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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Colorado voters are being asked to approve a so-called “smart growth” amendment (Amendment 24) to the state constitution in the November 2000 general election. Among other things, the amendment would require municipalities to adopt “urban growth boundaries (called “growth areas” by the amendment), outside of which urban development would not be allowed. The result is rationing of land for urban development. And, as can be expected where supply is artificially limited, whether land or gasoline, prices can be expected to rise. 

Growth Areas Raise Housing Prices: The evidence from Oregon, with the nation’s most restrictive land rationing laws, confirms that higher housing prices can be associated with urban growth boundaries of the type proposed in the Colorado constitutional amendment. The National Association of Homebuilders Housing Opportunity Index, which measures the percentage of houses sold that can be afforded by the median income household, shows that housing affordability has declined in the Portland area to a far greater degree than in any other major metropolitan area (79 metropolitan areas over 500,000).

From 1991 (earliest available data) to 2000, Portland’s Housing Opportunity Index declined 51.8 percent (from 68.3 to 32.9), more than double that of Detroit, which experienced the second greatest decline in housing affordability. 

Over the same period of time, as the economy has boomed, housing affordability in the other major metropolitan areas has increased 13.5 percent, from 56.9 to 64.6.

Portland has become the least affordable major metropolitan area outside of California and less affordable than Los Angeles. 

Portland’s loss of housing affordability is not explained by other factors:

Metropolitan areas with similar household income trends experienced an increase of 28.5 percent in housing affordability, compared to Portland’s 51.8 percent decline. Portland’s loss in affordability was nearly five times that of second ranked Tacoma.

Portland is among the highest population growth metropolitan areas. Other high growth metropolitan areas experienced a housing affordability increase of 14.3 percent, compared to Portland’s decline of 51.8 percent. Portland’s housing affordability fell more than 2.5 times that of Denver, which declined 19.2 percent.

Western metropolitan areas experience an increase in housing affordability of 47.3 percent, compared to Portland’s decline of 51.8 percent.

Pulling Up the Ladder of Home Ownership Opportunity: If it is assumed that the difference between Portland’s excess housing cost increase is the result of land rationing, then nearly 15 percent of households may have been made financially ineligible to purchase homes in Portland over the last decade. If the difference is only one-half of the excess increase, then more than eight percent would no longer be eligible. At these rates, from 75,000 to 130,000 households in the Denver area and 125,000 to 220,000 households in Colorado could be made ineligible for home ownership over the next decade by Amendment 24’s Portland style land rationing.

But there is much more at stake than the simple matter of home ownership. Houses and their growing equity represents the greatest source of savings for lower middle income people. The equity that is built up through the years is available to supplement meager social security retirement income. Moreover,  home equity can be used to finance college education, or new business startups. Denying home ownership to a significant percentage of citizens could have far reaching social implications.

Housing Price Increases Exceed any Potential Government Cost Increases: Advocates of “smart growth” policies claim that higher densities will reduce the costs of government. The evidence cited is invariably theoretical, and is at odds with the general tendency for the costs of government to be lower in lower density suburbs. However, it is evident that the rising housing costs induced by smart growth could be substantially higher than even the theoretical costs cited by proponents. Based upon the measures outlined above, Portland’s housing prices have increased an average of more than $50,000 compared to other metropolitan areas in just nine years. Similar patterns are evident for the smaller Oregon metropolitan areas (Eugene, Medford and Salem).

“Takings” Lawsuits Could be Costly: Imposition of urban growth boundaries could create substantial liabilities for Colorado governments. Many owners of property outside UGBs will suffer an immediate and substantial drop in the value of their land. This is because most developable land is agricultural, and with the continuing excess of such land in the United States, its value is relatively low.
 The average public liability per farm or ranch could be as much as $8 million. In Jefferson County alone, it is estimated that the potential taxpayer liability could be over $100 million.

“Smoke Filled Rooms:” Land rationing would politicize development in Colorado and would create a far greater potential for the involvement of political contributions and other forms of lobbying in the local government process. This is likely to lead to a less open government process in Colorado and could lead to unprecedented political corruption.

Land Rationing Increases Traffic Congestion and Air Pollution: Among the most important reasons that people are concerned about urban growth are traffic congestion and air pollution. However, land rationing increases traffic congestion and air pollution, because it forces all of the increase in traffic to occur in a smaller area. Land rationing could restore Denver’s “brown cloud” 

RATION GAS OR LAND: HIGHER PRICES

Around the nation there has been  great interest in so-called “smart growth” policies that seek to mitigate consequences perceived to the result of urban expansion (“urban sprawl”). A principal “smart growth” strategy is urban growth boundaries. Urban growth boundaries require virtually all new development to occur within the UGB, outlawing development outside. A proposed constitutional amendment in Colorado would apply the concept of urban growth boundaries throughout the state (called “growth areas” by the proposed amendment).

Urban growth boundaries have the potential to reduce the affordability of housing. Generally, Any restriction (rationing) in the supply of any commodity results in higher prices, where the demand is constant. Because the effect of UGBs is to ration the amount of land available for urban development, higher housing prices can be expected.. This effect can be readily identified in the present comparatively high prices of petroleum, which has been cause by the Organization of Petroleum Exporting Countries (OPEC) policy to limit (ration) production to increase prices. With respect to land development, prices are not only driven up by the land rationing itself, but also by the more restricted competition between developers and builders, as only those organizations fortunate enough to have purchased land within the urban growth boundary are able to compete in the market.

Oregon has adopted the nation’s most restrictive land use laws, effectively requiring all urban areas to establish “urban growth” boundaries (UGB). Oregon’s land rationing laws are the oldest in the nation that relate to entire urban areas. Oregon’s land rationing experience appears to have propelled the type of inordinate housing cost increases that economic theory would predict.

