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                                       UPDATE #1: 2013 

 
To keep our friends current, we will summarize some of EHI’s recent activities below.  

The headlines are: 

 

 In a letter published by the Washington Post, EHI points out consequences of 

local governments’ failures to plan for enough housing near jobs 

 EHI responds to online questions regarding the Washington Post letter 

 In support of statements in that letter, EHI summarizes on its website studies 

indicating that:  

 Washington area jurisdictions fail to plan for, and permit, enough 

housing for their workforces; 

 Predominantly residential developments near transit succeed in 

suburbs as well as cities; and 

 New housing is not a drag on local tax bases 

 EHI thanks the Reston (Virginia) Task Force for progress on increasing the 

housing component of its Metrorail (commuter rail) station area planning 

 EHI’s year-end appeal receives a generous response once again 

 

« « « » » » 

 

In letter published by Washington Post, EHI points out consequences of 

local governments’ failures to plan for enough housing near jobs  
 

On April 29, the Washington Post printed EHI’s letter noting adverse consequences of 

the failures by local governments in the Washington area to plan for, and permit, enough 

housing for their workforces. The Post also published that letter online on April 28. That 

version is available at: http://www.washingtonpost.com/opinions/governments-failure-to-

plan-for-housing-is-hurting-people/2013/04/28/b169a93e-adc5-11e2-b240-

9ef3a72c67cc_story.html.  
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The letter made several basic points: 

 

1. Most area jurisdictions still are failing to plan for, and permit, enough housing for 

their workforces (discussed below, p. 4); 

2. Those failures aggravate many of the housing-related issues on which the Post has 

reported recently, such as: 

 Gentrification in the city and inner suburbs, leading to displacement of 

low- and moderate-income residents;  

 Sequestration of a portion of Federal housing assistance funds;  

 Excessive housing costs—especially in the rental market;  

 Homelessness and the inadequate supply of public housing; and  

 Housing speculators bidding up prices for real estate beyond the means of 

low- and moderate-income people; 

3. There are many documented success stories of communities near transit that are 

predominantly residential (discussed below, p. 4); and  

4. New residents generally are not a significant drain on local government finances, 

as some officials fear (discussed below, p. 6). 

 

 

EHI responds to online questions regarding Washington Post letter 

 
The online version of EHI’s April Washington Post letter drew numerous comments. 

Several were supportive and several others misconstrued EHI’s points. The latter 

comments questioned the constitutional basis of EHI’s position and the need for “equity” 

in government housing policy, After EHI explained its actual position in more detail on 

April 29, there were no further comments. EHI President Tom Loftus explained: 

 

Actually, there is a strong constitutional underpinning to EHI’s arguments. 

First, all that EHI’s letter says is that when governments “plan for, and 

permit” land uses, those actions should allow the private sector to produce 

enough housing where it is needed. Local exclusionary zoning and other 

regulatory barriers too often don’t allow that.   

  

Allowing enough private-sector housing doesn’t cost government a 

thing.
[1]

 It doesn’t require government to provide everyone with housing. 

                                                 
[1] 

Ed. note: When new, private-sector housing is built, there often are resulting costs 

incurred for public services related to the new development—examples being water, 

sewer, and road construction. EHI’s point was that merely planning for enough housing 

for new residents, when local governments plan for the future (which almost all local 

governments do in metropolitan areas), does not impose increased costs on local 

governments.       

 

As discussed below (p. 6), numerous studies indicate that new residents impose little (if 

any) long-term financial burden on local governments. The increased costs resulting from 

new residential development can be handled by local governments in ways that allow it to 
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It just requires governments to do their planning and regulation right as 

regards housing. The failure of area governments to designate enough land 

and density for residences for current and future workers is well-

documented.   

  

As to constitutional requirements—regardless whether governments have 

a duty to provide or pay for housing, they have a constitutional duty not to 

interfere unjustifiably with the opportunity of private citizens to provide 

and obtain housing. That is EHI’s focus. American constitutional law 

gives citizens a right to be free from governmental regulations that do not 

promote the public health, safety, morals or general welfare. Numerous 

state Supreme Courts have ruled that exclusionary zoning, which unduly 

limits residential development, is contrary to the general welfare and 

unconstitutional.   

