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HOUSING ADVISORY COMMISSION 

 
Regular Meeting 

Thursday, June 2, 2016 
Time: 7:00 p.m.  
 

South Berkeley Senior Center 
2939 Ellis Street – Berkeley

Secretary Amy Davidson, (510) 981-5406

AGENDA 
All agenda items are for Discussion and Possible Action. 

 

Public Comment Policy: Members of the public may speak on any items on the Agenda and items not 
on the Agenda during the initial Public Comment period. Members of the public may also comment on 
any item listed on the agenda as the item is taken up. Members of the public may not speak more than 
once on any given item. The Chair may limit public comments to 3 minutes or less. 

 

PRELIMINARY MATTERS 

1. Roll Call  
2. Agenda Approval 
3. Public Comment 
4. Approval of the May 5, 2016 Draft Meeting Minutes (Attachment 1) 
 

UPDATES / ACTION ITEMS 

5. Housing Trust Fund Predevelopment Loan for Northern California Land 
Trust – Jenny Wyant, HHCS (Attachment 2) 

6. Urge City Council and League of California Cities to Support Governor's 
Budget Proposals to Reduce Housing Costs – Diego Aguilar-Canabal 
(Attachment 3) 

7. Predevelopment Funding to BRIDGE Housing and Berkeley Food and 
Housing Project for Berkeley Way Site – Alejandro Soto-Vigil 

8. Subcommittee Reports 
a. Moderate Income Housing Strategies – Marian Wolfe (Attachment 4) 
b. Low Income Housing Strategies – Tor Berg (Attachment 5) 

9. Update on Council Items – All/Staff 
a. Housing Meeting – May 17 (Attachment 6) 
b. Special meeting on Council referral priorities – May 24 

http://records.cityofberkeley.info/Agenda/Meetings/ViewMeeting?id=220&doctype=1  
c. Short-term Rental Regulation – May 31 
d. State legislation – May 31 (Attachment 7) 

10. Future Items – all items and dates are tentative 
a. Smoke-free housing ordinance evaluation – July 
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Please refrain from wearing scented products to public meetings. 

  This meeting is being held in a wheelchair accessible location. 

b. Berkeley Way proposal discussion – July  
c. Single point of entry for below market rate units and City enforcement – 

TBD (Attachment 8) 
11. Announcements 
12. Adjourn 

 
 

ATTACHMENTS  

1. Draft May 5, 2016 Meeting Minutes 
2. HHCS Report, Predevelopment Loan for Northern California Land Trust 
3. Memo from Commissioner Aguilar-Canabal 
4. Moderate Income Housing Subcommittee report 
5. Low Income Housing Strategies Subcommittee report 
6. City Council May 17 special meeting on housing annotated agenda 
7. 5/31/2016 Council item on state legislation 
8. Excerpts from the 4/5/2016 Council annotated agenda 

 
 
Written material may be viewed in advance of the meeting at the Housing Department, 2180 Milvia Street, 2nd 
Floor, during working hours.  
 
This meeting is being held in a wheelchair accessible location. To request a disability-related accommodation(s) to 
participate in the meeting, including auxiliary aids or services, please contact the Disability Services specialist at 981-
6342 (V) or 981-6345 (TDD) at least three business days before the meeting date.  Please refrain from wearing 
scented products to this meeting.  
 
Communications to Berkeley boards, commissions or committees are public record and will become part of the City’s 
electronic records, which are accessible through the City’s website.  Please note: e-mail addresses, names, 
addresses, and other contact information are not required, but if included in any communication to a City 
board, commission or committee, will become part of the public record.  If you do not want your e-mail address 
or any other contact information to be made public, you may deliver communications via U.S. Postal Service or in 
person to the secretary of the relevant board, commission or committee.  If you do not want your contact information 
included in the public record, please do not include that information in your communication.  Please contact the 
secretary to the relevant board, commission or committee for further information. 
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Housing Advisory Commission 

 
 

HOUSING ADVISORY COMMISSION 
Regular Meeting 

Thursday, May 5, 2016 

HAC 6/2/2016 
Attachment 1 

 
Time: 7:04 p.m. 
 

South Berkeley Senior Center 
2939 Ellis Street – Berkeley

Secretary – Amy Davidson, (510) 981-5406

DRAFT MINUTES 
 

PRELIMINARY MATTERS 
1. Roll Call 

Present: Heidi Abramson, Tor Berg, Kathleen Crandall, Paola Laverde-Levine 
(substitute for Brendan Darrow), Jill Martinucci, Alejandro Soto-Vigil, Igor Tregub, 
Jeff Vincent (substitute for Diego Aguilar-Canabal), and Marian Wolfe (7:03 p.m.)  
Absent: Diego Aguilar-Canabal (excused) and Brendan Darrow (excused)   
Commissioners in attendance: 9 of 9 
Staff Present: Davidson and Tran 
Members of the public in attendance: 7 
Public Speakers: 4 
 

2. Agenda Approval 
Action: M/S/C (Martinucci/Wolfe) to approve agenda. 
Vote: Ayes: Abramson, Berg, Crandall, Laverde-Levine, Martinucci, Soto-Vigil, 
Tregub, Vincent, and Wolfe. Noes: None.  Abstain:  None. Absent: Aguilar-
Canabal (excused) and Darrow (excused). 

 
3. Public Comment 

1 speaker 
 

4. Approval of April 7, 2016 Minutes 
Action: M/S/C (Abramson/Crandall) to approve minutes with corrections (item 6a: 
change March 2016 to March 2017 and items 6a and 6b: change middle-income 
to moderate-income).  
Vote: Ayes: Abramson, Berg, Crandall, Martinucci, Tregub, and Wolfe. Noes: 
None. Abstain: Laverde-Levine, Soto-Vigil, and Vincent. Absent: Aguilar-Canabal 
(excused) and Darrow (excused).  
 

UPDATES / ACTION ITEMS 
5. BRIDGE/BFHP Predevelopment, Site Control, and requirements for 

additional Tax Credits 
Action: M/S/C (Soto-Vigil/Abramson). HAC recommends to the Berkeley City 
Council to act quickly to support the BRIDGE/BFHP Berkeley Way development 
project in its efforts to acquire site control and any other requirements necessary 
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to apply for additional state tax credits that will become unavailable after June 14, 
2016.  HAC urges the use of an Urgency Ordinance to grant site control. 
Vote: Ayes: Abramson, Berg, Crandall, Laverde-Levine, Martinucci, Soto-Vigil, 
Tregub, Vincent, and Wolfe.  Noes: None. Abstain: None. Absent: Aguilar-
Canabal (excused) and Darrow (excused). 

 
6. Acton Courtyard Rent Overcharges 

Action: M/S/C (Soto-Vigil/Berg) to recommend to the Berkeley City Council that 
an appropriate solution be found to mitigate the impacts of rent overcharges and 
non-qualifying tenancies in the Acton Courtyard, such as by requiring the 
property owner, Equity Residential, to either refund the overcharged amount to 
current and former tenants, if legally compliant, or pay it into the Housing Trust 
Fund.  The Housing Advisory Commission (HAC) supports the imposition of the 
maximum legally permissible remedy.  HAC recommends that staff conduct 
ongoing assessment of compliance with Below Market Rate requirements and 
supports staff’s current efforts to do so.   
Vote: Ayes: Abramson, Berg, Crandall, Laverde-Levine, Martinucci, Soto-Vigil, 
Tregub, Vincent, and Wolfe.  Noes: None. Abstain: None. Absent: Aguilar-
Canabal (excused) and Darrow (excused). 

 
7. Berkeley Housing Retention Program 

Action: M/S/C (Soto-Vigil/Laverde-Levine) to recommend that the Berkeley City 
Council implement and substantially fund a City of Berkeley housing retention 
program. 
Vote: Ayes: Abramson, Berg, Crandall, Laverde-Levine, Martinucci, Soto-Vigil, 
Tregub, Vincent, and Wolfe.  Noes: None. Abstain: None. Absent: Aguilar-
Canabal (excused) and Darrow (excused). 
 

8. Subcommittee Reports 
 

9. Update on Council Items 
 

10. Future Items – all items and dates are tentative 
 

11. Announcements 
 

12. Adjourn 
Action: M/S/C (Wolfe/Crandall) to adjourn the meeting at 9:03 p.m.  
Vote: Ayes: Abramson, Aguilar-Canabal, Berg, Campbell, Crandall, Martinucci, 
Soto-Vigil, Tregub, and Wolfe. Noes: None. Abstain: None. Absent: Aguilar-
Canabal (excused) and Darrow (excused). 
 

Approved on DATE, 2016 
 
_______________________, Amy Davidson, Secretary  

Page 4



 
Health, Housing and  HAC 6/2/2016 
Community Services Department Attachment 2 
 

 

To: Housing Advisory Commission 

From:  Jenny Wyant, Community Development Project Coordinator 

Subject: NCLT Predevelopment Loan Recommendation 

Date June 2, 2016 

RECOMMENDATION 
Recommend a $50,000 predevelopment loan to Northern California Land Trust in order 
to develop a comprehensive scope and budget for the renovation of its properties at 
1340-1348 Blake Street and 2425 California Street.  

The HTF Subcommittee will meet prior to the HAC meeting and its recommendation will 
be presented at the meeting.  

 

FISCAL IMPACTS OF RECOMMENDATION 
The current balance of available funds in the Housing Trust Fund (HTF) is 
approximately $1.2 million. This total does not include the $500,000 that was set aside 
for NCLT in June 2015, when City Council made funding recommendations based on 
the 2015 HTF Request for Proposals (RFP). At that time, City Council directed staff to 
work with the organization to refine its proposal. The $50,000 predevelopment loan will 
come out of the $500,000 set aside, and will not impact the available balance of HTF 
funds.   

CURRENT SITUATION AND ITS EFFECTS 
NCLT applied for a $500,000 Housing Trust Fund (HTF) loan in response to the City’s 
2015 HTF RFP, and proposed to renovate four of its occupied rental properties. Due to 
concerns about their organizational capacity and the proposed scope of work, NCLT 
was not recommended for funding. At the Housing Advisory Commission’s 
recommendation, City Council directed staff to work with NCLT on a revised proposal 
that would focus on one or two properties.  

NCLT requested $50,000 from the City to fund predevelopment activities related to the 
renovation of two of its properties – 1340-1348 Blake (5 units) and 2425 California (6 
units). The funds will be used for architectural and engineering work, project 
management, assessment of the accessibility needs of the two projects, and energy 
efficiency analysis. In addition to the City’s $50,000, NCLT will pursue $5,000 in 
technical assistance from Bay Area Regional Energy Network (BAYREN), which will 
also go towards energy efficiency work. 
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Staff recommend funding NCLT’s $50,000 predevelopment loan. Staff will continue to 
work with NCLT throughout the predevelopment phase to ensure that the activities 
result in a complete development proposal. The predevelopment loan agreement should 
include performance standards, including clear expectations on the predevelopment 
phase deliverables such as construction specifications, architectural and structural 
drawings, accessibility recommendations, and a revised scope and budget.  

BACKGROUND 
The City helped fund the acquisition and minor renovation of both Blake and California 
in 1994. The loan for Blake matured in 2014 (and remains outstanding), and the loan for 
California is due in 2024. Both properties are now in need of more significant 
rehabilitation due to their age and some deferred maintenance. Because the properties 
are small, and tenant incomes are mostly very low and extremely low, the cash flow 
from operations is limited, and insufficient to support the cost of necessary renovations.  

A 2013 capital needs assessment identified dry rot on the exterior siding and trim, 
peeling paint, and mechanical and plumbing systems in need of replacement at both 
properties. California Street has an elevated exterior walkway with dry rot, and requires 
more work under the City’s E3 program. While the need for City funding is evident, there 
are risks associated with funding NCLT, even at the predevelopment level.  

NCLT went through bankruptcy in 2011, and remains in a weak financial position. NCLT 
provided audited financials from FY 2014 and unaudited financials from FY 2015, which 
indicate that NCLT is making an effort to decrease its negative equity (-$706k in 2014, -
$575k in 2015) and improve its financial standing overall. However, with only $137k 
cash on hand and nearly $5m in various kinds of debt, NCLT is vulnerable to both 
increases in expenses, and to decreases in fundraising and cash flow.  

The four properties that NCLT originally included in its RFP response would have 
together met the HTF affordability restrictions, which require restricting 20% of the units 
at 30% of the area median income (AMI), and 40% of the units at 60% AMI, since the 
four properties included one solely for tenants below 30% of AMI. The two properties 
proposed for rehabilitation do not currently meet the HTF requirements. Although the 
actual tenant incomes range from 3% to 56% AMI, units at both properties are restricted 
at higher levels - between 45% and 70% AMI. Staff will request that NCLT evaluate 
whether the properties can sustain income restrictions at deeper levels of affordability 
without negatively impacting operations and cash flow, or whether NCLT would need to 
request a waiver from this requirement in order to obtain a permanent HTF loan. Five of 
the projects’ lowest income tenants receive rental assistance from other programs, 
including Section 8 (four tenants), and Shelter Plus Care (one tenant).   