PORTLAND: A STEEP DECLINE IN HOUSING AFFORDABILITY

Oregon has implemented comprehensive smart growth policies on a regional basis to a far more significant degree than any other part of the nation. Under Oregon law, all urban areas in the state are required to establish urban growth boundaries. The experience of these areas provides strong evidence of the expected economic impacts of land rationing --- housing has become less affordable at a rate far exceeding that of the rest of the nation.

This report compares the experience of Portland with that of 79 other urban areas with more than 500,000 population.
 The “Housing Opportunity Index,”
 (which measures the percentage of median income households that could afford the median priced house sold in the area),  is used in the analysis. The research summarized below outlines in detail the Portland experience in relation to other large urban areas and includes an analysis of the experience in smaller Oregon metropolitan areas.

For approximately the first 15 years of Oregon’s land rationing law, Portland’s urban growth boundary had little, if any on housing prices. This is because Portland officials had set the urban growth boundary well outside the urban area, so that there was a healthy supply of land to be developed

By the early 1990s, development had consumed much of the land within the urban growth boundary. Under the land rationing law, Portland and other Oregon urban areas are required to maintain a 20 year reserve of developable land within their urban growth boundaries. But rather than expand the urban growth boundary, Portland’s planners decided instead to require higher densities in the future, which would theoretically allow for the anticipated growth within the current boundary. This was accomplished by reducing the size of individual housing parcels, requiring or encouraging more condominium and apartment development.

In 1991
, Portland remained one of the nation’s more affordable housing markets, with a Housing Opportunity Index (HOI) of 68.3, well above the national average of 56.9. Out of the 80 metropolitan areas. Portland ranked 28th in affordability. 

At the same time, the nation’s continuing prosperity has improved housing affordability, with the HOI rising 13.5 percent to 64.6 (Figure #1). Over the same period of time Portland’s HOI dropped to 32.9, and a ranking of 76 our of 80. Only San Francisco, San Jose and San Diego were less affordable in the first quarter of 2000 (Tables #A-1 and #A-2) 
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Figure #1

Portland’s Housing Affordability Index fell 51.8 percent from 1991 to 2000
, by far the largest reduction of any of the 80 urban areas reviewed (Figure #2). 

Portland’s 1991 HOI was 68.3, well above the national average of 56.9. By 2000, Portland’s HOI had fallen to 32.9, barely one-half the national average of 64.6.

No other urban area experience a HOI reduction that was even close to that of Portland. Detroit, which ranked 79th in HOI change, experienced a HOI reduction of 23.5 percent, less than one-half Portland’s decline. Housing affordability declined 19.2 percent in Denver, less than 40 percent of Portland’s 51.8 percent decline. At 58.5, Denver’s Housing Opportunity Index remains well above Portland’s 32.9.


[image: image2.wmf]Change in Housing Opportunity Index: 1991-2000

Portland

National

2nd Worst (Detroit)

-60%

-40%

-20%

0%

20%

40%


Figure #2

Portland’s reduction in housing affordability is in contrast with the national experience. Generally, housing affordability improved, with an average increase of 24.3 percent. Housing affordability improved in 61 of the 80 urban areas.

Portland’s decline in housing affordability was also by far the greatest when measured in terms of HOI points lost. Portland’s decline of 35.4 points, from 68.3 in 1991 to 32.9 in 2000 was approximately double that of 79th ranked Detroit, and well below the 7.7 point average increase for the 80 urban areas

If Portland had achieved average the average income and housing cost increases over the period, the median house price would have been $53,700 less in 2000, at $52,700.

.

PORTLAND: HOUSING AFFORDABILITY DROP UNRELATED TO INCOME

Over the period reviewed, median household income in Portland has increased at less than the average rate for the 80 urban areas. Median household income rose 37.7 percent in Portland, compared to the all city average of 39.4 percent.

A group of  metropolitan areas with similar income increases was examined, including the seven urban areas ranking directly above or below Portland over the 1991 to 2001 period (Table #A-3 and Figure #3). 

The 14 other metropolitan areas averaged an increased HOI of  28.5 percent, compared to Portland’s 51.3 percent decline.

As would be expected, Portland’s HOI reduction was much greater than that of any other urban area. The second worst was Tacoma (in the Seattle area), at –10.6 percent, barely one-fifth Portland’s 51.8 percent decline.

If Portland had achieved average the average income and housing cost increases as other urban areas with similar changes in median income,  the median house price would have been $60,200 less in 2000,
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Figure #3
PORTLAND: HOUSING AFFORDABILITY DROP UNRELATED TO GROWTH

A typical response of “smart growth” advocates to Portland’s escalating housing prices is to suggest that market forces are driving up costs. The economic thesis is that Portland’s attractiveness is such that the supply of new movers to the Portland area has driven the cost up of Portland’s housing supply.

But Portland is by no means the fastest growing urban area, and other fast growing urban areas are not experiencing similar declines in housing affordability (Table #A-4 and Figure #4). 

Portland’s average annual growth in the 1990s was 2.31 percent,
 compared to 2.77 percent for the other fastest growing 14 metropolitan areas.

The average Housing Opportunity Index rose among the 14 other fast growing metropolitan increased an average of 14.3 percent, compared to . Portland’s 51.3 percent decline in housing affordability.

While Portland’s Housing Opportunity Index fell 35.4 points, the other fast growing metropolitan areas experienced an increase of 5.1 points.