  

Also, 35 state constitutions expressly declare the inalienable rights to life, 

liberty, and the pursuit of happiness. Those rights, as understood by the 

writers of the Nation’s constitutions, include opportunities for every 

American to meet basic needs – including adequate housing, food, and 

clothing – and to achieve reasonable personal fulfillment. EHI’s website 

(http://cswac.org) discusses the constitutional and other legal require-

ments.   

  

“Equity” to EHI means fairness. Government housing laws are constitu-

tionally required to be equitable in various ways. For example, there is the 

requirement of “equal protection of the laws” under the federal and state 

constitutions.” 

 

 

EHI summarizes on its website studies that support statements in 

Washington Post letter 
 

EHI recently has added discussions to  its website of various recent studies whose results 

support increasing the housing supply, relative to the number of workers, in Washington-

area (and other) suburbs. Those studies relate to: (1) the failure of local jurisdictions to 

plan for, and permit, enough privately-financed housing for their workers; (2) the 

                                                                                                                                                 

balance its books without excluding or unduly burdening new residents who work in the 

jurisdiction—or have some other reasonable expectation of housing opportunity there. 

 

Local governments often ask (or require) developers to pay some or all of the costs of 

increased public services attributable to the development. Those costs tend to be passed 

on to the new residents, one way or another. Short of effectively excluding, or unduly 

burdening, new residents, collecting such “impact fees” can be a reasonable financial 

option for local governments.  
 

http://cswac.org/
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successes of predominantly residential suburban developments near transit; and (3) the 

effects of new housing on local tax bases. 

  

1. Washington area jurisdictions fail to plan for, and permit, enough 

housing for their workforces—George Mason University study 
 

As reported in the May 2012 EHI Update and on EHI’s website: 

(http://www.cswac.org/index.php?option=com_content&view=article&id=112), a recent, 

comprehensive study by George Mason University’s Center for Regional Analysis 

(“GMU”) finds that overall, local governments in the Washington, DC, area are planning 

for an insufficient amount of housing to accommodate future workers. GMU, Housing 

the Region’s Future Workforce (Oct. 25, 2011), posted at: http://cra.gmu.edu/.)  

 

That study also documents that the Washington region has not been producing nearly 

enough housing over the last 20 years to keep up with job growth in a responsible manner. 

GMU’s housing research is relied on by local jurisdictions throughout the Washington 

area.  

 

2. Predominantly residential developments near transit succeed in 

suburbs as well as cities, according to recent studies 
 

One reason why certain suburban planners have hesitated to approve predominantly 

residential developments near mass transit stations (“transit-oriented developments or 

TOD’s”) is that studies indicate some suburban TOD’s which are predominantly 

commercial (offices, retail stores, etc.) are thriving.  

 

However, EHI’s research—newly summarized on EHI’s website—indicates that 

predominantly residential TOD’s also have been quite successful in many suburban areas, 

as well as cities (including in the Washington, DC, area). EHI sees no need for local 

jurisdictions in job-rich suburbs of thriving, metropolitan areas to aggravate existing 

housing shortages by continuing to plan for mainly commercial TOD’s.  

 

Suburban success stories across America 

 

A recent CTOD report discusses flourishing new development patterns within a half-mile 

of new light rail lines (in the Minneapolis (MN), Denver (CO), and Charlotte (NC) 

areas—two of which are predominantly residential. CTOD, Rails to Real Estate (March 

2011), posted at: 

http://ctod.org/portal/sites/default/files/CTOD_R2R_Final_20110321.pdf. For a summary 

of each of those development patterns, see EHI’s home page (http://cswac.org).  

 

CTOD has documented numerous other suburban success stories. E.g., CTOD, 

Performance-Based Transit-Oriented Development Typology Guidebook, 47-49, 50-53 

(2010) (Oak Park, IL, and West Irving, TX), posted at: http://ctod.org/portal/CTOD-

Reconnecting-America-Reports. Of course, CTOD also has documented numerous 

residential TOD success stories in cities, too.  

 

http://www.cswac.org/index.php?option=com_content&view=article&id=112
http://cra.gmu.edu/
http://ctod.org/portal/sites/default/files/CTOD_R2R_Final_20110321.pdf
http://cswac.org/
http://ctod.org/portal/CTOD-Reconnecting-America-Reports
http://ctod.org/portal/CTOD-Reconnecting-America-Reports
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Meaning of “predominantly” residential or non-residential development 

 

EHI’s website also explains that it generally takes much more square footage to house 

workers than to provide offices or other workplaces for them. So, “balance” between 

residential and non-residential development generally means providing much more 

square footage (at least twice as much) for residential than for non-residential 

development. “Predominantly residential” development contains more than one housing 

unit for every (approximately) 1.5 jobs in the community. “Predominantly commercial” 

development contains the opposite.   

