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GENERAL
In the early 1990s, the term “regulatory barriers to affordable housing” was popularized with the release of the Kemp Commission Report “Not in my Backyard” (see below). Although many housing advocates object to the term as being both unnecessarily negative and/or simplistic, the term has been widely accepted by the housing community.
The issue of reducing development costs and eliminating exclusionary land use practices, poor or misapplied development standards, and administrative delays has long been a concern of the development community. Theoretically, good planning practices would inherently address regulatory barriers. In fact, for well over 40 years, ULI, itself, has been a leader in developing guidance materials, policy positions and “best practice” materials encouraging higher density, smaller homes, multifamily housing, reasonable land development standards and administrative reform.  A good deal of ULI’s current work ("The Business of Affordable Housing," "Developing Housing for the Workforce: A Tool Kit", "Ten Principles for Developing Affordable Housing") includes regulatory reform as part of any workforce strategy. What is even more interesting is to review past ULI reports and guidance materials which demonstrate institutional consistency towards issues of regulatory reform [for example, “The Cost of Delay Due to Government Regulation in the Houston Housing Market”(1979), “Affordable Single Family Homes: A Review of Development Standards”(1984); and, “Affordable Housing : Twenty Examples from the Private Sector” (1982)]. Likewise, the library of the America Planning Association (APA) is full of reports, papers and guidance materials, particularly the Planning Advisory Service (PAS) Reports that address many of these same issues.
This bibliography does not attempt to review these numerous materials on good planning and development practice. Rather, it focuses on regulations as a discrete policy issue-- that is, acknowledging that many regulations and practices are indeed impediments to both market-based and assisted affordable/workforce housing.  Because of the breadth of issues impacting development costs, by necessity this bibliography is idiosyncratic reflecting the author’s preferences regarding literature in this field. To the greatest extent possible, URLs and “hot links” to original source materials have been provided. 
I. Broad Overviews
A.” Not In My Backyard": Removing Barriers to Affordable Housing, 1991, Advisory Commission on Regulatory Barriers to Affordable Housing
http://www.huduser.org/Publications/pdf/NotInMyBackyard.pdf
“Why Not in Our Community?” Removing Barriers to Affordable Housing, An Update to the Report of the Advisory Commission on Regulatory Barriers to Affordable Housing, 2005, Office of Policy Development s and Research, HUD http://www.huduser.org/Publications/pdf/wnioc.pdf
Although a number of studies on housing costs preceded it, the 1991 report, “Why Not in My Backyard” is a landmark publication. For the very first time, the issue of regulatory barriers and how to address them was considered an essential element of national housing policy. The Report highlighted the pervasive nature of regulatory barriers upon the Nation’s housing market and the deleterious impact these regulations have had on overall housing affordability. The Advisory Commission, often referred to as the Kemp Commission, found that as much as 35% of housing costs could be attributed to excessive, duplicative or unnecessary standards, regulations and processes. 

The bipartisan Commission also found that many, if not most, of these regulations exist because of a desire to limit and exclude affordable housing. The Report was bold in both its vision and its proposals by recommending major structural changes to the current housing regulation system. The Commission found that fundamental reform could not be achieved without significant involvement and oversight by the States in which the “police power” to regulate development ultimately rested. The Commission also believed and recommended a Federal role in encouraging reform, including conditioning Federal housing and community development funds upon appropriate local barrier removal activities. Although the Commission’s finding that most regulatory barriers primarily result from very conscious, willful NIMBY attitudes against affordable housing may be a bit excessive, the Report’s bluntness served a very valuable purpose--it got the attention of many housing advocates and policy makers. Over 85,000 copies of the Report were eventually distributed and the Report has continued to be cited and referenced for the past 16 years.
Although short on empirical evidence, many of the Reports findings and estimated cost impacts have been subsequently verified by a number of subsequent academic studies (see below). Most of the Commission’s recommendations remain as relevant today as they were 16 years ago. Although subsequently transferred to a PDF file, the Report is not easy to download, so, for most readers, a review of the Executive Summary must suffice. 
The 2005 Update Report was produced by HUD staff and, as could be expected, is bureaucratic in tone and hesitant in substance. The Report briefly reviews much of the empirical research competed subsequent to the 1991 Report and finds that much of this research validates the original 1991 costs estimates and impacts. The Report finds that most of the problems identified in the original report either continue, are now more widespread, and have become more complex. The Reports does identify some progress in State and local regulatory reform and perhaps overemphasizes the long-term importance and impact of HUD’s current efforts at encouraging regulatory reform. The Report does not include any new policy recommendations.
B. Regulations and Housing Development: What We Know, 
Regulations and Housing Development: What We Need to Know

Michael H. Schill, UCLA, Cityscape, Volume 8, Number 1, 2005 http://www.huduser.org/periodicals/cityscpe/vol8num1/ch1.pdf
http://www.huduser.org/intercept.asp?loc=/periodicals/cityscpe/vol8num1/ch8.pdf
In 2004, HUD convened a first ever Research Conference on Regulatory Barriers to Affordable Housing. All the papers were subsequently published in a 2005 issue of Cityscape.  Two excellent papers were presented by Prof. Michael Schill, now Dean of UCLA Law School. The first, an introductory paper to the Conference, provides a succinct review of the then state of knowledge on the impact of regulatory barriers on housing costs and a short history of previous efforts to address them. The second paper identifies the types of research and great need for both quantitative and qualitative data on regulatory barriers so as to affect long-term public policy. It is recommended that serious students of the regulatory barriers issue should review the entire issue of Cityscape in which papers by recognized researchers are presented on: Building Codes (Listokin and Hattis); Zoning and Land Use Controls (Quigley and Rosenthal); Impact Fees (Been); Environmental Regulations (Kiel); and Administrative processes (May). 
C. Attacking The Housing Affordability Problem, unsolicited paper prepared for the Millennial Housing Commission, Anthony Downs, Senior Fellow, the Brookings Institution, http://www.anthonydowns.com/milhouscom.htm
Local Regulations And Housing Affordability, Anthony Downs, 
Speech at the Massachusetts Institute of Technology in Cambridge, Massachusetts 
October 7, 2002 http://www.anthonydowns.com/mit.htm
No serious student of regulatory barriers can ignore the work of Anthony Downs. Mr. Downs was a member of both the 1968 Douglas Commission in which exclusionary zoning and other regulatory issues were first highlighted as an issue of national concern and of the subsequent 1991Advisory Commission on Regulatory Barriers to Affordable Housing (Kemp Commission). Clearly, Anthony Downs has been thinking and writing about the impact of state and local policies upon housing affordability for over 40 years. He believes that, through reduced and reformed standards and other regulatory changes, underlying housing development costs can be substantially reduced. He is emphatic on a point that should be, but is not always, self evident: that any balanced housing strategy must include reducing the cost of supply. In fact, he believes that housing costs can be reduced by over 50% through changes in standards and regulations. Mr. Downs believes, quite passionately, that as long as we leave full regulatory power over housing, planning and construction solely in the hands of local governments, there is no realistic chance that these costs can be significantly reduced. Existing voters and hence their local governments have a strong fiscal interest in excluding affordable housing. Significant change can only occur, according to Downs, through State oversight and intervention. 
D. Why Are There NIMBY's? William Fischel, Land Economics, Volume 77, Number 1, February 2001, University of Wisconsin Press