Housing affordability increased over the period in 10 of the other 14 fast growing metropolitan areas, reflecting the expected result that housing prices should be declining relative to income in a growing economy.
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Figure #4
The nation’s fastest growing urban areas did considerably better than Portland’s decline of 51.3 percent in housing affordability (Figure #5).

Las Vegas, with an annual population growth rate of 5.63 percent, experienced a HOI increase of 39.7 percent

Phoenix, with an annual population growth rate of 3.42 percent, experienced a HOI increase of 11.6 percent.

Atlanta, with an annual population growth rate of 2.99 percent, experienced a HOI increase of 12.3 percent.

Raleigh-Durham with an annual population growth rate of 2.91 percent, experienced a HOI increase of 4.4 percent.

Among the five fastest growing urban areas, only Austin (which grew 3.40 percent annually) experienced lower housing affordability,
 with a reduction of 15.7 percent, well below one-half of Portland’s 51.3 percent loss.
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Figure #5

Outside of Portland Denver experienced the greatest housing affordability decline among the fast growing metropolitan areas, with a 19.2 percent HOI reduction and a 13.9 point HOI loss. Each of these figures is approximately 60 percent below Portland’s –51.3 percent and –35.4 point reductions.

If Portland had achieved average the average income and housing cost increases for fast growing urban areas, the median house price would have been $53,700 less in 2000. 
PORTLAND: HOUSING AFFORDABILITY DROP NOT GEOGRAPHICAL

Portland’s housing affordability has also declined markedly in comparison with other urban areas in the western states, where the improvement in housing affordability has been greater than the national average.

Western urban areas (Portland excluded) averaged a 47.3 percent HOI improvement and an increase of 9.3 HOI points. This compares to Portland’s 51.3 percent HOI decline and 35.4 percent HOI decline (Table #A-5 and Figure #6).

If Portland had achieved average Western income and housing cost increases over the period, the median house price would have been $45,800 less in 2000. 
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Figure #6

PORTLAND: HOUSES UP $50,000 MORE THAN AVERAGE IN 1990S

It is clear that Portland’s housing affordability has suffered far more disproportionately than that of other urban areas as its urban growth boundary has become a serious barrier to development. Among the four measures noted above, Portland housing prices have risen from $52,700 to $60,200 more than the average for other metropolitan areas. The average of the four measures indicates that Portland housing prices have risen on average $53,100 more than the other major metropolitan areas (Table #1). This represents an increase of 48.2 percent in the median price of a Portland area house compared to the national average. 

PORTLAND: PULLING UP THE LADDER OF HOUSING AFFORDABILITY 

The extent to which land rationing can deny opportunities for home ownership is illustrated by the following:

If it is assumed that the entire 48.2 percent variation from average is the result of land rationing, then 14.6 percent of households that could have purchased a low priced ($100,000) house would not qualify for a mortgage because of the higher price.
 

If is assumed that only one-half of the variation from average is the result of land rationing, then 8.4 percent of households that could have purchased a low priced ($100,000) house would not qualify for a mortgage because of the higher price.

There is much more at stake than the simple matter of home ownership. Houses and their growing equity represents the greatest source of savings for lower middle income people. The equity that is built up through the years is available to supplement meager social security retirement income. Moreover,  home equity can be used to finance college education, or new business startups. Denying home ownership to a significant percentage of citizens could have far reaching social implications.

In the Denver area, such land rationing results could remove from 75,000 to 130,000 households from financial eligibility to purchase homes. In the state of Colorado, the effect could deny home ownership to from 125,000 to 220,000 households.

Other factors than those discussed above could contribute to the comparatively greater loss of housing affordability in Portland. However, the sheer size of the difference in relative housing price increases in Portland is such that it seems reasonable to conclude that much of the difference could be due to the effect of Oregon’s land rationing through the regional urban growth boundary.

	Table #1

Change in Portland House Prices Above other Metropolitan Areas by Factor

	 Factor
	Ave

	 Regional
	$45,800

	 Growth
	$53,700

	 Income
	$60,200

	 All
	$52,700

	 Average
	$53,100


SMALLER OREGON METROPOLITAN: HIGHER HOUSING PRICES 

Declining housing affordability is not limited to major metropolitan areas. Oregon’s land rationing law applies to all urban areas in the state, and the smaller areas for which data is available reflect HOI declines similar to Portland and greater than all of the large urban areas surveyed (Table #2 and Figure #7).

Eugene, the second largest urban area in Oregon, actually experienced a more severe drop in housing affordability than Portland’s –51.3 percent, at 67 percent. This is nearly three times that of Detroit, which at –23.5 percent experienced the greatest decline in housing affordability outside Oregon.

Salem, the third largest urban area experienced a 48.2 percent decline in housing affordability, slightly less than Portland’s –51.3 percent, but more than double that of Detroit.

Medford, the fourth largest urban area experienced a 38.5 percent decline in housing affordability, somewhat less than Portland’s 51.3 percent decline.
 It should be noted, however, that the period covered by the available data for Medford is less than for the other urban areas, from the second quarter of 1991 to the fourth quarter of 1998. Nonetheless, Medford’s decline was more than 1.5 times that of Detroit. 

	Table #2

Housing Opportunity Indexes for 

Smaller Oregon Metropolitan Areas

	Metropolitan Area
	1991: 1st Quarter
	2001: 1st Quarter
	Change

	 Eugene
	67.8
	22.4
	 -67.0%

	 Medford
	61.9
	38.5
	 -37.8%

	 Salem
	66.0
	34.2
	 -48.2%

	 Note: Medford 1991 listing is for the 2nd quarter and the 2000 listing is for 1998, 4th Quarter


Compared to the national average ratio of median income to median house price, the smaller Oregon metropolitan areas experienced significant increases in housing prices (Table #2).

