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Introduction

This is a péper about many things--housing, equal opportunity,
regfonalvplanning, and less indirectly than one might think, the v
future of our metropolitan areas. A1l of these concerns and mahy more
are embodied in the "fair share" concept and in the forty or more
féir share plans throughout the country. Though specific objectives
Vary from plan to plan, one‘common objective is shared by all: }pro-‘
viding lower income groups with potential mobi]ity in the housing |
market. Because housfng opportunities for lower income families have
been pfimdri]y Timited to the central cities of our large metropolitan
areas, this objective is moét often referred to as "opening up the
suburbs.” Fair share works toward this objective by seeking to dis-
tribute lower income housing throughout all parts Qf'the”metropolitan
area. | |

This”paper presents a case study of one sucﬁ plan, thé Metro-
po]itan Washington Council of Governments' Fair Share Housing Plan.
Because it is a case study, and not a general investigation of all
fair share plans, the Washington findings should not be taken as
,indjcatiVe of the fair éharevexperience in other areas.

The Qvera]] purpose of this study is to evaluate the Washing-
ton effort as a‘process and a plan reflecting regionaT considerations
and as a device for providing Tower income groups the mobility so long
denied them. The concept of "potential mobility" is an integral part

of this paper and provides the primary criterion against which the
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_efforts of Washington's p]ap’are eva]uated. An understanding of this
concept is crucial to understanding not only the-purpose of this paper,
but- the intent of fair sharé plans themselves. rPotentia1 mobility
refers to the degree of geographic choice which 1owér income familiéé
haye in se]ecfing,hduéing. The relocation of Tower income fami]ieé
from the central city td the sUburbs‘(or elsewhere) is not the fair
share intent. Rather, fairAﬁhare is désigned to give Tower income
fémilies a greater degree of geographic choice by providing housing
oppoftunities throughout é]T.parts of the region. Therefore, Wash-
~ington's plan is not eVaTuated in terms of how much mobility it has
~created, but in térms of how much Eotentig] for mobility it has
créated. | o

| - Chapter One provides background on the variety of'pub1ic and
‘private fofces whfch-have created the all too familiar urban/suburban |
dichotomy. Particu]ar attentidnvis given to the dual nature:of'the
housing market, offeking a wide range of choice fof}most, and only
limited choice for the poor and minofities. The origins, effects,iand
enforcers of the dual mafket are discussed in a chrono]égica] context;

| - Chapter Two traces the origins of the fair‘éhare concepf.'
| Beginning with gar]y calls for regional planning, the chapter discusses
.several 1egfsTé£ive and legal actions which have strengthened the
}régibna] housing perspective. The chapter concTudes with a discussion

of the Dayton, Ohio Fair Share Plan, the first such p]an’in the nation.
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Chaptér Three documents the events 1eadingvup to the édoption
of‘the Washington}pTan and provides an overview of the plan's five
 year histofy. The a]1ocat16n formula itse]f is the subject of
Chapter Four. The chapter d{scusses the mechénics of the formula’
and the extérna] considerations which.inf1uencé the formula.

Chapter Fjve describes the implementation prbcess‘and
graphica11y depicts assisted housing opportunities in the metro-
politan area. Chapter Six provides a critical examination of the
Timitations and potentials of the plan. The chapter evaluates the
p1an_both,as a product and a process, and discusses those factors
‘which Timit the effectiveness of the plan. '

Chaptef Seven provides the conc]uéfng comments and offeré
observations on Washington's housing situation and the future of

fair share.
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Summafy

In JanUary, 1972 the Metropolitan Washington Council of
Govérnments (COG) adopted a fair sharé plan for the purpose of
allocating assisted housing‘among‘its sixteen member jurisdic-
‘tions. The primary objectives of the plan were to avofd further

“undue concentrations of low and moderate income housing and to pro-

vide Tower income families with housing opportunities in the area's

suburban jurisdictions where many lower income jobs were being
created.. At the time almost all such housing was concentrated %n
the centek of the area, with almost 60 percent in the Distkict of
‘Columbia alone. |