ENVIRONMENTAL SUSTAINABILITY 
NCLT plans to work with technical consultants to incorporate energy efficiency 
measures into the renovations. The properties are located in walkable areas, providing 
residents access to a number of amenities and transit options.   
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RATIONALE FOR RECOMMENDATION 
Blake and California are occupied by low income residents, and are in need of 
significant renovations. Preserving the existing affordable units so that eleven low 
income Berkeley households can remain housed while improving their standard of living 
and increasing energy efficiency is consistent with the Housing Element, Consolidated 
Plan, the City’s Climate Action Plan and mission.  

Staff recommend proceeding with a predevelopment loan in order to ensure that the 
NCLT’s resulting renovation scope and budget incorporate the structural, energy 
efficiency, building envelope, and accessibility improvements the properties need. The 
predevelopment loan will also provide a lower-risk opportunity for staff to assess 
NCLT’s capacity to take on the proposed renovation of Blake and California.  

ALTERNATIVE ACTIONS CONSIDERED 
None.  

CONTACT PERSON 
Jenny Wyant, Community Development Project Coordinator, Health, Housing & 
Community Services, 510-981-5228 
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HAC 6/2/2016 
Attachment 3 

To:  Housing Advisory Commission 
 
From:  Diego Aguilar-Canabal 
 
Date:  May 13, 2016 
 
Urge City Council and League of California Cities to Support Governor's Budget 
Proposals to Reduce Housing Costs 
full summary: http://www.ebudget.ca.gov/FullBudgetSummary.pdf 
 
relevant passage: 
 
"The state’s housing affordability and homelessness problems are long-standing, and 
solutions will not be easy. Ultimately, policy changes that will increase the housing 
supply will be most effective at reducing housing costs. To this end, the Administration 
proposes legislation requiring ministerial, “by-right”land use entitlement provisions for 
multifamily infill housing developments that include an affordable housing component. 
This would help to restrain development costs, improve the pace of housing production 
by increasing certainty and shortening the local entitlement process, and encourage an 
increase in housing supply. Under the proposed legislation, a local government could 
not require a conditional use permit, planned unit development permit, or other 
discretionary local government review or approval for qualifying developments that 
include affordable housing, provided they are consistent with objective general plan and 
zoning standards and, where applicable, are subject to mitigating measures to address 
potential environmental harm. It is counterproductive to continue providing funding for 
housing under a system which slows down approvals in areas already vetted and zoned 
for housing, which only delays development and increases costs. The Administration is 
also supportive of other initiatives to increase housing supply where such initiatives do 
not create a state reimbursable mandate. This includes using inventory such as 
accessory dwelling units (additional living quarters on single-family lots that are 
independent of the primary dwelling unit) and greater clarity on the use of the Density 
Bonus Law, which requires local governments to allow more total units in a project than 
otherwise permitted by existing zoning to promote the feasibility of affordable housing. 
Policies can increase the availability of accessory dwelling units with expanded 
ministerial approval, shortened permitting timelines, reduced duplicative fees, and 
relaxed parking requirements, consistent with the principles identified by SB 1069 
(2016). The state can further increase supply by eliminating overly burdensome 
requirements for accessory dwelling units identified by AB 2299 (2016), such as 
passageways to public streets and setbacks of five feet from lot lines. Additionally, 
increased use of the Density Bonus Law can prove greater certainty to developers 
through such amendments as proposed in AB 2501 (2016). Finally, the May Revision 
proposes sensible changes in law to further the California Housing Finance Agency’s 
(CalHFA) goal of helping more families become first-time homebuyers by combining 
remaining funding totaling $176.5 million from multiple downpayment assistance 
programs into the MyHOME Program." 
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Attachment 4 

1 
 

 
May 9, 2016 
 
TO:      Housing Advisory Commissioners 
 
FROM: Moderate-Income Housing Subcommittee  
 
RE:  Progress Report 
 
 
Introduction 
 
This brief memo updates the Action Plan and policies to explore and identifies task assignments 
subcommittee members.   
 
The format of our final report to the HAC will include the following sections for each policy:   
 

Introduction to Potential Policy 
Relevant Background Information 
Recommendations and Challenges 

 
The report will not include all the source documents.  However, the report will document 
statements by providing links and references to where information was obtained for the report.   
 
In addition, the report will provide background information on targeted income groups. 
 
Assignments 
 
Marian:  Define target groups – Renter household incomes may be defined at a lower level than 
ownership household incomes.   
 

 We will consider the moderate-/workforce-incomes defined by HCD and HUD, census 
data, as well typical wages paid in public sector employment, such as teaching.   

 How have required incomes changed over time?  Compare affordability over time – 
based on easily obtained data, such as Berkeley’s Housing Elements.  An important 
question is much higher do incomes need to be today to rent or buy, in comparison to 10 
to 15 years ago? 

 Are families accommodated by the new construction in the market? 
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Attachment 4 

2 
 

Heidi:  Learn more about how surplus school land can be used for ownership housing 
development.  Do state or city laws determine use of surplus land?  Follow proposed state 
legislation in this area. Are there surplus school sites in Berkeley? 

 
Jill: Study issues related to condo conversions, including condo conversion ordinance.  
Multifamily housing projects built with a condo map are not required to go through condo 
conversion process – however, the inclusionary unit policy would still apply.   What is the likely 
number of rentals that could become condos (due to condo map construction)?  What is the likely 
number of rentals that could be converted?  Heidi to help with identifying properties in this latter 
group. 
 
Marian:  Examine the potential for duplex or triplex properties to be converted to ownership 
units via a process that would convert the property to individually owned condo units.  How does 
rent control impact this process? 

 
Marian:  Examine alternative models to develop new housing, including land trusts and co-ops.  
Is equity sharing feasible? 

 
Heidi:  Examine ways to encourage owners of vacant rental units to make these units available. 

 
Kathy:  Examine ways to encourage more ADU rental housing. 

 
Kathy:  Examine ways to encourage homeowners to rent out excess space in single family 
homes.  Would these owners potentially overlap with Airbnb owners? 
 
Next Steps 
 
These notes will be shared with the HAC at the June meeting.  Our next subcommittee meeting is 
scheduled for June 6, 2016, at 9:30 in the same location.  We will bring our progress reports to 
this meeting. 
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HAC	6/2/2016	
Attachment	5	

	

To:	Housing	Advisory	Commission	
	
From:	Tor	Berg,	Commissioner	
	
Date:	June	2,	2016	
	
RE:	Report	from	Housing	Advisory	Commission’s	Low‐Income	Housing	
Subcommittee		
	
	
The	Low‐Income	Housing	Subcommittee	met	on	May	6,	2016.	After	electing	a	Chair	
(Berg)	and	Vice	Chair	(Aguilar‐Canabal),	we	set	about	to	frame	our	work	within	the	
context	of	several	broad	goals:	
	
Goals	
	

1. Develop	and	evaluate	strategies	to	increase	the	supply	of	low‐income	
housing	

2. Develop	and	evaluate	strategies	for	streamlining	the	production	of	low‐
income	housing	

3. Develop	and	evaluate	strategies	for	increasing	funding	of	affordable	housing	
	
These	Goals	directed	our	conversation	of	specific	strategies,	from	which	we	
developed	a	list	of	Priorities	for	Study.	These	include:	
	
Priorities	for	Study	
	

1. Potential	applications	of	the	windfall	profits	tax	
a. estimated	annual	revenue	of	$1‐$7	million	

2. Efficacy	of	impact	fees	
3. Alameda	Housing	Bond	

a. how	much	can	Berkeley	count	on	annually?	
4. The	urgent	need	for	transitional/shelter	housing	
5. The	efficacy	and	applicability	of	Tiny	Homes	
6. The	development	of	flexible	zoning	
7. The	economic	(and	environmental)	impact	of	zoning	(e.g.,	Attachment	A)	

a. Obtain	SF	Supervisor	Mark	Farrell’s	pending	report	(Attachment	B)	
b. Does	market	rate	development	increase	displacement?	
c. Rehab	or	replace	aging	and	dilapidated	housing?	
d. Aligns	with	recent	request	made	to	staff	by	Councilmember	Droste	

	
Armed	with	these	Goals	and	Priorities	for	Study,	we	developed	a	preliminary	Action	
Plan.	This	Plan	is	intended	to	apply	information	obtained	through	our	Priorities	for	
Study	to	the	Goals	of	the	Subcommittee:	
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Attachment	5	

	

Action	Plan	
1. Develop	anti‐displacement	strategies	

a. Evaluate	Councilmember	Droste’s	proposed	Relocation	Ordinance	
b. Evaluate	Councilmember	Arreguin’s	proposed	Tenant	Protection	

Ordinance	
c. At	the	next	meeting,	bring	currently	existing	ordinances	and	

proposals	from	Berkeley	and	other	municipalities	
2. Gain	a	complete	picture	of	HTF	funding	over	the	next	two	years.		

a. Maintain	rolling	two‐year	projection	of	HTF	funding	
3. Focus	on	maximizing	return	on	public	investment	in	efforts	to	provide	

housing	and	services	for	the	homeless	
4. Gain	a	more	complete	understanding	of	inclusionary	requirements	on	new	

housing	development	
a. Are	fees	or	units	preferable?	
b. Which	produce	the	most	bang	for	the	buck?	
c. Is	there	any	way	to	introduce	more	flexibility	into	the	formula?	
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This paper can be downloaded without charge from the:
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The Impact of Zoning 

on Housing Affordability

By

Edward L. Glaeser

Harvard University and NBER

And 

Joseph Gyourko

The Wharton School, University of Pennsylvania

February 18, 2002, Preliminary Draft
Comments Welcome

Does America face an affordable housing crisis and, if so, why?  This paper argues that in
much of America the price of housing is quite close to the marginal, physical costs of
new construction.  The price of housing is significantly higher than construction costs
only in a limited number of areas, such as California and some eastern cities.  In those
areas, we argue that high prices have little to do with conventional models with a free
market for land.  Instead, our evidence suggests that zoning and other land use controls
play the dominant role in making housing expensive.

This paper was written for the conference on “Policies to Promote Affordable Housing”
sponsored by the Federal Reserve Bank of New York and the New York University
School of Law.  We are grateful to our discussant, Dan O’Flaherty, for his comments.  
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I. Introduction

A chorus of voices appears to unanimously proclaim that America is in the midst of an

affordable housing crisis?  Andrew Cuomo asserted the existence of such a crisis in his

introduction to a March 2000 report which documents the continuing, growing crisis in

housing affordability throughout the nation.  Indeed, Secretary Cuomo regularly justified

aggressive requests for funding by pointing to this crisis.  Pro-poor advocacy groups such

as the Housing Assistance Council pepper their documents with assertions that “the

federal government should commit to a comprehensive strategy for combating the

housing affordability crisis in rural America.” Trade associations such as the National

Association of Home Builders decree that “America is facing a silent housing

affordability crisis.”  The National Association of Realtors agrees: “there is a continuing,

growing crisis in housing affordability and homeownership that is gripping our nation.”

Does America actually face a housing affordability crisis?  Are home prices high

throughout the United States, or are there just a few places where housing prices become

extreme?  In those places that are expensive, why are home prices so high?  Is subsidized

construction a sensible approach to solving this crisis relative to other, deeper reforms?

This paper examines whether America actually does face an affordable housing crisis.

We then focus on why housing is expensive in high price areas.  

In general, housing advocates have confused the role of housing prices with the role of

poverty.  Both housing costs and poverty matter for the well-being of American citizens,

but only one of these two factors is a housing issue.  Certainly, the country should pursue

sensible anti-poverty policies, but if housing is not unusually expensive, these policies
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should not be put forward as a response to a housing crisis.1  To us, a housing

affordability crisis means that housing is expensive relative to its fundamental costs of

production, not that people are poor.  As such, empirically we will focus entirely on

housing prices, not on the distribution of income.

A second conceptual issue that is key in thinking about the existence of a housing

affordability crisis is the relevant benchmark for housing costs.  Affordability advocates

often argue for the ability to pay (i.e. some percentage of income) as a relevant

benchmark, but this again confuses poverty with housing prices.  We believe that a more

sensible benchmark is the physical construction costs of housing.  If we believe that there

is a housing crisis, then presumably the correct housing response will be to build more

housing.  However, the social cost of that new housing can never be lower than the cost

of construction.  As such, for there to be a “social” gain from new construction it must be

the case that housing is priced appreciably above the cost of new construction.   

