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From: Sonja Wiser

Sent: Wednesday, March 13, 2024 3:24 PM

To: Ezra L. Hammer <elh@jordanramis.com>

Cc: James D. Howsley <jamie.howsley@jordanramis.com>; Oliver Orjiako
<Oliver.Orjiako@clark.wa.gov>; Jose Alvarez <Jose.Alvarez@clark.wa.gov>; Christine Cook
<Christine.Cook@clark.wa.gov>

Subject: RE: For Planning Commission Consideration - 3.21.24 Hearing - 2025 Comp Plan Update

Thank you; | will send to the PC Members

From: Ezra L. Hammer <elh@jordanramis.com>

Sent: Wednesday, March 13, 2024 2:54 PM

To: Sonja Wiser <Sonja.Wiser@clark.wa.gov>

Cc: James D. Howsley <jamie.howsley@jordanramis.com>

Subject: For Planning Commission Consideration - 3.21.24 Hearing - 2025 Comp Plan Update

EXTERNAL: This email originated from outside of Clark County. Do not click links or open
attachments unless you recognize the sender and know the content is safe.

Good Afternoon Sonja,

Please include this email and the associated attachment in the public record for the above-
referenced matter so that the Planning Commissioners can consider it in their deliberations.

Thank you.

Hello Planning Commissioners,

As part of the Population, Housing and Employment Allocation for Clark County’s 2025
Comprehensive Plan Update, some have raised the specter of an increased housing supply leading to
increased housing costs. This represents a long-standing misconception about market economics
generally, and the housing market specifically. As shown in Vicki Been, Ingrid Ellen, and Katerine


mailto:Sonja.Wiser@clark.wa.gov
mailto:bryan.halbert@clark.wa.gov
mailto:eldon.wogen@clark.wa.gov
mailto:jack.harroun@clark.wa.gov
mailto:jeremy.baker@clark.wa.gov
mailto:karl.johnson@clark.wa.gov
mailto:mark.bergthold@clark.wa.gov
mailto:steve.morasch@clark.wa.gov
mailto:bryan@halbertconstruction.com
mailto:bryan@halbertconstruction.com
mailto:Wogen5@msn.com
mailto:Jack@JackHarrounConstruction.com
mailto:jkbaker76@gmail.com
mailto:karl_j_us@yahoo.com
mailto:mbergthold@aol.com
mailto:stevem@landerholm.com
mailto:stevem@landerholm.com
mailto:elh@jordanramis.com
mailto:Sonja.Wiser@clark.wa.gov
mailto:jamie.howsley@jordanramis.com

NEW YORK UNIVERSITY
SCHOOL OF LAW

LAW AND ECONOMICS RESEARCH PAPER SERIES
WORKING PAPER NO. 24-12

Supply Skepticism Revisited

Vicki Been, Ingrid Gould Ellen, and Katherine O 'Regan

March 2024





Supply Skepticism Revisited
Vicki Been®*, Ingrid Gould Ellen®, and Katherine O’Regan®

NYU School of Law and NYU Robert F. Wagner Graduate School of Public Service,
New York, USA; PNYU Robert F. Wagner Graduate School of Public Service, New

York, USA; °NYU Robert F. Wagner Graduate School of Public Service

*Vicki.Been@nyu.edu

Vicki Been is the Judge Edward Weinfeld Professor of Law at NYU School of Law, an Affiliated
Professor of Public Policy of the NYU's Robert F. Wagner Graduate School of Public Service,
and a Faculty Director at NYU Furman Center. She has done extensive research on a wide variety

of affordable housing policy and land use issues.

Ingrid Gould Ellen is the Paulette Goddard Professor of Urban Policy and Planning at the NYU
Wagner Graduate School of Public Service and a Faculty Director at the NYU Furman Center.
She has published books and numerous articles on housing policy, neighborhood change, and

residential segregation.

Katherine O’Regan is a Professor of Public Policy and Planning and Faculty Director at the NYU
Furman Center for Real Estate and Urban Policy. She has written extensively on affordable
housing policy and issues of segregation and neighborhood change. Her primary research
interests are at the intersection of poverty and space —residential and racial segregation, areas of
concentrated disadvantage and the role of housing in shaping neighborhoods. She has written
extensively on a variety of affordable housing topics, with recent work focused on outcomes and
reforms to the housing choice voucher program, fair housing aspects of the Low-Income Housing

Tax Credit program, and eviction practices in New York.





Supply Skepticism Revisited

Abstract

Although “supply skeptics” claim that new housing supply does not slow
growth in rents, we show that rigorous recent studies demonstrate that: 1)
Increases in housing supply slow the growth in rents in the region; 2) In
some circumstances, new construction also reduces rents or rent growth in
the surrounding area; 3) The chains of moves sparked by new construction
free up apartments that are then rented (or retained) by households across
the income spectrum; 4) While new supply is associated with
gentrification, it has not been shown to cause significant displacement of
lower income households; and 5) Easing land use restrictions, at least on a
broad scale and in ways that change binding constraints on development,
generally leads to more new housing over time, but only a fraction of the
new capacity created because many other factors constrain the pace of

new development.

Keywords: land use/zoning; affordability; gentrification; rental housing;

multifamily; construction/building





Background

In 2019, we noted the phenomenon of “supply skepticism” — the increased “questioning [of] the
premise that increasing the supply of market-rate housing will result in housing that is more
affordable” (Been, Ellen, and O’Regan, 2019, p. 26). We sought to systematically — and
sympathetically — assess each of the key arguments supply skeptics were making, and to
dispassionately review what research showed about the effects increases in the supply of housing
have on housing affordability. We ultimately concluded that both the theory and the then-
existing empirical evidence supported the premise that adding new homes moderates price
increases and therefore makes housing more affordable to low- and moderate-income families.
We noted gaps in the evidence, however, and suggested additional research to better understand
the relationship between supply and affordability, and to ensure that efforts to increase supply
are most effective. We also emphasized that because the effects market-rate construction may
have on rents may be slow to materialize and are unlikely to be sufficient to address the needs of
very low-income households, local and state governments should seek to ensure that new supply
(both “free-market” and subsidized affordable housing) comes on line at a range of price points,

so that growth is balanced among the various income levels in the community.

Much has happened in the four years since we published our article. The housing
affordability crisis has become even more acute, widespread, and salient, as evidenced by a
number of metrics, such as the share of the housing stock affordable to the “average” household,
the housing vacancy rate, and the amount of new housing that cities and metro areas around the
country are permitting (metrics we review in Part One below). In response, a number of state

legislatures across the nation, from a variety of political perspectives, have walked back their





deference to local governments somewhat, and intervened to remove local and state barriers to

development.!

Researchers have begun to fill gaps in the research, and have produced a substantial body
of rigorous and nuanced evidence about the effects increasing supply has on prices,
neighborhood composition, and neighborhood amenities. At the same time, however, resistance
to new housing and land use changes continues to be both highly vocal and deeply felt. The new
research, ongoing controversy, and growing affordability challenges make this an opportune time

to revisit the arguments and evidence.

We proceed as follows: Part One presents the latest evidence showing that housing is
increasingly unaffordable to a wide range of households, supply is not meeting demand, and
local constraints on supply often are most extreme where demand (and rents) are high. Part Two
reviews the arguments supply skeptics were making pre-pandemic and identifies some new
concerns skeptics have raised. Part Three summarizes the new studies completed over the past
few years, and assesses the answers they provide to the challenges the skeptics have raised. Part

Four identifies gaps in the evidence that remain and concludes.

1. Trends in Rental Housing Affordability and Availability

Housing is unaffordable across the country — in states in the middle of the country, as well as on

the coasts, in both smaller towns and big cities, and in areas that are not known for their

! States are using a range of strategies to require or nudge local governments to allow more construction (Been et al.,
2023; Been et al., 2023; Kazis, 2023; Kazis, 2022). However, while many states have passed reforms, others have
rejected or failed to take up reforms in the face of enormous resistance from local elected officials (Ferré-Sadurni &
Zaveri, 2023). Further, some land use experts have expressed concern about the long term implications of the
reforms (Schragger, 2021; Serkin, 2020).





locational advantages as well as in so-called “superstar” cities (Gyourko et al., 2013). Figures 1
through 3, from the Harvard Joint Center on Housing (2022), map the share of the census tracts
in counties across different regions of the United States with a median rent that is affordable to
households making the median income for that county in 2000 and in 2019 (McCue, 2022). They
reveal just how much more difficult it has become over the past two decades for renters to find a

place to live that they can afford.

Figure 1. Share of Tracts within County Affordable to Median Renter — Northeastern US.
Source. McCue, D., Harvard Joint Center for Housing Studies, As Low-Cost Units Become
Increasingly Scarce, Low- and Moderate-Income Renters Are Losing Access to Many

Neighborhoods, 2022, www.jchs.harvard.edu. All rights reserved.
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Figure 2. Share of Tracts within County Affordable to Median Renter — Western US.
Source. McCue, D., Harvard Joint Center for Housing Studies, As Low-Cost Units Become
Increasingly Scarce, Low- and Moderate-Income Renters Are Losing Access to Many

Neighborhoods, 2022, www.jchs.harvard.edu. All rights reserved.
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Figure 3. Share of Tracts within County Affordable to Median Renter — Southeastern US.
Source. McCue, D., Harvard Joint Center for Housing Studies, As Low-Cost Units Become
Increasingly Scarce, Low- and Moderate-Income Renters Are Losing Access to Many

Neighborhoods, 2022, www.jchs.harvard.edu. All rights reserved.
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These figures only report on affordability through 2019. But in 2021, more households
were rent-burdened or severely rent-burdened (paying more than 30 or 50 percent, respectively,
of their income for housing expenses) than at any time in at least several decades (Joint Center
for Housing Studies, 2023). Rent growth across the country reached record high rates in early
2022, and while it cooled in early 2023 across the country, “[n]early 50% of wage earners” still
could not afford “a modest one-bedroom rental home at the fair market rent while working one

full-time job” (Aurand et al., 2023, p. 3).

Figures 4 and 5 provide suggestive evidence about how supply shortfalls affect that
affordability crisis: rental vacancy rates in most areas of the country have tightened considerably
even over the past decade. A healthy rental vacancy rate is generally considered to be between 7
and 8 percent (Belsky et al., 2007, p. 4). As Figure 4 shows, average metropolitan area rental
vacancy rates met this threshold in 2021 in only one US Census region, the South. Further, in
each of the four US Census regions, the average rental vacancy rate declined significantly
between 2011 and 2021. Figure 5 shows that the share of metropolitan areas across the county in
which the vacancy rate was below 7 percent rose from 42 percent to 68 percent between 2011
and 2021. Vacancy rates decline if housing supply does not adjust to meet changes in housing
demand. Rates could fall for example, if housing supply does not keep up with population and
employment growth. Rates also could decline if supply does not accommodate changing
demographic shifts that lead to smaller households (such as a growth in adult-only households,
or increasing household formation as younger people form their own households), or adapt to
changing tastes that lead to a growth in the amount of space that each person consumes (as

people demand additional rooms to accommodate working from home, for example). But





whatever the reason, persistently low vacancy rates suggest that too little housing is available to

meet demand.

Figure 4. Vacancy Rates in Rental Housing.

Source. U.S. Census Bureau American Community Survey 5-year estimates (2007-2011, 2012-
2016, 2017-2021), NYU Furman Center. Note. Year on the x-axis represents the end year of the
5-year estimates. Percent vacant reflects the population-weighted averages of MSA-level

vacancy rates.
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Figure 5. Vacancy Rates Across Metropolitan Areas.
Source. American Community Survey 5-Year Estimate (2007-2011, 2017-2021), NYU Furman

Center.
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Finally, Figure 6 shows the rates at which new housing is permitted for the five most
populated metropolitan areas in each of the four census regions in the U.S. Some variation across

metros is to be expected -- indeed, those with high demand and high housing costs generally





would be expected to add more housing per capita than areas with lower demand.? However,
plotting per capita permitting rates against vacancy rates for the same most-populated
metropolitan areas (Figure 7), shows the opposite pattern — permitting rates are usually lower
(not higher) in high-demand areas with lower vacancy rates. That suggests the metro areas may
be producing relatively little new housing not because of low demand, but because of the

stringency of land use regulations and other barriers to housing construction.?

2 Freemark (2022) showed that in areas with low demand, permitting rates are low, as expected. But he also found
that “of the nation’s most-in-demand municipalities—those where housing values are at least 30 percent higher than
their respective metropolitan areas—Iless than a third added more housing than their encompassing region, despite
plentiful developer demand to build there.”

3Recent academic discussions about the stringency of local housing restrictions on housing development include
Gyourko et al., (2021). Beyond academia, the impacts of strict zoning and land use regulations are a topic of much
discussion (Ellickson, 2022; Gray, 2022; Schuetz, 2022; Dougherty, 2020; Badger & Bui, 2019).
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Figure 6. Housing Units Permitted per Capita, 2019.
Source. Building Permits Survey (2019), NYU Furman Center. Note. The metropolitan areas

selected reflect the top five largest cities in each Census region.
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Figure 7. Metropolitan Area Housing Units Permitted per Capita, 2019.
Source. U.S. Census Bureau American Community Survey 5-year estimates (2017-2021),

Building Permits Survey (2019), NYU Furman Center. Note. The metropolitan areas selected

reflect the top five largest cities in each Census region.
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2. The concerns of supply skeptics

In our 2019 article, we reviewed the evidence regarding several concerns supply skeptics had
expressed. First, some skeptics worried that adding supply will actually harm neighborhoods.
They focused on “potential localized spillover effects from newly constructed housing, and
assert[ed] that even if increasing supply might slow the growth in housing costs across the city,
new housing will increase rents and trigger displacement in the immediately surrounding
neighborhood” (Been et al., 2019, p. 26). Second, others argued that in a dynamic system, any
decreases in rent caused by additional supply will be fully offset by increases resulting from the
additional demand generated by the amenities that the new housing brings to the neighborhood.
Third, skeptics “dispute[d] the notion that new market-rate housing causes other housing to filter
to lower income households, at least in a reasonable time frame,” and argue that most new
supply is aimed at the top of the market and “will do little or nothing to alleviate affordability
challenges in lower priced segments of the market” (ibid, p. 26). Note that the first claim here is
the harshest - maintaining that increasing the supply of market-rate housing will actually worsen
affordability for lower income renters who live nearby. The second and third simply argue that
increasing the supply of market rate apartments will do little good, but it will not likely make

matters worse.*

4 In our 2019 article, we also noted that some skeptics were making a more ideological argument that because the
supply of land is limited, all new construction should be restricted to affordable housing, public housing, or “social”
housing. Recent versions of that argument include Warren (2022). In our 2019 article, we pointed out that there are
many barriers to affordable or social housing beyond the availability of land, that limiting land to those uses would
not necessarily mean it would be developed as affordable or social housing, and that land can be used more
intensively to avoid or mitigate the limits land prices or availability impose upon affordable housing programs (Been
etal., 2019).

13





These arguments continue to be made.’ Indeed, recent research from Nall et al. (2022)
found that the views of supply skeptics are widespread across the U.S — and are fairly unique to
housing. In two nationally representative surveys of urban and suburban residents, they found
that only 30 to 40 percent of respondents believed that additional housing supply would reduce
prices and rents. Respondents recognized and acknowledged price-supply dynamics in other

markets, but seem to believe that housing is different.

In addition, some opponents of new housing have begun to emphasize a few other
concerns. They argue, for example, that the problem of affordability is driven at least in part by
the inefficient use of housing. The argument implicitly acknowledges that supply matters, but
focuses on the ways in which various uses essentially make the supply unavailable. The
arguments point to the number of existing apartments that are sitting vacant or only sporadically
occupied, because they are purchased as investments, second (third, fourth . . .) homes, or short-
term rentals.® Those uses, the argue asserts, also mean that even if more housing is built, it may
not slow growth in prices or rents, because the new housing is not actually providing primary

homes for any household.’

Another argument opponents of land use changes now make is that changes in land use
regulation won’t actually produce much additional supply, and so won’t significantly affect

housing affordability. They point to Yonah Freemark’s study of a significant rezoning in

3 See for example: Hanlon et al. (2022); Rodriguez-Pose and Storper (2020). Supply skepticism has spread beyond
the United States as well (Helm, 2023).
6 See for example: Thompson (2020); Badger (2017).

7 In some cities with rent regulation, skeptics also allege that landlords are keeping apartments off the market in
order to pursue opportunities to further raise the rent (for example, by waiting to rent the apartments until the market
has fully recovered from the pandemic, or until they can combine it with another apartment to escape regulation),
and argue that rather than building more housing, policymakers should prohibit such “warehousing” of apartments.
See, for example: Hall (2023); Rabiyah (2022); Susman et al. (2022); but see NYC Independent Budget Office
(2023).
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Chicago (Freemark, 2020), which found that the rezoning increased land prices of parcels
allowed to build bigger buildings, and increased prices on nearby residential condominiums, but
had no significant effect on the number of new buildings permitted over the five years following
the change.® Similarly, some point to the disappointing early results from the “end to single
family zoning” Minneapolis passed in 2018 as evidence that land use reforms have limited effect
on supply (Britschgi, 2022). Again, the argument implicitly acknowledges that supply matters,
but holds that if substantial reductions in land use restrictions don’t actually increase supply
significantly, given the substantial resistance that measures to reduce regulation spark, the
reforms may not be worth the effort (see, for example, The Seattle Times Editorial Board
(2018)). Others argue that the limited effects land use reform may have on supply means that
those reforms should be lower on the priority list than other means of addressing a city’s

affordability challenges.’

We review the existing evidence about these various claims in the next part. Again, our
aim is to bridge the divide between the arguments made by supply skeptics and the research that
explores the effects of increased housing supply. We seek to present the research objectively,

identify its limits, and (in Part Four) note gaps in the research that remain to be filled.

3. Recent evidence regarding the concerns supply skeptics are expressing

8 Limits on the generalizability of his findings are discussed further in Part 3e below. Freemark (2019) responded to
people using the study to argue that increases in supply won’t help address affordability challenges.

? Rodriguez-Pose and Storper (2020) also point out that some arguments for additional supply make larger claims
about the effects restrictive land use regulations have on economic productivity, regional inequities, and income
inequality, and argue that additional supply is not the most effective way to address those harms. We are focused
here on the effects supply can have on the growth in rents, not on broader problems like inequality (though those
effects are, of course, important). See also Manville et al. (2022); Rodriguez-Pose and Storper (2022).
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a. Does increased supply of market rate housing lead to increases, decreases, or changes
in the rate of increase in rents?

We reported in our earlier article that “although it is clear that construction of new homes will
moderate price and rent increases citywide, neither theory nor empirical evidence provides clear
guidance about when localized spillover effects might occur and when they might actually cause

an increase in the prices and rents of immediately surrounding homes.”

Identifying the impacts of new construction on rents for the jurisdiction as a whole, or for
the neighborhood surrounding the construction, is challenging, given that developers generally
build in areas that they believe already are or will be seeing increased demand. This makes it
hard to disentangle changes in rents that are caused by pre-existing growth in demand from
changes caused by the new supply. To overcome the problem of endogeneity, the key is to
compare changes in rents in areas “treated” with exogenous, or random additions to the housing
stock to changes in rents in a control group of areas not affected by the same source of increases
in supply. By comparing the “treated” with the “control” properties before and after the new
housing was introduced, the research is able to discern whether there is a “difference-in-
difference” — whether differences in rents between the two areas changed after new housing was
introduced in the “treated” areas. The key is that the additions to supply must be unrelated to
underlying demand. The aim is to compare jurisdictions or neighborhoods that, but for the new

construction, would have seen the same trend in rents as those “treated” with additional supply.

New Research on the Impact of New Homes on City-wide Rents: Using different methods

to overcome endogeneity, a few new studies confirm that new supply moderates rent increases
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for the city as a whole.!? Greenaway-McGrevy (2023a) studied the effects of an unusually large
scale upzoning of Auckland, New Zealand that increased the allowable floor area ratios!! for
three-quarters of the city’s land and led to an increase in the city’s housing stock of about 4.1
percent (Greenaway-McGrevy & Phillips, 2023). Using a “synthetic control” of other urban
commuting zones that had rental market trends and other characteristics similar to Auckland’s in
the years before Auckland’s reforms passed,'? Greenaway-McGrevy concluded that six years
after the policy was fully implemented, rents for three bedroom dwellings in Auckland were
between 26 and 33 percent less than those of the synthetic control (depending on model

specification, and at a five percent level of statistical significance).!?

Similarly, Mense (2023, p. 2) exploited delays in the completion of new housing related
to random differences in weather conditions to assess the effects new construction between 2010
and 2017 had on listed contract rents in municipalities across most areas of Germany. He found
that a “1 percent increase in yearly new housing supply causes the average rent level [in the local
municipality] to fall by 0.2 percent.” Further, he finds that new market-rate housing reduces the
housing cost burden for all renters in the municipality, not just those renting at the high end of

the market.!*

10Anenberg & Kung (2020) use a model to simulate how rental rates would respond to an exogenous increase in the
number of housing units in a metropolitan area, and find that marginal reductions in supply constraints alone are
unlikely to meaningfully reduce rent burdens. We limit our discussion to those empirical studies that study how
increases in supply actually affected rents.

"Floor area ratio is a measure of how much floor space can be in a building relative to the size of the lot on which it
is built.

12 The synthetic controls were constructed based upon such characteristics as the proportion of households who are
renters, dwellings per capita to capture demand for housing, and the average proportion of household income spent
on rental costs. The research takes care to account for the decrease in population in Auckland during the pandemic.
3Rents for smaller units were 21 to 24 percent lower than the control, but statistically significant only at the 10
percent level in some of the model specifications.

“Helm (2023) argues that Melbourne saw a “flood” of excess housing during the pandemic because strict lockdown
rules and border closings caused the city to suffer a net loss of 80,000 people, or 1.6 percent of its population, while
construction continued basically unabated. Helm estimated that those factors led to an excess supply of over 100,000
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Other researchers have studied the impact of zoning changes on rents and prices. As
discussed in part 3e, zoning changes, at least in the short-term, may not always result in new
construction and will inevitably yield far less new construction than the full new capacity added
by the zoning change. Accordingly, one would expect that the relationship between zoning
changes and citywide or neighborhood rents will be attenuated. And studies generally confirm
this, finding that while relaxing zoning reduces rents citywide, the effects are modest, and effects

on neighborhood rents are mixed.!?