 

Often, local government officials use the term “balance” to describe a situation where 

there is a roughly equal amount of square footage devoted to commercial and residential 

development. But that situation results in about four office jobs for every housing unit, 

and more workers in other categories than the housing units could accommodate. (The 

generally recommended target standard for a community is one housing unit for every 1.5 

jobs there, according to a recent American Planning Association (APA) advisory. APA 

Advisory Service Report 516, Jobs-Housing Balance, p. 4 (2003), posted at: 

http://www.planning.org/pas/reports/subscribers/pdf/ PAS516.pdf.) 

 

Suburban success stories in the Washington area 

 

Predominantly residential TOD has a successful track record in the Washington 

metropolitan area, both in urban and suburban locations (as CTOD and others have 

documented).  Examples such as the Courthouse and Clarendon stations on the Metrorail 

(commuter rail) Orange Line in Arlington, Virginia, merit attention by planners for future 

TOD's.  

  

The areas within a half-mile of the Courthouse and Clarendon stations had a jobs-housing 

units ratio below 1.6:1 as of 2009. See Robert Brosnan, 40 Years of Transit Oriented 

Development, p. 45 (May 15, 2010) (presentation to Reston (VA) Task Force; posted at: 

http://www.fairfaxcounty.gov/dpz/projects/reston/presentations/40_years_of_transit_orie

nted_development.pdf (totals for office jobs and residential units within one-half mile of 

Arlington Orange Line stations).  (It is estimated that before the recent recession, there 

was an average of 1.6 workers per housing unit in the Washington region. The overall 

ratio of jobs to housing units for the Rosslyn-Ballston Corridor (which contains the 

Courthouse, Clarendon, and other Arlington Orange Line stations) was 3.44:1, as of 

2009.)  

  

Montgomery County, MD, is aiming for a 2.05:1 overall jobs-households ratio for its Red 

Line Metrorail station areas. John A. Carter, Planning at Metro Stations: Case Studies and 

Lessons Learned, p. 26 (Montgomery County, MD, Urban Design and Preservation 

Division, May 18, 2010) (presented to Reston Task Force, Feb. 23, 2010); posted at:  

http://www.fairfaxcounty.gov/dpz/projects/reston/presentations/planning_at_metro_statio

ns.pdf. That report counsels planners to “focus on housing for all” and “balance jobs and 

housing.” Id. at 23-25. Local planners should take advantage of the opportunities TOD 

presents to decrease the area’s serious housing shortage. 

 

http://www.planning.org/pas/reports/subscribers/pdf/%20PAS516.pdf
http://www.fairfaxcounty.gov/dpz/projects/reston/presentations/40_years_of_transit_oriented_development.pdf
http://www.fairfaxcounty.gov/dpz/projects/reston/presentations/40_years_of_transit_oriented_development.pdf
http://www.fairfaxcounty.gov/dpz/projects/reston/presentations/planning_at_metro_stations.pdf
http://www.fairfaxcounty.gov/dpz/projects/reston/presentations/planning_at_metro_stations.pdf
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EHI now is concentrating its local advocacy on job-rich Northern Fairfax County, 

Virginia, and on the rapid development being planned along the new Silver Line 

(commuter rail) being built from Tysons Corner to eastern Loudoun County. EHI’s 

advocacy appears to be getting substantial results in some areas, as summarized below. 

However, local government planning for that corridor so far has been predominantly 

commercial.   

 

There appears to be no reason why Silver Line station areas generally could not plan for 

truly balanced residential and nonresidential development, to prevent more and more new 

workers having to live far away and pay an increasing percentage of their incomes for 

housing costs. 

 

3. New housing is not a drag on local tax bases, based on numerous 

studies  
 

A recent study by the nonprofit group Housing Virginia addresses the “common 

misperception among local government officials” that new residents consume more local 

tax dollars, through services they require, than they generate through local taxes. Housing 

Virginia, The Effects of Housing on the Local Economy, p. 5 (Dec. 2011), posted at 

www.housingvirginia.org.  

