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Even as the US economy continues to recover, the inequalities amplified by the COVID-19 pandemic remain front and

center. Households that weathered the crisis without financial distress are snapping up the limited supply of homes for

sale, pushing up prices and further excluding less affluent buyers from homeownership. At the same time, millions of

households that lost income during the shutdowns are behind on their housing payments and on the brink of eviction

or foreclosure. A disproportionately large share of these at-risk households are renters with low incomes and people of

color. While policymakers have taken bold steps to prop up consumers and the economy, additional government support

will be necessary to ensure that all households benefit from the expanding economy.

SOARING PRICES AMID HIGH DEMAND AND TIGHT SUPPLY

Home sales bounced back quickly from a mid-2020 pause. Following

a 26 percent drop in May, sales of existing homes were up 20 percent

year over year on average from September 2020 through February

2021. Sales of new single-family homes rebounded even earlier and

faster, increasing by more than 30 percent on average from June

through February. For 2020 as a whole, existing home sales rose 5.6

percent and new single-family home sales jumped 20.4 percent. On

the strength of these gains, total home sales were at their highest

level since the peak of the housing boom in 2006.

The homebuying binge occurred despite historically tight supply.

Inventories of existing homes for sale were already low heading into

2020, and the pandemic made matters worse by discouraging poten-

tial sellers from putting their homes on the market. From March

2020 through March 2021, the existing home inventory shrank by

about 30 percent, leaving just 1.05 million homes for sale. Months of

supply for existing homes, measuring how many homes are available

at the current sales rate, also fell steadily from 3.9 months on aver-

age in 2019 to 3.1 months in 2020, and dipped below 2.0 months in

late 2020 for the first time ever (Figure 11. Median time on the market

also hit a record low in March at 18 days.

The combination of robust demand and limited supply lifted home

prices to their fastest pace in over a decade. According to the S&P

CoreLogic Case-Shiller Home Price Index, home prices rose 13.2

FIGURE 1

With Inventories at Record Lows, Existing Home Prices

Continue to Head Up

Months of Supply

14

12

10

6

4

2

o

Change in Prices (Percent)

  15

2010 2011 2012 20'3 2014 2015 2016 2017 2010 2019 2020 2021

— Months of Supply of Existing Homes — Year-over-Year Change in Prices (Right scale)

Note. Months of supply measures how tong it would take the mmuer of homes to the market to sett at the torrent rate. Mere sin months

is typically considered a balanced market.

&ogee: ICUS tabulation of Natinaai Associatior of Realtors (NAIC bisting tome Sales. SP [metope Case-Shitter US National Urn

PK, Index.

12

6

percent nationally in March 2021, up from 4.2 percent on average in

the first quarter of 2020 and 3.5 percent on average throughout 2019.

The FHFA House Price Index shows a similarly large year-over-year

increase in the first quarter of 2021, with prices up by double digits

in 85 of the 100 large metro areas and divisions that it tracks. The
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largest price gains were in rapidly growing Western states, led by a

28 percent jump in Boise and 22-23 percent increases in Austin and

Tacoma. But several markets in the Northeast and Midwest were

also among the top ten metros for home price growth, including

Bridgeport and Grand Rapids (both up 17 percent).

These outsized increases have raised concerns that a home price

bubble is emerging. However, conditions today are quite different

than in the early 2000s, particularly in terms of credit availability. The

current climb in house prices instead reflects strong demand amid

tight supply, helped along by record-low interest rates. Indeed, the

rate on a 30-year fixed mortgage averaged less than 3.00 percent from

July 2020 through February 2021, with another dip below 3.00 in May.

Low interest rates and rapidly rising prices have in turn given a

substantial boost to new residential construction. Single-family

housing starts hit 1.0 million units at a seasonally adjusted

annual rate in August 2020 and continued to exceed that pace

through the first quarter of 2021. If sustained, this would be the

first year that single-family starts have topped the one-million

mark since 2007,

Although part of the answer to the nation's housing shortage, new

construction can only do so much to ease short-term supply con-

straints. To meet today's strong demand, more existing single-family

homes must come on the market. The widespread availability of

COVID-19 vaccines and resumption of more normal social interac-

tions may in fact encourage more homeowners to sell. Still, with

interest rates so low and home sales at such a furious pace, prices

are likely to continue their rapid ascent in the near term.

FIGURE 2

HOMEOWNERSHIP RATES RISING, BUT NOT FOR ALL

The national homeownership rate remains on an upward trajectory,

driven by the aging of more millennials into their 30s and the strong

income gains among these young adults. Census Bureau estimates for

the first quarter of 2021 show a 0.3 percentage point year-over-year

increase in homeownership, which comes on the heels of a 1.2 per-

centage point rise between the post-recession low in 2016 and 2019.

Younger households continued to lead the growth in homeowner-

ship rates, with a 0.8 percentage point year-over-year increase in

the first quarter of this year. Indeed, rates for households under age

35 were up 2.2 percentage points in 2016-2019, coinciding with an

8.0 percent rise in real incomes among renters in this age group.

Households aged 35-44 also posted a substantial 0.5 percentage

point increase in homeownership in early 2021, building on a 1.5

percentage point gain in 2016-2019.

However, rapidly rising home prices mean that the upfront costs of

homeownership are also increasing, particularly in markets where

bidding wars have become commonplace. As it is, home price gains

continued to outrun income growth last year, lifting the national

price-to-income ratio to 4.4—the highest level since 2006. 1Wo

decades ago, the ratio was less than three times income in two-

thirds of the 100 largest metros and above five times income in only

a handful of markets. In 2020, price-to-income ratios were under 3.0

in only 16 metros and above 5.0 in 23 metros (Figure 2). With house

prices representing such large multiples of income, accumulating

the downpayment and closing costs to buy homes could take years,

particularly for younger households facing the twin burdens of high

rents and significant student debt.

Home Price-to-Income Ratios in an Increasing Number of Metro Areas Are Back Near Mid-2000s Levels
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Although narrowing, differences in homeownership rates between

households of color and white households remain substantial.

According to the latest Housing Vacancy Survey, the Black-white

homeownership gap stood at 28.1 percentage points in the first

quarter of 2021, an improvement from the record high of 30.8 per-

centage points in 2019 but still large by historical standards. Indeed,

the Black-white gap held under 27 percentage points for most of the

1980s and 1990s. Meanwhile, the Hispanic-white gap decreased by 1.8

percentage points between 2019 and the first quarter of 2021, to 23.8

percentage points.

Income inequality contributes to the disparities in homeownership,

with the median household income of white renters ($45,000) in

2019 some 40 percent higher than that of Black renters ($32,100)

and 7 percent higher than that of Hispanic renters ($42,000). But

even controlling for these differences, the homeownership gaps are

still wide. For example, among households earning 50-80 percent of

area median income, just 38 percent of Black, 43 percent of Hispanic,

56 percent of Asian, and 53 percent of Native American households

owned homes, compared with 64 percent of white households.

Accumulating the savings needed for downpayment and closing

costs is difficult for most first-time buyers, but especially for renter

households of color. According to Survey of Consumer Finances

data, the median net wealth of Black renters was just $1,830 in

2019—a fraction of the $6,000 median for Hispanic renters and

$8,300 median for white renters. In addition, only 8 percent of Black

renters and 12 percent of Hispanic renters had more than $10,000 in

cash savings, compared with 25 percent of white renters. Moreover,

studies have found that white homebuyers are four times more

FIGURE 3

likely on average than Black homebuyers to receive help from par-

ents in coming up with a downpayment.

With interest rates near historic lows, downpayment assistance pro-

grams would give a substantial lift to homeownership rates among

households of color with insufficient savings. As a recent Joint Center

analysis concluded, a $15,000 income-targeted assistance program

could help as many as 1.0 million Black renters and 470,000 Hispanic

renters buy homes. When coupled with homebuyer education and

counseling to overcome information and credit barriers, this support

has the potential to reduce the Black-white homeownership gap by 12

percentage points and the Hispanic-white gap by 4 percentage points.

RENTAL MARKETS STABILIZING AFTER SLOWDOWN

Just as rental demand cooled in urban areas last year, it heated up

in suburban markets. According to CoStar data on the professionally

managed stock, vacancy rates in prime urban neighborhoods soared

from 7.2 percent in the first quarter of 2020 to 10.0 percent in the

fourth quarter, before edging back down to 9.6 percent in the first

quarter of 2021. At the same time, vacancy rates in prime suburban

areas also started out at 7.2 percent early last year, but shrank to 6.3

percent by the end of 2020 and further to 6.0 percent in early 2021.

Since many higher-quality rentals are located in prime urban areas,

vacancy rates in this segment rose from 10.1 percent in the first quar-

ter of 2020 to 10.5 percent in the fourth, then receded to 9.9 percent

early this year. As a result, rents for higher-end units were down 1.9

percent year over year at the end of 2020 before recovering to an 0.8

percent increase in the first quarter of 2021 (Figure 31.

Following a Dip Earty in the Pandemic, Rents for Higher-Quality Apartments Are Again on the Rise

Annual Change in Rents (Percent)
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However, the markets for moderate- and lower-quality apartments

remained tight, with little change in vacancies over this period. Rent

growth for moderate-quality apartments eased from 2.0 percent to

1.5 percent in 2020, but then jumped to 3.0 percent in the first quarter

of 2021—an even faster pace than before the pandemic. In contrast,

rent increases for lower-quality apartments slowed from 2.3 percent

in early 2020 to 1.8 percent in early 2021.

At the metro level, rents in the first quarter of 2021 were down in 25 of

the 150 markets tracked by ReaWage. The sharpest declines were pri-

marily in high-cost markets such as San Francisco (-20 percent), San

Jose (-16.5 percent), New York (-15 percent), and Boston (-8 percent). At

the same time, rents increased by more than 2.0 percent in 94 metros,

primarily lower-cost markets in the West and South, with especially

large gains in Boise (11 percent) and Fayetteville (10 percent).

The firming of rents and vacancy rates in mime urban areas and

in the higher-quality segment in early 2021 suggests that the

strengthening economy and easing of pandemic-related restric-

tions will make the dip in rental demand only temporary. The

latest uptick in multifamily construction reflects that view, with

starts of units in buildings with five or more apartments ris-

ing from a 342,000 annual rate in the fourth quarter of 2020 to

a 429,000 annual rate in the first quarter of 2021. If sustained,

this year would be the first time that starts in this segment have

exceeded 400,000 units since 1987.

THE WORSENING CHALLENGE OF RENTER COST BURDENS

Even after ten years of economic expansion and the lowest unem-

ployment rate in decades, the share of renter households with cost

burdens in 2019 was down just four percentage points from the

2011 high. Some 20.4 million renters (46 percent) paid more than 30

percent of their incomes for housing that year, including 10.5 million

(24 percent) severely burdened households that paid more than half

of their incomes for rent.

Although long the plight of lowest-income renters, cost burdens

have moved up the income ladder. More than 80 percent of renters

earning less than $25,000 were cost burdened in 2019, with a large

majority severely burdened. Remarkably, 70 percent of renter house-

holds earning between $25,000 and $34,999 and nearly 50 percent

of renters earning between $35,000 and $49,999 were also at least

moderately burdened. The racial and ethnic disparities are stark,

with 54 percent of Black and 52 percent of Hispanic renters having

at least moderate burdens, compared with 42 percent of both white

and Asian renters.

Renters in general, and lowest-income renters in particular, have

taken the brunt of the economic fallout from the pandemic. The

Census Bureau's Household Pulse Surveys show that more than

FIGURE 4

Households of Color and Renters Are More Likely to

Have Fatten Behind on Monthly Housing Payments
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ùp ailhi in Pl[C lia,z01'1z,

Mahh:'".1

half of all renter households had lost income between March 2020

and March 2021. Not surprisingly, 17 percent were behind on rent

early this year, including nearly a quarter of those earning less than

$25,000 and a fifth of those earning between $25,000 and $34,999.

Racial disparities are evident here as well, with 29 percent of Black,

21 percent of Hispanic, and 18 percent of Asian renters in arrears,

compared with just 11 percent of white renters (Figure 41.

The shares of renters behind on housing payments vary widely

across the country. States with the highest concentrations of renters

in an-ears are in the Southeast, with Mississippi topping the list at 27

percent, followed by Delaware and Louisiana, both at 25 percent. The

lowest shares are in the Midwest and Mountain West states, including

Idaho, North Dakota, Montana, and Utah, where less than 12 percent

of renters were behind on their housing payments in early 2021.

With so many renters in financial distress, there are serious con-

cerns about an impending wave of evictions, So far, substantial

federal relief through stimulus payments, expanded unemployment

benefits, and other funding, along with federal and state eviction

moratoriums, have prevented large-scale displacement. However,

if the federal moratorium ends in July as scheduled (or earlier due

to successful legal challenges), staving off a substantial increase

in evictions and homelessness will depend on whether the latest

round of assistance reaches at-risk households in time.

Even before the pandemic, the number of people experiencing

homelessness was on the ascent. In January 2020, HUD put the

4 THE SIM E OF THE NATION'S HOUSING 2021



count at 580,000 people, up nearly 13,000 from a year earlier and

up more than 30,000 from the post-recession low in 2016. The rising

incidence of unsheltered homelessness drove the overall increase,

with a jump of 50,000 since 2016. Most of the uptick in people

experiencing homelessness is centered in Western and Sunbelt

states, particularly Arizona, California, Texas, and Washington.

Fortunately, governments at all levels recognized early in the pan-

demic that people experiencing homelessness were especially at risk

not only of infection, but also of dying from COVID-19 given their

underlying health conditions. Among the most effective responses

to this public health threat was the conversion of vacant hotels and

motels into non-congregate shelters. In some cases, these conver-

sions have become permanent, creating new capacity for emergency

homeless shelters and supportive housing. The American Rescue

Plan of 2021 allows for the use of funding for these same purposes,

helping to stem the rise in homelessness.

ENDURING PRESSURES AMID THE RECOVERY

Spurred by generous federal spending packages and the wide

availability of COVID-19 vaccines, the US economy is steadily

recovering. In the first four months of 2021 alone, the economy

added more than 1.3 million jobs, reducing the national unem-

ployment rate to 6.1 percent. Even so, there were 7.6 million

fewer jobs in February than a year earlier, and unemployment

rates remained distressingly high for Black (9.7 percent) and

Hispanic workers (7.9 percent), as well as for those with less than

a high school diploma (9.3 percent).

In December 2020 and again in March 2021, the federal government

stepped in to support households that had fallen behind on rent

with more than $50 billion in assistance. While that level of aid

appears commensurate with current need, a key concern is whether

state and local governments will be able to quickly and effectively

distribute this assistance. Some state and local programs funded in

part by last year's CARES Act failed to reach many in need because

of difficult application processes, restrictive eligibility requirements,

and a lack of consumer awareness about available support. Lessons

learned from that experience will hopefully make distribution of

new funding under the American Rescue Plan more efficient.

Homeowners who faced COVID-related hardship have also received

support in the form of loan forbearance and a ban on foreclosures.

This protection, allowing borrowers to defer or reduce their monthly

payments for up to 18 months, was extended to the 70 percent

of homeowners with federally backed loans. As of March 2021, a

majority of the 7.1 million loans that had entered forbearance since

the start of the pandemic had left that status. Of these loans, pay-

ments on two-thirds were again current and another fifth were paid

off. A small share (8 percent) of borrowers were still delinquent but

engaged in loss mitigation with their lenders, while 3 percent were

delinquent and not working on a resolution.

But the outcomes are uncertain for the 2.3 million borrowers in for-

bearance that have yet to resume their mortgage payments. A simple

solution for many of these homeowners would be to extend the terms

of their mortgages to make up for the missed payments. But the situ-

ation is more complicated when the accumulated deficit of mortgage,

property taxes, and insurance payments, on top of the outstanding

loan balance, exceeds the value of the home. And even in cases where

some equity remains, borrowers may not be able to resolve their

accumulated debt by selling their homes if that equity does not cover

sales costs (generally about 10 percent of a home's value).

Black Knight estimates that, of the borrowers taking advantage of

the full 18 months of forbearance, some 22 percent would have less

than 10 percent equity after factoring in these deficits. The shares

of borrowers in this situation but with loans backed by the Federal

Housing Administration and Veterans Administration are even

higher, at 36 percent. Although the American Rescue Plan includes

$10 billion in support for homeowners in such circumstances, it is

unclear whether this aid will be available or sufficient to safeguard

some borrowers from foreclosure or forced sales once forbearance

ends. For most of these borrowers, that deadline is July 2021.

For the many households that had to tap savings or go into debt to

cover lost income last year, the impacts of the pandemic will linger

well into the future. A Joint Center review of surveys conducted over

the past year found that about a quarter of the renters with COVID-

related job losses reported that they had substantially depleted their

savings, another quarter had borrowed from families and friends,

and a tenth had turned to payday or personal loans. Even assuming

they regain their financial footing, these households will have fewer

resources to draw on whether for everyday needs, emergencies, or

for a downpayment on a home. Recovering from the devastating

effects of the pandemic will be harder yet for those who have lost

loved ones to COVID-19 or are themselves suffering from the long-

term debilitating effects of the virus.

THE NATION'S CRITICAL NEED FOR HOUSING INVESTMENT

After years of relatively weak residential construction, the median

age of the US housing stock increased sharply from 34 years in 2007

to 41 years in 2019. Older housing generally needs more upkeep

than newer housing. Indeed, a 2019 analysis by the Federal Reserve

Bank of Philadelphia and PolicyMap found that 45 percent of homes

built before 1940 were in need of repair, compared with 26 percent

of homes built in 2000 or later.

This study also estimated that more than a third of all occupied

homes in 2017 had structural, plumbing, electrical, and heating

J OINT CENTER FOR HO SING STUDIES OF HARVARD UNIVERSITY 5



FIGURE 5

The Number of High-Cost Disasters Set a New Record in 2020

Number

25

20

15

10

Dollars (Billions)

994 1996 1998

Billion-Dollar Disasters Total Cost (Right scale)

2000 2007 2004

cry,t, ar.,; 3CiTst, , p.rt,t t9st,

:ab.Tal,rs 7! NAT:nal r- A'^ MOAT II r ;Te

problems, leaks, and/or pest infestations, and put the total cost of

addressing these needs at $127 billion. This figure does not include

the costs of improving indoor air and water quality or removing lead

contamination, which all pose serious threats to human health and

safety. Moreover, it is likely that overall repair needs are even higher

today, given that many homeowners had to put off these types of

expenses during the pandemic.

Among the homes most in need of repair are manufactured hous-

ing units, units occupied by renters, and those occupied by Black,

Hispanic, and Native Arnerican/Alaskan Native households, as well

as by people with disabilities. Public housing is an important case in

point. National Association of Housing and Redevelopment Officials

estimated that the backlog of capital funding needed to address

deficiencies in the stock of roughly one million units was $70 billion

in 2019 and accruing at $3.4 billion per year.

Climate change has made improving the energy efficiency and resil-

iency of housing ever more urgent Given that residential energy use

accounts for a fifth of the nation's greenhouse gas emissions, retrofit-

ting older homes with energy-efficient systems would help to reduce

the nation's reliance on fossil fuels. These improvements also carry

potential cost savings for low-income homeowners and the millions

of cost-burdened renters who pay for utilities out of pocket.

Ensuring that homes can withstand extreme weather events is a

related priority.10 2020, the CIS experienced a record 22 distinct billion-

dollar disasters (Figure 5k As these events increase in both intensity

and frequency, they pose an ever-growing threat to homes across the

country. Indeed, NOAA reports that the average annual cost of billion-
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dollar disasters has already escalated from $27 billion in the 1990s to

$81 billion in the 2010s. Beyond disaster recovery, additional federal

support is needed for mitigation programs that support at-risk com-

munities in efforts to improve the resiliency of their housing stocks.

Another unmet housing need is for home modifications that enable

older households to remain in place as they age. Within the next

two decades, the number of households headed by people age

75 and over is projected to double from 14 million to 28 million.

At that stage of life, mobility typically becomes more limited. At

last measure in 2011, however, only 3.5 percent of the Us housing

stock provided three critical accessibility features—a no-step entry,

single-floor living, and extra-wide doorways and halls—that help

households with reduced mobility to live safely and comfortably in

their homes. Given that many of these home modifications would be

beyond the means of most low- and moderate-income homeowners

and rental property owners, expanded tax credit or grant programs

would be necessary to subsidize the costs.

The American Jobs Plan would address many of these needs, pro-

posing $213 billion to construct, preserve, and retrofit two million

housing units, including retrofitting the homes of low- and moder-

ate-income owners to improve energy efficiency and resiliency. The

proposal also includes $40 billion to repair and update the energy

efficiency of public housing. While the fate of this proposal is uncer-

tain, there can be no question about the need for substantial invest-

ments in the nation's housing stock to reduce the residential sector's

contributions to greenhouse gas emissions, safeguard homes and

residents against severe weather, preserve the existing supply of

affordable housing, and prepare for a rapidly aging society.

T HE STATE OF THE NA TION'S HOUSING 2021



THE OUTLOOK

The unprecedented events of 2020 both exposed and amplified

the impacts of unequal access to decent, affordable housing. For

households with secure employment and good-quality housing,

their homes provided a safe haven from the pandemic. But for the

millions of households that lost income and are still struggling to

cover their housing costs, their situations are anything but secure.

These disparities are likely to persist even as the economy recovers,

with many lower-income households slow to regain their financial

footing and facing possible eviction or foreclosure.

At the same time, though, demand for homeownership is likely to

remain robust as the huge millennial generation continues to move

through the prime ages for forming households and buying homes.

Although the supply of existing homes for sale is at a record low,

the subsiding pandemic and resumption of more normal activity

should encourage more owners to put their homes on the market.

An expanded supply of for-sale homes would help to slow the mete-

oric rise in house prices, but new construction also has to pick up

substantially to keep homeownership relatively affordable.

Certain impacts of the pandemic on housing markets are probably

temporary—most notably, the drop in high-end urban rental demand.

Indeed, early signs suggest that the reopening of offices, universities,

restaurants, and other amenities is already bringing renter house-

holds back to city centers. However, the growing demand for subur-

ban and exurban living may be a more enduring shift, particularly

if working from home becomes common practice. If freed from the

requirement to commute every day, many more households will seek

out lower-cost housing away from employment centers.

In the longer term, impending demographic changes cloud the

housing outlook. Falling birth rates, sharply lower immigration, and

higher-than-expected mortality rates have already left population

growth at its lowest level in 100 years. Although this slowdown may

help to alleviate the current imbalance between housing demand

and supply, it also has serious implications for the broader economy

To sustain vibrant housing markets, policymakers must take mea-

sures now to reinvigorate population growth through increased

immigration, promote higher birth rates through support for work-

ing families, and reduce the drag on economic growth from income

and wealth disparities.

The Biden Administration has proposed a major increase in federal

funding for affordable housing that would move the nation closer to

achieving those goals. The plan would substantially expand support

for renters and homeowners alike, addressing the need for a broader

and stronger housing safety net while also closing the racial and eth-

nic disparities in housing markets. The profound disruptions of the

past year have made clear how urgent these bold steps have become.
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The homebuying market remained hot even as the COVID-19 pandemic moved into its second year. Sales of both

new and existing homes soared in early 2021 amid low interest rates and strong demand. In combination with record-

low inventories, the homebuying frenzy has helped to push up home prices by double digits. Rents have also started

to recover from last year's drop. After years of underbuilding, housing developers have finally responded to favorable

market conditions, with production increasing in line with projected household growth.

CONTINUING SURGE IN HOME SALES

Despite a sharp drop at the onset of the pandemic, home sales

bounced back quickly in 2020. Several factors helped to buoy sales,

starting with record-low mortgage interest rates. The pandemic itself

drove up demand for more private living space, particularly among

the higher-income households that were least affected by the eco-

nomic downturn. The aging of the millennial generation also helped

by lifting the number of households in their peak homebuying years.

Even after a 26 percent year-over-year plunge in May, sales of exist-

ing homes increased 5.6 percent for the year, to 5.64 million units.

Single-family home sales were especially strong, up 6.3 percent to

5.07 million units IFigure 61. Meanwhile, condo and co-op sales fell

slightly for the third straight year, to 578,000 units. Sales rose across

the country, with growth in the South (7.4 percent) and the Midwest

(6.4 percent,' far outpacing increases in the West (2.7 percent) and

Northeast (1.4 percent). Existing home sales continued to gather

steam in the first quarter of 2021, up 15 percent on average.

Sales of newly built single-family homes rebounded even more rapidly.

Following a 16 percent year-over-year drop in April, new home sales

jumped 53 percent in July, to 972,000 units at a seasonally adjusted

annual rate. For 2020 as a whole, sales of new single-family homes were

up 20.4 percent, to 822,000 units—the highest mark since 2006. New

home sales were strong across all regions of the country, increasing 29

percent in the Midwest, 23 percent in the Northeast, 20 percent in the

West, and 19 percent in the South. Robust growth continued in the first

quarter of 2021, with seasonally adjusted single-family sales averaging

32 percent gains and running at an annual rate of 921,000 units.

FIGURE 6

After a Brief Pause Early in the Pandemic,

the Pace of Home Sates Has Been Brisk

Year-over-Year Change in Single-Family Home Sales (Percent)
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Metro-level home sales followed a similar pattern. Early in 2020,

slightly more than half of the 95 large markets tracked by Zillow

posted year-over-year increases in sales. But after stumbling in April

and May, sales were on the nse in fully 89 metros by the end of the

year. Indeed, growth exceeded 50 percent in five markets, includ-

ing Baltimore (63 percent), Milwaukee (57 percent), and New Haven

(53 percent), The six metros with year-over-year declines included

Wichita (down 17 percent) as well as Ogden and Boise City (both
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FIGURE 7

Inventories of Homes for Sale Felt to a Record Low in Early 2021
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down 1 percent), where sales growth was especially constrained by

limited supply.

While still a small share of the market, sales of second homes also

surged since the start of the pandemic. These purchases are important

because they take inventory off the market without adding to the sup-

ply of primary homes for sale. Redfin reports that mortgage rate locks

on second home purchases were up more than 80 percent year over

year every month from June 2020 through April 2021—about twice

the rise in those on primary home purchases. National Association of

REALTORS® (NAR) data echo the strength of demand, indicating that

68 percent of vacation homes on the market in September 2020 sold

in less than one month. On average, only 20-40 percent of vacation

homes sold that quickly from 2017 through early 2020.

I NCREASINGLY ACUTE SHORTAGE OF HOMES FOR SALE

The supply of existing homes for sale has never been tighter. By

NAR's count, there were 1.03 million existing homes on the market

in February 2021, down from an already low 1.46 million a year ear-

her (Figure 71. This amounts to a 29 percent decline in just one year

and a 37 percent drop in two years. Single-family homes accounted

for only 870,000 of the existing units available—the lowest level in

records dating back to 1982.

The decline in the supply of new single-family homes for sale was

somewhat more modest. After starting the year at 329,000 units, the

number of new homes available bottomed out at 283,000 units in

August—a year-over-year drop of 13 percent. New home inventory,

which includes homes under construction, picked up to more than

300,000 units from December 2020 through March 2021 as housing

production increased. Even so, supplies were still down 8 percent on

average from the same period a year earlier.

Measured by months of supply (how long it would take for homes

on the market to be sold at the current sales rate), inventories of

existing homes for sale fell from 3.0 months in December 2019 to

1.9 months in December 2020. The supply of single-family homes

was even tighter at just 1.8 months, marking the first dip below

2.0 months since recordkeeping began in the early 1980s. As a

rule of thumb, a balanced market has about 6.0 months of avail-

able inventory.

Supply constraints are nearly universal. Inventories in 87 of the 95

markets tracked by Zillow fell year over year in December 2020, up

from 31 markets in December 2019. The number of homes available

for sale fell by more than 30 percent in 14 of these metros, with

the largest drops in mid-sized markets in the West, including Provo

(43 percent) and Boise (40 percent). Declines were also severe in

certain metros in the South, ranging from 34 percent to 36 percent

in Augusta, Columbia, Jackson, and Raleigh. While still historically

tight, for-sale inventories increased in some higher-cost markets,

especially those on the West Coast, including San Francisco (50 per-

cent), San Jose (45 percent), and Seattle (16 percent).

The pandemic is partially to blame for such tight conditions. As the

COVID-19 virus spread in the spring, many potential sellers pulled

their homes off the market while others delayed listing their homes

for sale. Because of the limited inventory, any home that went on the

market sold almost immediately. Indeed, the typical home listed for
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sale on Zillow was available for 14 days in December before a pend-

ing sale, less than halt the median of 35 days a year earlier.

But the biggest reason behind the constraints on supply is the

underproduction of new homes since the mid-2000s. New con-

struction creates housing choices for current homeowners who

want to move, freeing up existing units for other buyers. Without

that option, owners are more likely to remain in place. As a result,

only a consistent increase in housing construction over a period

of years will provide meaningful growth in inventory in many of

today's tight markets.

HOUSING CONSTRUCTION AT NEW HIGHS

Like home sales, new residential construction rebounded quickly in

the summer of 2020 and continued at a strong pace through early

2021. Housing starts climbed 6.9 percent last year to 1.38 million

units—the highest output since 2006 when production reached 1.80

million units. Completions were also up 2.5 percent to 1.29 million

units, while permitting rose 6.1 percent to 1.47 million units.

For the first time in three years, single-family construction drove

the increase in production in 2020. Starts of single-family homes

jumped to 991,000 units—a 12 percent gain for the year and the

biggest percentage increase since 2013 (Figure 8). But even these

impressive numbers probably understate the strong upturn. After

dropping to 685,000 units in April at a seasonally adjusted annual

rate, single-family starts averaged 1.16 million units from August

2020 through March 2021. This represents a substantial pickup from

the previous 13 years when starts consistently lagged below the

one-million mark.

Meanwhile, multifamily housing construction dipped 3 percent last

year, to 389,100 units, but remained on par with the elevated pace

maintained since 2014. Indeed, multifamily starts topped 350,000

units just once in the 24 years from 1990 through 2013, but then

exceeded that level for the next seven years. Starts accelerated fur-

ther in the first quarter of 2021, averaging a robust 446,000 units at

a seasonally adjusted annual rate.

Housing construction has finally approached levels consistent with

projected demand. From June 2020 through March 2021, total starts

averaged just over 1.5 million units at a seasonally adjusted annual

rate, in line with the Joint Center's housing demand projections

calling for production of 1.5 million units annually in 2018-2028.

Although those projections do not account for lower-than-expected

population growth in the past few years, the low level of homebuild-

ing since the mid-2000s likely means that new supply has not yet

caught up with demand. In fact, Freddie Mac estimates that the

housing supply at the end of 2020 was 3.8 million units short of the

level needed to match long-term demand.

SHIFTING LOCATION AND SIZE OF NEW HOMES

When suddenly under stay-at-home orders in March 2020, many

households found the need for more living space to accommodate

the dramatic changes in their work, school, and leisure activities.

The pandemic thus fueled already hot demand for single-family

homes, the type of housing typically found in communities outside

of major urban centers.

As a result, total permitting increased 12 percent in the suburban

counties of large /nen OS last year, but fell 2 percent in the core coun

ties of these markets. Permitting also rose 10 percent in smaller

metros and 9 percent in non-metro areas. Growth was largely on the

single-family side, with double-digit increases in single-family per-

mits in the suburban counties of large markets (17 percent), smaller

metros (15 percent), and non-metro areas (12 percent). About a third

(303,000) of all single-family permits were issued in the suburban

counties of large markets in 2020, while another 38 percent were

issued in small and midsized markets (Figure 9). Single-family per-

mitting in the core counties of large metros also rose 8 percent last

year, to 212,000 units.

Meanwhile, multifamily permits in core areas fell 10 percent in

2020, but at 250,000 units, construction remained close to the

elevated levels of the past half-decade. Following substantial

increases in 2019, the numbers of multifamily permits issued in

the suburban counties of large markets and in smaller metros

declined 2 percent last year. Permitting in non-metro areas, how-

ever, was unchanged.

FIGURE 8

The Pace of Both Single-Family and Multifamily

Construction Has Exceeded Historical Averages

for Nearly a Year
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FIGURE 9

Single-Family Construction Continued to Strengthen Across Markets Last Year Even as Multifamily Construction

Hit a Pause, Particularly in Core Counties

Single-Family Permits (Thousands)

400  

350  

300  

250  

200  

150  

100  

50

0  

Large Metro
Core

Large Metro All Other
Nor-Core Metros

County Location

Non-Metro
Areas

Multifamily Permits (Thousands)

400

350

300

250

200

150

100

50

0

• 20113 II 2019 2020

1•4110$ large metre areas have at Irani 0.1 T, Hr.tar- Fthrr rr e iartest rr Orr Herr: area er are ri sea ,

ScUT' D'S tabLICUS a' US Fen:, Bureau. 3eVrrr-, Perrurts Surveyoa hr: aris D.or cerycom

With more young and first-time homebuyers entering the market,

demand for smaller, more affordable homes was on the increase

in 2019. Completions of single-family homes with less than 1,800

square feet rose 13 percent that year, to 217,000 units, slightly out-

pacing the 11 percent increase in midsized units (1,800-2,999 square

feet). The share of larger homes (at least 3,000 square feet) declined

4 percent. Even so, smaller units accounted for only 24 percent of

completions in 2019, about the same as in 2018 but well below the

32 percent share averaged from 1999 to 2011.

When the COVID-19 pandemic hit, demand for larger homes again

increased. As a result, the median size of newly started single-

family homes fell only slightly from 2,271 square feet in 2019 to

2,265 square feet in 2020. The size of typical new homes inched up

by another 0.2 percent in the first quarter of 2021 from a year earlier.

Still, the need for new homes at a variety of price points will only

increase as more millennial homebuyers come into the market.

Newly built units, however, are typically more expensive than exist-

ing homes. According to CoreLogic, new homes accounted far almost

a fifth (19 percent) of premium home sales nationally (in the top

third by price) from October 2019 through September 2020, but just 6

percent of entry-level sales (in the bottom third). However, new con-

struction does provide more than 10 percent of entry-level housing in

nearly a quarter of the 100 large markets that CoreLogic tracks. Most

of the metros with large shares of new entry-level homes—including

Dallas (18 percent), Phoenix (14 percent), and Denver (11 percent)—

are moderate-cost markets with substantial new construction.

Large Metro
Core

Large Metro MI Other Non-Metro
Non-Core Metros Areas

County Location

eecr Nor -rerr VC a, ler recUes tr .a-pe TOO areas

CONTINUING CONSTRAINTS ON RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT

Restrictive land use regulations are among the most significant bar-

riers to housing production. A 2018 survey of land use practices in

nearly 2,800 communities found that 93 percent imposed minimum

lot sizes in their jurisdictions. Some 40 percent of these communi-

ties set a one-acre minimum, including 27 percent with two-acre

minimums. The stringency of these requirements varied by region,

with 61 percent of jurisdictions in the Northeast imposing at least

a one-acre minimum, compared with 36 percent of communities in

the Midwest, 32 percent in the South, and 29 percent in the West.

In addition, some land use and zoning practices, as well as other

local and state requirements, restrict the amount of land available

for development. These regulations can raise the cost of land, espe-

cially in markets where demand is strong. According to FHFA esti-

mates, the median land value of a quarter-acre lot occupied by an

existing single-family home was $163,500 in 2019, some 60 percent

higher than in 2012. Among the nation's 100 largest markets, medi-

an land prices were highest on the West Coast, particularly San Jose

($1.2 million), San Francisco ($945,900), and Honolulu ($786,500). In

contrast, median land values were below $50,000 in 38 large mar-

kets located outside the West.

Many communities also require multiple approvals for residential

developments. While ensuring that legitimate public concerns are

addressed, these approvals mean delays, uncertainty, and additional

costs for developers. The process for approving construction of

single-family units takes about 2.5 months on average if the project
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is permitted under existing rules and 4.3 months if special approval

is required. For multifamily projects, the average review times are

3.1 months and 4.9 months, respectively.

The cost and availability of labor is yet another issue for homebuild-

ers. The average hourly wage in the construction industry increased

by 2.8 percent in March 2021 from a year earlier, to $32.25 per hour.

The steady rise in wages may eventually help to attract workers

from other fields or those returning to the labor market as the pan-

FIGURE 10

Sharply Rising Lumber Prices Have Driven Up

the Materials Costs of Residential Construction
Since the Start of the Pandemic
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demic continues to subside. As it is, though, the number of job open-

ings in construction fell sharply on a 12-month rolling basis from

309,000 in early 2020 to 268,000 in early 2021, but remained about

twice the 130,000 openings averaged from 2000 to 2016.

However, the NAHB/Wells Fargo Housing Market Index indicates

that the top concerns for homebuilders in 2020 were the scarcity

and cost of building materials, likely exacerbated by supply chain

problems during the pandemic. Multifamily developers responding

Lo Ile NMHC Conso uction Survey in eady 2021 were similarly con-

cerned, with 93 percent of firms reporting an increase in the price

of materials compared with just 5 percent of firms a year earlier.

The surge in softwood lumber prices is particularly alarming, up

some 83 percent year over year in March 2021 (Figure 101. A recent

NAHB analysis found that the jump in lumber costs added about

$36,000 to the average price of a new single-family home. Given

increasing costs for other common construction materials such

as gypsum (up 6 percent) and concrete (up 2 percent), the price of

inputs to new residential construction overall rose by a substantial

14 percent year over year in March 2021.

PERSISTENT CLIMB IN HOME PRICES

With inventories and interest rates at or near record lows, home

prices have moved progressively higher. Year-over-year increases

in the S&P CoreLogic Case-Shiller Home Price Index jumped from

4.5 percent in March 2020 to 10.4 percent in December—the first

double-digit rise since 2014. Adjusted for inflation, the end-of-year

increase was still a robust 9.1 percent (Figure 11). The runup that

began in mid-2012 and continued for over 100 consecutive months

Real Home Prices Have Continued to Climb for Nearly a Decade
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thus left real home prices 2 percent above the mid-2000s peak and

60 percent above the level in 2000.

According to the FHFA Purchase-Only House Price Index, nominal

home prices in the first quarter of 2021 increased by at least 10

percent in 85 of the 100 metro areas and divisions tracked by the

index, up from just 5 markets the year prior. In 99 of those markets,

the pace of the increases was escalating. The largest metro area

gains were in Boise (28 percent), Austin (23 percent), and Tacoma (22

percent). Home prices in non-metro areas also climbed. The FHFA

All-Transactions House Price Index, which generally shows slower

appreciation than the Purchase-Only Index, indicates that non-

metro home prices rose at a 6.0 percent annual rate at the end of

2020, up from 5.6 percent a year earlier.