If the national median income to median house price relationship had been average in Eugene, 2000 median house prices would have been $47,900 less.

If the national median income to median house price relationship had been average in Salem, 2000 median house prices would have been $35,300 less.

If the national median income to median house price relationship had been average in Medford, 1998 (4th quarter)
  median house prices would have been $39,400 less.

As in the case in Portland, the excess housing price in the smaller Oregon metropolitan areas compared to the national average is considerable.

	Table #3

Change in Smaller Oregon Metropolitan Area House Prices Above other Metropolitan Areas by Factor: 1991-2000

	 Metropolitan Area
	Excess

	 Eugene
	 $47,900

	 Medford
	 $30,400

	 Salem
	 $35,300

	Note: Medford 1991 listing is for the 2nd quarter and the 2000 listing is for 1998, 4th Quarter
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Figure #7
HOUSING AFFORDABILITY AND THE COSTS OF GOVERNMENT

One of the frequently cited justifications for smart growth policies is the claim that the costs of government, particularly infrastructure, are greater in less dense developments. Studies positing such findings have typically been based upon theoretical models, instead of actual experience. Moreover, their scope has been limited to a comparatively small number of services. At the same time, generally higher per capital total costs of government have been generally associated with higher density inner cities, while lower costs have been associated with lower density suburbs. Indeed, one of the principal reasons that the suburbs attracted so many people from the inner cities was their lower cost and tax structure. In fact, based upon the higher total cost of government in higher density settings, it would appear that whatever higher costs might be associated with lower density are more than nullified by the lower costs of other services associated with lower density. For example, larger government units tend to exhibit overall diseconomies of scale. This can be the result of more remote government, government that is more susceptible to special interests and government that is less inclined to use more innovative service delivery strategies.

Granting for the sake of analysis that some costs may be theoretically higher in a lower density setting, it is notable that studies reaching such conclusions generally find the cost differentials to be small in relation to the average cost increase differences identified for the urban areas subject to Oregon’s land rationing law. For example, James Duncan found that more compact development was $5,500 less expensive for public infrastructure per unit of housing.
 Thus, the average excess increase in average housing prices observed in Portland is many times the government cost increases that even the most aggressive studies have identified.

POTENTIAL COMPENSATION FOR LOST LAND VALUE

Imposition of urban growth boundaries could create substantial liabilities for Colorado governments. Many owners of property outside UGBs will suffer an immediate and substantial drop in the value of their land. This is because most developable land is agricultural, and with the continuing excess of such land in the United States, its value is relatively low.

For example, in the counties within the Denver-Boulder area, immediate losses in value of  46 percent to 67 percent could occur. According to the US Department of Agriculture Census, the average value of agricultural land in Adams, Boulder, Arapahoe and Douglas and Jefferson Counties was $1,610 per acre in 1997.
 For the average agricultural land owner in the area, this could convert to an outright loss of from $2.1 million to $11.3 million.
 There is the potential that aggrieved property owners might seek compensation for this “regulatory taking,” which, if successful could translate into many millions of dollars in court mandated new taxation for local property owners.

If the same percentage loss factors are applied to other counties, the average agricultural land owner could face the following losses, which could become tax liabilities for local residents:

Alamosa County (Alamosa): $1.5 million to $8.3 million per farm or ranch.

El Paso County (Colorado Springs): $1 million to $5.2 million per farm or ranch.

Mesa County (Grand Junction): $1.2 million to $6.5 million per farm or ranch.

Montezuma County (Cortez) $1.2 million to $6.6 million per farm or ranch.

Pueblo County (Pueblo): $1.2 million to $6.7 million per farm or ranch.

These tax liabilities could be many millions of dollars. For example, in Jefferson County, approximately 62,000 vacant acres is now zoned for residential development. If just one-half that land were excluded from the growth area, the potential liability could be more than $100 million.
 Similar amounts could be likely in other Denver suburban counties.

Some proponents have claimed that the proposed land rationing law will not interfere with property rights guaranteed under the Colorado constitution. However, the section of the proposed constitutional amendment (Section 10) purported to protect property rights refers to itself alone instead of the constitutional amendment in its language. Thus, there is no protection with respect to the rest of the constitutional amendment, which is where all of the proposed changes in land use law are contained.

LAND RATIONING ENCOURAGES “SMOKE FILLED ROOMS”

The land rationing required by Amendment 24 through growth areas would politicize development in the state, creating the potential for much less open government. Responsible government agencies would be forced to “pick winners” from competing proposals to expand urban growth boundaries. In this process, interests having a large financial stake in the outcome could seek to use money and other influence strategies to skew decisions in their own direction. In a sense, land rationing could subject much future development decision making in Colorado to “smoke filled rooms.”

LAND RATIONING INCREASES TRAFFIC CONGESTION & POLLUTION

All of these consequences are in addition to the fact that smart growth policies are likely to make traffic congestion and air pollution considerably worse in the state.
 Ironically, among the most important reasons that people are concerned about urban growth are traffic congestion and air pollution. But because land rationing of the type required by Amendment 24 increases population and employment densities, the effect is exactly the opposite. More traffic is forced into a smaller area. The resulting increase in “stop and go” traffic increases automobile related air pollution, which could lead to a resurgence of Denver’s “brown cloud.”