  

That fiscal concern influences many local governments to plan for, and permit, an 

insufficient amount of housing for their workforces. Housing Virginia concludes: 

  

Contrary to the common misperception, housing is not a drag on the local 

tax base but a contributor to the local tax coffers. The analysis in this 

paper indicates that housing values are typically sufficient to cover the 

costs of education and total local government expenses (including 

education). If the indirect and induced impacts of new homes to a 

community were added to the equation, the conclusion would be even 

more dramatic and compelling that housing is a fiscal asset to the 

community not a liability. 

  

Id., p. 7. For more on that study, please see EHI’s home page (http://cswac.org).   

  

Of course, even if new housing for local workers were a drag on the local tax base, there 

would be no excuse for a local government to exclude them as residents. Such 

exclusionary policies are bad public policy because they increase many problems 

unnecessarily, such as: urban sprawl (and its undesirable environmental effects), traffic 

congestion and commuting times, motor fuel consumption, road building and 

maintenance costs, housing market hyper-inflation and deflation, poverty, and even 

homelessness. 

  

In fact (as explained on EHI’s website), exclusionary zoning has been declared illegal in 

many states (including Virginia). Any argument that new housing leads to net fiscal costs 

would have to consider those costs in isolation from the ample commercial tax revenues 

http://www.housingvirginia.org/
http://cswac.org/
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that the new residents and their enterprises generate. See, for example, the Town of 

Herndon study discussed below.  

  

Planning for, and permitting, enough private-sector housing for the workforce doesn’t 

cost government anything, in and of itself. It just requires local governments to do their 

planning and land use regulation right, as regards housing. Further, if local jurisdictions 

encouraged the building of enough private-sector housing, government housing 

assistance expenditures could be much lower per person, because housing costs would be 

much lower. 

   

For the most part, local governments have not publicized the figures and methodology in 

analyses done for them on the overall fiscal effects of new residents. However, certain 

analyses are available that support the same general conclusion as the Housing Virginia 

study. For example: 

 

Town of Herndon (VA) study (2011) 

  

As part of its recent Metrorail-area planning (discussed below), the Town of Herndon had 

consultants analyze the effects on its finances of new businesses, workers and residents in 

the 38-acre core Metrorail area. The consultants forecast net tax revenues of almost $6.5 

million annually, as of 2035 (based on 2011 dollars), due to as many as 13,425 new 

workers (and their businesses) in that area.   

  

By contrast, the consultants forecast that there would be a net annual cost to the Town of 

about $106 per new housing unit as of 2035 (about $250,000 annually, based on 2,357 

new housing units). Thus, the net costs of new residents would be – at most – about 4 

percent of net revenues from new workers and their businesses. At that rate, the Town 

could properly balance its total number of jobs and housing units for only a fraction of 

the new revenues it anticipates from the Metrorail area. For more details on the Town 

consultants’ fiscal analysis, please see EHI’s home page (http://cswac.org).    

  

Clearly, the Town of Herndon could cure its imbalance of jobs and housing units and 

grow much wealthier at the same time. 

 

Other notable studies 

  

The findings by experts that residents basically pull their fiscal weight are not all recent. 

Classic works in the field stated that conclusion decades ago. See, e.g., Richard F. 

Babcock, The Zoning Game 42 (U. Wisconsin Press, 1966) (residential developments 

“are popularly believed to add less to the tax base than the cost of municipal services they 

create, a myth which has been exposed by Ruth Mace in the book she edited, Municipal 

Cost-Revenue Research in the United States [(U.N.C. Press 1961)]”).  

  

There are studies that show that housing is a net drain on local finances where the 

residents involved have school children. However, as pointed out by EHI Advisory 

Committee member Prof. William Fischel, a leading expert on the economics of both 

housing and education: 

 

http://cswac.org/
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 Those studies are flawed because they assume that houses are perpetually 

occupied by school-age children. That is not the case; and  

 Educated children are assets, of course, not liabilities— both to their families and 

their community. 

 

* * * * 

  

New businesses generally create immensely greater net revenues to the local government 

than any net costs their workers create as residents. And the studies noted above illustrate 

that generally there is little or no net cost to local governments from new residents. 

  

 

EHI thanks Reston Task Force for progress on increasing housing 

component of its Metrorail station area planning 

 
On May 14, 2013, EHI President Tom Loftus spoke before the Reston (Virginia) Master 

Plan Special Study Task Force (RTF). (That group is writing recommendations for the 

types and amounts of new development within approximately a half-mile radius of three 

future Silver Line Metrorail (commuter rail) stations in Fairfax County, Virginia.)  