Based on Moody's household income projections, the national price-

to-income ratio is expected to rise from 4.14 in 2019 to 4.37 in 2020.

This would mark the fifth consecutive year that the median home

price was more than four times median household income. By com-

parison, average price-to-income ratios were considerably lower at

3.21 in the 1980s, 3.31 in the 1990s, 4.01 in the 2000s, and 3.82 in the

2010s. Ratios in the nation's 100 largest metros are expected to range

as high as 10.9 in San Jose, 9.5 in Honolulu, and 9.4 in Los Angeles,

and as low as 2.5-2.6 in Scranton, Syracuse, and Toledo.

Meanwhile, home prices and rents have diverged sharply. Zillow

reports that typical home values rose 9.1 percent nationally in

January 2021, up from 3.7 percent a year earlier. At the same time,

rent growth slowed from 2.9 percent to just 1.2 percent. This diver-

gence is widespread, with home price growth exceeding rent growth

in all 99 large metros that Zillow tracks.

The different trajectories of home prices and rents reflect funda-

mental market forces. On the demand side, low interest rates have

given a big lift to home prices but have had little immediate effect

on rents. In addition, the financial fallout from the pandemic has

been much less detrimental to the older, higher-income households

who typically buy homes than to younger, lower-income households

who typically rent. Pandemic conditions also increased demand for

suburban living where owner-occupied housing predominates and

reduced demand in urban areas where rental housing is concen-

trated. These conditions left a growing supply of rental housing,

particularly in high-end markets in select metro areas, even as the

inventory of for-sale homes reached an all-time low.

RAPID HOME PRICE GROWTH IN COMMUNITIES OF COLOR

From December 2019 to December 2020, typical home values

increased in about 27,300 of the nearly 30,000 zip codes tracked

by Zillow. In a third of those zip codes, home price appreciation

exceeded 8 percent, including over half of the neighborhoods where

people of color were in the majority. Home values in these commu-

nities rose 9.3 percent on average over the year, far faster than the

7.7 percent increase in majority-white neighborhoods.

Price growth in communities of color also outran metro-wide averages

in 47 of the 50 largest markets in December 2020. In Philadelphia, for

example, prices in the 51 neighborhoods where people of color made up

at least half the population rose by an average of 14.3 percent-3.5 per-

centage points faster than the average for all 353 metro-area zip codes.

In Atlanta, home prices in communities of color were up 10.6 percent,

outpacing metro-wide gains by 1.4 percentage point.

Home price appreciation where people of color are in the majority has

in fact exceeded metro-area averages for several years. Even so, prices

have not returned to their mid-2000s peaks in many cases. In the 18,000

zip codes with Zillow home prices dating back to 2004, typical home

values in 19 percent remained below peak in 2020. Yet in the 3,000

communities where people of color were in the majority, the share

below peak was much higher at 26 percent. In the 616 majority-Black

neighborhoods, the share was higher yet at 36 percent.

Still, rising home prices mean rising equity for current owners,

which could offer some buffer against the income losses that many

households of color suffered during the pandemic. But the long-

term lag in home prices in communities of color highlights the

disadvantages that homeowners in these neighborhoods face in

attempting to build wealth and secure their financial futures.

THE OUTLOOK

Given the extremely limited supply of homes for sale across the

country, prices will likely continue to rise for the foreseeable future

even if interest rates tick up and more sellers put their homes on

the market. But in the longer term, robust growth in housing con-

struction will be necessary to temper conditions in some of today's

overheated homebuying markets. However, homebuilders will need

to meet the growing demand for homes of various sizes and at dif-

ferent price points, especially as millennials become a dominant

force in the market.
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DEMOGRAPHIC DRIVERS

Early estimates suggest that the pandemic did little to interrupt the ongoing rise in household growth, with millenniais

continuing to head up new households at a strong clip. As these young adults marry and have children, they are

reinforcing household growth outside of urban centers. The economic disruption caused by the pandemic did, however,

widen already large inequalities in income and wealth. On top of slowing population growth, these persistent disparities

prevent people of color and those with lower incomes from forming their own households, in turn reducing longer-ter
m

demand for housing.

UPTICK IN MILLENNIAL HOUSEHOLDS

The pandemic hit at a time when household growth, the pri-

mary driver of housing demand, was strong and accelerating. By

American Community Survey estimates, the number of US house-

holds increased by 1.3 million per year on average from 2016 to

2019—significantly faster than the 856,000 annual increases aver-

FIGURE 12

Early Evidence Points to a Consistent Pickup in

Household Growth Despite the Pandemic
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aged in 2013-2016. Housing Vacancy Survey data also put average

annual household growth at 1.3 million in 2016-2019, comparable

to the level averaged in the early 2000s (Figure 121. By both of these

measures, household growth had been running well above the 1.2

million mark—the pace that Joint Center projections suggest would

be due to population growth and demographic shifts alone.

Rising headship rates among young adults (the share heading

their own households) explain this uptrend. Until recently, the

millennials (born 1985-2004) had not formed independent house-

holds at a pace similar to that of previous generations at the same

ages. In fact, American Community Survey data show that the

number of households headed by adults under age 35 declined for

most of the 2010s even though the population in that age group

was soaring. Since 2016, however, house-hold formation rates

among millennials have been rising. Indeed, adults under age 35

have made increasingly large contributions to overall household

growth, accounting for an additional 250,000 households annually

in 2016-2019 (Figure 131. Headship rates among 35-44 year olds

also increased over that period, adding 200,000 households in that

age group each year.

The economic shutdowns starting in March 2020 had only a Urn-

ted and temporary impact on headship rates and therefore on

household growth. When the unemployment rate spiked to 14.8

percent in April, many young workers were unable to sustain their

own households and moved back in with their parents. However,
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once job growth began to revive in the fall, the increase in young

adults living with parents and the decline in their headship rate

were nearly reversed by the end of the year (Figure 14). According

to Housing Vacancy Survey data, the total number of households

was up by 1.5 million in the first quarter of 2021 from a year ear-

lier, largely on the strength of higher headship rates among these

young adults.

The surprising resilience of household formations among the mil-

lennial population suggests that their generation will continue to

lead the growth of housing demand. The headship rates of adults

under age 35 are still historically low and therefore have room to

increase. In addition, the older millennials are moving into the 35-44

year old age group, a stage of life when headship rates are consis-

tently higher. While slowdowns in national birth and death rates are

becoming increasingly evident, higher household formation rates

among the millennial generation will likely offset those drags on

household growth in the near term.

CHANGES IN RESIDENTIAL MOBILITY

Early in the lockdown, most households chose to stay put. Nearly

twice the share of respondents to Fannie Mae's National Housing

Survey for the third quarter of 2020 said that they delayed (11 per-

cent) rather than accelerated (6 percent) their moves. Renewals of

rental leases thus hit record highs in April 2020, while existing home

sales were down 27 percent in May from a year earlier.

As the months wore on, however, the pace of residential moves picked

up. Historically low mortgage interest rates encouraged a spate of

homebuying, lifting existing home sales by more than 20 percent year

over year from September 2020 through January 2021. A growing num-

ber of urban renters—particularly those with higher incomes—also

moved out of apartments where they were paying a premium for prox-

imity to job centers and other amenities. Many of these households

either bought homes or relocated to rentals in the suburbs, but others

simply moved to nearby apartments that were offering rent conces-

sions or at least lower costs. indeed, RealPage data indicate that renter

retention rates in urban areas fell much more than rental occupancy

rates, implying that many households either traded up to higher-quali-

ty apartments or sought out lower-rent units within the city.

With the reopening of businesses, restaurants, entertainment venues,

demand for rental housing in prime urban areas started to revive in

early 2021, giving another boost to residential mobility. As pandemic-

related restrictions continue to ease and vaccination rates increase,

more homeowners will become comfortable putting their homes on

the market and more potential buyers will consider relocating. Many

conditions that encourage homebuying are already in place, including

low interest rates, a growing number of households at the prime ages

for first-time homeownership, changing needs for living space, and

FIGURE 13

Younger Adults Have Given an Increasingly Large Lift
to Household Growth
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FIGURE 14

2019

After Retreating to Their Parents' Homes Last
Summer, Many Young Adults Were Living
on Their Own Again by Early 2021
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increased ability to work from home. However, the persistent shortage

of homes for sale is a significant constraint on purchases and there-

fore on overall residential mobility rates.

POTENTIAL IMPACTS OF A SHIFT TO REMOTE WORK

Even before the pandemic began in March 2020, household growth

in the suburbs of large metros and in small metros had been on the
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increase IFigure 151. In part, this shift reflects the fact that the large

millennial population was reaching the ages when they typically

have children and move from urban rentals to larger homes. Those

homes are often single-family units in outlying communities where

more space is available at a price they can afford.

The pandemic thus helped to accelerate these moves, particularly

among younger households that were already contemplating a home

purchase to stop paying the high rents charged in prime urban loca-

tions. Record-iow interest rates provided a strong incentive to buy,

while the increased savings afforded by the economic shutdown gave

some the additional means to do so.

The need for more space to work comfortably from home was yet

another impetus to move. In 2019, the American Community Survey

indicated that just 5.7 percent of the labor force worked from home

full time. In May 2020, however, the Bureau of Labor Statistics

reported that the share working from home because of the pan-

demic stood at 35.4 percent. Although the total share working from

home receded to 18.3 percent by April 2021, large portions of certain

groups continued to work remotely, including over a third of work-

ers with college degrees and nearly half of workers in business and

financial operations.

Now, more than a year after lockdowns began in March 2020,

many employees are set up to work at home and have the experi-

ence to do so productively. While most would prefer to continue

to do so at least part of the week, employers are less sold on the

idea. A January 2021 PricewaterhouseCoopers survey shows that

over half of employees (55 percent) would Eke to work remotely

at least three days a week, but only a quarter of executives

expected many or all office employees to work at home for a

significant share of the workweek after the pandemic ends. Still,

more than 70 percent of executives also planned to increase

spending on virtual collaboration tools and manager training,

and about half planned to invest in systems that would support

hybrid working models, such as hoteling apps for shared desks

and communal office space.

If lasting, the increase in remote work could profoundly reshape

housing demand, albeit in potentially conflicting ways. On the one

hand, homebuyer surveys indicate that those expecting to work

from home look for larger houses, which usually means living in

suburban or exurban communities. This would reinforce the con-

centration of household growth in outlying areas. On the other

hand, research has also shown that remote workers desire easy

access to stores, transit, End other amenities, which means that

they would be more drawn to urban settings. The extent to which

employees are able to work remotely after the pandemic, and how

much impact a major shift to this practice would have on neighbor-

hoods and the built environment, are thus unclear.

Meanwhile, working from home is not an option for more than half

of the US labor force, particularly those in the leisure and hospital-

ity, healthcare, services, and education sectors. Even so, they could

still benefit if remote work becomes commonplace among workers

in other professions. For example, less competition for prime urban

locations could make housing near job centers more affordable.

And with fewer people traveling to work at peak hours, commute

times might improve. Research from before the pandemic suggests,

however, that these indirect benefits may take years to develop and

could easily be offset by other factors. Fur example, impluvements

in commuting times are often short-lived because the shorter travel

times tend to attract more commuters.

DIVERGING TRENDS IN INCOMES AND WEALTH

With fewer opportunities to spend money as well as significant

cash infusions from the federal government, many households with

stable jobs were able to reduce their expenses and even build wealth

during the pandemic. In fact, the personal saving rate rose from 7.6

percent of disposable income in January 2020 to an all-time high

of 33.7 percent in April 2020. For many homeowners, these savings

came on top of a jump in housing wealth propelled by rising home

prices. And for many renters, the extra cash provided an opportunity

to pay down debt or save for a downpayment on a home.

At the same time, though, soaring job losses left millions of other

households in dire straits. The US lost 22 million jobs between

February and April 2020 when employment in food services and

in the leisure and hospitality industries dropped by nearly half.

FIGURE 15

Household Growth Outside the Cities of Large Metro

Areas Was Accelerating Welt Before the Pandemic
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By early 2021, fully 43 percent of all households-including 53

percent of renters-reported lost income due to the pandemic.

The diverging circumstances between those with the resources

to weather the economic shutdowns and those struggling to sim-

ply stay afloat thus widened already large inequalities in income

and wealth.

The Household Pulse Surveys reveal stark disparities driven by differ-

ences in educational attainment and income. In early 2021, nearly half

(48 percent) of the households that lost income due to COVID-related

factors earned less than $50,000, and nearly three quarters (74 per-

cent) were headed by someone without a college degree. Meanwhile,

households with higher incomes and advanced education were much

less affected during the lockdowns because they were more likely to be

able to work remotely. Indeed, a 2020 report from the Bureau of Labor

Statistics found that 67.5 percent of workers with a bachelor's degree

worked in occupations that could be done from home, compared with

just 24.5 percent of workers with only a high school diploma.

The ability to withstand a temporary loss of income depends largely

on having a reserve of wealth, In this case, homeowners have a huge

advantage over renters. At last measure in 2019, the median wealth for

homeowners was $254,900-more than 40 times the $6,270 median for

renters (Figure 161. Even excluding home equity, the median wealth of

owners was $98,500, or more than 15 times that of renters.

There are also significant differences in household wealth and

financial resiliency by race and ethnicity. Indeed, a November 2020

survey by the Federal Reserve found that just 45 percent of Black

adults and 47 percent of Hispanic adults would have enough cash

to pay for an unexpected expense of $400, compared with 72 percent

of white adults. Overall, the median wealth of white households was

more than seven times that of Black households and over five times

that of Hispanic households. Although smaller, the differences in

wealth among only homeowners are still considerable. For example,

the median net wealth of Black homeowners was over 60 percent

less than that of white homeowners and over 30 percent less than

that of Hispanic homeowners.

Inequalities in household wealth are even greater when measured

by income, leaving lowest-income households particularly at risk in

the event of a job loss. The median net wealth of households in the

top income quartile in 2019 was 60 times that of households in the

bottom quartile. Indeed, the top 1 percent of households by income

held more wealth ($35.7 trillion) than the bottom 90 percent ($22.6

trillion). Meanwhile, the typical renter in the bottom income quartile

had just $1,900 in total wealth-less than one month's usual expen-

ditures for this group-including only $360 in cash savings.

Even lowest-income households that own homes are vulnerable to

job losses because much of their wealth is tied up in home equity-

FIGURE 16

Wide Disparities in Wealth Leave Renters at a
Large Disadvantage in the Housing Market

Median Household Wealth (Dollars]

Owners Renters
AU

Households

All Households 254,900 6,270 121,760

Race/Ethnicity

Black 113,130 1,830 24,100

Hispanic 164,800 5,800 36,050

Asian and All Other Races 299,000 6,710 74,500

White 299,900 8,900 189,100

Income Quartile

Bottom 108,100 1,900 10,700

Lower Middle 161,000 8,300 64,800

Upper Middle 240,200 20,700 164,000

Top 703,000 154,000 627,000

Notes White. Black. and Asian and all other race households are non-Hispanic. Hispanic households may be of any rac

Source: JCRS tabulations of the Federal Reserve Board, 2019 Survey of Consumer Finances.

an asset that is difficult to access quickly and without cost. Indeed,

while homeowners in the bottom income quartile had a median

net wealth of $108,000, their median cash savings amounted to

just $1,500. One in three of these homeowners had less than $500

in cash.

THE IMPENDING DRAG OF SLOWER POPULATION GROWTH

New Census Bureau estimates indicate that US population growth

slowed again last year, dipping to 0.35 percent from July 2019 to

July 2020. The addition of just 1.15 million people was about half

the 2.37 million originally projected. The unexpected weakness

of population growth reflects a combination of factors, including

higher-than-predicted death rates and lower-than-predicted birth

rates among the resident population, as well as the more than 50

percent drop in international immigration from 2016 to 2020.

COVID-19 was of course a large contributor to the increase in

deaths last year, responsible for more than 384,000 fatalities accord-

ing to provisional CDC data. The ongoing opioid crisis also added
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to the count, with drug overdoses reaching a record high in May

2020. Meanwhile, the US fertility rate declined 4 percent last year,

resulting in the fewest births since 1979. The Brookings Institution

estimates that the number of births in 2021 will also be 300,000

below normal due to the pandemic. Moreover, the CDC reduced the

estimated life expectancy for those born between 2019 and the first

half of 2020 by one full year.

The halt in immigration in April 2020 also pulled down overall

population growth, reducing the number of net new inimigz ants

to 477,000 for the year. As it was, international immigration had

already fallen 47 percent from 1.07 million per year in 2016 to

570,000 in 2019 (Figure 17). The size of this decline is significant

because immigrants account for such a large share of both popula-

tion growth and household growth. Indeed, foreign-born residents

contributed about a third of the nation's population growth in

2010-2019, along with 40 percent of household growth.

Immigration is particularly critical to sustaining population growth

in large cities and stabilizing the populations in rural areas. For

example, the population of New York City would have declined by

more than a quarter-million between 2010 and 2019, but instead

grew by 160,000 with the arrival of nearly 500,000 international

immigrants. Similarly, in rural counties with declining populations,

gains from immigration over the decade have stemmed even greater

losses. If international immigration remains as constrained as it has

been since 2017, population losses across the country will increase

in scale and scope, not only dampening household growth but also

destabilizing local economies.

Low immigration levels translate directly into slower household

growth and therefore into weaker housing demand. Assuming that

the Census Bureau's low-immigration projection of roughly 600,000

net new immigrants per year in 2018-2028 stands, the Joint Center's

household growth projections for that period would be reduced by

1.8 million, from 12.2 million to 10.4 million.

So far, though, household growth measures do not reflect the

impacts of slowing population growth for several reasons. First of

all, the overall aging of the population continues to have a large

positive impact on household growth because the likelihood of

heading a household increases with age. Rising headship rates

among younger adults are also giving a large and growing boost

to household growth. Moreover, much of the slowdown in resident

population growth is due to lower birth rates and fewer children

under age 18—cohorts that are too young to form households and

therefore not affecting current growth rates. And finally, since the

majority of immigrants dc not immediately form their own house-

holds upon arriving in this country, the drag on household growth

from lower immigration only becomes apparent over time.

FIGURE 17

Sharp Declines in Both Natural Increase and Immigratior

Left Population Growth in 2020 at Half Its Previously

Projected Levels

Year-over-Year Change in US Population (Millions)
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THE OUTLOOK

Despite the unprecedented economic and social disruption caused by

the pandemic, the rebound in headship rates among the millennial

generation should prop up household growth in the near term even

as overall population growth slows. The aging of this large generation

into their 30s will likely increase demand for single-family homes in

suburban and exurban areas. If working at home full time becomes

common practice post-pandemic, this change could also reinforce the

shift in housing demand away from expensive urban locations.

But over the longer term, lower-than-expected birth rates and dras-

tic cuts to immigration have exacerbated the slowdown in popula-

tion growth, potentially dragging down future household growth.

Policies providing greater support for working families could eventu-

ally counter the current decline in birth rates and ultimately boost

housing demand. But immigration is the only demographic driver of

demand that could rebound quickly with more supportive federal

policies in place.

Efforts to reduce the many stark economic disparities in US soci-

ety would also lift future housing demand. The combination of

low incomes and high housing costs limits the ability of many

young adults to form their own households and to remain securely

housed. Indeed, as the last year has demonstrated, the loss of steady

incomes and lack of savings have left millions of households—par-

ticularly those of color or with low incomes—at risk of eviction or

foreclosure, fueling even greater inequality.
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Despite the economic contraction, the national homeownership rate increased again in 2020 amid strong demand

from younger and higher-income households. But fierce competition for the limited supply of homes for sale has

pushed up prices to new heights and left many potential buyers on the sidelines. Since many of these would-be

owners are lower-income households and households of color, these conditions have reinforced longstanding

disparities in homeownership. Meanwhile, millions of current owners are behind on their mortgage payments and at

risk of foreclosure when forbearance programs end this year.

RISING DEMAND FOR HOMEOWNERSHIP

The national homeownership rate continues to edge up. According to

the Housing Vacancy Survey, the national homeownership rate stood

at 65.6 percent in the first quarter of 2021, a 0.3 percentage point

increase from a year earlier (Figure 18). Preliminary Census Bureau

data also show that the number of homeowners rose by about 1.3

million over this period, consistent with average annual gains from

2016 to 2019.

Households under age 35 made the largest advances over the past year,

continuing the uptrend that preceded the pandemic. Homeownership

rates for this age group increased 0.8 percentage point from the first

quarter of 2020 to the first quarter of 2021. This followed a 2.2 per-

centage point rise between the 2016 low and 2019. These large home-

ownership gains were fueled in part by strong income growth. While

incomes for all age groups rose throughout the 2010s, households

under age 35 posted the largest increase of 21 percent over the decade.

The homeownership rate for households aged 35-44 also climbed

in early 2021, up 0.5 percentage point from a year earlier, while

the rates for the 45-54 and 55-64 year-old age groups fell slightly.

Meanwhile, the homeownership rate for households age 65 and over

increased by 0.6 percentage point. Although the rate for these older

adults declined slightly in 2016-2019, the aging of the baby-boom

generation meant that the number of older homeowners still grew

by some 800,000 per year over that period—far exceeding the 500,000

annual increase in homeowners in all other age groups combined.

HIGHER PRICES LIMITING AFFORDABILITY

Following a steady downtrend since the third quarter of 2019, the

30-year fixed mortgage rate hit a record low of 2.70 percent in the first

week of January 2021. Although rates then began to tick up, they were

back below 3.00 percent again in May. Such low rates have helped

to hold down the monthly costs of homeownership amid the sharp

FIGURE 18

Despite the Pandemic, the National Homeownership

Rate Remained on the Rise Over the Past Year
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rise in prices. Indeed, typical monthly homeowner costs rose just 2.2

percent in 2020, keeping real payments at the 1990 level (Figure 19)

In combination with extremely limited supply, however, low interest

rates have also helped to fuel the rapid climb in home prices. NAR.

reports that the median sales price of homes jumped 28 percent

from $233,000 in December 2016 to $299,000 in December 2020.

From December 2019 to December 2020 alone, the median sales

price increased by 10 percent.

Higher home prices present a substantial hurdle for would-be buy-

ers by increasing the upfront costs of ownership. A recent report

from Reaitor.com shows that the median price of a primary home

purchased in April 2020 by households aged 25-40 was $280,800.

At that price, potential homebuyers would have to come up with

$15,400 to cover a modest 3.5 percent downpayment and 2.0 per-

cent closing costs—well above the savings of the typical renter in

that age group. As prices continue to rise, so too will downpayment

requirements, forcing many potential homeowners to either delay

their purchases or take on mortgages with very low downpayments

and the added costs of mortgage insurance.

But even if potential buyers have sufficient savings, high hous-

ing prices still shut many households out of the homeowner

market. A recent Joint Center analysis found that the median-

income renter could not afford the monthly payments on the

median-priced home in more than half of US states in 2019. And

FIGURE 19

Declining Interest Rates Have Offset the Rise in
Home Prices, Preventing a Sharp Increase in the
Real Monthly Cost of Homeownership
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in high-cost markets, households with moderate to high incomes

also struggled to buy homes. For example, renters in California,

Hawaii, and the District of Columbia had to earn 120 percent cr

more of the area median income to afford the median-priced

home. In another five states (Colorado, Idaho, Oregon, Utah, and

Washington), renters had to earn 100-120 percent of the area

median income.

Given rapidly rising home prices and the economic challenges facing

many low- and moderate-income households during the pandemic,

the households able to buy homes last year generally had relatively

high incomes. According to NAR's Profile of Home Buyers and Sellers,

the median income of households purchasing homes between April

and June 2020 ($110,800) was well above that of households pur-

chasing homes from July 2019 and March 2020 ($94,400). The homes

themselves were also substantially more expensive, with a median

price of $339,400 compared with $270,000. Indeed, almost a quarter

(23 percent) of the households that bought homes between April

2020 and June 2020 paid $500,000 or more.

FINANCIAL FALLOUT FROM THE PANDEMIC

Despite having higher incomes and wealth on average than rent-

ers, many homeowners were also financially stretched last year.

Household Pulse Surveys from the first quarter of 2021 indicate

that nearly 40 percent of homeowners had lost income due to .he

pandemic, and 9 percent were behind on their mortgage payments.

Homeowners of color were hit especially hard by income losses,

given that they were more likely to be employed in the service

industries with the most drastic job cuts. Half (50 percent)

of Hispanic homeowners lost income by the first quarter of

this year, somewhat higher than the 43 percent share of Black

homeowners, the 39 percent share of Asian homeowners, and

the 35 percent share of white homeowners. As a result, 17 per-

cent of Black, 16 percent of Hispanic, and 16 percent of Asian

homeowners were behind on their mortgage payments in early

2021—more than twice the 7 percent share of white homeown-

ers (Figure 20).

Low-income homeowners were also more apt to be in arrears. In

fact, the share of homeowners making less than $25,000 that were

behind on their payments actually increased from 20 percent in

August 2020 to 24 percent in the first quarter of 2021. Meanwhile,

15 percent of homeowners with incomes of $25,000-49,999 were also

delinquent, along with 11 percent of homeowners with incomes in

the $50,000-74,999 range. in contrast, just 5 percent of homeowners

earning at least $75,000 were behind on their mortgages in early

2021. Age of the household head is also a factor, with owners under

age 55 twice as likely to be in arrears (11 percent) than older own-

ers (5 percent).
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FIGURE 20

Large Shares of Low-Income Homeowners and Households of Color Were Behind on Their Mortgages in Early 2021
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Homeowners of Color and Borrowers with Little Equity
Were Especially Likely to Be in Forbearance in Early 2021
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POTENTIAL RISKS FOR BORROWERS IN FORBEARANCE

Under the CARES Act, the federal government imposed moratoriums

on foreclosures and mandated mortgage payment forbearance pro-

grams to protect delinquent homeowners from losing their homes.

According to Black Knight, 7.1 million homeowners (14 percent of all

mortgage holders) entered into forbearance during the pandemic.

Of these, 4.8 million (68 percent) had exited the programs by March

2021. A large majority of those borrowers had either resolved the

15 20 25
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delinquency (65 percent) or paid off their loans (23 percent). A small

share (8 percent) were engaged in loss mitigation with their lenders,

and the remaining 4 percent were delinquent.

However, some 2.3 million homeowners were still in active forbear-

ance in early 2021. Homeowners in these circumstances were more

likely to be households of color and/or have little equity in their

homes 'Figure 211. A recent Consumer Financial Protection Bureau

report found that 9.2 percent of Black and 8.4 percent of Hispanic

mortgage holders were in forbearance in March 2021, considerably

higher than the 3.7 percent share of white mortgage holders. in

addition, 15 percent of borrowers with less than 5 percent equity

were in forbearance, compared with just 3 percent of borrowers

with at least 40 percent equity.

Forbearance will end by July 2021 for most of this group. At that

point, owners must engage with lenders to resolve their accumu-

lated delinquencies. But because these borrowers are especially

likely to have suffered sustained income losses, it may be difficult

for them to make up for their missed mortgage payments as well

as property taxes and homeowner insurance premiums. Lenders

often resolve delinquencies by adding the accumulated debt to

the mortgage and extending the loan term to cover the costs,

but this solution presumes that borrowers can again make full

monthly payments.

For homeowners in forbearance and unable to resume payments,

selling may be the best option. Again, though, this would not be

a solution for borrowers with high debt and limited equity. Black
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Knight estimated that, as of January 2021, about a fifth (22 percent)

of the borrowers still in forbearance would have less than 10 percent

equity left at the end of their 18-month forbearance period if their

accumulated mortgage, property tax, and insurance payments were

added to their loan balance. The share for borrowers with FHA- and

VA-insured loans in a similar situation is even higher at 36 percent.

Having this little equity would make it difficult for owners unable to

resume their mortgage payments to sell their homes with enough

proceeds to resolve their debt.

The American Rescue Plan Act passed in March 2021 includes

$10 billion to help struggling homeowners avoid foreclosure or

forced sales by making up for a broad range of missed mortgage

payments and even reducing outstanding principal. This funding

could provide a critical lifeline not only for owners facing the loss

of their homes, but also for the other 30 percent of mortgage bor-

rowers and manufactured home owners that were ineligible for

forbearance programs.

SURGE IN REFINANCING ACTIVITY

Record-low interest rates fueled a refinancing boom last year. The

Mortgage Bankers Association reported nearly $2.4 trillion in mort-

gage refinances in 2020, more than double the volume in the prior

year and the highest annual dollar total since 2003 (Figure 221.While

purchase origination volumes also increased from $1.2 trillion to

$1.4 trillion, the refinancing share of total mortgage loan volume

jumped from 45.6 percent in 2019 to 61.0 percent in 2020.

Along with favorable interest rates, rising home prices encouraged

many owners to tap their growing equity. According to Freddie Mac,

homeowners took the opportunity to cash out $48.0 billion in net

home equity in the fourth quarter of 2020, a substantial increase

from $34.3 billion a year earlier but still well short of the $108.1 bil-

lion peak in the second quarter of 2006.

For homeowners able to refinance, the savings were significant.

Freddie Mac found that borrowers lowered their interest rate from

4.3 percent to 3.1 percent on average, the largest reduction since

the second quarter of 2015. Indeed, borrowers that refinanced

their 30-year fixed mortgages without taking out equity saved

more than $2,800 in principal and interest payments annually

on average.

High-income borrowers benefited the most from refinancing last

year. Recent research from Freddie Mac shows that borrowers in the

top income quintile were five times more likely to refinance than

those in the bottom income quintile. The disparity in refinancing

rates between high- and low-income homeowners in 2020—and in

the amount of savings each group realized—is unusually wide and

further evidence of how the pandemic has exacerbated inequalities.

Households of color have historically been less likely to refinance

than white households and therefore among those who also missed

out on these savings. Research suggests that households of color

may be deterred from refinancing by relatively high denial rates

and limited funds to cover the upfront costs. Only about a quarter

of Hispanic and Asian homeowners and a fifth of Black homeowners

refinanced their mortgages in 2019, compared with a third of white

homeowners.

Black °wile' s iii their 30s and 40s have particularly low refinanc

ing rates. Indeed, just 9.6 percent of Black homeowners aged 35-44

refinanced their mortgages in 2019, compared with 23.7 percent of

same-aged white homeowners. Although refinancing rates by race

and ethnicity tend to converge by age 75, homeowners of color

that do not refinance earlier in life lose out on savings that would

otherwise accrue throughout their prime wealth-building years.

PERSISTENT GAPS IN HOMEOWNERSHIP

Although racial and ethnic disparities in homeownership rates

exist across the board, the difference between Black and white

households is especially large. The Black-white gap reached a

record 30.4 percentage points in 2018 before narrowing slightly to

29.9 percentage points in 2019. American Community Survey data

indicate that the homeownership gap exists across all age groups

but is the widest (33.8 percentage points) among households in the

prime homebuying years of 35-44 (Figure 231. Even among house-

holds age 65 and over, the ages when homeownership rates are

typically highest, the difference  in Black-white rates was still 20.3

percentage points.

FIGURE 22

Mortgage Refinancing Activity Surged Last Year,

Spurred by Record-Low Interest Rates
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FIGURE 23

Homeownership Gaps for Households of Color Persist Across All Age Groups
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The wide disparity among older households had in fact inched

up from 19.7 percentage points in 2018, which may indicate that

Black baby boomers—who were hit especially hard during the

Great Recession—had not recovered fully from those setbacks as

they reached retirement age. At the same time, though, the Black-

white homeownership gap for households under age 35 did improve

slightly from 27.4 percentage points in 2018 to 26.7 percentage

points in 2019.

Reflecting longstanding inequalities in economic opportunity,

income disparities are a key factor in Black-white homeownership

gaps. Lower incomes limit the ability of would-be buyers to save for

a downpayment and to qualify for a mortgage. In 2019, the median

income of Black households was $43,000, far lower than the $71,000

median income of white households.

But even controlling for income, significant Black-white homeowner-

ship gaps remain. The widest disparity was among households with

incomes between $30,000 and $44,999, at 29.0 percentage points in

2019. But the gap for households earning $75,000 to $99,999 was

still 21.0 percentage points. And even among those with incomes of

$100,000 and above, the difference in homeownership rates between

Black and white households was 14.1 percentage points.

Homeownership disparities for Hispanic and Asian households have

improved more than for Black households, in part because of their

higher incomes. The Hispanic-white gap narrowed from a peak of 25.9

percentage points in 2013 to 24.1 percentage points in 2019, while the

Asian-white gap shrank from a peak of 14.5 percentage points in 2011

to 11.9 percentage points in 2019. Meanwhile, the median income

55-64 65 ant Over All Households

of Hispanic households in 2019 ($55,000) was more than 20 percent

lower than that of white households, but some 27 percent higher than

that of Black households. The median income for Asian households

($92,000) was not only 30 percent higher than that of white house-

holds, but also more than double that of Black households.

CONTINUING CONSTRAINTS ON WEALTH & CREDIT ACCESS

Along with income disparities, longstanding differences in wealth

make it especially difficult for renter households of color to save

to buy first homes. Survey of Consumer Finances data show that

median net wealth was $1,800 for Black renters, $6,000 for Hispanic

renters, and $8,330 for white renters in 2019. Although increasing in

recent years, the net wealth of Black and Hispanic renters remained

low in absolute terms as well as relative to that of white renters.

The wealth gap between Black and white renters in 2016-2019

was unchanged at $6,500, while the Hispanic-white gap decreased

slightly from $3,350 to $2,330.

Wealth gaps are even larger for households under age 35, leaving

young Black renter households at a large and growing disadvantage

in the homebuying market. Indeed, the median net wealth of Black

renters under age 35 fell 6 percent from $479 in 2016 to just $450 in

2019, while the median net wealth of same-age white renters rose

by 51 percent, from $4,700 to $7,100.

Access to mortgage credit is another major barrier for households

of color, especially under today's tight credit conditions. The Urban

Institute's Housing Credit Availability Index was at a record low in

the third quarter of 2020, indicating that lenders were imposing
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extremely stringent credit standards. Although the MBAs Housing

Affordability Index showed a slight easing at the beginning of January

2021, credit availability was still at its tightest level since 2014.

Credit history is a key factor in mortgage loan approvals, but struc-

tural racism and other systemic factors related to unemployment,

income, and student loan debt all affect scores. The Urban Institute

reports that median credit scores in October .2020 were about 610 for

Black borrowers and 660 for Hispanic borrowers, significantly below

the 745 for all burrowers of uunvenliatial loans. In addition, the

shares of borrowers with subprime credit scores of 532 and below

were significantly higher for Black (45 percent) and Hispanic appli-

cants (32 percent) than for white applicants (18 percent). These dif-

ferences in credit histories are one reason mortgage denial rates are

noticeably higher for Black (16 percent) and Hispanic (12 percent)

applicants, compared with white applicants (7 percent).

The limited availability of small-dollar mortgages (under $70,000)

also makes it difficult for low-income households and households of

color to buy homes. The costs of originating loans, including verify-

ing income, assets, and home value, do not vary with the amount

borrowed, and there are caps on the fees that can be charged as

a percent of the loan balance. As a result, lenders seldom offer

these loans. This makes financing the purchase of low-cost homes

a challenge, particularly in the neighborhoods where low-income

households and households of color tend to live. The difficulty of

acquiring small-dollar mortgages also limits owners' ability to tap

their home equity or secure loans to finance home maintenance.

THE OUTLOOK

Both the national homeownership rate and the number of home-

owner households continued to rise in early 2021, boosted by low

interest rates and steady gains in savings among many younger

renters. The aging of the population also helped by lifting the num-

ber of households in age groups with traditionally higher home-

ownership rates. Today's strong demand for homeownership is thus

being driven by households that put off purchases last year because

of the pandemic, those who originally planned to buy this year, and

those who sped up their homebuying plans because of today's favor-

able interest rates and concerns about further price increases.

A significant rise in interest rates could, however, temper the surge

in housing demand. And as the pandemic subsides and the economy

continues to recover, homeowners may feel more comfortable put-

ting their homes on the market, which would also help to slow the

pace of price appreciation. Still, high prevailing housing prices—and

therefore high downpayment requirements—prevent low- and

middle-income households from buying homes in many markets,

particularly on the coasts. And without explicit policies designed to

help close homeownership gaps, wealth disparities between house-

holds of color and white households, as well as between renters and

homeowners, will remain large.

The Biden Administration has proposed new programs that

would address many of the challenges present in homeowner-

ship markets. On the supply side, the proposal includes building

500,000 affordable homes for low- and middle-income buyers.

The Administration is also asking Congress to authorize a grant

program that would provide funding to jurisdictions that elimi-

nate exclusionary zoning. And on the demand side, passage of

any of a number of new propopsals to provide downpayment

assistance to socially disadvantaged buyers would potentially

bring millions of low-income households and households of color

into homeownership.

More immediately, it is vital that policymakers take steps to ensure

mortgage borrowers that suffered financial setbacks during the

pandemic are able to stave off the loss of their homes. Indeed, 2.3

million owners are still in forbearance programs and will be under

threat of foreclosure when the federal moratorium expires. Funding

provided by the American Rescue Plan is available to help these

struggling homeowners, but it is unclear whether this assistance

will be large enough or timely enough to meet the need.

24 THE STATE OF THE NATION'S HOUSING 2021



ItRENTAL HOUSING

Millions of renter households were still behind on their housing payments in the first quarter of 2021. Still, rental demand

in prime urban areas was already recovering from a jump in vacancy rates earlier in the pandemic, Multifamily

housing starts also bounced back from the second-quarter slowdown. But returns to rental property owners took a hit

from increases in vacancy rates and operating costs, and mom-and-pop landlords were feeling the pinch of lower

rent collections. Despite the recent growth in new multifamily construction, much of the nation's rental stock is older

and in need of maintenance and repairs.

SHORTFALL IN RENTAL PAYMENTS

The economic shutdown beginning in March 2020 left millions of

renter households out of work. The Household Pulse Surveys show

that more than half of renter households (51 percent) had lost

employment income due to the pandemic by late March 2021. Low-

income renters and households of color were especially likely to be

in financial distress.

As a result of these income losses, large shares of renter house-

holds were behind on their housing payments in early 2021.

Although down from a peak share of 19 percent in early January,

one in seven renters was still in arrears in late March and at risk

of being forced from their homes. Again, low-income renters and

households of color were most likely to be behind on their housing

payments, as were tenants of rental properties owned by mom-

and-pop landlords.