APPENDIX

	Table #A-1

Major Metropolitan Areas Ranked by Percentage Change in Housing Opportunity Index: 1991-2000

	Rank
	 Metropolitan Area (Consolidated Area)
	Housing Opportunity Index: 1991: Quarter 1
	Housing Opportunity Index: 2000: Quarter 1
	Housing Opportunity Index: Percentage Change
	Housing Opportunity Index: Point Change

	1
	 Los Angeles
	13.6
	40.2
	195.6%
	26.6

	2
	 Ventura (Los Angeles)
	14.9
	38.5
	158.4%
	23.6

	3
	 Riverside-San Bernardino (Los Angeles)
	25.7
	57.3
	123.0%
	31.6

	4
	 Sacramento
	25.4
	53.5
	110.6%
	28.1

	5
	 Hartford
	37.1
	75.1
	102.4%
	38.0

	6
	 Nassau-Suffolk (New York)
	36.2
	70.6
	95.0%
	34.4

	7
	 New Haven (New York)
	39.2
	75.7
	93.1%
	36.5

	8
	 Stockton
	21.2
	39.7
	87.3%
	18.5

	9
	 Jersey City (New York)
	22.7
	41.9
	84.6%
	19.2

	10
	Bergen-Passaic (New York)
	29.6
	54.2
	83.1%
	24.6

	11
	 Newark (New York)
	30.7
	53.6
	74.6%
	22.9

	12
	 Springfield, MA
	43.7
	73.4
	68.0%
	29.7

	13
	 New York
	25.4
	42.1
	65.7%
	16.7

	14
	 Allentown-Bethlehem
	46.3
	73.4
	58.5%
	27.1

	15
	 San Diego
	19.3
	30.1
	56.0%
	10.8

	16
	 Oakland (San Francisco)
	21.2
	32.1
	51.4%
	10.9

	17
	 Wilmington (Philadelphia)
	57.9
	86.8
	49.9%
	28.9

	18
	 Baltimore (Washington-Baltimore)
	52.0
	74.1
	42.5%
	22.1

	19
	 Indianapolis
	57.9
	81.0
	39.9%
	23.1

	20
	 Las Vegas
	48.1
	67.2
	39.7%
	19.1

	21
	 Middlesex-Somerset-Hunterdon (New York)
	45.9
	63.6
	38.6%
	17.7

	22
	 Worcester (Boston)
	46.1
	63.6
	38.0%
	17.5

	23
	 Washington (Washington-Baltimore)
	57.5
	77.1
	34.1%
	19.6

	24
	 Boston
	38.4
	51.3
	33.6%
	12.9

	25
	 Philadelphia
	45.7
	59.0
	29.1%
	13.3

	26
	 Albany
	56.9
	71.6
	25.8%
	14.7

	27
	 Memphis
	60.2
	73.5
	22.1%
	13.3

	28
	 Seattle
	38.8
	47.2
	21.6%
	8.4

	29
	 El Paso
	56.2
	68.3
	21.5%
	12.1

	30
	 Knoxville
	67.5
	79.1
	17.2%
	11.6

	31
	 Buffalo
	64.4
	75.4
	17.1%
	11.0

	32
	 Birmingham
	59.4
	69.3
	16.7%
	9.9

	33
	 Fresno
	48.0
	55.8
	16.2%
	7.8

	34
	 St. Louis
	64.7
	73.6
	13.8%
	8.9

	35
	 Atlanta
	66.7
	74.9
	12.3%
	8.2

	36
	 Greensboro-Winston Salem
	66.3
	74.3
	12.1%
	8.0

	37
	 Phoenix
	62.3
	69.5
	11.6%
	7.2

	38
	 Cincinnati
	68.8
	76.7
	11.5%
	7.9

	39
	 Tampa-St. Petersburg
	68.8
	76.5
	11.2%
	7.7

	40
	 Richmond
	68.5
	76.1
	11.1%
	7.6

	41
	 Greenville
	67.6
	74.4
	10.1%
	6.8

	42
	 West Palm Beach
	64.2
	70.3
	9.5%
	6.1

	43
	 Syracuse
	72.3
	78.8
	9.0%
	6.5

	44
	 Dayton
	78.7
	85.0
	8.0%
	6.3

	45
	 Raleigh-Durham
	60.9
	64.8
	6.4%
	3.9

	46
	 Jacksonville
	71.2
	75.5
	6.0%
	4.3

	47
	 Fort Lauderdale (Miami)
	70.6
	74.8
	5.9%
	4.2

	48
	 Chicago
	58.3
	61.7
	5.8%
	3.4

	49
	 Fort Worth (Dallas-Fort Worth) 
	70.5
	74.0
	5.0%
	3.5

	50
	 Cleveland
	70.9
	74.4
	4.9%
	3.5

	51
	 Tucson
	60.6
	63.5
	4.8%
	2.9

	52
	 Harrisburg
	71.2
	74.2
	4.2%
	3.0

	53
	 Pittsburgh
	64.7
	67.0
	3.6%
	2.3

	54
	 Rochester
	74.1
	76.4
	3.1%
	2.3

	55
	 Ann Arbor (Detroit)
	55.1
	56.4
	2.4%
	1.3

	56
	 Nashville
	73.3
	75.0
	2.3%
	1.7

	57
	 Youngstown
	78.4
	80.1
	2.2%
	1.7

	58
	 Columbus
	69.9
	71.2
	1.9%
	1.3

	59
	 Houston
	65.3
	66.2
	1.4%
	0.9

	60
	 Orlando
	73.1
	73.6
	0.7%
	0.5

	61
	 Norfolk-Virginia Beach
	69.9
	70.0
	0.1%
	0.1

	62
	 Dallas (Dallas-Fort Worth)
	66.0
	65.3
	-1.1%
	-0.7

	63
	 Minneapolis-St. Paul
	79.4
	78.4
	-1.3%
	-1.0

	64
	 Toledo
	80.5
	77.5
	-3.7%
	-3.0

	65
	 San Antonio
	68.2
	63.3
	-7.2%
	-4.9

	66
	 Oklahoma City
	83.6
	77.5
	-7.3%
	-6.1

	67
	 Grand Rapids
	83.2
	76.1
	-8.5%
	-7.1

	68
	 San Francisco
	11.3
	10.3
	-8.8%
	-1.0

	69
	 Miami
	65.1
	58.8
	-9.7%
	-6.3

	70
	 Akron (Cleveland)
	76.7
	68.8
	-10.3%
	-7.9

	71
	 Tacoma (Seattle)
	55.4
	49.5
	-10.6%
	-5.9

	72
	 Milwaukee
	83.5
	74.0
	-11.4%
	-9.5

	73
	 Tulsa
	81.8
	72.1
	-11.9%
	-9.7

	74
	 New Orleans
	76.5
	67.2
	-12.2%
	-9.3

	75
	 San Jose (San Francisco)
	21.5
	18.3
	-14.9%
	-3.2

	76
	 Austin
	68.2
	57.5
	-15.7%
	-10.7

	77
	 Salt Lake City
	72.9
	59.8
	-18.0%
	-13.1

	78
	 Denver
	72.4
	58.5
	-19.2%
	-13.9

	79
	 Detroit
	80.3
	61.4
	-23.5%
	-18.9

	80
	 Portland
	68.3
	32.9
	-51.8%
	-35.4

	
	 Average
	 56.9
	 64.6
	 13.5%
	 7.7

	
	 Average without Portland
	 56.8
	 65.0
	 14.5%
	 8.3


	Table #A-2

Major Metropolitan Areas Ranked by Point Change in Housing Opportunity Index: 1991-2000

	Rank
	 Metropolitan Area (Consolidated Area)
	Housing Opportunity Index: 1991: Quarter 1
	Housing Opportunity Index: 2000: Quarter 1
	Housing Opportunity Index: Percentage Change
	Housing Opportunity Index: Point Change