With the exception of Prince George“s County and Alexandria,
few suburban jurisdictions had:put forth much effort to help meet
thé region's lower income hoqsing needs. - The under]yiné principle
of the plan, thérefore, was that all jurisdictions should accept
their "fair share" of lower income housing, with that share deter-

mined by an allocation formu]a. The formu]a cbntained a variety of

supply_and demand factors as well as a special modifying factor which

served to allocate a large percentage of units to those affluent
SUburbanbjurisdictions'which had very Tittle assisted housing. This

skewed distribution, COG believed, would result in a balance of

assisted housing opportuhities throughout the entire region. HUD was

so impressed with this local initiative that thenFSecretary Romney

promised a bonus of funds to encourage the plan.
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However;-things did ﬁot go exactly as intended. First, fofmer
President Nixon's January, 1973 moratorium on all federal housing
programs suspended the fair share plan Tess than three months after
the first 1mp1emenfat10n procedures had been adopted. Later, washiné-
~ton was grahted an exemption to.the moratorium. |

The passage of the 1974 Hbusing‘and Community Deve]opment‘Act
and the Séction 8 Housing Assistance Program which it created again
intekrupted the plan. Specifically, the Tevel of funding‘a11ocated
to the D.C. area for assisted housing under the Act was drastically
lower than previously éxperienéed. ‘In response to the decrease in
fdnding, the Districtrthreatened to withdraw from the plan un]éss the
formula was revised to increase its allotted share of assisted
housing funds. The formula was revised and adopted in April, 1976..

Aside from the revision of the formula, a critical factor which
kept the District in the plan was the bonus of funds which HUD awarded
localities as an incentive for supporting fair share plans. These
| bonus federal funds, or "“carrots" as they'are sometimes called,
have been the single most important factor in keeping the plan intact.
ﬁIﬁ the past, this bonus has usually made up the difference between
the District's level of funding under fair share and what it would be
if funds were allocated directly to the District by the HUD Area
Office.  Without the bonus, the ﬁistrict would immediately withdraw

from the fair share plan.
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However, the District's support 6f‘the plan would not be so
tenuous if one of the original objectives of the plan had actually
been achieved--if the suburbs had actually been opened to the central
city's poor. This unachieved objective is due primarily to the ‘
spfra]ihg housing costs throughout the metropolitan area. Many of the
area's moderéte iﬁcome families, particularly in the suburbs where
housing costs are highest, literally have been priced out of the '
housing market and now must compete witthower income families for
‘the relatively scarce aséisted housing units. As long as assisted
hoﬁsing in suburban areas is totally inadequate to meet even the needs
~of resident moderate income families, it will not be a real alterna-
l:tive for non-resideht Tower income fam%]iés. Estimates of the total
number of households in need of assistance in the area range from
250,000 to 300,000.

The failure of the plan to provide lower income families with
potential mobiiity is no fault of the plan itself, nor of the Council
,of Governments.‘ Moreover COG has éccomplished_é great deal inbde-
ve]Oping the plan and holding it together against such bdds.

| If the housing needs of the area‘s residents are ever to be
met, and if fair share is to achieve the objectives for which it was
désigned, fhe‘cost of housing in the area must be brought under con-

‘ trol. This will be no éasy task.
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The fair share plan, whatever }ts 1fm1tations, fepresehts'an
important step toward comprehensive planning on a metropolitan basis,
and-as such is a SymboTic success for advocates of regional b]anhing
and equal opportunity, and a particular victory for the Metropo]itani

Washington Council of Governments.
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Chapter One
~ THE DISTRIBUTION OF HOUSING OPPORTUNITIES

Who benefits from fair housing ]aws'and other efforts to pro-

vide equa]{dpportunity in housing? | |

The obvious and immediate beneficiaries are, of course,

minority group families, who, in an open housing market,

gain the benefits of a free housing choice long denied

them. But fair housing is of vital importance to us all.

The dual housing market has bred a variety of ills from

which our whole society is suffering: the physical decay

and financial “insolvency of our cities; the irrational

proliferation of jurisdictions in metropolitan areas

" separated from each other by race and income; and the

racial alienation and distrust that makes us strangers

to each other. This is the legacy that the present

generation has inherited from the past. It is we who

will determine which legacy we leave our children. !