http://www.ingentaconnect.com/search/article?author=Fischel&year_from=2001&year_to=2007&database=1&pageSize=20&index=17
William Fischel, Professor of Economics at Dartmouth has written numerous papers and populations on regulatory barriers, homeowners and property values. If time allows, policymakers should read his book: The Homevoter Hypothesis: How Home Values Influence Local Government Taxation, School Finance, and Land-Use Policies. In this shorter article, Fischel discusses how NIMBYism is actually a rational response to the uninsured risks of homeownership. An owner-occupied home is an unusual asset because it cannot be diversified among locations and because it is the only sizable asset that most owners possess. As a result, homeowners are very focused in ensuring that local public actions do not endanger or limit the value of that asset. 
E. “Home Economics,” Jon Gertner, New York Times Magazine, March 05, 2006 

http://www.nytimes.com/2006/03/05/magazine/305glaeser.1.html?ex=1185940800&en=a23b7f9b6ab7d7c5&ei=5070
Rarely does a mass media publication such as the New York Times Sunday Magazine cover a topic as “dry” and as esoteric as housing economics or, even rarer, a feature on an individual housing economist! Although ostensibly an article on Harvard economist Edward Glaeser, this excellent piece of journalism explores Glaeser’s research on land, regulation and housing prices. According to the article, Glaeser has come to believe that changes in zoning regulations may be the most important transformation in the American real-estate market since the mass acceptance of the automobile (emphasis added). In his view, these regulations have essentially created a "zoning tax" that has pushed prices far above construction costs.
G. Market-oriented Approaches to Growth: Outsmarting Sprawl’s Impacts, Sam Staley, August 2001, Reason Public Policy Institute http://www.reason.org/pb20.pdf
The Reason Institute (http://www.reason.org/) is a California-based conservative/libertarian “think tank” that has produced a number of innovative, albeit controversial, papers on land use, growth, environmental controls, and regulatory barriers. This paper by Sam Staley, Director of Urban and Land Use Policy at the Institute, is a good example of the type of analysis and solutions argued by many market-based economists and policy advocates. The views of Mr. Staley, Thomas Sowell and others bring a refreshing new perspective to regulatory barriers and its impact upon workforce housing. According to Staley, concerns about growth and sprawl in California are quite valid. However, he believes that current regulatory approaches only exacerbate the problems – that most planners and anti-sprawl advocates have little understanding of how market-oriented approaches to growth work. According to Staley, market-oriented approaches may provide the most effective set of tools in the long run for addressing growth-related issues on both the state and local level. 
In a market-oriented approach, planners and citizens would use the efficiencies of the real-estate market to let land uses change and evolve with the community. According to Staley, five principles underlie market-oriented growth management:

· Consumers are placed at the heart of growth management; 

· Housing choice and innovation are maximized through the real-estate market;
· Public services should use the same pricing structure as private utilities; 

· Nuisance-based approaches are the focus of development control; and, 

· Public facilities and services should be adequately planned. 
Under a reformed, market-based system: 

· Overlay zoning districts would increase the number and type of development options for property owners, including nontraditional planning;

· Conservation easements or tax-credit programs would be used to preserve large tracts of open space; 

· Nuisance-based approaches to development control would be the primarily regulating tool so that development approvals would be contingent upon addressing and mitigating only very tangible impacts of development on neighbors;

· Zoning would not be the primary regulator of land development;

· Densities would be market-driven densities and land uses, subject to nuisance-based development controls, so that communities can spontaneously evolve and grow; 
· Performance-based zoning would be used to allow development projects to be approved administratively once they meet certain thresholds; and, 
· Infrastructure would be subject to “full-cost pricing” where all costs are incorporated into a user fee to avoid subsidization of public services for new residents’
H. From Traditional to Reformed: A Review of the Land Use Regulations in the Nation’s 50 Largest Metropolitan Areas, August 2006, Pendall, Puentes, and Martin, Brookings Institution Metropolitan Policy Program 
http://media.brookings.edu/mediaarchive/pubs/metro/pubs/20060810_LandUse.pdf
The HUD 2004 National Research Conference Regulatory barriers (see above) identified the lack of data as the major impediment to sound policymaking and reform regarding the current land use regulatory system. Despite its fundamental importance, little is known about the current landscape of housing regulation in the United States. The absence of a detailed national database on land use regulations has made it difficult to begin a comprehensive look at their costs and benefits. This recent and important research effort lead by Rolf Pendall, Professor of City and Regional Planning at Cornell is an important first step in addressing this need. This important study reports on the results of the survey (conducted in 2003) in which over 1,800 cities, townships, and counties responded to questions about land use regulations that affect housing.
This is a highly sophisticated research paper which examined trends and impacts under various regulatory schemes across the Nation. The survey, primarily of local planning directors, investigated the nature of zoning, comprehensive planning, growth containment, infrastructure regulation and growth control regulations and policies The study examined land regulation trends and local responses in older, traditional communities, high growth areas, central cities, middle-income, and higher income communities. The Report shows that land use controls are not static but are evolving in response to new demands, especially relating to issues of growth and housing affordability. For example, the survey found that key policy innovation has been the use of local land use regulations to induce or require the production of affordable housing units (inclusionary zoning) In fact, 23 percent of surveyed jurisdictions now have some sort of an incentive-based affordable housing program.
Overall, the study found that basic land use regulations like zoning and comprehensive planning are still the most common regulatory tools while other tools like containment and permit caps are far less common. However, land use tools varied greatly across the country. Northeast and Midwest metropolitan areas use land use regulation to exclude while those in the West are more accommodating, with more regulations designed to affect the pace and shape of development. The Author found that densities in metropolitan areas with traditional land-use systems are falling much faster than areas elsewhere. However, the West is more experienced in and uses varied growth containment tools not generally found in the East and Midwest. As could be expected, housing prices are highest in growth control and exclusionary regions.
The Author concludes with the observation that state and local governments – driven by concern about sprawl, traffic, open space, infrastructure capacity and costs – are in the throes of a long-term process of reforming their land use policies. The real issue, according to Pendall, is not one of deregulation versus regulation but choosing between better and worse systems of land use regulation.

II. Work Force Housing 
A. Where is Workforce Housing Located? A Study of the Geography of Housing Affordability, NAHB, Crowe, Emrath, Leford et al, December 2004, a presentation prepared for “Close to Home: A Symposium on Workforce Housing.” http://www.nahb.org/fileUpload_details.aspx?contentTypeID=3&contentID=33617&subContentID=7518
This is an excellent study prepared by NAHB staff for a December 2004 Symposium on Workforce Housing. The Report clearly and visually highlights the lack and location of workforce housing. The study investigates housing affordability for four occupations - teachers, police officers, nurses, and retail sales persons - in the 25 largest metro areas in the United States. Using data from the 2000 Census, the study looked at which census tracts were affordable and unaffordable to households supported by someone working in a particular profession. In some cases, the number of affordable census tracts was very small and in others, the affordable tracts are restricted to particular sections of the metro areas, usually containing older homes. The main Report summarizes the results, explains the methodology, and gives examples. There are also appendices with affordability maps and summary statistics for each of the four selected professions

in each metro area. 
B. Private Sector Solutions for Workforce Housing: What Realtors and Their Partners Can Do A background paper commissioned by the National Association of Realtors (NAR) for NAR's April 2006 workforce housing summit