Indeed, an Avail survey found that more than 27 percent of non-

institutional rental property owners had tenants who did not or

could not pay rent in September 2020. In a follow-up survey in

February 2021, nearly two-thirds of these landlords (61 percent)

reported at least $5,000 in lost rental income during the pandemic.

The Household Pulse Surveys suggest that the shortfalls for own-

ers of smaller properties will continue, with 18 percent of renters

of single-family homes and 17 percent of renters in buildings with

2-4 units reporting they were behind on their payments in the first

quarter of 2021.

The financial pressures on renters vary considerably by state (Figure 24).

Households in arrears on rent were primarily in the South. Mississippi

was at the top of the list, with 27 percent behind on rent, followed by

Delaware, Louisiana, Alabama, and Georgia. Most of these states have

lower-than-average median incomes as well as higher-than-average

shares of Black renter households, a group that was especially likely to

have lost income during the pandemic.

FIGURE 24

More than a Fifth of Households in Several. States

Struggled to Pay Rent in Early 2021
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Many of the states with the smallest shares of renters behind on hous-

ing payments were in the West and Upper Midwest, where housing

cost burden rates are relatively low and the local economies are less

dependent on service industries. The share of renters behind on rent

was just 10 percent in Idaho and under 12 percent in Montana, North

Dakota, and Utah.

In four of the 15 metros tracked by the Household Pulse Survey

(Chicago, Houston, New York, and Philadelphia), the shares of

households in arrears on rent were at or above 20 percent. Phoenix

had the smallest share, at 11 percent. Several high-cost markets—

including Boston, San Francisco, Seattle, and Washington, DC—also

had relatively low shares of households behind on payments,

largely because the majority of renters in these metros have rela-

tively high incomes.

MODERATION IN RENTAL DEMAND AMID UPTURN IN SUPPLY

The pandemic came on the heels  of a nationwide slowdown in

renter household growth. After increasing by nearly 850,000 per

year from 2004 to 2016, the number of renter households has since

remained essentially flat. Indeed, the latest Housing Vacancy Survey

put the total number of renter households at 43.4 million in the first

quarter of 2021, just shy of the 43.5 million recorded in 2016.

After the pandemic took hold in early 2020, rental demand fell

sharply. Annualized growth in the number of occupied apart-

ments dropped from 333,000 units in the first quarter to 176,000

units in the second quarter. The decline was especially large in

markets heavily affected by the pandemic, such as New York City

and San Francisco.

But multifamily construction, which had been closely tracking new

rental demand, continued at a brisk pace in 2020 despite a slowdown

early in the pandemic. After falling to a 312,000 unit annual rate

in the second quarter, multifamily starts rebounded quickly and

ended the year at a total of 389,000 units, not far from the 2019 level.

Completions also slowed briefly in the second quarter of 2020 but

recovered quickly, climbing to 375,000 units for the year—the highest

annual total since 1989.

Completions of professionally managed apartment units also rose

throughout 2020, climbing from 296,000 units at an annual rate in

the first quarter to 341,000 in the fourth quarter. The pace of com-

pletions picked up even further in the first three months of 2021;

increasing to a 353,000 unit annual rate on average. Although net

new apartment leases were also back up to a 316,000 unit annual

rate, apartment completions far outpaced growth in rental occu-

pancy (Figure 251. As a result, the national vacancy rate for profes-

sionally managed multifamily rentals increased from 6.7 percent in

early 2020 to 6.9 percent in early 2021.

DIVERGING TRENDS IN RENTAL SUBMARKETS

Much of the overall increase in vacancy rates reflects conditions in

prime urban markets, particularly at the high end. The rate for pro-

fessionally managed buildings jumped from 7.2 percent to 10.0 per-

cent over the course of 2020, before edging back down to 9.6 percent

early this year (Figure 261. Vacancy rates in other urban markets rose

more modestly, from 6.0 percent in the first quarter of 2020 to 6.4

percent in the first quarter of 2021.

Meanwhile, rental vacancies in suburban areas fell. Following four

consecutive quarters at increases, the vacancy rate in prime sub-

urban submarkets declined from 7.2 percent in early 2020 to 6.0

percent in early 2021. Rates in suburban markets outside of prime

areas dipped as well, from 6.8 percent to 6.3 percent. The tightening

of suburban markets may reflect a move of some urban renters to

less expensive locations after the pandemic forced many commut-

ers to work from home.

77ends in rental demand also varied by quality segment. According to

CoStar data, vacancy rates in higher-quality (4 & 5 star) apartments

soared to 10.5 percent in the fourth quarter of 2020, before retreating

to 9.9 percent in early 2021. In contrast, the market for lower-quality

(1 & 2 star) apartments remained especially tight, with a vacancy rate

of just 5.2 percent in the first quarter of 2021. The vacancy rate for

moderate-quality (3 star) apartments was nearly as low at 5.6 percent.

At the metro level, first-quarter 2021 vacancy rates were up year

ovet year in about a third (48) of the 150 markets tracked by

RealPage. The sharpest increases were primarily in high-cost mar-

kets such as San Francisco (up 3.0 percentage points), San Jose (up

FIGURE 25

Additions to the Rental Supply Ramped Up During the

Pandemic Even as Lease Rates Fell
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FIGURE 26

Vacancy Rates Soared in High-Rent Urban Areas Last

Year, But Fell Steadily in Prime Suburban Markets
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2.6 percentage points), and New York (up 2.3 percentage points).

At the same time, vacancy rates fell in 101 metros, with especially

large declines in Riverside (down 1.9 percentage points) and Virginia

Beach (down 1.3 percentage points).

SLOWDOWN IN RENT GROWTH

With vacancy rates moderating, rents followed suit with only mod-

est gains in early 2021. The annual change in the Consumer Price

index for rent of primary residence-the broadest and most stable

measure of rents-dropped from a high of 3.8 percent in March

2020 to just 2.5 percent in April 2021. This was the smallest annual

increase in any month since 2012, although still substantially larger

than the 1.2 percent rise in prices for all other items.

After slowing early in the pandemic, rent increases for single-family

homes picked up from 3.0 percent in March 2020 to 4.4 percent in

March 2021. Rents for units in professionally managed buildings

also resumed their rise in early 2021, up 1.3 percent year over year

nationwide after modest declines in much of 2020. Indeed, after

averaging 2.7 percent annual increases in 2019, growth in rents in

this segment plummeted to 1.4 percent in the first quarter of 2020

and -0.2 percent in the second, and then remained in negative terri-

tory throughout the rest of the year.

Rents in the higher-quality segment started to rebound as well,

recovering from a 1.9 percent year-over-year decline in the fourth

quarter of 2020 to a 0.8 percent gain in the first quarter of 2021. At

the same time, rent increases for moderate-quality apartments-

FIGURE 27

Rents in the Nation's Eight Largest Markets Were
Down Sharply in Early 2021
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which slowed during the pandemic but remained positive through

2020-accelerated from 1.5 percent in the fourth quarter to 3.0 per-

cent in the first quarter of this year. Rent growth for lower-quality

apartments was essentially flat, edging up from 1.7 percent in the

fourth quarter to 1.8 percent in the first quarter of 2021.

However, first-quarter rents were still declining in 25 of the 150

metros tracked by RealPage, including seven of the nation's eight

largest metros (Figure 271. Of this group, New York City posted the

biggest drop, with rent growth plummeting from a 3.4 percent year-

over-year increase in early 2020 to a 14.6 percent decline in early

2021. Rents also fell by more than 5.0 percent in Washington, DC

(-5.8 percent), Los Angeles (-5.5 percent), and Chicago (-5.3 percent),

all high-cost markets with economies that were especially hard hit

by the shutdowns. Philadelphia was the only large metro with posi-

tive rent growth although there, too, the 1.4 percent increase was

significantly smaller than a year earlier.

RENTAL PROPERTY PRICES HOLDING UP

Despite rising vacancy rates and slowing rent growth, apartment

property prices were up a relatively strong 7,1 percent year over year

in March 2021, according to Real Capital Analytics. Still, the increase

was substantially smaller than the 10.2 percent gain a year earlier.

Indeed, apart from other months in 2020, this was the smallest gain

in apartment property prices since 2011.

Low interest rates encouraged a round of refinancing and helped

to push up the volume of mortgage debt on multifamily properties.
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Multifamily mortgage debt reached $1.7 trillion in the fourth quar-

ter of 2020, a 1.5 percent increase from the fourth quarter of 2019.

Holdings in GSE portfolios and mortgage-backed securities rose the

most, up 13 percent in 2020.

Although overall mortgage debt remained on the increase, the pace

of growth slowed. Multifamily mortgage originations in the first

quarter of 2021 were 5 percent below the year-earlier level, with

lower transaction volumes more than offsetting the strong demand

for refinancing. CoStar data indicate Oral year-over-yeas gtuw Ili in

transaction volumes in the professionally managed market sank

from a 7.5 percent increase in the first quarter of 2020 to a 71.6

percent drop in the second quarter. By the first quarter of 2021,

year-over-year transaction volumes were recovering but still down

37.5 percent.

Lower returns, in combination with rising property prices, may have

dampened investor interest in multifamily properties. Indeed, ris-

ing vacancy rates, declining incomes, and increased operating costs

pushed rental property returns deeply into negative territory last

year. The National Council of Real Estate Investment Fiduciaries

reports that annualized declines in net operating incomes acceler-

ated from 1.5 percent in the second quarter to 10.3 percent in the

third and to 17.2 percent in the fourth—the largest drop since 1987.

By the first quarter of 2021, net operating income was down some

14.0 percent from a year earlier.

Pandemic-related increases in operating expenses were partially to

blame, given the costs of additional cleaning time and equipment,

personal protective equipment for staff, and addressing greater

wear and tear on the units from tenants spending so much time

at home. According to a September 2020 survey by the National

Apartment Association, a fifth of property owners said that their

expenses had risen at least 50 percent dile to the pandemic, and

another fifth said that expenses were up at least 25 percent. Nearly

two-thirds of respondents were also considering COVID-related

capital investments, primarily to allow for social distancing in

common areas.

Despite the weakness in returns, though, multifamily mortgage

delinquencies increased little during the pandemic. The Mortgage

Bankers Association found that only 0.7 percent of the balance of

multifamily loans were 60 or more days past due as of April 2021—

only slightly higher than the 0.2 percent share that prevailed in April

2020 at the onset of the pandemic. Still, individual property owners,

who typically own single-family rentals or small multifamily build-

ings, may be particularly at risk of delinquency. For these landlords,

having only a single tenant fall behind on rent means a significant

loss of income. Individual property owners are also less likely than

institutional investors to have sufficient cash flow to cover any

shortfalls in rent collections.

LARGE BUILDINGS STILL DOMINATING CONSTRUCTION

In the years leading up to the pandemic, multifamily rental con-

struction was increasingly concentrated in larger buildings. As

construction rebounded from the Great Recession, the share of new

multifamily completions of buildings with at least 50 apartments

more than doubled from 30 percent in 2011 to a peak of 62 percent

in 2018. Shares remained elevated during the pandemic, with fully

56 percent of newly completed rental units in 2020 located in build-

ings with 50 or more units.

Although most newly built rental housing still consists of multi-

family units, the number of single-family homes built specifically

for the rental market has also increased over the past decade.

While accounting for just 12 percent of total rental construction

last year, starts of single-family rentals were at a record high of

50,000 units, up from just 23,000 in 2011. The sharp uptick in

demand for larger rentals in suburban locations during the pan-

demic may spur even more construction of this type of rental

housing in the coming years.

Newer single-family rentals are typically more spacious than newer

multifamily rentals, with 77 percent having three or more bed-

rooms compared with just 14 percent in newer multifamily units.

Accordingly, households living in newer single-family rentals are

more likely to be married couples (46 percent vs. 23 percent) and

include children (39 percent vs. 14 percent). Tenants of single-family

rentals also have a higher median income ($77,000) than renters

overall ($42,000). Indeed, 38 percent earn more than $100,000, com-

pared with just 15 percent of all renters.

BACKLOG OF MAINTENANCE NEEDS

Despite the recent strength of multifamily construction, the rental

stock is aging and many units are in disrepair. In 2019, some 39 per-

cent of renter households (17 million) lived in housing built before

1970. These older units are more likely to have structural deficien-

cies or pose health hazards than newer units. They are also less

energy efficient, less resilient to the impacts of climate change, and

less likely to have accessibility features.

Much of the aging rental stock is concentrated in the Northeast,

where more than 60 percent of renter households live in units

that are at least 50 years old (Figure 281. The Midwest has the

next-highest share of renter households living in older units, at 45

percent. The shares of renters that occupy this older housing are

significantly lower in the South (27 percent) and West (34 percent).

A 2019 analysis by the Federal Reserve Bank of Philadelphia and

PolicyMap estimated the aggregate cost of addressing reported

rental housing deficiencies at $45 billion, with median repair needs

of $1,355 per unit. The findings suggest that maintenance needs

28 THE STATE or THE NATION'S HOUSING 2021



FIGURE 28

I n Parts of the Northeast and Midwest, More than Half of Renter Households Live in Housing Built Before 1970

Share of Renters Living in Pre-1970 Units (Percent)

• Under 20

• 20-34
35-49
• 50 and Over

Source: JCHS tabulations of US Census Bureau. 2019 American Community Survey 1-Year Estimates and Missouri Census Data Center Deacon 2018.

were most acute for, but not limited to, older properties occupied by

lower-income households.

Indeed, housing quality is a particular challenge for the approxi-

mately 970,000 households living in public housing. The National

Association of Housing and Redevelopment Officials estimated that

the backlog of capital funding needed to address deficiencies in the

stock of roughly one million units was $70 billion in 2019 and accru-

ing at $3.4 billion per year.

THE OUTLOOK

When the shutdown began in March 2020, rental demand dropped

sharply in prime urban markets, particularly in high-cost metros.

Suddenly freed from having to commute to work, many renters

sought out homes in the suburbs of large metro areas and in smaller

markets where they could pay lower rents and have more private

space. But by early 2021, recovery in urban rental demand was evi-

dent in most markets, with vacancy rates down and rents back on

the increase.

In the near term, many households are still experiencing the

direct financial fallout of the pandemic. Millions of renters are

still behind on their rent payments and on the brink of eviction.

Their missed payments also put financial pressure on property

owners, particularly mom-and-pop owners of small rental prop-

erties with little cushion against a shortfall in rent collections.

While the federal government approved substantial aid for rent-

ers in both December and March, it remains to be seen whether

this assistance will reach those in need before the federal eviction

moratorium ends.

The longer-term impacts of the pandemic on the location of

rental demand are unclear. With the vaccine rollout and offices

reopening, the public health concerns that drove some renter

households out of cities are subsiding. At the same time, though,

a change in employment practices allowing regular work from

home could encourage more renters to move to less expensive

suburban and exurban locations. The widespread income losses

over the past year could also push more renter households

toward lower-cost markets.
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HOUSING CHALLENGES

The pandemic has left millions of households deeper in financial distress. Low-inc
ome households are especially

likely to have lost wages and fallen behind on housing payments. Although th
e crisis prompted an outpouring

of government assistance, this support does not begin to address longstanding is
sues of housing affordability.

Meanwhile, many higher-income households were largely unscathed by the financi
al impacts of the pandemic,

leaving the country even more divided between haves and have-nots. Adding to th
e nation's housing challenges,

2020 brought an unprecedented number of disasters that damaged thousand
s of homes and displaced residents.

DISPARATE IMPACTS OF THE PANDEMIC

Although widespread, the financial hardships from the pandemic

have fallen largely on low-income households, and particularly house-

holds of color. The Census Bureau's Household Pulse Surveys found

that 55 percent of all low-income renters in early 2021 reported having

lost employment income since the start of the pandemic, along with

46 percent of low-income homeowners.

But within this income group (earning less than $25,000 in 2019),

the shares ranged widely by race and ethnicity. Some 67 percent of

Hispanic, 58 percent of Black, and 53 percent of Asian renters reported

losing income since the start of the pandemic, compared with 49

percent of white renters. Among low-income homeowners, Hispanic

households were again the most likely to have lost income (57 per-

cent), followed by Asian (55 percent), Black (50 percent), and white (41

percent) households.

These income losses left nearly a quarter of both low-income renters

and homeowners behind on housing payments at the start of 2021.

Again, though, the racial disparities were pronounced (Figure 291. More

than a third of low-income Black renter households were behind on

rent early this year, along with more than a quarter of Hispanic and

Asian renters. The share of low-income white renters was significantly

lower at 17 percent. These shares were similar for low-income home-

owners, with just under a third of Black and Hispanic households and

a quarter of Asian households behind on mortgage payments in early

2021, compared with a fifth of white households.

Falling behind on housing payments was not unique to those with

the lowest incomes, however. In the first quarter of 2021, 19 per-

cent of those earning $25,000-34,999, 16 percent of those earning

$35,000-44,999, and 11 percent of those earning $50,000-74,999 also

reported being behind on housing payments. The share for house-

FIGURE 29

Disproportionately Large Shares of Low-Income

Households of Color Were Unable to Cover Their Housing

Costs in Early 2021
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FIGURE 30

Most Low-Income Households Spent Their Economic
I mpact Payments on Essentials Like Food, Utilities,
and Housing

Share of Households Reporting EIP Expenditures in Each Category (Percent)
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holds that earned at least $75,000 was just 6 percent, or four times

lower than that of the lowest-income group.

Moreover, the shares of households behind on housing payments do

not fully capture the dire circumstances of many households. A Joint

Center and Urban Institute analysis of surveys conducted in late

2020 and early 2021 found that between 25 percent and 40 percent

of renter households had used savings to cover their housing pay-

ments during the pandemic. Roughly a quarter had depleted those

savings and another quarter had borrowed money from family or

friends to pay for their housing.

These findings are unsurprising given how low savings were before

the pandemic. Survey of Consumer Finances data show that the

median cash savings of renter households was just $1,400 in 2019,

compared with $10,100 for homeowners. Fully a third of renters

had less than $500 in cash, along with a tenth of homeowners. This

suggests that many renters began this year with few resources in

reserve or even deeper in debt than a year earlier.

Eviction fears were running high in early 2021. According to a January

survey by the Philadelphia Federal Reserve Bank's Consumer Finance

Institute, 4 percent of renters had received eviction warnings, while

17 percent were concerned about being evicted even though their

landlords had not issued warnings. Respondents to the Household

Pulse Survey in the first quarter of 2021 echo these concerns, with

17 percent of renters who were behind on rent believing that evic-

tion was very likely in the upcoming two months. A smaller but still

concerning 5 percent of homeowners who were behind on mortgage

payments expected foreclosure within the next two months.

POLICY RESPONSES TO KEEP PEOPLE IN THEIR HOMES

Policymakers have enacted several measures to alleviate some of

the financial pressures on struggling households. The CARES Act of

March 2020 was the first major legislation during the pandemic to

provide direct payments to many individuals and expanded benefits

to unemployed workers. Projections made by the Urban Institute

in July 2020 suggested that these interventions could reduce the

national poverty rate in 2020 from 12.4 percent to 9.2 percent. The

Consolidated Appropriations Act enacted in December 2020 fol-

lowed up with additional relief that included $25 billion in rental

assistance, $600 in direct stimulus payments, and extensions to both

the expanded unemployment benefits and the CDC eviction mora-

torium. The American Rescue Plan of March 2021 delivered yet more

aid, including $1,400 in direct payments to individuals, $300 per

month in extra unemployment benefits, $10 billion in homeowner

assistance, and another $25 billion in rental assistance.

Households that received stimulus payments under the Consolidated

Appropriations Act spent the money primarily on basic needs

(Figure 30). More than 60 percent of low-income households spent

at least part of their funds on food, 56 percent spent at least part on

utilities, and 53 percent spent at least part on their rent or mortgage.

Households with higher incomes, however, were more apt to put the

money toward debt (35 percent vs. 26 percent of low-income house-

holds) and savings (20 percent vs. 10 percent).

Recipients of federal rental assistance could use the funds to cover

utility bills as well as housing costs. The American Rescue Plan

included additional assistance with utility payments by providing

new funding for the Low Income Home Energy Assistance Program

($4.5 billion) and the Low-Income Household Drinking Water and

Wastewater Emergency Assistance Program ($500 million). For their

part, many states instituted residential utility shut-off protections.

The National Association of Regulatory Utility Commissioners

reported that 36 states had enacted moratoriums on utility shut-

offs during the pandemic, although only 12 states still provided

these protections as of February. However, some states that did not

impose a COVID-related moratorium on shut-offs had their usual

wintertime moratoriums in place. The National Energy Assistance

Directors' Association projected that about 57 percent of the US

population was covered by either type of moratorium at the end of

February 2021.

State and local governments also provided aid to renters and

played the critical role of distributing federal assistance. According

to a January 2021 report from the National Low Income Housing
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Coalition, the Furman Center, and the University of Pennsylvania,

68 state and 370 local emergency rental assistance programs

were created or expanded in response to COVID-19. But even

with these quick responses on top of the large infection of fed-

eral funding, demand often outstripped the assistance available.

Lessons learned from these early programs about leveraging local

networks, simplifying and limiting application requirements for

tenants and landlords, and providing direct assistance to lowest-

income households should ensure more efficient distribution of

American Rescue Plan funds.

The primary goal of all these government programs was to keep peo-

ple safely in their homes. The CARES Act instituted a partial eviction

moratorium from March 2020 to late July 2020, along with a foreclo-

sure moratorium that was extended to June 2021. in September 2020,

the CDC also instituted a nationwide eviction moratorium, which

the Biden Administration extended to June 30, 2021. However, this

moratorium was successfully challenged in the courts in May and is

pending appeal. An analysis by the Government Accountability Office

found that eviction filings were lower in 2020 than 2019 during these

federal moratoriums, and filings were even lower in states that had

their own moratoriums. As of May 1, 2021, 17 states and Washington,

DC, still had eviction moratoriums in place.

However, programmatic challenges and a lack of public awareness

about eviction moratoriums and the support available to at-risk

renters undermined some of the effectiveness of these programs.

A February 2021 survey conducted by the Urban Institute and the

non-institutional landlord servicer Avail found that 84 percent of

landlords knew about the CDC eviction moratorium's first exten-

sion, but just 47 percent of renters were also aware of this change.

In addition, only 48 percent of landlords and 31 percent of renters

were aware of the $25 billion in rental assistance provided by the

Consolidated Appropriations Act. This lack of awareness may reflect

problems with digital access, language barriers, and comprehension

of different program requirements, as well as lack of outreach.

The American Rescue Plan also included an additional $5 billion

for homelessness prevention, which could take the form of rental

assistance, affordable housing development, and acquisition of

non-congregate shelters. When the pandemic began, many local

and state governments established non-congregate shelters by

redeploying vacant sites like hotels that would allow social dis-

tancing. President Biden signed an executive order in January 2021

directing the Federal Emergency Management Agency to cover 100

percent of state and local costs for these shelters until September

2021. The state governments cf Oregon and California went a step

further by making some of their hotel conversions permanent for

use as emergency shelters or affordable housing after the pan-

demic. The latest infusion of federal funding may make this pos-

sible for more states.

AFFORDABILITY CHALLENGES BEFORE THE PANDEMIC

Many households that fell behind on their housing payments in

2020 were already cost burdened and living on thin margins. In fact,

nearly half of all renter households (20.4 million) and a fifth of home-

owner households (16.7 million) spent more than 30 percent of their

incomes on housing in 2019. Of these 37.1 million households, 17.6

million spent more than 50 percent of their incomes on housing.

Households with low incomes were the most likely to face severe

cost burdens (Figure 311. More than three-fifths of renters and nearly

half of homeowners earning less than $25,000 were severely cost bur-

dened in 2019, along with one in six renters and one in eight home-

owners earning $25,000-49,999. In contrast, less than 2 percent of all

households earning $50,000 or more had severe burdens.

Within the low-income group, cost burden rates were dispropor-

tionately high among households of color. While 82 percent of all

renters earning less than $25,000 were cost burdened in 2019, the

shares for Hispanic (86 percent), Black (83 percent), and Asian (84

percent) households all exceeded the share for white households (80

percent). In addition, some 69 percent of low-income homeowners

were cost burdened, but the shares for Hispanic (72 percent), Black

(/4 percent), and Asian (81 percent) households were also higher

than for white households (68 percent).

The prevalence of cost burdens reflects the chronic lack of affordable

housing for households of modest means, particularly those with

FIGURE 31

A Large Majority of Low-Income Renters Were

Severely Cost Burdened Even Before the Pandemic
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FIGURE 32

The Number of People Experiencing Unsheltered
Homelessness Climbed Again in 2020
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extremely low incomes (earning less than 30 percent of area median

income). According to the National Low Income Housing Coalition's

annual gap report, there were only 37 affordable and available homes

for every 100 extremely low-income renter households nationwide

in 2019. Supplies of affordable and available homes were tightest in

several Western states, including Nevada (20 for every 100 extremely

low-income renters), California (24), and Oregon (25). The metro areas

with the most acute shortages were Las Vegas (16 per 100 extremely

low-income renters), Houston (19), and Los Angeles (20). It is no

coincidence that these states and metro areas have especially high

cost-burden rates.

Another sign that the affordability crisis worsened even before

the pandemic was an increase in homelessness. According to

HUD's point-in-time estimates, the total number of people

experiencing homelessness rose from 568,000 in January 2019

to 580,000 in January 2020, driven entirely by an increase in

the unsheltered population. The number of people sleeping

on the streets or in parks or vehicles was up by 15,000, more

than offsetting the 2,000-person reduction in the number of

people sleeping in homeless shelters. Most of the rise in people

experiencing unsheltered homelessness was among individuals

(Figure 321. More than half of the total increase in unsheltered

homelessness occurred in California (up 5,000), Texas (up 2,000),

and Washington (up 1,200).

Point-in-time counts are taken on just one night and do not include

some forms of homelessness such as people doubling up with family

FIGURE 33

Households Behind on Rent or Mortgage Payments
Often Face Other Hardships as Well

Share of Households Facing Hardships by Housing Payment Status (Percent)
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or friends. As such, they seriously understate the number of people

experiencing homelessness each year. Indeed, HUD estimated that 1.4

million people slept in homeless shelters at some point in 2018. The

National Center for Education Statistics also reported that 1.35 mil-

lion public school students experienced homelessness at some point

during the 2016-2017 academic year. So far, there are no national

statistics on homelessness rates since the start of the pandemic and

many jurisdictions skipped the usual point-in-time counts in 2021

due to health concerns. As a result, it may be some time before the

pandemic's impacts on this vulnerable population are clear.

CRITICAL LINKS BETWEEN HOUSING AND WELL-BEING

The pandemic has highlighted how vital affordable, good-quality,

and well-connected housing is to health and well-being. Indeed, the

Household Pulse Surveys in the first quarter of this year show a clear

relationship between the stress of being behind on housing pay-

ments and the incidence of other hardships. For example, more than

three-quarters of households that were unable to cover their rents or

mortgages also struggled to pay other expenses (Figure 331. Some 60

percent of households in arrears experienced feelings of depression or

anxiety, while 35 percent reported being in fair or poor health. Many of

these households may have little recourse to get help with these health

issues, with a fifth having no public or private health insurance.

Particularly worrisome is the 37 percent share of households

behind on housing payments that experienced food insufficiency—

more than four times the share of households that were up to date.
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Food insecurity in fact became much more commonplace during

the pandemic. Analysis by the Health Communication Research

Laboratory of the 2-1-1 calls in 31 states found that there had

been a 98 percent increase in calls about help buying food between

October 2019 and October 2020, along with a 59 percent increase in

calls about soup kitchens and a 44 percent increase in calls about

food pantries.

Similarly, the Household Pulse Surveys indicated that 20 percent

of all renters and 6 percent of all homeowners sometimes or often

experienced food insufficiency in early 2021. The shares of low-

income households were especially high. Some 28 percent of those

earning less than $25,000 reported food insufficiency, compared

with 18 percent of households earning $25,000-34,999 and 13 per-

cent of households earning $35,000149,999. Here again, the racial

and ethnic disparities are notable, with far larger shares of Hispanic

and Black households experiencing food insufficiency (18-20 per-

cent) than Asian and white households (6-8 percent).

Pandemic conditions also underscored the need for more supportive

housing for the nation's aging population. Given that older adults

have had the highest mortality rates from COVID-19, maintaining

social distance and taking other precautions against infection are

crucial to their safety. But the pandemic disrupted the care and sup-

port systems for this vulnerable age group, leading to greater social

isolation and difficulties accessing food and medications. According

to a recent Joint Center report, however, older adults living in

service-enriched housing benefited from the help of on-site staff in

meeting their needs. Expanding the availability of service coordina-

tors to more properties would be an important step in supporting

FIGURE 34

the health and safety of older adults during the recovery from the

pandemic as well as in more typical times.

Relatively low rates of internet and technology use compounded the

hardships not only for older adults, but also for families with limited

or no internet access. During the pandemic, the ability of parents

to work at home and of children to keep up with school relied

almost entirely on having an internet connection. But as American

Community Survey data show, 13.4 million households (11 percent)

were without internet access in 2019, while 19.5 million (16 percent)

had access but lacked broadband. The shares were especially high in

rural areas, where 3.1 million households (18 percent) had no inter-

net access, and another 4.2 million (24 percent) had access but no

broadband. With libraries and schools closed during the pandemic,

these families had few options to access this key service.

INCREASED RISKS TO HOUSEHOLDS FROM CLIMATE CHANGE

On top of the devastating effects of the pandemic, the number of

major disasters hit a new high last year. There were 22 distinct

billion-dollar disasters in 2020, up from the previous high of 16

in 2011 and 2017. The combined cost of last year's disasters was

$95 billion, making it the fourth-costliest year since NOAA started

tracking major disasters in the early 1980s. The February storm that

swept through Texas and many other states was the first billion-

dollar disaster of 2021 and the costliest winter storm on record, with

damages estimated at more than $10 billion.

The frequency and severity of disasters have increased for several

decades, spurred by climate change. On average in the 1980s, just

Spending nn Homeowner Disaster Repairs Has Risen in Line with the Frequency of Severe Events
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three billion-dollar disasters occurred each year, with costs of about

$18 billion in real terms. By the 2010s, however, the average number

of events had quadrupled to 12 and average costs had soared to $81

billion. For homeowners alone, real spending on disaster repairs

climbed from $8 billion in 2000 to $14 billion in 2010 and to $26

billion in 2019 (Figure 34). These increases have lifted the share of

homeowner remodeling expenditures devoted to disaster repairs

from 4 percent to 10 percent over the last two decades.

As severe weather becomes more common, it poses an ever-grow-

ing threat to homes across the country. The First Street Foundation

estimated that 14.6 million properties were at substantial risk of

flooding last year, some 5.9 million more than identified by the

Federal Emergency Management Agency. By CoreLogic's count,

7.1 million single-family homes and 253,000 multifamily units

were under threat from storm surges, with a total reconstruction

cost of $2.65 trillion. In assessing vulnerability to seven types of

natural hazards, CoreLogic found that the states most at risk were

California, Kansas, Nebraska, Oklahoma, and Texas. The analysis

also identified multi-state hotspots around the Mississippi River, the

Gulf Coast, and the Atlantic Coast.

Just as weather-related events pose increasingly devastating threats

to the housing stock, they also pose increasingly severe risks to

human health. Indeed, 2020 was the fifth-hottest year on record

in the contiguous US, and all four of the previous hottest years

occurred since 2012. Rising temperatures are hazardous to people

living in homes without air conditioning, particularly older adults

and young children. Smoke from wildfires is another serious hazard

because it can infiltrate homes via poorly sealed windows, doors,

and ventilation systems, degrading air quality and aggravating

respiratory problems. In the case of flooding, the presence of mold

can be dangerous to people with asthma and other acute conditions.

The pandemic highlighted another hazard related to housing qual-

ity, particularly in older homes. The CDC estimates that 24 million

housing units contain significant amount of lead-based paint, a

particularly toxic health threat to the young children living in 4 mil-

lion of those homes. The need to quarantine during the pandemic

increased the exposure of those children to this hazard while also

preventing lead testing and mitigation efforts. Moreover, the chil-

dren most likely to suffer the ill effects of prolonged lead exposure

and reduced testing live in the same households most affected by

the pandemic—those with low incomes and households of color.

THE OUTLOOK

Now that vaccine distribution has accelerated, the end of the pan-

demic in the United States may finally be in sight. While massive

government assistance has provided temporary lifelines to many

struggling households, the magnitude of the financial damage from

the economic shutdown, on top of the ongoing affordability crisis,

has expanded the already long list of national housing challenges.

Most immediately, the impending end to government moratori-

ums could set off a wave of evictions and foreclosures unless fed-

eral assistance from the most recent relief package is implemented

quickly and effectively.

This potential crisis is clear evidence of the importance of rental

assistance in keeping economically vulnerable households afford-

ably and stably housed. At last count in 2017, 5.2 million households

earning less than 50 percent of area median income were living in

subsidized rental housing. Over the past year, this support has been

vital in preventing these households from falling behind on rent

while also ensuring the income of property owners. At the same

time, 12.9 million renters with similarly low incomes were on their

own to weather the pandemic's challenges, with the vast major-

ity already facing cost burdens or living in inadequate housing.

To remedy the tremendous gap between assistance and need, the

Biden Administration has proposed a significant expansion in both

the housing voucher and affordable housing production programs.

The events of the past year have also reinforced the many racial

and ethnic disparities in American society, with unequal access

to homeownership among the most persistent. Indeed, the Black-

white gap in homeownership rates is nearly 30 percentage points

and the Hispanic-white gap is not much smaller at 24 percentage

points. The inability to qualify for financing—whether because of

low incomes, insufficient savings, or troubled credit histories—means

that these households miss out on a critical wealth-building opportu-

nity. Federal support for downpayment assistance programs targeting

people of color would be an important step toward closing these gaps.

Meanwhile, more fortunate households with stable incomes have

been on a homebuying spree that has left for-sale inventories at

record lows. Although the supply of existing homes on the market

may increase as the pandemic subsides, the longer-term solution to

the housing shortage is to ease the constraints on residential develop-

ment. Policymakers can address some of these barriers, such as the

spiraling costs of materials and the shrinking supply of construction

labor, with measures aimed at removing supply chain frictions and

supporting workforce development, including immigration reform.

But perhaps the chief obstacles to housing production are restrictive

land use regulations and complex, time-consuming approval pro-

cesses that push up costs. Policymakers at all levels of government

must work together to reduce these barriers so that homebuilders

can begin to meet the demand for modestly priced homes in a broad

range of communities. The Biden Administration's proposal to link

funding for affordable housing to state and local regulatory efforts

provides a good template for how the federal government can incen-

tivize these reforms.
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The following resources are available at www.jchs.harvard.eduistate-nations-housing

I NTERACTIVE CHARTS

Home Prices Are Skyrocketing in Most Markets

• The Negative Impacts of the Pandemic Are Uneven

I NTERACTIVE MAPS

• Even Before the Pandemic, High Shares of Households Were Burdened by Housing Costs

• The Financial Pressures on Households Varied Considerably by State in Early 2021

DATA TABLES

Housing Market Indicators: 1980-2020

• Housing Cost-Burdened Households by Tenure and Income: 2001,2018 and 2019

• Cost-Burden Rates by Tenure and Income for States and Metro Areas: 2019

• Median Home Price to Median Income Ratios by Metro Area: 1990-2000

• Home Price Changes by Metro Area: 2019-2021

• Change in Median Land Prices by Metro Area: 2012-2019
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GUEST ESSAY

We Need to Build Our Way Out of This Mess
Aug. 11, 2021

By Eli Dourado

Mr. Dourado is an economist and a senior research fellow at the Center for Growth and Opportunity at Utah State University.

This essay is part of a series exploring bold ideas to revitalize and

renew the American experiment. Read more about this project in a

note from Ezekiel Kweku, Opinion's politics editor.

Many of our country's problems are reducible, in one way or another, to the fact that we have lost the imperative to transform the physical
world. While the soft technology of the internet has marched forward, development of real stuff — of steel and concrete — has slowed,
hampered by laws that privilege the status quo.

Many Americans experience the fallout from our failure to build in the housing market. Housing costs are at an all-time high, and over the
past half-century, the median rent has outpaced the median household income. In our coastal hubs, our most productive cities, the
numbers are even more dire. The typical home value in San Francisco, for instance, is $1.48 million, 12 times the city's median annual
household income of around $120,000.

Housing costs exacerbate economic hardship and inequality. Because the poor spend a greater share of their income on housing, high
costs hit them the hardest. State homelessness rates track housing prices. The economist Matthew Rognlie showed in 2015 that capital's
rising share of income, an indicator of growing inequality, was caused entirely by increases in housing prices. Housing costs also
perpetuate educational inequality; they are 2.4 times as high near high-scoring public schools as near low-scoring public schools. Children
whose families are priced out of the best school zones forgo hundreds of thousands of dollars of lifetime income as a result.

Although housing is for many of us a proximate manifestation of the failure to build, it is not the only one. America's airports lag those in
Asia in Europe, and high-speed rail is practically nonexistent. We have more electric power outages than residents of any other rich
country. Our infrastructure inadequacies slow our response to climate change and lower living standards.

The solution to high housing costs could not be simpler: Build more homes. To address housing affordability, many progressives have
advocated subsidized affordable housing programs. These programs may not be adequate to generate sustained cost reductions, and they
aren't necessary. What will work with certainty are the laws of supply and demand. If we increase the supply of housing enough, prices
will fall. Any solution to our infrastructure problems will likewise boil down to the need to build infrastructure.

But to build housing and infrastructure, we must sweep aside the regulatory obstacles that stand in the way.

In housing, zoning and related rules are the culprits behind the restricted supply of new homes. Zoning, in theory, is supposed to separate
incompatible uses of land — for example, keeping polluting factories separate from housing. In practice, it has an ugly history of
promoting racial segregation. In 1910, Baltimore adopted the country's first explicitly racial zoning law, barring Black residents from
moving into predominantly white neighborhoods and, cynically, vice versa. The Baltimore law was copied in cities all over the South until
the Supreme Court held that a version in Louisville, Ky., was unconstitutional in 1917. Even after this ruling, explicitly racial zoning codes
in some cities tested its limits.