This argument is not meant to deny that the existence of poor people who cannot afford

housing is a major social problem.  However, if housing does not cost appreciably more

than the cost of new construction, then it is hard to think why policies oriented towards

housing supply would be the right response to this problem.  Hence, we focus on the gap

between housing costs and construction costs.

To look at the housing affordability issue, we use the R.S. Means Company’s data on

construction costs in various U.S. metropolitan areas (hereafter, the Means data).  This

data gives us information (based on surveying construction companies) on costs of

building homes of various characteristics.  As a basic number, the Means data suggests

that construction costs for the lowest of the four quality types they track (termed an

economy home) are about $60 per square foot.  Construction costs for the next highest

quality type (termed an average home) are about $75 per square foot.  Ultimately, we

compare this information with data on housing prices.  

                                                
1 This is not to say that housing vouchers might not be a sensible part of an anti-poverty program.
However, if housing is not expensive, then these should be thought of as a response to poverty and not a
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To get a better sense of the distribution of housing prices throughout the U.S., we will

turn to the American Housing Survey (AHS), but for a quick look at the affordability issue

it is useful to examine the 2000 Census.  The Census reports that the self-reported median

home value is $120,000.2   Sixty-three percent of single-family detached homes in

America are valued at less than $150,000.  Seventy-eight percent of these homes are

valued at less than $200,000.  The American Housing Survey reports that the median size

of a detached owned home is 1704 square feet.  Using the construction costs of an

average home, this implies that this home should cost about $127,500 to build, with a

lower quality economy home costing $102,000 to construct.3  

Together these numbers provide us with the first important lesson from housing markets.

The majority of homes in this country are priced—even in the midst of a so-called

housing affordability crisis— at close to construction costs.  The value of land generally

seems small—probably 20 percent or less of the value of the house.  To us this means

that America as a whole may have a poverty crisis, but its housing prices are basically

being tied down by the cost of new construction.  Unless state intervention can

miraculously produce houses at far less than normal construction costs, such programs

are unlikely to radically reduce the distribution of housing costs in America.  

But if housing costs in the U.S. are so low, what about the horror stories?  What about the

tear-downs going for millions in Palo Alto?  What about the multi-million dollar

apartments in Manhattan?  The American Housing Survey allows us to see the

distribution of house prices across the country.  In addition, this source improves on the

census in that it provides much better information on housing characteristics.  Thus, we

can better compare the self-reported value of the house with the cost of building the home

from scratch.  When combined with the Means data, this source allows us to examine

                                                                                                                                                
response to a housing affordability crisis.  
2 Goodman and Ittner (1992) document that self-reported values tend to be about seven percent higher than
true sales prices.  
3 Another relevant question is to look at changes over time.  The Census reports a significant (15 percent)
increase in the median value of a home over the 1990s.  However, when we look at repeat sales indices
which control for housing quality, there is much less increase over the 1990s.  
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housing prices in a wide range of cities, as well as the gap between these prices and new

construction costs.   

These data suggest that America can be divided into three broad areas.  First, there are a

number of places where housing is priced far below the cost of new construction.  These

areas are primarily central cities in the Northeast and the Midwest, such as Detroit and

Philadelphia.  These places were the subject of our previous work (Glaeser and Gyourko,

2001), and in these areas there is almost no new growth.  In general, these places had

significant housing price appreciation over the 1990s, but values are still below

construction costs.  

In large areas of the country, housing costs are quite close to the cost of new construction.

These places generally have robust growth on the edges of cities where land is quite

cheap.  These areas represent the bulk of American housing, although they seem to be

somewhat underrepresented in the AHS.  

Finally, there is a third category of cities and suburbs where the price of homes is much

higher than the cost of new construction.  Manhattan and Palo Alto are two of these

places.  Indeed, many of these places are in California, but the 1990s saw an increase in

the number of these areas in the Northeast and South as well.   While there are a number

of areas with extremely expensive homes, they do not represent the norm for America.

However, both poor and non-poor people suffer from higher housing costs in such areas.  

After first surveying housing costs within the U.S., we try to understand why the

expensive places have such high housing costs.  It is noteworthy that we do not focus on

the housing demand side of this equilibrium.  High cost places generally have either very

attractive local amenities (great weather or good schools) or strong labor markets.  The

Rosen-Roback (1979, 1982) framework has proved useful in such studies, and one of us

(Gyourko and Tracy, 1991) has previously worked in that area.
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Instead, we focus here on the role of housing supply.  What is it that creates places where

the cost of housing is so much higher than the physical construction costs?  We offer two

basic views.  First, there is the classic economics approach which argues that houses are

expensive because land is expensive.  According to this view, there is a great deal of

demand for certain areas, and land, by its very nature, is limited in supply.  As such, the

price of housing must rise.  Traditional models, such as the classic Alonso-Muth-Mills

framework, take this view.  

Our alternative hypothesis is that homes are expensive in high cost areas primarily

because of government regulation, i.e. zoning.  According to this view, housing is

expensive because of artificial limits on construction created by the regulation of new

housing.  This view argues that there is plenty of land in high cost areas, and in principle

new construction might be able to push the cost of houses down to physical construction

costs.  However, the barriers to building create a potentially massive wedge between

prices and building costs.

We present three pieces of evidence that attempt to differentiate between these two

hypotheses.  First, we look at two different ways of valuing land.  The first, classic way is

to use a housing hedonic and compare the price of comparable homes situated on lots of

different sizes.  With these comparisons, we are, in principle, able to back out the value

that consumers place on larger lots.   Our second methodology is to subtract the

construction cost from the home value and then divide by the number of acres.  This

gives us another per acre value of land that is implied by the home price.  The first or

hedonic methodology can be thought of as giving the intensive value of land—that is,

how much is land worth on the margin to homeowners.  The second methodology gives

the extensive margin or how much it is worth to have a plot of land with a house on it.

The two hypotheses outlined above offer radically different predictions about the

relationship of these two values.  The neoclassical approach suggests that land should be

valued the same using either methodology.   After all, if a homeowner does not value the

land on his plot very much, he would subdivide and sell it to someone else.  The
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regulation approach suggests that the differences can be quite large.  Empirically, we find

that the hedonic estimates produce land values that often are about ten percent of the

values calculated with the extensive methodology.  We believe that this is our best

evidence for the critical role that zoning may play in creating high housing costs.

Our second empirical approach is to look at crowding in high cost areas.  The

neoclassical approach tells us that if these are areas with a high cost of land, then

individuals should be consuming less land.   The regulation approach argues that highly

regulated areas will have both large lots and high prices.  Our evidence suggests that

there is little connection across areas between high prices and density.  This again

suggests the critical role of regulation.

Our third approach is to correlate measures of regulation with the value of housing prices.

This approach is somewhat problematic because high values of land may themselves

create regulation.  Nonetheless, we find a robust connection between high prices and

regulation.  Almost all of the very high cost areas are extremely regulated—even though

they have fairly reasonable density levels.  Again, we interpret this as evidence for the

importance of regulation.

As a whole, this paper concludes that America does not uniformly face a housing

affordability crisis.  In the majority of places, land costs are low (or at least reasonable)

and housing prices are close to (or below) the costs of new construction.  In the places

where housing is quite expensive, zoning restrictions appear to have created these high

prices.   

One implication of this analysis is that the affordable housing debate should be

broadened to encompass zoning reform, not just public or subsidized construction

programs.  While poor households almost certainly are not consuming the typical unit in

areas with extremely high prices, we suspect that any filtering model of housing markets

would show that they, too, would benefit from an increased focus on land use constraints

by affordability advocates.
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All that said, we have done nothing to assess the possible benefits of zoning (well

discussed by Fischel, 1992, for example), so we cannot suggest that zoning should be

eliminated.  However, we do believe that the evidence suggests that zoning is responsible

for high housing costs and, to us, this means that if we are thinking about lowering

housing prices, we should begin with reforming the barriers to new construction in the

private sector.  

II. Housing Prices in the United States

We start with our analysis of housing prices across the U.S.  This work follows the

methodology of Glaeser and Gyourko (2001).  In this paper, we use the American

Housing Survey and the U.S. census to gather data on housing characteristics and values.

We use the R.S. Means data for construction costs.  We then create measures relating

home prices to construction costs.  

R.S. Means monitors construction costs in numerous American and Canadian cities.  The

Means Company reports local construction costs per square foot of living area. The

Means data on construction costs include material costs, labor costs, and equipment costs

for four different qualities of single unit residences.  No land costs are included.4   

The Means data contain information on four qualities of homes—economy, average,

custom, and luxury.  The data are broken down further by the size of living area (ranging

from 600ft2 to 3200ft2), the number of stories in the unit, and a few other differentiators.

We focus on costs for a one story, economy house, with an unfinished basement, with the

mean cost associated with four possible types of siding and building frame, and that

could be of small (<1550ft2), medium (1550ft2-1850ft2), or large (1850ft2-2500ft2) size in

terms of living area.  Generally, our choices reflect low to modest construction costs.

This strategy will tend to overestimate the true gap between housing prices and
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construction costs.   If the relevant benchmark is an average quality unit, not an economy

quality unit, construction costs should generally be increased by about 20 percent.  

The housing price data used in this paper to create the relationship between home prices

and construction cost comes from the American Housing Survey (AHS).  We focus on

observations of single unit residences that are owner occupied, and exclude

condominiums and cooperative units in buildings with multiple units even if they are

owned.

Excluding apartments simplifies our analysis, but in some ways the connection between

construction costs and home prices is easier with apartments.  In general, the marginal

construction cost of an apartment is the price of building up.  For example, Means data

indicate that the price per square foot of building in a typical high rise of from 8 to 24

stories was nearly $110 per square foot in New York City in 1999.5  This implies that the

purely physical costs of construction for a new 1500 square foot unit in New York City is

about $166,500.  Anyone familiar with the New York housing market knows that a large

number of Manhattan apartments trade at many multiples of this amount.  

Because house price will be compared to construction costs, and the latter is reported on a

square foot basis, the house price data must be put in similar form.  This is

straightforward for the AHS, which contains the square footage of living area.  For every

single unit reported in the 1999 or 1989 AHS, we can then compute the ratio of house

value to construction costs (as long as it is in an area tracked in the Means data).6  From

this, we can calculate the distribution of homes priced above and below construction

costs and are able to do so for nearly 40 cities in both 1989 and 1999.   We look at two

measures—first the share of housing in the area that costs at least 40 percent more than

                                                                                                                                                
4 Two publications are particularly relevant for greater detail on the underlying data:  Residential Cost
Data, 19th annual edition, (2000) and Square Foot Costs, 21st annual edition (2000), both published by the
R.S. Means Company.
5 See R.S. Means.  Building Construction Cost Data, 60th Edition, 2002.
6 The actual computation is more complicated, as adjustments are made to correct for depreciation,
inflation, the fact that owners tend to overestimate the value of their homes, and for regional variation in
the presence of basements.  See the Appendix for the details.  In addition, we also performed the analysis
using the 1991 AHS and the results are virtually unchanged from those for 1989.
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new construction costs.  These are the homes in the area where land is actually a

significant share of new construction costs.  If the appropriate benchmark is an economy

home, then for these homes land is about 40 percent or more of the value.  If the

appropriate benchmark is an average home, then for these homes land is approximately

20 percent of the value of the home.  Our view is that homes below this cutoff are sitting

on relatively cheap land.  We also calculate the share of homes with prices more than 10

percent below the cost of new construction.   

Table 1 shows the distribution of homes—relative to construction costs—for the nation as

a whole and for the four main census regions.  These data highlight that at last half of the

nation’s housing is less than 40 percent more expensive than economy quality home

construction costs, or no more than 20 percent more expensive than average quality home

construction costs.  It also suggests that a large share of the nation’s housing has its price

roughly determined by the physical costs of new construction, as most of the housing

value is within 40 percent of physical construction costs.  That said, the regional

breakdowns reported in Table 1 emphasize that much land in western cities looks to be

relatively expensive.   

Figures 1 and 2 give an overall impression of the underlying data.  In Figure 1, for central

cities, we have graphed the share of homes in the 1999 AHS with prices more than 40

percent above construction costs on the share of homes in the 1989 AHS with prices more

than 40 percent above construction costs. The straight line in the figure is the 45 degree

line.   In Figure 2, we have repeated this for the suburban parts of the metropolitan areas.  

Figure 1 makes two major points.  First, there is a great deal of permanence in these

measures.  The correlation coefficient between the 1989 and 1999 measures is 82 percent.

