly among them.

The U.5. Department of Housing and Urban
Development (HUD}, the Lincoln institute of Land
Policy, and the Fannie Mae Foundation con-
tracted with the National Center for Smart Growth
of the University of Maryland to conduct research
on possible barriers that zoning might create for
the development of high-density, multifamily
housing. This research does not attempt to
address all the thecretical arguments and empiri-
cal details of the effects of regulations on the
availablility and price of different types of hous-
ing. It assumes a need for some regulation of
housing and land markets {e.g., building codes
and certain aspects of zoning and subdivision
ordinances), and defines a regutatory barier to
certain housing types as a government require-
ment or process that significantly impedes the
development or availability of that housing.

In 1991, the President’s Advisory
Commission on Reguiatory Barriers to
Affordable Housing (aiso known as the Kemp
Commission, after U.S. Department of Housing
and Urban Development Secretary lack Kemp}
found that various regulatory barriers can
= directly raise development costs by as
much as 20 to 35 percent;
= prevent the development of affordable
heusing in many suburban and other areas of
high job growth, forcing lower income house-
holds to live in locations far from job oppoertu-
nities; and
= raestrict the full range of market rate and
affordable housing options, such as higher
density housing, multifamily rentat housing,
accessory units, and manufactured homes.

Several studies and joumal articles since
then have confirmed the nature of the problem,
suggesting that it may be gefting worse in par-

ticular metropolitan areas, When local reguta-
tors effectively withdraw land from buildable
supplies—whether under the rubric of “zoning,”
“growth management,” or other regulations—
the land factor and the finished product can
become more costly. Caps on development,
restrictive zoning limits on allowable densities,
urban growth boundaries, and long permii-pro-
cessing delays have all been associated with
increased housing prices.

In part because zoning is the purview of
local governments, there has been little sys-
tematic and empirically based study to ana-
lyze patterns of zoning at the metropolitan
scale: How much land is zoned for high-den-
sity or muftifamily housing?, How do zoning
patterns vary across metropolitan areas?, and
Is zoning a significant barrier to high-density,
multifamily housing in the United States?

The rapid deveiopment of Geographic
Information Systems (GIS) data by local gov-
ernments creates new opportunities for exam-
ining this question. This project attempts to
+ characterize quantitatively {using GIS data)
the pattern of residential zoning in six metro-
politan areas in the Unifed States;
= characterize the regulatory environment in
each study area using information obtained
from ordinances and statutes, key informanis,
and published materials; and
= consjder whether the evidence suggests zoning
as a barrier to high-density, multifamily housing.

5y WO THE APPRGALH

The research presented in this issue of Zoning
Practice examines whether zoning by local
governments limits the development of multi-
famiy and high-density housing. The work is
motivated by concerns that zoning by local
governments is used to exclude affordable
housing and its occupants, Specifically, our
focus is more limited: the effects of zoning on

housing density and type. Because high-den-
sity and multifamily housing are generally
more affordable than low-density, single-fam-
ily housing, it is likely that zoning barriers to
high-density and multifamily housing are aiso
barriers to housing affordabitity.

The research centers on six metropolitan
study areas. For each study area research
included (1) quantitative analysis of census and
zoning data, {2) review and evaluation of local
policies, and {3} interviews with local experts.
The study areas are Bostor; Miami-Dade County,
Florida; Minneapolis-St. Paul; Portiand, Oregon;
Sacramento, California; and Washingten, D.C.

To obtain new insights into potential
barriers to multifamily and high-density devel-
opment, the project team completed the fol-
lowing analyses:

Analysis of housing stocks, production,
prices, and rents, Data from the U.S. Census
Bureau were used to analyze trends of growth
in populations and housing units. Specifically,
we cotiected 199¢ and 2000 Census data on
populations, househoids, single-family and
multifamily housing units, median house
prices, and median coatract rents for each
jurisdiction in each of the six study areas.

Analysis of zoning regulations. From GIS
metadata and local zoning ordinances, the
project team conducted a quantitative analy-
sis of current zoning regulations. Specifically,
for each jurisdiction with land-use authority
the team computed a variety of indicators.
These indicaters include acres of land zoned
for single-family, muktifamily, mixed use, com-
mercial, industrial, and pubiic use/open
space; acres of land zoned for low-density
and high-density residential use, and the total
density of land zoned for residential use.

