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Overview of presentationOverview of presentation

�� “Families and Orders” of housing regulation in “Families and Orders” of housing regulation in 

the 50 largest U.S. metropolitan areasthe 50 largest U.S. metropolitan areas

�� Regulatory orders and regional opportunity Regulatory orders and regional opportunity 

structurestructurestructurestructure

�� “Reform” regions: More expensive (less affordable)“Reform” regions: More expensive (less affordable)

�� “Traditional” and “exclusionary” regions: “Traditional” and “exclusionary” regions: 

Concentrated poverty and segregationConcentrated poverty and segregation

�� “Wild Wild Texas”: OK for housing opportunity, “Wild Wild Texas”: OK for housing opportunity, 

but other costs may be highbut other costs may be high

�� Policy implications differ by regulatory orderPolicy implications differ by regulatory order



Surveying local governmentsSurveying local governments

�� 20022002--2003: Survey of local governments in 50 2003: Survey of local governments in 50 

largest U.S. metropolitan areas (CMSAs)largest U.S. metropolitan areas (CMSAs)

�� >3000 surveyed>3000 surveyed

�� >1800 responded>1800 responded�� >1800 responded>1800 responded

�� Questions: Land use regulations, housing Questions: Land use regulations, housing 

programsprograms

�� Analysis: Characterizing metro regulatory Analysis: Characterizing metro regulatory 

“orders” and “families”“orders” and “families”



12 Regulatory Families

Source: Pendall/Martin survey of local land-use regulations in 50 largest MSAs, 2003
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Four Major Regulatory “Orders”
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Source: Pendall/Martin survey of local land-use regulations in 50 largest MSAs, 2003
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Reform: Less affordable rentsReform: Less affordable rents
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Statistically significant 
difference (>95% confidence):
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Source: Pendall/Martin survey; 
1990 and 2000 Censuses of 
Population and Housing. 2000 
is sample data from SF3, 1990 
100% count data.
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Reform: Higher house valuesReform: Higher house values
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difference (>95% confidence):
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*Only “reform” significantly 

higher average house value
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Wild Wild Texas: Lower white, Wild Wild Texas: Lower white, 

higher minority* home ownershiphigher minority* home ownership
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*Statistical significance between 80% 
and 90% compared with 
exclusionary, traditional regimes

Source: Pendall/Martin survey; 1990 
and 2000 Censuses of Population 
and Housing. Both census years are 
100% count data.
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Traditional, exclusionary orders: Traditional, exclusionary orders: 

Minority, poverty concentrationMinority, poverty concentration
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Sources: Pendall/Martin 
survey; 1990 and 2000 
Censuses of Population and 
Housing; HUD User Database 
of Low Income Housing Tax 
Credits (3/2006 update)



Implications: Regulatory Orders and Implications: Regulatory Orders and 

State Housing PolicyState Housing Policy
�� Reform: Build more housingReform: Build more housing

�� Increase overall supply in all locations, especially near jobsIncrease overall supply in all locations, especially near jobs

�� Invest in infrastructure: Sewer, water, transitInvest in infrastructure: Sewer, water, transit

�� Traditional, exclusionary: Create suburban opportunityTraditional, exclusionary: Create suburban opportunity

Lower suburban barriers to affordable & subsidized housingLower suburban barriers to affordable & subsidized housing�� Lower suburban barriers to affordable & subsidized housingLower suburban barriers to affordable & subsidized housing

�� Reorient tax credit, bond programs Reorient tax credit, bond programs �� deconcentrate unitsdeconcentrate units

�� Invest in infrastructure to support densityInvest in infrastructure to support density

�� Wild Wild Texas: Protect families from marketWild Wild Texas: Protect families from market

�� Guard against overbuilding Guard against overbuilding 

�� Protect residents from hazardsProtect residents from hazards

�� Improve regulation in unincorporated areasImprove regulation in unincorporated areas