New Research on Impact of New Homes on Neighborhood Rents: A number of recent
studies have aimed to fill the knowledge gaps on localized spillovers and provide better evidence
of the causal relationship between additional housing supply and neighborhood rents. The effects
new construction has on neighborhood rents depends upon the relative magnitude of two
opposing forces: the competitive pressure that additional supply exerts to pull rents, or rent
growth, down, and any positive amenity effect that increases demand and pushes rents up. The
amenity effect can stem from additional demand driven by the desire to live in neighborhoods
with the wealthier, better educated, or “hipper” households that are likely to move to the new

building. Instead, or in addition, it can result from additional demand driven by the desire to live

homes, and yet he reports that average market rents only fell by 12 percent. But generalizing from the pandemic
housing market is fraught, given the complicated market dynamics.

Kulka et al.(2023) (which as discussed in Part 3e infra, showed that zoning changes lead to increased housing
production) found that monthly multi-family rents for apartments at boundaries where density regulations were
relaxed fell by 4.2% and 6.9% , on average. Molloy et al. (2022) found that supply constraints significantly reduce
the growth in the metro’s housing stock, but relaxing those constraints only reduced metro area rents by a modest
amount, and the effect on rents was less than half the effect on house prices. They conclude that “policies targeted
solely at alleviating housing supply constraints in supply-constrained areas would likely not bring down rents in
these locations by a material amount” (ibid, 19). On the other hand, Biichler and Lutz (2022) studied zoning changes
over a twenty-five year period in municipalities within the canton of Zurich in Switzerland, and found that
upzonings of at least twenty percent led to more local housing supply, and lowered the rents in the entire housing
market but did not affect neighborhood rents. Freemark (2020) found that a significant upzoning on Chicago did not
result in much new housing construction, but increased the price of land that had been rezoned, which could then
result in higher rents or housing prices once a parcel is developed. He also found that the rezoning increased the
prices of condominiums nearby, at least in the short term.
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near the businesses, cultural organizations, and other desirable amenities that are more likely to
emerge in neighborhoods that have enough residents with similar tastes to support those
amenities. In recent years, several studies have attempted to disentangle whether the rent-
reducing effects of competitive pressures!¢ or the rent-increasing effects of amenity-driven
demand predominate when new construction adds apartments to a neighborhood. These studies
use several different methods to overcome the problem of endogeneity noted above, which is

arguably heightened when studying impacts on neighborhood-level rents.

Most of the new research finds that new construction leads to decreases in rents (or in the
rate by which rents are increasing) in the surrounding neighborhood. Asquith et al. (2023)
gathered data from eleven different cities to study how the completion of new market-rate rental
apartment buildings with 50 or more units affect rents in nearby buildings in low-income, central
city neighborhoods. They used three different techniques to isolate the causal effects: a
difference-in-differences comparison of the area within 250 meters of a new building to the area
250 to 600 meters away (the near/far difference); another difference-in-difference comparison of
listings for apartments near buildings completed in 2015 and 2016 to those near buildings that
would be completed in 2019 (but were yet to be constructed); and a triple differences approach
comparing the near-far difference around 2015-2016 buildings to the near-far difference around
similar buildings that would be constructed in 2019. Their strategy exploits the random timing of

a building’s completion to control for the trends in demand that informed the developer’s

167t is also possible that new construction brings disamenities to a neighborhood, such as the noise, dust, and traffic
congestion construction may cause, or the effect new residents may have on neighborhood schools or other services.
Those disamentities, in addition to the competitive effects of additional supply, also could exert downward pressure
on rents or rent growth.
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selection of a building site.!” They found that “the average new building lowers nearby rents
[within 250 meters of the new building] by 5% to 7% relative to the trend rent growth otherwise

would have followed, “translating into a savings of $100 to $159 per month” (ibid, p. 373).

Li (2022), similarly assessed how new market rate buildings of seven stories or more that
received new building permits between 2000 and 2010 affected rents in buildings within 500 feet
of the new building. She compared the rents in nearby buildings before and after the new high
rise was completed, relative to trends in rents of buildings near land on which new high rises had
been permitted but were not yet completed (thereby exploiting variation in completion times that
is unrelated to demand). She found that for every 10 percent increase to the housing stock that
new high rises add within a 500-ft ring, residential rents for the buildings within that ring
decrease by 1 percent. The decreases were seen for nearby high- and medium-rent buildings, but
were not significant in nearby low-rent buildings. Li also found that the new high-rises attracted
new restaurants, but concluded that whatever increase in rents might have been caused by the

demand created by the amenities was outweighed by the effects of additional supply.

Pennington (2021) examined the effects of new buildings constructed on sites that had
suffered serious fires not caused by arson on the rents in nearby buildings in San Francisco,
where strict land use regulation and geography significantly constrain developers’ ability to build
new housing. Developers are essentially limited to building on sites from which they can remove

existing buildings. But when a building is damaged by a serious fire, it is much more likely than

"7While the initial permit for a building reflects the developers’ assumptions about demand, how long the developer
takes to complete the building once permitted is essentially random, because so many causes of delays are outside
the developer’s control (the time lenders take to approve loans, unusual weather, litigation from opponents of the
building, difficulties in securing supplies or labor, unexpected architectural and engineering obstacles, changes in
the region’s or country’s economy that affect marketing, and the like). Accordingly, exploiting differences in the
date the buildings were completed allows researchers to study the effects of additional supply separate from the
effects of the demand for housing that prompted the developer’s choice of sites.
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other sites to have a new building put up because of the reduced time and cost of building on a
site where there is no occupied building. Pennington found that monthly rents fell by about $23
to $43 relative to how they likely would have increased had the building not been completed, or

roughly 1.2 to 2.3 percent for housing within 500 meters of a new project.

The research just described undermines the claims of supply skeptics that market rate
housing will increase, or at least not decrease or slow the growth in rents in nearby buildings.'®
In contrast, two recent studies found that adding supply is associated with increasing rents in the
surrounding neighborhood.!” Damiano and Frenier (2020) used CoStar’s quarterly surveys of

rental property owners in Minneapolis, MN from 2000-2018 to compare the rent trajectories of

181n addition to the studies regarding rents described in the text, various studies explore the effects that new
construction has on the prices of for-sale homes in the city as a whole. See Greenaway-McGrevy (2023b)
(estimating that zoning reform in Auckland, New Zealand lowered house prices across the city, relative to the
counterfactual of no reforms, by 23 to 39 percent). Other studies explore the effects new supply has on housing
prices in the neighborhood. See Anagol et al. (2023, p. 21) (examining changes that Sao Paulo, Brazil instituted in
2016 in the allowable density for individual blocks, and compared how housing production and housing prices
differed six years after those changes were implemented between areas for which allowable density was increased
and those in which it was not; finding that that more homes were listed for sale, and the prices at which homes were
listed were lower, in those commuter zones in which greater density had been allowed by the zoning changes.);
Wilhelmsson (2023) (finding that new multifamily construction in Stockholm had no effect on the prices of nearby
single family homes, while new single family homes reduced the sales prices of surrounding homes); Chapple et al.
(2022, p. 27) (comparing descriptive statistics on changes in the Federal Housing Finance Agency (FHFA)’s Tract-
Level Housing Price Index for census tracts in which new construction occurred in the San Francisco Bay area
between 2000 and 2019 to those for tracts in which no new housing construction occurred and finding that
“[cJounter to narratives that new production drives up housing prices, housing prices generally increased more in
neighborhoods without new production, regardless of time period or geography”); Gonzalez-Pampillon (2022)
(finding that one standard deviation in the intensity of exposure to new housing, most of which was built on sites on
which abandoned buildings or factories had to be demolished, increased the prices of houses by 12 percent within
200 meters but not beyond, especially if the nearby housing was lower quality, by exploiting the natural experiment
of a tax incentive in middle-income Uruguayan neighborhoods); Piazzesi et al. (2020) (finding that increased
housing supply in different neighborhoods will have differing impacts on housing prices based on the level of
demand for that neighborhood); Diamond and McQuade (2019) (finding that LIHTC development in low-income
neighborhoods increased nearby house prices by 6.5 percent, lowered crime rates, and attracted racially and income
diverse populations; while LIHTC development in higher income areas caused house price declines of 2.5 percent
and attracted lower income households); Ahvenniemi et al. (2018) (finding that infill development in seven
neighborhoods in Finland generally had no effect on the sales prices of surrounding apartments).

YNicolas Gonzalez-Pampillon (2022, pp. 10-11) studies the effect of a change in tax policy to incentivize the
construction of new housing in middle income neighborhoods in Montevideo, Uruguay, and finds that “rental value”
reported by renters and imputed to homeowners on a national survey increased after the introduction of new
housing. He uses that finding to evaluate whether the per capita disposable household income of residents near the
new housing increased, and does not otherwise explore the effect the new housing had on rents, or draw any
conclusions about how the new housing affected renters specifically.

21





buildings within 300 meters of 60 new market-rate apartment buildings to those of buildings
between 300 and 800 meters away. They found that new buildings had no significant effect on
rents in nearby units overall. But when they divided those buildings into tiers according to the
rents charged in the ZIP Code before the new building was constructed, they found that the “new
construction increased rent by 6.6 percent in the lowest rent tercile, had no effect on the middle
tercile, and decreased rents by 3.2 percent in the highest tercile (ibid, p. 3). We find Damiano and
Frenier’s methodology less persuasive than the other studies of the price effects additional
supply has on rents in that they don’t exploit a natural experiment (like fires, weather, or random
delays that lead some buildings to be completed after others) to separate the effects of increasing
demand from the effects of additional supply. There also may be issues with their approach to
standard errors.?’ That said, their results highlight the point that the effects of new buildings may

vary across cities and contexts.

A second possible exception is Singh and Baldomero-Quintana (2022) whose research
exploited the natural experiment arising from a change in New York City’s 421-a property tax
exemption program. In 2006, the City announced a set of proposed changes to the program that
would make the benefit less generous.?! In the two-year period in which developers were on
notice that changes would occur, developers were motivated to rush to build in order to take

advantage of the older rules. Singh and Baldomero-Quintana used the presence of one nearby

2Damiano and Frenier use the quarterly reports of rents, attributed to each individual unit within a building each
quarter, as their measure of rents, which inflates their sample size and yields low standard errors. It’s unclear
whether all of these unit-by-quarter observations should be considered separate data points. Other studies use asking
rents (which by definition only apply to those apartments in a building that are currently for rent) (Asquith et al.,
2023; Mense, 2023; Pennington, 2021), newly reported contract rents (Greenaway-McGrevy, 2023a); or total rental
income for a building (Li, 2022). The effect of those differences merits exploration. Their results also may be
subject to estimation problems related to variation in treatment times in difference-in-difference regressions. See
Goodman-Bacon (2021); see also Lens et al. (2021).

21 See Scott (2006); see generally Stein and Chatterjee (2022).
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vacant parcel of land as an instrument for new construction during this period (proxied by
building permits), on the theory that a single vacant lot is likely to be essentially random because
of historical development patterns, characteristics of the land itself, or decisions of the owner
about whether to sell, not because of factors related to the rent growth in the neighborhood. They
found that overall, the grant of a construction permit for a building that would increase the rental
stock within 150 meters of an existing building by 1.0 percent results in a 1.8 percent rise in rents
in that existing building. They provide evidence that this increase was driven by the effects of
new units in census tracts with below-median city income. Importantly, the increase in rents
comes during the period between permit issuance and building construction, but then declines as
the new units come online and actually add to the supply (ibid, 5 n.7, pp. 24-25), so it’s not clear
whether their results really differ from other studies. Further, it’s worth noting that they study a

unique time period - the time leading up to and during the Great Recession.

In sum, significant new evidence shows that new construction in a variety of settings
decreases, or slows increases in, rents, not only for the city as a whole, but generally also for
apartments located close to the new construction. The papers that reach a contrary result raise
important questions about what differences in the local context might determine how new supply
affects rents in the surrounding neighborhood. We return to those and other observations about
gaps in the current research in Part 4.

b. Do increases in the supply of market rate housing harm lower-income residents by
leading to gentrification and/or displacement?

Many discussions argue that new construction will harm lower-income residents by
gentrifying lower-rent neighborhoods, displacing current residents of those neighborhoods, and

leaving them no place in the city that they can afford. That concern is particularly acute for
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BIPOC residents, who are more likely than others to face discrimination as they try to find other
places to live and less likely to have the resources to meet the expenses involved in moving.
Worries about displacement often treat gentrification and displacement as the same thing, but as
Pennington (2021, p. 3) noted: “Displacement happens to people; gentrification happens to
places.” Further, gentrification may happen without displacement if the population of high-
income residents increases without any change in the mobility patterns of low-income residents.
More generally, neighborhoods can see a fair amount of turnover and demographic change in
any given year regardless of gentrification, as people leave to pursue school or jobs, to be closer
to family or friends, or as their housing needs change, and lower-income residents tend to move
more than other residents. Ultimately, neighborhoods change because of changes in the
composition of in-movers (Ellen, 2000). And displacement may happen without gentrification if
people who want to remain in a neighborhood are pushed out because they can’t afford their rent,
or their homes are converted to some other use, but they are replaced by new residents from the

same demographic or even lower incomes.

Thus, it is important for researchers to distinguish between three different issues —
whether new construction: a) leads to gentrification that was not already underway; b) follows
gentrification but slows, accelerates, or doesn’t affect that trend; and/or c) leads to
displacement.?? As to the first issue, Asquith et al. (2023) found that the new buildings they
studied were typically built in neighborhoods that were already in early stages of gentrification
(as indicated by rapid increases in the neighborhood’s share of college educated residents). They

did not examine how the new construction then affected the gentrification trends.

22There is a growing literature examining whether gentrification may have effects on lower-income households
other than displacement. See, for example: Brummet and Reed (2022); Dragan et al. (2020); Su (2022).
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As to how new construction affects changes in the neighborhood’s share of particular
demographic groups, most new studies find some evidence that new construction is followed by
a net increase in the number or share of wealthier, more educated households in the
neighborhood.? If the new buildings add a significant number of apartments to the neighborhood
that are occupied by higher-income households or people with more years of education, that in
itself (all other things being equal) may lead the neighborhood to meet common definitions of
gentrification. As we will discuss in the next subsection, a number of moving chain studies show,
however, that new market rate construction is not filled exclusively with higher income

residents.?*

To assess whether the new buildings trigger demographic changes in surrounding
buildings, Pennington (2021) used individual level data on 1.24 million people who lived in San
Francisco at some point during her study period, and found that parcels near new construction
were more likely than those further away to experience gentrification, which she defined as a net
change in higher-income residents that is larger than the net change in lower-income residents,
following the construction. She found that, as expected, gentrification resulted in part because
those households moving into the new building were more likely than those moving into parcels

further away to be coming from higher-income ZIP Codes. But she also found that gentrification

23Cf. Nathanson (2020) (using a structural model to estimate the effects of new construction in the Boston
metropolitan area and finding no evidence that new construction would lead to gentrification for the metropolitan
area as a whole, but that every 100 units of new market rate construction allows 47 households in the lower quartile
of the metro income distribution to remain in the metro area (or to migrate into the metro area from other
jurisdictions).

24Bratu et al. (2023, p. 4) found that about 50 percent of new market-rate building residents in the Helsinki
metropolitan area originated from ZIP Codes that were in the bottom half of the metropolitan area’s neighborhood
income distribution. The authors observed similar patterns for household education levels. Mast (2023, p. 5) also
found that those moving into the new buildings in twelve large central cities came from a range of neighborhoods:
while the new building residents largely originated from nearby high-income areas, 20 percent of the within-metro
arrivals moved in from below-median income tracts.
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is more likely to occur near the new buildings, estimating that parcels within 100 meters of the
new market rate construction receive one additional higher-income arriver per new project than
parcels further away, corresponding to a 2.5 percentage point increase in the probability of

gentrification.

Others also have found that new construction is followed by changes in the composition
of the population in the areas in which the new buildings were located. Singh and Baldomero-
Quintana (2022) studied the new housing that was permitted during a rush to build before the
rules for a tax exemption for new construction changed, and found that the permitting of a new
project during that rush resulted in an increase in college educated, higher-income, younger, and
white residents in the census tract over the next ten years.? Similarly, Gonzalez-Pampillon
(2022) used a natural experiment in Montevideo, Uruguay resulting from a change in tax
incentives that doubled the amount of new construction in the subsidized blocks (middle-income
neighborhoods accounting for about half of the city’s urbanized area) to measure the effect the
new housing had on the per capita income of residents. He found evidence that the
neighborhoods that received large investments in new housing saw an influx of more affluent

residents.

In contrast to these studies, Asquith et al. (2023) found that large new market-rate
buildings that were the first built in central-city low income neighborhoods during the study
period decreased the average origin neighborhood income of in-migrants to the nearby area by

about 2 percent and increased in-migration from neighborhoods with incomes below two-thirds

25The permitting of a new project also increased the number of businesses such as restaurants that are attractive to
higher income residents. Li (2022) also found that new buildings in New York City resulted in more income-elastic
businesses like restaurants.
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of the CBSA median by about 3 percentage points. Chapple et al. (2022, pp. 61-62, 99-100)
used linear probability models to assess how new construction affected in-migration, and also

found that new construction led to increased in-migration from all socio-economic groups.?®

As to how new buildings affect displacement, in their study of new construction in low-
income central city neighborhoods across a number of different cities, Asquith et al. (2023, p.
365) found that “net migration from low-income areas does not meaningfully change during the
sample period. While this evidence is not causal, it is inconsistent with large displacement effects
of new buildings.” Pennington (2021) used the randomness of fires that destroyed existing
buildings to study the causal effect of new construction on whether people living near new
construction move out of the area to ZIP Codes within San Francisco with median incomes at
least ten percent lower than the ZIP Code in which they lived near the new construction. She
found that on average, the risk of displacement falls by about 17 percent for households living

within 100 meters of an additional new project.?’

Chapple et al. (2022, pp. 95-99) found mixed evidence about displacement. They used
linear probability regressions and two different datasets tracking individual moves in the San
Francisco Bay area to estimate the probability that a resident will move out of their census block
group after new housing is built. One of the two datasets used suggests that new construction is

correlated with slightly higher out-migration (a 1 to 2 percent increase) for the lowest-income

26When the new housing is built in highly-gentrifying areas, however, Chapple et al.do not find increased rates of
in-migration by people with lower socio-economic status when using the FRBNY consumer credit panel data
(Chapple et al., pp. 61-64).

2TFurther, Pennington (2021) finds that the probability of an eviction notice at a rent controlled unit drops by 31
percent within 100 meters of a new project, and remains the same for uncontrolled units.
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groups (ibid, 5, p. 95). The second dataset did not find evidence of increased out-migration,

however.?®

In sum, the new research finds that new construction of market-rate housing both follows
changes in the share of the population that have higher incomes or more years of education, and
is followed by such changes. Those changes occur both because of the new residents of the new
building itself and through spillover effects in the surrounding areas. The research is not
completely consistent, however, with two studies finding that areas surrounding new
construction see an increase in the lower-income share of in-movers to the neighborhood. The
causal evidence on displacement suggests that new construction either mitigates displacement or
elevates it quite modestly.

c Does new housing make existing housing more affordable through filtering or chain
moves?

Supply skeptics argue that most new housing is “luxury” housing, aimed at the top of the
market, but that “[t]he only increase in housing supply that will help to alleviate. . . [the]
affordable housing crisis is housing that is truly affordable to low-income and working-class
people” (Aguirre et al., 2016, p. 1). Skeptics often deride the “trickle-down” arguments that
housing becomes affordable to lower-income households as it ages and depreciates and
consequently “filters” down through housing submarkets. Even those skeptics who acknowledge

that filtering occurs argue that it takes decades to become available to lower income households

28Singh and Baldomero-Quintana (2022, p. 40) argued that evidence of gentrification, combined with a reduction in
enrollment in local public and charter schools in areas near new buildings, “suggest that low-income families in
New York City are displaced from neighborhoods that gentrify due to new residential investment” but provided no
no direct evidence of out-migration by low-income households. An alternative explanation is that the households
moving to census tracts in which new buildings were permitted were less likely to have children or more likely to
enroll their children in private schools (which could reduce the enrollment in the public and charter schools without
displacing lower-income households).
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(Williams, 2021). In our 2019 article, we agreed that cities have many housing submarkets, that
new construction (other than subsidized housing) tends to supply the medium and high-end
submarkets because new housing is quite expensive to build, and that it can take many years for
new homes to decline in quality and filter down to lower-priced submarkets. But we noted that
new housing built for the more expensive submarkets can fairly quickly make lower-rent
submarkets more competitive by sparking chains of moves, some of which will free up lower-
rent apartments. We also pointed out that new housing can divert demand from lower-cost
neighborhoods by providing an alternative to households who otherwise would buy older

housing and rehabilitate it to meet their needs (so that the housing filtered “up”).

In the last few years, researchers have drawn on new consumer reference datasets to
show that new housing does indeed trigger chains of mobility. They show that as households
vacate the cheaper units they occupy to move into the new units, competition for the units they
leave is reduced. Other households then move into the existing units left vacant, freeing up a
lower-rent apartment for another round of moves, and so on. Mast (2023) used address histories
to determine the previous address of 52,000 current residents of 686 large new market-rate
multifamily buildings in above-median income tracts within five miles of the central business
district in 12 large central cities.?® Using the prior residence of the tenants currently living in the
buildings the first round of movers vacated, he found that as expected, the residents of the new

building largely move from nearby high-income neighborhoods: 67 percent are from the same

29New York City, Chicago, Dallas, Houston, Washington, Philadelphia, Atlanta, Boston, San Francisco/Oakland,
Denver, Seattle, and Minneapolis. Mast notes that the data he used is not very reliable in capturing moves by people
under 25, so that markets in which many residents are younger may not show the same effects (although the effect
their moves would have on competition would theoretically be similar, they may have different mobility patterns).
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metro area, primarily from nearby high-income areas,*® but 20 percent arrive from census tracts
within the metro area that are below the area’s median income. In each subsequent round of
moves, the share of households moving to the unit vacated in the earlier round from lower-
income areas increases, reaching 40 percent in the sixth round. Mast concludes: “This exercise
suggests that the reallocation resulting from new housing construction spans a diverse set of

neighborhoods and is likely to loosen a wide spectrum of housing submarkets™ (ibid, p. 2).*!