The average of this variable across central cities was 47.8 percent in 1989 and 50.2

percent in 1999, so it does not look like the 1990s was a watershed in housing price

changes.  Second, there is a great deal of heterogeneity across places.  A number of

places—primarily those in California—have almost no homes that cost less than 1.4
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times construction costs.  However, in a number of places almost all of the homes cost

less than this benchmark.  

Figure 2 makes similar points.  The correlation between the 1989 and 1999 measures is

lower, but remains high at 0.70.  There is also heterogeneity across space in suburban

areas, but in general these places are more likely to have land values that are substantially

higher than construction costs.  The unweighted mean across the 37 suburban areas was

61 percent in 1989 and 63 percent in 1999.  We suspect that one reason for the higher

fractions of expensive housing is that suburban homes are newer and are likely to be of

high quality.  A second reason is that suburban homes have more land and suburban land

is more expensive.

The data by local area also are shown in Tables 2 and 3.  These exhibits also report the

share of the housing stock that is priced at least 10 percent below construction costs.

Across the U.S., there are many areas with extremely cheap housing.  However, in this

sample only Philadelphia and Detroit have extremely large values of this measure in

1999.7  We should also note that previous work we have done using the 1990 census

suggests that there is more cheaper housing than indicated by the AHS.  Our suspicion is

that the Census is more representative, but we leave further examination of these

discrepancies for later work.  

However, our focus here is not on the cheap areas, but on the expensive ones.  And, we

believe that this data confirms that there are some areas of the country that do, indeed,

have a dearth of affordable housing.  Still, for much of the country prices are determined

by new construction costs.  As discussed in the Introduction, for us this means that there

is not an affordable housing crisis in such areas.  The problem there probably lies in the

labor market, not the land market.  We now turn to trying to understand why home prices

are high in the areas that are expensive relative to construction costs.  

Page 24



11

III. Discussion: Demand for Land vs. Zoning

Housing prices are determined by both demand and supply concerns.  High housing

prices must reflect high consumer demand for a particular area.  However, they must also

reflect some sort of restriction on supply.  Data from sources such as Means suggests that

physical houses can be supplied almost perfectly elastically.  As such, the limits on

housing supply must come from the land component of housing.  The usual urban

economics view of housing markets suggests that the restriction on housing supply is the

availability of land.  Because land is ultimately inelastically supplied, this naturally

creates a limit to the supply of new housing at construction costs.   An alternative view is

that land is itself fairly abundant, but that zoning authorities make new construction

extremely costly.  These costs can take the form of classic impact fees or more Byzantine

approval processes that slow construction and put up costly hurdles to construction.

Obviously, there could be some truth to both views.  In this section, we provide an

analytical framework for our attempts to empirically distinguish between the two views

of limits on building: expensive land vs. zoning.  Section IV then examines a variety of

data to determine if the weight of the evidence more strongly supports one view over the

other.

As noted above, we have decided to ignore the housing demand component of the

housing prices.  Two reasons underpin this decision.  First, housing demand has been

studied much more extensively than housing supply.  A distinguished literature including

Alonso (1964), Muth (1968), Rosen (1979) and Roback (1982) has considered the

determinants of housing demand.  Labor market demand and consumption amenities,

such as weather and school, are both important causes of particular demand for some

areas.  We have little to add to these findings.  Second, policy responses to housing prices

are unlikely to change housing demand.  Increasing supply is a much more natural policy

response to high housing prices than reducing demand.  

                                                                                                                                                
7 The Philadelphia numbers for 1989 are not typos.  They reflect a small sample bias associated with the
number of units with basements.  This is a statistical oddity that does not show up in other samples,
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To clarify the issues, consider a jurisdiction with a supply of land equal to “A.”  Assume

that the construction cost for a home is K—here, we are not interested in the margin of

interior space.  The free market price of land equals p.  We will represent zoning with a

tax T on new construction.  In principle, zoning could also work by limiting the total

number of homes in the area to a fixed number or, equivalently, by constraining lot size

to be greater than a given amount.  As we assume homogenous residents, a minimum lot

size and a constraint on the number of residents will be equivalent.  Also, as we are not

interested in the incidence of the policy, a tax and a quantity limit will yield the same

outcomes.    

As such, the supply price of building a house with L units of land will be K+T+pL.  We

will not generally directly observe either p or T.  The sales price of the home will be

denoted P(L), where P(L) refers to the price of a home with L units of land.  In

equilibrium P(L) must equal K+T+pL so P’(L)=p.    

Our primary interest is in the relevant magnitudes of pL and T in creating expensive

housing.  We do not directly observe either p or T, but we do observe P(L) and K.  As

such, we can compute P(L)-K which gives us an estimate of T+pL.  Using standard

hedonic analysis, we can estimate P’(L), which is the amount the housing price increases

within a given neighborhood as the amount of land rises.  By estimating P’(L), we are

implicitly estimating p—the implicit price of land.  Even in communities where new

houses are not being built, the hedonic value of land still gives us an implicit price of

land.  We can then compare p with (P(L)-K)/L which equals p+T/L.  The difference

between these two values gives us a sense of the relative importance of land prices and

zoning controls.   

A second test of the model requires us to look across communities with different levels of

some local amenity that we denote as B.  In this case, we write the home price function as

P(L,B).  If we differentiate across communities, and T changes across communities, but

                                                                                                                                                
whether in the AHS or decennial censuses.
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K does not, then 
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.  The value of T might differ across

communities because impact fees differ, but more likely T will differ if zoning takes the

form of quantity controls.  If zoning takes the form of minimum lot size or maximum

residents, then the implicit tax will be higher in high amenity communities.  In a sense,

our interest lies in determining the relative magnitudes of L
dB
dp

 and 
dB
dT

.  One way to

examine this is to look at our implied measures of p and T found using the methodology

discussed above.  

Another way is to look at land densities.  We specify utility as a function of the location-

specific amenity B, consumption of land, and consumption of a composite commodity

denoted C which is equal to income (denoted Y) minus housing costs.  Thus, total utility

equals U(B, L, Y-P(L,B)).  This implies an optimal level of land, denoted L*, which

satisfies CL ULPU *)(′=  (where XU  denotes the derivative of U(.,.,.) with respect to an

argument X).   For simplicity, we will assume that U(B, L, Y-P(L,B)) equals

W(B)+V(L)+Y-P(L,B), so the first order condition for land becomes V’(L*)=p.

Differentiating this with respect to B then yields: dL*/dB=(dp/dB)/V”(L*).   If V(L)

equals αvL , then this tells us that )(
1

1
1
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)( pLogvLogLLog
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α

−
−

−
= .   This yields the

clear implication that if dp/dB is big—we should expect there to be lower densities in

areas with large amenities and high costs.  Conversely, if there is no connection between

housing costs and density, then this is more evidence for the zoning model against the

neoclassical housing price model.

Our third empirical approach relies on the existence of zoning.  If we have measures of

the difficulty of obtaining building permits in a particular area, then we should expect

them to drive up housing costs (holding B constant).  This is just documenting that

dP/dT>0.  Obviously, this approach is likely to be compromised if high amenity areas

impose more stringent zoning.  Nonetheless, a connection between the strength of zoning

rules and housing prices seems like a final test for the zoning view.  As an added test,
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across communities, if we have measures of zoning controls, we would expect the

estimated value of T/L to be higher.  

IV. Evidence on Zoning: The Intensive Margin and the Extensive Margin

As our first test, we follow the framework and attempt to estimate “p”—the market price

of land and T/L—the implicit zoning tax.  Using data from the 1999 American Housing

Survey, we begin by estimating “p” using the standard hedonic methodology in a

regression of the following specification:

(1)       Housing Price=p*Land Area + Other Controls.

The other controls include the number of bedrooms, the number of bathrooms, the

number of other rooms, an indicator variable that takes on a value of one if the home has

a fireplace, an indicator variable that takes on a value of one if the home has a garage, an

indicator variable that takes on a value of one if the home is in a central city, an indicator

variable that takes on a value of one if the home has a basement, an indicator variable that

takes on a value of one if the home has air-conditioning, and the age of the home.  We

ran each regression separately for 26 metropolitan areas for which there were 100

observations so that trait prices would be reasonably precisely estimated.8   

Column (1) in Table 4 reports the hedonic price of land for different metropolitan areas

using this linear specification.  The hedonic literature has generally argued that non-

normal errors terms make a logarithmic specification more sensible.  As such, we have

also estimated logarithmic equations of the following form:

(1’) Log(Home Price)=p’*Log(Land Area) + Other Controls.

                                                
8 There are 96 observations in the Baltimore metropolitan area, which is the smallest number across all
cities.  Visual inspection of the findings found sensible results for most traits when the number of
observations was at or above 100.
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To transform the estimate of p’, which is an elasticity, into a value of land, we take this

coefficient and multiply it by the ratio of mean home price to mean land area.  After this

transformation, our elasticity-based estimates should be comparable to those in column

(1) and we report those in column (2).

The two hedonic estimates are strongly correlated (ρ=.5), although the implicit prices

arising from the logged specification tend to be slightly higher.  In any event, functional

form does not lead one to materially different conclusions regarding the value of a small

change in lot size about the sample mean in these areas.  In general, the hedonic estimates

suggest that land is relatively cheap on this margin.  In some cities, the estimated price is

below $1 per square foot.  While estimates in those places tend not to be precise, the t-

statistics reported still do not imply really high prices even at the top end of the 95

percent confidence interval.  In places where the point estimate is reasonably precise,

land prices tend to be between $1 and $2 per square foot.  In these areas, this implies that

an average homeowner would be willing to pay between $11,000-$22,000 dollars for an

extra quarter acre of land.9  The estimates are higher in some cities, primarily in

California.  For example, in San Francisco it appears that homeowners are willing to pay

almost $80,000 dollars for an extra quarter acre of land.10  While we do not have really

good benchmarks with which to compare these prices, intuitively they seem reasonable to

us as a whole.

To implement our first test, we then need to compare these prices with the implicit price

of land found by computing the difference between home prices and structure costs.

Subtracting structure costs (provided by the Means data) from reported home values and

then dividing by the amount of land generates an estimate of “p+T/L” as described

above—the value of land including the implicit tax on new construction.  These average

values of p+T/L for each metropolitan area are in column 3 of Table 4.

                                                
9 There are 43,560 square feet in an acre of land.
10 The estimate from the linear specification is much lower, but logging materially improves the overall
hedonic in the case of San Francisco.
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Comparing columns 1 and 2 with column 3 illustrates the vast differences in our

estimates of the intensive and extensive prices of land, or p and p+T/L.  In many cases,

our estimate of p+T/L is about ten times larger than p.  For example, in Chicago our

imputed price of land per square foot from the extensive margin methodology is $13.16.

This means that a home on a quarter acre plot (or 10,890 square feet) will cost over

$140,000 more than construction costs.  In San Diego, this quarter acre plot is implicitly

priced at nearly $285,000.  The analogous figure is even higher in New York City at just

over $350,000.  And, in San Francisco the plot is apparently worth just under $700,000.  

This is our first piece of evidence on the relative importance of classic land prices and

zoning.  In areas where the ratio is 10-to-1, the findings suggest that for an average lot,

only 10 percent of the value of the land comes from an intrinsically high land price as

measured by hedonic prices.  

While the hedonic land prices from the linear specification (column 1) are not

significantly correlated with mean house prices, both the hedonic prices from the logged

model (column 2) and the extensive margin prices (column 3) are strongly positively

correlated with mean prices.  Simple regressions of each of the three land price series on

mean house price finds that dollar impact of house price with respect to land price is far

larger for the series that reflects the implicit development tax.  Specifically, a one

standard deviation increase in house price (which equals $82,239 in this 26 city sample)

about its mean is associated with a $13.82 increase in land price as reflected in our p+T/L

measure.  The analogous standardized effect with respect to our measure of p arising

from the logged hedonic model is $1.10.11  While these results are based on an admittedly

small sample, we believe the difference in the scale of the changes provides evidence

consistent with the hypothesis that high home prices appear to have more to do with

regulation than with the operations of a free market for land.  

V. Evidence on Zoning: Density and Housing Costs  

Page 30



17

Our second test is to look at the connection between housing prices and density.  As

described in the model, the neoclassic land model strongly suggests that there should be a

positive connection between density and housing prices.  The free land market view

suggests that higher amenities will lead to higher land prices and lower consumption of

land.  The zoning view suggests that higher amenities will just lead to a higher implicit

zoning tax.  This zoning tax does not impact the marginal cost of additional land and,

therefore, there should be little connection between the cost of land and density.

To test this implication, we correlated land density within a central city with our various

measures of housing prices within that city.  As the framework suggested the relationship

)(
1

1
1

)(
)( pLogvLogLLog

αα
α

−
−

−
= , we will estimate a logarithmic equation.  We use as

our land area measure the logarithm of the land area in the city divided by the number of

households.12  Obviously, density is higher the lower the value of this variable.  