Key stakeholder interviews. The project
teamn foliowed this quantitative analysis with
interviews of people familiar with the housing
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market and land-use regulations in each of
the regions. interviewees were asked to dis-
cuss the housing market and zoning practices
in those jurisdictions where the guantitative
analysis indicated that barriers to multifamily
housing may exist.

Regulatory analysis. The project team
gathered zoning and development codes from
several cities and counties within each region
that the quantitative analysis and inferviews
had suggested might offer additional insights
on barriers to multifamily housing. The regula-
tory analysis considers the allowed uses, den-
sities, and required setbacks in both single-
famity and multifamily residential zones,
development fees and processes, and, if
available, buiidable land inventories to seek
evidence of zoning barriers,

Because of data limitations, all measures
reported here are considered “indicators,” While
the census data are collected for each of the six
study areas in a relatively uniform manner, the
precision and definitions of GIS data vary exten-
sively between study areas. For this reason, com-
parisans within study areas are more reliable
than comparisons across study areas.

Table 1 on page 4 presents the five sets of
indicators for each of the study areas. These
were compuied using data from the U.S. Census
and from Gi5 data collected at the local level.
These indicators were computed for each juris-
diction in each study area; the aggregate of
jurisdictions in each study area is presented.

The first set of indicators measures levels
and changes in housing prices, housing rents,
and household incomes. Housing affordability is
captured by the ratic of housing prices and rents
to incomes. Detalled anaiysis of housing afford-

ability is beyond the scope of this article, but for
the study, evidence of barriers to multifamily,
high-density housing is of greatest interest in
jurisdictions where housing is least affordable.
The second set of indicators provides infoe-
maticn on existing housing stocks in 2000,
housing production rates from 1990 to 2000,
and relative shares of single-family and multi-
family units, Barriers to high-density, multifamily
housing can exist in any community, but for this
study, barriers to multifamily development are of
greatest interest in growing communites. Of par-

2o
[a1nd!

ficular interest, for exampie, are jurisdictions
where the rate of housing development is high
but the existing proportion and growth in the
proportion of muitifamily housing is low.

The third set of indicators characterizes
existing zoning regulations measured in acres.
Because the size of jurisdictions varies exten-
sively, the most revealing indicators are
expressed as ratios. “Total zoned residential
acres divided by total population,” for example,
captures the fotal acres zoned for residential
use for each resident, “Zoned residentiat acres”
divided by total acres represents the share of
land zoned for residential use, “Acres zoned for
high-density use” divided by total acres zoned
for residential use captures the share of residen-

tiat fand zoned for high-density use. These indi-
cators offer quantitative measures of the relative
extent to which barriers to multifamity, high-den-
sity deveiopment could be the result of low pro-
portions of land zoned for such use.

The fourth set of indicators characterizes
existing zoning regulations measured in housing
units. Zoned housing units are measured as
acres zoned for residential use times the maxi-
murn alfowed units per acre. Once again, ratios
are most telling. Capacity for new housing devel-
opment, for exampie, is captured by the ratio of
housing units allowed by zoning relative to exist-
ing housing units. Regulatory capacity for high-
density housing is captured by the ratio of hous-
ing units zoned for high-density development
relative to total housing units allowed by zoning,
These indicators offer quaniitative measures of
the extent {o which barriers to muitifamily, high-
density housing could be the result of iow pro-
portions of units zoned for such use.

The fifth set of indicators characterizes
existing zoning regulation measured in density
for land in ali density categories and for land
in specific density categories. These indicators
of density offer guantitative measures of the
extent to which high-density, multifamily
development could be the result of constraints
on development density.

The section that follows presents indica-
tors for jurisdictions in each study area. The
intent of presenting these indicators is not to
identify specific jurisdictions where zoning
represents a potential barrier to high-density,
multifamily housing. Instead the intentis to
anatyze the problem in a new and direct
approach, illustrate how various indicators
can be used to identify and monitor potential
barriers and create the foundation fora
regional, state, and federal policy response.
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Minneapolis Sacramento  Washing

Miami ! Partiand

Average Median Value of OQwner-Occ. Units (2000) 248,82

241,903 150,267 184 625 150,677 207,261
Change in Average Median Vaiue of Owner-Occ. Units (19806-
2000} 56,154 92,107 52,841 102,375 27.809 25698
Average Median Rent for Units {2000} 774 705 o7 648 581 BES
Change in Average Median Rent for Units (1990-2000) 165 181 193 243 143 179
Average Median Household Inceme (2000) 58,194 48,177 60,420 52.585 45,284 658,402
Change in Average Median Household Income (1990.2000) 16,276 8.229 18,109 17,834 14,773 18,252
Average Median Value of Units / Average Median Household
income {2000} 4.29 5.24 2.4% 351 333 3.02
Change in Average Median Value of Units / Change in Average
Median Household income (1990-2000) 3458 11.18 292 574 1.88 141
Median Contract Rent for Specified Units / Monthly Median
Household Income {2000} 0.17 .18 0.14 0.14 0.17 ;18
Change in Median Coniract Rent for Specified Units / Change in