http://www.realtor.org/HousOpp.nsf/files/PrivateSectorSolutionsPDF.pdf/$FILE/PrivateSectorSolutionsPDF.pdf
In a clear and well presented format, the document shows how to conduct a paycheck/income/housing affordability analysis. Included are case studies in which local realtor associations have become engaged in workforce housing initiatives. The Report encourages a series of local activities by Realtors including working with local Chambers of Commerce and others in creating and participating in employer-assisted housing programs (EAH) and increased advocacy. The document encourages realtors to use their “considerable sway with city council members and legislators when it comes to reforming zoning regulations or other practices that limit the supply of affordable housing.” The material also includes information on conducting an effective workforce housing media campaign. 
C. A Heavy Load: The Combined Housing and Transportation Burdens of Working Families, October 2006, Center for Housing Policy with the Center for Neighborhood Technology (CNT), and the Institute of Transportation Studies (ITS), University of California, http://www.nhc.org/pdf/pub_heavy_load_10_06.pdf
For the past fifteen years, the Center for Neighborhood Technology has been making the case for the impact of transportation on overall housing costs. In fact, they have long argued for creation of a location efficient mortgage (LEM) instrument to reflect savings that result from housing located near areas of mass transportation. Although there is great debate on the wisdom, need and practicality of LEM’s, there is no disagreement that transportation costs and housing costs are closely interrelated. Although this is not a new issue, this Report is important because, for the first time, housing and transportation advocates looked at the issue together and placed the issue clearly within the context of workforce housing. Although many communities have identified the lack of affordable housing and the increase in commute times and traffic congestion as priority issues, they haven’t always linked these two sets of issues.
This study presents the combined housing and transportation cost burdens of working families in 28 metropolitan areas at the neighborhood level. On average, the study found that working families in the 28 metropolitan areas spend about 57 percent of their incomes on the combined costs of housing and transportation, with roughly 28 percent of income going for housing and 29 percent going for transportation.

D. Paycheck to Paycheck: Wages and the Cost of Housing in America, May 2003, Center for Housing Policy http://www.nhc.org/pdf/pub_pp_05_03.pdf
Paycheck to Paycheck: Wages and the Cost of Housing in the Counties

Center for Housing Policy and the National Association of Counties, July 2004

http://www.nhc.org/pdf/pub_pp_07_04.pdf
Although this bibliography is focused on regulatory impacts and not the demand or income side of the workforce housing issue, these two essential documents must be included. They serve as an essential starting point for any workforce housing initiative. These reports were prepared by the Center for Housing Policy and focus on critical housing needs and examine five vital occupations (police officers, elementary school teachers, licensed practical nurses, janitors and retail sales workers) and whether these workers can afford housing. The 2003 Report examines the issue within 60 of the nation's largest real estate markets. The second study, conducted with NACO, looks at workforce housing needs in the nation’s fastest growing counties.

E. Workforce Housing: The Key to Ongoing Regional Prosperity, September 2001, MaxField Research, Inc http://www.fhfund.org/_dnld/reports/Workforce%20Housing_Full%20Report.pdf
This study is an early attempt to look at the lack of work force housing in the seven county "Twin Cities " area. Not a very sophisticated analysis (economic impact is measured primarily by consumer spending and construction), the Report was included because it was one of the first to reference workforce housing. Unfortunately, the Report focuses only on housing needs of families with incomes from $15,000-$50,000 and, as a result, emphasizes the need for significant Federal, state and local subsidies.

F. Study Of Impacts Of Regulatory Barriers On Employer Ability To Recruit/Retain Employees. August 2007, Newport Partners, LLC. Michael Carliner, and Abt Associates. Three currently unpublished papers prepared for Office of Policy Development and Research, HUD (files attached).
•
Issue 1: Review of the Literature on Housing, Employer, and Labor Market Responses and Suggested Research Agenda

•
Workforce Housing: Case Studies Final Report

•
Issue 3 : Research Needs on Workforce Housing

Three new major papers prepared for HUD’s Office of Policy Development and Research. The first, while highly academic, is a very detailed review of research on the influences of residential development regulation on housing markets, and through them, on businesses, labor markets, and regional economic competitiveness. The Report concludes that the influence of development regulations on the composition of employment has, to date, barely been studied by either housing or labor economists nor has the influence of housing costs on business location decisions or the influence of these on labor productivity been thoroughly examined. Even when aware of the issue, there is little evidence that employers currently place the issue as one of high priority. The case for linkage, while apparent to some, has yet to be made. Far more original research is needed. The second paper presents eleven case studies from nine metropolitan areas that assessed the prevalence of any employer problems caused by the high cost and limited availability of workforce housing. It concludes that although many of the businesses expressed some concern about the cost of housing and its effect on employees, generally the concern has not yet been a substantial driving factor in businesses decisions. The third paper presents a succinct but highly relevant list of future research questions.
III. Area Studies
A. Getting Home: Overcoming Barriers to Housing in Greater Boston, January 2003, Charles C. Euchner, Rappaport Institute for Greater Boston, John F. Kennedy School of Government Harvard University http://www.ksg.harvard.edu/rappaport/downloads/gettinghome.pdf
Along with the Schill NY City study (see below), this is one of very limited number of comprehensive, academically sound regional regulatory barriers studies. Much of the study focuses on suburban and State statutes and regulations. According to a preface prepared by Anthony Downs, "Charles C. Euchner’s detailed analysis of the regulatory obstacles to building affordable housing in Massachusetts provides overwhelming proof that those obstacles are a major reason so little such housing exists there. I have long believed his basic conclusion to be true throughout the nation. Yet I was amazed and appalled by the almost impenetrable thicket of barriers formed by Massachusetts state and local regulations. Those rules add to planning time requirements, create lengthy delays in gaining approvals, and demand costly additional construction steps. In short, they all too often effectively block developers from building units that poor- to moderate-income households could afford to buy or rent. Yet many such rules do not actually achieve any worthwhile public benefits, or certainly none commensurate with their negative impacts. Unfortunately, even Euchner’s incontrovertible evidence will hardly begin to alter this shocking situation unless authorities at the state level either (1) change the incentives facing local governments, or (2) modify the power of those governments over what gets built in each locality.”
The study concludes that the existing regulatory structure including duplicative wetlands protection, obsolete building and rehabilitation codes, local zoning, and septic regulations trump all the extraordinary state efforts to promote affordable housing for which the State is well known.
B. Regulation and the Rise of Housing Prices in Greater Boston, Rappaport Institute for Greater Boston, January 5, 2006, Glaeser, Schuetz and Ward,
http://www.econw.com/reports/2006_Glaeser-Schuetz-Ward_WhitePaper.pdf/
Edward L. Glaeser is the "dean", or at least the most well known, of the housing economists that have recently reexamined the issue of regulation and supply and housing prices  (See New York Times article "Housing Economics" above). This paper was prepared as part of the Initiative on Local Housing Regulation, a joint effort of the Pioneer Institute for Public Policy Research and Harvard University's Rappaport Institute for Greater Boston. Prof. Glaeser believes that the housing market in the greater Boston area is not working and the price increases cannot be explained by the region's dramatic economic renaissance in the past three decades. Rather most of the increase can be attributed to the fact that supply is just not keeping up with demand. The author believes that regulation, not the lack of land, has caused low levels of new construction and high housing prices in Greater Boston. Among the “guilty culprits” are growth caps and phasing schedules, prohibition of irregularly shaped lots, local wetlands regulations, and septic-system regulations. The author demonstrates how the reduction in building permits has had a significant effect on regional housing prices. Other recent papers by Glaeser et al on the same subject include: The Causes and Consequences of Land Use Regulation: Evidence from Greater Boston, 2006, http://post.economics.harvard.edu/hier/2002papers/2002list.html and The Impact of Zoning on Housing Affordability by Edward L. Glaeser and Joseph Gyourko Harvard Institute of Economic Research Discussion Paper Number 1948, http://www.econw.com/reports/2006_Glaeser-Ward_2124.pdf. 
C. Guarding the Town Walls: Mechanisms and Motives for Restricting Multifamily Housing in Massachusetts, Joint Center for Housing Studies Harvard University,