  

Table 5 presents the results from a series of regressions exploring the relationship of our

density measure to the index of expensive homes and land in our sample of cities.  In

regression (1), we use our measure of the share of houses that cost at least 40 percent

more than construction costs as the independent variable.  In this case, the relationship is

negative so that a higher concentration of expensive homes is associated with greater

density.  However, there still is no meaningful statistical relationship.  Figure 3 plots the

relationship with the regression line included.  The figure highlights the extraordinary

amount of heterogeneity in the relationship between density and the distribution of house

prices.  For example, Detroit, Seattle, and Los Angeles have similar land densities per

household, but radically different fractions of units sitting on expensive land.

Analogously, New York City and San Diego have similarly high fractions of expensive

land, but very different residential densities.

                                                                                                                                                
11 The coefficients are precisely estimated in the underlying regressions and are available upon request.
Because the hedonic land price arising from the linear model is virtually uncorrelated with mean house
price, the analogous impact is near zero for that land price series. 
12 Using population per square mile yields similar results.
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In regression (2), we control for median income in the city in 1990 to control for the

possibility that richer people live in expensive areas and demand more land.  However,

there still is not a really strong relationship between density and the fraction of expensive

land and homes.  Density is slightly higher in more expensive areas on average, but the

relationship is tenuous even when controlling for income.  In regression (3), median

house price in 1990 is used as the independent variable.  There is a statistically significant

negative relationship between density and price in this case, with the elasticity being –

0.56.  However, there is much heterogeneity here, too, as the statements made just above

regarding Detroit, Seattle, Los Angeles, New York City, and San Diego still hold true

when median price is on the right-hand side of the regression.        

For regressions (4), (5) and (6), we take the model more seriously and use an amenity to

look at the impact of housing costs and land consumption.  We focus on a particularly

well-studied amenity—average January temperature.  In regression (4), we show that

there is a strong positive relationship between the fraction of expensive homes and land

and average January temperature.  This relationship is necessary for this variable to

qualify as an amenity.  In regression (5), we regress the logarithm of land area per

household on January temperature.  In this case, the relationship is much less strong.  The

t-statistic is 1.6.  Taken together, these results show that warmer January temperature

may raise housing prices13, but there is no strong evidence that it increases densities—at

least, not by very much.  Indirectly, this suggests that it is not raising the marginal cost of

land by much.

In regression (6), we follow the spirit of the framework most closely.  We regress the

logarithm of land area per household on the distribution of housing prices using average

January temperature as an instrument.  January temperature is meant to represent the

exogenous variation in amenities that causes prices to rise.  Not only is there no

statistically meaningful connection between prices and land consumption, but these

                                                
13 There is a statistically and economically significant positive relationship between mean January
temperature and median house price.  Those results are not reported here, but are available upon request.
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instrumental variables results imply that higher prices are associated with lower, not

higher, densities.  One possibility is that incomes are higher in these areas and that richer

people are demanding more land.  Consequently, we redid the analysis adding median

family income as a control, but the results were largely unchanged.  That is, there is no

statistically significant relation between instrumented prices and density, and the point

estimate still is slightly positive (albeit small).  While we acknowledge that the sample is

small and that there could be other omitted factors, these results suggest to us that higher

prices have more to do with zoning than a higher marginal cost of land.  

As a final test of this view, we regressed our two measures of land costs from Table 4

with average January temperature.  We only have 26 observations, but the results are still

quite illuminating.  A standard deviation increase of 14.7 degrees in mean January

temperature is associated with a $5.02 higher construction cost-based price of land.  The

same increase in warmth is associated with only a $0.47 higher hedonic-based price of

land.14  Once again, amenities seem to have more of an effect on the implicit zoning tax

than on the marginal cost of land. 

VI. Evidence on Zoning: Housing Costs and Zoning

Our last perspective on the role of zoning comes from an examination of the correlation

between land prices and measures of zoning.  Such data are very difficult to obtain.  Our

measures of zoning come from the Wharton Land Use Control Survey.  This survey took

place in 1989 and is a survey of jurisdictions in 60 metropolitan areas.  Because of the

limits of our American Housing Survey data, we are forced to consider only observations

on the central cities of 45 metropolitan areas.

The variable we focus on here is a survey measure of the average length of time between

an application for rezoning and the issuance of a building permit for a modest size, single

family subdivision of less than 50 units.  This measure can take on values ranging from
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one to five with a value of one indicating the permit issuance lag is less than three

months, a value of two indicating the time frame is between three and six months, a value

of three indicating a 7-12 month lag, a value of four meaning the lag is between one and

two years, and a five signaling a very long lag of over two years.  Before proceeding to a

regression, we note that the correlation of the permit length variable with the fraction of

housing stock priced more than 40 percent above the cost of new construction is fairly

high at 0.43.  The mean fraction of high cost housing among the cities with permit

waiting times of at least six months is (i.e., a value of 3 or more for this variable) is 0.75.

Difficult zoning seems to be ubiquitous in high cost areas.15  

Table 6 reports some regression results using this variable.  In the first column, we

regress our housing cost measure (again using the share of the city’s housing stock priced

more than 40 percent above the cost of new construction) on the first zoning measure—

time to get a permit issued for a rezoning request.  We find a strong positive relationship,

so that when the index increases by one, 15 percent more of the housing stock becomes

quite expensive.  This positive relationship also survives controlling for population

growth during the 1980s and median income, as shown in the second column.16

In the final column of Table 6, we return to our implied zoning tax--T/L from above.

This value is calculated using the data in Table 4.  Specifically, we subtract the cost of

land estimated in the non-linear hedonic equation (i.e., p from column 2 of Table 4) from

the cost of land implied by subtracting structure cost from total home value (i.e., p+T/L

from column 3 of Table 4).  We then regress this variable on our zoning measure.  As the

results show, the implied zoning tax is strongly increasing in the length of time it takes to

get a permit issued for a subdivision.  Increasing a single category in terms of permit

issuance lag is associated with a nearly $7 per square foot increase in the implicit zoning

                                                                                                                                                
14 We used the price series from the non-linear hedonic in the underlying regression.  Only the regression
involving the construction-based land prices (column 3 of Table 4) yields statistically significant results at
conventional levels. 
15 Other measures in the data base include the analogue to this rezoning question, except that the permit
length time applies to a completely new subdivision that does not require rezoning.  We examined this and
other variables and found correlation patterns similar to those presented below.
16 Adding region dummies to the specification eliminates any significant positive correlation between this
zoning control and the fraction of expensive housing in the area.
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tax.  If the dependent variable is logged, the results imply that a one unit increase in the

index is associated with a 0.50 log point increase in the implicit zoning tax.17  

VII. Conclusion

America is not facing a nationwide affordable housing crisis.  In most of the country,

home prices appear to be fairly close to the physical costs of construction.  In some of the

country, home prices are even far below the physical costs of construction.  Only in

particular areas, especially New York City and California, do housing prices diverge

substantially from the costs of new construction.  

In the areas where houses are expensive, the classic urban model fares relatively poorly.

These areas are not generally characterized by substantially higher marginal costs of land

as estimated by a hedonic model.  The hedonic results imply that the cost of a house on

10,000 square feet is usually pretty close in value to a house on 15,000 square feet.  In

addition, these high prices often are not associated with extremely high densities.  For

example, there is as much land per household in San Diego (a high price area) as there is

in Cleveland (a low price area).  

The bulk of the evidence marshaled in this paper suggests that zoning, and other land use

controls, are more responsible for high prices where we see them.  There is a huge gap

between the price of land implied by the gap between home prices and construction costs

and the price of land implied by the price differences between homes on 10,000 square

feet and homes on 15,000 square feet.  Measures of zoning strictness are highly

correlated with high prices.  While all of our evidence is suggestive, not definitive, it

seems to suggest that this form of government regulation is responsible for high housing

costs where they exist.

We have not considered the benefits from zoning which could certainly outweigh these

costs.  However, if policy advocates are interested in reducing housing costs, they would

                                                
17 Finally, similar results obtain if other approval time variables are used (e.g., that for a new subdivision).
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do well to start with zoning reform.  Building small numbers of subsidized on housing

units is likely to have a trivial impact on average housing prices (given any reasonable

demand elasticity), even if well targeted towards deserving poor households.  However,

reducing the implied zoning tax on new construction could well have a massive impact

on housing prices.

Of course, it may well be that the positive impact of zoning on housing prices is zoning’s

strongest appeal.  If we move to a regime with weaker zoning rules, then current

homeowners in high cost areas are likely to lose substantially.  To make this politically

feasible, it is crucial that any political reform also try to compensate the losers for this

change. 
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Appendix 1:  Construction of the House Value/Construction Cost Ratio

A number of adjustments are made to the underlying house price data in the comparison

of prices to construction costs.  These include imputation of the square footage of living

area for observations from the IPUMS for the 1980 and 1990 census years.  However,

because the results reported in this paper do not include census data, we omit the

description of that imputation.  See our 2001 working paper for those details.

Two adjustments are made to the AHS house price data to account for the depreciation

that occurs on older homes and to account for the fact that research shows owners tend to

overestimate the value of their homes.  The remainder of this Appendix provides the

details. 

One adjustment takes into account the fact that research shows owners tend to

overestimate the value of their homes.  Following the survey and recent estimation by

Goodman & Ittner, 1992, we presume that owners typically overvalue their homes by 6

percent.18

Empirically, the most important adjustment takes into account the fact that the vast

majority of our homes are not new and have experienced real depreciation.  Depreciation

factors are estimated using the AHS.   More specifically, we regress house value per

square foot (scaled down by the Goodman & Ittner, 1992, correction) in the relevant year

on a series of age controls and metropolitan area dummies.  The age data is in interval

form so that we can tell if a house is from 0-5 years old, from 6-10 years old, from 11-25

years old, from 25-36 years old, and more than 45 years old.  The coefficients on the age

controls are each negative as expected and represent the extent to which houses of

different ages have depreciated in value on a per square foot basis.

                                                
18 This effect turns out to be relatively minor in terms of its quantitative impact on the results. 
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Finally, we should note that our procedure effectively assumes that units with a basement

in the AHS have unfinished basements, so that we underestimate construction costs for

units with finished basements.  Having a basement adds materially to construction costs

according to the Means data.  Those units with unfinished basements have about 10

percent higher construction costs depending on the size of the unit.  Units with finished

basements have up to 30 percent higher construction costs, again depending on the size of

the unit.

After these adjustments, house value is then compared to construction costs to produce

the distributions reported in the main text.
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Table 1:  Distribution of Single Family House Prices Relative to Construction Costs,
American Housing Survey Data-1989 and 1999, Central City Observations

1989 AHS 1999 AHS
% Units Valued
at <90% of CC

% Units Valued
at >140% of CC

% Units Valued
as <90% of CC

% Units Valued
at >140% of CC

Nation 0.17 0.46 0.17 0.50
Midwest 0.41 0.14 0.30 0.27
Northeast 0.12 0.58 0.37 0.34
South 0.11 0.50 0.13 0.46
West 0.05 0.69 0.04 0.77

Source:  Authors’ calculations.
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Table 2:  House Price/Construction Cost Distribution, City Areas, 1989 and 1999

% Units Valued
at <90% of CC

% Units Valued
at >140% of CC

%Units Valued
at <90% of CC

%Units Valued
at >140% of CC

City 1989 1989 1999 1999
albuquerque city 0.02 0.82 0.03 0.83
anaheim city 0.00 1.00 0.00 0.93
austin city 0.00 0.46 0.06 0.71
baltimore city 0.18 0.41 0.30 0.27
chicago city 0.20 0.28 0.16 0.44
columbus city 0.33 0.18 0.12 0.29
dallas city 0.06 0.56 0.13 0.47
denver city 0.04 0.60 0.08 0.86
detroit city 0.85 0.05 0.54 0.20
el paso city 0.05 0.34 0.02 0.28
fort worth city 0.12 0.40 0.26 0.29
greensboro city 0.13 0.59 0.00 0.69
houston city 0.25 0.40 0.25 0.27
indianapolis city 0.25 0.22 0.24 0.22
jacksonville city 0.08 0.55 0.11 0.43
kansas city city 0.33 0.09 0.40 0.12
las vegas city 0.00 0.29 0.03 0.45
little rock city 0.09 0.36 0.08 0.40
los angeles city 0.02 0.93 0.04 0.89
milwaukee city 0.32 0.10 0.27 0.22
minneapolis city 0.22 0.21 0.20 0.30
nashville-davidson city 0.02 0.69 0.05 0.56
new orleans city 0.02 0.49 0.03 0.57
new york city 0.04 0.81 0.11 0.56
norfolk city 0.01 0.87 0.02 0.66
oklahoma city city 0.13 0.30 0.16 0.41
omaha city 0.21 0.15 0.30 0.21
philadelphia city 0.10 0.52 0.60 0.16
phoenix city 0.02 0.69 0.05 0.65
raleigh city 0.06 0.81 0.02 0.81
sacramento city 0.00 0.55 0.03 0.72
san antonio city 0.12 0.48 0.30 0.26
san diego city 0.07 0.88 0.03 0.93
san francisco city 0.00 0.97 0.04 0.96
seattle city 0.06 0.49 0.02 0.86
tampa city 0.09 0.43 0.13 0.49
toledo city 0.27 0.16 0.40 0.23
tucson city 0.06 0.43 0.04 0.61
tulsa city 0.07 0.36 0.08 0.38
wichita city 0.18 0.21 0.13 0.48
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Table 3:  House Price/Construction Cost Distribution, Suburban Areas, 1989 and 1999