While we would not tolerate open segregationist justifications for zoning today, laws that ban multifamily construction in certain
neighborhoods — along with parking minimums and restrictions on lot coverage, setbacks and building heights — continue to perpetuate
segregation by income and race. These rules reduce the supply of housing, increasing its cost. Recent research estimates the value of the
"zoning tax," the amount by which zoning rules are artificially raising the cost of land. In our coastal hubs — San Francisco, Los Angeles,
Seattle and New York — the zoning tax per quarter-acre of land exceeds twice the city's median income. In San Francisco, it's four times
the median income.



In infrastructure, too, the proximate obstacle to building more is legal. Under the National Environmental Policy Act, passed in 1969,
federal agencies must produce a detailed statement of environmental impacts for any action — including granting a permit — that
significantly affects the human environment. In contrast with the ugly motivations driving zoning, NEPA came into existence riding a
wave of environmental consciousness. It was motivated by two well-meaning but mistaken beliefs: that material progress was the enemy
of environmental quality and that environmental justice could be served through greater citizen input.

The act slowed progress in infrastructure. Per-mile spending on the Interstate System of highways tripled between the 1960s and the
1980s, with the inflection point coming in the early 1970s, when NEPA took effect. And in practice, the citizen input function of NEPA has
been used not to enact environmental justice but to let wealthy communities oppose projects — including transportation and public works
projects — that inconvenience them. To protect against community opposition, environmental impact statements under NEPA have
ballooned over the years and now take an average of four and a half years to complete. One that was finalized in 2019 took almost 16 years.

Actions that affect the environment deserve scrutiny, but the biggest cost of NEPA is with respect to federal actions that have no impact.
When permit approvals do not significantly affect the human environment, agencies and project sponsors have to prove that through
another report. These environmental assessments, of which over 10,000 are produced per year, likewise add years to the process.

And until an environmental assessment or environmental impact statement is finalized, no work on the project in question can begin. Even
after finalization, a lawsuit filed by virtually anyone can challenge the adequacy of these documents and bring the project to a halt.

The delay and risk in government decision making affect both government-led initiatives and private sector projects, which depend on
speedy returns for financing. One reason venture capitalists have invested so much in software companies and relatively little in
transformative physical-world technology is that the returns in software come faster and face less regulatory risk.

Environmental review has far-reaching economic and social consequences. It slowed the 2009 economic recovery, as infrastructure
projects specified in the American Recovery and Reinvestment Act were subject to at least 192,705 NEPA reviews. Projects funded
through this year's infrastructure bill will undoubtedly face similar delays. Even immigration policy is not immune to NEPA lawsuits.
Arizona is challenging President Biden's order to halt construction on the border wall on NEPA grounds.

To become a nation that builds, we must tear down the regulatory obstacles. In housing, ordinances that prohibit multifamily housing need
to go. Other policies that limit density, like parking minimums and height restrictions, must be liberalized.

If we want to build infrastructure as well as housing, we need to address environmental review as well as zoning. We must protect the
environment, but we need not do it indirectly with laws that operate only through paperwork and court cases. We should do it directly —
with stricter air and water standards, smarter conservation policies and a carbon tax. A direct approach would enable speedy government
decisions and get shovels in the ground. A pro-building, pro-environment deal, eliminating environmental review in favor of these direct
protections, could improve the environment through stricter substantive standards and through a stimulative effect on new, clean
infrastructure.

How did the most dynamic country on the planet become so sclerotic? We did it to ourselves. We enacted laws that privilege the status quo
at the expense of change and progress. We liberally passed out veto rights to anyone with the money and wherewithal to hire a lawyer. If
we want to reverse the damage and create a more prosperous future, we must make it easy to build.

Eli Dourado is a senior research fellow at the Center for Growth and Opportunity at Utah State University.

The Times is committed to publishing a diversity of letters to the editor. We'd like to hear what you think about this or any of our articles. Here are some tips. And here's our
email: letters@nytimes.com.

Follow The New York Times Opinion section on Facebook, Twitter (@NYTopinion) and lnstagram.

SNAP OUT OF IT, AMERICA!
A series exploring bold ideas to revitalize and renew the

American experiment

It's Time to Dream Again
BY EZEKIEL KWEKU

The Strange, Sad Death of America's Political
Imagination
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2020 Affordable Housing Appeals List - Exempt Municipalities

Town
2010
Census

2020
Gov

Assisted

2020
Tenant
Rental

Assistance

2020 Single
Family

CHFPJUSDA
Mortgages

2020 Deed
Restricted
Units

2020 Total
Assisted
Units

2020
Percent
Affordable

Ansonia 8,148 349 764 147 0 1,260 15.46%

Bloomfield 9,019 558 106 341 0 1,005 11.14%

Bridgeport 57,012 6,505 4,353 900 19 11,777 20.66%

Bristol 27,011 1,908 962 1124 0 3,994 14.79%

Danbury 31,154 1,615 1,269 565 289 3,738 12.00%

Derby 5,849 275 301 111 0 687 11.75%

East Hartford 21,328 1,593 815 1035 0 3,443 16.14%

East Windsor 5,045 559 42 116 0 717 14.21%

Enfield 17,558 1,340 227 659 7 2,233 12.72%

Groton 17,978 3,727 107 377 10 4,221 23.48%

Hartford 51,822 10,501 8,635 1523 0 20,659 39.87%

Killingly 7,592 520 147 188 0 855 11.26%

Manchester 25,996 1,851 950 964 32 3,797 14.61%

Meriden 25,892 1,964 1,270 1029 11 4,274 16.51%

Middletown 21,223 3,019 1,123 543 25 4,710 22.19%

New Britain 31,226 2,913 1,583 1167 100 5,763 18.46%

New Haven 54,967 9,511 6,867 982 440 17,800 32.38%

New London 11,840 1,598 510 509 101 2,718 22.96%

North Canaan 1,587 148 0 14 0 162 10.21%

Norwalk 35,415 2,242 1,468 437 635 4,782 13.50%

Norwich 18,659 2,249 794 567 0 3,610 19.35%

Plainfield 6,229 377 190 224 0 791 12.70%

Putnam 4,299 383 64 77 0 524 12.19%

Stamford 50,573 4,225 1,971 450 1270 7,916 15.65%

Torrington 16,761 908 322 547 17 1,794 10.70%

Vernon 13,896 1,509 461 386 12 2,368 17.04%

Waterbury 47,991 5,344 3,123 1,751 21 10,239 21.34%

West Haven 22,446 1,024 1,868 439 0 3,331 14.84%

Winchester 5,613 350 167 92 0 609 10.85%

Windham 9,570 1,763 617 363 0 2,743 28.66%

Windsor Locks 5,429 297 156 243 0 696 12.82%

2020 Affordable Housing Appeals List - Non-Exempt Municipalities

Town
2010
Census

2020
Gov

Assisted

2020
Tenant
Rental

Assistance

2020 Single
Family

CHFA/USDA
Mortgages

2020 Deed
Restricted
Units

2020 Total
Assisted
Units

2020
Percent
Affordable

Andover 1,317 18 1 32 0 51 3.87%

Ashford 1,903 32 0 36 0 68 3.57%

Avon 7,389 244 16 44 0 304 4.11%

Barkhamsted 1,589 0 6 23 0 29 1.83%

Beacon Falls 2,509 0 4 46 0 50 1.99%

Berlin 8,140 556 50 142 4 752 9.24%

Bethany 2,044 0 2 13 0 15 0.73%

Bethel 7,310 192 26_ 154 87 459 6.28%



Bethlehem 1,575 24 0 9 0 33 2.10%

Bolton 2,015 0 2 28 0 30 1.49%

Bozrah 1,059 0 3 30 0 33 3.12%

Branford 13,972 233 77 170 9 489 3.50%

Bridgewater
Brookfield

881 0 24 1 0 25 2.84%

6,562 155 27 110 77 369 5.62%

Brooklyn 3,235 189 9 65 0 263 8.13%

Burlington 3,389 27 0 47 0 74 2.18%

Canaan 779 1 4 5 1 11 1.41%

Canterbury 2,043 76 1 68 0 145 7.10%

Canton 4,339 211 15 53 32 311 7.17%

Chaplin 988 0 1 37 0 38 3.85%

Cheshire 10,424 258 22 100 17 397 3.81%

Chester 1,923 23 3 16 0 42 2.18%

Clinton 6,065 105 8 66 0 179 2.95%

Colchester 6,182 364 38 146 4 552 8.93%

Colebrook 722 0 1 7 1 9 1.25%

Columbia 2,308 24 2 62 0 88 3.81%

Cornwall 1,007 28 2 6 0 36 3.57%

Coventry 5,099 103 5 131 20 259 5.08%

Cromwell 6,001 212 11 198 0 421 7.02%

Darien 7,074 136 10 2 104 252 3.56%

Deep River 2,096 26 6 32 0 64 3.05%

Durham 2,694 36 1 28 0 65 2.41%

East Granby 2,152 72 2 48 0 122 5.67%

East Haddam 4,508 73 3 63 0 139 3.08%

East Hampton 5,485 70 6 91 25 192 3.50%

East Haven 12,533 542 168 302 0 1,012 8.07%

East Lyme 8,458 396 20 95 19 530 6.27%

Eastford 793 0 0 15 0 15 1.89%

Easton 2,715 0 0 3 15 18 0.66%

Ellington 6,665 260 5 118 0 383 5.75%

Essex 3,261 58 2 17 16 93 2.85%

Fairfield 21,648 231 131 70 124 556 2.57%

Farmington
Franklin

11,106 470 107 149 155 881 7.93%

771 27 2 20 0 49 6.36%

Glastonbury 13,656 604 44 133 2 783 5.73%

Goshen 1,664 1 1 5 0 7 0.42%

Granby 4,360 85 2 51 5 143 3.28%

Greenwich 25,631 879 443 16 33 1,371 5.35%

Griswold 5,118 137 54 158 0 349 6.82%

Guilford 9,596 186 10 34 0 230 2.40%

Haddam 3,504 22 1 31 0 54 1.54%

Hamden 25,114 937 788 523 4 2,252 8.97%

Hampton 793 0 1 11 0 12 1.51%

Hartland 856 2 0 8 0 10 1.17%

Harwinton 2,282 22 5 36 5 68 2.98%

Hebron 3,567 56 3 51 0 110 3.08%

Kent 1,665 58 4 5 0 67 4.02%

Killingworth 2,598 0 0 18 5 23 0.89%

Lebanon 3,125 26 3 84 0 113 3.62%

Ledyard 5 987 32 8 233 0 273 4.56%

Lisbon 1,730 2 0 59 0 61 3.53%

Litchfield 3,975 140 2 28 19 189 4.75%1
1.06%
1.69%Lyme 1,223 0 0 5 8 13

Madison 8,049 90 2 11 33 136



Mansfield 6,017 175 124 96 2 397 6.60%
Marlborough 2,389 24 0 24 0 48 2.01%
Middlebury 2,892 77 5 25 20 127 4.39%
Middlefield 1,863 30 3 21 1 55 2.95%
Milford 23,074 726 208 192 74 1,200 5.20%
Monroe 6,918 35 3 54 8 100 1.45%
Montville 7,407 81 58 267 0 406 5.48%
Morris 1,314 20 4 8 0 32 2.44%
Naugatuck 13,061 493 315 367 0 1,175 9.00%
New Canaan 7,551 175 21 5 21 222 2.94%
New Fairfield 5,593 0 1 67 17 85 1.52%
New Hartford 2,923 12 4 55 15 86 2.94%
New Milford 11,731 307 44 182 17 550 4.69%
Newington 13,011 531 122 479 36 1,168 8.98%
Newtown 10,061 134 7 95 32 268 2.66%
Norfolk 967 21 2 5 (5- 28 2.90%

North Branford 5,629 62 13 52 0 127 2.26%
North Haven 9,491 393 53 97 23 566 5.96%
North 2,306 0 1 27 6 34 1.47%
Old Lyme 5,021 60 2 20 3 85 1.69%
Old Saybrook 5,602 50 15 25 73 163 2.91%
Orange 5,345 46 9 12 6 73 1.37%
Oxford 4,746 36 2 31 0 69 1.45%
Plainville 8,063 205 41 306 22 574 7.12%
Plymouth 5,109 178 21 196 0 395 7.73%
Pomfret 1,684 32 5 13 0 50 2.97%
Portland 4,077 185 94 70 0 349 8.56%
Preston 2,019 40 7 40 0 87 4.31%
Prospect 3,474 0 6 56 0 62 1.78%
Redding 3,811 0 1 17 0 18 0.47%

Ridgefield 9,420 175 7 36 69 287 3.05%
Rocky Hill 8,843 235 52 194 0 481 5.44%

Roxbury 1,167 19 0 5 0 24 2.06%

Salem 1,635 0 3 34 0 37 2.26%
Salisbury 2,593 24 2 2 14 42 1.62%
Scotland 680 0 1 31 0 32 4.71%
Seymour 6,968 262 28 113 0 403 5.78%
Sharon 1,775 32 1 3 0 36 2.03%
Shelton 16,146 254 45 137 82 518 3.21%

Sherman 1,831 0 1 7 0 8 0.44%
Simsbury 9,123 289 60 98 0 447 4.90%
Somers 3,479 146 9 35 0 190 5.46%
South Windsor 10,243 443 55 232 9 739 7.21%
Southbury 9,091 90 6 41 0 137 1.51%
Southington 17,447 499 63 354 51 967 5.54%
Sprague 1,248 20 13 27 1 61 4.89%
Stafford 5,124 257 22 127 0 406 7.92%
Sterling 1,511 0 7 24 0 31 2.05%
Stonington 9,467 441 16 97 0 554 5.85%
Stratford 21,091 524 460 373 33 1,390 6.59%
Suffield 5,469 296 5 51 15 367 6.71%
Thomaston 3,276 104 6.. 98 0 208 6.35%
Thompson 4,171 151 13 48 0 212 5.08%
Tolland 5,451 127 5 103 3 238 4.37%
Trumbull 13,157 315 19 97 303 734 5.58%

1.29%Union 388 0 0 5 0 5



Voluntown 1,127 20 1 24 0 45 3.99%

Wallingford 18,945 354 129 328 35 846 4.47%

Warren 811 0 0 1 0 1 0.12%

Washington 2,124 14 2 4 23 43 2.02%

Waterford 8,634 123 30 266 0 419 4.85%

Watertown 9,096 205 32 229 0 466 5.12%

West Hartford 26,396 643 854 372 250 2,119 8.03%

Westbrook 3,937 140 5 30 29 204 5.18%

Weston 3,674 0 2 6 0 8 0.22%

Westport 10,399 265 60 4 58 387 3.72%

Wethersfield 11,677 705 114 293 0 1,112 9.52%

Willington 2,637 160 5 37 0 202 7.66%

Wilton 6,475 158 6 17 51 232 3.58%

Windsor 11,767 154 258 453 26 891 7.57%

Wolcott 6,276 313 9 184 0 506 8.06%

Woodbridge 3,478 30 8 6 0 44 1.27%

Woodbury 4,564 60 3 28 0 91 1.99%

Woodstock 3,582 24 0 32 0 56 1.56%

92,075 47,034 29,858 5,241 174,208i#t#1#14t#
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2021 Affordable Housing Appeals List - Exempt Municipalities

Town
2010
Census

2021 Gov
Assisted

2021Tenant
Rental

Assistance

2021 Single
Family

CHFA/USDA
Mortgages

2021 Deed
Restricted
Units

2021
Total

Assisted
Units

2021
Percent
Affordable

Ansonia 8,148 366 799 138 0 1,303 15.99%

Bloomfield 9,019 574 114 303 0 991 10.99%

Bridgeport 57,012 6,949 4351 815 19 12,134 21.28%

Bristol 27,011 2,006 950 1,031 0 3,987 14.76%

Danbury 31,154 1,652 1258 465 221 3,596 11.54%

Derby 5,849 275 314 102 0 691 11.81%

East Hartford 21,328 1,593 809 964 0 3,366 15.78%

East Windsor 5,045 559 37 102 0 698 13.84%

Enfield 17,558 1,360 221 592 7 2,180 12.42%

Groton 17,978 3,727 103 335 10 4,175 23.22%

Hartford 51,822 10,733 8,723 1,441 0 20,897 40.32%

Killingly 7,592 467 152 167 0 786 10.35%

Manchester 25,996 1,871 979 872 32 3,754 14.44%

Meriden 25,892 1,976 1,360 956 11 4,303 16.62%

Middletown 21,223 3,116 1,129 486 25 4,756 22.41%

New Britain 31,226 3,017 1,583 1,109 100 5,809 18.60%

New Haven 54,967 9,652 7,142 891 457 18,142 33.01%

New London 11,840 1,600 490 475 101 2,666 22.52%

North Canaan 1,587 148 0 14 0 162 10.21%

Norwalk 35,415 2,245 1,546 385 667 4,843 13.67%

Norwich 18,659 2,296 796 516 0 3,608 19.34%

Plainfield 6,229 377 196 191 4 768 12.33%

Putnam 4,299 413 63 70 0 546 12.70%

Stamford 50,573 4,219 2,073 383 1270 7,945 15.71%

Torrington 16,761 912 328 513 17 1,770 10.56%

Vernon 13,896 1,509 470 348 12 2,339 16.83%

Waterbury 47,991 5,385 3,156 1,597 48 10,186 21.22%

West Haven 22,446 1,024 2,119 395 0 3,538 15.76%

Winchester 5,613 350 170 84 0 604 10.76%

Windham 9,570 1,776 597 338 0 2,711 28.33%

Windsor Locks 5,429 297 154 224 0 675 12.43%

2021 Affordable Housing Appeals List - Non-Exempt Municipalities

Town
2010
Census

2021 Gov
Assisted

2021
Tenant
Rental

Assistance

2021 Single
Family

CHFA/USDA
Mortgages

2021 Deed
Restricted
Units

2021
Total

Assisted
Units

2020
Percent
Affordable

Andover 1,317 24 1 29 0 54 4.10%

Ashford 1,903 32 0 32 0 64 3.36%

Avon 7,389 244 21 36 1 302 4.09%

Barkhamsted 1,589 0 5 21 0 26 1.64%

Beacon Falls 2,509 0 4 38 0 42 1.67%

Berlin 8,140 556 50 124 4 734 9.02%

Bethany 2,044 0 2 11 0 13 0.64%

Bethel 7,310 192 30 132 87 441 6.03%

Bethlehem 1,575 24 0 5 0 29 1.84%

Bolton 2,015 0 2 29 0 31 1.54%

Bozrah 1,059 0 3 27 0 30 2.83%

Branford 13,972 243 73 152 9 477 3.41%

Bridgewater 881 0 0 1 0 1 0.11%



Brookfield 6,562 155 22 97 77 351 5.35%

Brooklyn 3,235 232 10 63 0 305 9.43%

Burlington 3,389 27 0 44 0 71 2.10%

Canaan 779 1 3 4 1 9 1.16%

Canterbury 2,043 76 1 61 0 138 6.75%

Canton 4,339 251 31 48 32 362 8.34%

Chaplin 988 0 2 35 0 37 3.74%

Cheshire 10,424 258 23 88 17 386 3.70%

Chester 1,923 23 4 15 0 42 2.18%

Clinton 6,065 105 8 60 0 173 2.85%

Colchester 6,182 364 37 132 4 537 8.69%

Colebrook 722 0 1 6 1 8 1.11%

Columbia 2,308 24 2 57 0 83 3.60%

Cornwall 1,007 28 2 6 0 36 3.57%

Coventry 5,099 103 4 120 20 247 4.84%

Cromwell 6,001 212 9 173 0 394 6.57%

Darien 7,074 161 14 2 104 281 3.97%

Deep River 2,096 26 6 32 0 64 3.05%

Durham 2,694 36 1 26 0 63 2.34%

East Granby 2,152 72 2 42 0 116 5.39%

East Haddam 4,508 73 2 59 0 134 2.97%

East Hampton 5,485 64 7 83 25 179 3.26%

East Haven 12,533 542 167 274 0 983 7.84%

East Lyme 8,458 396 19 86 19 520 6.15%

Eastford 793 0 0 10 0 10 1.26%

Easton 2,715 0 0 3 15 18 0.66%

Ellington
Essex

6,665 260 5 104 0 369 5.54%

3,261 75 2 16 16 109 3.34%

Fairfield 21,648 231 139 56 182 608 2.81%

Farmington 11,106 470 115 128 155 868 7.82%

Franklin 771 27 2 19 0 48 6.23%

Glastonbury 13,656 604 49 108 2 763 5.59%

Goshen 1,664 1 1 4 0 6 0.36%

Granby 4,360 85 2 46 5 138 3.17%

Greenwich 25,631 879 458 13 38 1,388 5.42%

Griswold 5,118 222 57 144 0 423 8.26%

Guilford 9,596 186 10 32 0 228 2.38%

Haddam 3,504 22 1 27 0 50 1.43%

Hamden 25,114 1,048 818 473 4 2,343 9.33%

Hampton 793 0 1 11 0 12 1.51%

Hartland 856 2 0 6 0 8 0.93%

Harwinton 2,282 22 6 34 5 67 2.94%

Hebron 3,567 58 3 44 0 105 2.94%

Kent 1,665 58 4 4 0 66 3.96%

Killingworth 2,598 0 0 16 5 21 0.81%

Lebanon 3,125 26 3 76 0 105 3.36%

Ledyard 5,987 32 12 210 6 260 4.34%

Lisbon 1,730 2 0 58 0 60 3.47%

Litchfield 3,975 140 3 30 19 192 4.83%

Lyme 1,223 0 0 5 8 13 1.06%

Madison 8,049 90 3 9 33 135 1.68%

Mansfield 6,017 175 128 80 2 385 6.40%

Marlborough 2,389 24 0 24 0 48 2.01%

Middlebury 2,892 77 5 18 20 120 4.15%

Middlefield 1,863 30 3 18 1 52 2.79%

Milford 23,074 728 244 168 74 1,214 5.26%

Monroe 6,918 35 5 44 8 92 1.33%

Montville 7,407 81 54 247 0 382 5.16%

Morris 1,314 20 3 5 0 28 2.13%

Naugatuck 13,061 493 305 344 0 1,142 8.74%



New Canaan 7,551 175 19 5 21 220 2.91%

New Fairfield 5,593 0 2 53 17 72 1.29%

New Hartford 2,923 12 3 47 15 77 2.63%

New Milford 11,731 319 41 153 20 533 4.54%

Newington 13,011 531 128 437 36 1,132 8.70%

Newtown 10,061 134 7 80 32 253 2.51%

Norfolk 967 21 1 5 0 27 2.79%

North Branford 5,629 62 14 45 0 121 2.15%

North Haven 9,491 393 51 85 23 552 5.82%

North Stonington 2,306 0 1 21 6 28 1.21%

Old Lyme 5,021 64 2 14 3 83 1.65%

Old Saybrook 5,602 52 15 21 73 161 2.87%

Orange 5,345 46 10 10 6 72 1.35%

Oxford 4,746 36 3 26 0 65 1.37%

Plainville 8,063 205 46 282 22 555 6.88%

Plymouth 5,109 178 20 174 0 372 7.28%

Pomfret 1,684 32 2 13 0 47 2.79%

Portland 4,077 185 90 64 0 339 8.31%

Preston 2,019 40 5 38 0 83 4.11%

Prospect 3,474 0 4 43 45 92 2.65%

Redding 3,811 0 2 15 0 17 0.45%

Ridgefield 9,420 175 6 26 79 286 3.04%

Rocky Hill 8,843 235 62 157 0 454 5.13%

Roxbury 1,167 19 0 5 0 24 2.06%

Salem 1,635 0 4 30 0 34 2.08%

Salisbury 2,593 24 0 2 14 40 1.54%

Scotland 680 0 1 28 0 29 4.26%

Seymour 6,968 262 29 98 0 389 5.58%

Sharon 1,775 32 1 3 0 36 2.03%

Shelton 16,146 254 40 118 82 494 3.06%

Sherman 1,831 0 1 6 0 7 0.38%

Simsbury 9,123 289 63 86 0 438 4.80%

Somers 3,479 146 7 33 0 186 5.35%

South Windsor 10,243 443 57 186 12 698 6.81%

Southbury 9,091 90 7 31 0 128 1.41%

Southington 17,447 499 62 317 54 932 5.34%

Sprague 1,248 20 12 24 1 57 4.57%

Stafford 5,124 257 20 115 0 392 7.65%

Sterling 1,511 0 6 21 0 27 1.79%

Stonington 9,467 441 19 79 2 541 5.71%

Stratford 21,091 524 425 344 33 1,326 6.29%

Suffield 5,469 296 6 48 15 365 6.67%

Thomaston 3,276 104 5 97 0 206 6.29%

Thompson 4,171 151 13 42 0 206 4.94%

Tolland 5,451 127 12 95 3 237 4.35%

Trumbull 13,157 315 19 82 315 731 5.56%

Union 388 0 0 6 0 6 1.55%

Voluntown 1,127 20 1 22 0 43 3.82%

Wallingford 18,945 354 142 296 35 827 4.37%

Warren 811 0 0 1 0 1 0.12%

Washington 2,124 17 2 3 23 45 2.12%

Waterford 8,634 213 33 239 0 485 5.62%

Watertown 9,096 205 33 216 0 454 4.99%

West Hartford 26,396 643 852 320 250 2,065 7.82%

Westbrook 3,937 140 5 29 29 203 5.16%

Weston 3,674 0 2 6 0 8 0.22%

Westport 10,399 265 60 2 63 390 3.75%

Wethersfield 11,677 705 109 258 0 1,072 9.18%

Willington 2,637 160 6 35 0 201 7.62%



Wilton 6,475 158 9 14 51 232 3.58%

Windsor 11,767 154 288 420 26 888 7.55%

Wolcott 6,276 313 14 174 0 501 7.98%

Woodbridge 3,478 30 8 3 0 41 1.18%

Woodbury 4,564 60 4 27 0 91 1.99%

Woodstock 3,582 24 0 28 0 52 1.45%

1,487,891 93,840 48,102 26,989 5,406 174,337
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June 2014

To New Canaan Residents,

This document is the 2014 Plan of Conservation and Development for New

Canaan. After the final public hearing on June 3, it was revised to reflect

additional input and adopted by the Planning and Zoning Commission on June

24. The effective date is August 1, 2014.

Prepared over a 16-month period, the Plan reflects input from New Canaan

residents and organizations and discussions among the members of the

Planning and Zoning Commission about desirable future strategies for the future

of our community.

This Plan of Conservation and Development (called the strategic element) has a

companion part which is called the implementation element. While the

strategic element identifies "big picture" strategies for the future, the

i mplementation element identifies more specific policies and tasks intended to

help implement the overall strategies.

The Planning and Zoning Commission looks forward to your continued support

and input as we implement the Plan. Thank you for your interest.

Sincerely,

Laszlo Papp, Chair

Planning and Zoning Commission
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INTRODUCTI

Overview

This Plan of Conservation and Development is a strategic plan for the physical

development of New Canaan. It is an advisory document which is intended to

guide local actions and to provide a framework for consistent decision-making

with regard to conservation and development activities over the next decade or

so.

Since a Plan of Conservation and Development helps guide local actions toward

outcomes considered beneficial for the community and/or desired by residents,

there are few documents that have a greater potential long term influence on

the physical characteristics of New Canaan.

New Canaan has a history of preparing plans for the entire community and on

different topics. Each plan has strived to enhance the community and the lives

of its residents. It is in that spirit that this Plan of Conservation and

Development has been prepared.

This Plan has
been prepared to
help guide New
Canaan's future
conservation and
development ...



Advisory Documents

The Strategic Element of the

Plan of Conservation and

Development is an advisory

document intended to guide

the future physical

development of New

Canaan. The same holds true

for the Implementation

Element.

While the Implementation

Element may recommend

specific tasks or actions, it is

also arlvlsoty, During lire

anticipated lifespan of this

Plan, the Planning and

Zoning Commission and

other sown agencies may

decide to implement (or not

implement) specific

recommendations as the

needs and circumstances of

the Town dictate.

Organization Of This Plan

This Plan differs somewhat from prior plans in that it has been configured in a

way which is intended to facilitate implementation. To help accomplish this, the

Plan of Conservation and Development has been configured as a two-part

document.

This part - the "Strategic Element" - is a

statement of strategic directions considered

integral to the vitality, livability, and quality of

life in the community. It is "big picture" and

strategic in nature so that New Canaan residents

will use it to discuss and refine the major

directions of the community.

It is envisioned that the Strategic Element will be

occasionally reviewed to ensure that the

strategic directions are appropriate for

addressing the issues facing the community.

The other part —the "Implementation

Element" — identifies tasks to

accomplish the strategies. It identifies

the task to he completed, the entity

responsible for completing it, and the

anticipated timeframe for completion.

It is envisioned that this element will be

egulai Iv updated as tasks are

completed and new tasks identified.

NEW CANAAN
1014 Pion olconsoivatun & thtwof

STRATEGIC ELEMENT

New (Anson Woo., & long Commits*,

Part 2 - Implementation Element

The Plan recommends that the Implementation Element be maintained and

administered by a Plan Implementation Committee. The Committee would

regularly review the Implementation Element to ensure that the work program

and tasks for the coming year (and beyond) reflect fiscal and operational

capabilities.

While the Strategic Element of the Plan will be updated less frequently than the

I mplementation Element, the Strategic Element should evolve as the needs of

the community change. As new issues come to light, the community should

strive to update the Strategic Element by evaluating alternative approaches and

selecting the best overall strategy for New Canaan. The fact that a topic or issue

is not addressed in the Strategic Element should not prevent it from being

considered at some time in the future.



Preparation Of This Plan

The process used to prepare this Plan is illustrated by the adjacent flowchart.

Since this Plan is an update of the 2003 Plan of Conservation & Development,

the inventory phase included a review of the recommendations in the 2003

Plan, a discussion with the Planning and Zoning Commission, a number of

interviews with local officials and other interested persons, an independent

analysis of issues and trends in New Canaan and elsewhere, and a public

meeting to generate input from residents. An evaluation of demographic

changes and other trends was also undertaken.

From this work, a preliminary planning program was prepared for review by the

Planning and Zoning Commission. The preliminary planning program outlined

possible strategies so that the Commission could provide feedback and

guidance. Following some modifications to the preliminary program, a draft

Plan was prepared for discussion.

The Planning and Zoning Commission reviewed the draft Plan and discussed

alternative policies and desirable future outcomes. Additional input was

obtained throughout the process by public meetings and community workshops

that generated input and discussion.

The final phase, "Implementation", takes place after the Plan is adopted and the

various recommendations are put into action and evaluated. The Planning and

Zoning Commission has both the statutory responsibility to adopt the Plan and

the lead role in overseeing the Plan's implementation.

However, implementation will only occur with the diligent efforts of the

residents and officials of the Town of New Canaan. As a result, responsibility for

implementation rests with all boards, agencies, and individuals in New Canaan.

3
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Statutory Reference

Section 8-23 of the

Connecticut General Statutes

requires that the Planning

and Zoning Commission

prepare, adopt, and amend a

Plan of Conservation and

Development for New

Canaan.

Selected Other

Planning Studies

Over the years, New Canaan

has completed a number of

planning studies to help

guide growth and change in

the community:

• Long-Range Planning

Committee (2012)

• Downtown Market

Demand Study (2011)

• Incentive Housing Study

(2011)

Community Survey

(2010)

• Senior Housing Study

(2010)

• Downtown Planning

Study (2006)

• Parking Study Update

(2002)

• Open Space Study

Group (2001)

• Traffic Study (1999)

• Long-Range Planning

Task Force (1998)

• Parking Study (1997)

• Historic / Architecture

Survey (1987)

• Plan of Development

(1986)

• Traffic Study (1983)

• Business District

Development Plan

(1972)

• Traffic and Access -

Central Business Area

(1968)

• Plen of Development

(1967)

• Business District Study

(1958)

• Plan of Development

(1954)

After the final public hearing on June 3, 2014, the Plan was adopted at the June

24, 2014 meeting of the Planning and Zoning Commission with an effective date

of August 1, 2014.

EXCERPTS FROM CONNECTICUT GENERAL STATUTES

SECTION 8-23 - PLAN OF CONSERVATION AND DEVELOPMENT

The Plan shall:

be a statement of policies, goals and standards for the physical and

economic development of the municipality ..

show the commission's recommendation for the most desirable use of land

within the municipality ... and for the most desirable density of population

be designed to promote with the greatest efficiency and economy the

coordinated development of the municipality and the general welfare and

prosperity of its people.

The Plan may:

show the commission's recommendation for a system of principal

thoroughfares, parkways, bridges, streets and other public ways; for

airports, parks, playgrounds and other public grounds; for general location,

relocation and improvement of public buildings; for the general location and

extent of public utilities and terminals, whether publicly or privately owned

for water, sewerage, light, power, transit and other purposes; and for the

extent and location of public housing projects.

include recommended programs for the implementation of the plan ...

(include) such other recommendations ... in the plan as will ... be beneficial

to the municipality.

•
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KEY ISSUES

Overview

The following overall philosophy, which emerged as the foundation for the 2003

Plan of Conservation & Development, is still considered to be relevant to this

Plan:

Promote an appropriate balance of

conservation and development in order to

enhance community character and

improve the overall quality of life.

"If we could first
know where we
are, and whither

we are tending,
we could then
better judge what

to do, and how to

do it."

Abraham Lincoln



New Canaan Is Mostly Developed ...

A land use analysis of New Canaan revealed that about 97 percent of the land in

the community has been developed or committed to different land uses. Most

of the land in New Canaan is used for residential homes.

Since almost all of the land in New Canaan has been developed or committed,

growth and change in the future is most likely to occur as a result of:

• changes in occupancy of existing housing units, and

• from redevelopment of existing property rather than from development

of major new subdivisions or projects.
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Housing Growth Is Slowing ...

With most of the land area in New Canaan being developed or committed, the

number of housing units which can be built in the community is nearing a

theoretical limit based on local land use regulations, natural resource

constraints, and other factors. The following chart reveals a flattening "growth

curve" which typically occurs as a growth threshold is neared.

8,000

6,000

4,000

2,000

0

Estimated Housing Unit Change (1810 - 2030

0 Housing Units

1810 1860 1910 1960 2010

Census data reveals that housing in New Canaan (our housing "portfolio") is

focused primarily on single-family detached housing. Since this type of housing

was the preferred housing choice in the 19505 and 1960s when New Canaan

was growing rapidly, it is understandable that single-family housing became the

predominant form of housing in the community.

Housing Unit Data

Although exact data on the

number of housing units in

New Canaan in the 1800s is

not available, it is possible to

estimate the number of

units.

Year Housing Units

1810 485

1820 512

1830 555

1840 672

1850 789

1860 840

1870 757

1880 811

1890 819

1900 900

1910 1,112

1920 1,181

1930 1,655

1940 1,887

1950 2,427

1960 4,084

1970 5,421

1980 6,365

1990 6,856

2000 7,141

2010 7,551

1960-2010 from US Census.

1810-1950 estimated from information on

typical household sizes at that time.



Population Data

Year Population

1810 1,599

1820 1,689

1830 1,830

1840 2,217

1850 2,600

1860 2,771

1870 2,497

1880 2,673

1890 2,701

1900 2,968

1910 3,667

1920 3,895

1930 5,456

1940 6,221

1950 8,001

1960 13,466

1970 17,451

1980 17,931

1990 17,864

2000 19,395

2010 19,798

2020 19,300 19,660

2030 18,800 19,520

1900- 2000 Census, Projections in italics.

Population Growth Has Slowed

According to the U.S. Census Bureau, New Canaan had a population of 19,798

people in the year 2010. This represents an increase of 343 people (2 percent)

from the 2000 Census. In comparison, the population of Connecticut grew by

almost 5 percent during this same period. If recent migration patterns continue,

New Canaan's population may experience a slight decrease in the future as

school children graduate and some households get smaller.

it is interesting to note that New Canaan added over 400 units of housing from

2000 to 2010 but the population only grew by 343 people.

20,000

16,000

12,000

Low projections by Planimetrics based on

continuing the age-specific migration rates

from ?OW tn 7m n 8,000

High projections from the Connecticut

State Data Center.

4,000

0

Population Change (1810 - 2030

Population

II High Projection

❑ Low Projection

1810 1840 1870 1900 1930 1960 1990 2020

Sidewalk Sale Day

New Canaan Advertiser

Selectmen's Meeting

New Canaan News On-line



Age Composition Is Changing ...

The age composition of New Canaan has been changing over time and changes

are expected to continue in the future. This has the potential to influence the

demand for certain services in the community and to change New Canaan's

approach to issues in the community.

To help illustrate this point, the following charts illustrate the number of

residents in 5-year age groups in different Census years.

I n 1970, New Canaan's age

composition was dominated by

younger age groups (the "baby

boom"). People considered part of

the "baby boom" were aged 5 to 25 in

1970.

Twenty years later, in 1990, New

Canaan had many fewer children but

had a number of young adults

(roughly corresponding to the "baby

boomers — now aged 24 to 45).

In 2010, the number of children had

increased again as a result of the

"baby boomers" having had children

(the "baby boom echo"). In addition,

there was significant growth in the

older age groups as the baby boomers

aged and as people lived longer.

2010 Population = 19,738

In the future, the age composition of New Canaan is expected to continue to be

strongly influenced by longer life expectancies. Some population projections

estimate that about 40% of New Canaan's population in the year 2025 could be

over the age of 55 and about 20 percent could be over the age of 65.

9



Population Dynamics Are Key To Our Future ...

Population change in a community occurs in two ways:

• Natural increase (births minus deaths), and

• Net migration (move-in minus move-out).

The table below reveals that New Canaan has tended to experience natural

increase (more births than deaths) except for the 19705. The number of births

and deaths in a community tends to be driven by its age composition (ages for

forming families, women of child-bearing age, age of person, etc.). This helps

explain the large number of births in the 1960s (the "baby boom") and the

1990s (the "baby boom echo").

Components of Population Change (1960 to 2010)

1960s 1970s 1980s 1990s 2000s

Total Change (from US Census)

Change Due To Natural Increase

(Births — Deaths)

3,985 480 (67) 1,531 343

670 (15) 154 1,247 850

Births 1,811 1,193 1,474 2,455 1,952

Deaths 1,141 1,208 1,320 1,208 1,102

Change Due To Net in-Migration

(Move-In Minus Move-Out) 3,315 495 (221) 284 (507)

US Census, Connecticut Health Department reports

Thus, the key variable in overall population change in New Canaan appears to

be net migration. In the period from 2000 to 2010, more people moved out of

New Canaan than moved in. This pattern is simply a reflection of the overall age

composition of the community.