	1
	 Hartford
	37.1
	75.1
	102.4%
	38.0

	2
	 New Haven (New York)
	39.2
	75.7
	93.1%
	36.5

	3
	 Nassau-Suffolk (New York)
	36.2
	70.6
	95.0%
	34.4

	4
	 Riverside-San Bernardino (Los Angeles)
	25.7
	57.3
	123.0%
	31.6

	5
	 Springfield, MA
	43.7
	73.4
	68.0%
	29.7

	6
	 Wilmington (Philadelphia)
	57.9
	86.8
	49.9%
	28.9

	7
	 Sacramento
	25.4
	53.5
	110.6%
	28.1

	8
	 Allentown-Bethlehem
	46.3
	73.4
	58.5%
	27.1

	9
	 Los Angeles
	13.6
	40.2
	195.6%
	26.6

	10
	 Bergen-Passaic (New York)
	29.6
	54.2
	83.1%
	24.6

	11
	 Ventura (Los Angeles)
	14.9
	38.5
	158.4%
	23.6

	12
	 Indianapolis
	57.9
	81.0
	39.9%
	23.1

	13
	 Newark (New York)
	30.7
	53.6
	74.6%
	22.9

	14
	 Baltimore (Washington-Baltimore)
	52.0
	74.1
	42.5%
	22.1

	15
	 Washington (Washington-Baltimore)
	57.5
	77.1
	34.1%
	19.6

	16
	 Jersey City (New York)
	22.7
	41.9
	84.6%
	19.2

	17
	 Las Vegas
	48.1
	67.2
	39.7%
	19.1

	18
	 Stockton
	21.2
	39.7
	87.3%
	18.5

	19
	 Middlesex-Somerset-Hunterdon (New York)
	45.9
	63.6
	38.6%
	17.7

	20
	 Worcester (Boston)
	46.1
	63.6
	38.0%
	17.5

	21
	 New York
	25.4
	42.1
	65.7%
	16.7

	22
	 Albany
	56.9
	71.6
	25.8%
	14.7

	23
	 Memphis
	60.2
	73.5
	22.1%
	13.3

	24
	 Philadelphia
	45.7
	59.0
	29.1%
	13.3

	25
	 Boston
	38.4
	51.3
	33.6%
	12.9

	26
	 El Paso
	56.2
	68.3
	21.5%
	12.1

	27
	 Knoxville
	67.5
	79.1
	17.2%
	11.6

	28
	 Buffalo
	64.4
	75.4
	17.1%
	11.0

	29
	 Oakland (San Francisco)
	21.2
	32.1
	51.4%
	10.9

	30
	 San Diego
	19.3
	30.1
	56.0%
	10.8

	31
	 Birmingham
	59.4
	69.3
	16.7%
	9.9

	32
	 St. Louis
	64.7
	73.6
	13.8%
	8.9

	33
	 Seattle
	38.8
	47.2
	21.6%
	8.4

	34
	 Atlanta
	66.7
	74.9
	12.3%
	8.2

	35
	 Greensboro-Winston Salem
	66.3
	74.3
	12.1%
	8.0

	36
	 Cincinnati
	68.8
	76.7
	11.5%
	7.9

	37
	 Fresno
	48.0
	55.8
	16.2%
	7.8

	38
	 Tampa-St. Petersburg
	68.8
	76.5
	11.2%
	7.7

	39
	 Richmond
	68.5
	76.1
	11.1%
	7.6

	40
	 Phoenix
	62.3
	69.5
	11.6%
	7.2

	41
	 Greenville
	67.6
	74.4
	10.1%
	6.8

	42
	 Syracuse
	72.3
	78.8
	9.0%
	6.5

	43
	 Dayton
	78.7
	85.0
	8.0%
	6.3

	44
	 West Palm Beach
	64.2
	70.3
	9.5%
	6.1

	45
	 Jacksonville
	71.2
	75.5
	6.0%
	4.3

	46
	 Fort Lauderdale (Miami)
	70.6
	74.8
	5.9%
	4.2

	47
	 Raleigh-Durham
	60.9
	64.8
	6.4%
	3.9

	48
	 Cleveland
	70.9
	74.4
	4.9%
	3.5

	49
	 Fort Worth (Dallas-Fort Worth) 
	70.5
	74.0
	5.0%
	3.5

	50
	 Chicago
	58.3
	61.7
	5.8%
	3.4

	51
	 Harrisburg
	71.2
	74.2
	4.2%
	3.0

	52
	 Tucson
	60.6
	63.5
	4.8%
	2.9

	53
	 Rochester
	74.1
	76.4
	3.1%
	2.3