% Units Valued
at <90% of CC

%Units Valued
at >140% of CC

%Units Valued 
at <90% of CC

%Units Valued
at >140% of CC

City 1989 1989 1999 1999
albany city 0.06 0.63 0.00 0.40
anaheim city 0.02 0.96 0.03 0.96
atlanta city 0.03 0.67 0.06 0.58
baltimore city 0.05 0.66 0.01 0.61
birmingham city 0.10 0.56 0.12 0.53
boston city 0.01 0.87 0.02 0.86
chicago city 0.06 0.67 0.05 0.74
cincinnati city 0.10 0.29 0.10 0.47
cleveland city 0.15 0.23 0.05 0.58
columbus city 0.12 0.47 0.03 0.61
dallas city 0.03 0.58 0.06 0.52
detroit city 0.24 0.26 0.08 0.58
fort lauderdale city 0.00 0.76 0.00 0.85
fort worth city 0.09 0.59 0.09 0.49
houston city 0.23 0.24 0.08 0.31
kansas city city 0.15 0.22 0.05 0.33
los angeles city 0.04 0.91 0.04 0.89
miami city 0.05 0.72 0.00 0.73
milwaukee city 0.05 0.39 0.08 0.53
minneapolis city 0.08 0.29 0.05 0.43
new orleans city 0.10 0.53 0.06 0.61
new york city 0.03 0.85 0.09 0.78
newark city 0.01 0.96 0.01 0.72
orlando city 0.03 0.70 0.04 0.61
oxnard city 0.00 1.00 0.04 0.93
philadelphia city 0.03 0.78 0.11 0.47
phoenix city 0.02 0.65 0.00 0.76
pittsburgh city 0.23 0.19 0.25 0.21
riverside city 0.05 0.87 0.02 0.76
rochester city 0.01 0.63 0.09 0.28
sacramento city 0.03 0.83 0.05 0.72
salt lake city city 0.10 0.22 0.02 0.86
san diego city 0.04 0.92 0.05 0.88
san francisco city 0.01 0.98 0.02 0.97
seattle city 0.02 0.72 0.01 0.90
st. louis city 0.11 0.34 0.21 0.34
tampa city 0.03 0.57 0.05 0.66
Note:  CC=Construction Costs
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Table 4: Land Price on the Extensive and Intensive Margins

City

Hedonic Price
of Land/ft2

Linear
Specification

Hedonic
Price of
Land/ft2 
Log-Log

Specification

Imputed
Land Cost

from Means
Data

(Entensive
Margin)

Mean
House
Price

Anaheim $2.89
(1.54)

$3.55
(1.34)

$38.99 $312,312

Atlanta $0.23
(0.50)

-$0.30
(-0.70)

$3.20 $150,027

Baltimore $1.15
(2.53)

$5.21
(2.31)

$4.43 $152,813

Boston $0.07
(0.10)

$0.55
(0.67)

$13.16 $250,897

Chicago $0.79
(2.43)

$0.80
(1.96)

$14.57 $184,249

Cincinnati $0.89
(1.92)

$0.50
(1.14)

$2.71 $114,083

Cleveland $0.26
(0.95)

$0.24
(0.81)

$4.13 $128,127

Dallas -$0.83
(-1.14)

$0.21
(0.27)

$5.42 $117,805

Detroit $0.14
(0.92)

$0.45
(2.31)

$5.10 $138,217

Houston $1.43
(2.61)

$1.62
(2.66)

$4.37 $108,463

Kansas City $2.06
(2.75)

$1.65
(2.11)

$1.92 $112,700

Los Angeles $2.19
(4.63)

$2.60
(3.53)

$30.44 $254,221

Miami $0.37
(0.45)

$0.18
(0.24)

$10.87 $153,041

Milwaukee $1.44
(3.08)

$0.95
(1.90)

$3.04 $130,451

Minneapolis $0.29
(0.93)

$0.35
(1.09)

$8.81 $149,267

New York
City

$0.84
(1.09)

$1.62
(1.60)

$32.33 $252,743

Newark $0.42
(0.62)

$0.10
(0.11)

$17.70 $231,312

Philadelphia $1.07
(6.41)

$0.77
(5.28)

$3.20 $163,615
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City

Hedonic Price
of Land/ft2

Linear
Specification

Hedonic
Price of

Land/ft2 Log-
Log

Specification

Imputed
Land Cost

from Means
Data

(Intensive
Margin)

Mean
House
Price

Phoenix $1.89
(3.88)

$1.86
(3.26)

$6.86 $143,296

Pittsburgh $2.28
(6.26)

$1.71
(4.55)

$3.08 $106,747

Riverside $1.35
(3.55)

$1.60
(2.95)

$7.92 $149,819

San Diego $0.58
(0.97)

$1.29
(1.33)

$26.12 $245,764

San Francisco $0.97
(0.76)

$7.84
(2.42)

$63.72 $461,209

Seattle -$0.68
(-0.69)

$0.48
(0.06)

$18.91 $262,676

St. Louis $0.63
(1.91)

$0.07
(1.55)

$1.74 $110,335

Tampa $0.19
(0.36)

$0.89
(1.30)

$6.32 $101,593
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Table 5: Density and the Distribution of House Prices, Cities, 1990

Dep. Var:
Log Land

Area  per HH

Dep. Var:
Log  Land Area

per HH

Dep. Var: 
Log Land Area

per HH

Dep. Var:   
% Units Valued at
≥ 140% of CC

Dep. Var: 
Log Land Area

per HH

(2SLS: Mean Jan. Temp. as
Instrument)

Dep. Var: Log Land Area  per
HH

% Units Valued at
≥ 140% of CC 

-0.510
(0.451)

-0.576
(0.507)

1.177
(0.880)

Log Median
Family Income,
1989

0.266
(0.895)

Median House
Price, 1990

-0.565
(0.225)

Mean January
Temperature

0.013
(0.003)

0.015
(0.009)

Intercept -7.050
(0.245)

-9.784
(9.191)

-0.959
(2.536)

-0.021
(0.113)

-7.882
(0.387)

-17.254
(8.678)

2R 0.01 -0.02 0.12 0.34 0.04
Number of Obs. 40 40 40 40 40 40

Notes:  Standard errors in parentheses
Density is defined as the log of the ratio of square miles of land in the city divided by the number of households.  See the text for the details.
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Table 6: Zoning Regulations and the Distribution of House Prices

Dep. Variable:
% Units Valued

at ≥ 140 % of CC

Dep. Variable:
% Units Valued

at ≥ 140 % of CC

Dep. Variable:
T/L from Table 4

(Implied Zoning Tax)
Time to Permit
Issuance for Rezoning
Request

0.150
(0.051)

0.112
(0.044)

6.796
(3.048)

Log Median Family
Income, 1989

0.260
(0.255)

% Pop. Growth, 1980-
1990

1.080
(0.411)

Intercept 0.111
(0.120)

-2.512
(2.634)

-3.527
(7.732)

2R 0.16 0.40 0.15
N 40 40 22

Notes:  The independent zoning variable is a categorical measure of time lag between
application for rezoning and issuance of building permit for development of a modest
sized single family subdivision.  See the text for details.
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Figure 1: House Prices/Construction Costs Over Time, Cities
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Figure 2: House Prices/Construction Costs Over Time, Suburbs
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Figure 3: Density and the Distribution of House Prices,
 Central Cities, 1990
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PRESS RELEASE: Supervisor Mark Farrell to
Call for Economic Impact Report on San
Francisco’s Zoning and Land-Use Regulations
SAN FRANCISCO — At today’s meeting of the San Francisco Board of
Supervisors, Supervisor Mark Farrell will publicly call on the City’s Chief
Economist to produce an economic impact report on San Francisco’s zoning
and land-use regulations.

“Overly restrictive zoning and land-use regulations not only impact us
here locally, but also impact the region and nation in terms of economic
inequality and opportunity,” said Supervisor Mark Farrell. “We need to
strike a balance between protecting our neighborhood diversity in San
Francisco and policies which promote sustainable, long-term growth.”

Supervisor Farrell is specifically requesting that San Francisco’s Chief
Economist produce an economic impact report that examines the impact of
San Francisco’s zoning and land-use regulations on:

· Residential housing costs;

· Commercial and office space costs;

· Economic mobility;

· Economic productivity;

· Income inequality;

· Jobs creation, or loss;

· Gross Domestic Product;

HAC 6/2/2016
Attachment 5 - Exhibit 2
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· And, any other area the Chief Economist deems necessary and important

The discussion around the impacts of zoning and land-use regulations,
especially in coastal cities, has started in earnest as research and studies
have been released from economists at University of California Berkeley, the
University of Chicago, and from the Chairman of the Council of Economic
Advisors for the White House. Early research and studies suggest that overly
restrictive zoning and land-use regulations do have far-reaching impacts on
housing costs, economic inequality, mobility, and productivity.

“San Francisco can and should be a shining example of how to plan for
growth responsibly, and on how to nurture that growth so that rising
economic tides lifts all boats,” said Supervisor Mark Farrell. “For the
first-time in the City’s history, this report will quantify the impacts our
local zoning and land-use regulations, and provide the base to move
forward on implementing policies that will benefit all San Franciscans.”

Supervisor Farrell plans to host a hearing on the report at a Board of
Supervisors committee once it is released, which is expected to be in early
Fall.
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AN N O T AT E D  AG E N D A  
S PE CI AL  M EET I NG O F T HE 
B E R K E LE Y C I T Y  C O U N CI L  

Tuesday, May 17, 2016 

5:30 PM 

School District Board Room - 1231 Addison St., Berkeley, CA (ADA Accessible Entrance) 

Please enter at 1222 University Avenue 

TOM BATES, MAYOR 
Councilmembers: 

DISTRICT 1 – LINDA MAIO  DISTRICT 5 – LAURIE CAPITELLI 
DISTRICT 2 – DARRYL MOORE  DISTRICT 6 – SUSAN WENGRAF 
DISTRICT 3 – MAX ANDERSON  DISTRICT 7 – KRISS WORTHINGTON 
DISTRICT 4 – JESSE ARREGUIN DISTRICT 8 – LORI DROSTE 

Preliminary Matters 

Roll Call: 5:47 p.m. 

Present: Anderson, Arreguin, Capitelli, Droste, Maio, Moore, Wengraf, Worthington, 
Bates. 

Absent: None. 

Public Comment - Limited to items on this agenda only 

Action Calendar 

Action: M/S/C (Capitelli/Moore) to accept revised and supplemental material from 
Councilmember Capitelli on Item 1.a. and Councilmember Arreguin on Item 1.b.   
Vote: Ayes – Maio, Moore, Anderson, Arreguin, Capitelli, Wengraf, Worthington, 
Bates; Noes – None; Abstain – Droste. 

HAC 6/2/2016
Attachment 6
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1a. 
 