Bratu et al. (2023, p. 2) examined chains of moves in the Helsinki metropolitan area,
using detailed Finnish population-wide register data. They found that while new housing built in
expensive areas of the city primarily housed the better-off, the moving chains triggered by these
new units quickly reached middle- and low-income neighborhoods. Over a two-year period, “for
each 100 new, centrally located market-rate units, roughly 31 (66) units are created in the

bottom-quintile (bottom half) of neighborhood income distribution through vacancies.”

Bratu et al.were able to go further than Mast because they had data both about the actual
unit (rather than just the building), and about the individual characteristics of the movers. Using
data on the actual income of the mover households, they found that “by round four, 50 percent of

movers are ranked in the bottom half of the national level household income distribution” (ibid.

30The proportion of first-round in-movers coming from the metro area varied from 54 percent in Denver to 76
percent in New York City, and the share coming from the city in which the new building is located also varies
considerably, from 38 percent in the Boston metro area to 68 percent in the New York City metro. Because Mast
ends a chain when the in-mover vacates a unit outside the metro area (to avoid distortions that might cause to the
demographic ), his methodology may understate the effects of the moves (because lower income units that become
available outside the metro area in which the new building is located are ignored) or overstate those effects (because
demand the new supply may create from outside the metro area is ignored).

31 Mast supplemented his descriptive analysis with a simulation of what would have happened if a household had
moved to tracts that they likely would have found attractive if the new construction had not been available, and so
on, throughout the chain. He found that in the simulation that assumes marginal increases in supply, building 100
new high-end units reduces demand in below-median income neighborhoods by the equivalent of adding 70 older
units to those areas, with almost 40 of those units falling in the bottom quintile of the metro area’s median income.
In the more conservative simulation that captures the effects of a larger supply increase and consequent increases in
in-migration and household formation, that number falls to 45.
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p. 2)*? The authors conclude that their results show that “low-income individuals also benefit
from new expensive housing through a moving chain process, even when the new units are
allocated to individuals higher up in the income distribution” (ibid, p. 7). Perhaps most
importantly, the researchers were able to compare move chains sparked by new market-rate high-
rent buildings to those chains resulting from moves into new rent-controlled social housing built
in the center city in order to promote mixed neighborhoods. While the first rounds of moves into
the new social housing looked very different from the moves to the new market-rate buildings
(presumably because of eligibility requirements), “in later rounds, the movers in both chains are

quite similar with respect to their origin neighborhoods and socio-economic makeup” (ibid).

Similarly, Mense (2023), described above, observed that his finding that increases in
new housing supply caused average local rents to fall could not be explained just by the
competition the new units posed for existing comparable (newer and high-rent) units.
Accordingly, he also explored whether additional supply affects those units not necessarily in
direct competition — the lower-priced rent stock. He found that additional supply reduces the
rents even of those apartments, which he posited resulted because households moving into the
new, higher-rent units move from units of varying quality and price, which frees up apartments
at a number of quality levels, providing competition and lowering prices across the rent
distribution. Indeed, he estimated that “one newly supplied housing unit triggered about 4.75
moves in the rental market in the subsequent twelve months” (ibid, p. 24). His results suggest

that “restrictions to market-rate housing supply are harmful to low-income renters, as even the

32The data also allowed them to observe moves from very small areas in order to reduce the chance that movers
from lower-income neighborhoods are actually higher-income residents who happen to live in a generally low-
income neighborhood. The individual level data also allowed the research to focus on the household changes
associated with the moves. The analysis showed, for example, a significant number of moves involved in later
rounds were young adults leaving their parental home.
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supply of single-family homes can lower this group’s housing cost burden” (ibid, p. 23). He also
found that the effect on rents across the rent distribution was even larger in markets facing strong

growth in demand.

These moving chain studies reveal the short term effects new market rate construction
can have on lower-cost housing. The longer term effects are also critically important, and new
research explores the original meaning of “filtering” — situations in which housing depreciates as
it ages, rents for less, and becomes available further down the income ladder, or in which the
older housing becomes desirable for households further up that ladder who out-compete lower-
income households for the housing. Liu et al.(2022, p. 1) modeled the filtering of new homes in
180 MSAs, and found that “filtering rates can range from about a —1.61% annual rate of
downward filtering for Topeka, Kansas to a 0.71% upward filtering rate for San Francisco,
California.” They estimate filtering rates using repeat sales data created from home mortgage
transactions on owner-occupied properties sold at least twice with Freddie Mac mortgages
originated between 1993 and 2018. No rental properties are included, which the authors note
likely significantly underestimates the extent of filtering. The authors find that, across the nation,
the average real income of an arriving household in a 40-year-old property is about 16 percent
lower than that of a new property, which translates to downward filtering at a rate of about 0.42
percent per year. As homes reach 60 years old, however, those not demolished or converted to
rentals filter up on average, so that purchasers have higher incomes than the sellers. Filtering
varies substantially among metropolitan areas, with lower rates of downward filtering in areas
with high home price growth, high income growth, more restrictive land use regulations, lower
elasticity of supply (as supply becomes less responsive, increases in demand are met more with

price increases than with additional supply), and gentrification (defined as low-income areas
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experiencing increases in house prices and in the share of college-educated residents). Even
within those areas, however, there are neighborhoods that see significant filtering to lower
income owners, with those areas closest to the center of the city tending to see upward filtering

between 1993 and 2018, and areas further away experiencing downward filtering.

Several studies have found variation in the filtering dynamics of individual cities.>
Nygaard et al. (2022) for example, studied filtering in selected cities in Australia. They found
that in Sydney, the rental value of older rental properties declines with the age of the property,
which suggests that filtering is occurring, but that the deterioration of the quality of the unit is
interrupted (by rehabs or sales) before the housing reaches low income households. In
Melbourne, they found “limited evidence that age-related filtering is a significant source of low-
income housing” (ibid, p. 25). The researchers noted that downward filtering can only work
when the supply of new housing (net of demolitions or conversions of older housing) is
sufficient to meet new demand caused by new net in-migration or new household formation,
which is not the case in Melbourne (where supply is almost completely unresponsive to

demand).?*

To summarize, new research tracing the chains of moves that new construction sparks
provide substantial evidence that new construction frees up apartments in a variety of

neighborhoods across the income spectrum, and therefore provides additional competition that

33 See also Turner and Wessel (2019), which studied chains of moves in Oslo, Norway, and found that filtering there
had been quickly interrupted. The authors attribute the breakdown to a poorly functioning rental market (which
accounts for only 20 percent of the housing), the absorption of many vacant units by households who are not leaving
any other unit vacant (people who are in-movers from other places in Norway, divorcing couples, or immigrants),
and the fact that many ownership units are not available to lower income households because they are quickly taken
by more privileged people leaving their parental homes to form their own households.

34 Relatedly, Hansen and Rambaldi (2022) find that supply constraints slow the filtering of homes down the income
distribution, and may contribute to upward filtering as well.
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can lower rents (or slow rent growth) in neighborhoods across a city or metropolitan area, not
just in the area surrounding the new construction and not just in higher-rent submarkets.
Research on the more traditional notions of filtering, in the sense of housing renting for less and
less as it ages, and therefore “moving down” to lower-income households, or becoming more
desirable to higher-income households, who offer more to purchase or rent the housing so that it
filters “up”, shows that the role filtering plays in providing more affordable housing depends

critically on the supply of new housing and other features of the local housing market.

As we noted in 2019, filtering or other market mechanisms will not secure enough
affordable housing to meet the needs of all households. Some households have incomes too low
to afford even the lowest rent a landlord can charge and still profit after paying for expenses.
Some form of housing subsidies will be required to fill the needs of those households. But as
increases in housing supply moderate increases in rents, the gap the government will have to fill

between what the household can afford and market should decrease.

d. Is the problem a shortage of housing, or inefficient use of our existing housing?

The argument that more efficient use of existing housing, or conversion of buildings now
being used inefficiently for other purposes, is a better approach to the affordability crisis than
building additional supply is a claim that depends almost entirely on local context. How property
is used within a housing market varies widely, and is a complex response to demand, tax
policies, state and local regulation of land use and rental housing, and other local characteristics.
Supply skeptics point to uses they consider inefficient, such as wealthy households holding
apartments for seasonal or occasional use only, investors holding apartments empty or using

them as short-term rentals, or current owners continuing to use buildings for purposes that have
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become less valuable than housing. Answering those concerns requires attention to factual
questions about how properties in a jurisdiction are actually being used, along with analyses of
the potential returns from various uses and identification of the specific barriers to moving them
from their current state to occupied housing. It’s worth noting, though, that these arguments
actually underscore the importance of supply on affordability, as they charge that these other
uses are taking homes away from the long-term rental stock, and thereby putting heightened
pressure on rents. The argument is more about the right policies to tackle the problem rather than

questioning the value of a robust supply of housing.

To date, research on the regulation of short-term rentals suggests that such regulations
help to boost the supply of long-term rentals and lower rents in areas with heavy demand from
tourists (Koster et al., 2021). Recent research about the effects second home purchases have on
the housing market find that second homes have negative effects on existing owners of primary
homes and on renters in some types of jurisdictions (Favilukis & Van Nieuwerburgh, 2021;
Ihlanfeldt & Yang, 2023). But more research evaluating measures to tax or prohibit ownership
by investors or the owners of multiple homes, or prohibitions on warehousing of apartments or
on short-term-rentals, along with analysis of programs and policies to encourage conversion of
offices or other uses to housing is important to pursue. Further, regions, states, and the federal
government have an interest in understanding whether one jurisdiction’s restrictions simply
move the problem to another jurisdiction. Part Four below discusses the further research needed

in more detail.
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e Does relaxing the restrictiveness of land use regulations actually lead to increases in
supply?

The last argument skeptics make is not so much an argument that supply won’t affect rents, but
instead that changes in land use regulation won’t actually produce much additional supply. As
Lo et al. (2020, p. 3, footnotes omitted) explain, land use reforms might not result in significant
additional supply for a number of reasons: “. . . [Z]oning is just one factor in a complex system
of structures that affect housing development. These factors include financing options, cost
burdens, and risk calculations for developers; developer education; and code alignment (both
within a zoning code and across other departments’ codes).”* In addition, land use regulatory
change typically follows the boundary lines of existing neighborhoods or parts of a
neighborhood, or roads or natural features such as rivers, and therefore often will involve many
parcels that are already developed and may be unlikely to redevelop to take advantage of the
regulatory relief. Changes also sometimes include parcels that suffer from development barriers
that the relief may not address (such as geological features), and even parcels that are relatively
easily redeveloped may be held vacant or underused if owners believe it is not yet the optimal
time for development.3® Further, even for lots on which development is planned, labor shortages,
delays in the supply chain for materials, and waiting lists for subsidies such as Low Income
Housing Tax credits, may postpone the results of a zoning change for years. Most importantly,
land use restrictions are a constraint on development only where there is existing demand;

relaxing constraints, without more, will not create demand.

33 The early evidence about recent reforms also suggests that multiple iterations may be required to make them
effective at producing more housing (Alameldin & Garcia, 2022).

36 For discussions of owners’ decisions about the optimal point at which to develop land, see Murphy (2018);
Murray (2020, 2022).
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Freemark (2023, p. 2) surveyed the literature early in 2023 and concluded that the
research “shows that upzoned areas may or may not experience increased housing construction
over the short-term but likely experience small increases over the long-term, compared to areas
without such changes.” He reports that most of the research involves relatively small upzonings,
but that “early data suggest that [larger scale] upzonings generate positive effects on regional
construction and affordability.”*” He cautions, however, that the research is mixed, and even the
studies that found increased supply following an upzoning show that the level of construction
that occurs falls far short of the increases allowed by the regulatory change because many

affected parcels do not experience investment in the years or even decades that follow.

As Freemark describes, a number of recent studies found an increase in construction
following upzonings, but were unable to establish a causal link between the zoning reforms and
building activity, or in some cases, to separate the effects of the reforms from the influence of
other variables, such as demand, that may also have driven the reform (Blumgart, 2022;
Freemark, 2021; Gray & Millsap, 2020; Kober, 2020; Schuetz, 2020).38 Most of those studies

looked at new construction in the five to ten years after land use changes were adopted.

3TFor a helpful discussion about why broad rezonings are likely to generate additional housing supply, and improve
housing affordability, see Phillips (2022).
38 Several studies completed since Freemark’s review also have found associations between specific regulatory
changes and increases in the supply of the types of housing the reforms targeted, but were unable to prove that the
reforms caused the additional building. Wegmann et al. (2023) assessed the effects of changes to Houston’s land use
laws that allowed townhouse development on single family lots, and found that redevelopment allowed by the
change constituted close to 20 percent of all new townhomes built in Houston. Huennekens (2023) describes how
loosening zoning restrictions to allow denser housing in the Monsey neighborhood of Ramapo, New York indeed
led to a dense enclave in an otherwise suburban area. Marantz et al. (2023, 3) reviewed laws adopted by California
between 2016 and 2020 to encourage ADU development, and found that between 2018 and 2021, ADUs represented
an increasing and “substantial” share of recent housing permits; cf. Gerecke et al. (2022) (finding that the number of
ADUs completed in Los Angeles increased substantially after state land use reforms required local governments to
allow ADU, lot splits, and duplexes); Lo et al. (2020) (finding limited responses in the three years following ADU
reforms in Washington DC, but more significant responses over eight years to similar reforms in Portland, OR).
Another study included in Freemark’s review, by Stacy et al. (2023), is noteworthy because the research team built
a cross-city panel dataset of land-use reforms in the United States that increased or decreased allowed housing
density and estimated their association with changes in housing supply. They found that reforms loosening
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Several recent studies Freemark reviewed, however, have provided methodologically
rigorous assessments that merit more attention here.>® Several have looked at relatively short
term effects (between five and ten years after adoption). Anagol et al. (2023), for example,
examined a change in policy that allowed the city of Sao Paulo, Brazil (rather than neighborhood
authorities) to assign a maximum built-area-ratio (BAR) to each block in the city. The research
used both variation in when the allowable density changes were made and block level differences
in the reforms to analyze the effects the changes had on housing supply within each block, and
subsequently, on the rate of housing price and rent growth. The policy change allowed an
average of 36 percent more construction for a given lot size, and resulted in greater allowable
density in more than half the city’s blocks. Comparing blocks on which the max BAR was
increased to blocks on which it was not, the researchers find a 66 percent increase in permits per
unit of max BAR on treated blocks relative to nearby control blocks as soon as a year after the
change in max BAR. Six years after Sao Paulo instituted the change, the researchers found that
total housing units for sale increased by 10 percent on blocks in which BAR was increased, as

well as in aggregations of the blocks that represent larger neighborhoods.*® As for the city as a

restrictions are associated with a statistically significant 0.8 percent increase in housing supply (both new and
existing housing) within three to nine years of reform passage. But the cross-sectional nature of their data does not
allow them to confirm a causal relationship between the land use reforms in their database and supply outcomes,
because they cannot account for all potential endogenous relationships. They also cannot link the reforms to
particular parcels of land or neighborhoods.

39 We focus here on research about whether policy changes that relax land use restraints result in increased supply.
There is also new evidence that as the restrictiveness of land use regulations increases, the supply of new housing
decreases. See Stacy et al. (2023) (measures to tighten land use regulations were associated with a reduction in units
affordable to middle-income renters); Shanks (2021) (using a spatial regression discontinuity design around
municipal borders, and finding that stringent land use regulations reduce housing supply); Murray and Schuetz
(2019) (regression results provide evidence that more restrictive zoning correlates with less multifamily
development).

40gee note 18 supra: the research also found that the prices at which homes were listed were lower in those
commuter zones in which greater density had been allowed by the zoning changes.
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whole, the authors estimated that the policy change would result in a 1.9 percent increase in the

overall housing stock over the subsequent ten-year period.

Another large-scale rezoning that has prompted a number of studies occurred in 2016,
when Auckland, New Zealand upzoned more than 75 percent of its land. Greenaway-McGrevy
and Phillips (2023) exploit geographic variation in the parcels subject to the upzoning to estimate
causal effects by comparing changes in supply in upzoned areas to those in non-upzoned areas.
They pay particular attention to the possibility that the upzoning simply changed the location of
new housing rather than leading to a net increase in supply. Using pre-trends in the control (non-
upzoned) areas to construct a counterfactual to bound their estimates, they find significant
evidence that the upzoning increased housing construction, and estimate that the upzoning
generated almost 22,000 additional dwellings over the five years following the zoning reform, a
number equal to 4.11 percent of Auckland’s housing stock. Helm and Murray (2023) have
criticized the study on a number of grounds, especially because it assumes a linear trend for the
counterfactual that ignores cyclical booms and busts; Greenaway-McGrevy (2023c¢) responded to

some of those criticisms.

Other studies have looked at much longer periods after land use changes to assess the
effects on new construction. Kulka et al. (2023) used cross-sectional variation in the adoption of
zoning regulations between 1918 and the late 1950s across 86 municipalities in the Greater
Boston area and a boundary discontinuity design using data on the housing stock in the 2010s to
study the effects of differences in zoning between parcels located on either side of a zoning
boundary within the same municipality, school attendance area, and broad-use zoning district.
While the comparison is between the less restrictive and more restrictive sides of the boundaries

of areas with different zoning regulations, rather than before and after a zoning change (the focus
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of the studies discussed above and in Freemark’s review), the research is instructive because it
highlights that the effect a zoning change may have on supply will depend upon whether the
restriction is a binding constraint on development. They found that relaxing density restrictions
(either alone or in tandem with other regulations) increased the supply of housing units at the
boundary between 9 percent and 109 percent. They also found that zoning to allow multi-family
housing doubled the chances that a given property within that zone is an apartment building
rather than a single-family house. On the other hand, height restrictions did not appear to be

binding constraints on development.

Murray and Limb (2023) observed more than 25,000 sites across 19 areas that had been
upzoned for greater density in Queensland, Australia over a 20-year period. They found that the
regulatory changes created considerably more zoning capacity than developers chose to use over
the twenty years, so that while zoning capacity increased by 101 percent, new dwellings
increased by only 33 percent. Nevertheless, accounting for the lag in development following a
zoning change, they find that zoning capacity is positively related to the growth in new

housing.*!

Biichler and Lutz (2022) studied upzonings in municipalities in the Canton of Zurich,
Switzerland over a 25-year period, exploiting differences in the timing of different

municipalities’ decisions to rezone to identify causal effects, and comparing development on

41Murray and Limb then sought to use the data about the parcels for which allowable density was increased to test
whether the development on those parcels followed a “planning” or an “economic” theory of development.
According to their planning theory, areas rezoned with the highest allowable capacity would see the faster growth in
new housing than areas with less capacity (which they found to be true), and such increased development would lead
to slower growth in prices in those higher capacity areas (which they found was not the case). On the other hand,
their economic theory would suggest that demand, rather than zoned capacity, will determine the growth in new
housing, which they found to be true. They concluded that “changing planning systems to facilitate “missing
middle” and high-density housing by increasing zoned capacity is unlikely to result in noticeable housing price
effects (ibid, 130).”
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parcels “treated" with an upzoning versus those not-yet upzoned in the remaining municipalities.
They found that upzonings of 20 percent or more led to a 13 percent increase in housing supply

on the treated parcel over the following ten years.

Dong (2021, p. 11) studied the effects of upzonings that Portland, Oregon undertook in
the early 2000s by comparing development on upzoned parcels with control parcels (not
upzoned) that were identified through propensity score matching. He found that the upzonings
“were about two times more likely to experience development or redevelopment in the 15 years
after upzoning.” He noted that only about five percent of the upzoned parcels were developed in
those years, however, “because the majority of the upzoned parcels were already developed
before upzoning.” He also compared vacant and underused parcels in higher density, low-rise
primarily multi-family residential zones*? to vacant and underused parcels in medium density
single family zones matched through propensity scores. He found that vacant and underutilized
parcels in the higher density multi-family zones produced about three times more housing than
their counterparts in the medium density single-family zones. He concluded that upzoning and

higher density zoning “speed]|..] up housing developments and increas[e] housing supply.”

A few research teams, however, have found that land use changes generated little effect,
or even reduced net new housing. Gabbe et al. (2021) found that a 2011 planning initiative in
San Jose, in which the city designated “urban villages” to which it hoped to direct growth, had
“quite limited” effects on actual construction permits. It is important to note that the study did
not actually measure the effect of land use change, because the designation of areas as “urban

villages” did not in fact change any existing land use regulations, but merely enabled plans to be

“20ne of the higher density zones was a single-family zone; the other three were zoned for multi-family.
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developed for the villages, and assumed that those plans would call for upzonings and other
changes in the land use system. But eight years after the general plan was adopted, only 13 urban
village plans had been approved. Further, the designations of urban villages did not result in

many upzonings or other changes during the time studied.

Freemark (2020) took advantage of a natural experiment to examine how rezonings
affect new construction when Chicago upzoned a large number of parcels in 2013 and 2015
across neighborhoods with different economic conditions, but without specifically targeting
areas planned for redevelopment. Using a series of difference-in-differences tests, combined with
a hedonic model that controlled for property- and neighborhood-level characteristics, he found
“no evidence for short- or medium-term increases in housing-unit construction,” even five years
after the rezonings were implemented (ibid, p. 759). As Manville et al. (2022, pp. 49-50) note,
Freemark’s study focused on parcels within 600 or 1200 feet of a railway station in Chicago,
some of which were zoned for uses other than (or in addition to) housing, and many of which
were already occupied by condominiums (which are very hard to replace with denser buildings).
They conclude that Freemark’s results therefore “may offer limited lessons for broad upzonings,
and especially broad upzoning of residential parcels outside of developed neighbourhoods in

dense central cities.” 4

Krimmel and Wang (2023) offer cautionary evidence about the unintended consequences
of pairing upzoning with affordable housing or other requirements. They evaluated the results of
Seattle’s Mandatory Housing Affordability program (MHA), which relaxed zoning regulations in

33 neighborhoods to allow denser new development, but also required either a set aside of

43See also Freemark’s (2019) response to the use of his article as a reason to oppose upzoning policies.
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affordable units or contributions to an affordable housing fund. They found that in the three years
after the policy was adopted, new development in rezoned areas fell, and shifted to lots just

outside of the rezoning area. Their results show that any value recapture mechanisms paired with
rezonings must be priced very carefully and be flexible enough to work across market cycles and

across neighborhoods with different levels of demand.**

While the majority of the evidence finds that new construction increases following
zoning change, the mixed evidence confirms a point Asquith et al. (2023, p. 374) made:
“relaxing land-use regulation is quite complicated in practice. The particulars of a reform could
matter both for how much supply is actually added and, depending on the incentives built in
(such as encouraging redevelopment of the existing housing stock versus vacant land), the local
effect of that new supply.” It also suggests caution in predicting how much new construction
actually will result from any land use change — it will be less than the capacity created if the
parcels rezoned already have some development, and will depend upon demand, financing, labor,
and supply constraints, and the ability and willingness of the regulators to comprehensively
change all the different regulations and processes that may be serving to inhibit new

construction.