A few years ago Ford Motor Company moved its facility in

Edgewater, New York to Mahwah, New Jersey, a low-density, prosperous
community in Bergen County. Ford was quite content with the move to
.~ Mahwah where there was amp]e room for industrial ekpahSion'and Tower
“taxes. Mahwah, in turn, welcomed the facility and the tax revenues
it would generate, but did not greet the plant's employees quite as
warmly. At the‘time of the Hearing Before the U.S. Commission on
‘Civil Rights in Washington, D.C. (1971),2 only 2 percént of the plant's
4200 employee work force had been able to find housing in the town-
ship. The majority of the work force commuted to work. each day from

other jurisdictions, with round trips of 70 miles per day not at all

]A.
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uncommon.3' Thé Tong trips, the expense, the deTays, and the lack,of

‘dependab1e trahsportatioh made it difficult for those employees who .

wanted to keep&theif jobs. The obvious quéstion'fs why they did not
move c]oéer to their jobs . . . and the answer is, there just was not
any housing théy could afford. |

Mahwah isfone of the largest townships in New Jersey; though
the 1970 population of the township itself was only around 10,000.
In 1971 over seventy—five pérceht of the 1§nd in this sparsely settled
- . area remained vacant.‘ Over»SO percent of the Tand was zonéd for one
and two acre residential lots. Between 20 and 25'percent of the land
was zoned for'future industry. ApproximafeTy one pefcent of the Tand
in the entire townéhip was zoned for multi-family deVe]opmeﬁt, making
housing for 1ow-to-mbderate income families all but n_on—existént.4

Thé story'ofiMahwah, the Ford plant, andvits employees is not
an uﬁcommqn one in America tbﬂay. Our racially and economicé]]y segre-
gated pattern'of residency is a phenomenon deep]y‘implanted»in{society,
its.roots nurtured over time by a variety of pubfic and pfivate forces.
In theory it is the home builder, fhe rea] estéte broker, the'mortgage
lender and the individual owner who determine where housing will be
built, how it will be financed, and to whom it will be sold or rented.

In practice, however, government at all levels has been a key par-

ticipant. The‘home builder must adhere to local building codes, zoning, "

and other ordinances. The real estate broker musf be licensed by the
state and in theory must abide by an ethical code in his business

relationships. Mortgage lending institutions are regulated by one or




- more state or federal agénciés.5 What emerges fkom this mesh of inter-
.dependent practicés and policies is a dual housing market, offering
unlimited opportunities for.many and only limited opportunities for

the poor and minorities.

:Okigins of the Dual Housing Market

The private'h0using 1ndustry has Tong operated on the assump-
tion that residential segrégation is an economic necessity, an as-
sumption which is partly based on the racial prejudice of past and

preseht'génerations. In 1922 the Nationa]_Association of Real Estate

Boards (NAREB), a powerful force in the industky; pubTished a textbook -

used for training real estate brokers emphasizing that "the purchase
of propérty by certain racial types is very likely to diminish the
value of other property u "The next year NAREB published two addi-
, t1ona1 textbooks, one dec]ar1ng black families a threat to property
va]ues and the other warn1ng that "foreigners" were the most undesir-
able type of residents. Even as late as 1950 NAREB's code of ethics
stated in part:

The realtor sHou]d not be instrumental in introducing into

a neighborhood a character of property or occupancy, members

of any race or nationality or any individual whose presence

will clearly be detr1menta1 to property values in the neigh-

borhood. 7 .

Just as the policies of the real estate industry reflected the

racial prejudicé of the day, the mortgage 1end1ngAinstitutions often

refused to finance builders who wanted to provide housing on a non-

discriminatory basis or to make loans available to hbmebqyers planning




to buy into integrated neighborhoods. Though these policies were un-
offfcia], they were very real. On what grounds did the lending

' institutidns defend such practices? On grounds very similar to those
of rea]tors--infegrated housing was an unsound investment and to
finance such housing would ahtagonize "valuable" customers.8

While the private sector promoted racial segregation through

unofficial though effective means, the public sector often went so far

as to mandate segregation in local ordinances. Between 1910 and 1917,
- zoning ordinances requiring block-by-block raéia] segregation were
challenged and upheld in more than fifteen state cdurts,9 Finally, in

1917, the Supreme Court of the United States declared such ordinances

unconstitutional in Buchanan v. War1ey;'thbugh some were still being

challenged into the 1950's. Justice Day, in writing the majority

opinion, addressed the issues of racial discrimination and the 1imi-

tations of the judicial system:

That there exists a serious and difficult problem arising from
a feeling of race hostility which the law is powerless to con-
- trol, and to which it must give a measure of consideration, may
be freely admitted. But its solution cannot be promoted by
?epr1v1ng citizens of their const1tut1ona1 r1ghts and privi-
eges

Qv

With racially exclusionary zoning declared unconstitutional,
private exclusionary device, the racially restrictive covenant, came
into widespread use. A typical covenant read 1n part:

. hereafter no part of said property or any portion thereof
sha]] be . . . occupied by any person not of the Caucasian
race, it being intended hereby to restrict the use of said
property . . . against the occupancy as owners or tenants of
any port1on of said property for resident or otBer purposes
by people of the Negro or Mongolian race . .