Addressing the Housing Emergency (Continued from April 5, 2016) 
From: Mayor Bates 
Recommendation:  
1. Request the City Manager: A) report to the Council on current housing referrals; and 
B) come back to Council with a suggested strategy that could lead to the creation of a 
Housing Action Plan. 
2. Request that the City Manager return to the Council with a revised Affordable 
Housing Mitigation Fee ordinance and a Council resolution. 
3. Request that the City Manager establish a procedure for the City Council to review 
the Affordable Housing Mitigation program on a periodic basis. 
4. A) Request the City Manager examine waiving City of Berkeley inspection and 
business-license fees and taxes on rental units rented to section-8 tenants. B) Request 
the Rent Stabilization Board examine ways to incentivize landlords to rent to section-8 
tenants including waiving registration fees for units rented to section-8 tenants. 
5. Request the City Manager examine the City of Berkeley development fees including 
Plan Review, Inspection, and Permit Fees to determine if they are aligned with actual 
costs. 
6. Request that the City Manager and the Planning Commission draft an ordinance for 
a new City Density Bonus plan to allow developers of multi-family housing to add up to 
15% more density (units) beyond the 35% maximum density currently allowed by the 
State Density Bonus. 
7. A) Request that the Planning Commission draft an ordinance to repeal the 
Downtown Green Pathway Ordinance and to replace it with a new process that would 
grant by-right approval, with early landmark determination, to multi-family housing 
developments, including mixed-use developments, that meet specified criteria, which 
are described in this report. The new process would apply to all Priority Development 
Areas (PDAs) in the city.  B) Request that the Design Review Committee recommend 
design standards to include in the criteria for by-right approval. 
8. Request the Planning Commission prepare a General Plan Amendment and Zoning 
Modification for the one half block bounded by Sixth Street, Fifth Street, and Hearst 
Avenue to change the zoning from Mixed-Use Residential to Commercial West 
Berkeley. 
9. Request the Planning Commission draft an ordinance to establish buffer zones 
around Priority Development Areas (PDAs), establishing R-3 zoned buffer zones 
around PDAs on the University Avenue, San Pablo Avenue and Telegraph Avenue 
corridors. 
10. Request the Planning Commission modify the zoning in the area bounded by the 
west side of College Avenue, the east side of Fulton Street, the north side of Dwight 
Way and the south side of Bancroft Way, incorporating the area included in the 
Southside Plan area and reinstate the Multistory Residential (R-4) zoning in areas 
recently reduced to R-Southside (RS) and Residential Medium Density (R-3). 
11. Refer to the Planning Commission the issue of revising height limits on residential 
buildings with ground-floor residential uses in Priority Development Areas outside of 
the C-DMU.  
12. Adopt a Resolution urging the Alameda County Board of Supervisors to place an 
affordable housing bond on the November 8, 2016 general election ballot. 
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13. Request the City Council create a citizens task force to examine the issue of 
homeownership housing, specifically around condominium ownership and 
condominium conversions. 
Financial Implications: See report 
Contact: Tom Bates, Mayor, 981-7100 

 

Action: 11 speakers. M/S/C (Capitelli/Maio) to adopt the following items from the 
revised material submitted by Councilmember Capitelli. 
 
Create a City of Berkeley Housing Action Plan 
Request the City Manager report to the City Council by September 27, 2016 on 
current housing referrals, and annually thereafter. The City Manager should report on 
the status of current referrals; policy redundancy, conflicts, or connections; projected 
timelines for implementation with estimated costs and staffing needs, identifying those 
items that can be implemented in the near term. The Manager should also report on 
policies, innovations, and/or initiatives in other progressive cities she deems notable 
enough for Council information or consideration. 
 
Request the City Manager come back to Council September 27 with a suggested 
strategy that could lead to the creation of a Housing Action Plan similar to those of 
other cities including Oakland, Seattle, and Boston.  In addition, request an 
informational report from the City Manager on how Berkeley's zoning impacts 
affordability, income disparities, and racial segregation.  If staff finds that our zoning 
laws negatively impact affordability or lead to class and racial segregation, City 
Council would ask staff to return with potential recommendations to ensure equity 
within our city. The Housing Action Plan should follow a process similar to that of the 
Climate Action Plan, with public participation and a resulting policy document. By 
reference, proposals from Mayor Bates include details and background information 
submitted with item 1A. 
 
2. Periodic Review of Mitigation Fee and Inclusionary units: Adopt Mayor Bates’ 

proposal and include a review eighteen months after adoption of new fees. Consider 
indexing future adjustments in mitigation fee and inclusionary unit percentages to 
economic indicators of the housing market.  Request a report from staff with the 
number of units including affordability and if possible provide statistics by district.   

 
3. Tax and Fee Waivers on Section 8: Consider waiving inspection fees and other 

City fees on rental units rented to section 8 tenants in order to encourage landlords to 
rent via Section 8. 

 
4. Examine City Development Fees on new Construction: Request that the City 

Manager review development fees including plan check fees, permit fees and 
inspection fees to determine whether they align with actual city costs to perform such 
work and how the costs compare to neighboring jurisdictions.   

 
6. Repurpose West Berkeley Service Center: Request that the Planning Commission 

prepare a general plan amendment and zoning modification for the one half block bound 
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by Sixth Street, Fifth Street and Hearst Avenue (West Berkeley Service Center) to 
change the zoning from Mixed Use Residential to Commercial West Berkeley. 
 

7. Allow housing on the ground floor outside of defined nodes with the same height limits 
as permitted if ground floor is a commercial use upon the review and recommendation of 
the Planning Commission.   

 
10. Inclusionary Units at lower and higher Area Medium Income: Many Berkeley 

citizens including disabled residents and seniors on fixed incomes do not earn 
enough to apply for units at 50% or 80% AMI. Workforce members like teachers, 
secretaries & librarians also do not qualify because they earn in excess of 80%. Staff 
to actively explore how to create units targeted for these income levels and ask for 
consideration as to how to streamline the permitting process. 

 
12. Short Term Rentals: adopt an ordinance by June 30, 2016, and create enforcement 

mechanism ASAP. The decision on use of funds will be considered after a policy is 
adopted. IN PROCESS 

 
13. Landlord Business License Tax increase: Indicate intention to place such a measure 

on the November ballot to allow the voters to decide. IN PROCESS 
 
14. Housing Trust Fund: Refer to the June 2016 budget process the multiple items 

proposing HTF revenues, the General Fund surplus loan, the prospective 25% of 
Transfer Tax surplus and other potential revenue sources. 

 
15. Prioritizing Predevelopment: based on RFI responses of five nonprofits need for 

predevelopment funding , consider waiving per project cap and total cap and prioritizing 
funding predevelopment for at least four projects to try to prepare applications to 
compete for 2017 state, federal, and regional funding cycles. IN PROCESS 

 
16. Telegraph/Bancroft: Request action as soon as possible on the Planning Commission 

action on pending CT zoning.   
 
18. Increase Tenant Relocation Fees for tenants displaced by Ellis Act, Owner Move Ins 

and fire damage. IN PROCESS 
 
19. One year review of amendments to ADU Zoning Ordinance section 23.D.10: 

Evaluate impact of changes adopted and whether original language from 
Councilmember Droste should be considered. 

 
21. Student Housing: Request the Planning Commission review zoning standards for the 

limited area bounded by the west side of College Avenue, the east side of Fulton Street, 
the north side of Dwight Way and the south side of Bancroft Avenue to consider 
accommodating additional student housing. 

 
22. Examine Allowing the Transfer of Development Rights: Request the City Manager 

and Planning Commission explore allowing the Transfer of Development Rights (TDR’s) 
under very limited circumstances whereby one property owner of a ‘Sending Site’ could 
offer his or her development rights for purchase to a “Receiving Site”. The Receiving 
Site would be allowed to build at a higher density or height than ordinarily permitted by 
the base zoning at an amount equal to the development potential of the Sending Site. If 
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utilized, the Sending Site could no longer be developed beyond its existing envelope. 
An exception to allow the Sending Site to be developed at its original base zoning could 
be granted to 100% affordable housing projects. 

Vote: All Ayes. 
 
Action: M/S/C (Worthington/Capitelli) to adopt Item 5 as written below. 
5. City Density Bonus: Request the City Manager and the Planning Commission 

explore drafting an ordinance to implement a City density bonus that would 
mirror the state bonus by allowing housing projects of five or more units to 
receive a bonus of up to 50 percent increased density if the project contributes 
to the supply of affordable housing.  For rental projects the city bonus fee 
would be $10,000 per unit in addition to the city's affordable housing mitigation 
fee.  For a condominium project, the city bonus fee would be $10,000 per unit 
in addition to affordable housing mitigation fee.  Rental and condominium 
projects opting for the city density bonus would pay the $10,000 new fee and 
the affordable housing mitigation fee on the project's base units.  The city 
density bonus fee could be changed by subsequent council resolution.  
Projects that already have building permits and are fully entitled at the moment 
this ordinance takes effect would be allowed to opt for the city density bonus 
by paying the fee when the certificate of occupancy is issued.  After the 
ordinance is adopted, other projects would pay the fee when the project's 
building permit is issued. Consideration of the ordinance should also include 
allowing up to 50 percent increased density, and that some corresponding 
adjustment to the fee per unit would be considered if a higher bonus is used.   

Vote: All Ayes. 
 

Action: M/S/C (Worthington/Capitelli) to adopt Item 11 from the revised material 
submitted by Councilmember Capitelli as written. 
11. Bridge/BFHP proposal: Place on City Council agenda action to allow 
Council to deliver site control of Berkeley Way parking lot allowing developers to 
take advantage of a significant funding opportunity. 
Vote: All Ayes. 

 

Action: M/S/C (Worthington/Arreguin) to adopt Item A, A, B, C, D, E, and G from the 
revised material submitted by Councilmember Arreguin as amended below. 
A. Urge the State Legislature to amend the Ellis Act to prevent the flipping of 

properties by restricting the use of the Ellis Act to owners who own their property 
for 5 years or more.  

 
Refer the following proposals to the City Manager: 

 
A. Develop an Affordable Housing Funding Plan, identifying funding from a variety 

of sources: Transfer Tax Surplus, General Fund revenues, Transient Occupancy 
Tax, State and federal monies, community benefit funds. Set a goal of creating 
500 units of low-income housing over the next five years spread over a range of 
all affordability levels.  
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B. Explore the creation of a Speculation Tax, which would increase the real property 
transfer tax for multi-unit properties of two units or more which turn over within a 
year of purchase to 24 percent, and 14 percent if property is sold within five 
years.  

C. Explore a land acquisition fund to purchase properties for use by the City or non-
profit agencies for affordable housing.  

D. Explore ways to capture vacant units for housing, including through the Small 
Sites Program. 

E. Support the construction of housing close to campus for students as called for in 
the Southside Plan and urging the governor and state legislature to increase 
funding for student housing. 

G.  Refer to the budget process expanding funding for eviction defense services to 
keep existing tenants in their homes. 

Vote: All Ayes. 
 

Action: 12 speakers. M/S/C (Arreguin/Wengraf) to adopt Item F from the revised 
material submitted by Councilmember Arreguin amended to read, “Prioritize vacant 
city-owned land (except parks) for affordable housing.” 
Vote: All Ayes. 
 

Recess 8:00 p.m. – 8:12 p.m. 
 

1b. 
 

Addressing the Housing Emergency (Continued from April 5, 2016) 
From: Councilmember Worthington 
Recommendation: Consider amendments to the Housing Emergency proposal to 
make it more comprehensive and to prioritize Affordable Housing local funding and 
policy reform.  
Financial Implications: Unknown 
Contact: Kriss Worthington, Councilmember, District 7, 981-7170 

 

Action: 6 speakers. M/S/C (Worthington/Bates) to adopt #22 revised to read, 
“Include in the Housing Action Plan to prioritize senior housing including new 
construction, rehabilitation and extending affordability for as many years as possible.” 
Vote: All Ayes. 
 

Action: M/S/C (Worthington/Bates) to adopt #18 revised to read, “Include in the 
Housing Action Plan a policy to reduce displacement and demolition impacts.” 
Vote: All Ayes. 
 

Action: M/S/C (Worthington/Bates) to adopt #11 revised to read, “Include in the 
Housing Action Plan specific policies and proposals related to how the City can 
create housing at 10%, 20%, and 30% of Area Median Income.” 
Vote: Ayes – Maio, Moore, Anderson, Arreguin, Capitelli, Wengraf, Worthington, 
Droste; Noes – None; Abstain – Bates. 
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2. 
 