Natural lncrease

10

Net Migration



While migration can be driven by economic considerations, the pattern over the

past four decades in New Canaan seems to be driven by age as well. Since 1970,

New Canaan's migration patterns have been dominated by:

• Net in-migration of younger families (ages 30-55), often with school-age

children (ages 0-20),

• Net out-migration of young adults (ages 20 to 30), and

• Net out-migration of older persons (ages 55+).

The fact that these trends have been consistent for forty-plus years suggests it is

part of an underlying dynamic which is likely to persist.

Migration Rates and Patterns By Age Group (1970 to 2010)

(Percent of people in a 5-year age group compared to the number of people who were

10 years younger a decade earlier - adjusted for births and deaths in the interim)

(i.e. — people aged 30-35 in 2010 compared to the number of people aged 20-25 in 2000)

I n the next few decades, New Canaan will experience a "tug-of-war" between

several trends:

• Modest net housing growth,

• The "baby boom" generation (people born between 1946 and 1964)

reaching the age groups that have historically had net out-migration,

• Existing residents generally living longer and occupying housing units

with only one or two people, and

• The "baby boom echo" generation (people born between about 1978

and 1996) having children themselves and reaching the age groups that

have historically moved into New Canaan.

11



Plan Themes

Based on issues and strategies which arose during preparation of the Plan, the

following themes were selected as a way to organize Plan recommendations:

PRESERVE & • Protect Physical Character

ENHANCE • Preserve And Enhance Open Space

COMMUNITY • Preserve Historic Resources

CHARACTER • Promote Community Involvement

NURTURE • Maintain And Enhance The Character Of Downtown

DOWNTOWN • Rationalize Parking

• Guide Development And Redevelopment

• Support Downtown

• Address Other Downtown Issues

ENHANCE • Provide Appropriate Facilities and Services

LIVABILITY • Protect Residential Neighborhoods

• Provide For A Diverse Housing Portfolio

• Enhance The Walking Environment

• Enhance Bicycle Circulation

• Enhance Wireless Communications

• Enhance Energy Services

• Support Transit

• Address Other Livability Issues

ACHIEVE • Maintain Environmental Health

SUSTAINABILITY • Promote Sustainability

AND RESILIENCY • Promote Resiliency

• Address Other Sustainability Issues

12



NURTURE DOWNTOWN

Overview

New Canaan's downtown is a special place. New Canaan residents and visitors

recognize the strong "sense of place" which exists in the downtown and which is

unique. Residents want to preserve and enhance the overall image and

character of the downtown and ensure it remains the "heart and soul" of New

Canaan.

The Plan specifically calls for improved maintenance and enhancement of the

Town Center in New Canaan because of the important role that it plays in

community character and community spirit.

Still, there are improvements and enhancements which can and should be made

to improve downtown.

Forest Street South Avenue

New Canaan's

downtown is

recognized as one

of the most
attractive places in

the region ...



Character Elements

A number of studies over the

years have identified the

following elements as

contributing to (or detracting

from) the overall character of

downtown:

• Buildings

• Signage

• Sidewalks

• Lighting

• Parking

• Street furniture

• Plantings

• Pedestrian linkages

• Crosswalks
• Pavement

• Curbs

• Traffic circulation

• Utilities

• Garbage / I itter

• WI.PCIS

• Lille?

• Vacant buildings

Over the years, New Canaan

residents have indicated that

they wanted more of the

following types of things in

the downtown.

• More streets like Elm

Street

• Attractive streetlights

• People living in the

downtown

• Mixed use buildings

• Medicdi speLe uffiL,e

• Cleaning of common
/ trnch pickup

• Control of delivery

vehicles

• Pocket parks and green

spaces

Maintain And Enhance The Character Of Downtown

Maintaining and enhancing the unique quality and character of downtown is an

important element of this Plan. New Canaan is widely recognized as having an

attractive and charming downtown area. This overall impression needs to be

maintained and enhanced for the downtown to be as successful as it can be.

New Canaan designated its downtown zoning districts as "village districts" in

2005 and this designation helps give the Planning and Zoning Commission the

tools to maintain and enhance the character and appearance of the downtown

area. The village district designations should be continued.

Elm Street

Main Street

30
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CASE STUDY

Downtown Strategic Plan

Due to funding constraints, the 2003 Plan of Conservation and Development did

not contain an evaluation of downtown issues. Instead, that Plan acknowledged

recommendations from the 1984 Downtown Study and recommended that a

more detailed study be undertaken.

In 2007, a Downtown Planning Study was prepared for the Town by Fitzgerald

and Halliday. The key issues to be evaluated included the overall development

potential in the downtown, the estimated parking surplus or deficit, and the

relevance of the zoning regulations for the downtown area. The final report is

available on the Town website.

The study estimated there was about 900,000 square feet of floor area in the

downtown and that the zoning regulations at that time might allow for

construction of an additional 160,000 square feet. Overall, a parking deficit was

found both in the downtown and at the train station.

Key strategies from the plan included:

• Sustain and enhance downtown character/aesthetics

• Maximize efficient use of existing parking supply and expand the

parking supply to meet long-term demand

• Improve vehicle loading options

• Improve pedestrian access and amenities

• Enhance traffic operations

Report Cover

DOWNIONVN NEW CANAANSTRATEGJC PLAN

Tam a[ Nan Canna

11117.411.4111.

•rion•••• mlib lac
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Need For A Parking Review

New Canaan has studied

parking many times over the

years and a common thought

is that another parking study

is not needed.

However, past parking

studies have generally

looked simply at the supply

and utilization of parking

spaces (the number of

spaces available and

occupied). This is not what

the POCD recommends.

The POCD recommends that

New Canaan look at the

dynamics of parking in the

downtown:

• In order to provide for a

more efficient parking

system

• The opportunity to

provide more parking to

better support existing

businesses and/or

support additional

development in the

future,

• Support pedestrian

activity

• The ability to capture

commuter parking

revenue from residents

of nearby communities

Of course, the following

realities are understood:

• Most people in New

Canaan do not seem to

be in favor of paid

parking on Main or Elm,

• Meters (used in the

past) and machines

(used at present) may

not be appropriate for

Main or Elm, and

• New technologies may

not yet be at a stage for

implementation and

acceptance by the

public.

Rationalize Parking

A. Undertake A Comprehensive Parking Review

The most desired and attractive spaces in the downtown are available for free

(and end up being used by employees and long term parkers) while the spaces

which may be less desired (due to location, appearance, or other factors)

involve monthly permits or user charges (daily or hourly). People who want to

make a purchase at a local shop or who want to complete a quick errand end up

circling the block or parking further away because parking is not available.

Quite a bit of research has gone into parking dynamics in recent years ("The

High Cost Of Free Parking" by Donald Shoup is a good example) and it would

make sense for New Canaan to investigate its approach to parking to ensure it is

satisfying local needs. New Canaan should undertake a parking review for the

downtown area.

The goals of such a review might be to:

• Use the spaces we have most efficiently

• Provide convenient parking for customers of downtown businesses

• Provide cost-efficient spaces for downtown workers

• Provide parking for special events

• Support the downtown

• Provide parking for commuters

The review should evaluate how parking is provided and priced and how this

might be improved. Studies in other areas have shown that pricing parking to

result in a five percent vacancy rate maximizes revenue while ensuring that

users will be confident they can find parking when they want it. While metering

on Elm Street might be one approach, there are a number of technologies

available to address parking issues and New Canaan should be at the forefront

of how to use these strategies to make downtown successful.

Funds from the parking system (or any net increase in parking revenue) could be

used to help support streetscape improvements and other programs which

would support the downtown area and businesses.

The review can also look at how to provide "way-finding" to parking areas so

that visitors to New Canaan will be able to easily find parking areas which are

conveniently located relative to their destination.

The review can also look at ways to incentivize employee parking at the Locust

Street lot and the School Street lot in order to free up parking in other areas.

32



B. Expand Parking

New Canaan should seek opportunities to expand parking in the downtown

area. An adequate supply of parking will be an important asset in terms of

supporting the uses we already have in the downtown area, the demand for

parking by shoppers, workers and commuters, and the type of downtown we

want to have in the future.

Locust Avenue

The need for more parking has already been recognized. With the renovation of

Town Hall, a number of parking spaces are going to be lost at that site. The

Town decided to add a parking deck at the Locust Avenue parking lot to expand

the number of spaces, which primarily serves downtown workers, by about 100

spaces. Since some spaces are available for hourly users and since all spaces are

available for no charge on weekends and evenings, this project will help support

a number of activities in the eastern part of downtown (shops, restaurants,

Town Hall, downtown workers, downtown residents, special events, etc.).

Locust Avenue Parking Structure

Long Kano Planning Committee  neport / off teanreng
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Observation

People complain

about [parking],
but nobody
does anything

about it ..

Paraphrase of

Charles Dudley Warner

Parking Tidbits

In the 2011-12 fiscal year,

over $1.1 million was

deposited in the Town's

"General Fund" (the main

account the Town uses to

fund local services) as a

result of parking revenues.

An additional $157,000 was

deposited into the Town's

"Railroad Fund". This

reflects revenue raised from

the meters at the State-

owned parking lots adjacent

to the train station. If

revenue cullected exceeds

maintenance expenses, half

of the net income is sent to

the State of Connecticut.

Over the years, the Town has

also collected about

$450,000 from a "fee-in-lieu-

of-parking" regulation which

is intended to help fund the

construction of additional

public parking facilities in

and near the downtown

area. Approximately

$200,000 of this was

appropriated for

improvements to the Locust

Street lot.



Approach

Due to high utilization of the

parking areas near the train

station, care and sensitivity

should be taken to ensure

that existing commuters will

be accommodated as best as

possible during any parking

expansion.

While parking expansion may

result in short-term

difficulties for some people,

the fact that parking spaces

will be available at the train

stations for more New

Canaan commuters will be a

major enhancement. This

will further acknowledge that

New Canaan is a commuter-

friendly town and recognize

the crucial role that such

commuters play in the local

economy.

In addition, such parking

could support additional

development that could

benefit all New Canaan

residents and businesses.

Train Station

Expanding parking at the train station could also help New Canaan accomplish

other objectives. More spaces at the station would make more spaces available

for New Canaan residents (who might no longer need to park at Talmadge Hill

or Richmond Hill or elsewhere). The construction of a parking structure of some

type would allow parking to be sheltered from the weather. Overnight parking

might be permissible. Such a project would help support activities in the

western part of downtown.

Providing spaces in a garage at the train station might present an opportunity to

incorporate parking currently provided in the State of Connecticut lots (on Elm

Street and Pine Street) and allow these properties to become available for new

buildings and uses in the downtown area. The consolidation of parking in the

most convenient location (the former lumberyard location immediately

adjacent to the tracks and the station) might allow other lots to be used for

other local objectives.

The additional parking can help support downtown residential uses. The

additional parking could also help support an active streetscape by allowing

some sites to be devoted to buildings with the parking off-site.

Parking at the Locust Avenue lot and at the Train Station lot should meet

community needs for the foreseeable future. Should additional parking supply

be desirable in the future, studies could be undertaken of the feasibility of a

parking facility at other sites.

Trak., Station And Parkina Areas
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Possible Train Station Parkin Structure

ryv MP' 19.1

Long Range Planning Committee Report J BF) Planning
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Observation

Parking is a key
issue for
downtown
merchants and

businesses. We
should not be
afraid to look at

the overall parking
situation and learn
from the
experience of
others ...

Comment from a

Public Meeting



Train Station "Gateway"

A "gateway" is a recognizable

location where a person

would become aware that

they had entered a different

place. The concept of a

"gateway" is very important

in community design and

"place-making".

The area around the train

station is an example of a

gateway for people arriving

by train.

At the present time, this area

may not be presenting the

best image of New Canaan.

For example, the sidewalks

on Park Street should be all

brick, the service alleys (and

garbage bins) should be

shielded, and planting should

be added to enhance the

area and mask the retaining

'NAIL

Through efforts such as

these the concept of "place"

and "character" will be

positively impacted in New

Canaan's downtown.

Guide Development And Redevelopment

A. Orient Development Activities Towards Pedestrians

New Canaan has an attractive and inviting pedestrian environment in the Retail

A and Retail B zones and in most others areas of the downtown as well.

Maintaining and enhancing the pedestrian-friendly nature in all areas of the

downtown is a key strategy of the Plan. There are two key ways that this can

happen:

• Providing for a convenient, attractive, and safe network of sidewalks,

crosswalks, and other pedestrian connections, and

• Maintaining inviting and interesting uses of buildings adjacent to the

street.

As discussed in a number of reports and studies, there are some missing mid-

block links in the sidewalk system and some opportunities to strengthen

pedestrian connections to and from parking areas which should be

implemented (such as acquiring easements for these pedestrian connections) as

opportunities present themselves:

• Sidewalk along the Town Hall driveway to Main Street

• Connection from Park Street lot to Elm Street (two locations)

• Mid-block connection from Main Street to Forest Street

• Mid-block connection from Elm Street towards Cherry Street

Sidewalks within the downtown should be wide and be constructed of high

quality materials. Brick is recommended (and could be required) in the key

areas. Widening sidewalks and extending the brick sidewalks is encouraged.

Enhancing the pedestrian environment through the use of attractive lighting

(both building lighting and sidewalk fixtures), street trees, benches, and other

amenities is strongly encouraged.

In terms of the uses of buildings abutting sidewalks, New Canaan has

regulations which encourage active uses (or prohibit uses which do not promote

window shopping or pedestrian interest) at the street level. These regulations

should be maintained and strengthened, as appropriate.

Since it can be a challenge to maintain the right balance between the amount of

parking (to meet demand) and the location of parking (for convenience) while

maintaining a pedestrian-friendly streetscape, New Canaan may wish to

consider some sort of transit service if it will help maintain an appropriate

balance.
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B. Extend and Enhance The Pedestrian-Friendliness

Within the downtown, the areas which are the most pedestrian-friendly are:

• Elm Street between Main Street and Park Street

• Main Street between Locust Avenue and Morse Court

• Forest Street between East Avenue and Locust Avenue

The elements of these areas which support their pedestrian-friendly nature

include:

• Brick sidewalks

• On-street parking (since it provides a sense of convenience to visitors

and protection from traffic)

• Active and inviting uses adjacent to the sidewalk

• Appropriately scaled buildings adjacent to the sidewalk

• Attractive and inviting lighting

• Pedestrian amenities (benches, etc.)

• Street trees and other landscaping

• Parking areas which are visually shielded or buffered

• Minimal interruptions to the pedestrian experience

Over time, New Canaan should investigate extending these pedestrian-friendly

characteristics to other streets including, but not necessarily limited to:

• Elm Street west of Park Street

• Pine Street west of Park Street

• Park Street between Elm Street and Pine Street

Street Segment Which Is
More Pedestrian-Friendly
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Street Segment Which Is

Less Pedestrian-Friendly

An Active Street-Front

While most of the streets in

downtown New Canaan are

amazingly attractive and

inviting and pedestrian-

friendly, some streets are

not.

Part of the reason for this is

the location of surface

parking lots or buildings set

back from the street and the

sidewalk. It is surprising to

realize that some of the most

visible, attractive, and

valuable real estate in all of

New Canaan is devoted to

parking.

New Canaan should look at

the redevelopment of some

areas in order to promote an

active street-front and shield

parking areas.

Pedestrian Through-Cuts

Mid-block pedestrian con-

nections are an important

part of a pedestrian-friendly

area and an active

pedestrian system Without

such connections, the

walking distances around

blocks can discourage

walking.

New Canaan should

encourage (or require) mid-

block connections where

they may be necessary or

desirable. Some com-

munities have a requirement

that there be a pedestrian

connection every 250 feet.



Design Contests

New Canaan should regularly

explore alternative ideas for

keeping downtown an

attractive and engaging

place.

One approach might be to

request submissions of ideas

for downtown (or sponsor a

design contest) where ideas

might be proposed.

While the community would

be under no obligation to

implement any of the ideas

proposed, such an exercise

would open people's eyes to

new potentials and it might

even result in some ideas

strongly supported by

residents.

Such an undertaking could

be directed towards

everyone or targeted to

invite submissions from

different groups:

• Local students
• Architecture schools

• Design professionals

New Canaan residents

C. Promote Appropriate Development

There is interest in additional development in and near the downtown area for a

number of different purposes:

• Housing, particularly for "empty nesters" and senior citizens,

• Entertainment and cultural facilities,

• Municipal facilities and community amenities,

• Retail and restaurant space, and

• Office space, including medical offices.

Provided this development occurs in ways that enhance the downtown, it will

continue the evolutionary process that has made the downtown an important

part of the fabric of the community for hundreds of years.

The most appropriate types of development for the downtown area will be

appropriately scaled and designed to fit into the existing fabric of the downtown

area. Building design and scale is especially important. A strong relationship to

the street and pedestrian traffic in terms of uses and activities will be key.

Multi-story, moderate density, mixed-use development (generally with

residential and/or office uses on upper floors combined with retail shops or

other active uses at street level) would reflect the pattern of much of the

existing development in the downtown. The fact that the downtown is within

an easy walk of the train station allows it to easily support this pattern of

development (even with reduced amounts of parking).

Various studies have found that this type of development can have a number of

community benefits as well:

• It can help support changing lifestyles of a number of population

segments (including younger people, older people, people who prefer

not to drive, and those who don't own cars) who wish to live in a mixed

use environment where a number of services and activities are available

within walking distance.

• It helps strengthen downtowns since more people living in and near the

area helps to support the businesses and other activities (restaurants,

food-related stores, markets, boutiques, theaters, etc.) through the day

and evening and it also has a secondary benefit in that these uses and

activities are also available to other residents of the community and the

region.

• It can help address the desire to diversify our housing portfolio in a way

that extends and expands the kind of development we already have and

appreciate.

• It can help support economic development (and the overall tax base)

since the existence of a variety of uses near the train station can

increase the desirability of the entire area
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D. Continue To Review Zoning Regulations For Downtown

To help ensure that the appropriate guidance and direction is given to

development in the downtown, the Commission should continue to regularly

review the regulations for the downtown area.

This should include a review of the uses and dimensional requirements in each

of the districts to ensure they are meeting community needs and expectations.

It might also include an evaluation of "form-based codes" and other tools or

techniques to help ensure the appropriate future development of the

downtown area.

It could also include a review of the zoning district boundaries.

Darien Buildings

Greenwich Buildings

Sample Regulatory Metrics — Height & Mass

Malta, NY Form-Based Code
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Wilton Building

Litchfield Buildings

Sample Regulatory Metrics - Activation

Malta, NY Form-Based Code

Regulation Revisions

Over the past decade or so,

the Planning and Zoning

Commission has regularly

reviewed and, as
appropriate, amended the

Zoning Regulations to help

guide development and
redevelopment in the

downtown area.

For example, in 2005, the

Commission designated the

downtown zones as "village

districts" which allow the

Commission to have greater

review and approval

authority over aesthetic

issues and building design in
the downtown area. In 2008,

the Commission evaluated

whether banks were

appropriate uses in some

business areas in terms of

promoting an active

streetscape. In 2011, the

Commission adopted some

changes for the Retail B zone

to provide flexibility for

redevelopment for mixed

use properties.



Overall Purposes

Overall, the POCD recognizes

the following purposes and

intents:

1. Encourage a mix of

moderate density

development in and

near the downtown

area.
2. Emphasize mixed use,

pedestrian oriented

development.

3. Create a pedestrian-

friendly environment to

encourage walking,

bicycling and transit

use.

4. Create a neighborhood

identity that promotes

pedestrian activity,

human interactions,

safety and livability.

5. Encourage building

reuse and infill to create

appropriate densities.

6 Provide a range of

housing options for

people of different

income levels and at

different stages of life.

7. Take advantage of the

fact that most areas are

within easy walking

distance of the train

station.

Possible Strategies And Options For Downtown

Mixed Uses / Density

1. Consider encouraging or requiring mixed uses (residential and business

in the same building) in appropriate areas.

2. Consider allowing or requiring increased density to promote desired

development patterns (mixed use buildings, housing, etc.) and help

support New Canaan's downtown:

o Consider a minimum floor-area-ratio (FAR) requirement.

o Consider a minimum building height standard.

o Consider increasing the FAR limitation  by Special Permit.

o Consider increasing the building height limitation by Special

Permit (i.e. - allow building heights above 30 feet and/or 2.5

stories in certain zones).

3. Consider implementing a cap on the floor area of stores in other zones

in the downtown core (in addition to the RA zone) to support small-

scale businesses (or regulate by Special Permit or other approach).

4. Consider creating a new zoning district on the west side of the business

district to effectively guide the development and redevelopment of this

area (mixed use, walkability, streetscape, etc.) since several properties

are among the largest within the business district.

5. Evaluate the appropriate zoning for the Cross Street / Vitti Street area.

Forest Street
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Streetscape

6. Review permitted uses (including those permitted by Site Plan Approval

and/or Special Permit) and development patterns to ensure that a

pedestrian orientation is maintained.

7. Consider requiring active ground floor uses in more areas.

8. Consider modifying setback standards (build-to-line, etc.) to allow

buildings to be located closer to the street and/or sidewalk and

promote an attractive and pedestrian-friendly streetscape.

9. Prohibit or discourage parking in front of buildings (i.e. — between the

building and the sidewalk) in order to maintain an active streetscape.

Nousin

10. Provide for additional housing opportunities in and near the downtown

area including:
• Multi-family housing.

o Multi-family senior-friendly housing.

o Mixed use rental housing for younger persons and families.

11. For residential units in some zones, consider allowing modification of

the following by Special Permit:

o The limitation on floor area.

o The limitation on number of bedrooms.

Pa rkine

12, Consider allowing decked or tiered parking structures in several zones

by Special Permit  to minimize land area utilized for surface parking.

13. Consider modifying parking standards:

o For office uses within walking distance of the train station.

o For mixed use buildings when the peak parking demands of the

uses do not coincide.

o For multi-family uses within walking distance of the train

station.
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Transit Orientation

Much of what New Canaan

already has and seeks to

enhance is often referred to

in other areas as "transit

oriented development."

Our vision is not specifically

for development that

supports transit or is

oriented towards transit.

Rather, our vision is for

development that meets the

needs of our community.

The fact that it is, and will be,

supported by transit Is an

added bonus.

Cross & Vitti Streets

Following the

recommendation of the

POCD, suggesting a zoning

review, the Commission

authorized a study of the

business zones of the Cross

and Vitti Streets area. After

a series of Commission

meetings and public

hearings, a conceptual

Master Plan (the Plan) of

that area was completed in

December of 2015. Over

time, the Commission will

consider changes to the

zoning regulations in order

to potentially implement

certain recommendations of

the Plan. The Commission

reserves the right to accept,

reject, or alter any of the

recommendations. In

addition, the Commission

may consider incorporation

of the design

recommendations of the

Plan into the Village District

Design Guidelines. With the

incorporation of this

amendment into the POCD,

the Commission will refer to

the Plan in its evaluation of

applications in the Cross and

Vitt' Streets area. Further,

the Commission will ask

applicants to consider the

elements of the Plan when

submitting applications.

(Added 4/1/16)



E. Supplement Village District Review

New Canaan adopted "Village District Design Guidelines" in 2010 to help guide

activities in the downtown area. These guidelines should be reviewed and

supplemented over time to ensure that the level and quality of design and

construction in the downtown area is exceptional.

In accordance with the requirements of Section 8-2j of the Connecticut General

Statutes, the Commission should consider retaining a "village district

consultant" to supplement the design review work currently being undertaken.

Design Guidelines

Town of New Canaan
Village District Design Guidelines

EFFECTIVE JUNE 30n1 2010

Ol/O$ SI —T0111 Of NV* CWIllifo

6NIsin.1 toarCeoUvia faun Docap Oadaine: Inet. 11_110_16ac
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CASE STUDY

Commercial Market Study

I n 2012, BFJ Planning prepared a "Commercial Market Study" for New Canaan

to evaluate the overall composition of the uses in the downtown area, the

issues affecting downtown today and in the future, and how to strengthen the

downtown. The final report is available on the Town website.

Overall, the study found the following:

• While there were some specific uses that could be attracted to

downtown, there was a fairly good balance between real estate supply

and demand

• The character of downtown is an attraction and should be maintained

• New Canaan could do more to market its unique brand of small-town

New England charm

Major recommendations included the following:

• Seek to attract identified "opportunity uses"

• Increase parking capacity and improve parking management

• Promote downtown through technology and special events

• Capitalize on marketing opportunities with other local venues

• Make streetscape and quality of life improvements

• Create a Downtown Improvement Council or similar entity

Report Cover

TOWN OF NEW CANAAN
COMMERCIAL MARKET STUDY
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Identified Market Area



Consider rezoning the Park

Street lot to Business A

Consider providing

opportunities for mixed-use

development near the train

station

Consider converting the

State parking lot to

development sites

Investigate the potential to

extend the pedestrian-

friendly environment
westward along Elm Street

Consider building a parking

structure at the train

station

Consider establishing

appropriate zoning in this

area to guide any future

development which may

occur

Strive to create a more

pedestrian-friendly

experience on Pine Street

Preserve a post office

presence in the downtown

Possible Concepts For Downtown (West)

o«-
0 4-

Main Vehicular Gateway

Train Station Gateway
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Possible Concepts For Downtown (Eas

Build the parking structure

at the Locust Avenue lot

Evaluate the most

appropriate zoning for the

Cross / Vitti Street area

Enhance pedestrian

connections from parking

lots to shopping areas
(typical) < 

Investigate designating
Cherry Street between
Main Street and East
Avenue as CT Route 106

Investigate opportunities to

enhance the pedestrian-

friendliness of Cherry Street

Enhance gateways to the

downtown (typical):

• Improvements

• Signage
• Maintenance



Support Downtown

A. Designate A Coordinating Organization

The downtown is so important in New Canaan that it needs to have an

organization with the tools and resources to support it and produce positive

results.

In recent years, the New Canaan Chamber of Commerce has been a very

effective organization for helping local businesses and promoting downtown.

The Chamber has done some extremely creative programs and events to help

support downtown, their members and the community:

• The "iBlast" program (I buy local and shop in town) as a way to reward

loyal shoppers

• The "pop-up park" established downtown on summer weekends with

outside entertainment and activities and a removable fountain

These efforts should be encouraged to continue. Town Staff do not have the

time or experience to advocate effectively for downtown merchants and

businesses and the Chamber can do this.

Alternatively, a Downtown Improvement Committee or other organization

could be established, even as a public/private partnership, to ensure that

downtown continues to get the attention it needs,

Whichever approach is implemented, the designated organization should be

encouraged to participate in the Connecticut Main Street Center and similar

programs where technical assistance is available to support local efforts.

Chamber Of Commerce
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B. Consider Appointing A Downtown "Captain"

Maintenance of the downtown area is a key element in its overall

attractiveness. At the present time, the overall responsibility for maintaining

downtown areas is somewhat diffuse. New Canaan would benefit from a more

direct responsibility / accountability approach.

New Canaan should consider appointing a person or organization as the

"Downtown Captain" responsible for coordinating overall maintenance of the

downtown area and responding to issues that may arise. Having a specific

person identified with downtown maintenance will elevate the overall

importance of this function and help businesses and property owners and

others coordinate efforts.

This person would be responsible for scheduling maintenance activities (trash

barrel pickup, sidewalk cleaning, street sweeping, litter pickup, weeding, etc.)

and coordinating public and private efforts to address these issues. It would not

necessarily be this person's responsibility to do the work, but it would be this

person's responsibility to see that the work is done. People will know who the

"Downtown Captain" is and this will help ensure that downtown gets the

attention it deserves.

C. Consider Establishing A Business Improvement District

Downtown needs to have tools to implement strategies which will benefit the

downtown area. This can include outside maintenance and other strategies.

One tool available to do this is a "business improvement district" (known in

Connecticut as a "special services district"). A business improvement district

(BID) is a private organization which provides services to improve the area for

everyone. BID programs are often oriented towards common marketing efforts,

supporting special events which benefit all businesses, and making outdoor

public spaces as clean, safe, and as attractive as possible to residents and

visitors.

Such organizations, which are made up of local businesses and property owners,

can decide to establish a mechanism to generate revenue to support the

downtown area. If the businesses and property owners resolve to do this as

provided in Section 7-339m of the Connecticut General Statutes, the Town can

establish a procedure to collect this revenue on behalf of the BID and place the

funds in a special fund for the benefit of the district.

If the property owners were to participate in this way (or even if they do not), it

might make sense for the Town to match the funds raised by dedicating some of

the parking revenue to downtown activities.
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Downtown Needs

During the process of

preparing this Plan, a

number of people

commented that the Town

does not do a good job

maintaining the public parts

of the downtown.

In fact, some local businesses

and property owners have

"stepped up" because the

Town has not always been

reliable in meeting all of its

responsibilities.

Downtown Maintenance

Maintenance of the

downtown area is critical to

its overall appearance and

attractiveness. However,

sometimes things fall

through the cracks because

there is not a person or

organization responsible for

the issue.

Some of the maintenance

topics which have been

identified as issues in the

past include:

• Litter

• Weeds

• Gum on sidewalks

• Overflowing public
garbage bins

• Private garbage bags
and containers placed in

plain view (including on

the sidewalk itself)



Entertainment

While more entertainment

options will enhance the

downtown and the

community, New Canaan has

several entertainment

activities at the present time:

Playhouse tmovie treater)

Town Players (a theater
grntin fnr 67 years)

w.rMwt. loritennler uta looter
raw

Now Caporp. ttanortkpol

....t.tpotace

D. Consider Establishing An Entertainment Venue

New Canaan should investigate and pursue ways to expand the entertainment

focus and opportunities in the downtown area. Some communities have found

that live performance venues can add an additional attraction to the downtown

area. The Ridgefield Playhouse is an example of a performance venue that

attracts people for live performances. Since New Canaan is on a rail line

connecting to Stamford and New York City, it could attract people from a wide

area to New Canaan for shopping, dining, and a live performance.

Such a goal might be accomplished by renovating the Playhouse or by

establishing a new entertainment facility.

The Playhouse on Elm Street dates to 1923. It was privately operated for many

years as a one-screen movie theater and was later adapted into a two-screen

movie theater. The Playhouse was purchased by the Town in 2007. The

theaters now are operated by Bow Tie Cinemas. A movie theater is a great

"anchor" for the downtown area and it helps to attract people in the evenings

and on weekends. This use should be maintained since it helps support the

vibrancy and vitality of the downtown. However, it might be possible (and

desirable) for the Town to consider additional options in the future. The theater

could show films most evenings of the month but there might be one or two

nights per month (or more) where live performances could be scheduled. Since

the renovation of the facility into a live performance space may be expensive, it

would make sense to study the feasibility of this adaptation and possible ways

to fund it (donations, fund-raising, naming rights, etc.).

Alternatively, it may make sense for New Canaan to support or coordinate the

establishment of a dedicated entertainment venue at another site in the

downtown area.

Ridgefield Playhouse
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Infinity Hall
Norfolk, CT



E. Maintain "Anchor" Uses In The Downtown

Some of the uses in the downtown area are so important at attracting traffic to

the downtown that we need to be sure we do everything we can to maintain

their presence there:

• Town Hall

• Post Office

• Theater

• Food Stores

• Library

Town Hall

F. Continue Special Events In The Downtown

Post Office

The Chamber of Commerce does a good job scheduling special events in the

downtown area (see sidebar). The "pop-up park" created by the Chamber is an

exceptional event that has proven very popular.

These activities are important to attracting residents and visitors and should be

continued. In addition, opportunities to expand the number of events or extend

their time period, especially for the "pop-up park", should be pursued (more

hours, more days, more weeks, etc.).

As indicated in the Commercial Market Study, opportunities to integrate special

events in the downtown with other activities in New Canaan (such as those held

by the Nature Center, the "Glass House", and other organizations) should also

be pursued.

Pop-Up Park Pop-Up Park

New Canaan News Online New Canaan Chamber of Commerce
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Special Events

Some of the events which

have been scheduled for the

downtown area include:

• The "pop-up park" on

weekends during the

summer months

• The Village Fair /

Sidewalk Sale

• The Restaurant Week /

Taste of the Town

• The Halloween Parade

• The Holiday Stroll



Address Other Downtown Issues

There are a number of other issues which have been identified in prior studies

and should be addressed in the downtown area:

1. Garbage / Litter — Management of garbage has been identified as one of

the things that most affects people's perception of downtown. New Canaan

should identify a solution to this situation since litter and overflowing

garbage bins detract from the downtown as much as businesses placing

their garbage on the curb for pickup at the end of their business day —at the

same time as people are arriving for dinner.

2. Loading Zones — There are issues with trucks making deliveries on

downtown streets where the trucks simply block the travel lanes and/or

parking spaces. New Canaan should work with delivery companies and

businesses to establish specific loading zones (and defined hours, if

necessary) for delivery trucks and enforce them.

3. Bicycle Provisions — New Canaan should consider how to make provisions

for bicycles in the downtown area. This can include bicycle lockers at the

train station and providing places to lock bicycles elsewhere in the

downtown.

4. Car Sharing Program — New Canaan may wish to consider how to make

special provision in the downtown for car sharing operations (such as

Zipcar) to help support residents and visitors.

5. Car Charging Station — Over time, New Canaan may wish to consider how to

make more provision in the downtown for charging stations for electric cars

to help support residents and visitors (to supplement the station currently

available in the Morse Court parking lot).

6. Screening of Service Areas - New Canaan may wish to consider how to best

screen areas used for utility equipment, garbage dumpsters, propane tanks,

deliveries, and similar purposes.

7. Traffic Circulation - Traffic circulation in the downtown area has always

been of keen interest to New Canaan residents. At one time, a

recommendation was made to consider instituting a clockwise traffic flow

pattern on Cherry, Pine, and Elm Streets in order to minimize conflicting

turning movements and make traffic operations more efficient. A

recommendation was also made to renumber Cherry Street between Main

Street and East Avenue as Route 106 to make it easier for trucks and other

traffic. These ideas may have some merit and New Canaan should continue

to study traffic circulation patterns in the downtown area to promote the

best overall downtown experience.
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ENHANCE LIVABILITY

Overview

Livability of a community is the result of the factors that add up to its quality of

life—including the built and natural environments, economic prosperity, social

stability and equity, educational opportunity, and cultural, entertainment and

recreation possibilities.

New Canaan has many of these factors and future efforts will be devoted to

sustaining and enhancing them. While 93 percent of respondents to the 2010

community survey indicated they were either satisfied or very satisfied with

living in New Canaan, we cannot take this for granted and must continue efforts

to enhance livability of our community.

Excellent Facilities

Mobility / Accessibility
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Housing Options

Desired Services

5
The livability of a
community is the
result of the
factors that add
up its quality of
life ...



Provide Appropriate Facilities and Services

A. Maintain Excellence In Education Programs And Facilities

New Canaan is widely recognized for the excellence of its school system. Since

the school system is important to the quality of life of residents and the

underlying residential real estate market, this excellence should be maintained.

While demographic trends have resulted in decreasing enrollments in many

communities in recent years (economic conditions, fewer families of child-

bearing age, etc.), New Canaan's enrollments have held steady and even grown

especially in the elementary grades. Managing this enrollment has been a focus

for the school system given the capacity constraints at the existing facilities and

projections which had led to expectations of an enrollment decrease.

While recent projections show an enrollment decline through to 2022, it is

anticipated that demographic trends (economic growth, births to "baby boom

echo" parents, etc.) could result in enrollment increases in New Canaan after

that time which may challenge the capacity of the existing facilities. How this

will play out in New Canaan (if older residents choose to remain in their current

homes, etc.) will determine whether or when additional school capacity will be

needed.
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CASE STUDY

School Excellence

I n a recent independent study of the nation's school districts, New Canaan

ranked:
• No. 1 in Connecticut,

• No. 2 in the nation among communities with an average home price of

$800,000 or more,

New Canaan was also recognized for characteristics that contribute to the

academic environment, including that over half the population has at least a

college degree.

New Canaan High School

South Elementary School
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B. Maintain Excellence In Community Facilities And Services

Community facilities include governmental and other buildings (such as the

Library) which provide services and functions to all residents. Such services

contribute significantly to community character and quality of life.

New Canaan recently had a Long Range Planning Task Force evaluate municipal

facilities in order to prioritize community needs, The recommendations from

that report included renovation of Town Hall, expansion of parking at the Locust

Street lot, and other recommendations. New Canaan has used similar

approaches in the past in order to evaluate and prioritize facility needs. The

Plan of Conservation & Development supports this type of overall planning

process which evaluates and prioritizes facility needs.

New Canaan enjoys excellent public safety services (police, fire, emergency

response) and the quality of these services should be maintained.

Since local parks and recreation facilities are an important part of the overall

character and quality of life in New Canaan, these facilities should continue to

be maintained to a high standard. In addition, a master "parks plan" should be

undertaken during the planning period in order to provide a clearer definition of

use areas (active, passive, natural, etc.). The wonderful parks and recreation

areas in New Canaan provide opportunities for active and passive recreation

and contribute to the overall quality of life in the community.

While the library is not a Town-owned facility, it also contributes to the overall

quality of life in the community. In addition to its traditional role, the New

Canaan library also hosts many other activities that contribute to lifelong

learning, cultural enrichment, and information exchange. The expansion of the

building and/or parking areas is being considered and should be supported.

Since there are a number of organizations presently involved in maintenance of

Town facilities (sometimes with overlapping jurisdictions), it may make sense to

investigate ways to consolidate maintenance of municipal facilities (including

education facilities) in order to achieve the best results in the most cost

effective way.

Town Hall Fire Department
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Protect Residential Neighborhoods

A. Monitor Residential Regulations

Within the past decade, New Canaan adopted a number of changes to the

zoning regulations to address housing teardowns and new construction which

had become "out-of-scale" with the neighborhoods in which they were located.

At the present time, it appears that housing built under the new rules is more in

character and scale with the neighborhoods and that no additional changes are

warranted at this time. Should this change, the Planning and Zoning

Commission should revisit this issue.

B. Ensure Institutional Uses Are Appropriately Scaled

On the other hand, some changes may be warranted to the regulations to

ensure that some of the institutional and other uses currently allowed in

residential zones (such as those identified in Section 3.2.0 of the Zoning

Regulations) have an appropriate scale and intensity for their location.

There is no doubt that institutional and other uses currently allowed in

residential zones are community assets and they help enhance the overall

quality of life. The challenge is to find an appropriate balance so that such uses

fit into the community and the neighborhood.