Jenny Schuetz, July 2006 http://www.jchs.harvard.edu/publications/governmentprograms/w06-3_schuetz.pdf
This recent study, again in Massachusetts, shows that older regulations in place in many older urban communities tend to be more accepting of multifamily housing. However since the 1970’s, multifamily in the state is increasingly not allowed “as of right” requiring, more often use of highly discretionary special permits and rezonings to allow multifamily housing resulting in greater restrictiveness and or exclusion in many smaller, more affluent communities.
D. Home Grown: Local Housing Strategies in Action, Chicago Metropolitan Planning Council  http://www.metroplanning.org/homegrown/
The Metropolitan Planning Council of Chicago has created an excellent website: Home Grown: Local Housing Strategies in Action. This collection, compiled by the Metropolitan Mayors Caucus, Chicago Metropolis 2020, and Metropolitan Planning Council, describes a number of housing "best practices" implemented by local governments around the Chicago metropolitan region. The intent is to show local policymakers and practitioners how their peers are addressing housing issues, and spark ideas for replicating or improving upon these approaches to address their own local housing challenges. Each summary focuses on how a program, policy or development came about, how it works, why it has been successful, and how it is financed. Information on how the public was involved in the process is included along with what "lessons" the community learned what local leaders would do differently in hindsight. Each document also includes information for the people responsible for the initiative, and users are encouraged to contact them for further information.
E. Reducing the Cost of New Housing Construction in New York City, A Report to The New York City Partnership and Chamber of Commerce, The New York City Housing Partnership, and The New York City Department of Housing Preservation and Development, July, 1999, Salama, Schill, and Stark

Summary: http://furmancenter.nyu.edu/CREUP_Papers/cost_study_1999/Summary.pdf
Full report:

http://furmancenter.nyu.edu/CREUP_Papers/cost_study_1999/NYCHousingCost.pdf
Probably the most comprehensive study of any City’s regulatory environment and the impact on housing affordability ever undertaken – a “must read” for serious students of the issue. Then a professor of Real Estate at NYU Law School, Michael Schill led the study to thoroughly examine New York’s zoning and building codes and other development regulations. The study found that one of the main reasons why the supply of housing in New York City lagged behind demand is because the cost of residential construction is the highest in the nation. That is, the hard costs of construction in New York are between 21 and 55 percent higher than in Los Angeles, Chicago and Dallas, three cities selected as control cities. 

The Report has a number of important findings including that although 70 percent of the vacant land in New York City is zoned for residential use, less than 15 percent is zoned for “as-of-right” development of mid- and high-rise apartment buildings; the system of property taxation inhibits the construction of new housing by taxing vacant land at the lowest rate and multifamily housing at the highest rate; the building code is stringent, voluminous, detailed, complex and arcane adding to the to the cost of new construction in several ways; and, the zoning code imposes burdensome requirements regarding open space, parking, height and bulk

The Report concluded, that if the proposals contained in this Report were adopted, a conservative estimate of the amount by which they would reduce the cost of construction would range between 19 % to 25%. That could reduce rents charged by landlords for the units constructed between 26% to 30%. The study also concluded that these figures likely underestimate the full impact of the recommendations because they do not take into account the supply effects of the proposals to make additional land available for residential use. 

F. Reducing the Cost of New Housing Construction in New York City, 2005 Update, Salama, Schill, and Springer

http://furmancenter.nyu.edu/CREUP_Papers/cost_study_2005/NYCHousingCost2005.pdf
In 2005, there was a major update to the original New York City report. For the most part, little progress was noted. Again the authors found that there was a major imbalance existing between the supply and demand for housing. For much of the 1980s and 1990s, the increase in household formation outpaced housing construction. The 1999 Cost Study identified the high cost of construction in New York City as the primary culprit in the imbalance of supply and demand. The authors noted that from 1998 to 2004, the supply of vacant land in the City decreased by five percent. Brownfields – lands that were suspected of being environmentally contaminated – were not discussed in the 1999 Report and was identified as a potentially major source of land for future housing if liability laws were clarified. Environmental reviews which can add substantially to the cost of development were specifically noted as a regulatory barrier in the 2005 Update. According to the Authors, the risk of litigation by community residents who oppose the development on grounds that may have only a tenuous connection to the environment may either chill development or cause the owners to incur substantial costs to buy off potential adversaries.
However, some progress was noted. The 1999 Study recommended adoption of the ICC (International Code Council) model building code. In 2002, Mayor Bloomberg endorsed this idea and set into motion a process by which the city would adopt the model code after making appropriate changes to reflect the unique conditions that exist in New York City (e.g. high density). Also, the authors noted that, although the management of the Building Department had improved in some respects, it found that far more needs to be done. The Buildings Department is still one of the major drivers of the high cost of housing in New York City. It is not organized as an agency dedicated to reducing expense and facilitating development.

G. Silicon Valley Leadership Group Home Development http://www.svlg.net/
Few business-related organizations carry the prominence or the sway of the Silicon Valley Leadership Group (SVLG). Founded in 1977 by David Packard,  it is the largest employer-driven organization (with more than 200 companies as members) of its kind in Silicon Valley. Collectively, its members contribute more than $1 trillion to the global economy, an amount equal to the gross national product of Italy. The members of the Leadership Group employ more than 250,000 people in the Valley who constitute one-fourth of the entire private sector

Unlike most employer led civic “betterment” organizations, SVLG has aggressively made the issue of affordable, workforce housing one of their primary issues. This involvement has not been not been limited to just policy papers and general advocacy. Rather, SVLG actively engages in the political process by endorsing and visibly working to obtain regulatory approvals. The SVLG endorses specific home development proposals and mobilizes support for these proposals at city council meetings to overcome local NIMBYism. In 2004, for example, the SVLG endorsed nine housing development proposals that were subsequently approved, representing 5,711 new homes. SVLG has developed detailed criteria for projects they will endorse. Projects must: 
· Discourage Urban Sprawl 
· Provide for Mixed-Use Development 
· Include Moderate Increases in Density 
· Encourage the Use of Transit 
http://www.svlg.net/issues/housing/resources/200601homedev_endorsement.pdf
H. Building Workforce Housing: Meeting San Francisco’s Challenge, March 2003, Kim Ilana Marschner for the San Francisco Chamber of Commerce
http://www.sfchamber.com/BestPractices.pdf
With some of the highest housing prices in the nation, San Francisco is an area that has long recognized the importance of workforce housing. As could be expected from a Report commissioned by a consensus-based group such as the San Francisco Chamber of Commerce, it is modest in both its analysis and recommendations. However, it is an example of some leadership by a local business group. The Report is careful not to offend and does not break any new policy ground (primarily consists of a review of best practices and case studies from across the country). The Report does find that “San Francisco is widely regarded as having one of the most challenging political environments in which to build new developments of any kind. The construction of housing poses additional challenges as pre-development dollars can be tied up for months or even years while various elements of development proposals are subject to a wide range of reviews, hearings, and public comment. Siting new workforce and affordable housing anywhere in the city requires a developer to navigate a complex political system – one that often makes such developments unprofitable. Many choose to build elsewhere in the Bay Area where land is less expensive and the potential for faster approval time is greater…… Working to appropriately streamline permitting and planning processes while designing strategies to make workforce housing financially feasible should serve as the fundamental basis for any effort designed to meet our workforce housing needs. Striking an appropriate balance between encouraging the production of workforce housing while maintaining San Francisco’s standards of environmental protection, design review, and public input should be the ultimate goal (emphasis added).” The Report also includes a modest list of recommendations including streamlining administrative processing and fee waivers. 