City Response to Homeless Shelter Crisis (Continued from April 5, 2016) 
From: Councilmember Arreguin 
Recommendation: Take the following actions to respond to the urgent need for 
shelter for our homeless population, and to implement Resolution No. 67,357-N.S. 
“Declaring a Homeless Shelter Crisis in Berkeley”:  
1. Allow full use of the Multi-Agency Service Center (MASC) at 1947 Center Street 
as a Warming Center. Direct the City Manager to study the feasibility of using the 
West Berkeley Senior Center as a day-time Warming Center. Engage in 
discussions with Dorothy Day House about a day-time respite center.  
2. Allocate $15,000 from the General Fund to Youth Spirit Artworks for their Winter 
Warming Center program, so they can match private grants and continue to 
provide day-time services for youth from YEAH!. (Adopted at the April 5, 2016 
Council meeting.) 
3. Direct staff to develop a winter shelter services program for Fall 2016-Spring 
2017 with funding to increase warming centers and emergency shelter. 
4. Direct staff to work with service providers and faith-based organizations who 
have capacity, to add shelter beds during the year.  
5. Direct that all bathrooms in City-owned buildings and City-funded community-
based organizations and health centers be available to homeless people for use.  
6. Prioritize people on the street for Housing First funds who are in frail health, 
disabled, or with special needs and have a source of income. 
7. Fix and open existing storage lockers as quickly as possible. 
8. Direct the City Manager to create a list of city-owned properties starting with 
1631 Fifth Street, a former Redevelopment Agency parcel in the process of being 
transferred to the City, for a Tiny House development for the homeless, a 
successful and growing model for dense urban regions. 
9. Schedule a Council work session July 19, 2016 for the Homeless Task Force to 
make a presentation on a Tiny House pilot program.  
Financial Implications: Unknown 
Contact: Jesse Arreguin, Councilmember, District 4, 981-7140 

 

Action: 7 speakers. M/S/C (Maio/Moore) to take the following actions to respond to 
the urgent need for shelter for our homeless population, and to implement Resolution 
No. 67,357-N.S. “Declaring a Homeless Shelter Crisis in Berkeley”:  
1. Continue discussions with City staff regarding overflow shelters.  
2. Allocate $15,000 from the General Fund to Youth Spirit Artworks (Adopted at the 
April 5, 2016 Council meeting.) 
3. Refer to the budget process the development of a winter shelter services program 
for Fall 2016-Spring 2017 with funding to increase warming centers and emergency 
shelter. 
4. Refer to the budget process coordination with service providers and faith-based 
organizations who have capacity, to add shelter beds during the year.  
5. Direct that all bathrooms in City-owned buildings be available to residents for use.  
6. Prioritize people on the street for Housing First funds who are in frail health, 
disabled, or with special needs and have a source of income. 
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7. Refer to the City Manager to fix and open existing storage lockers as quickly as 
possible within the context of the September delivery of the new storage bins. 
8. Direct the City Manager to create a list of city-owned properties for a Tiny House 
development for the homeless, a successful and growing model for dense urban 
regions. 
9. No action to schedule a Council work session at this time.  
Vote: All Ayes. 

 

3. 
 

Workforce Housing Affordability Plan (Continued from April 5, 2016) 
From: Councilmembers Droste, Capitelli, and Moore 
Recommendation: Refer to the City Manager the addition of a new workforce 
housing option to the inclusionary housing law that raises the percentage of 
inclusionary units by allowing the production of more subsidized units at a reduced 
subsidy per unit. Additionally, request that the City Manager return with “affordable 
by design” suggestions to help address the underproduction of middle-income units 
in Berkeley.  
Financial Implications: Staff time 
Contact: Lori Droste, Councilmember, District 8, 981-7180 

 

Action: 4 speakers. M/S/C (Droste/Worthington) to approve the recommendation. 
Vote: All Ayes. 

 

4. 
 

Referral to the Housing Advisory Commission Timely Predevelopment 
Recommendations to Bridge/Berkeley Food and Housing Project (Continued 
from April 26, 2016) 
From: Councilmembers Worthington and Arreguin 
Recommendation: Refer to the Housing Advisory Commission to make 
predevelopment funding recommendations to Bridge/Berkeley Food and Housing 
Project to return in time for the June 2016 budget decision. 
Financial Implications: Minimal 
Contact: Kriss Worthington, Councilmember, District 7, 981-7170 

 
Action: Item held over to May 31, 2016. 

 

Adjournment 

Action: M/S/C (Bates/Arreguin) to adjourn the meeting. 
Vote: All Ayes. 

Adjourned at 9:18 p.m. 

Communications 

 None 

Supplemental Communications and Reports 1 
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 None 

 

Supplemental Communications and Reports 2 

Item 1: Addressing the Housing Emergency 
1. Cecile Pineda 
2. Shang-Mei Lee 
3. Bonnie Hughes 

Supplemental Communications and Reports 3 

Item 1: Addressing the Housing Emergency 
4. Revised materials, submitted by Councilmember Arreguin 
5. Supplemental materials, submitted by Councilmember Capitelli 
6. Matthew Lewis 
7. Ethan Karp 
8. Linda Franklin 
9. Juan Flores 
10. Diego Aguilar-Canabal 
11. Elsie 
12. Sheila Goldmacher 
13. Justin Horner 
14. Norma Harrison 
15. Libby Lee-Egan 
16. Leslie Hassberg 
17. Charlotte Rosen 

Item 2: City Response to Homeless Shelter Crisis 
18. Genevieve Wilson 
19. Meryl Siegal 

Thanks 
20. Genevieve Wilson 

Page 60



HAC	6/2/2016	
Attachment	7	

	

18. 
  

Support AB 2200, 2406, and 2411 – The Thurmond Housing Package 
From: Councilmembers Arreguin, Maio, Capitelli, and Wengraf 
Recommendation: Adopt a Resolution in Support of the Following Bills: AB 2200 - 
School Employee Housing Assistance Grant; AB 2406 - Junior Accessory Dwelling 
Units; AB 2441 - Workforce Housing Pilot Program.  Send a copy of the Resolution to 
Governor Jerry Brown, State Senator Loni Hancock, and Assemblymember Tony 
Thurmond. 
Financial Implications: See report 
Contact: Jesse Arreguin, Councilmember, District 4, 981-7140 

	

Page 61



Jesse Arreguín
City Councilmember, District 4

Martin Luther King Jr. Civic Center Building ● 2180 Milvia Street, 5th Floor, Berkeley, CA 94704 ● Tel: (510) 981-7140
Fax: (510) 981-7144 ● TDD: (510) 981-6903 ● E-Mail: jarreguin@cityofberkeley.info ● Web: www.jessearreguin.com

CONSENT CALENDAR
May 31, 2016

To: Honorable Mayor and Members of the City Council

From: Councilmember Jesse Arreguín
Councilmember Linda Maio
Councilmember Laurie Capitelli
Councilmember Susan Wegraf

Subject: Support AB 2200, 2406, and 2411 – The Thurmond Housing Package

RECOMMENDATION
Adopt a Resolution in Support of the Following Bills:

 AB 2200 - School Employee Housing Assistance Grant
 AB 2406 - Junior Accessory Dwelling Units
 AB 2441 - Workforce Housing Pilot Program

Send a copy of the Resolution to Governor Jerry Brown, State Senator Loni Hancock, 
and Assemblymember Tony Thurmond. 

BACKGROUND
The housing affordability crisis has had profound impacts throughout the state. The 
median home price is $457K in California, $791K in the Bay Area, and over $1 million in 
Berkeley. The increasing cost of housing has made it more difficult for seniors, many of 
whom are on a fixed income, to be able to pay the housing lease. Meanwhile, rents 
have also skyrocketed to the point where many are forced to move out to find a more 
affordable home. As a result, many people who used to live and work in the same city, 
such as school teachers, must increase commute times.  

California is home to five of the most expensive metropolitan areas in the country. While 
the cost of living has increased, there has been no significant increase in wages to 
dispel the effects of increased rents. Because of this gap, many cities face displacement 
that separates workers from their communities. Additionally, cities and school districts 
may not have the financial capacity to provide affordable housing. 

Assemblymember Tony Thurmond has introduced three bills (AB 2200, AB 2406, and 
AB 2441) that help alleviate these issues.

AB 2200 - School Employee Housing Assistance Grant

This bill will provide financial assistance totaling $100 million to school districts that want 
to develop housing for school employees and meet the following requirements:

HAC 6/2/2016
Attachment 7 -Exhibit 1
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1. Have acquired land for development
2. Can show high recruitment costs and low retention rates
3. Have 60% of students participating in the Free and Reduced Lunch Program

AB 2406 - Junior Accessory Dwelling Units (JADU)

This bill authorizes local agencies to develop an ordinance to allow for Junior Accessory 
Dwelling Units (JADUs) in single-family and multifamily residential areas. A JADU is a 
repurposed spare bedroom in an existing household, which creates lower rent while 
making it more affordable to own a home.    

AB 2441 - Workforce Housing in Pilot Program

This bill establishes a pilot program that will provide assistance to cities in high-cost 
areas. Specifically, the funds can be used for either down-payment assistance of a 
home or the development, substantial rehabilitation and preservation of multifamily 
housing.

FINANCIAL IMPLICATIONS
If passed, these proposals could provide the City of Berkeley with funding for affordable 
housing projects.

ENVIRONMENTAL SUSTAINABILITY
These bills will create affordable housing closer to workplaces, reducing commute times 
and therefore reducing pollution. This follows goals outlined in both state policy and the 
Berkeley Climate Action Plan.

CONTACT PERSON
Jesse Arreguin, Councilmember, District 4 510-981-7140

Attachments: 
1: Resolution
2: Text of AB 2200
3: AB 2200 Factsheet
4: Text of AB 2406
5: AB 2406 Factsheet
6: Text of AB 2411
7: AB 2411 Factsheet
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RESOLUTION NO. ##,###-N.S.

SUPPORT OF AB 2200, 2406, AND 2411

WHEREAS, California, the Bay Area, and Berkeley are in a housing affordability crisis; 
and

WHEREAS, dramatic increases in rents and housing costs have made it difficult for 
workers to stay in the communities they live in; and

WHEREAS, Assemblymember Tony Thurmond has introduced several bills that would 
provide relief to the affordable housing crisis; and

WHEREAS, AB 2200 will provide financial assistance totaling $100 million to qualified 
school districts that want to develop housing for school employees; and

WHEREAS, AB 2406 will authorize local agencies to develop an ordinance to allow for 
Junior Accessory Dwelling Units (a repurposed spare bedroom in an existing household) 
in single-family and multifamily residential areas; and

WHEREAS, AB 2441 will provide assistance to cities located in high-cost areas  by 
providing funds for either down-payment assistance of a home or the development, 
substantial rehabilitation and preservation of multifamily housing; and

WHEREAS, these bills can help provide housing to Berkeley workers and protect 
communities from gentrification.

NOW THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED by the Council of the City of Berkeley that it 
hereby supports Assembly Bills 2200, 2406, and 2441.

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that copies of the Resolution be sent to Governor Jerry 
Brown, State Senator Loni Hancock, and Assemblymember Tony Thurmond.
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Excerpt	from	4/5/16	Annotated	Council	Agenda		
(Refers	to	HAC	item	10.c	on	the	6/2	agenda)	

	
D.	Neighborhood	Preference	in	Affordable	Housing	to	Reduce	the	Impact	of	
Displacement	and	Ellis	Act	Evictions	(Continued	from	March	29,	2016)		
	
From:	Councilmembers	Droste,	Capitelli,	Moore,	and	Maio		
	
Recommendation:	Refer	to	the	City	Manager	and	Planning	Commission	an	ordinance	
to	clarify	existing	preferences	in	allocating	City	affordable	housing	units	to	Berkeley	
residents	living	within	½	mile	of	any	new	development	and	tenants	evicted	under	
the	Ellis	Act,	expand	the	second	category	of	preference	for	eligible	tenants	displaced	
under	the	Ellis	Act	to	include	certain	tenants	displaced	through	an	Owner	Move‐In	or	
(Measure	Y)	eviction.		
	
Financial	Implications:	Staff	time		
	
Contact:	Lori	Droste,	Councilmember,	District	8,	981‐7180	Action:	Moved	to	Consent	
Calendar.		
	
Approved	recommendation	as	amended	in	supplemental	material	submitted	by	
Councilmembers	Arreguin	and	Moore	as	below.		
	
1)	Refer	to	the	City	Manager	and	Housing	Advisory	Commission	to	develop	an	ordinance	
amending	Berkeley	Municipal	Code	Section	22.20.065	(Affordable	Housing	Mitigation	Fee)	
to	establish	requirements	that	the	City	maintain	a	list	of	households	eligible	for	below	
market	rate	units.	Establish	preferences	for	people	living	and	working	in	the	City	of	
Berkeley,	with	particular	emphasis	on	people	living	within	a	1/2	mile	of	new	development	
projects,	and	tenants	evicted	for	no	fault	evictions	including	under	the	state	Ellis	Act	and	
owner	move‐in	evictions	(Measure	Y).		
	
2)	Property	owners	who	rent	below	market	rate	units	could	select	qualified	tenants	from	
the	city	eligibility	list.		
	
3)	Refer	to	the	City	Manager	to	explore	contracting	with	the	Berkeley	Housing	
Authority	or	a	non‐profit	agency	to	process	applications,	maintain	the	eligibility	list	
and	monitor	compliance	with	the	affordability	requirements.		
	
4)	That	the	Berkeley	City	Council	direct	the	City	Manager	to	develop	various	proposals	to	
stem	the	increasing	housing	displacement	of	residents	in	Berkeley	due	to	the	current	
housing	market	and	report	back	within	3	(three)	months.	
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