At the present time, institutional and other uses currently allowed in residential

zones are allowed in residential districts by granting of a Special Permit by the

Commission. Since there are no additional standards or provisions related to

most of these uses, they are subject to the same dimensional standards as have

been established for residential uses within the zoning district.

New Canaan Country School
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New Canaan YMCA
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The Special Permit criteria in the Zoning Regulations (Section 8.2.8.4) do cover

some key areas for the Commission to consider in terms of ensuring

compatibility with the proposed activity in the proposed location:

• Suitable location for use

• Appropriate improvements

• Suitable transportation conditions

• Adequate public utilities and services

• Environmental protection and conservation

• Long term viability

• Plan of Conservation and Development

However, the Special Permit criteria do not contain any specific standards.

Overall then, the regulations allow a variety of uses to be proposed but place

the Commission (and the neighborhood) in a reactive role.

As part of any application for establishment of such uses (or expansion of

existing uses), the Planning and Zoning Commission should seek to minimize

and/or manage the encroachment or impact of institutional and other uses

currently allowed in residential zones on neighboring residential properties

(noise, lighting, traffic, drainage, etc.).

The Commission (and the neighborhoods) might benefit from a different

approach where there are better tools in the regulatory toolbox.

Enhanced Special Permit Criteria

In this approach, the existing Special Permit criteria (Section 8.2.8.4 in the

Zoning Regulations) would be enhanced with more criteria and/or more specific

criteria to be considered.

While this does not solve the issue of a well-funded applicant populating the

public record with complementary reports, it would give the Commission more

information to consider as part of the application. However, it might be more

expensive for applicants to prepare information to address these considerations

and more expensive for abutters to respond appropriately. The Commission

would essentially remain in a reactive role and review the information

submitted to it.

The Commission could hire experts to provide testimony on an application (at

the applicant's expense) in circumstances where it feels it is warranted.

While this approach may be better than what the Commission currently has, it

does not seem to go far enough to address the main issues the Commission and

the neighborhoods are facing.
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More Rigorous Standards For Special Permit Uses

In this approach, the provisions in Section 3.2.0 of the Zoning Regulations would

be amended to add specific standards and thresholds for particular uses. For

example:

• Institutional and other uses currently allowed in residential zones might

be required to be located on collector or arterial roadways.

• A larger minimum lot area might be required (to ensure that adequate

area was available for buffering, etc.).

• A lower building coverage limitation might be established (to ensure

that the size of buildings and facilities, often much bigger than

residential homes, would be manageable in a residential neighborhood).

• Larger setbacks for buildings, parking lots, and recreational facilities

might be required (to ensure that larger buildings or facilities are well

separated from adjacent residential uses).

• A lower maximum height limit or a floor area ratio limit (to ensure that

overall building bulk is not out of character with the setting).

• Greater landscape buffer requirements, such as 50 -100 feet around the

perimeter of the property.

• Limitations on lighting or noise and/or hours of operation.

These standards might vary depending on the use. For example, the setback for

a lower impact use might be less than those for a higher impact use.

The Commission could consider inserting the phrase "unless modified by the

Commission ..." to these standards so that flexibility could be available, if

appropriate, or in certain specified situations while establishing an expectation

of the appropriate standard in most situations.

This approach would seem to put the Commission in a more proactive role

where it establishes minimum expectations for an application but retains the

flexibility to modify that expectation based on unique circumstances. Of course,

any such modification would occur as part of the application process where the

neighborhood could comment on whether they felt an exception was

appropriate.

In this approach, institutional and other uses currently allowed in residential

zones would then have to look at potential property acquisitions and building

expansions in terms of the new standards and how to make their overall facility

more conforming over time. At the same time, it would seem to swing the

"balance of power" back towards the Commission and the neighborhood.
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Establish An Institutional Zone

In this approach, the Commission would establish an "Institutional" zone where

institutional and other uses currently allowed in residential zones (or uses above

a certain size) would be permitted by Special Permit. This new zoning district

would have standards similar to the previous discussion. The Commission could

retain some flexibility to modify the standards, if appropriate.

As a corollary to this approach, the institutional and other uses currently

allowed in residential zones (or uses above a certain size) would no longer be

permitted in the residential districts. Existing uses or uses above the size

threshold would become non-conforming. If these uses wanted to expand or

wanted to become conforming, they could apply for a rezoning to the new

"Institutional" zone.

This approach also seems to put the Commission in a more proactive role and

established standards for institutional and other uses currently allowed in

residential zones (or uses above a certain size) to comply with. In this approach,

institutional and other uses currently allowed in residential zones expanding

their boundaries would have to apply for a zone change for the new property

before it could be added into their campus.

St. Marks Episcopal Church
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Planned Development District Development Districts

Another approach might be what is known as a "planned development district".

In this approach, a new zoning district would be created, known as a "PDD"

where the requirements for the zone would be the actual site plan being

reviewed by the Commission. Since the Commission has considerable discretion

when it acts in a legislative capacity (such as for zone changes and regulation

changes), reviewing and approving the actual site plan is much more definitive

than reviewing words or numbers.

Again, a corollary to this approach would be that institutional and other uses

currently allowed in residential zones (or such uses above a certain size) would

no longer be permitted in the residential districts. Existing uses or uses above

the size threshold would become non-conforming. If these uses wanted to

expand or wanted to become conforming, they could apply for a rezoning to the

new "PDD" zone. If institutional or other uses currently allowed in residential

zones want to expand in the future, they will need to come back to the

Commission with a request to modify the PDD zone as applied to their property.

Essentially, this is a new zone change request.

This approach gives the Commission the maximum amount of discretion in

reviewing such uses. The Plan only recommends consideration of the Planned

Development District approach for managing institutional and other uses

currently allowed in residential zones.

St. Lukes School
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CASE STUDY

Planned Development District

PDD regulations for New Canaan might be configured as follows:

Planned Development District.

1 Purposes.

This section of the Regulations is intended to:

enable the development of specific areas in accordance with an overall master plan for

such area;

encourage a mixture of compatible uses and structures to create a sustainable and

attractive environment

be flexible in order to allow for innovative design terhniqIIPS, accommodate unique

uses and encourage creative approaches to development issues; and/or

result in a development'that demonstrates a high regard for design and that is

compatible with the historic, cultural and geographic qualities of New Canaan.

2. Basic Parameters

Persons submitting an application to establish a Planned Development District

hereunder are strongly encouraged to arrange for preliminary meetings with the

Planning and Zoning Commission prior to submitting an application for a Planned

Development District

b. Prior to submitting a formal application to the Planning and Zoning Commission,

persons preparing an application to establish a Planned Development District hereunder

are strongly encouraged:to arrange for preliminary meetings with the neighborhood.

c. A Planned Development District may only be established by approval of:

1. A master plan in accordance with Section 3 following,

2. A Text.Amendment application, processed in accordance with Section xxx,

codifying the approved master plan as part of this Section of the Regulations, and

3 A Zone Change application, processed in accordance with Section xvo<, locating the

approved master plan on the official Zoning Map.

d. The location:and general objectives of the Planned Development District shall be in

general accordance with the Plan of Conservation and Development

e. The Commission may require the applicant to pay the cost of reasonable consulting fees

for peer review of the technical aspects of the application.

The Commission may refer an application to other agencies, boards or commissions of

the municipality for comment
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CASE STUDY (continued)

3. Master Plan Requirements

A master plan of the proposed development shall be submitted to the Commission for approval

and such master plan shall include the following:

a. Name of Planned Development District — A name identifying the proposed Planned

Development District.

b. Purpose Statement — A general statement regarding the intent of the proposed Planned

Development District.

c. Proposed Uses — A statement identifying the specific uses proposed within the Planned

Development District and whether such uses will be subsequently permitted by:

1. Zoning Permit approval,

2. Site Plan approval, or

3. Special Permit approval.

d. General Development Plans — One or more sheets depicting the proposed schematic

design of the site including:

1. The identification and general location of proposed uses;

2. Existing and proposed building footprints;

3. Proposed public and private streets, sidewalks and/or pedestrian walkways,

rights-of-way, and parking areas;

4. A landscaping plan, including the location of proposed buffers;

5. Information regarding the provision of water, sewer, drainage, and other

utilities; and
6. The location of public and/or private open space or conservation areas.

e. Schematic Architectural Drawings—One or more sheets illustrating the schematic

design of the proposed buildings and structures, which may include:

1. Schematic floor plans;

2. Architectural elevations of all buildings, and/or

3. Photographs of buildings similar to the proposed buildings.

f. Data Table — Information regarding the proposed development including:

1. Lot area and lot frontage;

2. Building setbacks, yards, and/or building separations;

3. Building coverage;

4. Impervious coverage;

5. Proposed floor area by proposed use;

6. Parking spaces.

g. Additional Documentation — Depending on the nature and/or intensity of the proposed

Planned Development District, the following documentation may also be required by

the Commission:

1. A traffic study estimating the potential traffic generation and the capacity of

streets within and neighboring the district to accommodate the projected traffic;

2. A report regarding the adequacy of proposed utility services;

3. A statement on how the proposed development complies with the Plan of

Conservation and Development; and

4. Any additional information as may be required by Section xxxx of these

Regulations.

63



CASE STUDY (continued)

4. Decision Process

a. While the establishment of a Planned Development District is a legislative decision

rather than a Special Permit, the Commission may use the criteria in Section xxxx of

these Regulations when reviewing an application to establish a Planned Development

District.

b. Following the close of the public hearing(s), the Commission shall first approve, modify

and approve, or deny the master plan.

c. If the Commission denies the master plan, they shall also deny the Text Amendment

application and the Zone Change application.

d. If the Commission approves or modifies and approves the master plan, the Commission

may approve the Text Amendment application and the effect of such approval of the

Text Amendment application shall be to include the following in Section xxxx of these

Regulations provided that the approved master plan has been signed by the Chair of the

Commission and filed on the New Canaan land records:

# Name of Planned Development District.

a. Purpose of Planned Development District.

b. Permitted uses - as approved by the Commission and shown on the

approved master plan filed on the New Canaan land records on (insert

dote here).

c. Development layout and design - as shown on general development

plans titled (insert name here which must include the name of the design

district) as revised through (insert date here) and filed on the New

Canaan land records on (insert dote here).

d. Architectural design - as shown on schematic architectural plans titled

(insert name here which must include the name of the design district) as

revised through (insert date here) and filed on the New Canaan land

records on (insert date here).

e. Other provisions or limitations - (if any, such as the affordability plan) as

revised through (insert date here) and filed on the New Canaan land

records on (insert date here).

Effective date - (insert date here - the date filed on the New Canaan land

records).
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CASE STUDY (continued)

e. If the Commission approves the Text Amendment application, the approved master plan

and accompanying material shall, within xxxxxxx (xxxx) days of the Commission's action

unless some other period of time is authorized, be submitted to the Commission for

signature by the Chair.

Once signed by the Chair of the Commission, the approved master plan shall be filed on

the New Canaan land records within xxxxxxx (xxxx) days of the Chairman's signature and

the Text Amendment and the Zone Change shall not be effective until such filing on the

land records.

g. If the Commission approves or modifies and approves the master plan, the Commission

may approve the Zone Change application and the effect of approval of the Zone

Change application shall be to rezone the property to the name of the Planned

Development District provided the approved master plan and accompanying material

shall have been signed by the Chair of the Commission and filed on the land records:

5. Following Approval

a. Development within a Planned Development District shall only be as authorized by the

approved master plan.

b. Development within a Planned Development District shall conform to the approved

master plan.

c. Any modification of an approved master plan that, in the opinion of the Commission,

does not substantially alter the character of the approved master plan may be approved

by Site Plan approval in accordance with Section xxxx of these Regulations.

d. Any modification of an approved master plan which substantially alters the character of

the approved master plan shall be processed as a Text Amendment application,

processed in accordance with Section xxxx, codifying the revised master plan as part of

this Section of the Regulations.

6. Approved Planned Development Districts

(to be added at a later date)
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Housing Market Changes

Due to the growing number

of older households and the

changing housing choices of

young and old alike, there is

greater interest in smaller

housing units, more densely

located, in and near town

centers for both convenience

and affordability.

If New Canaan can find ways

to respond to this market

trend, it will be able to

diversify its housing stock to

meet the needs of its

residents and expand its tax

base.

There can be little doubt that

the net out-migration seen in

certain age groups in New

Canaan (see page 11) is a

reflection of insufficient

housing accommodations for

young professionals and an

aging population.

Provide For A Diverse Housing Portfolio

A. Increase Housing In And Near Downtown

As the age composition of New Canaan has changed, interest has been

expressed in providing additional housing choices in and near downtown. This

is a reflection of the growing realization that housing in such a location will meet

the needs of a number of households, help support the downtown, and provide

a number of other community benefits.

Higher density, multi-family development is already permitted in and near the

downtown in the Apartment district, the B Residence district, and the Business

zones (Business A, B, and C). Two-family development is permitted in the B

Residence district.

Areas such as these (near downtown and serviced by public water and public

sewer) are the best sites for higher density development since it will help to

promote development of a vibrant downtown with a variety of land uses and

help meet local housing needs. Residential uses in mixed-use buildings in the

Town Center area also contribute to the overall ambience and character of the

Town Center area and should continue to be allowed.

Multi-family (and/or higher density) developments should be discouraged in

other areas unless there is some significant community benefit that will result.

Multi-Family On Heritage Hill Road Multi-Family On South Avenue



B. Provide Housing Choices For An Older Population

New Canaan should seek ways to provide an array of housing types to

accommodate the changing age composition within the community.

Within society as a whole, more and more people are expected to live longer

and, as people age, their housing needs or desires may change. For example, an

elderly couple may prefer to move from a larger home on a good-sized lot to a

smaller home or a condominium within walking distance of downtown.

Alternatively, a New Canaan family may wish to provide an independent living

unit (sometimes referred to as an "accessory apartment") on their property for

their parents. Or, an elderly homeowner may wish to create an accessory

apartment for themselves or for a caretaker.

New Canaan's Commission on Health and Human Services has undertaken a

number of innovative programs related to addressing the needs of older

residents and these efforts should continue to be encouraged and supported.

In terms of the housing needs and desires of an aging population, New Canaan

should:

• Continue to provide or facilitate assistance (dial-a-ride, meals-on-

wheels, senior activities, and home health services)

• Continue to provide property tax relief for elderly residents.

• Continue to allow accessory units in some or all zones.

• Continue to allow multi-family developments in and near the

downtown.

• Allow congregate, assisted living, or life-care facilities as a Special Permit

use.

• Consider providing or allowing development of subsidized elderly

housing units.

CASE STUDY

"Senior Friendly" Housing

Significant interest has been expressed in finding ways to provide for "senior-

friendly" housing in and near the downtown. The Plan supports this concept.

Such housing could offer one-floor units in a multi-story building served by an

elevator or some other configuration. Units might be modest in size, limited to

no more than 2 bedrooms, and offer universal accessibility for long-term

comfort and convenience. The overall goal is to promote a variety of housing

types, styles, and prices to meet a variety of present and future housing needs.
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C. Provide For Workforce Housing

Housing in New Canaan is highly desirable and expensive and, as a result, is not

affordable to some of the people that work in the community (teachers, police,

fire, etc.) or experience unplanned life changes (illness, divorce, job loss,

retirement, etc.). Often, the children of New Canaan residents cannot afford to

live independently in the community.

New Canaan should seek to provide for a diversity of housing types,

opportunities, choice, and costs consistent with community conditions and

constraints. Opportunities to encourage the development of less expensive

housing should be explored.

New Canaan has been working on this for some time and has made

considerable progress in some areas.

Income Restricted Housing

The New Canaan Housing Authority manages 56 units of income-restricted

housing on Millport Avenue and has been working to renovate and expand the

number of units at this location. In the last decade, several older buildings were

removed and replaced with newer and more efficient buildings containing more

housing units. In addition, two adjacent properties were recently purchased in

order to support construction of additional units. These efforts should be

continued.

There are also 60 units of income-restricted housing at "Canaan Parish" located

on Lakeview Avenue. Opportunities to renovate and expand the number of

units at this development should be explored.

Minoon Housing
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Housing Trust Fund CGS 8-30g Moratorium

At the time this Plan was being prepared, New Canaan was believed to be the

only community in Connecticut to have taken advantage of Section 8-2i of the

Connecticut General Statutes and established a fee collected from any new

building construction or renovation in any zone in order to support a housing

trust fund. This provision is codified in section 7.6 of the New Canaan Zoning

Regulation.

Since being established, the housing trust fund has collected over $2,500,000

and distributed over $900,000. The moneys in the housing trust fund are

available to be used for constructing, rehabilitating or repairing housing

affordable to persons and families of low and moderate income.

Incentive Housing Overlay Zone

One of the recommendations from the Incentive Housing Overlay Zone study

undertaken in 2011 was to consider adopting a new zoning regulation (a

housing overlay zone) which could allow higher densities on sites in exchange

for affordable housing units as part of any development (or redevelopment) on

that site. This type of approach could be considered as a tool to help create

mixed income housing and units which are affordable to persons and families of

modest means.

Other Approaches

New Canaan should also consider other approaches to providing housing

opportunities to people earning modest incomes. Since unrestricted housing

will always be priced above what people earning modest incomes can afford,

some sort of "price-limited" housing units could be required as part of market

rate housing developments and such developments could be given a density

bonus for providing affordable units. The affordable units could be priced at

levels making them reasonably priced to people earning some percentage of the

area median income.

In addition, housing opportunities that can be provided with the assistance of

non-profit agencies or state and federal grants or subsidies should also be

explored.

D. Seek Solutions Which Do Not Invoke CGS 8-30g

Section 8-30g of the Connecticut General Statutes provides a process whereby

certain housing developments can be proposed without regard to local zoning

rules. New Canaan would prefer to address housing needs in ways compatible

with the community. New Canaan is almost eligible for an exemption from CGS

8-30g (see sidebar) and should seek to accomplish and maintain this status.

69

Section 8-30g of the

Connecticut General Statutes

provides an opportunity for a

housing developer to bypass

local zoning regulations
when at least 30 percent of

the units meet affordability

criteria.

New Canaan would prefer

that affordable housing built
in the community be as

compliant as possible with

local regulations and as

compatible as possible with

local regulations and

settings.

New Canaan can be exempt

from the provisions of CGS 8-
30g for a period of four years

if it accumulates a total of

approximately 151 housing

unit equivalency points

(defined in the statutes).

New Canaan had

accumulated about 133.5

points at the time this Plan
was being drafted and

should continue to pursue a

moratorium.

Then efforts can be devoted

to becoming eligible for

additional moratoria in the
future.



"Complete Streets"

According to Smart Growth

America, "complete street"

are defined as:

Complete Streets are

streets for everyone.

They ore designed and

operated to enable safe

access for all users,

including pedestrians,

bicyclists, motorists and

tronsit riders of all ages

and abilities.

Complete Streets make it

easy to cross the street,

walk to shops, and

bicycle to work. They

allow buses to run on

time and make it safe for

people to walk to and

from train stations.

The State of Connecticut

adopted PA 09-154 which

encourages "complete

streets" thinking and

approaches to roadway

projects in Connecticut.

New Haven recently adopted

a City-wide complete streets

policy in order to ensure that

roadways (and roadway

improvements) make

accommodations for all

users.

A "complete streets" policy

or philosophy would be a

valuable approach for New

Canaan to consider,

especially tot the higher

density parts of the

community.

Enhance The Walking Environment

A. Expand The Sidewalk Network In And Near Downtown

New Canaan has a good sidewalk network in much of the downtown area.

While there are sidewalks on some streets in the adjacent residential zones,

there are gaps in the sidewalk network which can make it more challenging for

people to walk to the downtown, parks, train station, etc.

The livability of the downtown, the adjacent residential areas, and the entire

community will be enhanced by having a cohesive and expansive pedestrian

network in areas where they provide pedestrian mobility and accessibility to

desired destinations. In addition to building and maintaining sidewalks, this will

also include efforts aimed towards acquiring easements, where needed, to

preserve pedestrian accessibility in mid-block areas in the downtown.

As part of a "complete streets" policy, New Canaan should continue to expand

the sidewalk network, either as part of road paving projects or as independent

sidewalk installations. The recommended hierarchy for sidewalk installations is

as follows:

• Within business areas (on both sides of the street)

• On major streets within one-half mile of the train station to allow

commuters to walk safely to and from the station (on one or both sides

of the street)

• As connecting links between the main sidewalks which extend from the

downtown and train station

The width of the sidewalk should be determined by the anticipated usage and

the field conditions. Wider sidewalks are recommended in business areas in

order to enhance the overall pedestrian environment and experience.

Sidewalks connecting to the downtown and train station are expected to get the

most usage and a width of five feet is recommended (four foot minimum).

Sidewalks For Shop ers Sidewalks For Commuters

New CanaanNews On
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CASE STUDY

Sidewalks

In recent years, New Canaan residents have expressed more interest in walking

for exercise, recreation, and as a means of getting to their destination. This

strong interest resulted in several accomplishments.

First, as part of road widening and paving project, the Town proposed and built

a sidewalk along Main Street extending southerly from Oak Street to Farm

Road. The construction of this sidewalk in 2012 helped support a pedestrian

loop which extends down South Avenue from the downtown, across Farm

Road/Fieldcrest Road to Main Street and back to the downtown. This link

strengthens walking opportunities for residents of this area and, in fact,

residents of other parts of New Canaan will drive downtown to walk in this area.

Second, the sidewalk ordinance was revised to indicate that the Town was

assuming maintenance responsibility for sidewalks in residential areas (property

owners in downtown remain responsible for the sidewalk in front of their

property). This ordinance revision removed some concerns about extending

sidewalks to other areas and enhances the ability of the Town to extend

sidewalks where desired.

Walkers on South Avenue

it
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Regional Connections

The Southwest Regional

Planning Agency has

prepared a plan which

identifies ways to promote

bicycle and pedestrian use

throughout the region.

This Bicycle and Pedestrian

Plan can also be an

important resource for New

Canaan.

B. Correlate Sidewalk Materials To Function And Area

Over time, it makes sense for New Canaan to reinforce the overall hierarchy of

sidewalks by requiring the use of surface materials appropriate for the character

of different areas:

• Brick — within the Retail A and Retail B zones, and

• Concrete — within the other Business zones and along major arterial

roads leading to the downtown or train station, and elsewhere

Asphalt sidewalks may be considered in low duty areas but are not preferred.

Brick Sidewalk Concrete Sidewalk

C. Support Establishment Of Trails

In general, sidewalks will not be a major priority in outlying areas of New

Canaan where the density is much lower (such as the One-Acre, Two-Acre, and

Four-Acre residential zones) unless such sidewalks will enhance public safety

(such as near a school) or provide other benefits. On the other hand, trails

should be promoted within dedicated open spaces in these areas (see pages 18-

21 for more information).

Trails (or special purpose sidewalks) might also be appropriate for connecting

New Canaan's sidewalk network and downtown area to the proposed greenway

trail along the Merritt Parkway. Although this greenway trail may not come to

fruition for some time, having a connection from that trail to New Canaan's

downtown area could be advantageous.
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Possible Bike Route Ratings

Green Circle

Most Suitable Route

Blue Square

Suitable Route

Black Diamond

More Challenging Route

Enhance Bicycle Circulation

A. Categorize And Identify Bicycle Routes

In recent years, there has also been increased interest among New Canaan

residents in bicycle usage for recreation, occasional errands, and for

commuting.

The Connecticut Department of Transportation created a statewide database

which classifies state highways by potential suitability for bicycle usage (see the

map on the facing page). That classification system considers traffic speed and

the width of the roadway shoulder area to suggest potential suitability.

New Canaan should enlist a committee comprised of local cyclists to look at

local streets and establish a comparable system of bicycle routes in New

Canaan, coded by potential suitability. Much as is done for ski slopes, this

categorization would be of use to residents and to recreational riders who might

be inclined to visit New Canaan and cycle.

These symbols could be placed on the posts supporting traffic signs, appropriate

pavement markings could be added (such as lane marking or symbols), and the

routes could be summarized on a map available on-line. This approach would

also support the establishment of "complete streets" in New Canaan.

B. Become Recognized As A Bicycle-Friendly Community

An organization called League of

American Bicyclists evaluates and

designates communities that apply for

bicycle-friendliness. In Connecticut,

Simsbury (bronze) and South Windsor

(bronze) have been so designated.

New Canaan should consider applying

for this designation,

New Canaan Cyclist
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Coverage Map

The map on the facing page

is an illustration of the types

of issues which can affect

wireless coverage. It is not a

map of actual cellular

coverage which can vary

based on service provider,

terrain, and other factors.

Should accurate information

become available, that

information should

supersede the map on the

facing page.

Enhance Wireless Communications

A. Enhance Wireless Coverage For Residents And Visitors

New Canaan needs to enhance the wireless communications coverage in the

community and do it in ways which are available, effective, and discrete.

People are increasingly using smart phones and other wireless devices for basic

communications. Statistics show a strong trend towards people foregoing "land

lines" (a wired connection to a physical location) and relying exclusively on

wireless devices. Adults are typically providing their children with smart phones

for safety and security.

But this transformation in communications requires wireless service. Most

people are familiar with the situation where a call gets "dropped." Typically just

an inconvenience, it can be a serious issue if it involves a parent trying to reach

their child or if it is the only means of communication for people who are lost, in

danger, or requesting emergency assistance.

While New Canaan has reasonably good wireless coverage in the southern areas

of the community, there are areas in the northern parts of New Canaan where

wireless service is simply not available. In the past few years, there are

reported instances where people were unable to summon emergency

assistance when needed as a result of car accidents or fire. Today, and in the

future, better wireless coverage is needed.

The lack of service in large parts of the community needs to be addressed. It is

ironic that New Canaan residents enjoy excellent cell phone coverage in other

communities while being unable to experience the same service here. The

Utilities Commission is investigating potential approaches which should be

available, effective, and discrete.

B. Enhance Public Safety Communications

At the present time, public safety communications (police, fire, ambulance, etc.)

can be challenging in the northern parts of the community due to topography

and the distance from existing antennas. The Plan recommends that public

safety communications be improved.
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Enhance Energy Services

A. Extend Natural Gas Service

Natural gas is an energy source which is projected to be an affordable

alternative in the future as a result of the discovery of new domestic sources.

Although natural gas service is presently only provided by Yankee Gas Company

to a small area of southwest New Canaan (near Ponus Ridge Road and Running

Brook Lane), it is a major strategy of the Plan to extend natural gas service to

key areas.

At this time, the Plan recommends that natural gas be extended to serve the

downtown and some of the key facilities in the community (New Canaan High

School, Saxe Middle School, South Elementary School, the YMCA, and Waveny

Care Center). Since the High School is the emergency shelter for New Canaan,

this extension will serve multiple purposes. The Utilities Commission estimates

the Town could save up to $250,000 per year on energy costs just for its

facilities.

In terms of the downtown area, extending natural gas service to downtown will

provide an alternative energy source for local buildings and help support many

of the businesses there. The extension of natural gas may also increase public

safety by eliminating above ground propane tanks currently in use by some

restaurants and other uses.

The Plan also recommends that local gas franchise holders (Yankee Gas and/or

Connecticut Natural Gas) undertake the extension of natural gas within the

residential neighborhoods adjacent to the downtown. It is estimated that

homeowners in these areas could save 25%-50% off their annual heating costs

and the density of homes is likely to support the gas company investment in

extending the gas lines.
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B. Enhance Electrical Service Reliability

Recent severe storm events have raised awareness about electrical service

reliability. In the last few years, some residents of New Canaan have lost power

for up to a week or more on multiple occasions.

Electrical service in New Canaan is provided by Connecticut Light & Power (CLP).

While CLP has made numerous system improvements over the years

(interconnecting circuits, redesigning circuits, new transformers, and installation

of new wiring to improve circuit performance), there is little that can be done

about the impact of severe storms except for more aggressive tree trimming.

Finding the right balance for tree trimming is something the Town should

continue to work on with CLP.

Over the years, interest has been expressed in placing wired utilities

underground. However, this can be expensive and has not been undertaken.

New Canaan should continue to seek ways that wired utilities can be placed

underground over the long term to enhance utility reliability. Placing utilities

underground would also contribute to overall community character as well as

help maintain and improve scenic views.

Electrical Service Interruption
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C. Consider Establishing A Microgrid

A "microgrid" is a small independent electrical system which serves one or more

uses in a defined area. Since it generates its own electricity, it can operate

independently of the larger electrical grid and any issues it may have (such as

service interruptions). It can also be connected to the larger electrical grid for

back-up or if it is designed to supply power back to the larger electrical system.

Microgrid generation resources can include fuel cells, wind, solar, or other

energy sources.

New Canaan should consider establishing one or more microgrids for key

facilities such as the high school / emergency shelter (and other schools in the

vicinity), the police station, the fire station, the sewage treatment plant, elderly

care facilities, and some of the key private businesses in the downtown area
(food suppliers, gasoline stations, etc.). The connected users could save money

by receiving power from the microgrid while also increasing the reliability of this

service.

In 2012, the Connecticut Department of Energy and Environmental Protection

established a pilot program to provide grants and loans to municipalities and

other users for developing microgrids. Although New Canaan did not

participate in this program, it may be possible to apply some of the lessons

learned to establishing a local microgrid in the future.

Fuel Cell
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Microgrid Pioneers

In 2013, the Connecticut

Department of Energy and

Environmental Protections

awarded grants to the

following communities for

establishing microgrids.

The following applicants

received funding in Phase 1

and may provide useful

benchmarks for New Canaan

in the future:
• Bridgeport (2 projects)

• Glastonbury - Celtic

Energy

• Groton — Submarine

Base

• Hamden (2 projects)

• Hartford - CT Transit

• Hartford (2 projects)

• Middletown - Wesleyan

• Southington (Woodard

& Curran)

• Stratford - Sikorsky

• South Windsor-CT

Studios

• Storrs - UCONN Depot

Campus -

• Trumbull

• West Hartford -

University of Hartford

• Windham

• Windsor -Great Pond

(ABB)

• Woodbridge

The following applicants

received conditional funding

in Phase 1 but still may

provide useful benchmarks:

• Ansonia - Greenpoint

Energy

• Fairfield (Public Safety)

• New London

• Norwich - Backus

Hospital

• Simsbury

• Southbury

• Stamford

• Windham • Hospital



Support Transit

A. Seek Improvements To The Metro-North Branch Line

New Canaan is served by a branch line as part of the Metro-North commuter rail

system. From the New Canaan station (in the Town Center) and the Talmadge

Hill Station (just south of the Merritt Parkway), service is provided to Stamford

and New York's Grand Central Station.

At the present time, service is limited on the New Canaan branch line because it

is a single-track line. Adding a second track or dedicated pass-by areas would

allow service on the branch line to be increased. New Canaan should advocate

for improvements to the branch line to increase service.

B. Maintain The "Get About" Service

New Canaan has the "Get About" service to provide dial-a-ride services for its

senior citizens and special needs residents. In the future, there may be an

increase in ridership as a result of an aging population that may require an

increase in equipment or service.

Alternatively, this service could also be expanded to provide dial-a-ride services

to youths and other residents at other times of day.

C. Consider Other Transit Services

At some time in the future, New Canaan may wish to consider supporting the

establishment of scheduled bus transit service to Norwalk or Stamford. In

addition, it may make sense at some time in the future to consider some sort of

transit service to connect downtown businesses to parking lots and outlying

residential areas.

Address Other Livability Issues

There are several other livability issues which should also be addressed:

1. Road Maintenance — In the 2010 community survey, road maintenance

and road conditions were identified as important issues by survey

respondents. New Canaan should be sure to address these issues.

2. Communication - The Town website should be maintained and

improved as a source for important local information. In addition,

opportunities for e-commerce with Town programs and activities should

be enhanced.
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NEW CANAAN

KEY FINDINGS

di Pi ca,
PARTNERSHIP
FOR STRONG
COMMJ\ITIES

Housing 3% 20% 17%
of housing is subsidized of households rent their of housing units are in

home multifamily buildings

18% 15% $39.98
of households spend of households spend the hourly wage needed

between 30% and 50% more than half of their to afford a 2-bedroom

of their income on income on housing apartment

housing

Population 42 13% 0%
the median age of of residents are people projected  population

residents of color (81POC) change From 2020 to

2040

HOW TO READ THIS Throughout this report, a series of graphs like the one below are used to show how New

REPORT Canaan compares to in the state on a variety of measures.

ABOUT THE HOUSING

DATA PROFILES

New Canaan

50,000 0 150,000

T he Partnership for Strong Communities' Housing Data Profiles are a free resource to help

Connecticut residents, developers, legislators, municipal officials, and others make data-

informed decisions. Profiles are available for every town and county in the state. To learn

more, please visit pschousing.org or housingprofiles.pschousing.org to view the interactive

version of the profiles.

DATA NOTES Data comes from the 2014-2018 American Community Survey unless stated otherwise.

Percentages may differ slightly or not sum to exactly 100% due to rounding,



HOUSING 2020 Housing Data Profiles NEW CANAAN

SINGLE-FAMILY HOMES AS

PERCENT OF ALL HOMES

82%

PERCENT OF ALL HOMES

OCCUPIED BY OWNERS

73%
Overall, 64% of Connecticut's

occupied housing stock is comprised

of single-family housing, while 35%

is multifamily housing (2+ units in

structure). Most single-family homes

are occupied by homeowners, while

most multifamily units are occupied

by renters.

In New Canaan, 82% of occupied

homes are single-family, and 17%

are multi-family. Owners live in 84%

of New Canaan's 6,250 single-family

homes, and renters live in 71% of its

1,315 multifamily homes.

CHANGE IN BUILDING PERMITS;

0%

All
Units

25% 50% 73% 100%

New Canaan

Single-
Family

Multi- ifFamily
71%

Fairfield County

65%

.Owner Renter Vacant

Number of building permits per year, 1990-2017

1 990-201 7 Note; y axis varies between locations

+257%
Growth is slow in the state, which

has seen a 42% decrease in building

permits between 1990 and 2017,

In New Canaan, there were 7

building permits issued in 1990,

compared to 25 issued in 2017,

representing a 257% increase.
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HOUSING 2020 Housing Data Profiles NEW CANAAN

U NITS BUILT BEFORE 1970

59%
Older homes are prone to falling

into disrepair, and often carry

environmental risks such as lead

paint. An aging housing stock can be

a sign of poor housing quality.

SPENDING ON ENERGY AS

PERCENT OF TOTAL INCOME

1.9%
Households that use electricity

spend 1.9% of their income on

energy (1.9% for fuel oil/coal and

2,0% for gas).

AFFORDABLE HOMES AS A SHARE

OF ALL HOUSING UNITS

3%
The CT Department of Housing

calculates the percentage of

affordable units in a municipality

annually for the Affordable Housing

Appeals List. Affordable units are

units that are subsidized below

market-rate through programs like

Housing Choice Vouchers or

CHFA/USDA mortgages.

Of the 7,551 total units in New

Canaan, 222 are considered to be

affordable,

0% 25% 50% 75% 100%

Age of units

New Canaan 23% 36% 41%

Fairfield County 29% 30% 41%

Connecticut 29% 28% 42%

1111 Before 1950 From 1950 to 1970 1970 and after

Built before 1950

Built after 1960

Units by age and fuel type

81%

18% 70%

12%

1095

■ Electricity tie! OiliCoal Gas Other/None

Source: United Stotes Oefioi Opera of Energy
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Source' Connecticut Deparrrnertt of Housing

Affordable units by type
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PEOPLE BURDENED BY COST OF

HOUSING

33%
Households that are cost-burdened

spend more than 30% of their

income on housing. Severely cost-

burdened spend more than 50% on

housing.

RENTERS BURDENED BY COST OF

HOUSING

5

OWNERS BURDENED BY COST OF

HOUSING

3 0

RENTERS' HOUSING COSTS AS

PERCENT OF INCOME

23%
OWNERS' HOUSING COSTS AS

PERCENT OF INCOME

12%

0% 25% 50%

New Canaan

Fairfield County

Connecticut

New Canaan
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Connecticut

75% 100%
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23%
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18%

17%
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Not Computed
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HOUSING WAGE

$39.98
Each year, the National Low Income

Housing Coalition calculates the

"housing wage," the hourly wage

needed to afford a two-bedroom

rental home without paying more

than 30% of income on housing.

New Canaan is included in the

Stamford-Norwalk HMFA. New

Canaan's housing wage is higher

than the state housing wage of

$26.42.

HOUSING PRESERVATION UNITS

/0
New Canaan has 180 federally

assisted housing units, of which 0%

are at risk of loss within the next 5

years.

50

30

20

10

0

New Canaan is one of 9 towns with a housing wage of $39.98

$19.62 $21.52 $22.69 $22.90 $23.65 $23.69 $25.88 $26.46 $27.06 $27.87 $33.63 $39.98

Source: National :law income Housing Coalition

Housing preservation by risk
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POPULATION 2020 Housing Data Profiles NEW CANAAN

TOTAL POPULATION

20,273
PEOPLE OF COLOR

13%
Connecticut population is becoming

increasingly diverse, but the BIPOC

population is concentrated in certain

municipalities, especially

Connecticut's cities. In New Canaan,

13% of residents are BIPOC, while

87% are white.

MEDIAN AGE

42
POPULATION CHANGE, 2020 TO

0 50,000 100,000 150,000

New Canaan is less diverse than Connecticut

New Canaan 13%

Fairfield County 38%

Connecticut 32%

The largest race/ethnicity group in New Canaan is
White at 87% of the population

New Canaan Fairfield County Connecticut

Asian I4%

Black/African American 1%

Hispanic/Latino I5%

Multiracial/Other 2%

White 87%

40

People age 0-4 are projected to grow the most
2040 in the next 20 years in New Canaan

0%
In the next twenty years, New

Canaan's population is projected to

shrink from 18,565 to 18,563.
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POPULATION 2020 Housing Data Profiles NEW CANAAN

AVERAGE HOUSEHOLD SIZE

2.85

The average household size in New

Canaan has grown between 2000

and 2018.

Understanding who lives in our

towns provides insight into the

housing and service needs for each

community such as accessibility,

transportation, child care, and

education. Compared to

Connecticut, New Canaan has fewer

households with someone older

than 60 and more households with

school-age children.

7

2.8

2.6

2.8 2.9 3.0 3.1

The average household size in New Canaan
has grown from 2.83 in 2000 to 2.85 in 2018

2.83
•

2.85
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Partnership for Strong Communities

• New Canaan Fairfield County Connecticut

Household types as a percent of total

Householder living alone

Households with someone older than 60

Households with someone under 18

20%

25%

28%

40%

40%

40%

40%

34%

30%



TAB F



4.