I. Regulation And The High Cost Of Housing Of Housing In California, 2005, John M. Quigley and Steven Raphael http://urbanpolicy.berkeley.edu/pdf/QR_RegAER0406.pdf
This report comes from two of the leading west coast housing academics that are looking at regulatory restrictions on housing supply. Although this is a highly technical analysis, the observations, findings and conclusions are clear. The rise in housing costs in California has far exceeded the national inflation rate. During the three years prior to completion of the paper, housing prices in five coastal counties had increased by more than 60 percent. For the highest quintile of cities, prices increased by an average of more than 30 percent per year. According to the authors, “California represents the most extreme example of autarky in land-use regulations of any U.S. state.” Cities are free to set own rules with little oversight. The limitation on home property taxes creates regulatory incentives to favor retail development over housing construction (fiscal zoning), to favor development of expensive housing over moderately priced housing, and to discourage the construction of housing. 
The authors come to the conclusion that existing land-use regulations significantly increase housing costs in California cities. First, they find a positive relationship between the degree of regulatory stringency and housing prices for both owner occupied units and rental units. They also find evidence that new housing construction is lower in more regulated cities relative to less regulated cities meaning changes in the housing stock arising from new construction are smaller in more regulated cities. As a result, housing price appreciation in more regulated cities exceeded the comparable price changes in less regulated cities. The responsiveness of the housing market through new construction is weaker in more regulated cities, relative to less regulated cities. Most importantly, the difference is greatest for the supply of multi-family housing units, the source of supply that is most frequently the target of regulation.
J. Affordable Housing for The Region’s Workforce, August 2005, FOCUS St. Louis, Task Force Report http://www.focus-stl.org/prog/pdfs/affordablehousing.pdf
This report is a thorough, well written and balanced study of workforce housing needs in the St. Louis area produced by a business-led “establishment’ organization similar to the Silicon Valley Leadership Group. The Report clearly provides both statistical and visual information, the jobs/income/housing mismatch in the St Louis area and reviews of both regulatory and programmatic initiatives necessary to address the local housing need. Focused on the city and five immediate surrounding counties, the Report takes an expansive view of workforce housing needs – all working families paying more that 30% of income for shelter. The Report makes a number of broad ranging policy recommendations including calling for a broad- based education program, a regional consortium to develop, promote, coordinate, and administer Employer Assisted Housing programs, increased use of manufactured housing, encouraging municipalities to adopt a comprehensive affordable-workforce housing plan, and regulatory reform.
In fact, much of the Report is focused on regulatory reform which in this case includes increased use of manufactured housing. Citing HUD regulatory reform efforts as models, barriers are addressed in quite a bit of detail. According to the Report, in St. Louis, every $5,000 added to the home eliminates 13,687 potential buyers. Proper planning combined with less-restrictive zoning ordinances would maintain attractive neighborhoods while opening them to the possibility of affordable housing. The Report also recommends a number of regulatory initiatives including : inclusionary zoning; conditioning state incentives to localities on their taking active measures to increase the affordable housing units in new construction; voluntary local programs offering incentives that encourage developers and communities to build affordable units; reforming the review and approval processes including new state laws that would prohibit duplicative government requirements and inspections; restricting the imposition of impact fees that unnecessarily increase the cost of new homes; and accelerating and simplifying title clearance. 
K. Between a Rock and a Hard Place: Housing and Wages in Vermont, 2007 Vermont Housing Awareness Campaign

http://www.housingawareness.org/publications/housing-wages-2007.pdf
Most state and local studies are excellent in describing the nature of the affordable housing problem but are often bereft of specific solutions. This Vermont study is very typical of such studies. It clearly demonstrates the growing housing gap in the state but concludes with vapid language such as “Vermont must continue to put more public and private investment into housing, continue developing policies that encourage housing while protecting our state’s character and environment, and continue bringing community leadership into solving Vermont’s housing problems.”
IV. TOOLS
A. Growing Smart Legislative Guidebook: Model Statutes for Planning and the Management of Change, American Planning Association, 2002
It is now generally accepted that regulatory barriers, especially those regulations that relate to planning, zoning and other land use controls, cannot be systemically addressed without altering the state legislation that gives localities the authority to control development (enabling legislation). Many of the zoning and planning statutes that continue to be used by localities are based upon models that were developed in the 1920’s. Prior to the “Growing Smart” project, the last set of model planning statutes was created more than 70 years earlier by the Commerce Department. To a great degree they have been enacted almost word for word by state and local governments and created today's standards of zoning and property use.  As a result these statutes gave localities broad discretion over land use and planning decisions with little State oversight, standards and criteria.
Changing state land use enabling legislation can significantly alter the power and responsibilities of local governments and constrain the power of “NIMBYism.” With funding from HUD, EPA FEMA and private foundations, APA spent seven years compiling its “Growing Smart” Legislative Guidebook. The guidebook does not suggest a single model but rather a plethora of options that can best fit the needs of the individual state. This is an extremely exhaustive and complete 1,300 page guide that is intended to provide governors, state lawmakers and land use experts with legislative tools to combat urban sprawl and protect farmland while at the same time promoting affordable housing and encourage redevelopment. 

A number of States, including Illinois, have enacted legislation taken from the Guidebook. There is a shorter Users Manual that can be ordered at http://www.planning.org/growingsmart/. A private website that allows interested users to keep track of progress in adoption of the Guidebook’s recommendations: http://law.wustl.edu/landuselaw/GrowingSmart.html 
B. Higher Density Housing: Myth and Fact, 2005, National Multi Housing Council, Sierra Club, AIA, and ULI
http://www.nmhc.org/Content/ServeFile.cfm?FileID=4647
The National Multi Housing Council, either by itself or in partnership with other organizations such as ULI, has long worked to overcome NIMBY attitudes to higher density and rental housing. This well written and presented report is an advocacy, not a research, document. It is designed to change perceptions and attitudes and should be used by groups working either to achieve general changes in density or to get projects approved. The document works to overcome pre-existing prejudices that:
· Higher-density development overburdens public schools and other public services and requires more infrastructure support systems.
· Higher-density developments lower property values in surrounding areas.

· Higher-density development creates more regional traffic congestion and parking problems than low-density development.

· Higher-density development leads to higher crime rates.

· Higher-density development is environmentally more destructive than lower-density development. 