4. Conclusion and Future Research Directions

Recent evidence provides additional reasons to counter the supply skepticism that has caused a
significant backlash to efforts to reform land use regulations to allow housing supply to increase

in areas seeing high demand for housing and low affordability. Research over the past few years,

H3ee, e. g., the debate between Kim (2020); Kim (2023) and Murray and Gordon (2023).
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combined with what prior research surveyed in our 2019 article already revealed, provides

considerable evidence that:

e Increases in housing supply decrease (or slow the growth in) rents in the region.

e While the evidence is somewhat mixed, at least in some circumstances, new construction

also reduces rents or the rate of growth in rents in the surrounding neighborhood.

e The chains of moves sparked by new construction, and the alternatives the new construction
gives higher-income households who might otherwise renovate older housing, works across a
jurisdiction to free up apartments that are then rented (or retained) by households across the

income spectrum.

e While studies generally find that supply is associated with increased gentrification (defined
by reference to increasing income and education levels), it has not been shown to cause
significant displacement of lower income households (and indeed some studies find new

buildings have been shown to reduce the probability of displacement).

e FEasing land use restrictions, at least on a broad scale and in ways that change the constraints
that actually bind development in areas that are in demand, generally leads to increases in the
supply of housing, but those increases take time, and will be only a fraction of the capacity

created because of all the other factors that determine what gets built where.

The current evidence accordingly gives little support for the claims of supply skeptics.
Further, it is important to remember that the arguments supply skeptics make, and much of the

research those arguments have spurred, focus on the effects new construction has on its
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surrounding neighborhood. There is little controversy that new supply helps to lower rent growth
and displacement for the larger city or region, and while it is certainly important to focus on the
local effects the new supply can have, it is also crucial to keep the larger citywide and regional

interests in mind.

All that said, research continues to be needed to fill in remaining gaps in our
understanding of how best to reduce inefficient barriers to new supply while minimizing any
local effects new supply might have in increasing rents or displacing current residents. As Part 3a
explains, at the neighborhood level, new construction has both supply effects (the downward
pressure on rents resulting from the additional competition new supply provides) and amenity
effects — the upward pressure resulting from desirable amenities associated with the new
construction and the changes people it attracts to the neighborhood help to bring about. More
work needs to be done to understand the circumstances (such as neighborhood conditions, the
scale and types of new construction, and the nature of amenities attributable to the new
construction) under which amenity effects may overwhelm the supply effects. Further, more
research would be helpful to understand the timing and persistence of the supply and amenity
effects. Molloy et al. (2022) found that regulatory change (not new housing construction)
affected rents less than housing prices, which is perhaps expected given that renters care less
about longer run changes to a neighborhood. But the difference between impacts on prices and
rents merits more exploration. All this research would benefit from more reliable data on rents,
as we noted in 2019, so it remains critical to find better ways to track rents that enable

comparisons over time and among jurisdictions.

Second, researchers need to address how the effects of new construction may interact

with other changes in urban form, housing markets, legal regimes, technology, and the
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challenges global warming poses. As to urban form, while most of the research on new supply
focuses on multifamily construction, many single-family and 2-4 family homes are used as
rentals, and efforts to increase supply through accessory dwelling units and other forms of gentle
densification are starting to bear fruit (Alameldin & Garcia, 2022; Garcia, 2017). Thus, more
attention to the effects of relatively small additions to a low density neighborhood’s housing
stock will be helpful. And as technology improves to the point where asking rents can shift on an
hourly basis ("dynamic pricing"), attention to how new construction affects not just asking rents
for vacant apartments but also increases for tenants renewing their existing leases will be
important. So too will research on whether even the announcement or permitting of new
construction may affect the models used to set rents for older apartments nearby. While Chapple
et al. (2022) have begun to examine the effects of new supply in jurisdictions with different
subsidized housing construction programs, and different legal regimes for rent regulation and
tenant protections, much more needs to be done to understand how those various policies and
programs interact. Finally, it will be important for research to address how housing markets and
legal regimes need to change in order to efficiently replace housing that becomes obsolete
because it cannot be retrofitted to be more energy efficient, or is in harms’ way as a result of

climate change.

Third, further research is needed to better understand the circumstances under which
displacement occurs. New construction can lead to displacement either through the demolition or
conversion of the homes of existing residents, or through amenity effects that cause rents in the
neighborhood to increase to levels unaffordable to existing residents. But those conditions don’t
inevitably lead a household to move away from the neighborhood. Understanding more about

which lower-income households leave a neighborhood and which stay is critical, as is
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information about the consequences staying or leaving has for those households, and how they
adapt.* Research able to disentangle displacement from moves that residents would have made
regardless of the new construction, or would have made eventually but may have accelerated
because of the new construction would be very helpful, but may require survey evidence. It
would also be helpful to understand whether the effects of new construction differ when the new
market rate housing is accompanied by affordable housing because of inclusionary zoning
mandates or bonuses or public investments in affordable housing for the neighborhood. Finally,
evaluations of policies meant to prevent or mitigate displacement are crucial as more

jurisdictions consider adopting those policies.

Fourth, the evidence regarding the migration chains that new construction can spark
suggests that further research is needed to understand the effects those moves have on rents in
the neighborhoods and housing markets across the jurisdiction. Bratu et al. (2023) had access to
unusual detail about households, and exploiting such fine-grained data to understand more about
the effects moving chains have on tenants of different incomes and other characteristics would be
extremely helpful. Understanding more about which features of the housing stock and housing
market in a jurisdiction (including segregation by race/ethnicity or class) determine filtering
patterns is important. Assessing how tenants’ rights under rent regulation or just cause or other
stability protections affect filtering would be useful as more jurisdictions consider those policies.
Evaluations of programs to rehabilitate depreciated housing that could then be used to short-
circuit a longer filtering process and use the housing sooner for lower-income households also is

needed.

4SBaum-Snow and Hartley (2020), for example, have raised important questions about how differences between
demographic groups in preferences for amenities, and in employment opportunities, affect migration to and from
central cities.
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Fifth, as more land use reforms are adopted and implemented, understanding what
reforms most effectively result in new construction, and what features of implementation and
enforcement are associated with greater effectiveness, will be helpful. Research on what kinds of
housing results from various reforms, where it is built, and whether it just replaces housing that
would have been built elsewhere or in other forms had the reform not passed also will be
important.*¢ Evaluating the efforts the federal government is making to incentivize land use
reforms will be critical. Understanding how changes in the distribution of land use regulatory
authority between state, local, and regional governments affect residential segregation, mobility
patterns, community engagement, resident satisfaction, coordination between land use and other
regulatory systems, and other virtues claimed for local control over land use will be important as

well.

Finally, as noted above, the efficiency of the uses to which land is now dedicated (or
restricted) in local markets, and the results of efforts to limit uses such as second homes, requires
further analysis. Much more work needs to be done to understand the barriers that stand in the
way of, and the opportunities posed by, converting hotels, offices, or other properties that have
become less useful because of changes in the location of work and the nature of travel. We also
need more research to identify the most effective reforms to spur retrofits to make buildings

more energy efficient, climate resilient, and ultimately durable.

It is good to see so much new creative and rigorous research to explore the arguments

supply skeptics are making. We continue to believe, as we said in 2019, that supply skepticism is

46Freemark (2022) notes the need to study whether new housing that follows a land use change merely displaces
housing that would have been built had the change not occurred; Greenaway-McGrevy and Phillips (2023) begin to
tackle that question, but more attention is needed. .
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a useful reminder that researchers and policymakers must provide more specific and concrete
answers to concerns that communities have about the costs, benefits, and distributional effects of
development in their neighborhoods and communities. It also is a call for more attention to the
needs of those households for whom market-rate housing is unlikely to ever be affordable. To
ensure that a range of income groups are seeing the benefits of the jurisdictions’ growth through
new housing, state and local governments may want to use subsidies, together with a variety of
housing policy tools such as density bonuses or mandatory inclusionary zoning, to achieve

visible additions to supply for all income groups (Been, et al. 2019, p. 33).

As the research continues to show how important adding supply is to ensuring
economically diverse, resilient, and thriving cities,*’ it also is critical to move beyond general
opposition to new supply to a more constructive discussion about how best to foster new
construction that helps make housing affordable while avoiding or mitigating potential harms to
particular neighborhoods or people. The affordability crisis is especially salient today, but the
crisis results from limits on new construction in place for many decades. The problem will not be
solved overnight. But the speed with which appropriate reforms are implemented to allow
additional supply, along with protections against any harm new construction may cause, really

matters, both to this generation and the next one.

47 For recent discussions of the negative effects restricting supply has on diversity, see, e.g., Kulka (2019); Resseger
(2022); Song (2021); Trounstine (2020). Recent discussions of the effects supply constraints have on job
opportunities for BIPOC individuals and on income segregation include Freemark et al. (2020) and Yang (2021).
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the surrounding area; 3) The chains of moves sparked by new construction
free up apartments that are then rented (or retained) by households across
the income spectrum; 4) While new supply is associated with
gentrification, it has not been shown to cause significant displacement of
lower income households; and 5) Easing land use restrictions, at least on a
broad scale and in ways that change binding constraints on development,
generally leads to more new housing over time, but only a fraction of the
new capacity created because many other factors constrain the pace of

new development.

Keywords: land use/zoning; affordability; gentrification; rental housing;

multifamily; construction/building



Background

In 2019, we noted the phenomenon of “supply skepticism” — the increased “questioning [of] the
premise that increasing the supply of market-rate housing will result in housing that is more
affordable” (Been, Ellen, and O’Regan, 2019, p. 26). We sought to systematically — and
sympathetically — assess each of the key arguments supply skeptics were making, and to
dispassionately review what research showed about the effects increases in the supply of housing
have on housing affordability. We ultimately concluded that both the theory and the then-
existing empirical evidence supported the premise that adding new homes moderates price
increases and therefore makes housing more affordable to low- and moderate-income families.
We noted gaps in the evidence, however, and suggested additional research to better understand
the relationship between supply and affordability, and to ensure that efforts to increase supply
are most effective. We also emphasized that because the effects market-rate construction may
have on rents may be slow to materialize and are unlikely to be sufficient to address the needs of
very low-income households, local and state governments should seek to ensure that new supply
(both “free-market” and subsidized affordable housing) comes on line at a range of price points,

so that growth is balanced among the various income levels in the community.

Much has happened in the four years since we published our article. The housing
affordability crisis has become even more acute, widespread, and salient, as evidenced by a
number of metrics, such as the share of the housing stock affordable to the “average” household,
the housing vacancy rate, and the amount of new housing that cities and metro areas around the
country are permitting (metrics we review in Part One below). In response, a number of state

legislatures across the nation, from a variety of political perspectives, have walked back their



deference to local governments somewhat, and intervened to remove local and state barriers to

development.!

Researchers have begun to fill gaps in the research, and have produced a substantial body
of rigorous and nuanced evidence about the effects increasing supply has on prices,
neighborhood composition, and neighborhood amenities. At the same time, however, resistance
to new housing and land use changes continues to be both highly vocal and deeply felt. The new
research, ongoing controversy, and growing affordability challenges make this an opportune time

to revisit the arguments and evidence.

We proceed as follows: Part One presents the latest evidence showing that housing is
increasingly unaffordable to a wide range of households, supply is not meeting demand, and
local constraints on supply often are most extreme where demand (and rents) are high. Part Two
reviews the arguments supply skeptics were making pre-pandemic and identifies some new
concerns skeptics have raised. Part Three summarizes the new studies completed over the past
few years, and assesses the answers they provide to the challenges the skeptics have raised. Part

Four identifies gaps in the evidence that remain and concludes.

1. Trends in Rental Housing Affordability and Availability

Housing is unaffordable across the country — in states in the middle of the country, as well as on

the coasts, in both smaller towns and big cities, and in areas that are not known for their

! States are using a range of strategies to require or nudge local governments to allow more construction (Been et al.,
2023; Been et al., 2023; Kazis, 2023; Kazis, 2022). However, while many states have passed reforms, others have
rejected or failed to take up reforms in the face of enormous resistance from local elected officials (Ferré-Sadurni &
Zaveri, 2023). Further, some land use experts have expressed concern about the long term implications of the
reforms (Schragger, 2021; Serkin, 2020).



locational advantages as well as in so-called “superstar” cities (Gyourko et al., 2013). Figures 1
through 3, from the Harvard Joint Center on Housing (2022), map the share of the census tracts
in counties across different regions of the United States with a median rent that is affordable to
households making the median income for that county in 2000 and in 2019 (McCue, 2022). They
reveal just how much more difficult it has become over the past two decades for renters to find a

place to live that they can afford.

Figure 1. Share of Tracts within County Affordable to Median Renter — Northeastern US.
Source. McCue, D., Harvard Joint Center for Housing Studies, As Low-Cost Units Become
Increasingly Scarce, Low- and Moderate-Income Renters Are Losing Access to Many

Neighborhoods, 2022, www.jchs.harvard.edu. All rights reserved.
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Figure 2. Share of Tracts within County Affordable to Median Renter — Western US.
Source. McCue, D., Harvard Joint Center for Housing Studies, As Low-Cost Units Become
Increasingly Scarce, Low- and Moderate-Income Renters Are Losing Access to Many

Neighborhoods, 2022, www.jchs.harvard.edu. All rights reserved.
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Figure 3. Share of Tracts within County Affordable to Median Renter — Southeastern US.
Source. McCue, D., Harvard Joint Center for Housing Studies, As Low-Cost Units Become
Increasingly Scarce, Low- and Moderate-Income Renters Are Losing Access to Many

Neighborhoods, 2022, www.jchs.harvard.edu. All rights reserved.
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These figures only report on affordability through 2019. But in 2021, more households
were rent-burdened or severely rent-burdened (paying more than 30 or 50 percent, respectively,
of their income for housing expenses) than at any time in at least several decades (Joint Center
for Housing Studies, 2023). Rent growth across the country reached record high rates in early
2022, and while it cooled in early 2023 across the country, “[n]early 50% of wage earners” still
could not afford “a modest one-bedroom rental home at the fair market rent while working one

full-time job” (Aurand et al., 2023, p. 3).

Figures 4 and 5 provide suggestive evidence about how supply shortfalls affect that
affordability crisis: rental vacancy rates in most areas of the country have tightened considerably
even over the past decade. A healthy rental vacancy rate is generally considered to be between 7
and 8 percent (Belsky et al., 2007, p. 4). As Figure 4 shows, average metropolitan area rental
vacancy rates met this threshold in 2021 in only one US Census region, the South. Further, in
each of the four US Census regions, the average rental vacancy rate declined significantly
between 2011 and 2021. Figure 5 shows that the share of metropolitan areas across the county in
which the vacancy rate was below 7 percent rose from 42 percent to 68 percent between 2011
and 2021. Vacancy rates decline if housing supply does not adjust to meet changes in housing
demand. Rates could fall for example, if housing supply does not keep up with population and
employment growth. Rates also could decline if supply does not accommodate changing
demographic shifts that lead to smaller households (such as a growth in adult-only households,
or increasing household formation as younger people form their own households), or adapt to
changing tastes that lead to a growth in the amount of space that each person consumes (as

people demand additional rooms to accommodate working from home, for example). But



whatever the reason, persistently low vacancy rates suggest that too little housing is available to

meet demand.

Figure 4. Vacancy Rates in Rental Housing.

Source. U.S. Census Bureau American Community Survey 5-year estimates (2007-2011, 2012-
2016, 2017-2021), NYU Furman Center. Note. Year on the x-axis represents the end year of the
5-year estimates. Percent vacant reflects the population-weighted averages of MSA-level

vacancy rates.
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Figure 5. Vacancy Rates Across Metropolitan Areas.
Source. American Community Survey 5-Year Estimate (2007-2011, 2017-2021), NYU Furman

Center.
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Finally, Figure 6 shows the rates at which new housing is permitted for the five most
populated metropolitan areas in each of the four census regions in the U.S. Some variation across

metros is to be expected -- indeed, those with high demand and high housing costs generally



would be expected to add more housing per capita than areas with lower demand.? However,
plotting per capita permitting rates against vacancy rates for the same most-populated
metropolitan areas (Figure 7), shows the opposite pattern — permitting rates are usually lower
(not higher) in high-demand areas with lower vacancy rates. That suggests the metro areas may
be producing relatively little new housing not because of low demand, but because of the

stringency of land use regulations and other barriers to housing construction.?

2 Freemark (2022) showed that in areas with low demand, permitting rates are low, as expected. But he also found
that “of the nation’s most-in-demand municipalities—those where housing values are at least 30 percent higher than
their respective metropolitan areas—Iless than a third added more housing than their encompassing region, despite
plentiful developer demand to build there.”

3Recent academic discussions about the stringency of local housing restrictions on housing development include
Gyourko et al., (2021). Beyond academia, the impacts of strict zoning and land use regulations are a topic of much
discussion (Ellickson, 2022; Gray, 2022; Schuetz, 2022; Dougherty, 2020; Badger & Bui, 2019).
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Figure 6. Housing Units Permitted per Capita, 2019.
Source. Building Permits Survey (2019), NYU Furman Center. Note. The metropolitan areas

selected reflect the top five largest cities in each Census region.
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Figure 7. Metropolitan Area Housing Units Permitted per Capita, 2019.
Source. U.S. Census Bureau American Community Survey 5-year estimates (2017-2021),

Building Permits Survey (2019), NYU Furman Center. Note. The metropolitan areas selected

reflect the top five largest cities in each Census region.
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2. The concerns of supply skeptics

In our 2019 article, we reviewed the evidence regarding several concerns supply skeptics had
expressed. First, some skeptics worried that adding supply will actually harm neighborhoods.
They focused on “potential localized spillover effects from newly constructed housing, and
assert[ed] that even if increasing supply might slow the growth in housing costs across the city,
new housing will increase rents and trigger displacement in the immediately surrounding
neighborhood” (Been et al., 2019, p. 26). Second, others argued that in a dynamic system, any
decreases in rent caused by additional supply will be fully offset by increases resulting from the
additional demand generated by the amenities that the new housing brings to the neighborhood.
Third, skeptics “dispute[d] the notion that new market-rate housing causes other housing to filter
to lower income households, at least in a reasonable time frame,” and argue that most new
supply is aimed at the top of the market and “will do little or nothing to alleviate affordability
challenges in lower priced segments of the market” (ibid, p. 26). Note that the first claim here is
the harshest - maintaining that increasing the supply of market-rate housing will actually worsen
affordability for lower income renters who live nearby. The second and third simply argue that
increasing the supply of market rate apartments will do little good, but it will not likely make

matters worse.*

4 In our 2019 article, we also noted that some skeptics were making a more ideological argument that because the
supply of land is limited, all new construction should be restricted to affordable housing, public housing, or “social”
housing. Recent versions of that argument include Warren (2022). In our 2019 article, we pointed out that there are
many barriers to affordable or social housing beyond the availability of land, that limiting land to those uses would
not necessarily mean it would be developed as affordable or social housing, and that land can be used more
intensively to avoid or mitigate the limits land prices or availability impose upon affordable housing programs (Been
etal., 2019).
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These arguments continue to be made.’ Indeed, recent research from Nall et al. (2022)
found that the views of supply skeptics are widespread across the U.S — and are fairly unique to
housing. In two nationally representative surveys of urban and suburban residents, they found
that only 30 to 40 percent of respondents believed that additional housing supply would reduce
prices and rents. Respondents recognized and acknowledged price-supply dynamics in other

markets, but seem to believe that housing is different.

In addition, some opponents of new housing have begun to emphasize a few other
concerns. They argue, for example, that the problem of affordability is driven at least in part by
the inefficient use of housing. The argument implicitly acknowledges that supply matters, but
focuses on the ways in which various uses essentially make the supply unavailable. The
arguments point to the number of existing apartments that are sitting vacant or only sporadically
occupied, because they are purchased as investments, second (third, fourth . . .) homes, or short-
term rentals.® Those uses, the argue asserts, also mean that even if more housing is built, it may
not slow growth in prices or rents, because the new housing is not actually providing primary

homes for any household.’

Another argument opponents of land use changes now make is that changes in land use
regulation won’t actually produce much additional supply, and so won’t significantly affect

housing affordability. They point to Yonah Freemark’s study of a significant rezoning in

3 See for example: Hanlon et al. (2022); Rodriguez-Pose and Storper (2020). Supply skepticism has spread beyond
the United States as well (Helm, 2023).
6 See for example: Thompson (2020); Badger (2017).

7 In some cities with rent regulation, skeptics also allege that landlords are keeping apartments off the market in
order to pursue opportunities to further raise the rent (for example, by waiting to rent the apartments until the market
has fully recovered from the pandemic, or until they can combine it with another apartment to escape regulation),
and argue that rather than building more housing, policymakers should prohibit such “warehousing” of apartments.
See, for example: Hall (2023); Rabiyah (2022); Susman et al. (2022); but see NYC Independent Budget Office
(2023).
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Chicago (Freemark, 2020), which found that the rezoning increased land prices of parcels
allowed to build bigger buildings, and increased prices on nearby residential condominiums, but
had no significant effect on the number of new buildings permitted over the five years following
the change.® Similarly, some point to the disappointing early results from the “end to single
family zoning” Minneapolis passed in 2018 as evidence that land use reforms have limited effect
on supply (Britschgi, 2022). Again, the argument implicitly acknowledges that supply matters,
but holds that if substantial reductions in land use restrictions don’t actually increase supply
significantly, given the substantial resistance that measures to reduce regulation spark, the
reforms may not be worth the effort (see, for example, The Seattle Times Editorial Board
(2018)). Others argue that the limited effects land use reform may have on supply means that
those reforms should be lower on the priority list than other means of addressing a city’s

affordability challenges.’