Apartments.comm

Home Connecticut New Canaan

New Canaan Apartments for Rent

Apartments for Rent in New Canaan, CT

Nestled in the southwestern corner of Connecticut, about 45 miles from Manhattan, New Canaan

is an upscale suburb consistently ranked among the best places to live in the state. New Canaan

is known for its exceptional school system, diverse architecture, luxurious housing, and abundant

shopping opportunities.

Downtown New Canaan contributes a village atmosphere to the town, with a mix of vibrant

boutiques, antique stores, specialty shops, local restaurants, and national retailers. Plenty of local

parks, trails, and nearby country clubs afford New Canaan residents endless opportunities for

outdoor recreation in addition to the Five Mile River and the Noroton River, both of which flow

through New Canaan. Quick access to a commuter train station and the Merritt Parkway allow

for simple commutes from New Canaan.

Learn More about New Canaan, CT

Frequently Asked Questions

Average Rent Rates
What is the average rent in New Canaan, CT?
The average rent in New Canaan is $3,069. When you rent an apartment in New

Canaan, you can expect to pay as little as $3,069 or as much as $6,279, depending on

the location and the size of the apartment.

What is the average rent of a 1 bedroom apartment in New Canaan, CT?

The average rent for a one bedroom apartment in New Canaan, CT is $3,069.

What is the average rent of a 2 bedroom apartment in New Canaan, CT?

The average rent for a two bedroom apartment in New Canaan, CT is $4,369.



What is the average rent of a 3 bedroom apartment in New Canaan, CT?
The average rent for a three bedroom apartment in New Canaan, CT is $6,279.

Transportation
How transit friendly is New Canaan, CT?
Transit options in New Canaan vary, but overall, it has a transit score of 0.

Education
What are the top Elementary schools in New Canaan, CT?
I n New Canaan, you'll find top-ranking elementary schools like Saxe Middle

School, East School, and South School.

What is the top high school in New Canaan, CT?
Moving is tough for high school students! Look for New Canaan apartments near top-

ranking high schools like New Canaan High School.

What colleges and universities are in New Canaan, CT?
If you're a student moving to an apartment in New Canaan, you'll have access

to University of Connecticut, Fairfield University, and Purchase College, State University

of New York.

Search Nearby Rentals

Cities

• Wilton 

• Norwalk

• Stamford 

• Ridgeway 

• South Norwalk

• Darien 

• Ridgefield 

• Weston

• Westport

• Cos Cob 



Neighborhoods

• Downtown Stamford 

• Harbor Point

• Silvermine 

• West Norwalk

• Merritt

• Springdale 

• Spring Hill 

• Downtown Norwalk

• Wall Street

• Springdale-Glenbrook-Belltown

Cities Houses

• Wilton Houses 

• Stamford Houses

• Weston Houses 

• Westport Houses 

• Riverside Houses 

• Old Greenwich Houses 

• Greenwich Houses 

About Us Advertise Legal Notices Privacy Notice Equal Housing Rental Manager Avoid

Scams Accessibility Rent Calculator Blog Sitemap 

*it
• Apartments.comMi

11111. © 2022 CoStar Group, Inc. 

Equal Housing Opportunity
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New Canaan Home Values
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of homes. New Canaan home values have gone

up 18.0% over the past year.
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More Housing Market Data

REAL ESTATE RENTALS MORTGAGE RATES BROWSE HOMES

Browse all homes Rental Buildings Current mortgage rates California
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Data on housing and affordability for each of Connecticut's 169 towns
and cities

data
Funded through support from Fairfield County's Community Foundation and Liberty Bank Foundation
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The table below shows breakdown of housing units (both occupied and
vacant) by the number of housing units in the structure. Urban core areas
have a higher share of multi-family housing, such as apartment buildings.
Suburbs and rural areas tend to be built up with one-unit detached homes.
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Fairfield County Connecticut

Total 370,999 1,512,305 '(.)( ()%

Fairfield County x Connecticut x

Jump to Housing, Affordability. or Popula_lor.
1

3 or 4 29,917 i, i';, 130,948 2 -,'..

5 to 9 16,971 84,021 5 55.,

10 to 19 13,163 'J '-',',; 57,153



Fairfield County Connecticut

20 to 49 13,121 52,380

50 or more 26,735 78,492

Mobile home 1,310 11,734

Boat, RV, van, etc. 64 377

Bedrooms

The bar charts below show what percent of housing units by number of

bedrooms in Fairfield County and Connecticut.

Hover over bars to see units instead of percentages. Percentages may add

up to 99 or 101 due to rounding error.

32% 29%

36%

Occupancy Status

The bar charts below show what percent of housing units are owner- and

renter-occupied, and vacant in Fairfield County and Connecticut.

Among selected geographies, Connecticut has the highest share of renter-

occupied units (30.4%).

Hover over bars to see units instead of percentages. Percentages may add

up to 99 or 101 due to rounding error.

Fairfield County 62%

6096

22%

2



Age of Units

The age of housing is an important indicator for potential environmental

hazards and the cost of maintenance and repairs. Homes built prior to 1950

likely have high concentrations of lead paint while those built after 1977

typically do not have lead paint.

The bar charts below show owner- and renter-occupied housing units by

year built (prior to 1950, between 1950 and 1969, and 1970 and later).

Hover over bars to see counts. Click categories in the legend to remove
them from the chart. Percentages may add up to 99 or 101 due to rounding
error.

Owner-Occupied

Among selected geographies, Fairfield County has the largest share of

owner-occupied homes built before 1950.

40

Renter-Occupied

The highest share of renter-occupied homes built before 1950 among

selected geographies is in Connecticut.

13

Fairfield County Connecficat

Units by Gross Rent

The bar chart below shows rental units by gross rent in Fairfield County and

Connecticut.



Hover over bars to see units instead of percentages. Percentages may add
up to 99 or 101 due to rounding error.

29%

37%

Building and Demolition Permits

Building permits are an important indicator of economic activity in the region.
Areas of growing population and intense development see a larger number

of issued permits.

The table below shows how many building authorizations were issued in

2017 in Fairfield County and Connecticut, by number of units.

tinder $50

$500-1999

MR $1 000-$1 499

MM. $15004

No Rani

Fairfield County Connecticut

Permits, Total 1,719 4,547

Permits, 1 Unit 765 2,480

Permits, 2 Units 44 102

Permits, 3 or 4 Units 35 2 53

Permits, 5 or More Units 875 1,912

Demolitions 538 1,403

Net Gain 1,181 3,144

Heating Fuel

In Connecticut, gas, electricity, and fuel oil (such as kerosene) are the most
common types of heating fuels. The bar charts below show owner- and
renter-occupied housing units by heating fuel used in Fairfield County and
Connecticut,

Hover over bars to see counts. Click categories in the legend to remove
them from the chart. Percentages may add up to 99 or 101 due to rounding
error.

Owner-Occupied

52% of homeowners in Connecticut use fuel oil for heating.

4



35%

Renter-Occupied

31%

31% of renters in Connecticut use electricity for heating.

30%

50%

Fairfield County

44%

Connecticut

So .Jornrn itity Survey 2018. .1i-year estimates. TabiE. fi2FI: 1 7. Other utDudes r)f died QPS coal wooc. sola! e!iergy. A,er ,trld

no

VISuali7dtic:,) Cmai.C.,C. by cTData Collab_Qratiye

Affordability
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Assisted Housing Units

Totally assisted units are housing units that receive government financial

assistance or the construction or substantial rehabilitation of low and

moderate income housing, and any housing occupied by persons receiving
rental assistance.

The table below shows the number of affordable units, and its share of all

housing units in Fairfield County and Connecticut.

Connecticut (11.6%) has the largest share of totally assisted units among

selected geographies.

Fairfield County Connecticut

Total Assisted 34,846 172,277

CHFA/USDA Mortgages 3,582 29,519

Governmentally Assisted Units 17,933 91,303

Tenant Rental Assistance 10,130 46,289

Deed Restrictions 3,201 5,166

Median Rent

Median rent represents gross rent paid by the "middle" renter. In other

words, half of renters pay less than the median rent, and half pay more.

Among selected geographies, the highest median gross rent of $1,470 is in

Fairfield County, and the lowest median rent of $1,156 is in Connecticut.

6



Housing Costs

Guidelines from the federal Department of Housing and Urban Development
state that households should pay no more than 30% of their income on
housing to be able to pay other expenses. Those paying over 30% are
considered cost-burdened, those paying 50% — severely cost-burdened.
Those living in rented accommodation tend to spend a greater share of their
income on housing compared to homeowners.

Three bar charts below show how much households spend on housing. It is
broken down into homeowners with and without mortgage, and renters.

Hover over bars to see counts. Click categories in the legend to remove
them from the chart. Percentages may not add up to 100% due to not
computed values.

Homeowners, without mortgage

26% of homeowners (no mortgage) in Fairfield County are cost-burdened,
that is, spend 30% or more of their income on housing costs.

Fairfield County Connecticut

Homeowners, with mortgage

36% of homeowners (with mortgage) in Fairfield County are cost-burdened.

7
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Renters

52% of renters in Fairfield County are cost-burdened, that is, spend 30% or
more of their income on rent and associated costs.

Home Values

The real estate website Zillow provides data on home values across cities in
the United States. The bar charts below show average home values in
Fairfield County and Connecticut in 2019 for single-family residences,
including condos and apartments.

Among selected geographies, the most expensive homes are in Fairfield
County, valued at $420,080, and the cheapest homes are in Connecticut
($259,129).
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Housing Preservation Units

The table below shows the number of active, federally assisted rental

housing units in Fairfield County and Connecticut. At-risk units are those

rental homes that face an expiring affordability restriction in the next five

years.

Fairfield County Connecticut

Active Units 16,245 77,095

At Risk 1,987 11,444

Po ulation

9
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The table below shows estimated current and projected population, number
of households (people occupying the same housing unit), average family
and household size, and median age in Fairfield County and Connecticut.

See US Census aubject Definitions to learn the difference between
households and families.

Population

Fairfield County

944,348

Connecticut

3,581,504

Population Projection (2030) 897,553 -5.0% 4, 3,633,994 1.5% 4,

Population Projection (2040) 905,219 -4.1% 3,654,015 2.0% Is

Households 340,491 1,367,374

Average Household Size 2.7 2.5

Average Family Size 3.3 3.1

Median Age 38.7 39.1

Population Change In Past 3 Years

The table below shows population change between 2015 and 2018 for
Fairfield County and Connecticut, ordered by percent change.

Geography Population in 2015 Population in 2018 Change % Change

Fairfield County 948,053 943,823 -4,230 -0.4% 4,

Connecticut 3,590,886 3,572,665 -18,221 -0.5% .1,

CT Department of public Health, annual population estimates
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Population by Age

The chart below shows population breakdown by age. Each column
represents a ten-year interval and is labeled by percentage of population in
that age group.

At 26%, Fairfield County has the highest share of youth under the age of
20 among 2 selected geographies. At 23%, Connecticut has the highest
share of elderly population, or those aged 60 and over.

Hover over bars to see population counts for the age groups. Click
categories in the legend to remove them from the chart. Percentages may
add up to 99 or 101 due to rounding error.

Fairfield F:ountl

Population by Race

The chart below shows population breakdown by race and Hispanic
ethnicity. Races include counts and percentages for non-Hispanic population
of that race only. Hispanic population of all races is combined under Hispanic
category.

Hover over bars to see population counts for racial groups. Click categories
in the legend to remove them from the chart. Percentages may add up to 99
or 101 due to rounding error.

Fad-field Cour

Connecticut

19% 62%

68%

r ev b year .seats.ac-z-.y —able BC )3C32 tr via
irdancier, rune QUIP, ,ar anu iiNtr o, or
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Median Household Income

The bar chart shows median household income in Fairfield County and
Connecticut for renters, homeowners, and everyone. Median represents
the "middle" income if all households were to be arranged from lowest to
highest. In other words, half of households earn less than the median
amount, and half earn more.

Among all households in selected geographies, the highest median
household income of $92,969 is in Fairfield County, and the lowest income
of $76,106 is in Connecticut.

593k

2-1-1 Calls

The bar charts below show 2-1-1 calls related to shelters and housing in
Fairfield County and Connecticut.

Hover over bars to see numbers instead of percentages. Percentages may

add up to 99 or 101 due to rounding error.

Connecticut

54% 11%

54% 11%

Source. 2• 1 Counts Connecticut, httpsii,c1.211counts org'
Visualization c-eated be CTData Coll_diprative

About

The Partnership for Strong Communities's Housing Data Profiles are a free
resource to help Connecticut residents, developers, legislators, municipal
officials, and others make data-informed decisions. Profiles are available for
every town in the state, as well as each county, and the state as a whole.

MIMI Shelter,

MIN _ev, rA99

-torsi repair maintenance

IMO kern. assIslance

ertgage asqstan,oe

_audited tenant issues

Housing search 8 is-form 

Other housing & shelter
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Some of the nation's least affordable markets are also ground zero f
or the 'iciht against builcMg affordable housing -

which opponents say, among other things, depreciates nearby home values. Re
sistance to affordable housing

development has surfaced in tight housing markets across the country su
ch as San Francisco, New York, and Seattle.

Given low inventory and nigh prices in these tight markets, we set out to 
uncover how much homeowners really have to

fear.

We define low-income housing projects as those funded through the Low-Inco
me Housing Tax Credit (LIHTC) program

administered by the U.S, Department of Treasury. Data on these low-inc
ome housing projects are collected by the U.S

Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD). Using Trulia home value da
ta. we examined changes in nearby

home values before and after a low-income housing project is completed 
Based on the location of low-income housing

Idtpsd7www.trulia.corMresearchilow-income-housing/[2119/2019 10:07:15 AM]
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projects end completion dates,M we determined whether or not these projects impact home values We found:

• In the nation's 2i; leaot affo dabie markets, our analysis of 3,083 low-income housing projects from 1996 to 2006

found no significant effect on home values located near a low-income housing project, with a few exceptions.

• Among the cities where there was enough data to measure, Fail 3nee, was the most aggressive in adding

ow-Income housing units (7.81 per 1,000 people) during the decade. Meanwhile, Ltakland, (0 52 per 1,000

residents) added the fewest units per capita.

• Of the 20 markets examined. Den r.:r was the only metre area where homes located near low-income housing

projects registered a posftive effect in terms of price per square foot after a oroiect was completed.

• Boston and Cambridge, Mass , however, low-income housing projects had a negative effect on nearby homes

ir terms of price per square foot, suggesting a region-specific market effect for these two geographicaily adjacen

metros

,,Ale focused or the two petit), prior to the star- of the arousing bubole in 2003; in order to ensure that prices reflect

:7-insistent comparisons a•otiro the time a ,reject is comnieteci ond teed\ ;or uucupanoy.

[11 1-,:r_ uses the term .'laced r.,t.c. . e. rvice'' to oenotc wher ar eiigiole cseticid can move In wi.), purposes i:.)t

teport, we consider this he time at whiph the projecl is complete anc read'; for ; cr.ppancy.

Low-Income Housing Has No Effect
on Nearby Home Values
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Least Affordable Housing Markets and Low-Income Housing Projects

To test for spillover effects of low-income nousing, we tracked home values in terms of price pet square foot at twc

different distances from the iow-income housing project from 1996 to 2006 Fi-cr the neighborhood, we identified

properties within an inner ring of 2,000 feel of a given low-income housing project as close enough to he impacted by the

project. Properties located 2,001 to 4,000 feet from the low-income housing project were used as a comparison

group [1] The chart below illustrates how properties are placed into inner (light blue) and outer (green) rings around a

low-income housing project (orange).

[1] :sin c distance measures as a way to compare pote,ntial effects of housing projects on property values proximate a) a

project site to those in surrounding neighborhoods is common in the academic literature. See Ellen et al. r200Tys

analysis of the effect of subsidized housing projects in New York City on property values by comparing price changes of

properties within a 2,000 foot distance ring to those in similar surrounding neighborhoods. Eller. Ingrid Gould, Amy Ellen

Schwartz. loan Voicu and Michael H S ohiii. 2007. "Does Federally Subsidized Rental Housing Depress Neighborhood

Property Values?" Journal of Policy Analysis and Management Vol. 26, No 2, pp. 257-280

https://noyw.trulimcomiresearchilow-income-housing42/19/2019 10:07:15 AM]



There Doesn't Go the Neighborhood. ow-income Housing Has No Impact on Nearby o Values Trulia Research

• •0
•

J.SAN1.10Sgt,*
r!

• 

. ••s.
P •••• In_

• ,•

•

••

• Homes within 2,000 ft. of • Homes within 2,001-4,000 ft.

from low income housing projectslow income housing

•

•

• • 12p,!..;•,,
• 
!•:- 

:•;.
# ys 

• Low Income Housing Project

9trulia

If there was an effect from the placement of a iow- ncome housing project into a neighborhood, we would expect to see a

drop in prices in me inner ring (red line) compared to the outer ring (blue line) after the project is completec (year 
0) in

terms of median price per square foot, the inner and outer distance buffers track closely together as shown in the figore

below.

httpsilevov.trulia.couthesearchdo noodle-housing/pi 9/2019 10:07.15 AM 1
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There is no statisticall}, significant diffe'ence it puce per square fool when comparing properties near a low-income

housing project and those farther away when examining projects across al' 2C met us Likewise. at the metro iever
, the

maioriiy at mai kets yieid no significant difference in prices between the Ir'ner and ester ring after a project s completed

However a few housing markets rei,eaied significant differences 'n price per square foot nee- low-income housing

projects after they were placed ntc service

ai es?

Homes rear iow-income housing projects in both bost,-rtn aro Cam.t),idge sow a negative impeci on per square foot

property prices. ost-project prices near iow-income housing projects saw an estimated $r8 and $19 drop in prices per

square foot relative to the outer ring. Given that these estimated effect in mese two markets are geographically ad
jacent

to one another, this effect might be attributed to a region-specific market effects that reflect where low-income housing

projects were placed. Concentrating subsidized housing projects in particular areas such as Roxbury and Dorchester 
in

Boston, or Cambridgeport in Cambridge in a short time period, for example, might have the effect of crowding out 
other

development aotiviity.(1) The chart below shows that in neighborhoods like Roxbury. prices were indeed depressed

compared those of the greater Boston metro area.

[11 indeed, the concentration of affordable housing development in certain areas seems to have exacerbated an uneq
ual

geography of where low-income residents have settled in the Boston area according to a recent report by the Boston

Globe.

https:iiwww rrulia.comiresearch/Iow-income-housing/[2119/2019 10:07:15 AM]
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Low-Income Housing arty Bovt !-,leighb(. .,rnuods

to

—Boston MSA —Roxbury South Dorchester Kilatiapan

1996 '997 1998 1999 2090 1/.:10` .71,02 2002 20(14 2005

9trutia

iiKe Boston arid -;am - ridge, the effect ot iow-income housing Projects in he . er metro area were associateo with

a per square foci ii crease '1, property values for the neighoorhood versi.;s Ibe region -.ine possibility parts ct

doviirtow. Deitive arciui id where iow-incorne rousing projects were butt sat: a ieriaissance in the 990s driver by ihe

development of LoDo r, Lower Downtown Denver; anc the construction c‘f Cows Field Some of these neighborhoods 
it

downtown 1,envei are now the most soup' 'eai estate in the metro area indeed, as the char beiow oiustrates,

neignborn000s Such as (Antra! Business i, 'strict and Five PrIiints wnere low-income housinc protects were concentrated

aur study perioc outperformed greater Denver 10 lerms of come vaiiies per square fool.

"no an ver

littps://www.trulia.cornhesearchdow-income-hous 2/19/201910:07:15 AM]
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Again, these a..e exceptions tc the fin:ling that low-income nous,ng projects largely nave nu effect JP home va,,,,es. The

boor,- tine tor 'Yit'..48.'('S who fear t'lat prooerty values Nil! take a hit when a low-income houstog project iocares nearby is

that their anxiety is largely ,infoundeci - at least in cities where nousrig is either expensive or short supply

This post nes been corrected tc refect that is the j S Treasury Department that administers prograr,i An

earlier versior of this post said adrnin;stered the woman',

view

prujeC,'. 10r38l10,, unit count, and year placed •ato service data are accessed from 'ne jnited i.1,tates bepertrtent

co sing and _roe- Deveiopmenfs '.:113,abase. 'Nhtie L, 2, projects do not -,over the entire unive-se a' afforciabte

ho the,v constitute age majo-it:. bsirized rental housing development in toe natit.n -ne crreclse iocation

data if these itrojects also allows Its to estimate their potential spil,over effects 3, nea .ny oronerty vaLes

/sing The latitude and longitude of loose projects, we constructed two distance toc,fiers---c-e up to 2 000 feet from the

project, and another from 2,001 to 4,000 feet We then identified homes within these puffers and captured Trulia home

value data for each of these !tomes from 1996 to 2006 Trulia home value data is collected as an annual snapshot on

June 1St of each year, in order to avoid iarge shifts in prices from new construction, we only include homes with property

records for the entire time period under study. The analysis in this report uses home value per square foot in order to

control for changes for housing quaiity and mix as well as potential changes in value from renovations during the study

period

We use a basic differences-in-differences regression framework to estimate the difference in home values- V- the inner

ring compared to the outer ring after the LIHTC project is placed into service. Differences-in-differences otters a way to

identify the effect of a policy by examining relative changes in outcomes in treatment and control groups. In tills report,

the treatment group consists of those homes located in the inner ring, or nearby the LIHTC projects, and the control

hilps://www.trulia.comiresearchilow-income-housing2/19/20 19 10:07:15 AK
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group are those ir, the outer dog. The assumption is treat these homes: or average, only differ in terms if their relative

proximity lo the LI project Note that after plotting the median home value per square foot of the two distance rings

before and after the project, we felt confioenl home values between distance rings prior to the time projects were placed

into service shared common trends. Tile treatment occurs once !he project is put into place, so the differences-in-

differences reflects the difference between the treatment group anC control group proxy for the counterfactual; in the

posi-treatment period compared to the pre-treatment period

In order to control for idiosyncratic differences in home values within years and different metro areas, we include year

fixed effects (and metro fixed effects for regressions containing projects across all 20 metros). Additionally, we impiement

olvrster-irobust standard errors on individual lehlTc projects in order to correct for likely correlation of errors terms withih

the clusters. Our results yielded differences that were statistically significant ir, three metro at eas. In Boston ano

Cambridge, the estimated effect of living near Lir-ITC projects was -$18.05 and $19.05 per square foot In Boston the

e,fect was significant at the 99% confidence 'eve and in Cambridge: at the 95% confidence level. ir Denver the estimated

effect. wax $7.35 and significant at the 9E% confidence ievet

sc'to, Jenny IS defined as the beittx:irrit of a median !iousiehttitt's the' irare tha would - tee:Jet:I to afford a

-riortgage payment or. roe median listing price of a ix:me in mat rnarinet. nedian .fisting p ices .ofievit

data ̀ nom 2018. "'podia:ion ngures this repo''' come 'roe- the Aral :.enses
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Affordable Rental Housing
Does Not Reduce Property Values:

Evidence from the Twin Cities

Some neighbors of proposed affordable housing developments express apprehen
sion

that the new buildings will lower nearby home values. Concern about property values
 is

understandable; after all, a borne is the single largest investment that most families 
will

ever make.

However. the facts about the actual effect of affordable housing on neighboring home

values tell a different story. A recent study found little to no evidence to support
 the claim

that affordable housing developments stimulated a decline in their surrounding h
ousing

markets; in fact, each of the areas analyzed displayed stronger market performance after

affordable housing was built.

The Family Housing Fund commissioned Maxfield Research, a private real estate
 research

firm, to update their original study (published in 2000) of home sales in neighborhood
s

surrounding affordable rental housing developments with data from developmen
ts built

between 2002-2008 Research for the updated report was conducted in four coun
ties,

within eight suburban communities. Dakota County (Inver Grove Heights, Lakevil
le,

and Rosemount), Hennepin County (Bloomington and Minnetonka), Scott County

(Prior Lake), and Washington County (Oakdale and Woodbury).

The affordable rental housing developments studied are typical of those being bui
lt

throughout the Twin Cities metropolitan area today, all utilizing Low Income Housin
g

Tax Credits to finance construction. The developments provide apartments and town-

homes with affordable rents for families earning less than $50,000 per year (less than

60 percent of the area median income).
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The decrease in price per finished square foot in the two years prior to construction was clue largely to the

housing market crash that was occurring around the same time. Additionally, tw
o of the areas studied had a large

number of newer homes; new homes experienced a greater decline in value during the
 crash than existing stock,

further depressing the group average.

LPDATED 2014

Market Performance Remains Strong

In the updated report, Maxfield Research

compared home sales prices in the neigh-

borhoods surrounding affordable housing

for the three years before and after con-

struction, compared those sales to similar

neighborhoods without affordable housing,

and compared the data to the broader

Twin Cities market. They concluded:

. Prices Gained by Home Sellers: Sellers

increased the average price they received

per square foot of finished space by nearly

five percent annually after affordable

housing was constructed. Additionally,

the average sales price for the entire

property increased more than two percent

in the post-construction period.

. Demand for Prices by Boyers: While the

average percentage of the list price that

sellers received fluctuated over the six

years, it was highest in the third year after

construction (99.4 percent). This indicates

there was little to no discounting by the

buyer as a result of the presence of nearby

affordable housing.

. Speed of Home Sales: The number of

days homes stayed on the market was

essentially stable after the affordable

rental housing was built, indicating that

developments did not make it more

difficult for owners to sell their homes.

. Market Performance: Market perfor-

mance of homes located near affordable

housing (based on the three previously

listed indicators) was as strong or stronger

than those located farther from rental

housing in 95 percent of the cases.



In short, Maxfield Research found little to no evidence to suggest tha
t

the construction of affordable rental housing hurt the performanc
e of

home sales. In the areas studied, home sales displayed similar or s
tronger

performance in the period after affordable rental housing was bui
lt

compared to a control group.

The study examined home sales during an unstable period in the housing market.
 In the

Twin Cities, housing prices began deflating in 2006, and market activity did not r
enew

until 2011. Because of this volatility, Maxfield Research compared the sales prices
 in the

neighborhoods with affordable rental housing to the larger Twin Cities market. Th
e study

found that the neighborhoods studied performed similarly or better than the Twi
n Cities

metropolitan area as a whole. Prior to the construction of affordable housing, the

neighborhoods analyzed were growing 0.35 percentage points above the overall T
win

Cities market. Post-construction, the growth of home sales prices in these neighbor
hoods

was nearly five and a half percentage points higher than the Twin Cities market. I
n

addition to providing evidence that affordable rental housing does not lower prop
erty

values, this also indicates that the suburban neighborhoods studied were areas of 
higher

price appreciation.

This new study supports the conclusion reached by Ed Goetz, et al. (University of

Minnesota, Center for Urban and Regional Affairs, 1996) about the Twin Cities and

Ingrid Ellen and loan Voicu (New York University, 2006) about New York City t
hat

affordable housing managed by nonprofit organizations has a positive impact
 on

property values. Additionally, studies have found that access to affordable housing has

a positive impact on education, health, and wealth/earnings outcomes for families
.

Whether in the Twin Cities or elsewhere in the country, the evidence is overwhelmin
g:

providing quality housing that lower-income families can afford poses no threat to

area property values.

Prairie Crossings, Lakeville, Minnesota, was one of the affordable housing developments stud
ied.

(Photo courtesy of Dakota County Community Development Agency)

The full study, An Updated Analysis

of the Relationship Between Affordable

Family Rental Housing and Home

Values in the Twin Cities, can be

ordered free of charge from the

Family Housing Fund, or viewed and

downloaded at www.fhfundorg/reports.

This publication is part of a Public

Education Initiative on affordable

housing sponsored by the Family

Housing Fund. The Family Housing

Fund is a private, nonprofit

organization created in 1980 to help

bridge the gap between the housing that

people need and the housing they can

afford. Its mission is to provide safe,

affordable, sustainable homes to all

families in the Twin Cities metropolitan

area through ongoing partnerships with

the public and private sector.

For more information about the Family

Housing Fund and/or to view other

publications available in this series,

please visit wwrifhfund.org.

FAMILY
HOUSING
FUND

801 Nicollet Mall
Suite 1825
Minneapolis, MN 55402
Ph (612) 3'75-9644

Fax (612) 175-964R

www.ihfund.org
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Busted: Seven Myths About Affordable Housing

Posted by Twin Cities Habitat for Humanity on 8:00 AM on February 18, 2020

The need for affordable housing is a fact of life in most communities across the country,

yet myths, fear, prejudice, and misunderstanding often overshadow the debate.

To give a little perspective to the debate, here are seven affordable housing myths and

realities.

MYTH #1: Affordable housing drives down property values.



REALITY: Repeated research shows affordable housing has no negative impact on home

prices or on the speed or frequency of sale of neighboring homes. According to the

National Low Income Housing  Coalition, 85% of affordable housing meets or exceeds

federal quality standards and over 40% of this housing is considered "excellent." That

means affordable housing is likely either on-par with its surrounding neighborhood or in

even better condition than its neighbors!

MYTH #2: Affordable housing looks "cheap and undesirable."

REALITY: Builders of affordable housing must comply with all the same restrictions on

design and construction standards as market-rate projects. Furthermore, because

affordable housing projects frequently rely on some public money, they have to comply

with additional restrictions and higher standards than market-rate housing.

The reality is that affordable housing is affordable because public and private funds go

into making it less costly to live in, not because it's lower quality construction.

Take a look at our current available  properties. 

MYTH #3: Affordable housing hurts the quality of local
schools and lowers standardized test scores.

REALITY: The opposite is actually true. Without affordable housing, many families become

trapped in a cycle of rising rents and have to move frequently to find living space they can

afford. That means their children are not able to stay in the same school for long, resulting

in lower test scores on standardized tests.

When a child has a stable home and can remain in a single school system, their test

scores rise. It also means children are able to build long-term relationships with peers,

teachers, and mentors that are key to increasing performance in elementary and

secondary schools. Finally, it increases the likelihood that children will be able to attend

college. When housing  disruptions are minimized,  everybody wins. 

MYTH #4: Affordable housing is a burden on taxpayers and
municipalities.

REALITY: Affordable housing actually enhances local tax revenues. By improving or

replacing substandard housing, affordable housing becomes a net plus on the tax rolls.

Instead of low or no payment of taxes by distressed properties, affordable housing

owners actively contribute to the local economy in the taxes they pay, the money they

spend in local businesses, and in how they increase property values and revenue in a

neighborhood. In fact, in 2019, Twin Cities Habitat for Humanity homeowners contributed

nearly $2.7 million in property taxes alone.



MYTH #5: Affordable housing brings increased crime.

REALITY: There are no studies that show affordable housing brings crime to
neighborhoods. In fact, families who own their own homes add stability to a neighborhood
and lower the crime rate. Homeownership increases neighborhood cohesion and
encourages cooperation in ridding communities of criminal activity. Families who live in
affordable housing seek the same thing every family does - a safe place to raise children
and the opportunity to enhance the value of what they own.

MYTH #6: Affordable housing is just another government
hand-out.

REALITY: It isn't the poor who benefit the most from federal housing subsidies, it's the
wealthy homeowner. Homeowners receive tax deductions for mortgage interests and a
similar write-off for property taxes paid. According to the Department of Housing and
Urban Development, in 2003 these subsidies cost the federal government $87.8 billion,
while building and subsidizing affordable housing cost only $41.5 billion.

When you factor in improvements in property values, increases in taxes paid by stable
employment, and enhanced revenues from a better-educated populace, affordable
housing provides a net gain to governments at every level.

MYTH #7: Affordable housing only benefits the very poor,
everyone else pays.

REALITY: Some of the people impacted by a lack of affordable housing include employers,
seniors, low-income people, immigrants, low-wage or entry-level workers, firefighters,
police officers, military personnel, and teachers. The lack of affordable housing means tax
revenues are not in place to improve roads, schools, or air quality. It means businesses
struggle to retain qualified workers, and lowers the amount of money available to spend in
those businesses. Affordable housing isn't about doing something to help the poor, it's
about improving business and raising the standards of working- and middle-class families,
and the nation at large.

Here at Twin Cities Habitat for Humanity, our mission is to eliminate poverty housing from
the Twin Cities and to make decent, affordable shelter for all people a matter of
conscience. Despite the affordable housing myths, the truth is that helping people own
their own home helps the community as a whole.

To learn more, read the "Myths and Stereotypes About Affordab_le Housing" report from
Business and Professional People for the Public Interest.
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Stable, affordable housing provides benefits to both people with low incomes and local

economies overall. For individuals, it reduces homelessness, lifts people out of poverty,

and improves health outcomes (Lubell, Crain, and Cohen 2007). It also improves youth

educational outcomes and long-term earnings and reduces the likelihood of later adult

incarceration (Andersson et al. 2016; Fischer 2015; Cunningham and McDonald 2012).

Affordable housing can help maintain health, daily functioning, quality of life, and

maximum independence for adults as they age (Spillman 2012). And it supports

employment growth and stability, because low-wage workers are less willing to travel

long distances for minimum wage jobs (Altali 2017; Chakrabarti 2014).

Despite these benefits, property owners who live near proposed affordable housing developments

often oppose such projects, citing fear that the developments will cause their property values to declin
e

(Scally 2014). However, empirical research provides little evidence that subsidized housing depre
sses

neighborhood property values (Ellen et al, 2007; Galster 2002; Center for Housing Policy 2009).

Projects financed through the Low-Income Housing Tax Credit (LI HTC), the largest affordable hou
sing

financing program in the United States, have been associated with an immediate positive increase
 of 3.8

Data provided by Zillow through the Zillow Transaction and Assessment Dataset (ZTRAX). More information o
n

accessing the data can be found at http://www.zillow.com/ztrax. The results and opinions in this 
brief are those of

the authors and do not reflect the position of Zillow Group.

Dr. Christina Stacy is a voluntary member of the Alexandria Housing Development Corporati
on, an affordable

housing nonprofit developer in Alexandria, Virginia.



percentage points in nearby property values (Ellen et al. 2007). Another study found that LI HTC

properties, on average, revitalize low-income neighborhoods, increasing house prices by 6.5 percent,

lowering crime rates, and attracting racially and income-diverse populations (Diamond and McQuade

2016). However, some studies have found that LI HTC developments in higher-income areas are

associated with house price declines (Diamond and McQuade 2016; Woo, Joh, and Van Zandt 2016).

Other types of affordable developments, such as those funded by new markets tax credits, have not

been found to depress property values and can increase property values under certain conditions

(Theodos et al. 2021).

It is unclear what conditions and which types of affordable housing developments affect property

values differentially, and many local governments require their own analyses to help inform community

debates. To add to this knowledge base, we use Zillow's assessor and real estate database to estimate

the relationship between affordable housing developments in Alexandria, Virginia, and sales prices of

nearby single-family homes, duplexes, cooperatives, and residential condominiums between 2000 and

2020 (Zillow 2021). We use a repeat sales model that estimates the change in sales prices before and

after an affordable housing development is built near a home. The model compares those changes with

changes in the sales prices of other residential units in Alexandria, thus isolating the relationship

between the development and changes in property values.

We find that affordable units in the city of Alexandria are associated with a small but statistically

significant increase in property values of 0.09 percent within 1/16 of a mile of a development, on

average—a distance comparable to a typical urban block. These results are robust to other radii and

comparison groups, such as comparing homes within a block with homes within a few blocks or

comparing homes within a block with homes between half a mile and one mile away. When we remove

set-asides—defined as affordable housing units within market-rate developments—the coefficient

increases to 0.11 percent, confirming that set-asides are not driving these results. And when we split the

effects by the baseline income of neighborhoods to see whether affordable housing construction in

lower-income neighborhoods is driving the results, we find the opposite of prior research: in Alexandria,

affordable housing in higher-income neighborhoods has a positive and highly significant effect on

surrounding home values, as does affordable housing in lower-income neighborhoods. This calls into

question prior findings that affordable housing in high-income areas necessarily causes nearby proper
ty

values to decline.

The positive relationship between affordable units and nearby home sales in Alexandria may reflect

strong local oversight and the close relationship between the city and affordable housing developers.

Various municipal measures help ensure that new or preserved developments fulfill strict requiremen
ts

for design, development, maintenance, and operation. Other cities have shared that they are unhappy

with affordable housing in their jurisdictions, which they believe is because they have little local

oversight over the developments.1 Alexandria's close partnerships with affordable housing deve
lopers

and oversight of affordable housing may explain the positive effects found here.

These findings show that multifamily affordable housing developments in Alexandria do not 
cause a

decline in nearby property values, as some fear, but are actually associated with a small but stati
stically
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Y VALUES



significant increase in nearby values. This should ease residents' concerns about their impact on

neighborhoods and bolster support for increased development.

Background
Alexandria, Virginia, a suburb of Washington, DC, had an estimated population of 159,200 in 2020. The

city lost 78 percent of its market-rate affordable units—defined as nonsubsidized rental units affordable

to households earning 60 percent of the area median income (AMI)—between 2000 and 2020.22019

estimates generated by the Urban Institute predict that the city will need an additional 13,600 housing

units to accommodate household growth from 2015 to 2030 (Turner et al. 2019), and most of those

units need to be affordable to middle- and low-income households.

However, producing and preserving affordable units can be a challenge as some residents oppose

their development on the grounds that it will depress their property values.3 To explore whether this is

true, we estimate the relationship between the development of 40 multifamily affordable housing

developments that began providing subsidized rental units between 2000 and 2020 and nearby

property values.

The developments included in our analysis are shown in figure 1 and table 1. This list includes 6

public housing developments, 18 market-rate developments that include affordable set-asides, and 16

developments that were built or preserved by affordable housing developers and include all affor
dable

units. Some of the developments were new construction; others were converted to affordable housing

or preserved through redevelopment in partnership with a market-rate developer.

Affordability levels in the developments range from units affordable to families whose incomes are

between 0 and 30 percent of AMI to those affordable to families with incomes between 60 and 80

percent of AMI. The number of affordable units in each development ranges from 2 to 244 and acc
ounts

for 1 to 100 percent of the total units in the development. To account for this range, our model us
es the

number of affordable units as the treatment variable, rather than the number of developments.