0.18 019 013 0.15 4.156 G.15

Monthly Median Household Income (1980-2000)

728,567

Total Housing Units {2000) 914,891 440,847 403,280 1,484 606
Total Househotds {2000) 862,088 411,324 709,689 415,298 384,044 1,434,243
Totai Multifamily Housing Uniis (2000} 567 408 270,175 247 567 157,446 114898 454 479
Change in Housing Units (1920-2000} 35,845 44,383 72,767 103,551 65,539 326,785
Change in Households (1990-2000) 87,223 36,0096 89,799 95,659 84,103 318,069
Change in Multifamily Housing Units (1820-2000) 13,660 20595 4,132 43,875 13,018 78,506
Change in Housing Units / Change in Total Households 083 123 G.81 1.08 1.02 102
Change in Muliifamily Housing Units / Change in Total

Housing Unils 0.38 0.47 0.08 0.42 0.20 0.24

Total Residential Acres / Total Households 0.27 0.15 0.30 0.23 0.27 049

Total Residentia! Acres / Total Acres 0.73 657 0.57 0.63 G.4g 041

High-Density Acres / Total Residentiat Acres 0.39 0.6C o.o7 023 015 .08

Low-Density Acres / Total Residential Acres 0.54 0,33 0.79 .68 0.57 0.75
0.067 007 014 0.2 027

Very Low-Density Acres / Totat Residential Acres 012

Total Zoned Housing Units / Totat Existing Housing Units 1.50 1.60 1.54 2.18 187 3im
High-Density Zoned Housing Units / Total Zoned Housing Units Q.78 0.84 0.24 0.48 0.37 0.25
Low-Density Zoned Housing Units / Totat Zoned Housing Units 0.2% 0.12 0.73 0.38 0.61 0.55
Mixed Use Zoned Housing Units / Total Zoned Housing Units * .03 0.01 0.14 * 0.18
Very Low-Density Zoned Housing Units / Total Zoned Housing

0.01 0.004 0.1 0.002 0.02 6.02

Units

Total Zoned Housing Units / Total Residential Aores 583 14.87 5.23 10.07 7.51 477
righ-Density Units / High-Density Acres 11.79 2081 17.78 21.01 1820 18.48
Low-Density Units / Low-Density Acres 2.24 5.82 4.88 5.55 B3.00 352
Mixed Use Units / Mixed Use Acres " 4545 17.02 22.06 - 13.71
Very Low-Density Units / Very Low-Densily Acras 0.54 0.87 0.35 1.00 0.57 087

OYERVIEW OF STUDY AREA EVALUATIONS

Busion

in the study area, zoned density varies

This section identifies jurisdictions that, refa-
tive to the rest of their study area, have

+ high median home prices;

= alow percentage of existing units that are
multifamity;

= a low average zened density (measured as
total zoned units per zoned residential acre); and
= few acres zoned for high-density use.

The Boston metropolitan area has one of the
most severe housing affordability problems in
the nation. This problem arises from tightly
controlied local land markets that do not
accommodate housing stock growth even
when the regional econamy is booming. The
effect is to bid up the cost of both new and
existing housing.

widely, from 1.28 units per acre in the least
densely zoned jurisdiction to 24.32 units in the
most densely zoned jurisdiction. Boston itselfis
dense, but has high housing prices and a consis-
tently high share of multifamily housing; Cam-
bridge follows the same pattern. Other local gov-
emments are small and practice zoning with
limited state and no regional oversight.
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Hationai Lenter for Smart Growth 2006,

ratignal Center for Smart Growth: 20086,

index of Numbered Yowns.