· Higher-density development is unattractive and does not fit in a low-density community.

· No one in suburban areas wants higher-density development.

· Higher-density housing is only for lower-income households
Other papers and reports in the series include :White Paper: Overcoming Opposition to Multifamily Rental Housing (http://www.nmhc.org/Content/ServeContent.cfm?IssueID=566&ContentItemID=4204&siteArea=Topics) ; and, White Paper: From NIMBY to Good Neighbor (http://www.nmhc.org/Content/ServeContent.cfm?IssueID=566&ContentItemID=2994&siteArea=Topics)
C. Impact Fees: Equity and Housing Affordability- A Guidebook for Practitioners April 2007, prepared for HUD’s Office of Policy Development and Research by Liza K. Bowles, Newport Partners, LLC and Arthur C. Nelson, Ph.D., Virginia Tech

http://www.huduser.org/intercept.asp?loc=/Publications/pdf/impactfees.pdf
Probably the best overall study of impact fees, their history and their impact upon housing affordability written for local government leaders. It was written in part by Arthur Nelson, an academic that has assisted many communities to enact impact fee legislation. Impact fees are one-time charges applied to new development designed to assure that communities maintain adequate levels of public facilities in the face of growth. To assure adequate public facilities, impact fees are assessed and dedicated principally for the provision of additional water and sewer systems, schools, libraries, parks and recreation facilities, and other infrastructures made necessary by the presence of new residents in the area. The funds collected cannot be used for operation and maintenance, repair, alteration, or replacement of capital facilities.

Generally, taxes and bonds, not impact fees, are the best way to finance most public facilities. In the absence of the legal or political ability to raise taxes, elected officials see impact fees as the most acceptable, least painful option available to raise revenue. However, because tools and formulae to measure proportionate share are often arbitrary or not very sophisticated, many impact fees are regressive. This means they charge the same or similar fees on smaller less expensive homes that demand less service. This excellent guidebook helps local governments design fees that more equitably reflect actual, not supposed proportionate share and therefore have less of a negative impact on housing affordability. The Report includes information on the history of impact fees, discusses alternative financing models to ensure the most appropriate financing tools are at least considered, summarizes state legislation which can influence the design of local impact fee programs, and addresses how to design impact fees to be more progressive. 
D. Smart Codes In Your Community: A Guide To Building Rehabilitation Codes, August 2001, prepared for the Policy Development And Research, HUD by Building Technology Inc. http://www.huduser.org/intercept.asp?loc=/Publications/pdf/smartcodes.pdf
Building Codes were developed primarily to regulate the construction of new buildings. When applied to the rehabilitation of existing stock, these codes have often been a misfit requiring the unnecessary replacement of many still functional, serviceable elements. As a result, housing rehabilitation is often more expensive than necessary and, at worse, economically infeasible. Yet America’s stock of existing buildings – both residential and non-residential – continues to age. This stock represents a vital national asset that needs to be both preserved and enhanced This report, Smart Codes in Your Community: A Guide to Building Rehabilitation Codes, provides a broad overview of the general regulatory environment governing the use and reuse of existing buildings. It also provides examples of state and local efforts to reduce regulatory complexity and suggests possible strategies to help spur reinvestment in the existing building infrastructure. Specifically, this report: 

As a result of research conducted by HUD and others over the past twenty years, there are now smart housing codes specifically tailored to housing rehabilitation. They have been adopted in a few States and the International Code Council, in its Model Existing Building Code, adopted many of these regulatory innovations. However, most communities continue to utilize the traditional building code to regulate the rehabilitation of the existing stock. 

Although building code language can be very technical, this guide is written for the informed layperson. It examines various aspects of the current regulatory system and identifies areas of complexity in this system that may act to impede the rehabilitation of existing buildings. The report discusses some early reforms in state and local building rehabilitation regulations, reviews the major provisions of HUD’s model Smart Code language developed in 1997, considers recent regulatory developments since the issuance of HUD’s model language, and suggests possible strategies for encouraging the adoption of smart codes at the state and local level.
E. Electronic Permitting Systems and How to Implement Them, April 2002, Prepared for the Office of Policy Development and Research, HUD by the National Institute of Building Sciences http://www.huduser.org/Publications/PDF/permitting_all_4_12_02.pdf
Guide to More Effective and Efficient Building Regulatory Processes Through Information Technology, September 2006, Prepared for Office of Policy Development and Research, HUD, by Affordable Housing Task Force of the Alliance for Building Regulatory Reform in the Digital Age

http://www.huduser.org/Publications/pdf/Bldg_Reg_Process.pdf
Outmoded building codes and their inefficient administration are the regulations that most irritate many homebuilders, yet are ignored by housing advocates. These two publications address the issue of streamlining building code management and enforcement, especially through the application of information technologies in permitting, processing and code enforcement.  For example, electronic construction permitting is changing the way communities across the nation do business, speeding the building permit process for the people more involved – builders, inspectors, and plan reviewers – and providing better and more timely information to decision makers, managers, and staff throughout city hall. Initiated by a few pioneering jurisdictions in the early 1980s, electronic permitting is now becoming mainstream. This publication is designed to help America's communities understand the process of selecting and implementing an electronic permitting system. Benefiting from the experiences of others, communities can implement electronic permitting systems with better results and at lower cost.
The second publication is directed at assisting state and local governments in addressing these issues. National associations including the National Governors Association, Council of State Governments, National Association of Counties, U.S. Conference of Mayors, and the National League of Cities assembled examples of strategies, programs, and best practices that have been successful. Among such practices are those involving the streamlining of the building regulatory process through the effective use of information technology. This guide draws upon successful practices of State and local governments to provide elected officials and their building codes administration and enforcement agencies with examples that will help:

· Assess the need for streamlining the building codes administration and enforcement processes and procedures in your community; 

· Assess the potential use of information technology to improve services; and 

· Provide necessary steps to help ensure the successful implementation and effective use of information technology. 
Technical materials and guidance materials on this subject can be obtained from: http://www.ncsbcs.org/
F. Barriers to Rehabilitation of Affordable Housing: Volume 1 Findings and Analysis 2001, Prepared for Office of Policy Development and Research, HUD by the National Trust for Historic Preservation, and David Listokin, Center for Urban Policy Research, Rutgers http://www.huduser.org/intercept.asp?loc=/Publications/PDF/brahvol1.pdf
To the extent that housing rehabilitation is to be part of any workforce housing strategy, these two major studies prepared over an 8-year period by David Listokin of the Rutgers Center for Urban Policy Research are essential reading. The first study (in two volumes) on Barriers provides an exhaustive review of all the legal, regulatory (Federal as well as local) and financial barriers that impede the effective rehabilitation of our nation’s housing stock. After reading these detailed studies, one could incorrectly conclude that no housing rehabilitation ever occurs. In fact, it is reasonable to conclude that if some of these barriers were addressed, housing rehabilitation would even be a larger industry than it is.
The study demonstrates how the barriers are interrelated and often reinforcing. Excessive” building codes raise costs—and higher costs widen the economic gap. “Unclear” building codes make it harder to estimate costs, often limiting the contractor pool. Reduced market competition and a small contractor pool can lead to increased construction costs—again aggravating the economic gap. The economic gap, in turn, magnifies the impact of many of the barriers encountered in effecting affordable rehab. Delays, excessive codes, rising property taxes, and other issues would be less daunting if the margins in doing affordable-housing renovation were not as critical as they are.