	54
	 Pittsburgh
	64.7
	67.0
	3.6%
	2.3

	55
	 Nashville
	73.3
	75.0
	2.3%
	1.7

	56
	 Youngstown
	78.4
	80.1
	2.2%
	1.7

	57
	 Columbus
	69.9
	71.2
	1.9%
	1.3

	58
	 Ann Arbor (Detroit)
	55.1
	56.4
	2.4%
	1.3

	59
	 Houston
	65.3
	66.2
	1.4%
	0.9

	60
	 Orlando
	73.1
	73.6
	0.7%
	0.5

	61
	 Norfolk-Virginia Beach
	69.9
	70.0
	0.1%
	0.1

	62
	 Dallas (Dallas-Fort Worth)
	66.0
	65.3
	-1.1%
	-0.7

	63
	 Minneapolis-St. Paul
	79.4
	78.4
	-1.3%
	-1.0

	64
	 San Francisco
	11.3
	10.3
	-8.8%
	-1.0

	65
	 Toledo
	80.5
	77.5
	-3.7%
	-3.0

	66
	 San Jose (San Francisco)
	21.5
	18.3
	-14.9%
	-3.2

	67
	 San Antonio
	68.2
	63.3
	-7.2%
	-4.9

	68
	 Tacoma (Seattle)
	55.4
	49.5
	-10.6%
	-5.9

	69
	 Oklahoma City
	83.6
	77.5
	-7.3%
	-6.1

	70
	 Miami
	65.1
	58.8
	-9.7%
	-6.3

	71
	 Grand Rapids
	83.2
	76.1
	-8.5%
	-7.1

	72
	 Akron (Cleveland)
	76.7
	68.8
	-10.3%
	-7.9

	73
	 New Orleans
	76.5
	67.2
	-12.2%
	-9.3

	74
	 Milwaukee
	83.5
	74.0
	-11.4%
	-9.5

	75
	 Tulsa
	81.8
	72.1
	-11.9%
	-9.7

	76
	 Austin
	68.2
	57.5
	-15.7%
	-10.7

	77
	 Salt Lake City
	72.9
	59.8
	-18.0%
	-13.1

	78
	 Denver
	72.4
	58.5
	-19.2%
	-13.9

	79
	 Detroit
	80.3
	61.4
	-23.5%
	-18.9

	80
	 Portland
	68.3
	32.9
	-51.8%
	-35.4

	
	 Average
	 56.9
	 64.6
	 13.5%
	 7.7

	
	 Average without Portland
	 56.8
	 65.0
	 14.5%
	 8.3


	Table #A-3

Major Metropolitan Areas with Change in Income Similar to Portland

	Rank
	Metropolitan Area (Consolidated Area)
	Change in Median Household Income
	Housing Opportunity Index: Percentage Change
	Housing Opportunity Index: Point Change

	1
	 Sacramento
	33.2%
	110.6%
	28.1

	2
	 Stockton
	33.5%
	87.3%
	18.5

	3
	 Bergen-Passaic (New York)
	37.8%
	83.1%
	24.6

	4
	 New York
	38.8%
	65.7%
	16.7

	5
	 Philadelphia
	40.3%
	29.1%
	13.3

	6
	 Albany
	36.8%
	25.8%
	14.7

	7
	 El Paso
	32.2%
	21.5%
	12.1

	8
	 Greensboro-Winston Salem
	39.3%
	12.1%
	8.0

	9
	 Richmond
	32.8%
	11.1%
	7.6

	10
	 Houston
	33.7%
	1.4%
	0.9

	11
	 Dallas (Dallas-Fort Worth)
	38.5%
	-1.1%
	-0.7

	12
	 Toledo
	34.5%
	-3.7%
	-3.0

	13
	 Grand Rapids
	40.0%
	-8.5%
	-7.1

	14
	 Tacoma (Seattle)
	40.3%
	-10.6%
	-5.9

	15
	 Portland
	37.7%
	-51.8%
	-35.4

	
	 Average
	 36.6%
	 24.8%
	 6.2

	
	 Average without Portland
	 36.6%
	 30.3%
	 9.1

	
	
	
	
	


	Table #A-4

Major Metropolitan Areas with High Growth Rates

	Rank
	Metropolitan Area (Consolidated Area)
	Average Annual Population Growth
	Housing Opportunity Index: Percentage Change
	Housing Opportunity Index: Point Change