ASSESSING THE IMPACT OF AFFORDABLE HOUSING ON NEARBY P
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FIGURE 1

Multifamily Affordable Housing Developments in Alexandria, Virginia, between 2000 and 2020,

Overlaid with Average Home Sale Price in 2000

Average home sale price in 2000

$114,000 to $208,000

I
$208,000 to $305,000
$305,000 to $374,000
$374,000 to $440,000
$440,000 to $706,000
No owner-occupied sales

Affordable housing developments

Source: Authors' calculations from city of Alexandria administrative data and Zillow ZTRAX home sales
 data (Zillow 2021). Home

sale price is inflation-adjusted to 2020 dollars.
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TABLE 2

Descriptive Statistics of Census Tracts with and without Affordable Units in Alexandria, Virginia

Never had
affordable housing

units between
2000 and 2020

Population 2,978
Median household income $86,360

Unemployment 2.70%

Percentage in poverty 7.22%

Share of people of color 44.93%

Had affordable
Had affordable Had affordable units that were
housing units set-aside units not set-asides
between 2000 between 2000 between 2000

and 2020 and 2020 and 2020

4,408 3,078 4,705
$69,783 $56,662 $72,718
3.43% 3.81% 3.34%

11.15% 10.01% 11.41%
53.63% 52.10% 53.86%

Sources: Authors' calculations from city of Alexandria administrative data and the 2000 Census.

Notes: Numbers reflect weighted averages, weighted by the total number of affordable units in the census tract between 2000

and 2020.

Methods

Our primary analysis uses an analytic sample that includes properties that were sold more than once

between 2000 and 2020 within the city of Alexandria and properties that were sold more than once

outside of the city that were also within 1 mile of an affordable housing development in our sample (i.e.,

properties just outside the city's borders located near affordable housing developments). We drop sales

that were greater than $10 million since they appear to be data errors rather than true sales.

The main model estimates the linear relationship between the natural log of sales prices within 1/16

of a mile of each affordable housing development, before and after the year the assistance began—

compared with all other properties in the city that sold more than once—while controlling for housing

characteristics by incorporating a fixed effect, or dummy variable, for each property. This "repeat sales"

model strives to eliminate omitted variable bias by examining multiple sales of the same properties over

time. This controls for attributes about each property that do not change over time. We also control for

changes in the housing market at the city level to account for overall trends in the housing market.

The treatment variable in the regression is the number of affordable units in each development.

This allows us to weight the development by size (or number of affordable units) and allows

developments with more affordable units to count for more than ones with a small number of affordable

units.

To examine the spatial impacts, we also estimate mutually exclusive treatment effects for each

1/16-mile ring around a project, up to 1 mile. This analysis allows us to observe the geographic

relationship between affordable housing and nearby property values over space. If a property is within

1 mile of more than one development, our model counts the affordable units in both of those

developments in the treatment variable.
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Finally, we conduct a series of checks to ensure that our results are robust to alternative treatment

and control radii. This includes increasing the size of each treatment variable and including a

development window control two years before and after the development opened to account for

anticipatory effects and to give residents time to move in.

Data

We use two main sources of data for this analysis: administrative data from the city of Alexandria about

multifamily affordable housing developments that began assistance between 2000 and 2020 and sales

data from the Zillow Transaction and Assessment Dataset (ZTRAX) (Zillow 2021). These data are

available from 2000 to 2020 and contain multiple characteristics related to sales and building parcels,

including the number of units, year the building was built, size of the parcel, sale amount, and sale type.

Results

We find that affordable housing units in Alexandria are associated with an increase in property values of

0.09 percent within 1/16 of a mile of a development, on average (table 3). This effect is statistically

significant at the 1 percent level, roughly meaning that there is a 99 percent chance of a positive value.

TABLE 3

The Relationship between Affordable Housing and Property Values

Average treatment effects for affordable housing on property values within 1/16 of a mile of a development

In sales price
Affordable housing units 0.09%***

(0.03%)

Number of observations 57,998

Adjusted R-squared 0.46

Source: Authors' calculations from ZTRAX (Zillow 2021) and city of Alexandria administrative data.

Notes: Impact estimates show the effect of affordable housing units and developments on nearby property values. We estimate

changes in sales prices using a repeat sales model over all property sales within 1 mile of an affordable housing development.

Dollars are adjusted to inflation for 2021. Standard errors (listed in parentheses) are heteroskedastic robust and are clustered at

the property level. All regressions include property and quarter fixed effects.

*** p < 0.01; ** p < 0.05; * p < 0.10

Over space, affordable housing units are associated with a positive and statistically significant

effect on properties within 1/16 of a mile of a unit but have no effect on properties between 1/16 of a

mile and 3/16 of a mile (figure 2). Affordable housing units are associated with an increase in property

values for each 1/16-mile ring after that, but at a much lower level, suggesting that those coefficients

reflect the placement of the units in growing neighborhoods rather than representing the true impact of

an affordable unit.
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FIGURE 2

The Relationship between Affordable Housing Units and Property Values over Space

Distance to affordable housing development

Up to 1/16 of a mile

1/16 to 2/16 of a mile

2/18 to 3/16 of a mile

3/16 to 4/16 of a mile

4/16 to 5/16 of a mile

5/16 to 6/16 of a mile

6/16 to 7/16 of a mile

7/18 to 8/16 of a mile
Not significant

• Significant

8/16 to 9/16 of a mile •

9/16 to 10/16 of a mile
95 percent confidence interval

10/16 to 11/16 of a mile

11/16 to 12/16 of a mile

12/16 to 13/16 of a mile

13/16 to 14/16 of a mile

14/16 10 15/16 of a mile •

0.00% 0.05% 0.10%

Change in logged home sales price

Source: Authors' calculations from ZTRAX (Zillow 2021) and city of Alexandria administrative data.

Notes: Impact estimates show the effect of affordable housing units and developments on nearby property values. We estimate

changes in sales prices using a repeat sales model over all property sales within 1 mile of an affordable housing development.

Dollars are adjusted to inflation for 2021. Confidence intervals at the 95 percent level (shown as lines) are heteroskedastic robust

and are clustered at the property level. All regressions include property and quarter fixed effects. Coefficients shown in red are

statistically significant at the 5 percent level, and coefficients shown in blue are not significant.

Removing Set-Asides

Because affordable units in set-asides often account for a small portion of the overall number of units,

the market-rate units in set-aside buildings may bias our results. To ensure that this is not the case, we

re-run our analysis removing set-asides.

We find that the relationship between affordable units and nearby properties after removing set-

asides is even larger than it is when we include them (table 4). Affordable units that are not set-asides

are associated with an increase in property values of 0.11 percent within 1/16 of a mile of a

development, on average. Again, this may be due to the close relationship between the city and

affordable housing developers in Alexandria, which ensures that affordable housing developments

excluding set-asides are amenities rather than disamenities to the neighborhood.
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TABLE 4

The Relationship between Affordable Housing and Property Values, Removing Set-Asides

Average treatment effects for affordable housing on property values within 1/16 of a mile of a development

In sales price

Affordable housing units that 0.11%***

were not set-asides (0.03%)

Number of observations 57,998

Adjusted R-squared 0.460

Source: Authors' calculations from ZTRAX (Zillow 2021) and city of Alexandria administrative data.

Notes: Impact estimates show the effect of affordable housing units and developments on nearby property values. We estimate

changes in sales prices using a repeat sales model over all property sales within 1 mile of an affordable housing development.

Dollars are adjusted to inflation for 2021. Standard errors (listed in parentheses) are heteroskedastic robust and are clustered at

the property level. All regressions include property and quarter fixed effects. ***p<0.01; **p<0.05;* p<0.10.

Variation by Census Tract Income Level

Previous literature has found that affordable housing in higher-income neighborhoods has a different

effect on nearby property values than does affordable housing in low-income neighborhoods. To see

whether this is true in Alexandria, we re-run our analysis with the treatment variable split by whether

the affordable housing units were in census tracts that had household median incomes above or below

the median income in Alexandria, as determined by the 2000 Census (table 5).

We find that affordable housing units in above-median-income census tracts are associated with a

0.06 percent increase in property values, and affordable housing units in below-median-income tracts

are associated with a 0.17 percent increase in nearby property values. This is counter to prior findings in

the literature that show that affordable housing in high-income neighborhoods reduces nearby

property values. In Alexandria, affordable housing units in both higher-income and lower-income

neighborhoods are associated with statistically significant increases in nearby property values.

TABLE 5

The Relationship between Affordable Housing and Property Values, Split by Household Median

Income in Census Tract of Affordable Housing Development

In sales price

Affordable housing units in census tracts with 0.17%*

household median incomes below the median (0.101%)

Affordable housing units in census tracts with 0.06%***

household median incomes above the median (0.03%)

Number of observations 57,998

Adjusted R-squared 0.460

Source: Author calculations from ZTRAX (Zillow 2021), city of Alexandria administrative data, and the 2000 Census.
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Other Robustness Checks

We run a number of additional regressions to ensure that our results are robust to various

specifications and models. This includes using alternative treatment radii and alternative comparison

group radii, as well as including a five-year development window for each opening date.

Specifically, we estimate the relationship between affordable housing developments and property

values located within 1/16 of a mile of the development—our preferred specification, since effects are

likely very localized—but also within 1/8 of a mile, 1/4 of a mile, and 1/2 of a mile. We also estimate the

relationship between properties within 1/8 of a mile, controlling for those between 1/8 of a mile and 1/2

of a mile, in case there are spillover or displacement effects within that distance. In other words, we

compare changes in property values within 1/8 of a mile with changes in property values farther than

1/2 a mile from the development.

Table 6 shows the results of these robustness checks. The findings are consistent throughout and

follow theory (i.e., they are positive and significant and generally decline with distance), showing that

our results are robust to these alternative specifications.

TABLE 6

Robustness Check Results for Varying Distances

In sales price, by varying distances from an affordable housing development

1/16 of a
mile (main
model)

1/8 of a
mile

1/4 of a
mile

1/2 of a
mile

1/8 of a mile,
controlling for 1/8
to 1/2 of a mile

Affordable housing units 0.09%*** 0.03%** 0.01%** 0.03%*** 0.02%*

(0.03%) (0.01%) (0.007%) (0.004%) (0.01%)

Observations 57,998 57,998 57,998 57,998 57,998

R-squared 0.460 0.460 0.460 0.461 0.461

Source: Authors' calculations from ZTRAX (Zillow 2021) and city of Alexandria administrative data.

Notes: Impact estimates show the effect of affordable housing units and developments on nearby property values. We estimate

changes in sales prices using a repeat sales model over all property sales within 1 mile of an affordable housing development.

Dollars are adjusted to inflation for 2021. Standard errors (listed in parentheses) are heteroskedastic robust and are clustered at

the property level. All regressions include property and quarter fixed effects.***p<0.01;**p<0.05;* p<0.10.

We also undertake robustness checks where we control for a five-year window around the opening

of the affordable housing development to account for anticipatory effects and any construction effects

that are likely to have a short-term impact on nearby properties (table 7). These results are again

consistent and actually larger than our main results, suggesting that controlling for this predevelopment

window and move-in period correlates affordable housing developments with even larger increases in

nearby property values.
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TABLE 7

Robustness Check Results, Varying Distances and Controlling for a Five-Year Development Window

In sales price, by varying distances from an affordable housing development

1/16 of a
mile (main
model)

1/8 of a
mile

1/4 of a
mile

1/2 of a
mile

1/8 of a mile,
controlling for 1/8
to 1/2 of a mile

Effects controlling for five-year
development window

0.16%*** 0.03%* 0.02% 0.04%*** 0.03%

(0.044%) (0.018%) (0.010%) (0.005%) (0.018%)

Five-year development window 0.20%*** -0.01% -0.01% 0.003% -0.01%

(0.047%) (0.009%) (0.005%) (0.003%) (.009%)

Observations 57,998 57,998 57,998 57,998 57,998

R-squared 0.460 0.460 0.460 0.461 0.461

Source: Authors' calculations from ZTRAX (Zillow 2021) and city of Alexandria administrative data.

Notes: Impact estimates show the effect of affordable housing units and developments on nearby property values. We estimate

changes in sales prices using a repeat sales model over all property sales within 1 mile of an affordable housing development.

Dollars are adjusted to inflation for 2021. Standard errors (listed in parentheses) are heteroskedastic robust and are clustered at

the property level. All regressions include property and quarter fixed effects.***p<0.01;**p<0.05;* p<0.10.

Conclusion
Although the impact of affordable housing on nearby property values is not the primary reason to build

affordable housing, individuals often cite it as a reason to oppose such developments. This analysis adds

to the current research on the topic, showing that affordable housing developments in the city of

Alexandria, Virginia, not only do not reduce property values but also are associated with a small but

statistically significant increase in values.

Alexandria's positive results overall could reflect a combination of strict requirements for design,

development, maintenance, and operation of affordable housing, as well as a cadre of sophisticated local

and regional developers including nonprofit housing developers working in the city's real estate market.

They could also reflect ongoing oversight from local, state, federal, and private lenders and investors, as

well as the city's commitment to diversity and inclusion, which helps incorporate new and preserved

affordable housing developments into the fabric of Alexandria neighborhoods.

Given the known benefits of affordable housing on housing stability, access to opportunity, the

economy as a whole, and the overall health of households with low incomes, these results support the

development of additional affordable housing in the city of Alexandria.
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Appendix A. Supplemental Tables and Figures

TABLE A,1

Number of Property Sales by Distance from an Affordable Housing Development

2000-2020

Distance to affordable

housing development Number of sales

0 to 1/16 of a mile 1,832

1/16 to 2/16 of a mile 7,513

2/16 to 3/16 of a mile 11,517

3/16 to 4/16 of a mile 14,637

4/16 to 5/16 of a mile 18,009

5/16 to 6/16 of a mile 20,370

6/16 to 7/16 of a mile 24,334

7/16 to 8/16 of a mile 25,100

8/16 to 9/16 of a mile 24,867

9/16 to 10/16 of a mile 29,251

10/16 to 11/16 of a mile 27,322

11/16 to 12/16 of a mile 28,173

12/16 to 13/16 of a mile 33,656

13/16 to 14/16 of a mile 34,964

14/16 to 15/16 of a mile 34,632

15/16 to 1 mile 36,050

Source: Authors' calculations from ZTRAX (Zillow 2021) and city of Alexandria administrative data. Sales above $10 million a
re

excluded from this analysis.

Notes: The number of sales includes homes located between the distances shown in the first column, not for all sales between the

affordable housing development and the larger distance.
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TABLE A.2

Descriptive Statistics of Property Sales by Distance

2000 and 2020

Minimum Mean Median Maximum Count

Within 1 mile, 2000 $2,040 $337,126 $297,320 $4,784,986 2,944

Within 1 mile, 2020 $1,268 $605,314 $527,043 $5,035,610 4,525

Within 1/16 of a mile, 2000 $70,598 $276,443 $289,139 $502,031 45

Within 1/16 of a mile, 2020 $59,071 $672,892 $641,845 $3,913,686 68

Source: Authors' calculations from ZTRAX (Zillow 2021) and city of Alexandria administrative data. Sales above $10 million are

excluded from this analysis.
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Notes
1 Urban Institute presentation with a city council from a midsized Southern city.

2 Office of Housing, City of Alexandria.

3 Authors' discussion with local leaders and developers.
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Errata
This brief was updated on April 22, 2022, to acknowledge data sourcing from Zillow.
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Only larger homes br ing many school-age children►
Rutgers University's Center for Urban Policy Research analysis (June 2006) of Connecticut's number of
school age children living in various housing types indicate the following averages:
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Report by the CT State Data Center (June 2008) projected significant declines in CT school enrollment:

From their peak in 2004-05, school enrollments are expected to drop by 17% by 2020. Even if new housing brings additional
school children, it is likely that classroom vacancies will be able to absorb them without additional costs,

Most school budget increases are not related to enrollment, or to the number of
children in housing
Findings of a University of Massachusetts Donohue Institute study (May 2007) on school costmpact of
mixed-income housing:

Studying seven Massachusetts communities with mixed-income housing between 1994 and 2004, they found teaching staff
levels and overall expenditures increased independently of changes in enrollment,

During that time period, school enrollments statewide were essentially flat, while employment of full time equivalent (FIE)
teaching staff increased by eight percent, and total school expenditures grew by 28.6 percent.

Some school districts studied had costs rise significantly even while their enrollment declined, There are clear fiscal pressures

on municipalities due to educational costs, but there is no evidence that student enrollment growth is the cause of the
budgetary problems.
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THE WANING INFLUENCE OF
HOUSING PRODUCTION ON PUBLIC SCHOOL
ENROLLMENT IN MASSACHUSETTS

One of the most widespread worries about new housing development, especially in suburban communities, is

that it will drive up school enrollment. Many local officials and residents assume that new housing, and

especially new multifamily housing, will attract families - families with children who will inevitably increase

enrollment in the local public schools - creating additional education costs outweighing any new revenue the

housing generates.

These apprenensions are rooted in the demographic and development patterns of the late 20th century, when

Baby Boomers were in their prime child-rearing years. -heir residential choices caused noosing stock,

enrollment, and school expenditures to grow quickly in many suburbs. Many communities even considered

limiting housing development in hopes of curbing school budget increases and the need for more tax revenue.

Over the past 15 years, however, multiple studies' have examined the enrollment and fiscal impacts of

individual housing devciopments and found that concerns about those impacts are commonly overstated. To

compiement this work, MAPC examined housing permit and enrollment trends across 234 pubilc school

districts over the oast 6 years, from 2010 to 2016: inclusive.'

We find that the conventional wisdom that links housing production with inevitable enrollment growth no

longer holds true. At the district level, we observe no meaningful correlation between housing production rates

and enrolment growth over a six-year period. While it is true tnat schoolchildren occupying new lousing units

may cause a marginal change in enrollment, they are one small factor among many In cities and town with the

most rapid housing production, enrollment barely budged; and most districts with the largest student increas-

es saw very little housing unit change. The rate of housing unit growth is not a usetui predictor of overrci en-

rollment change, nor is rapid housing development a precond.tion to sudden enrollment increases. It appears

that broad demographic trends. parental ;preferences, and housing availability now play a much larger role

in enrollment growth and decline. Our findings raise important issues related to capital planning, education

finance, and housing incentive programs.

STATEWIDE ENROLLMENT IS ON A
STEADY DECLINE
Over the past 15 years, tne patterns of housing growth

and en-n .ment have changed substantially. Tne state's

public scnooi enrol [-rent ;including iocai and regiona,

districts, as wel as charter schools; peaked in 2002 and

has beer declining ever since, now standing at about

3% lower man 14 years ago. The enrollment deciine in

"conventional" districts (-nun opal arid regiona districts)

has been somewnat faster, acce:erated by a growing

enrol-Tent in charters (which now educate 4.5% of the

state's Pupils, compared to 3.0%'n 2011), but at the

statewide level, growing charter enrol merit explains

01 I y about vi le-li i.1 )e in loLd i di in legion?).

districts. None of the decline in statewide public school

enrollment can be attributed to a net shift to Private

schoois, which saw a 20% decline in enrollment over the

same period. This decline in the number of school-age

children is an expected result of sweeping demographic

changes affecting the region. The Baby Boomers are

now aging out of their prime chlid-bearing years, and

younger generations are having fewer children, later

FIGURE 1: PUBLIC SCHOOL ENROLLMENT IN

MASSACHUSETTS, 2000-101E.
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in life. As a result of these persistent demographic trends,
MAPC projects that the number of school-age children (ages

5-19) in Metro Boston wi I decline by 8% from 2010 to 2040,

even as the total population grows by 13%, according to
MAPC's population projections. In other words, the "new

normal" for statewide school enrolment is likely one of
long-term enrollment contraction as a result of sow growth

and demographic factors.

tious4n8 the Commonweoith's School-age Children me I Tip.,cations of mult,-Eamil, Housing De,eloprrent for Mun._ pa arr.! scnoo; E xpe loko, es, 2003. Comrriu^ Oppor.
tunities Group. inc. & Connery Associa',es. Cri zeal Planning ano Housing Association 0-84)5 :Awn: riapasaisiirs,flefaultuler s.L111.20139.illElusingSrtmolngeChiliten
z1,0, and ne Cos0 4 rd fray l 3eq.f.14.5 fs,e,,, Hazing Oevelopmeat rr Mfrs:acf,:2;err, 4oci C;ocrtftricin fps*, Of7C1 la.cart Norl,np .1.40r,--,

till ipubliCp0bers_em81..0, pm, warforgensiuphionsr,):Laa,„:1,,,po,00aniscirepraNtightiliecostsa8Delio,YhtewH0 I trig
i:eitelOPMeMrdh

Sciod yea's are -eferercer by tbesfart.ng year cl • 're scio0 yea, span



THE WANING INFLUENCE OF
HOUSING PRODUCTION ON PUBLIC SCHOOL
ENROLLMENT IN MASSACHUSETTS

URBAN DISTRICTS GROWING WHILE SUBURBS ARE CONTRACTING

Figure 2 is a map of enrollment change by schoo' district

From this map its ciear that enrolment deci ned across

vast swaths of the state. in fact, 159 out of 234 local scnooi

districts saw enrolment declines over tne 6-year Period.

Also, 43 out of 51 regional academic districts saw declines

n enrollment between 2010 and 2016.3

FIGURE 2: MAP OF ENROLLMENT CHANGE BY SCHOOL DISTRICT

Enrollment Change
by School District
recto,

twor.....•••• 1•0/04

4.4••••

•
s • •

0.• ...IP M • 1.0.40.

• ••••• New 11......,••••

••• fik4"—se.

Nor were these modest cleclines. 'rho

MAPC region, districts with ceclining

enrollment saw drops averaging 8%, ahn

more than a dozen disricts saw drops of
1 1% or more. Veanwh e, growing districts

saw fairy sizeable growth (7% on average

in the MAPC region) and a dozen local

districts grew by more than 10%, adding an

average of 826 students per eistrict. This

creates an interesting and significant

dichotomy that Dears further study, and

that policy makers must take into account,

since most districts are losing students

fairly quickly, while at the same time some

districts are growing rapidly. The overali

patterns of enrollment change don't fit the

• •••,...9

•̂11••••• • 6

narrative of subLridan districts Pursing at the seams while
uroan districts are on the dec ine. n fact, high -aces of

enrolment growth were more common 'n urban
communities, while most suburbs saw decrn:ng enro ent.

Figure 3 shows average enrol ment change as organized
by ivIAPC's Community Types, a classification

system that groups municipaiit'es on the basis

of demographic ano :and use characteristics.
Distrcts n the highiy urbanized nner Core
saw ave'age enrolimert growth -ates of 8%,
while me typ ca Regional urban Center Cstrici.

saw Ittle change. Conversely, ooth suburban

Community Types (Maturing Suburbs and
Deve op'ng Suouros) averaged negative er—o1;-,

ment change, w'tn the ;owes-density Deve•oping

Suburbs experiencing the sharpest beelines in

sehoolchiioren

In other words, the region's

urban school districts are
educating an increasing share

of the region's schoolchildren,

and the number of suburban
pupils is rapidly declining.

FIGURE 3: ENROLLMENT CHANGE BY COMMUNITY TYPE. MAPC REGION

Comnwnity Type

Average
Enrollment
Change,
2010-2016

Number of
Districts

Example Districts

inner Core 7% ' 6 Boston, Cambridge, Revere, Chelsea,
Melrose, Artinpton, Watertown, Milton

Regional Urban Centers —1% " 1 Lyrae, Salem, Framingham, Quincy

Maturing Suburbs —3% 43 Saugus, Lexington, ACt011, Natick, Braintree

Developing Suburbs -7% 23 Ipswich, Bolton, Holtororl, Franklin, NoneeR
All Districts 2% 93

,n other words, the region's urban scnool districts are educating an increasing

share of the region's schoolchiidi-en, and the number of suburban pupils is
rapidly dec'inihg.

awe excluded al, regional academic districts Mat changed the area or grades they serve between these two years and excluded any schools that did not exist at troth time
points.
A fifth Community Type. Rural Towns, is not represented in the MAPC region. 2



HOUSING PRODUCTION RATES
Of course, we don't expect enrollment to decline equally

everywhere. Even as demographic patterns snift regionally,

one wouicl assume that rates of nousing production would

retain some influence on enrollment. We all know the Baby

Boomers are getting oider, but more housing still means

more students, right? Not necessarily. MAPC tracked

housing permit issuance and enroilment data for 234

public ocai school districts in Massachusetts.` We found

that most schoc' districts lost students over the last six

years, and rates of housing production had no significant

corre.ation with the rate of enroliment change.

Liguire 4 depicts housing-unit growth and eniroilme-t.

cnange since 2010, and demonstrates a clear lack of

correlation between the two. if triese two outcomes were

c,orreiatect, the data points on tne chart would ti end

riowar d and to the right, so that districts with higher

housing unit ciange would see higher enro.iment growth,

and vice versa. This association is clearly absent. the

district witn the most rapid housing unit growth

(Hopkinton, at 18%), saw airnost no change in enroilment

(increase of 0.23%), and the dozer, fastest-growing districts

(from a housing perspective) saw enro'iment growth of

c* 1%, on average. Meanwhile, those districts with very

iow rates of housing growth were highly scattered in their

We examined the 12 fastest-growing MAPC-region districts,

which grew by an average of 14% over a six-year period,

anc found striking results.

n these 12 rapidly growing districts, as with the region

overall, housing production rates show no significant

correlation with enrollment_' Only Natick, Everett, and

Cheisea addeo more than 5% new units, a fa  lower pump

than their enroilment rates. Meanwn"e„ the fastest growing

district, Revere, reported iess than 1% housing unit growth,

and saw a 20% increase in enrollment. These findings

suggest that rapid 'lousing unit growth is nether a

predictor, nor a precond Lion, of net enrollment change.

Whether or not much housing is being built, families are

moving to these districts and adding their chi'dren to tine

public schoo. rosters.

If no: housing units. then what car explain the rapid

enrollment growth in some districts, and what noes this tel l

us about capital planning and education finance?

FIGURE 4: HOUSING PRODUCTION RATES AND ENROLLMENT CH
ANGE, BY DISTRICT

60%

C

4 0

C
0) 20%
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J4.
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0

Percent School Entoilmeni Change vs Housing Unit Change by COMMUPt

Massachusetts Municipal School Districts, 2010-2016

•
•

4.
• • o• 

* •
• !to
en "I • 00. o •

TfIt*t ;* •

-60%
0% 2% tt% id% 12% 14%

Housing Unit Change (as % of 2010 Units)

T ype,

Id% ie% 20%

•fi,e, Cue • ReVond Urban Centers • 6v 1'.1  Suburbs • Derektpinc, Suburbs aural towns

'We did not aggregate data for regional districts composed of m
ultiple permit-issuing jurisdictions

B it should be noted that Chelsea and Arlington are inconsistent reporters to the
 Census Bureau building permit survey, providing permit data for fewer than half the

months in the study period. However, the Census Bureau's use of Imputed dat
a for non-reported months helps to mitigate this lack of response.
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HOUSING PRODUCTION ON PUBLIC SCHOOL
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FIGURE 5: HOUSING PRODUCTION RATES AND ENROLLMENT
CHANGE, BY DISTRICT, 12 FASTEST-GROWING MAPC DISTRICTS

Tw eive Fustiest-Growing Districts, i,APC Re ;ion
Percent School Enrollment Chenge Vs. Housinci Unit

Chonge, 20 ; 0-20 6

26
a
j.

-

• Revere

• groiitiline

•

Arlington
• 
•

Belonvo Mork*
•

Ltacok, • 0 ....11tt.ttdqe
lexl,itton

:inuring Ural atot,ge

0%

•Owl t.ea

As a first step to explaining rapid enrollment growth in these districts,
we found that iney fail into two c istinct ci asters. Seven dlstricts

(Arlington, Belmont, Brookline, Cambrioge, Lexington Lincoln, and
Natick) could oe characterized as nighly desirable from an

educationai perspective, with hign standardized-test scores relative

to the rest of the region. They have an average 75% proficiency rating

on tee 2013 3rd grade Friglish i anguage Arts (FLA) MCAS', markedly
higher than the 67% region-wide average proficiency rate. These

districts are also correspondingy expensive, with a 20' 6 meoian

home sa e value of $815,000, a most twice as much as the MARC

region& median sale value of $455,000. With a few exceptions, they

are also highly accessible to employment both in Boston and along

Route 128, anc they feature compact neighborhoods and vibrant,

waikabie downtowns ',hat are increasingly attractive to some younger

families, The other fast-growing districts (Revere, Everett, Chelsea,

ynn, and Waltnam) are in diverse, iower-inCOMe, and generaliy more

urbanize° communities. These districts also exhibit lower test scores,

averaging 41% proficient on the same 2013 ELA 3rd grade MCAS, well

below the region-wide average proficiency. They are also much more

affordable, with 2016 median sale prices of only $360,000, or 20%
less than the regional median.

Troublingly, these results are consistent with existing theories about

how educational segregation worsens over time. National studies'

have found that when comparing across school districts, income

segregation of families with children worsened by 15% over a 20-year

period leading up to 2010, driven in large part by self-selection of

wealthy tam' ;es into high-Income districtsY We speculate that

wealthier families ourSuing high-ranking schools may be bidding on

housing prices in a limited number of attractive
and accessibie districts, with cascading results:
these municipaiities become less accessible to
middle- ano low-income families; rising prices -nay
induce more Baby Boomers to set' their existing
units and leave town, thereby freeing up even

more units for young families; and hive-
socioeconomic status of the school-age popuiation

contributes to nigher standardized test scores,
making the district even more attractive and
reilforciog tine cycle, without a single new haus n
..nil: being built.

g

Meanwhiie, oistricts woo a high ournoer cf
low-income, rrimigi ant, and Engi.sruilanguage
,earner students are also more 'Key to have
ower standardizeo test scores, ri eking them less
attractive to wea,thy families, These cities 7emair
relatively affordable, and may provide the only
viaiate options for low- and morierate-incorne
families pr iced out of many other places, contrib-
uting to a rabic)" growing number of students. 7,ie
combination of rapidly growing enrollment, a high,

concentration of disadvantaged students, and
limited fiscal capacity due to relatively low property
values make it oartia.larly cha.ienging for these
districts to provide sufficient resources and ensure
positive educational outcomes for all soidents,

SUBURBAN ENROLLMENT DECLINES
BRING THEIR OWN CHALLENGES
As oescribeo above, me vast rna,iority of suburban

communities are seeing sustained OK nes in
enroiiment. Even in communities where
substantial lousing construction has occurred, the
cor-esoonding growth in households avd children
has not generally been sufficient to offset the
natura demographic oecline in school-age
residents associated with the aging of the chi, .2r1

of Baby Boomers.

if Baby Boomers choose to age in pace, as a result
of personal preferences, lack of attractive
alternatives, or financial reasons, then those
suburban communities will see fewer new
households and continued declines In enrollment.

'Massachusetts Comprehensive Assessment System
"Owens, A., Reardon, S.F., & Jencks, C.. (2016). Income Segregation between Schools and School Districts (CEPA Working Paper No.16-04). Retrieved from Stanford Center for
Education Policy Analysis: lattn:iicepastanforleduiropl 6-04
'Owens, A. (2016). Inequality In Children% Contexts: The Economic Segregation of households with and Without Children. American Sociological Review, 81(3), 549-574.
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While this may sound Ilke music to the ears of ocal

officials who are concerned about municipal finances,

the jack of new nousing and new househoids means

mat municipal tax rolls will become increasingly

dependent on aging and net: ea Baby Boomers.

furthermore, sustained enrollment declines have

negative repercussions as well. Many schooi

expenditires are highly inelastic with regard to

enroliment so as enrollment goes down, per-oupli Costs

are like to rise. ° Declining enrollment may also result

in less return on investment for capital improvements if

recently-constructed facilities become rapidly

underutilized. Excess capacity may become a drain on

the system, suggesting that districts facing sustained

decline need to develop flexible long-term plans ̀or

"right-sizing" their fac lities and administration. or 'or

combining their systems with those of neighboring

communities.

CONCLUSIONS
'his aria ys.s provides additional evidence countering misconceptions regardirg the patterns of envoi rent growth

across the region and their relationship to 'lousing production. We observe that; consistent with MAPC's demog-aphic

prciections, the state las entered a period of ong-term decline in schoo-age pooulaton Some districts are growl-1g

quite rapidly and are facing significant funding and capacity challenges, but this growth cannot be attributed only to

new -lousing units. We found no relationsnia between 'lousing production rates and enrolime.lt growth rates for

234 districts we studied.

We acknowledge that there are imltat.ons to this analysis: we were not able to analyze charter school enrc .ment at

the district level; building permits are an incomplete oicture of housing production; and ti-le ag between production

and enrol rent may be longer man analyzed here. We intend tc cont7nue this ana ysis who further research into

the claractodstics of new students; the volume of housing turnover, and the type of housing being produced across

districts. NeverMeiess, the results described here indicate clear and substantial coneA.isions r&evant to state and loca

policy:

The permits don't produce the pupils.

These findings demonstrate that the fiscal impact of new residential develop' nem. cannot be

estimated without a cull understanding of district oemographics ant schoo caoacity. Vvhiie it's

true Mat some students may be housed in new units, the enrollment effect of these students is

dwarfed by .anger demographic factors driving declines in schooi age cn'ldren and parenta.

location preference. As it turns out, the presence of students living in new homes may actua iy oelp

to mitigate what wou.0 otherwise be rapid and disi j 0:ye beelines in enrollment in many

communities, while 'n other communities; new housing may add students to a much iesser degree

tran is commorty supposed. Municipalities should take heart in this additional piece of evloence

that t..nder most conditions, additional housing, even "family" housing, can be accommodated

without criving enrollment through the roof.

School cost reimbursement might not break the bank.

The Commonwealth currently offers a limited school cost reimbursement program tied to certain

types of housing deveiopments.'' There have peen cal s to expand tins "bola harmiess" incentive

to other types of housing clevempments ne cost of such a Progran-1 might be less ti Idt I dbStii l l (i.

Prior research' 2 has shown that the marginal cost of each new student depends in large part on

whether the district has available capacity in its physical plant and staff. As shown here, most

districts across the state are experiencing declining enrollment and are IlKely to have excess

capacity. Therefore, a program that a) specifically incentivizes multifamily housing and b) focuses

on the mai-gine cost of each new student might require relatively little subsidy to reimburse

!municipalities for education costs that exceed the property tax generated by new housing.

.For example, statewide public school expenditures on benefits and fixed charges (Including employee and reti
ree Insurance), which make up 17% of all public school

expenditures, increased 946 from 2012 to 2016, but as a result of declining statewide enrollment the per-pupil cost Increased at the faster rate of 11%. (Source
: MAPC

analysis of FY12-Fr 6 Per-Pupil Expenditures published by MA Department of Elementary and Secondary Education at bltathlosoulaemasasclui

1641.W
" htur
"The Costs And Hidden Benefits Of New Housing Development In Massachusetts Michael Goodman, Elbe KoreJwa, and Jason Wright PPC Working P

aper No. 02 March,

2016 hripi/plibircpalioicenIer:orgrwpr.wP-contentruploacisL2016/03/GoadmanKorPiwaringht. TheCostsBeneksofNethicucingOevelopment_pcif.
 That study found that in

districts with excess capacity, the margnai cost of each new student is only 0.65 times the district-wide per pupil expenditures.



THE WANING INFLUENCE OF
HOUSING PRODUCTION ON PUBLIC SCHOOL
ENROLLMENT IN MASSACHUSETTS

Chapter 70 Education Aid should adapt to the new normal

i n a (-tie' 'irony, those dense and diverse urban districts seeing rapid enrolment increases are also

struggling with recent decreases in state aid that have resulted from a change in the way

socioeconomic status is ca cu wired, Recently toe state switched from using a free-lunch eligibility

measure based on parent-reoorted income to using one based on tax and administrative records for

public assistance program5)3 in districts with large numoers of foreign-porn residents, both

documented and not, who are ineligible for public assistance, this nas resulted in substantial declines

in apparent economic disadvantage, and corresponding decreases in state aid. Our findings

regarding the rapid enreilment growth in these same communities underscore the need to correct.

this deficiency in the Chapter 70 funding and work toward a system that better accounts for the

needs and fiscal capacity of. eacn district, while also recognizing the unique challenges faced by

rapidly Bowing districts of a I types.

Is it time to talk regionalization again?

Over the years, Cori' nor wee t.- support for distr ct consolidation and r eg ona"zaton has ebbec and

flowed: at this time. the incentives for regionalization are relatively weak. However, other factors such

as excess capacity and growing fixed costs may prompt some districts to consider this option anew.

Given the considerable efficiencies that may be achieved with a well-designed consolidation, the

Commonwealth snot; o ova eate how 't can provide aedit'onal incent ves and assistance for alctCcts

seekirg to deliver more cost effective education to a steadily declining resident scnool-age

population.

hriP.11YowYcrkw macc  eclutinfoservce5tdatatel_lall 6



TECHNICAL NOTE:

This analysis exam ned 234 municioaiities that maintained 'municipal school districts between the 2010-201 1 and

2016-2017 school years (referred to as 2010 and 2016, respectively) according to the Department of

Elementary and Secondary Education. This analysis does not include regional districts, charter schools,

vocat.onal schools, or inunicioaiities/districts where the boundaries or graces served cna'iged over the study period.

production growth in the 234 municipalities we examined was measured using the tota number of

units repo-tea by the municipality to the Census Butding Permit Survey from 2010 -20" 6, as a percentage of 2010

housing stock (2010 Census). t must be acknowledged mat building perm:Its are an imperfect measure of actual

housing unit growth. The Census Permit Survey exCudes certain forms of housing ant creation, such as

adaptive reuse of existing buiidings. ssuance af a building permit is no guarantee of unit production, since cprstruc-

tion may be halted due to financial reasons at any time. The worst limitation may be the result of Incomplete report-

ing: numerous municipalities— nc tiding soma that. are known to be exper'encing robust housing growth--fail to

report building permits to the Census Bureau. 'n 2016, 47 of 234 munic.paiities did not provioe any bLitaing pernit

reports, rort.. 'lately, the Census Bureau roes estimate permits for non-reporters based or prior years, wnich leps

to mitigate the effect of these data gaps Future research in this area should seek to exclude non-reporters or sup-

piemelt the aval apic data.

The pei-mit data inc ude the calendar years from 2010 to 2016, Mciusive, while me en-Dime-nit data 's based on

school years from 2010 to 2016 Therefore, there is effectively a 9-month lag between permit issuance and

enrollment counts. We tested the effect of using a longer lag period (21 months), which also revealed no

correlation between housing permits and enroilment.
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