. Avenuta

. Bal Horbour

3. Coral Gables
4. Cutter Ridge
3. Dozt

£, &f Ponat

7. Florida ity

B, Guiden Beach
$ Hiateah

10. Hisieah Gardens
11 Homestead
12 ingian Creck
13, Key Biscayns
14, Mediey

15, Miami

18, Miarmi Beach

%3 Corst Gahles
4. Critter Ridge
5. Corat
6. £t Portal
7. Florida Gty
& Goiden Beach
8. Hizash
1. Higlpah Gardens
1. Homeswead
1. indian Greek
13. Key Siscayng
4. Medley
16. Kiami
16, fremi Beach

17. Miami Lakes
18. Miamit Shares

8. Miams Springs

26. Notth Bay Vilage
2%, North Miamt

22, Notth M Beact
23. Opariocks

24, Pinzcrest

25 South Miami

26. Sunny tsles Beach

27. Burfsice

28, Sweetwater

29. Virginia Gaidens
30, West Miami

e

17, Mirami Lakes
18, Wiarei Shates

18 Miami Spings

20, North Bay Village
21. Merth Miammi

22, North Mizre Beach
23. Opa-dacks

24 Pinegres!

Z5. South Miam:

26, Sunny istes Seach
27 Surdside

28. Sugetwatel

28 Virginia Bardens
. Veest Miami

Jurisdictions with the lowest percentage of residentiol acres roned for

| & Eden Praiie and Woodbury (3%)

BOSTON

turisdictions with the hfghest median hame price:
+ Brookline {($599,500) )

+ Wellesley {$548,100)

+* Newton {$438.400)

& Lexmgten ($417,400) -

Jurlsdictions with the lowest percentage of units that are mufz‘.'famdy
% Weliesiey (15%)

% Lexm_gtnn {16%)

+. Milton. (19%)

* ?fanklm (z4%) .

junsd:ctrons with the lowestaverage zoned densiiy. Czoned umts/acre}
& Franklin {1.25}

+ Stoughton {1.35)

+ ‘Danvers (2.24)

+ Milford (252}

fansdict;ons with the fewest residential ecres zoned for h.ugh dens:zy
residential use:

+ Braintree, Salem, and Stoughten_{o%)

+ Lexingten and Danvers (1%)

& Saugus (3%}

MALAMI-DADE COUNTY

Jurisdictions with the highest median home price:
+ tndian Creek {$1- miliion +)

» Goelden Beach ($739,300)

+ Bat Harbour Village ($664,300}

= Key Biscayne {$615,500)

Jurisdictions with the lowest percentage of units that are multifaraity:
+ Golden Beach and Indian Creek (0%)

+ Miami Shores (12%)

+ £ Portal and Medley (15%)

Jurisdictions with the lowest average zoned density (zoned units/
residential acre):

& Pinecrest {2.06)

= Miami Shores (3.37)

+ {utler Ridge {5.43)

i jutisdictions with the lowest perceritoge of residentia! acres zoned for

high-density use:

» "Miami Shores (1%)

+ Pinecrest (3%)

& Cutler Ridge and £ Portal {11%)

BAINHEAPOUIS-5T. PAIE

Jurisdictions with the highest median home price:
+ Edina ($24%,500)

« Eden Prairie ($198,300)

+ Plymouth $197.600)

+ Woadbury ($174,300)

Jurisdictions with the lowest percertage of Linits that are mullifarnily:
= Andover (3%}

Lakeville {6%)

Cottage Grove (7%)

Bloomington and Maple Grove (8%)

ERE Y

L Jurisdictions with the lowest average zoned density (zened units/

residential acrej:

» Andover {1.22}

= Cottage Grove (2.55)

+ Inver brove Heights (279}
+ Wooadbury {3.2)

high-density use:

« Cottage Grove (1%)
= Andover (1%)

+ Blaine 2%}
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PORILARD

Jurisdictions with the highest median home price:
+ Happy Valley ($306,600)

Lake Oswego ($206,300}

Durham ($248,300)

West Linn [$246,500)

Jurisdictions with the lowest percentage of units that are multifamily:
+ Happy Vatley and River Grove (0%) .

+ Johason City and Maywood Park {2%)

+ Cornelius and Sherwood {(17%)

LI

Jurisdictions with the lowest average zoned density {zoned units/
residentiol dcre):

« Durham.(.05)

= Maywood Park (1.21)

= King Gty (.22}

+ Tualatin (1.29)

Jurisdictions with the lowest percentage of residential acres zoned for
high-density use:

+ Happy Valiey {0%)

= Maywood Park and Rivergrove (19}

< Durham (g%)

=+ West Linn (10%)

SACRAMENTO

Jurisdictions with the highest median home price:
s Davis ($238,500)

+~ Foisom ($228,700)

= Auburm ($214,900)

s Rocklin ($213,100)

jurisdictions with the lowes? percentage of units that are multifamily:
» Loomis (3%}