Most importantly, the Report explains that most of these barriers to rehab are most problematic in those cases with the greatest potential social, economic, and planning benefits. Rehab is particularly challenging in mixed-use, adaptive reuse, and historic situations. For example, the building code alone can stop these types of efforts in their tracks. Conversion of upper-story space from commercial to housing may be thwarted by the building code’s demand that reuse and rehab satisfy new-construction standards—a near impossibility. The building code can also complicate mixed-use planning when code requirements for renovating apartments in mixed-use buildings often means that commercial uses, such as first-floor restaurants, be retrofitted to new-building standards. A second volume of this study, http://www.huduser.org/Publications/PDF/brahvol2.pdf) provides detailed case studies to substantiate the findings in Volume I 

G. Best Practices for Effecting the Rehabilitation of Affordable Housing, September 2006, Prepared For the Office Of Policy Development And Research, HUD by the National Trust For Historic Preservation And David Listokin, Center For Urban Policy Research, Rutgers http://www.huduser.org/Publications/pdf/BarriersVol1_part1.pdf
This Report, released five years after the Barriers to Rehab Report, is far more positive as it demonstrates the best of Rehab practices. Clearly the marketplace has demonstrated that barriers to rehab are not insurmountable. The roughly $200 billion of renovation done annually in the United States attests to this. The public and private sectors are working together on many fronts to resolve lingering issues. More rehab-friendly building code regulations (“smart codes”) have been adopted in New Jersey, Maryland, and a few other states. Banks have become more receptive to financing renovation. There are promising collaborations between the public sector and industry that are improving the collection of data on rehab so that it can be better understood. 

This very thorough Report identifies the practices that have been shown to work in renovating affordable housing. These best practices address the challenges to rehab at its development, construction, and occupancy stages. For example, receivership can improve property acquisition, recently developed software can aid cost estimation, and context-sensitive requirements (e.g., requiring less parking in areas served by mass transit) can reduce the land-use conflicts and other hurdles to rehab at the development stage. Renovation’s construction can be made less costly by enacting “smart codes,” adopting more flexible historic preservation regulations, and improving the coordination and implementation of lead-based paint, accessibility, and other mandates. 
The Report recommends a comprehensive series of supportive actions regarding development, construction, and occupancy to stimulate greater use of the existing stock. As with the earlier study on Barriers, a second volume is available with detailed case studies: http://www.huduser.org/Publications/pdf/BarriersVol2_part1.pdf
H. Study of Subdivision Requirements as a Regulatory Barrier, April 2007, prepared for Office of Policy Development and Research Washington, HUD by NAHB Research Center http://www.huduser.org/intercept.asp?loc=/Publications/pdf/subdiv_report.pdf
Local subdivision regulations represent a major tool by which local governments manage and shape the housing development process. In addition to laying land plats or site plans, these regulations establish infrastructure or site requirements to support new residential development, i.e., they establish specifications for streets, sidewalks, water and sewer, drainage, curbs and gutters, street signs, landscaping. In many cases, subdivision regulations also provide for trees, utility easements, and dedications of land or fees for recreational and/or school facilities. Yet, excessive local land development standards have long been cited as a common example of regulatory overregulation. Using research conducted by HUD in the 1980’s, New Jersey is the only State that has, to date, enacted state-wide engineering based land standards. 
The cost of these requirements represents a significant share of the cost of producing new housing. Such requirements can reasonably be considered “regulatory barriers” to affordable housing if the locally determined requirements are greater (and hence, more costly) than those necessary to achieve health and safety requirements in the community. This new study conducted for HUD is one of the first effort to quantify, on a nationwide basis, the costs of excessive site development regulation on affordable housing. To determine whether subdivision requirements exceeded this minimum and therefore could be considered a regulatory barrier, HUD commissioned a study to measure which local standards are in fact excessive. The study asked nationally recognized land development experts to devise benchmark subdivision standards. 

The study showed that in ninety-one percent (91%) of all the communities had one or more regulatory standards that exceeded the benchmarks. Jurisdictions exceeded the benchmarks most frequently for off-street parking, front setbacks, lot width, and lot size. Jurisdictions exceeded the benchmarks least frequently for floor area, sidewalk requirements, open space, and sidewalk width requirements. Lot size, lot width, and floor area accounted for the largest percentage of total costs for a variety of reasons: Excessive lot size regulations accounted for the largest percentage of cost (65%).

The frequency and magnitude of lot size requirements greater than the benchmarks, combined with the cost of land, resulted in the regulatory cost barrier for lot size accounting for the majority of total costs of the regulatory cost barriers for all the land and site development variables considered in this study. The average cost of excessive regulation resulting from subdivision standards for one dwelling unit was about 5 percent of the average cost of a new home. 

I. Regulating Place: Standards And The Shaping Of Urban America, Eran Ben-Joseph, Published 2005, Routledge Pres

In this compilation of various papers, Mr. Ben Joseph, a professor at MIT, looks at how design standards have shaped the built environment and the cost of housing. This is an excellent collection of papers including articles by Tony Downs, Bernie Siegan and Mr. Ben-Joseph himself. The book traces the history behind the evolution of building codes and the increasing influence of regulatory codes over urban design and planning during the past century. From the environment to housing to public space, the volume considers the positive and negative effects of regulation on American cities - particularly the merits of flexible approaches relative to more rigid, technocratic methods. "Regulating Place" also questions what sort of criteria should be used to measure regulatory success and what are the legal, political and economic implications of re-structuring standards and design guidelines.

J. Joint Venture for Affordable Housing, Affordable Housing Demonstration Case Studies, 1984-5, Prepared for Office of Policy Development & Research, HUD by NAHB Research Center 
In the early 1980’s, HUD undertook a number of regulatory reform activities as part of a public/private partnership collectively referred to the “Joint Venture for Affordable Housing.” As part of this effort, HUD organized a series of “pilot” public/private demonstrations in which local governments agreed, on a pilot basis, to waive many current standards and regulatory requirements and designated builders agreed, with HUD technical assistance, to utilize innovative land and site planning techniques, new technologies and creative design. The results were dramatic. In many cases savings of over 25% were achieved over traditional or “benchmark” developments in the same areas. HUD published a series of case studies substantiating, in great detail, the development and cost savings achieved.  As could be expected, the greatest savings were achieved through creative land planning that resulted in higher densities using attractive designs and land and site planning designs and site plans that made the projects acceptable in the local community. Reports were published, among others on demonstrations in Phoenix, Santa Fe, Portland Oregon, Crittenden county Arkansas, and Mesa County, Colorado. The Joint Venture demonstrations are an excellent template for possible future workforce pilots in the three selected metropolitan areas
K. A Community Guide to Factory-Built Housing, September 2001, Prepared for the Office of Policy Development and Research, HUD by Steven Winter Associates, Inc.
http://www.huduser.org/intercept.asp?loc=/Publications/PDF/factbuilt.pdf
Many Communities as well as housing advocates view the use of both modular   (local building code conforming) and manufactured (HUD- code) industrialized housing as part of any solution to workforce housing. In many communities manufactured housing is prohibited and modular housing is often discouraged This easy-to-understand Guidebook was designed for nonprofits and community groups to better understand the differences between modular and manufactured housing as well as both problems and opportunities these housing types present. It is also useful for those private builder developers that have not worked with factory built housing. The Guidebook shows the various developmental options available but also highlights the pitfalls and problems that can arise in using industrialized housing. For those seriously considering these options, an earlier, far more technical Report is recommended, Factory and Site-Built Housing: A Comparative Analysis, February 1999. http://www.huduser.org/publications/destech/factory.html. This very thorough report, although almost 10 years old, explores the technical regulatory and cost differences between site built, modular and manufactured housing. 