The use of restrictive covenants became so fashionable as a means .of
‘assuring segregation that in 1937 a leading national magazine awarded
ten communities a "shield of haonor" for their extensive use of covenants

11 The extensive use of such

against the "wrong kind of people.
’ covenants.is exemplified in another article which reported that by
»1940, approximately 80 percent of all property in both Los Angeles and
Chicago carried covenants excluding Neglr'oes.]2 |

To be effective as é means of racial segregation, restrictive
.coVenants must,tof‘course, be enforced. Rising to the occasion, néigh-
borhood associatioﬁs across the country were formed to make certain
~that covenants were honored in their community. Sometimes those who
daked break the covenant appealed to the Courts to declare them i1-

~ legal. However, it was not until 1948, after thirty years of legal

sanction, that the Supreme Court declared enforcement of racially

restrictive covenants‘unconstjtutiona] in Shelley v. Kraemer. Though
legally unenforceable, racially restricti?evcovenants still exist
’coda.y.]3 |
| The federal govérnment q1d not get invd]ved directly in housing
until the 1930'5, and when it did, it did very Tittle to alter the
policies and practices of the private housing industry, . The new
federal legislation was greatly influenced by the lobbying of private
housing intereﬁtsé and the new agencies were staffed by industry
representatives who brought with them their long established dis-

criminatory practices. A case in point is the Federal Home Loan Bank

Board (FHLBB). Created in 1932 to give assistance to savings and loan
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aSSOciations,'FHLBB reflected the segregationist attitudes of the pri-

vate industry. In 1940 it published articles on how neighborhoods
‘were to be rated: white neighborhoods were to be given high ratings;
| mixed and minority neighborhoods were to be given Tow ratings.]4
| | In 1933 the Home Owners Loan Corporation (HOLC) was created
‘to'assistyin'the réfinancing of small home mortgages, mortgages which,
in that year, were being forec]osed at an average of 1000 per day.
While HOLC was successful in refinancing more than 1 million homes
.duriﬁg its first three yéars of operation, fewer than 25,000 belonged
“to non-whites. Moreover, when HOLC acquired houses in white neigh-
borhoods,'b1ack families were not permitted to buy them.]5
Perhaps the most important housing legislation rising out of

the depression was the creation 6f the Federal Housing Administration

(FHA). FHA's mortgage insurance program was created to protect the

~mortgage lender from loss due to the borrower's inability to pay off

the mortgage. This incentive to the lender quickly made FHA a leader

in the housing field and, as a result, the typical home financing
vehicle--the long term, low-interest, high-]oaﬁ-to-value ratio, fully
amortized loan--was estabh’shed.]6
FHA's po]iciés and practices also coﬁtributed to racial segre-
gation. In 1959 it was estjméted that ]es§ than 2'percént of the
housiné built in the post-war housing boom had beeh available to

17 For nearly fifteen years after its creation FHA's

minorities.
Underwriting Manual warned of the infiltration of "inharmonious racial

groups. "If a neighborhood is to retain stability, it is necessary
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that prdperties shall continue to be océupied by‘the same racial
c]asses;"19 When racially restrictive covenants were ruled unen-
forceable by the Supreme\Court in 1948, civil rights groups joined
with the U.S. Attorney General in putting pressure on FHA to stop:ins
suring properties with such restrictions. Hdwever, it was not until
18 months after the Supreme Court decision that FHA bowed to the
pressure, rerSing to insure mortgages on propefties with restric-

tive covenants filed after February 1950.29

Effects of the Dual Market

FHA's role in promoting the growth of the suburbs was perhaps.

just as important in supporting residential segregation as its policies

and practices. FHA's mortgage insurance, the home financing prototype

it helped create, and the massive highway construction projectsﬂof_the

30's made new homes outside the city affordable and within a short

commute to jobs in the city, setting the stage for the suburban growth -

that would follow after Wor]d‘War IT.
| - During the war, a great influx of ruraT pdor, both white andv
black, began pouring into the éity in search of employment. After the
 war, middle class whites began their exodus to the new outlying com-
munities. At the same time, the influx of rura] poor continued.
Once this battern of movement started, the process of urban/
subUrban'stkatificatioﬁ éccelerated as feérs, pkejudices, and écbnomic
~ and social aspiratiohs fed upon each other. ‘AS the white middle c]ass

fled the city, leaving vacancies behind, neighborhoods became



economically and racialy mixed as non-whites and the new urban poor

moved into the vacated housing. Not knowing what to expeét, yet fear-

ing the worst, those whites left behind soon fled a]sd,‘fu]fi]]ing

the prophecy that racial and ecbnomic integration was a threat to

property va]ues and neighborhood stability. | | |
“Business and'induétry also joined the“exodus to the suburbs.