« Etk Grove {5%;)

= Galt {11%}

= Live Dak and Winters {13%;}

: [Turisdictions with the lowest average zoned density {zoned units/
residential acre:

= Colfax (0.95)

s Loomis (1.80)

+ Placerville (3.41)

s Lncoln (3.62)

Jurisdictions with the lowest percentage of residential acres zoned for
L Righ-density use:
+ Colfax, Wheatland, and Loomis {0%)
Elk Grove (4%}
Live Dak {6%)
Rocklin (8%}

L

WASHINGTON, DL,
Jurisdictions with the highest median home price:
+ falis Church, VA (3277100} "
s Alington County, VAT$262,400)
¢ Alexandrdg, VA.($252,800) -
> Montgomery County, MD{($251,861
Jurisdictions with the fowest percentage.of units that are multifamily:
< Loudan Cornty; VA (7%) -
= Afne Arundel County, MD f17%)
+ Howard County, MD (25%)
Jurisdictions with the lowest average zoned denslty (zoned units/
residential acrels _
» h_lb'véa’ré County, MD (3.11}
+ . Fairfax County, VA (3.30)
+ Lotdoun County, VA {2.58)
Jurisdictions with the lowest percentage of residential acres zoned for
high-densily user )
« ‘Howard County, MO %,
-+ Loudsun County, VA[3%)

Communities with littie or no land zoned for high-density and muttifamily housing tend o
have the highest housing prices. The quatitative analysis revealed that some of the com-
munities with low densities and high prices appear to have land-use policies that impede,
the development of multifamily housing. If multifamily housing is aliowed at all, itis only
through a discretionary permitting procedure, such as a conditional use pemit, and not
as of right through pre-development zoning of land for muitifamily uses.

Mizmi-Dade County, Florlda

Overall, zoning in the Miami-Dade study area is less of a barrier to high-density, mut-
tifamily housing than in the other study areas considered in this research. For the
entire study area the high-density share of zoned housing units, the share of tand
zoned for high-density residences, and the aggregate zoned density are the highest
of all the study areas. But within the study area, zoning patterns and housing prices
vary extensively. jurisdictions along the beach—Miami Beach, Bal Harbou, indian
Creek, znd Goiden Beach—have some of the highest prices in the region, but not the
highest zoned densities. Further, Coral Gables and Pinecrest, located on the south-
ern edge of the City of Miami, have very high housing prices and very low zoned den-
sities, The case study analyses suggest this is not unintentional, In the past, the
demand for higher density housing in this part of the metropolitan area may have
been weak. Now, however, it seems quite likely that zoning limits the construction of
high-density housing in these jurisdictions.

Overall, zoning in the Miami-Dade study area is less of a barrier to high-density,
multifamily housing than in the other study areas considered In this research. For the
entire study area, the high-density share of zoned housing units, the share of land
zoned for high-density residences, and the aggregate zoned density are the highest
of ail the study areas. From a metropolitan perspective, densities are high where
prices are high, The Miami-Dade region thus offers evidence that at the metropolitan
scale zoning often follows the market, and that high zoned or actual densities are ne
certain prescription for housing affordability.

Minneapolis- 54 Paul
Housing in the Minneapolis-St. Paul study area Is relatively inexpensive and is
developed at low densities. Although zoned densities and multifamily censtruction
rates are low, there is limited evidence from this study area that zoning represents a
significant barrier to multifamily development. Data limitations might partially
explain this finding; zoning data for the entire metropolitan area were not availabte.
Total planned residential density varies from 1.22 units per acres in Andover te
11.85 units per acre in St. Paut. The cities with the highest median housing values
also have among the lowest percentages of multifamily units. Two exceptions are
Edina and St. Paul. Both of these communities have retatively high-density and high
median home prices.
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Along with the Portiand, Qregon, area, the
Minneapelis-5t. Paul region s one of few where
local heusing plans are subject to a review by a
regional planning agency—the Metropolitan
Council, The Council’s jurisdiction extends over
the seven-county area. An apparent consequence
of that oversight is that, at least for the sampie of
five cities whose plans and development regula-
tions were reviewed in this study, there is recogni-
tion of the need for multifamily housing and local
governments aliow it in varying degrees. In the
Twin Cities area, those interviewed said that atii-
fudes were charniging toward town houses and the
area was experiencing in an increase in their
rmbers,

Poriiand, Oregon
The Portland study area is growing quickly. With
that growth has come relatively rapid increases in
housing prices and rents as well as increased
density in many of the region’s jurisdictions.
Overall, the ratio of zoned housing units te built
housing units is high, while relative to the other
study areas, zoned density is about average~—
suggesting that increased built density is possible
within the exisiing zoning code, Portiand’s high-
density zoned land has the highest number of
units zoned per acre of any of the regions.