We review the existing evidence about these various claims in the next part. Again, our
aim is to bridge the divide between the arguments made by supply skeptics and the research that
explores the effects of increased housing supply. We seek to present the research objectively,

identify its limits, and (in Part Four) note gaps in the research that remain to be filled.

3. Recent evidence regarding the concerns supply skeptics are expressing

8 Limits on the generalizability of his findings are discussed further in Part 3e below. Freemark (2019) responded to
people using the study to argue that increases in supply won’t help address affordability challenges.

? Rodriguez-Pose and Storper (2020) also point out that some arguments for additional supply make larger claims
about the effects restrictive land use regulations have on economic productivity, regional inequities, and income
inequality, and argue that additional supply is not the most effective way to address those harms. We are focused
here on the effects supply can have on the growth in rents, not on broader problems like inequality (though those
effects are, of course, important). See also Manville et al. (2022); Rodriguez-Pose and Storper (2022).
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a. Does increased supply of market rate housing lead to increases, decreases, or changes
in the rate of increase in rents?

We reported in our earlier article that “although it is clear that construction of new homes will
moderate price and rent increases citywide, neither theory nor empirical evidence provides clear
guidance about when localized spillover effects might occur and when they might actually cause

an increase in the prices and rents of immediately surrounding homes.”

Identifying the impacts of new construction on rents for the jurisdiction as a whole, or for
the neighborhood surrounding the construction, is challenging, given that developers generally
build in areas that they believe already are or will be seeing increased demand. This makes it
hard to disentangle changes in rents that are caused by pre-existing growth in demand from
changes caused by the new supply. To overcome the problem of endogeneity, the key is to
compare changes in rents in areas “treated” with exogenous, or random additions to the housing
stock to changes in rents in a control group of areas not affected by the same source of increases
in supply. By comparing the “treated” with the “control” properties before and after the new
housing was introduced, the research is able to discern whether there is a “difference-in-
difference” — whether differences in rents between the two areas changed after new housing was
introduced in the “treated” areas. The key is that the additions to supply must be unrelated to
underlying demand. The aim is to compare jurisdictions or neighborhoods that, but for the new

construction, would have seen the same trend in rents as those “treated” with additional supply.

New Research on the Impact of New Homes on City-wide Rents: Using different methods

to overcome endogeneity, a few new studies confirm that new supply moderates rent increases
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for the city as a whole.!? Greenaway-McGrevy (2023a) studied the effects of an unusually large
scale upzoning of Auckland, New Zealand that increased the allowable floor area ratios!! for
three-quarters of the city’s land and led to an increase in the city’s housing stock of about 4.1
percent (Greenaway-McGrevy & Phillips, 2023). Using a “synthetic control” of other urban
commuting zones that had rental market trends and other characteristics similar to Auckland’s in
the years before Auckland’s reforms passed,'? Greenaway-McGrevy concluded that six years
after the policy was fully implemented, rents for three bedroom dwellings in Auckland were
between 26 and 33 percent less than those of the synthetic control (depending on model

specification, and at a five percent level of statistical significance).!?

Similarly, Mense (2023, p. 2) exploited delays in the completion of new housing related
to random differences in weather conditions to assess the effects new construction between 2010
and 2017 had on listed contract rents in municipalities across most areas of Germany. He found
that a “1 percent increase in yearly new housing supply causes the average rent level [in the local
municipality] to fall by 0.2 percent.” Further, he finds that new market-rate housing reduces the
housing cost burden for all renters in the municipality, not just those renting at the high end of

the market.!*

10Anenberg & Kung (2020) use a model to simulate how rental rates would respond to an exogenous increase in the
number of housing units in a metropolitan area, and find that marginal reductions in supply constraints alone are
unlikely to meaningfully reduce rent burdens. We limit our discussion to those empirical studies that study how
increases in supply actually affected rents.

"Floor area ratio is a measure of how much floor space can be in a building relative to the size of the lot on which it
is built.

12 The synthetic controls were constructed based upon such characteristics as the proportion of households who are
renters, dwellings per capita to capture demand for housing, and the average proportion of household income spent
on rental costs. The research takes care to account for the decrease in population in Auckland during the pandemic.
3Rents for smaller units were 21 to 24 percent lower than the control, but statistically significant only at the 10
percent level in some of the model specifications.

“Helm (2023) argues that Melbourne saw a “flood” of excess housing during the pandemic because strict lockdown
rules and border closings caused the city to suffer a net loss of 80,000 people, or 1.6 percent of its population, while
construction continued basically unabated. Helm estimated that those factors led to an excess supply of over 100,000
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Other researchers have studied the impact of zoning changes on rents and prices. As
discussed in part 3e, zoning changes, at least in the short-term, may not always result in new
construction and will inevitably yield far less new construction than the full new capacity added
by the zoning change. Accordingly, one would expect that the relationship between zoning
changes and citywide or neighborhood rents will be attenuated. And studies generally confirm
this, finding that while relaxing zoning reduces rents citywide, the effects are modest, and effects

on neighborhood rents are mixed.!?

New Research on Impact of New Homes on Neighborhood Rents: A number of recent
studies have aimed to fill the knowledge gaps on localized spillovers and provide better evidence
of the causal relationship between additional housing supply and neighborhood rents. The effects
new construction has on neighborhood rents depends upon the relative magnitude of two
opposing forces: the competitive pressure that additional supply exerts to pull rents, or rent
growth, down, and any positive amenity effect that increases demand and pushes rents up. The
amenity effect can stem from additional demand driven by the desire to live in neighborhoods
with the wealthier, better educated, or “hipper” households that are likely to move to the new

building. Instead, or in addition, it can result from additional demand driven by the desire to live

homes, and yet he reports that average market rents only fell by 12 percent. But generalizing from the pandemic
housing market is fraught, given the complicated market dynamics.

Kulka et al.(2023) (which as discussed in Part 3e infra, showed that zoning changes lead to increased housing
production) found that monthly multi-family rents for apartments at boundaries where density regulations were
relaxed fell by 4.2% and 6.9% , on average. Molloy et al. (2022) found that supply constraints significantly reduce
the growth in the metro’s housing stock, but relaxing those constraints only reduced metro area rents by a modest
amount, and the effect on rents was less than half the effect on house prices. They conclude that “policies targeted
solely at alleviating housing supply constraints in supply-constrained areas would likely not bring down rents in
these locations by a material amount” (ibid, 19). On the other hand, Biichler and Lutz (2022) studied zoning changes
over a twenty-five year period in municipalities within the canton of Zurich in Switzerland, and found that
upzonings of at least twenty percent led to more local housing supply, and lowered the rents in the entire housing
market but did not affect neighborhood rents. Freemark (2020) found that a significant upzoning on Chicago did not
result in much new housing construction, but increased the price of land that had been rezoned, which could then
result in higher rents or housing prices once a parcel is developed. He also found that the rezoning increased the
prices of condominiums nearby, at least in the short term.
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near the businesses, cultural organizations, and other desirable amenities that are more likely to
emerge in neighborhoods that have enough residents with similar tastes to support those
amenities. In recent years, several studies have attempted to disentangle whether the rent-
reducing effects of competitive pressures!¢ or the rent-increasing effects of amenity-driven
demand predominate when new construction adds apartments to a neighborhood. These studies
use several different methods to overcome the problem of endogeneity noted above, which is

arguably heightened when studying impacts on neighborhood-level rents.

Most of the new research finds that new construction leads to decreases in rents (or in the
rate by which rents are increasing) in the surrounding neighborhood. Asquith et al. (2023)
gathered data from eleven different cities to study how the completion of new market-rate rental
apartment buildings with 50 or more units affect rents in nearby buildings in low-income, central
city neighborhoods. They used three different techniques to isolate the causal effects: a
difference-in-differences comparison of the area within 250 meters of a new building to the area
250 to 600 meters away (the near/far difference); another difference-in-difference comparison of
listings for apartments near buildings completed in 2015 and 2016 to those near buildings that
would be completed in 2019 (but were yet to be constructed); and a triple differences approach
comparing the near-far difference around 2015-2016 buildings to the near-far difference around
similar buildings that would be constructed in 2019. Their strategy exploits the random timing of

a building’s completion to control for the trends in demand that informed the developer’s

167t is also possible that new construction brings disamenities to a neighborhood, such as the noise, dust, and traffic
congestion construction may cause, or the effect new residents may have on neighborhood schools or other services.
Those disamentities, in addition to the competitive effects of additional supply, also could exert downward pressure
on rents or rent growth.
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selection of a building site.!” They found that “the average new building lowers nearby rents
[within 250 meters of the new building] by 5% to 7% relative to the trend rent growth otherwise

would have followed, “translating into a savings of $100 to $159 per month” (ibid, p. 373).

Li (2022), similarly assessed how new market rate buildings of seven stories or more that
received new building permits between 2000 and 2010 affected rents in buildings within 500 feet
of the new building. She compared the rents in nearby buildings before and after the new high
rise was completed, relative to trends in rents of buildings near land on which new high rises had
been permitted but were not yet completed (thereby exploiting variation in completion times that
is unrelated to demand). She found that for every 10 percent increase to the housing stock that
new high rises add within a 500-ft ring, residential rents for the buildings within that ring
decrease by 1 percent. The decreases were seen for nearby high- and medium-rent buildings, but
were not significant in nearby low-rent buildings. Li also found that the new high-rises attracted
new restaurants, but concluded that whatever increase in rents might have been caused by the

demand created by the amenities was outweighed by the effects of additional supply.

Pennington (2021) examined the effects of new buildings constructed on sites that had
suffered serious fires not caused by arson on the rents in nearby buildings in San Francisco,
where strict land use regulation and geography significantly constrain developers’ ability to build
new housing. Developers are essentially limited to building on sites from which they can remove

existing buildings. But when a building is damaged by a serious fire, it is much more likely than

"7While the initial permit for a building reflects the developers’ assumptions about demand, how long the developer
takes to complete the building once permitted is essentially random, because so many causes of delays are outside
the developer’s control (the time lenders take to approve loans, unusual weather, litigation from opponents of the
building, difficulties in securing supplies or labor, unexpected architectural and engineering obstacles, changes in
the region’s or country’s economy that affect marketing, and the like). Accordingly, exploiting differences in the
date the buildings were completed allows researchers to study the effects of additional supply separate from the
effects of the demand for housing that prompted the developer’s choice of sites.
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other sites to have a new building put up because of the reduced time and cost of building on a
site where there is no occupied building. Pennington found that monthly rents fell by about $23
to $43 relative to how they likely would have increased had the building not been completed, or

roughly 1.2 to 2.3 percent for housing within 500 meters of a new project.

The research just described undermines the claims of supply skeptics that market rate
housing will increase, or at least not decrease or slow the growth in rents in nearby buildings.'®
In contrast, two recent studies found that adding supply is associated with increasing rents in the
surrounding neighborhood.!” Damiano and Frenier (2020) used CoStar’s quarterly surveys of

rental property owners in Minneapolis, MN from 2000-2018 to compare the rent trajectories of

181n addition to the studies regarding rents described in the text, various studies explore the effects that new
construction has on the prices of for-sale homes in the city as a whole. See Greenaway-McGrevy (2023b)
(estimating that zoning reform in Auckland, New Zealand lowered house prices across the city, relative to the
counterfactual of no reforms, by 23 to 39 percent). Other studies explore the effects new supply has on housing
prices in the neighborhood. See Anagol et al. (2023, p. 21) (examining changes that Sao Paulo, Brazil instituted in
2016 in the allowable density for individual blocks, and compared how housing production and housing prices
differed six years after those changes were implemented between areas for which allowable density was increased
and those in which it was not; finding that that more homes were listed for sale, and the prices at which homes were
listed were lower, in those commuter zones in which greater density had been allowed by the zoning changes.);
Wilhelmsson (2023) (finding that new multifamily construction in Stockholm had no effect on the prices of nearby
single family homes, while new single family homes reduced the sales prices of surrounding homes); Chapple et al.
(2022, p. 27) (comparing descriptive statistics on changes in the Federal Housing Finance Agency (FHFA)’s Tract-
Level Housing Price Index for census tracts in which new construction occurred in the San Francisco Bay area
between 2000 and 2019 to those for tracts in which no new housing construction occurred and finding that
“[cJounter to narratives that new production drives up housing prices, housing prices generally increased more in
neighborhoods without new production, regardless of time period or geography”); Gonzalez-Pampillon (2022)
(finding that one standard deviation in the intensity of exposure to new housing, most of which was built on sites on
which abandoned buildings or factories had to be demolished, increased the prices of houses by 12 percent within
200 meters but not beyond, especially if the nearby housing was lower quality, by exploiting the natural experiment
of a tax incentive in middle-income Uruguayan neighborhoods); Piazzesi et al. (2020) (finding that increased
housing supply in different neighborhoods will have differing impacts on housing prices based on the level of
demand for that neighborhood); Diamond and McQuade (2019) (finding that LIHTC development in low-income
neighborhoods increased nearby house prices by 6.5 percent, lowered crime rates, and attracted racially and income
diverse populations; while LIHTC development in higher income areas caused house price declines of 2.5 percent
and attracted lower income households); Ahvenniemi et al. (2018) (finding that infill development in seven
neighborhoods in Finland generally had no effect on the sales prices of surrounding apartments).

YNicolas Gonzalez-Pampillon (2022, pp. 10-11) studies the effect of a change in tax policy to incentivize the
construction of new housing in middle income neighborhoods in Montevideo, Uruguay, and finds that “rental value”
reported by renters and imputed to homeowners on a national survey increased after the introduction of new
housing. He uses that finding to evaluate whether the per capita disposable household income of residents near the
new housing increased, and does not otherwise explore the effect the new housing had on rents, or draw any
conclusions about how the new housing affected renters specifically.
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buildings within 300 meters of 60 new market-rate apartment buildings to those of buildings
between 300 and 800 meters away. They found that new buildings had no significant effect on
rents in nearby units overall. But when they divided those buildings into tiers according to the
rents charged in the ZIP Code before the new building was constructed, they found that the “new
construction increased rent by 6.6 percent in the lowest rent tercile, had no effect on the middle
tercile, and decreased rents by 3.2 percent in the highest tercile (ibid, p. 3). We find Damiano and
Frenier’s methodology less persuasive than the other studies of the price effects additional
supply has on rents in that they don’t exploit a natural experiment (like fires, weather, or random
delays that lead some buildings to be completed after others) to separate the effects of increasing
demand from the effects of additional supply. There also may be issues with their approach to
standard errors.?’ That said, their results highlight the point that the effects of new buildings may

vary across cities and contexts.

A second possible exception is Singh and Baldomero-Quintana (2022) whose research
exploited the natural experiment arising from a change in New York City’s 421-a property tax
exemption program. In 2006, the City announced a set of proposed changes to the program that
would make the benefit less generous.?! In the two-year period in which developers were on
notice that changes would occur, developers were motivated to rush to build in order to take

advantage of the older rules. Singh and Baldomero-Quintana used the presence of one nearby

2Damiano and Frenier use the quarterly reports of rents, attributed to each individual unit within a building each
quarter, as their measure of rents, which inflates their sample size and yields low standard errors. It’s unclear
whether all of these unit-by-quarter observations should be considered separate data points. Other studies use asking
rents (which by definition only apply to those apartments in a building that are currently for rent) (Asquith et al.,
2023; Mense, 2023; Pennington, 2021), newly reported contract rents (Greenaway-McGrevy, 2023a); or total rental
income for a building (Li, 2022). The effect of those differences merits exploration. Their results also may be
subject to estimation problems related to variation in treatment times in difference-in-difference regressions. See
Goodman-Bacon (2021); see also Lens et al. (2021).

21 See Scott (2006); see generally Stein and Chatterjee (2022).
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vacant parcel of land as an instrument for new construction during this period (proxied by
building permits), on the theory that a single vacant lot is likely to be essentially random because
of historical development patterns, characteristics of the land itself, or decisions of the owner
about whether to sell, not because of factors related to the rent growth in the neighborhood. They
found that overall, the grant of a construction permit for a building that would increase the rental
stock within 150 meters of an existing building by 1.0 percent results in a 1.8 percent rise in rents
in that existing building. They provide evidence that this increase was driven by the effects of
new units in census tracts with below-median city income. Importantly, the increase in rents
comes during the period between permit issuance and building construction, but then declines as
the new units come online and actually add to the supply (ibid, 5 n.7, pp. 24-25), so it’s not clear
whether their results really differ from other studies. Further, it’s worth noting that they study a

unique time period - the time leading up to and during the Great Recession.

In sum, significant new evidence shows that new construction in a variety of settings
decreases, or slows increases in, rents, not only for the city as a whole, but generally also for
apartments located close to the new construction. The papers that reach a contrary result raise
important questions about what differences in the local context might determine how new supply
affects rents in the surrounding neighborhood. We return to those and other observations about
gaps in the current research in Part 4.

b. Do increases in the supply of market rate housing harm lower-income residents by
leading to gentrification and/or displacement?

Many discussions argue that new construction will harm lower-income residents by
gentrifying lower-rent neighborhoods, displacing current residents of those neighborhoods, and

leaving them no place in the city that they can afford. That concern is particularly acute for
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BIPOC residents, who are more likely than others to face discrimination as they try to find other
places to live and less likely to have the resources to meet the expenses involved in moving.
Worries about displacement often treat gentrification and displacement as the same thing, but as
Pennington (2021, p. 3) noted: “Displacement happens to people; gentrification happens to
places.” Further, gentrification may happen without displacement if the population of high-
income residents increases without any change in the mobility patterns of low-income residents.
More generally, neighborhoods can see a fair amount of turnover and demographic change in
any given year regardless of gentrification, as people leave to pursue school or jobs, to be closer
to family or friends, or as their housing needs change, and lower-income residents tend to move
more than other residents. Ultimately, neighborhoods change because of changes in the
composition of in-movers (Ellen, 2000). And displacement may happen without gentrification if
people who want to remain in a neighborhood are pushed out because they can’t afford their rent,
or their homes are converted to some other use, but they are replaced by new residents from the

same demographic or even lower incomes.

Thus, it is important for researchers to distinguish between three different issues —
whether new construction: a) leads to gentrification that was not already underway; b) follows
gentrification but slows, accelerates, or doesn’t affect that trend; and/or c) leads to
displacement.?? As to the first issue, Asquith et al. (2023) found that the new buildings they
studied were typically built in neighborhoods that were already in early stages of gentrification
(as indicated by rapid increases in the neighborhood’s share of college educated residents). They

did not examine how the new construction then affected the gentrification trends.

22There is a growing literature examining whether gentrification may have effects on lower-income households
other than displacement. See, for example: Brummet and Reed (2022); Dragan et al. (2020); Su (2022).
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As to how new construction affects changes in the neighborhood’s share of particular
demographic groups, most new studies find some evidence that new construction is followed by
a net increase in the number or share of wealthier, more educated households in the
neighborhood.? If the new buildings add a significant number of apartments to the neighborhood
that are occupied by higher-income households or people with more years of education, that in
itself (all other things being equal) may lead the neighborhood to meet common definitions of
gentrification. As we will discuss in the next subsection, a number of moving chain studies show,
however, that new market rate construction is not filled exclusively with higher income

residents.?*

To assess whether the new buildings trigger demographic changes in surrounding
buildings, Pennington (2021) used individual level data on 1.24 million people who lived in San
Francisco at some point during her study period, and found that parcels near new construction
were more likely than those further away to experience gentrification, which she defined as a net
change in higher-income residents that is larger than the net change in lower-income residents,
following the construction. She found that, as expected, gentrification resulted in part because
those households moving into the new building were more likely than those moving into parcels

further away to be coming from higher-income ZIP Codes. But she also found that gentrification

23Cf. Nathanson (2020) (using a structural model to estimate the effects of new construction in the Boston
metropolitan area and finding no evidence that new construction would lead to gentrification for the metropolitan
area as a whole, but that every 100 units of new market rate construction allows 47 households in the lower quartile
of the metro income distribution to remain in the metro area (or to migrate into the metro area from other
jurisdictions).

24Bratu et al. (2023, p. 4) found that about 50 percent of new market-rate building residents in the Helsinki
metropolitan area originated from ZIP Codes that were in the bottom half of the metropolitan area’s neighborhood
income distribution. The authors observed similar patterns for household education levels. Mast (2023, p. 5) also
found that those moving into the new buildings in twelve large central cities came from a range of neighborhoods:
while the new building residents largely originated from nearby high-income areas, 20 percent of the within-metro
arrivals moved in from below-median income tracts.
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is more likely to occur near the new buildings, estimating that parcels within 100 meters of the
new market rate construction receive one additional higher-income arriver per new project than
parcels further away, corresponding to a 2.5 percentage point increase in the probability of

gentrification.

Others also have found that new construction is followed by changes in the composition
of the population in the areas in which the new buildings were located. Singh and Baldomero-
Quintana (2022) studied the new housing that was permitted during a rush to build before the
rules for a tax exemption for new construction changed, and found that the permitting of a new
project during that rush resulted in an increase in college educated, higher-income, younger, and
white residents in the census tract over the next ten years.? Similarly, Gonzalez-Pampillon
(2022) used a natural experiment in Montevideo, Uruguay resulting from a change in tax
incentives that doubled the amount of new construction in the subsidized blocks (middle-income
neighborhoods accounting for about half of the city’s urbanized area) to measure the effect the
new housing had on the per capita income of residents. He found evidence that the
neighborhoods that received large investments in new housing saw an influx of more affluent

residents.