L. Removing Building Regulatory Barriers: A PATH Roundtable on Codes, January 2004 Prepared by the International Code Council http://www.huduser.org/Publications/pdf/removingbldg.pdf
Many advocates for workforce housing envision housing that, in fact, such housing will better than much of the housing currently produced by the marketplace. That is, housing that is “green,” energy efficient, durable or “sustainable.” Achieving such multiple objectives and remaining within rigid cost parameters may require using new technologies and building processes. Unfortunately, local building codes can prohibit or slow the adoption of many new technologies. This Report presents the results of a roundtable convened by HUD’s Partnership for Advancing Technology in Housing (PATH) program jointly with the International Code Council.  
The Roundtable found that it there is indeed a problem getting new technologies accepted but that only in part is it a regulatory problem. Larger issues such as liability, lack of knowledge by private innovators, and a shortage of investment resources for housing innovation re as significant barriers to innovation acceptance as is the building code process. However, a lack of clarity in building codes, special interests, untrained inspectors with excessive discretion, and as shortage of code administration resources are also major barriers to adoption of new techniques. 
V. OVERCOMING NIMBY
A. The Campaign for Affordable Housing, http://www.tcah.org/
The Campaign for Affordable Housing is a relatively new organization that was created specifically to educate the general public, policy makers and other segments of the population on the true nature of affordable housing and the people who reside there, including workforce housing. The Campaign recognizes that advocates for workforce housing will need data and media tools to overcome local regulatory barriers and NIMBY attitudes. The Campaign has available a number of publications and materials that will be extremely useful in the three pilot metropolitan areas These include: 
1. Housing Advocacy Catalog http://www.tcah.org/pdf/Housing_Advocacy_Catalog.pdf
This important document is a compilation of existing educational and outreach efforts with background and history on how they were organized, how they received funding, and how much it cost to run their campaign. It also has details on what medium was used to reach the audience as well as samples of the advertising. The Guidance allows the reader to choose the advertising message and method that would work best for their region, insert their own logo, and customize it for their own use as studies of successful local, regional and statewide housing advocacy campaigns for policies, expenditures and development.
2. Media Training Guide for Affordable Housing Advocates http://www.tcah.org/pdf/Media_Training_Guide.pdf
This is a practical resource for workforce and affordable housing advocates that are working with local and national print and broadcast media. The Guide provides some essential guidelines and information to create a campaign to support workforce and/or affordable housing. The guide provides step-by-step directions, advice, and examples that will enable a campaign tailored to local needs and resources, staff, timeframe, and budget.
On May 16, 2007, the Campaign for Affordable Housing hosted a San Diego Forum on Overcoming Regulatory Barriers to Workforce Housing 
supported by the U.S. Department of Housing & Urban Development and sponsored by Washington Mutual, which focused on overcoming unnecessary rules, regulations and red tape that often drive up the cost of producing housing impact quality of life.  The forum's audio proceedings can be downloaded at  http://www.tcah.org/sdfwh.cfm
B. NIMBY Resources, website of the California Department of Housing & Community Development http://www.hcd.ca.gov/hpd/nimby.htm.
The California Department of Housing and Community Development, in association with the Non-Profit Housing Association of Northern California (NPH) and the California Affordable Housing Law Project, has long provided extensive publications as resources for addressing NIMBY and similar barriers. Together these constitute a comprehensive “Toolkit” for organizing actions to combat NIMBY and promote affordable housing. Among the downloadable publications are:
· From NIMBY to YIMBY 
· LAEDC/KABC — "Not in my Backyard" Radio Campaign" 

· "Myths & Facts About Affordable and High Density Housing" 

· Examples of Materials and Outreach Strategies used in Housing Education Campaigns 
· How to Organize Successful Affordable Housing Tours 
· How to Create a Cable TV Show about Affordable Housing 
· Education/Advocacy Campaigns on Affordable Housing in the Bay Area

· Six Steps to Getting Local Government Approvals 
· Speakers Bureau Do's and Don'ts 

· What Works in Affordable Housing Elements 

· Who Needs Affordable Housing? What are "Low Income" and "Very Low Income"?
C. Getting to YIMBY: Getting to YIMBY: Lessons in YES In My Back Yard, 2003 National Low Income Housing Coalition http://nlihc.org/doc/2003-1.pdf
Many guidebooks and advocacy materials on regulatory barriers have been developed by homebuilders, realtors or general housing advocacy organizations.  Getting to YIMBY was prepared by the National Low Income Housing Coalition. While not a particularly innovative document, the document important as it demonstrates a widening coalition in favor of regulatory reform. The document complements other materials produced by the Campaign for Affordable Housing in that it provides guidance on getting local government approval and countering local community resistance.
D. Creating a Task Force on Regulatory Barriers to Affordable Housing

U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development Office of Policy Development and Research 2007 http://www.huduser.org/rbc/nca/doc/HUDsGuideToCreatingTaskForce.pdf
A brief guide prepared by the Department of Housing and Urban Development, on organizing a local task force to address regulatory barriers. This succinct guidebook is best used in combination with other similar documents and resources such as that from the Campaign for Affordable Housing or the California Department of Housing and Community Development. 

E. Strategies for Overcoming Regulatory Barriers: Reconnaissance Report, January 27, 2006 Newport Partners, Unpublished study prepared for U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development Office of Policy Development and Research  (File available) 
Although an internal HUD working paper, this is an excellent reconnaissance of local partnerships and grass-roots organizations active in land use issues that promote affordable housing and should be useful to ULI’s workforce housing effort. The results are not comprehensive but they do represent the kinds of organizations and activities that experts in the field were able to identify. The appendix contains a directory of organizations included in the growing database. In addition to identifying the active and emerging organizations, the report describes their effective activities, priorities and capabilities. A final section suggests a number of strategies that could assist the organizations, especially emerging partnerships. Very few organizations (2 out of 86) have regulatory barriers as their primary focus. However, the barrier given the highest priority by these organizations is exclusionary zoning with inclusionary zoning offered as a common “solution” (except by some builder’s associations). Accessory units, building codes and speed of permit processing are other regulatory concerns. Most (63 out of 86) are grass-roots community organizations promoting a more favorable public attitude toward affordable housing and advocating regulatory reform to allow more construction of low-cost housing. 
F. Affordable Housing Designer Advisor, a website developed by HUD in cooperation with AIA, Federal Home Loan Bank of Boston, NCEED, Neighborhood Reinvestment Corporation, Enterprise Foundation, and LISC, http://www.designadvisor.org/
Experience has shown that in dealing with NIMBY attitudes towards both workforce and affordable housing, “design matters.”  When shown examples of attractive high density housing developed with good site plans, opposition to development often dissipates. An excellent resource for addressing this issue is the Affordable Housing Design Advisor. Not only does this useful website maintain an inventory of photos of attractive affordable housing throughout the nation, but it also provides detailed information on good design and how it can be achieved. The website also includes extensive information on methods and approaches for “designing for density.” 
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