In summary, Oregon’s state policy frame-
work makes it more difficult for jurisdictions o
use zoning to intentionally fimit multifamily devel-
opment and zoning in the Portland study area.
The effects that Portland’s urban growth bound-
ary may have on housing prices notwithstanding,
zoning does more to encoutage the development
of multifamily housing units than to impede it.

Zacraments, (gliforniz

Densities and housing prices in the Sacramento
study area are relatively low, and the muttifamily
share of housing units is the lowest of all of the
study areas. Although some Sacramentc area juris-
dictions have little land designated for high-den-
sity development, the region offers weak evidence
that zoning serves as & barrier to multifamily
development. As with the Minneapolis-St. Paul
study area, this weak evidence could result from a
lack of zoning data for the entire metropolitan
area.

The share of residential land planned for high-
density housing by jurisdictions in the Sacramento
metropolitan area ranges from zero to 20 percent.
Some of the cities with the highest median home
values also have among the lowest percentages of
existing multifamily units. Further, the comprehen-
sive plan designations vary among the jurisdictions
in the region. Some have large portions of land des-

ignated for higher-density housing, while others
have little or no land planned to accommodate mul-
tifamily dwelling units.

Local stakehoiders acknowledged that zon-
ing presents an inpediment to affordable hous-
ing in the Sacramento area, but argued that zon-
ing is also an important part of the solution.
Several interviewees pointed to inclusionary
zoning codes, which require the inclusion of
affordable units in new developments, as an
important tool for combating the affordabiiity cri-
sis that has accompanied rising housing costs.
At the same time, other factors, such as commu-
nity and deveioper opposition and condominium
conversions, also contribute to the problem of
affordabilizy.

Washingion, B.0.

The Washington, D.C., metropolitan area is a largs,
diverse, and-in recent years—rapidly growing
area. The study area includes several of the richest
and fastest growing counties in the country and
one of the poorest and most challenged central
cities, Even so, housing affordabitity measures for
metropolitan Washington are consistently among
the lowest in the nation, overall densities ase rela-
fively low, and housing production rates, espe-
cially muttifamily housing production rates, are
tow relative to population growth.

In sum, it is relatively clear that zoning is a
powerful and influential instrument In the
Washington, D.C., metropolitan area. Low-den-
sity zoning in the rural areas of Virginia and
Maryland clearly keep densities in these areas
below thelr market determined levels. We do not
address the merits of such policies here. Further,
there is evidence that zoned densities, on aver-
age, are exceptionatly low in some jJurisdictions
and in some paris of many jurisdictions. In these
locations, # is clear zoning represents a barrier
to high-density development. Virginia’s Dillon’s
rule and an anti-regulatory culture impose con-
straints on the ability of local governments to
use zoning as a regulatory barrier in Virginia.
There are few such constraints in Maryland.
CORCLUSION
Overall, the resuits offer compelling evidence that
regulatory barrers can impede the development of
high-density multifamily housing, Analysis of GIS
data suggests that local regulations can affect hous-
ing deveiopment patterns and demonstrate that
some local governments have little or no land zoned
for muitifamily use. Qualitative analysis of local fand-
use regulations in several jurisdictions provides cor-
roborating evidence that regulatory barrers exist.

jurtsdictions identified as having bamiers {o
multifamily development were frequently less
dense and often more expensive than their neigh-
bors. Stakeholder interviews, however, under-
scored the finding that zoning alone does not
cause {or solve} the problem of affordable housing.
Multifamily housing is not always cheap, and sin-
gle-family housing is not always expensive.
Multifamily zoning is thus neither necessary nor
sufficient as a policy response to the problem of
housing affordability.

There is mounting evidence that zoning repre-
sents a barrier to affordabie housing production in
some communities. This study adds to that body of
evidence. That said, the ¢ritical question now is not
whether regulatory bariers to affordable housing
exist in some communities, but whether it is possi-
bie to identify such communities and craft an
appropriate policy response, The results of this
study suggest that the coliection and integration of
quality land-use and reguiatory data at the regional
level heips in such identification. With persistence,
this information may lead to the discovery of an
approprate policy response.
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