In contrast to these studies, Asquith et al. (2023) found that large new market-rate
buildings that were the first built in central-city low income neighborhoods during the study
period decreased the average origin neighborhood income of in-migrants to the nearby area by

about 2 percent and increased in-migration from neighborhoods with incomes below two-thirds

25The permitting of a new project also increased the number of businesses such as restaurants that are attractive to
higher income residents. Li (2022) also found that new buildings in New York City resulted in more income-elastic
businesses like restaurants.
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of the CBSA median by about 3 percentage points. Chapple et al. (2022, pp. 61-62, 99-100)
used linear probability models to assess how new construction affected in-migration, and also

found that new construction led to increased in-migration from all socio-economic groups.?®

As to how new buildings affect displacement, in their study of new construction in low-
income central city neighborhoods across a number of different cities, Asquith et al. (2023, p.
365) found that “net migration from low-income areas does not meaningfully change during the
sample period. While this evidence is not causal, it is inconsistent with large displacement effects
of new buildings.” Pennington (2021) used the randomness of fires that destroyed existing
buildings to study the causal effect of new construction on whether people living near new
construction move out of the area to ZIP Codes within San Francisco with median incomes at
least ten percent lower than the ZIP Code in which they lived near the new construction. She
found that on average, the risk of displacement falls by about 17 percent for households living

within 100 meters of an additional new project.?’

Chapple et al. (2022, pp. 95-99) found mixed evidence about displacement. They used
linear probability regressions and two different datasets tracking individual moves in the San
Francisco Bay area to estimate the probability that a resident will move out of their census block
group after new housing is built. One of the two datasets used suggests that new construction is

correlated with slightly higher out-migration (a 1 to 2 percent increase) for the lowest-income

26When the new housing is built in highly-gentrifying areas, however, Chapple et al.do not find increased rates of
in-migration by people with lower socio-economic status when using the FRBNY consumer credit panel data
(Chapple et al., pp. 61-64).

2TFurther, Pennington (2021) finds that the probability of an eviction notice at a rent controlled unit drops by 31
percent within 100 meters of a new project, and remains the same for uncontrolled units.
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groups (ibid, 5, p. 95). The second dataset did not find evidence of increased out-migration,

however.?®

In sum, the new research finds that new construction of market-rate housing both follows
changes in the share of the population that have higher incomes or more years of education, and
is followed by such changes. Those changes occur both because of the new residents of the new
building itself and through spillover effects in the surrounding areas. The research is not
completely consistent, however, with two studies finding that areas surrounding new
construction see an increase in the lower-income share of in-movers to the neighborhood. The
causal evidence on displacement suggests that new construction either mitigates displacement or
elevates it quite modestly.

c Does new housing make existing housing more affordable through filtering or chain
moves?

Supply skeptics argue that most new housing is “luxury” housing, aimed at the top of the
market, but that “[t]he only increase in housing supply that will help to alleviate. . . [the]
affordable housing crisis is housing that is truly affordable to low-income and working-class
people” (Aguirre et al., 2016, p. 1). Skeptics often deride the “trickle-down” arguments that
housing becomes affordable to lower-income households as it ages and depreciates and
consequently “filters” down through housing submarkets. Even those skeptics who acknowledge

that filtering occurs argue that it takes decades to become available to lower income households

28Singh and Baldomero-Quintana (2022, p. 40) argued that evidence of gentrification, combined with a reduction in
enrollment in local public and charter schools in areas near new buildings, “suggest that low-income families in
New York City are displaced from neighborhoods that gentrify due to new residential investment” but provided no
no direct evidence of out-migration by low-income households. An alternative explanation is that the households
moving to census tracts in which new buildings were permitted were less likely to have children or more likely to
enroll their children in private schools (which could reduce the enrollment in the public and charter schools without
displacing lower-income households).
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(Williams, 2021). In our 2019 article, we agreed that cities have many housing submarkets, that
new construction (other than subsidized housing) tends to supply the medium and high-end
submarkets because new housing is quite expensive to build, and that it can take many years for
new homes to decline in quality and filter down to lower-priced submarkets. But we noted that
new housing built for the more expensive submarkets can fairly quickly make lower-rent
submarkets more competitive by sparking chains of moves, some of which will free up lower-
rent apartments. We also pointed out that new housing can divert demand from lower-cost
neighborhoods by providing an alternative to households who otherwise would buy older

housing and rehabilitate it to meet their needs (so that the housing filtered “up”).

In the last few years, researchers have drawn on new consumer reference datasets to
show that new housing does indeed trigger chains of mobility. They show that as households
vacate the cheaper units they occupy to move into the new units, competition for the units they
leave is reduced. Other households then move into the existing units left vacant, freeing up a
lower-rent apartment for another round of moves, and so on. Mast (2023) used address histories
to determine the previous address of 52,000 current residents of 686 large new market-rate
multifamily buildings in above-median income tracts within five miles of the central business
district in 12 large central cities.?® Using the prior residence of the tenants currently living in the
buildings the first round of movers vacated, he found that as expected, the residents of the new

building largely move from nearby high-income neighborhoods: 67 percent are from the same

29New York City, Chicago, Dallas, Houston, Washington, Philadelphia, Atlanta, Boston, San Francisco/Oakland,
Denver, Seattle, and Minneapolis. Mast notes that the data he used is not very reliable in capturing moves by people
under 25, so that markets in which many residents are younger may not show the same effects (although the effect
their moves would have on competition would theoretically be similar, they may have different mobility patterns).
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metro area, primarily from nearby high-income areas,*® but 20 percent arrive from census tracts
within the metro area that are below the area’s median income. In each subsequent round of
moves, the share of households moving to the unit vacated in the earlier round from lower-
income areas increases, reaching 40 percent in the sixth round. Mast concludes: “This exercise
suggests that the reallocation resulting from new housing construction spans a diverse set of

neighborhoods and is likely to loosen a wide spectrum of housing submarkets™ (ibid, p. 2).*!

Bratu et al. (2023, p. 2) examined chains of moves in the Helsinki metropolitan area,
using detailed Finnish population-wide register data. They found that while new housing built in
expensive areas of the city primarily housed the better-off, the moving chains triggered by these
new units quickly reached middle- and low-income neighborhoods. Over a two-year period, “for
each 100 new, centrally located market-rate units, roughly 31 (66) units are created in the

bottom-quintile (bottom half) of neighborhood income distribution through vacancies.”

Bratu et al.were able to go further than Mast because they had data both about the actual
unit (rather than just the building), and about the individual characteristics of the movers. Using
data on the actual income of the mover households, they found that “by round four, 50 percent of

movers are ranked in the bottom half of the national level household income distribution” (ibid.

30The proportion of first-round in-movers coming from the metro area varied from 54 percent in Denver to 76
percent in New York City, and the share coming from the city in which the new building is located also varies
considerably, from 38 percent in the Boston metro area to 68 percent in the New York City metro. Because Mast
ends a chain when the in-mover vacates a unit outside the metro area (to avoid distortions that might cause to the
demographic ), his methodology may understate the effects of the moves (because lower income units that become
available outside the metro area in which the new building is located are ignored) or overstate those effects (because
demand the new supply may create from outside the metro area is ignored).

31 Mast supplemented his descriptive analysis with a simulation of what would have happened if a household had
moved to tracts that they likely would have found attractive if the new construction had not been available, and so
on, throughout the chain. He found that in the simulation that assumes marginal increases in supply, building 100
new high-end units reduces demand in below-median income neighborhoods by the equivalent of adding 70 older
units to those areas, with almost 40 of those units falling in the bottom quintile of the metro area’s median income.
In the more conservative simulation that captures the effects of a larger supply increase and consequent increases in
in-migration and household formation, that number falls to 45.
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p. 2)*? The authors conclude that their results show that “low-income individuals also benefit
from new expensive housing through a moving chain process, even when the new units are
allocated to individuals higher up in the income distribution” (ibid, p. 7). Perhaps most
importantly, the researchers were able to compare move chains sparked by new market-rate high-
rent buildings to those chains resulting from moves into new rent-controlled social housing built
in the center city in order to promote mixed neighborhoods. While the first rounds of moves into
the new social housing looked very different from the moves to the new market-rate buildings
(presumably because of eligibility requirements), “in later rounds, the movers in both chains are

quite similar with respect to their origin neighborhoods and socio-economic makeup” (ibid).

Similarly, Mense (2023), described above, observed that his finding that increases in
new housing supply caused average local rents to fall could not be explained just by the
competition the new units posed for existing comparable (newer and high-rent) units.
Accordingly, he also explored whether additional supply affects those units not necessarily in
direct competition — the lower-priced rent stock. He found that additional supply reduces the
rents even of those apartments, which he posited resulted because households moving into the
new, higher-rent units move from units of varying quality and price, which frees up apartments
at a number of quality levels, providing competition and lowering prices across the rent
distribution. Indeed, he estimated that “one newly supplied housing unit triggered about 4.75
moves in the rental market in the subsequent twelve months” (ibid, p. 24). His results suggest

that “restrictions to market-rate housing supply are harmful to low-income renters, as even the

32The data also allowed them to observe moves from very small areas in order to reduce the chance that movers
from lower-income neighborhoods are actually higher-income residents who happen to live in a generally low-
income neighborhood. The individual level data also allowed the research to focus on the household changes
associated with the moves. The analysis showed, for example, a significant number of moves involved in later
rounds were young adults leaving their parental home.
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supply of single-family homes can lower this group’s housing cost burden” (ibid, p. 23). He also
found that the effect on rents across the rent distribution was even larger in markets facing strong

growth in demand.

These moving chain studies reveal the short term effects new market rate construction
can have on lower-cost housing. The longer term effects are also critically important, and new
research explores the original meaning of “filtering” — situations in which housing depreciates as
it ages, rents for less, and becomes available further down the income ladder, or in which the
older housing becomes desirable for households further up that ladder who out-compete lower-
income households for the housing. Liu et al.(2022, p. 1) modeled the filtering of new homes in
180 MSAs, and found that “filtering rates can range from about a —1.61% annual rate of
downward filtering for Topeka, Kansas to a 0.71% upward filtering rate for San Francisco,
California.” They estimate filtering rates using repeat sales data created from home mortgage
transactions on owner-occupied properties sold at least twice with Freddie Mac mortgages
originated between 1993 and 2018. No rental properties are included, which the authors note
likely significantly underestimates the extent of filtering. The authors find that, across the nation,
the average real income of an arriving household in a 40-year-old property is about 16 percent
lower than that of a new property, which translates to downward filtering at a rate of about 0.42
percent per year. As homes reach 60 years old, however, those not demolished or converted to
rentals filter up on average, so that purchasers have higher incomes than the sellers. Filtering
varies substantially among metropolitan areas, with lower rates of downward filtering in areas
with high home price growth, high income growth, more restrictive land use regulations, lower
elasticity of supply (as supply becomes less responsive, increases in demand are met more with

price increases than with additional supply), and gentrification (defined as low-income areas
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experiencing increases in house prices and in the share of college-educated residents). Even
within those areas, however, there are neighborhoods that see significant filtering to lower
income owners, with those areas closest to the center of the city tending to see upward filtering

between 1993 and 2018, and areas further away experiencing downward filtering.

Several studies have found variation in the filtering dynamics of individual cities.>
Nygaard et al. (2022) for example, studied filtering in selected cities in Australia. They found
that in Sydney, the rental value of older rental properties declines with the age of the property,
which suggests that filtering is occurring, but that the deterioration of the quality of the unit is
interrupted (by rehabs or sales) before the housing reaches low income households. In
Melbourne, they found “limited evidence that age-related filtering is a significant source of low-
income housing” (ibid, p. 25). The researchers noted that downward filtering can only work
when the supply of new housing (net of demolitions or conversions of older housing) is
sufficient to meet new demand caused by new net in-migration or new household formation,
which is not the case in Melbourne (where supply is almost completely unresponsive to

demand).?*

To summarize, new research tracing the chains of moves that new construction sparks
provide substantial evidence that new construction frees up apartments in a variety of

neighborhoods across the income spectrum, and therefore provides additional competition that

33 See also Turner and Wessel (2019), which studied chains of moves in Oslo, Norway, and found that filtering there
had been quickly interrupted. The authors attribute the breakdown to a poorly functioning rental market (which
accounts for only 20 percent of the housing), the absorption of many vacant units by households who are not leaving
any other unit vacant (people who are in-movers from other places in Norway, divorcing couples, or immigrants),
and the fact that many ownership units are not available to lower income households because they are quickly taken
by more privileged people leaving their parental homes to form their own households.

34 Relatedly, Hansen and Rambaldi (2022) find that supply constraints slow the filtering of homes down the income
distribution, and may contribute to upward filtering as well.
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can lower rents (or slow rent growth) in neighborhoods across a city or metropolitan area, not
just in the area surrounding the new construction and not just in higher-rent submarkets.
Research on the more traditional notions of filtering, in the sense of housing renting for less and
less as it ages, and therefore “moving down” to lower-income households, or becoming more
desirable to higher-income households, who offer more to purchase or rent the housing so that it
filters “up”, shows that the role filtering plays in providing more affordable housing depends

critically on the supply of new housing and other features of the local housing market.

As we noted in 2019, filtering or other market mechanisms will not secure enough
affordable housing to meet the needs of all households. Some households have incomes too low
to afford even the lowest rent a landlord can charge and still profit after paying for expenses.
Some form of housing subsidies will be required to fill the needs of those households. But as
increases in housing supply moderate increases in rents, the gap the government will have to fill

between what the household can afford and market should decrease.

d. Is the problem a shortage of housing, or inefficient use of our existing housing?

The argument that more efficient use of existing housing, or conversion of buildings now
being used inefficiently for other purposes, is a better approach to the affordability crisis than
building additional supply is a claim that depends almost entirely on local context. How property
is used within a housing market varies widely, and is a complex response to demand, tax
policies, state and local regulation of land use and rental housing, and other local characteristics.
Supply skeptics point to uses they consider inefficient, such as wealthy households holding
apartments for seasonal or occasional use only, investors holding apartments empty or using

them as short-term rentals, or current owners continuing to use buildings for purposes that have
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become less valuable than housing. Answering those concerns requires attention to factual
questions about how properties in a jurisdiction are actually being used, along with analyses of
the potential returns from various uses and identification of the specific barriers to moving them
from their current state to occupied housing. It’s worth noting, though, that these arguments
actually underscore the importance of supply on affordability, as they charge that these other
uses are taking homes away from the long-term rental stock, and thereby putting heightened
pressure on rents. The argument is more about the right policies to tackle the problem rather than

questioning the value of a robust supply of housing.

To date, research on the regulation of short-term rentals suggests that such regulations
help to boost the supply of long-term rentals and lower rents in areas with heavy demand from
tourists (Koster et al., 2021). Recent research about the effects second home purchases have on
the housing market find that second homes have negative effects on existing owners of primary
homes and on renters in some types of jurisdictions (Favilukis & Van Nieuwerburgh, 2021;
Ihlanfeldt & Yang, 2023). But more research evaluating measures to tax or prohibit ownership
by investors or the owners of multiple homes, or prohibitions on warehousing of apartments or
on short-term-rentals, along with analysis of programs and policies to encourage conversion of
offices or other uses to housing is important to pursue. Further, regions, states, and the federal
government have an interest in understanding whether one jurisdiction’s restrictions simply
move the problem to another jurisdiction. Part Four below discusses the further research needed

in more detail.
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e Does relaxing the restrictiveness of land use regulations actually lead to increases in
supply?

The last argument skeptics make is not so much an argument that supply won’t affect rents, but
instead that changes in land use regulation won’t actually produce much additional supply. As
Lo et al. (2020, p. 3, footnotes omitted) explain, land use reforms might not result in significant
additional supply for a number of reasons: “. . . [Z]oning is just one factor in a complex system
of structures that affect housing development. These factors include financing options, cost
burdens, and risk calculations for developers; developer education; and code alignment (both
within a zoning code and across other departments’ codes).”* In addition, land use regulatory
change typically follows the boundary lines of existing neighborhoods or parts of a
neighborhood, or roads or natural features such as rivers, and therefore often will involve many
parcels that are already developed and may be unlikely to redevelop to take advantage of the
regulatory relief. Changes also sometimes include parcels that suffer from development barriers
that the relief may not address (such as geological features), and even parcels that are relatively
easily redeveloped may be held vacant or underused if owners believe it is not yet the optimal
time for development.3® Further, even for lots on which development is planned, labor shortages,
delays in the supply chain for materials, and waiting lists for subsidies such as Low Income
Housing Tax credits, may postpone the results of a zoning change for years. Most importantly,
land use restrictions are a constraint on development only where there is existing demand;

relaxing constraints, without more, will not create demand.

33 The early evidence about recent reforms also suggests that multiple iterations may be required to make them
effective at producing more housing (Alameldin & Garcia, 2022).

36 For discussions of owners’ decisions about the optimal point at which to develop land, see Murphy (2018);
Murray (2020, 2022).
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Freemark (2023, p. 2) surveyed the literature early in 2023 and concluded that the
research “shows that upzoned areas may or may not experience increased housing construction
over the short-term but likely experience small increases over the long-term, compared to areas
without such changes.” He reports that most of the research involves relatively small upzonings,
but that “early data suggest that [larger scale] upzonings generate positive effects on regional
construction and affordability.”*” He cautions, however, that the research is mixed, and even the
studies that found increased supply following an upzoning show that the level of construction
that occurs falls far short of the increases allowed by the regulatory change because many

affected parcels do not experience investment in the years or even decades that follow.

As Freemark describes, a number of recent studies found an increase in construction
following upzonings, but were unable to establish a causal link between the zoning reforms and
building activity, or in some cases, to separate the effects of the reforms from the influence of
other variables, such as demand, that may also have driven the reform (Blumgart, 2022;
Freemark, 2021; Gray & Millsap, 2020; Kober, 2020; Schuetz, 2020).38 Most of those studies

looked at new construction in the five to ten years after land use changes were adopted.

3TFor a helpful discussion about why broad rezonings are likely to generate additional housing supply, and improve
housing affordability, see Phillips (2022).
38 Several studies completed since Freemark’s review also have found associations between specific regulatory
changes and increases in the supply of the types of housing the reforms targeted, but were unable to prove that the
reforms caused the additional building. Wegmann et al. (2023) assessed the effects of changes to Houston’s land use
laws that allowed townhouse development on single family lots, and found that redevelopment allowed by the
change constituted close to 20 percent of all new townhomes built in Houston. Huennekens (2023) describes how
loosening zoning restrictions to allow denser housing in the Monsey neighborhood of Ramapo, New York indeed
led to a dense enclave in an otherwise suburban area. Marantz et al. (2023, 3) reviewed laws adopted by California
between 2016 and 2020 to encourage ADU development, and found that between 2018 and 2021, ADUs represented
an increasing and “substantial” share of recent housing permits; cf. Gerecke et al. (2022) (finding that the number of
ADUs completed in Los Angeles increased substantially after state land use reforms required local governments to
allow ADU, lot splits, and duplexes); Lo et al. (2020) (finding limited responses in the three years following ADU
reforms in Washington DC, but more significant responses over eight years to similar reforms in Portland, OR).
Another study included in Freemark’s review, by Stacy et al. (2023), is noteworthy because the research team built
a cross-city panel dataset of land-use reforms in the United States that increased or decreased allowed housing
density and estimated their association with changes in housing supply. They found that reforms loosening
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Several recent studies Freemark reviewed, however, have provided methodologically
rigorous assessments that merit more attention here.>® Several have looked at relatively short
term effects (between five and ten years after adoption). Anagol et al. (2023), for example,
examined a change in policy that allowed the city of Sao Paulo, Brazil (rather than neighborhood
authorities) to assign a maximum built-area-ratio (BAR) to each block in the city. The research
used both variation in when the allowable density changes were made and block level differences
in the reforms to analyze the effects the changes had on housing supply within each block, and
subsequently, on the rate of housing price and rent growth. The policy change allowed an
average of 36 percent more construction for a given lot size, and resulted in greater allowable
density in more than half the city’s blocks. Comparing blocks on which the max BAR was
increased to blocks on which it was not, the researchers find a 66 percent increase in permits per
unit of max BAR on treated blocks relative to nearby control blocks as soon as a year after the
change in max BAR. Six years after Sao Paulo instituted the change, the researchers found that
total housing units for sale increased by 10 percent on blocks in which BAR was increased, as

well as in aggregations of the blocks that represent larger neighborhoods.*® As for the city as a

restrictions are associated with a statistically significant 0.8 percent increase in housing supply (both new and
existing housing) within three to nine years of reform passage. But the cross-sectional nature of their data does not
allow them to confirm a causal relationship between the land use reforms in their database and supply outcomes,
because they cannot account for all potential endogenous relationships. They also cannot link the reforms to
particular parcels of land or neighborhoods.

39 We focus here on research about whether policy changes that relax land use restraints result in increased supply.
There is also new evidence that as the restrictiveness of land use regulations increases, the supply of new housing
decreases. See Stacy et al. (2023) (measures to tighten land use regulations were associated with a reduction in units
affordable to middle-income renters); Shanks (2021) (using a spatial regression discontinuity design around
municipal borders, and finding that stringent land use regulations reduce housing supply); Murray and Schuetz
(2019) (regression results provide evidence that more restrictive zoning correlates with less multifamily
development).

40gee note 18 supra: the research also found that the prices at which homes were listed were lower in those
commuter zones in which greater density had been allowed by the zoning changes.

38



whole, the authors estimated that the policy change would result in a 1.9 percent increase in the

overall housing stock over the subsequent ten-year period.

Another large-scale rezoning that has prompted a number of studies occurred in 2016,
when Auckland, New Zealand upzoned more than 75 percent of its land. Greenaway-McGrevy
and Phillips (2023) exploit geographic variation in the parcels subject to the upzoning to estimate
causal effects by comparing changes in supply in upzoned areas to those in non-upzoned areas.
They pay particular attention to the possibility that the upzoning simply changed the location of
new housing rather than leading to a net increase in supply. Using pre-trends in the control (non-
upzoned) areas to construct a counterfactual to bound their estimates, they find significant
evidence that the upzoning increased housing construction, and estimate that the upzoning
generated almost 22,000 additional dwellings over the five years following the zoning reform, a
number equal to 4.11 percent of Auckland’s housing stock. Helm and Murray (2023) have
criticized the study on a number of grounds, especially because it assumes a linear trend for the
counterfactual that ignores cyclical booms and busts; Greenaway-McGrevy (2023c¢) responded to

some of those criticisms.