 

Loftus thanked the Task Force and the Fairfax County Department of Planning and 

Zoning (DPZ) staff member assigned to assist the Task Force for persuading DPZ’s staff 

to change its position on the proper ratio of commercial versus residential development in 

Reston.  DPZ is drafting the actual Comprehensive Plan language that will be the basis 

for approval of development applications. 

  

The Task Force, which has studied the development issues intensively for several years, 

has made clear repeatedly that it wants an appropriate balance of residential uses and 

employment opportunities in each station area and in Reston overall.  The latest 

development scenario that it asked the Fairfax County Dept. of Transportation (Scenario 

G, testing requested in November 2012) would result in a jobs/households ratio in Reston 

as a whole of about 2.5:1.
2
 

 

However, DPZ’s first draft Comprehensive Plan text of February 22, 2013, stated: “A 

specific objective of approximately 3.0 jobs per household measured across the entire 

Reston community is established with this plan.” (DPZ, DRAFT Comprehensive Plan 

Text Text dated 2/22/13 for Reston Transit Station Areas “First Draft CP text,” at p. 3).  

 

When the RTF expressed concern that  a 3 jobs per household ratio seemed too high for 

Reston overall, DPZ’s initial staff response was that: “A discussion by the Task Force 

about revising the jobs to household ratio needs to consider that the Dulles Corridor is an 

employment center for the County, providing jobs for an area greater than Reston.” (First 

                                                 
2
 That scenario envisioned the addition of 24,477 jobs and 18,740 households in the TSA’s by 2030, or a 

jobs/households ratio for new development of 1.3:1. There were an estimated 82,482 jobs in Reston’s TSA 

areas in 2010, and there were an estimated 25,522 households in Reston overall at that time. (The vast 

majority of Reston jobs were in the TSA areas.)  
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Draft CP text, Annotated with Task Force Comments and Staff Response Annotated 

(3/25/13), p. 4.)  

 

Of course, the RTF had been considering that fact and its ramifications in depth for 

several  years—as well as the failure of the County to plan for, and permit, enough 

housing for both present and future workers in the Reston area, and a myriad of other 

relevant factors. As discussed in earlier Updates and on EHI’s website, before EHI 

started writing and speaking to the RTF in March 2011, its discussions centered around 

data DPZ had supplied it to the effect that job growth in the Reston station areas to 2030 

would be almost 4 times the amount of housing growth.  

 

The draft CP text also conflicted with a founding goal of Reston—“That the people be 

able to live and work in the same community.” As mentioned, the general target standard 

jobs/housing ratio for a community includes one suitable housing unit for every 1.5 jobs 

there, according to a recent American Planning Association Advisory. That ratio is 

roughly comparable to a 1:1 ratio of jobs to workers living in the community.  

 

After RTF members criticized DPZ’s proffered objective of 3 jobs per household—which 

would mean that at least half of Reston’s workers would have to commute from other 

communities—DPZ staff reviewed the issues further. Version 2 of its draft CP text (May 

13, 2013) stated: “Staff agrees that the jobs-to-household ratio should be adjusted. New 

objective still under discussion.” The DPZ acknowledgement that its proffered objective 

of 3 jobs per household for Reston overall should be adjusted is an important step. 

 

 

2012 year-end appeal receives another generous response 
 

EHI supporters are keeping up their generous level of donations in response to its annual 

appeals. So far, the organization has received $2,615 in response to the 2012 appeal—

roughly comparable to that for its previous year-end appeals. Thanks so much for all of 

your support—material and other! Your donations help us continue and expand our 

operations. In fact, feel free to send more (please see below)! 

 

- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -   

Equitable Housing Institute    /    P.O. Box 1402, Vienna, VA 22183 
 

I support EHI=s important work! I am giving:  
 

___ $100   ___$50   ___$25  ___$10   Other: $________  
 Please make checks payable to EHI and consider your postage costs as part of your 

contribution. It will save EHI many times that amount in mailing costs.  

 FOR CREDIT CARD CONTRIBUTIONS: Please donate through EHI=s website 

(http://www.cswac.org).   

CONTRIBUTIONS TO EHI ARE TAX-DEDUCTIBLE 

- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 