	1
	 Riverside-San Bernardino (Los Angeles)
	2.34%
	123.0%
	31.6

	2
	 Las Vegas
	 5.63%
	39.7%
	19.1

	3
	 El Paso
	 2.18%
	21.5%
	12.1

	4
	 Atlanta
	 2.99%
	12.3%
	8.2

	5
	 Phoenix
	 3.42%
	11.6%
	7.2

	6
	 West Palm Beach
	 2.26%
	9.5%
	6.1

	7
	 Raleigh-Durham
	 2.91%
	6.4%
	3.9

	8
	 Fort Lauderdale (Miami)
	 2.27%
	5.9%
	4.2

	9
	 Tucson
	 2.16%
	4.8%
	2.9

	10
	 Houston
	 2.13%
	1.4%
	0.9

	11
	 Orlando
	 2.60%
	0.7%
	0.5

	12
	 Dallas (Dallas-Fort Worth)
	 2.29%
	-1.1%
	-0.7

	13
	 Austin
	 3.40%
	-15.7%
	-10.7

	14
	 Denver
	 2.24%
	-19.2%
	-13.9

	15
	 Portland
	 2.31%
	-51.8%
	-35.4

	
	 Average
	 2.74%
	 9.9%
	 2.4

	
	 Without Portland
	 2.77%
	 14.3%
	 5.1


	Table #A-5

Major Metropolitan Areas in the West

	Rank
	Metropolitan Area (Consolidated Area)
	Housing Opportunity Index: Percentage Change
	Housing Opportunity Index: Point Change

	1
	 Los Angeles
	195.6%
	26.6

	2
	 Ventura (Los Angeles)
	158.4%
	23.6

	3
	 Riverside-San Bernardino (Los Angeles)
	123.0%
	31.6

	4
	 Sacramento
	110.6%
	28.1

	5
	 Stockton
	87.3%
	18.5

	6
	 San Diego
	56.0%
	10.8

	7
	 Oakland (San Francisco)
	51.4%
	10.9

	8
	 Las Vegas
	39.7%
	19.1

	9
	 Seattle
	21.6%
	8.4

	10
	 Fresno
	16.2%
	7.8

	11
	 Phoenix
	11.6%
	7.2

	12
	 Tucson
	4.8%
	2.9

	13
	 San Francisco
	-8.8%
	-1.0

	14
	 Tacoma (Seattle)
	-10.6%
	-5.9

	15
	 San Jose (San Francisco)
	-14.9%
	-3.2

	16
	 Salt Lake City
	-18.0%
	-13.1

	17
	 Denver
	-19.2%
	-13.9

	18
	 Portland
	-51.8%
	-35.4

	
	 Average
	 41.8%
	 6.8

	
	 Average without Portland
	 47.3%
	 9.3


� Despite perceptions to the contrary, agricultural land has been taken out of production at more than eight times the rate of land development since 1950. See Wendell Cox, So-Called Smart Growth: Elitist Assault on the American Dream, Independence Institute (Internet: � HYPERLINK "http://www.i2i.org" ��www.i2i.org�). 


� All such metropolitan areas for which data is available.


� The Housing Opportunity Index has been developed by the National Association of Homebuilders, and is based upon data from government sources, including the US Department of Housing and Urban Development (� HYPERLINK "http://www.nahb.org" ��www.nahb.org�). 


� Earliest data available.


� First Quarter of each year.


� This measure applies the average change in the medial house price to median income ratio to Portland’s 2000 median income. The effect is to indicate what would have been Portland’s median house price in 2000 if the house price to median income ratio had been the same as average.


� Annualized change in population for metropolitan areas, 1990 to 1998 (Calculated from US Census Bureau data).


� Within the Austin metropolitan area, the city of Austin has imposed some “smart growth” policies, which have had the effect of making housing less affordable. Suburban areas, however, have generally not imposed such controls, so that the overall reduction in housing affordability would appear to have been less than in the city of Austin. 


� Assumes that household income must equal 28 percent of house cost. Based upon an analysis of income distribution data for Oregon from the March 1998 Current Population Survey (US Department of Labor, Bureau of Labor Statistics).


� For example, if (one) standard deviation is measured instead of average, Portland’s housing prices are $35,300 more average.


� It should be noted, however, that the period covered for the Medford data is approximately 15 percent less than for the other cities (1991: 2nd quarter to 1998: 4th quarter). The actual data could show a larger decline in housing affordability, more consistent with that of the other Oregon urban areas.


� Latest available data.


� For example, if (one) standard deviation is measured instead of average,  housing prices are $34,100 higher in Eugene, $15,300 higher in Medford and $20,600 in Salem.


� See, for example, Wendell Cox, Local and Regional Governance in the Greater Toronto Area: A Review of Alternatives: Report Commissioned by the City of Toronto, 1997 (Internet: 


� HYPERLINK "http://www.publicpurpose.com/tor-demo.htm" ��www.publicpurpose.com/tor-demo.htm�) 


� Cited in Transportation Research Board, The Costs of Sprawl-Revisited, 1998.


� Despite perceptions to the contrary, agricultural land has been taken out of production at more than eight times the rate of land development since 1950. See Wendell Cox, So-Called Smart Growth: Elitist Assault on the American Dream, Independence Institute (Internet: � HYPERLINK "http://www.i2i.org" ��www.i2i.org�). 


� Calculated from US Department of Agriculture data.


� Assumes the average farm size and a sale value for residential development of $5,000 to $20,000 per acre , with the value of the land falling to the average for agricultural land in the same county (US Department of Agriculture Census valuation).


� Assumes a sale value for residential development of $5,000, with the value of the land falling to the average for agricultural land in the same county (US Department of Agriculture Census valuation). At a $20,000 sale value, the liability could exceed $800 million.


� Data from both the United States and around the world shows that higher density urban areas are plagued by much higher levels of traffic congestion and air pollution than the more expansive US urban areas. For additional information see Wendell Cox, How Smart Growth Intensifies Traffic Congestion and Air Pollution, Independence Institute (Internet: � HYPERLINK "http://www.i2i.org" ��www.i2i.org�). 
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