Other studies have looked at much longer periods after land use changes to assess the
effects on new construction. Kulka et al. (2023) used cross-sectional variation in the adoption of
zoning regulations between 1918 and the late 1950s across 86 municipalities in the Greater
Boston area and a boundary discontinuity design using data on the housing stock in the 2010s to
study the effects of differences in zoning between parcels located on either side of a zoning
boundary within the same municipality, school attendance area, and broad-use zoning district.
While the comparison is between the less restrictive and more restrictive sides of the boundaries

of areas with different zoning regulations, rather than before and after a zoning change (the focus

39



of the studies discussed above and in Freemark’s review), the research is instructive because it
highlights that the effect a zoning change may have on supply will depend upon whether the
restriction is a binding constraint on development. They found that relaxing density restrictions
(either alone or in tandem with other regulations) increased the supply of housing units at the
boundary between 9 percent and 109 percent. They also found that zoning to allow multi-family
housing doubled the chances that a given property within that zone is an apartment building
rather than a single-family house. On the other hand, height restrictions did not appear to be

binding constraints on development.

Murray and Limb (2023) observed more than 25,000 sites across 19 areas that had been
upzoned for greater density in Queensland, Australia over a 20-year period. They found that the
regulatory changes created considerably more zoning capacity than developers chose to use over
the twenty years, so that while zoning capacity increased by 101 percent, new dwellings
increased by only 33 percent. Nevertheless, accounting for the lag in development following a
zoning change, they find that zoning capacity is positively related to the growth in new

housing.*!

Biichler and Lutz (2022) studied upzonings in municipalities in the Canton of Zurich,
Switzerland over a 25-year period, exploiting differences in the timing of different

municipalities’ decisions to rezone to identify causal effects, and comparing development on

41Murray and Limb then sought to use the data about the parcels for which allowable density was increased to test
whether the development on those parcels followed a “planning” or an “economic” theory of development.
According to their planning theory, areas rezoned with the highest allowable capacity would see the faster growth in
new housing than areas with less capacity (which they found to be true), and such increased development would lead
to slower growth in prices in those higher capacity areas (which they found was not the case). On the other hand,
their economic theory would suggest that demand, rather than zoned capacity, will determine the growth in new
housing, which they found to be true. They concluded that “changing planning systems to facilitate “missing
middle” and high-density housing by increasing zoned capacity is unlikely to result in noticeable housing price
effects (ibid, 130).”
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parcels “treated" with an upzoning versus those not-yet upzoned in the remaining municipalities.
They found that upzonings of 20 percent or more led to a 13 percent increase in housing supply

on the treated parcel over the following ten years.

Dong (2021, p. 11) studied the effects of upzonings that Portland, Oregon undertook in
the early 2000s by comparing development on upzoned parcels with control parcels (not
upzoned) that were identified through propensity score matching. He found that the upzonings
“were about two times more likely to experience development or redevelopment in the 15 years
after upzoning.” He noted that only about five percent of the upzoned parcels were developed in
those years, however, “because the majority of the upzoned parcels were already developed
before upzoning.” He also compared vacant and underused parcels in higher density, low-rise
primarily multi-family residential zones*? to vacant and underused parcels in medium density
single family zones matched through propensity scores. He found that vacant and underutilized
parcels in the higher density multi-family zones produced about three times more housing than
their counterparts in the medium density single-family zones. He concluded that upzoning and

higher density zoning “speed]|..] up housing developments and increas[e] housing supply.”

A few research teams, however, have found that land use changes generated little effect,
or even reduced net new housing. Gabbe et al. (2021) found that a 2011 planning initiative in
San Jose, in which the city designated “urban villages” to which it hoped to direct growth, had
“quite limited” effects on actual construction permits. It is important to note that the study did
not actually measure the effect of land use change, because the designation of areas as “urban

villages” did not in fact change any existing land use regulations, but merely enabled plans to be

“20ne of the higher density zones was a single-family zone; the other three were zoned for multi-family.
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developed for the villages, and assumed that those plans would call for upzonings and other
changes in the land use system. But eight years after the general plan was adopted, only 13 urban
village plans had been approved. Further, the designations of urban villages did not result in

many upzonings or other changes during the time studied.

Freemark (2020) took advantage of a natural experiment to examine how rezonings
affect new construction when Chicago upzoned a large number of parcels in 2013 and 2015
across neighborhoods with different economic conditions, but without specifically targeting
areas planned for redevelopment. Using a series of difference-in-differences tests, combined with
a hedonic model that controlled for property- and neighborhood-level characteristics, he found
“no evidence for short- or medium-term increases in housing-unit construction,” even five years
after the rezonings were implemented (ibid, p. 759). As Manville et al. (2022, pp. 49-50) note,
Freemark’s study focused on parcels within 600 or 1200 feet of a railway station in Chicago,
some of which were zoned for uses other than (or in addition to) housing, and many of which
were already occupied by condominiums (which are very hard to replace with denser buildings).
They conclude that Freemark’s results therefore “may offer limited lessons for broad upzonings,
and especially broad upzoning of residential parcels outside of developed neighbourhoods in

dense central cities.” 4

Krimmel and Wang (2023) offer cautionary evidence about the unintended consequences
of pairing upzoning with affordable housing or other requirements. They evaluated the results of
Seattle’s Mandatory Housing Affordability program (MHA), which relaxed zoning regulations in

33 neighborhoods to allow denser new development, but also required either a set aside of

43See also Freemark’s (2019) response to the use of his article as a reason to oppose upzoning policies.
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affordable units or contributions to an affordable housing fund. They found that in the three years
after the policy was adopted, new development in rezoned areas fell, and shifted to lots just

outside of the rezoning area. Their results show that any value recapture mechanisms paired with
rezonings must be priced very carefully and be flexible enough to work across market cycles and

across neighborhoods with different levels of demand.**

While the majority of the evidence finds that new construction increases following
zoning change, the mixed evidence confirms a point Asquith et al. (2023, p. 374) made:
“relaxing land-use regulation is quite complicated in practice. The particulars of a reform could
matter both for how much supply is actually added and, depending on the incentives built in
(such as encouraging redevelopment of the existing housing stock versus vacant land), the local
effect of that new supply.” It also suggests caution in predicting how much new construction
actually will result from any land use change — it will be less than the capacity created if the
parcels rezoned already have some development, and will depend upon demand, financing, labor,
and supply constraints, and the ability and willingness of the regulators to comprehensively
change all the different regulations and processes that may be serving to inhibit new

construction.

4. Conclusion and Future Research Directions

Recent evidence provides additional reasons to counter the supply skepticism that has caused a
significant backlash to efforts to reform land use regulations to allow housing supply to increase

in areas seeing high demand for housing and low affordability. Research over the past few years,

H3ee, e. g., the debate between Kim (2020); Kim (2023) and Murray and Gordon (2023).
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combined with what prior research surveyed in our 2019 article already revealed, provides

considerable evidence that:

e Increases in housing supply decrease (or slow the growth in) rents in the region.

e While the evidence is somewhat mixed, at least in some circumstances, new construction

also reduces rents or the rate of growth in rents in the surrounding neighborhood.

e The chains of moves sparked by new construction, and the alternatives the new construction
gives higher-income households who might otherwise renovate older housing, works across a
jurisdiction to free up apartments that are then rented (or retained) by households across the

income spectrum.

e While studies generally find that supply is associated with increased gentrification (defined
by reference to increasing income and education levels), it has not been shown to cause
significant displacement of lower income households (and indeed some studies find new

buildings have been shown to reduce the probability of displacement).

e FEasing land use restrictions, at least on a broad scale and in ways that change the constraints
that actually bind development in areas that are in demand, generally leads to increases in the
supply of housing, but those increases take time, and will be only a fraction of the capacity

created because of all the other factors that determine what gets built where.

The current evidence accordingly gives little support for the claims of supply skeptics.
Further, it is important to remember that the arguments supply skeptics make, and much of the

research those arguments have spurred, focus on the effects new construction has on its
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surrounding neighborhood. There is little controversy that new supply helps to lower rent growth
and displacement for the larger city or region, and while it is certainly important to focus on the
local effects the new supply can have, it is also crucial to keep the larger citywide and regional

interests in mind.

All that said, research continues to be needed to fill in remaining gaps in our
understanding of how best to reduce inefficient barriers to new supply while minimizing any
local effects new supply might have in increasing rents or displacing current residents. As Part 3a
explains, at the neighborhood level, new construction has both supply effects (the downward
pressure on rents resulting from the additional competition new supply provides) and amenity
effects — the upward pressure resulting from desirable amenities associated with the new
construction and the changes people it attracts to the neighborhood help to bring about. More
work needs to be done to understand the circumstances (such as neighborhood conditions, the
scale and types of new construction, and the nature of amenities attributable to the new
construction) under which amenity effects may overwhelm the supply effects. Further, more
research would be helpful to understand the timing and persistence of the supply and amenity
effects. Molloy et al. (2022) found that regulatory change (not new housing construction)
affected rents less than housing prices, which is perhaps expected given that renters care less
about longer run changes to a neighborhood. But the difference between impacts on prices and
rents merits more exploration. All this research would benefit from more reliable data on rents,
as we noted in 2019, so it remains critical to find better ways to track rents that enable

comparisons over time and among jurisdictions.

Second, researchers need to address how the effects of new construction may interact

with other changes in urban form, housing markets, legal regimes, technology, and the
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challenges global warming poses. As to urban form, while most of the research on new supply
focuses on multifamily construction, many single-family and 2-4 family homes are used as
rentals, and efforts to increase supply through accessory dwelling units and other forms of gentle
densification are starting to bear fruit (Alameldin & Garcia, 2022; Garcia, 2017). Thus, more
attention to the effects of relatively small additions to a low density neighborhood’s housing
stock will be helpful. And as technology improves to the point where asking rents can shift on an
hourly basis ("dynamic pricing"), attention to how new construction affects not just asking rents
for vacant apartments but also increases for tenants renewing their existing leases will be
important. So too will research on whether even the announcement or permitting of new
construction may affect the models used to set rents for older apartments nearby. While Chapple
et al. (2022) have begun to examine the effects of new supply in jurisdictions with different
subsidized housing construction programs, and different legal regimes for rent regulation and
tenant protections, much more needs to be done to understand how those various policies and
programs interact. Finally, it will be important for research to address how housing markets and
legal regimes need to change in order to efficiently replace housing that becomes obsolete
because it cannot be retrofitted to be more energy efficient, or is in harms’ way as a result of

climate change.

Third, further research is needed to better understand the circumstances under which
displacement occurs. New construction can lead to displacement either through the demolition or
conversion of the homes of existing residents, or through amenity effects that cause rents in the
neighborhood to increase to levels unaffordable to existing residents. But those conditions don’t
inevitably lead a household to move away from the neighborhood. Understanding more about

which lower-income households leave a neighborhood and which stay is critical, as is
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information about the consequences staying or leaving has for those households, and how they
adapt.* Research able to disentangle displacement from moves that residents would have made
regardless of the new construction, or would have made eventually but may have accelerated
because of the new construction would be very helpful, but may require survey evidence. It
would also be helpful to understand whether the effects of new construction differ when the new
market rate housing is accompanied by affordable housing because of inclusionary zoning
mandates or bonuses or public investments in affordable housing for the neighborhood. Finally,
evaluations of policies meant to prevent or mitigate displacement are crucial as more

jurisdictions consider adopting those policies.

Fourth, the evidence regarding the migration chains that new construction can spark
suggests that further research is needed to understand the effects those moves have on rents in
the neighborhoods and housing markets across the jurisdiction. Bratu et al. (2023) had access to
unusual detail about households, and exploiting such fine-grained data to understand more about
the effects moving chains have on tenants of different incomes and other characteristics would be
extremely helpful. Understanding more about which features of the housing stock and housing
market in a jurisdiction (including segregation by race/ethnicity or class) determine filtering
patterns is important. Assessing how tenants’ rights under rent regulation or just cause or other
stability protections affect filtering would be useful as more jurisdictions consider those policies.
Evaluations of programs to rehabilitate depreciated housing that could then be used to short-
circuit a longer filtering process and use the housing sooner for lower-income households also is

needed.

4SBaum-Snow and Hartley (2020), for example, have raised important questions about how differences between
demographic groups in preferences for amenities, and in employment opportunities, affect migration to and from
central cities.
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Fifth, as more land use reforms are adopted and implemented, understanding what
reforms most effectively result in new construction, and what features of implementation and
enforcement are associated with greater effectiveness, will be helpful. Research on what kinds of
housing results from various reforms, where it is built, and whether it just replaces housing that
would have been built elsewhere or in other forms had the reform not passed also will be
important.*¢ Evaluating the efforts the federal government is making to incentivize land use
reforms will be critical. Understanding how changes in the distribution of land use regulatory
authority between state, local, and regional governments affect residential segregation, mobility
patterns, community engagement, resident satisfaction, coordination between land use and other
regulatory systems, and other virtues claimed for local control over land use will be important as

well.

Finally, as noted above, the efficiency of the uses to which land is now dedicated (or
restricted) in local markets, and the results of efforts to limit uses such as second homes, requires
further analysis. Much more work needs to be done to understand the barriers that stand in the
way of, and the opportunities posed by, converting hotels, offices, or other properties that have
become less useful because of changes in the location of work and the nature of travel. We also
need more research to identify the most effective reforms to spur retrofits to make buildings

more energy efficient, climate resilient, and ultimately durable.

It is good to see so much new creative and rigorous research to explore the arguments

supply skeptics are making. We continue to believe, as we said in 2019, that supply skepticism is

46Freemark (2022) notes the need to study whether new housing that follows a land use change merely displaces
housing that would have been built had the change not occurred; Greenaway-McGrevy and Phillips (2023) begin to
tackle that question, but more attention is needed. .
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a useful reminder that researchers and policymakers must provide more specific and concrete
answers to concerns that communities have about the costs, benefits, and distributional effects of
development in their neighborhoods and communities. It also is a call for more attention to the
needs of those households for whom market-rate housing is unlikely to ever be affordable. To
ensure that a range of income groups are seeing the benefits of the jurisdictions’ growth through
new housing, state and local governments may want to use subsidies, together with a variety of
housing policy tools such as density bonuses or mandatory inclusionary zoning, to achieve

visible additions to supply for all income groups (Been, et al. 2019, p. 33).

As the research continues to show how important adding supply is to ensuring
economically diverse, resilient, and thriving cities,*’ it also is critical to move beyond general
opposition to new supply to a more constructive discussion about how best to foster new
construction that helps make housing affordable while avoiding or mitigating potential harms to
particular neighborhoods or people. The affordability crisis is especially salient today, but the
crisis results from limits on new construction in place for many decades. The problem will not be
solved overnight. But the speed with which appropriate reforms are implemented to allow
additional supply, along with protections against any harm new construction may cause, really

matters, both to this generation and the next one.

47 For recent discussions of the negative effects restricting supply has on diversity, see, e.g., Kulka (2019); Resseger
(2022); Song (2021); Trounstine (2020). Recent discussions of the effects supply constraints have on job
opportunities for BIPOC individuals and on income segregation include Freemark et al. (2020) and Yang (2021).

49



Acknowledgements

We would like to thank Matthew Murphy, Mark Willis, Hayley Raetz, Jiaqi Dong,
Alanis Allen, Shira Kogan, Camille Préel-Dumas, and Sarah Internicola for helpful reviews
and comments, as well as outstanding data analysis, research assistance, and project
management. We appreciate the comments received from participants in the NYU Law
School Law and Economics Workshop. Professor Been is grateful for the support provided
by the Filomen D’Agostino and Max E. Greenberg Research Account. Although this
research was conducted by the faculty directors of the Furman Center, which is affiliated
with NYU’s School of Law and Wagner Graduate School of Public Service, it does not
purport to present the institutional views (if any) of NYU or any of its schools.

References

Aguirre, A., Benke, B. D., Neugebauer, M., & Santiago, R. (2016, February 18). CityViews: For
East New York’s Housing Crunch, Supply is not the Solution. City Limits.

https://citylimits.org/2016/02/18/cityviewsfor-east-new-yorks-housing-crunch-supply-is-

not-the-solution/.

Ahvenniemi, H., Pennanen, K., Knuuti, A., Arvola, A., & Viitanen, K. (2018). Impact of infill
development on prices of existing apartments in Finnish urban neighbourhoods.

International Journal of Strategic Property Management, 22(3), 157-167.
https://doi.org/10.3846/ijspm.2018.1540

Alameldin, M., & Garcia, D. (2022). State Law, Local Interpretation: How Cities Are
Implementing Senate Bill 9. The Terner Center for Housing Innovation.

https://ternercenter.berkeley.edu/research-and-policy/state-law-local-interpretation-

senate-bill-9/

Alameldin, M., & Underriner, Q. (2023). San Diego’s success in spurring missing middle
housing: The accessory dwelling unit bonus program. The Terner Center for Housing

Innovation. https://ternercenter.berkeley.edu/research-and-policy/san-diego-adu-bonus-

program.

50



Anagol, S., Ferreira, F. V., & Rexer, J. M. (2021, October). Estimating the Economic Value of
Zoning Reform (Working Paper No. 29440). National Bureau of Economic Research.
http://doi:10.3386/w29440

Anenberg, E., & Kung, E. (2020). Can More Housing Supply Solve the Affordability Crisis?
Evidence from a Neighborhood Choice Model. Regional Science and Urban Economics,

80. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.regsciurbeco.2018.04.012

Asquith, B. J., Mast, E., & Reed, D. (2023). Local Effects of Large New Apartment Buildings in
Low-Income Areas. The Review of Economics and Statistics, 105(2), 359-375.
https://doi.org/10.1162/rest a_01055

Aurand, A., Pish, M., Rafi, L., & Yentel, D. (2023). Out of Reach: The High Cost of Housing.

National Low Income Housing Coalition. https://nlihc.org/resource/nlihc-releases-out-

reach-2023-high-cost-housing

Badger, E. (2017, July 21). When the (Empty) Apartment Next Door Is Owned by an Oligarch.
The New York Times. https://www.nytimes.com/2017/07/21/upshot/when-the-empty-

apartment-next-door-is-owned-by-an-oligarch.html

Badger, E., & Bui, Q. (2019, June 18). Cities Start to Question an American Ideal: A House With
a Yard on Every Lot. The New York Times.

https://www.nytimes.com/interactive/2019/06/18/upshot/cities-across-america-question-

single-family-zoning.html

Baum-Snow, N., & Hartley, D. (2020). Accounting for Central Neighborhood Change, 1980—
2010. Journal of Urban Economics, 117, 103228.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jue.2019.103228

51



Been, V., Ellen, I. G., & O’Regan, K. (2019). Supply Skepticism: Housing Supply and
Affordability. Housing Policy Debate, 29(1), 25-40.
https://doi.org/10.1080/10511482.2018.1476899

Been, V., Jonlin, A., & Kazis, N. (2023). Encouraging Transit-Oriented Development. The NYU

Furman Center. https:/furmancenter.org/files/publications/1 Encouraging Transit-

oriented Development Final.pdf

Been, V., Zhang, H., & Kazis, N. (2023). Allowing More and Different Types of Housing. The
NYU Furman Center.

https://furmancenter.org/files/publications/3_Allowing More and Different Types_of

Housing_Final.pdf

Belsky, E. S., Drew, R. B., & McCue, D. (2007). Projecting the Underlying Demand for New
Housing Units: Inferences from the Past, Assumptions about the Future. Joint Center for

Housing Studies, https://www.jchs.harvard.edu/sites/default/files/w07-7.pdf

Blumgart, J. (2022, May 26). How Important Was the Single-Family Zoning Ban in

Minneapolis? Governing. https://www.governing.com/community/how-important-was-

the-single-family-housing-ban-in-minneapolis

Bratu, C., Harjunen, O., & Saarimaa, T. (2023). City-wide effects of new housing supply:
Evidence from moving chains. Journal of Urban Economics, 133, 103528.

https://doi.org/10.1016/1.jue.2022.103528

Britschgi, C. (2022, May 11). Eliminating Single-Family Zoning Isn't the Reason Minneapolis Is
a YIMBY Success Story. Reason. https://reason.com/2022/05/11/eliminating-single-

family-zoning-isnt-the-reason-minneapolis-is-a-yimby-success-story/

Brummet, Q., & Reed, D. (2022). The Effects of Gentrification on Incumbent Residents.
https://drive.google.com/file/d/10CNgSK8TbMGQQ2Y SuSHfpulB4ddyAofx/view

52



Biichler, S., & Lutz, E. (2022). The Local Effects of Relaxing Land Use Regulation on Housing
Supply and Rents. In 28th Annual European Real Estate Society Conference.
https://eres.architexturez.net/system/files/P_20220506172947 8912.pdf

Chapple, K., Hwang, J., Jeon, J. S., Zhang, 1., Greenberg, J., & Shrimali, B. P. (2022). Housing
Market Interventions and Residential Mobility in the San Francisco Bay Area (Working
Paper 2022-1). Federal Reserve Bank of San Francisco Community Development. doi:

10.24148/cdwp2022-01. https://www.frbsf.org/community-development/wp-

content/uploads/sites/3/housing-market-interventions-and-residential-mobility-in-the-san-

francisco-bay-area.pdf

Damiano, A., & Frenier, C. (2020). Build Baby Build?: Housing Submarkets and The Effects of
New Construction on Existing Rents (Working Paper). Center for Urban and Regional

Affairs. https://www.tonydamiano.com/project/new-con/bbb-wp.pdfn

Diamond, R., & McQuade, T. (2019). Who Wants Affordable Housing in Their Backyard? An
Equilibrium Analysis of Low-Income Property Development. Journal of Political

Economy, 127(3). https://www.journals.uchicago.edu/doi/10.1086/701354

Dong, H. (2021). Exploring the Impacts of Zoning and Upzoning on Housing Development: A
Quasi-experimental Analysis at the Parcel Level. Journal of Planning Education and

Research. https://doi.org/10.1177/0739456X21990728

Dougherty, C. (2020). Golden Gates: Fighting for Housing in America. Penguin Press.

Dragan, K., Ellen, I. G., & Glied, S. (2020). Does gentrification displace poor children and their
families? New evidence from Medicaid data in New York City. Regional Science and
Urban Economics, 83(103481).
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S0166046219302194?via=ihub

53



Ellen, I. G. (2000). Sharing America’s Neighborhoods: The Prospects for Stable, Racial

Integration. Harvard University Press.

Ellickson, R. (2022). America's Frozen Neighborhoods: The Abuse of Zoning. Yale University

Press.

Favilukis, J., & Van Nieuwerburgh, S. (2021). Out-of-Town Home Buyers and City Welfare.
The Journal of Finance, 76, 2577-2638. https://doi-
org.proxy.library.nyu.edu/10.1111/jofi.13057

Ferré-Sadurnim, L., & Zaveri, M. (2023, April 21). A Plan to Force More Housing Development

in New York Has Failed. The New York Times. https://www.nytimes.com/article/nyc-

housing-hochul-long-island-westchester.html

Freemark, Y. (2019). Housing Arguments Over SB 50 Distort My Upzoning Study. Here’s How

to Get Zoning Changes Right. The Frisc. https://thefrisc.com/housing-arguments-over-sb-

50-distort-my-upzoning-study-heres-how-to-get-zoning-changes-right-40daf85b74dc

Freemark, Y. (2020). Upzoning Chicago: Impacts of a Zoning Reform on Property Values and
Housing Construction. Urban Affairs Review, 56(3).
https://doi.org/10.1177/1078087418824672

Freemark, Y. (2021). Doubling Housing Production in the Paris Region: A Multi-Policy, Multi-
Jurisdictional Response. International Journal of Housing Policy, 21(2), 291-305.
https://www.tandfonline.com/doi/full/10.1080/19491247.2019.1682233

Freemark, Y. (2022). What’s Driving Variation in Housing Supply Nationwide? Urban Institute.

https://www.urban.org/urban-wire/whats-driving-variation-housing-supply-nationwide

54



Freemark, Y. (2023). Zoning Change: Upzonings, Downzonings, and Their Impacts on
Residential Construction, Housing Costs, and Neighborhood Demographics. Journal of

Planning Literature, 0(0). https://doi.org/10.1177/08854122231166961

Freemark, Y., Steil, J., & Thelen, K. (2020). Varieties of Urbanism: A Comparative View of
Inequality and the Dual Dimensions of Metropolitan Fragmentation. Politics & Society,

48(2), 235-274. https://doi.org/10.1177/0032329220908966

Gabbe, C. J., Kevane, M., & Sundstrom, W. (2021). The Effects of an ‘Urban Village’ Planning
and Zoning Strategy in San Jose, California. Regional Science and Urban Economics, 88,

103648. https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S0166046221000089

Garcia, D. (2017). ADU Update: Early Lessons and Impacts of California’s State and Local
Policy Changes. The Terner Center for Housing Innovation.
https://ternercenter.berkeley.edu/wp-
content/uploads/pdfs/ADU_Update Brief December 2017 .pdf

Gerecke, S., Schilling, J., Choi, J. H., Zhu, L., Walsh, J., & Mattingly, P. (2022). Low-Rise Infill
Housing in Los Angeles: Can SB 9 Meet the City’s Housing Needs? Urban Institute.
https://www.urban.org/sites/default/files/2022-05/Low-
Rise%20Infill%20Housing%20in%20L0s%20Angeles_2.pdf

Gonzalez-Pampillon, N. (2022). Spillover effects from new housing supply. Regional Science
and Urban Economics, 92. https://cep.lse.ac.uk/pubs/download/dp1660.pdf

Goodman-Bacon, A. (2021). Difference-in-differences with variation in treatment timing.
Journal of Econometrics, 225(2), 254-277.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jeconom.2021.03.014

55



Gray, M. N. (2022, June 21). How Zoning Broke the American City. The Atlantic.
https://www.theatlantic.com/ideas/archive/2022/06/zoning-housing-affordability-nimby-
parking-houston/661289/

Gray, M. N., & Millsap, A. A. (2020). Subdividing the Unzoned City: An Analysis of the Causes
and Effects of Houston’s 1998 Subdivision Reform. Journal of Planning Education and
Research, 0(0). https://doi.org/10.1177/0739456X20935156

Greenaway-McGrevy, R. (2023a). Can Zoning Reform Reduce Housing Costs? Evidence from
Rents in Auckland (Working Paper No. 016). Economic Policy Centre.
https://cdn.auckland.ac.nz/assets/business/about/our-research/research-institutes-and-

centres/Economic-Policy-Centre--EPC-/WP016%203.pdf

Greenaway-McGrevy, R. (2023b). Evaluating the Long-Run Effects of Zoning Reform on Urban
Development (Working Paper No, 013). Economic Policy Centre.
https://cdn.auckland.ac.nz/assets/business/about/our-research/research-institutes-and-

centres/Economic-Policy-Centre--EPC-/013WP.pdf

Greenaway-McGrevy, R. (2023c¢). The Impact of Upzoning on Housing Construction in
Auckland: Update and Extended Results (Working Paper No. 015). Economic Policy
Center. https://cdn.auckland.ac.nz/assets/business/about/our-research/research-institutes-

and-centres/Economic-Policy-Centre--EPC-/WP015.pdf

Greenaway-McGrevy, R., & Phillips, P. C. B. (2023). The impact of upzoning on housing
construction in Auckland. Journal of Urban Economics, 136.

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jue.2023.103555

Gyourko, J., Hartley, J., & Krimmel, J. (2021). The Local Residential Land Use Regulatory
Environment Across U.S. Housing Markets: Evidence from a New Wharton Index.

Journal of Urban Economics, 124, 103337. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jue.2021.103337

56



Gyourko, J., Mayer, C., & Sinai, T. (2013). Superstar Cities. American Economic Journal:
Economic Policy, 5(4), 167-99. https://doi.org/10.1257/pol.5.4.167

Hall, M. (2023, May 18). The Puzzling Case Of NYC's Vacant Apartments Exposes The Divides

At The Heart Of The Housing Crisis. Biznow. https://www.bisnow.com/new-

york/news/multifamily/rent-stabilized-vacancy-warehousing-landlords-chip-119002

Hanlon, B., Resnikoff, N., Washington, J., & Raghuveer, T. (2022, July 8). Does Building
Luxury Condos Create More Affordable Housing? The Nation.

https://www.thenation.com/article/society/affordable-housing-debate/

Hansen, J., & Rambaldi, A. (2022). How Do Homes Transfer Across the Income Distribution?
The Role of Supply Constraints. 37th IARIW-General Conference. https://iariw.org/wp-
content/uploads/2022/07/Hansen-Rambaldi-TARIW-2022 .pdf

Helm, T. (2023). Melbourne’s Pandemic Rental Dynamics: an (un)natural experiment in excess
supply. Prosper Australia Research Institute. https://www.prosper.org.au/wp-

content/uploads/2023/05/Prosper_Pandemic-Rental-Dynamics MAY2023 web.pdf

Helm, T., & Murray, C. K. (2023). The Auckland Myth: There is no evidence that upzoning
increased housing construction. Fresh Economic Thinking.

https://www.fresheconomicthinking.com/p/the-auckland-myth-there-is-no-evidence

Huennekens, J. W. (2023). Learning from Land Use Reforms: The Case of Ramapo, New York.
NYU Furman Center.
https://furmancenter.org/files/The_Case of Ramapo New_ York 508.pdf

Ihlanfeldt, K., & Yang, C. F. (2023). Are the home values and property tax burdens of permanent
homeowners affected by growth in housing rentals and second homes: Evidence based on
big data from Florida. Journal of Regional Science, 63, 470-502. https://doi-
org.proxy.library.nyu.edu/10.1111/jors.12629

57



The Joint Center for Housing Studies of Harvard University. (2023). The State of the Nation'’s
Housing.
https://www.jchs.harvard.edu/sites/default/files/reports/files/Harvard JCHS The State o
f the Nations_ Housing 2023.pdf

Kazis, N. (2022). Models and Questions to Reform Exclusionary Zoning in New York. The NYU
Furman Center.

https://furmancenter.org/files/publications/Models_and _Questions to_Reform Exclusion

ary_Zoning_in_New_York Final.pdf

Kazis, N. (2023). The Case Against Restrictive Land Use and Zoning. The NYU Furman Center.
https://furmancenter.org/files/publications/The _Case_Against Restrictive Land Use an

d_Zoning_Final Accessible.pdf

Kim, M. (2020). Upzoning and value capture: How U.S. local governments use land use
regulation power to create and capture value from real estate developments. Land Use

Policy, 95. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.landusepol.2020.104624

Kim, M. (2023). The Case for Mass Upzoning. Housing Policy Debate.
https://www.tandfonline.com/doi/full/10.1080/10511482.2023.2234890

Kober, E. (2020). Zoning, Taxes, and Affordable Housing: Lessons from Bloomberg’s Final

Term. Manhattan Institute. https://media4.manhattan-

institute.org/sites/default/files/zoning-taxes-and-affordable-housing-EC.pdf

Koster, H., van Ommeren, J., Volkhausen, N. (2021). Short-term rentals and the housing market:
Quasi-experimental evidence from Airbnb in Los Angeles. Journal of Urban Economics,

124. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jue.2021.103356

58



Krimmel, J., & Wang, B. (2023). Upzoning with Strings Attached. Evidence from Seattle’s
Affordable Housing Mandate. NYU Furman Center.
https://furmancenter.org/files/publications/Upzoning_with_Strings Attached 508.pdf

Kulka, A. (2019). Sorting into Neighborhoods: The Role of Minimum Lot Sizes. University of
Wisconsin. https://drive.google.com/file/d/1Wr8T687wz-
jZVVMEVWoZCQXB53pxCMS5hK/view

Kulka, A., Sood, A., & Chiumenti, N. (2023). How to Increase Housing Affordability?
Understanding Local Deterrents to Building Multifamily Housing.
http://dx.doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.4082457

Lens, M., Manville, M., & Phillips, S. (2021). Research Roundup: The Effect of Market-Rate
Development on Neighborhood Rents. UCLA Lewis Center for Regional Policy Studies.

https://www.lewis.ucla.edu/research/market-rate-development-impacts/

Li, X. (2022). Do new housing units in your backyard raise your rents? Journal of Economic

Geography, 22, 1309 — 1352. https://doi.org/10.1093/jeg/Ibab034

Liu, L., McManus, D., & Yannopoulos, E. (2022). Geographic and temporal variation in housing
filtering rates. Regional Science and Urban Economics, 93, 1.
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S0166046221001186?ref=pdf downloa
d&fr=RR-2&1r=7¢52b90348cc30ab

Lo, L., Noble, E., Levy, D., & Pendall, R. (2020). Land Use Reforms for Housing Supply. Urban
Institute. https://www.urban.org/sites/default/files/2023-
08/Land%20Use%20Reforms%20for%20Housing%20Supply.pdf

Manville, M., Lens, M., & Monkkonen, P. (2022). Zoning and affordability: A reply to
Rodriguez-Pose and Storper. Urban Studies, 59(1).
https://doi.org/10.1177/0042098020910330

59



Marantz, N., Elmendorf, C., & Kim, Y. (2023). Evaluating California’s Accessory Dwelling Unit
Reforms: Preliminary Evidence and Lessons for State Governments. NYU Furman
Center.
https://furmancenter.org/files/Evaluating_California%E2%80%99s_Accessory Dwelling
_Unit Reforms 508.pdf

Mast, E. (2023). The Effect of New Market-Rate Housing Construction on the Low-Income
Housing Market. Journal of Urban Economics, 133, 103383.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jue.2021.103383

McCue, D. (2022). As Low-Cost Units Become Increasingly Scarce, Low- and Moderate-Income
Renters Are Losing Access to Many Neighborhoods. The Joint Center for Housing

Studies of Harvard University. https://www.jchs.harvard.edu/blog/low-cost-units-

become-increasingly-scarce-low-and-moderate-income-renters-are-losing-access

Mense, A. (2023). Secondary Housing Supply. FAU Discussion Paper in Economics
05/21.http://andreas-mense.de/wp-

content/uploads/2023/01/SecondaryHousingSupply.pdf

Molloy, R., Nathanson, C., & Paciorek, A. (2022). Housing Supply and Affordability: Evidence
from Rents, Housing Consumption, and Household Location. Journal of Urban
Economics, 129, 103427.
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S0094119022000043

Murray, C. K. (2020). Time is money: How landbanking constrains housing supply. Journal of
Housing Economics, 49, 101708. https://doi.org/10.1016/1.1he.2020.101708

Murray, C. K. (2022). A Housing Supply Absorption Rate Equation. The Journal of Real Estate
Finance and Economics, 64, 228-246. https://doi.org/10.1007/s11146-020-09815-z

60



Murray, C. K., & Gordon, J. C. (2023). Pricing Upzoning: A Reply to Critics. Housing Policy
Debate.
https://www.tandfonline.com/doi/abs/10.1080/10511482.2023.2234892?role=button&nee
dAccess=true&journalCode=rhpd20

Murray, C., & Limb, M. (2023). We Zoned for Density and Got Higher House Prices: Supply
and Price Effects of Upzoning over 20 Years. Urban Policy & Research, 41(2), 129-147.
https://www.tandfonline.com/doi/epdf/10.1080/08111146.2022.2124966?needAccess=tru

e&role=button

Murray, C., & Schuetz, J. (2019). Is California’s Apartment Market Broken? The Relationship
Between Zoning, Rents, and Multifamily Development. The Terner Center for Housing

Innovation. https://www.brookings.edu/wp-

content/uploads/2019/07/20190711_metro_Is-California-Apartment-Market-Broken-

Schuetz-Murray.pdf

Murphy, A. (2018). A Dynamic Model of Housing Supply. American Economic Journal:
Economic Policy, 10(4), 243-267.
https://www.aeaweb.org/articles?id=10.1257/pol.20150297

Nall, C., Elmendorf, C. S., & Oklobdzija, S. (2022). Folk Economics and the Persistence of
Political Opposition to New Housing. http://dx.doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.4266459

Nathanson, C. (2020). Trickle-Down Housing Economics. Kellogg School of Management,
Northwestern University.
https://www.kellogg.northwestern.edu/faculty/research/researchdetail?guid=65318863-
3aab-11e9-91be-0242ac160003

Nygaard, C., van den Nouwelant, R., Glackin, S., Martin, C., & Sisson, A. (2022). Filtering as a
source of low-income housing in Australia: conceptualization and testing.

AHURIhttps://www.ahuri.edu.au/sites/default/files/documents/2022-09/AHURI-Final-

61



Report-387-Filtering-as-a-source-of-low-income-housing-in-Australia-conceptualisation-

and-testing.pdf

Pennington, K. (2021). Does Building New Housing Cause Displacement? The Supply and
Demand Effects of Construction in San Francisco. University of California, Berkeley.

https://www.dropbox.com/s/oplls6utgf7z6ih/Pennington JMP.pdf?d1=0

Phillips, S. (2022). Building up the zoning buffer': Using broad upzones to increase housing
capacity without increasing land values. UCLA Lewis Center for Regional Policy

Studies. https://www.lewis.ucla.edu/research/building-up-the-zoning-buffer-using-broad-

upzones-to-increase-housing-capacity-without-increasing-land-values/

Piazzesi, M., Schneider, M., & Stroebel, J. (2020). Segmented Housing Search. American
Economic Review, 110(3). https://www.acaweb.org/articles?id=10.1257/aer.20141772

Rabiyah, S. (2022, October 19). More than 60,000 Rent-Stabilized Apartments Are Now Vacant
— and Tenant Advocates Say Landlords Are Holding Them for ‘Ransom.’ The City.
https://www.thecity.nyc/housing/2022/10/19/23411956/60000-rent-stabilized-

apartments-vacant-warehousing-nyc-landlords-housing

Resseger, M. (2022). The Impact of Land Use Regulation on Racial Segregation: Evidence from
Massachusetts Zoning Borders. Mercatus Research Paper.

https://ssrn.com/abstract=4244120

Rodriguez-Pose, A., & Storper, M. (2020). Housing, urban growth and inequalities: The limits to
deregulation and upzoning in reducing economic and spatial inequality. Urban Studies,

57(2), 223-248. https://doi.org/10.1177/004209801985945

Rodriguez-Pose, A., & Storper, M. (2022). Dodging the burden of proof: A reply to Manville,
Lens and Monkkonen. Urban Studies, 59(1), 59-74.
https://doi.org/10.1177/0042098020948793

62



Schragger, R. (2021). The Perils of Land Use Deregulation. University of Pennsylvania Law
Review, 170, 125. https://www.pennlawreview.com/wp-

content/uploads/2022/02/Schragger final.pdf

Schuetz, J. (2020). Teardowns, popups, and renovations: How does housing supply change?

Journal of Regional Science, 60(3), 459-480. https://doi.org/10.1111/jors.12470

Schuetz, J. (2022). Fixer-Upper. How to Repair America’s Broken Housing Systems.
Washington, DC: Brookings Institution Press.

Scott, J. (2006, October 11). City Acts to Add Low-Cost Homes. The New York Times.

https://www.nytimes.com/2006/10/11/nyregion/1 1housing.html

The Seattle Times Editorial Board. (2018, June 29). Don’t upzone Seattle neighborhoods. The

Seattle Times. https://www.seattletimes.com/opinion/editorials/dont-upzone-seattle-

neighborhoods/

Serkin, C. (2020). A Case for Zoning. Notre Dame Law Review, 749(2).
https://scholarship.law.nd.edu/ndlr/vol96/iss2/6

Shanks, B. (2021). Land Use Regulations and Housing Development: Evidence from Tax Parcels
and Zoning Bylaws in Massachusetts. Job Market Paper. https://brendanshanks.com/wp-

content/uploads/shanks jmp.pdf

Singh, D., & Baldomero-Quintana, L. (2022). New Residential Investment and Gentrification.
Department of Economics: William & Mary.
https://drive.google.com/file/d/1zMJcs40VPpUaNyNyUodCSOumvINF42gJ/view

Song, J. (2021). The Effects of Residential Zoning in U.S. Housing Markets. Yale University,
Department of Economics. https://ssrn.com/abstract=3996483.

63



Stacy, C., Davis, C., Freemark, Y. S., Lo, L., MacDonald, G., Zheng, V., & Pendall, R. (2023).
Land-use reforms and housing costs: Does allowing for increased density lead to greater

affordability? Urban Studies, 0(0). https://doi.org/10.1177/00420980231159500

Stein, S., & Chatterjee, D. (2022, May 3). Five Decades of [Fighting Over] 421-a. Gotham

Center. https://www.gothamcenter.org/blog/five-decades-of-fighting-over-421-a

Su, Y. (2022). The Rising Value of Time and the Origin of Urban Gentrification. American
Economic Journal: Economic Policy, 14(1).

https://www.aeaweb.org/articles?id=10.1257/p0l.20190550

Susman, S., Loftman, P., Kent-Daggett, C., & Ratliff, E. (2022, August 25). Opinion: City’s
Housing Shortage Demands an End to Apartment Warehousing. City Limits.

https://citylimits.org/2022/08/26/opinion-housing-shortage-calls-for-an-end-to-

apartment-warehousing/

Thompson, D. (2020, January 16). Why Manhattan’s Skyscrapers Are Empty. The Atlantic.
https://www.theatlantic.com/ideas/archive/2020/01/american-housing-has-gone-

insane/605005/

Trounstine, J. (2020). The Geography of Inequality: How Land Use Regulation Produces
Segregation. American Political Science Review, 114(2).

https://doi.org/10.1017/S0003055419000844

Turner, L., & Wessel, T. (2019). Housing market filtering in the Oslo region: Pro-market
housing policies in a Nordic welfare-state context. International Journal of Housing

Policy, 19. https://www.tandfonline.com/doi/full/10.1080/19491247.2018.1540740

64



Warren, J. (2022, October 18). Free-market development, not lack of density, is behind the

housing crisis. The Seattle Times. https://www.seattletimes.com/opinion/free-market-

development-not-lack-of-density-is-behind-housing-crisis/

Wegmann, J., Baqai, A. N., & Conrad, J. (2023). Here Come the Tall Skinny Houses: Accessing
Single-Family to Townhouse Redevelopment in Houston, 2007-2020. NYU Furman
Center. https://furmancenter.org/files/Here_Come_the Tall Skinny Houses 508.pdf

Williams, O. R. (2021, April 26). Madison’s zoning debate is a distraction from a meaningful

affordable housing strategy. Tone Madison. https://tonemadison.com/articles/madisons-

zoning-debate-is-a-distraction-from-a-meaningful-affordable-housing-strategy/

Wilhelmsson, M. (2023). Evaluating the Impact of Housing Construction on Single-Family
Housing Values in Stockholm: A Difference-in-Difference Analysis. (Working Paper
Series 23/5). Royal Institute of Technology, Department of Real Estate and Construction
Management & Banking and Finance. https://kth.diva-
portal.org/smash/record.jsf?pid=diva2%3A1756212&dswid=-1915

Yang, X. (2021). Land Use Regulations and Urban Growth of African Americans. Economic
Development Quarterly, 35.
https://journals.sagepub.com/doi/10.1177/08912424211032291.

65



O’Regan, Supply Skepticism Revisited, NYU Law and Economics Research Paper No. 24-12 (2023),
increases in housing supply slow the growth in rents in the region, new construction also reduces
rents in the surrounding area, new construction frees up apartments that are then rented by
households across the income spectrum, and easing land use restrictions generally leads to more
new housing over time.

Best,

Ezra L. Hammer | Attorney
Direct: 503-598-5557

JORDAN A RAMIS

1211 SW Fifth Avenue. Suite 2700
Portland Oregon 97204

jordanramis.com | (888) 598-7070
Portland | Bend | Vancouver WA

TR
vl The Oregonian
2023

DISCLAIMER: This e-mail is for the sole use of the intended recipient(s). It contains information that is confidential
and/or legally privileged. If you believe that it has been sent to you in error, please notify the sender by reply e-mail
and delete the message. Any disclosure, copying, distribution or use of this information by someone other than the
intended recipient is prohibited.


https://gcc02.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Fjordanramis.com%2F&data=05%7C02%7Csonja.wiser%40clark.wa.gov%7Ceb862b361338455bae7c08dc43a811d9%7C389c6904b0734843a92d4a72a350cf02%7C1%7C0%7C638459636865514713%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C0%7C%7C%7C&sdata=Tc02803B%2FVqHaAKRS%2FsoEk7n0g8exykjGHqARr27xsQ%3D&reserved=0