Between 1948 and 1967 in the central cities of the 38 largest SMSAs,

jobs for production workers declined 17 percent, while 1ncréasing 58 .

percent in the suburbs.Z]

‘tries began to fo]]ow,_the cities were forced to raise taxes in a
futile attempt to make up for lost revenues. The result: the jn-
cfeasfng]y higher taxes made the suburbs with their're]ative1y Tow
taxes and ample room for expansion so attractive that more and more
industriesb]eft. A |

The exodus of affluent whites from the cities had continued
unabated, along with the .Targe-scale movement of jobs and
wealth. The new suburbs have enjoyed an era of unparalleled
prosperity, while the central cities have strained to answer
growing demands for services fOE the urban poor and,
ironically, suburban commuters. 2

In the ]aét Ha]f of'the 60's in the 40 1arge$t metropolitan
areas, 85 percent of the new job opportunities were in the suburbs.
Between 1920 and 1970 (in the 40 largest SMSAs) manufacturing jobs
increased by 2,080,000 jobs, while the centra]‘éities themselves -

actually Tost 29,000 manufacturing jObs.34

Neil Gold, co-director
of the Suburban Action Institute, said in testifying before the

U.S. Commission on Civil Rights:

" As the white middle class left and indus-




It seems to me when you put together the general sense of
“what's happening, the outmigration of jobs, and when you

Took rather carefully at . . . what kinds of jobs are leaving
the cities, you see that it is precisely those jobs which
lTow-income, moderate-income and minority workers must have in
-order to survive, so what's really at stake in the failure to
allow minority people and low- and moderate-income people to
live throughout metropolitan areas is in a sense a denial of
equal employment opportunities to these groups.24 '

In Baltimore between 1955 and 1965, 82 industries relocated
to the surrounding suburbs. Taking into account movement to and
from other regions and births and deaths of firms, the city suffered
a net loss of 338 manufacturfng firms in that perio.d.z5
found that in one area of the city about 25 percent of the labor
force was'either unemployed or unde}emploYed, while at the same time
jobs were avai]ab]é along the b'e]twa,y.z-6

The same is true all over the country: betweén 1951 and 1967,
St. Louis County gajned 75,000 jobs in manufacturing andb47,000 jobs
in wholesale and retéi] trade. During the séme period, the city of
St. Louis lost 50,000 manufacturing jobs and 35,000 jobs 1n.whoTesa1e

and retail trade.27

In Washington, D.C. where the federal government'is the Targest

single employer, the same outward movement of job oppdrtunities has

~occurred. Beginning with the Atomic Energy Commission's move to German-

town, Maryland in 1958, federal empToyment opportunities have steadi]y
moved to the Virginiavand Maryland suburbs. Between 1963 and 1968
alone, at least 42 compohents of 18‘federa] agéncies employing over
14,000 workers moVed out of the District. More recently, 12,000 jobs

left the District when the Navy Department moved to Arlington. When

A 1968 study
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the Public Health Service (an HEW component) moved to Rockville in

1970 it took 5000 jobs with it, and 2200 jobs were involved in the

U.S. Geological Survey's move to Reston.z8

7 Testifying at an open meeting of the U.S. Commission on Civil
Rights] District of Columbia Advisory Committee in May 1970, former
D.C. City Council Chairman John Hechinger described the impact on the
District of the exodus of federal agehcies:

1) It causes the departure of middie-class technical and profes-
sional families, mostly white but black as well, who follow
their jobs. The District is then left more and more to the
poor, who are predominantly black.

2) This causes the departure of the private industries and busi-
nesses that service the Federal agencies and their suburban
employees.

3) This causes the process of flight to the suburbs to feed upon
itself, and:accelerate 1ike an avalanche. Individuals who
don't need to move do so to escape blacks, or rising taxes,
or declining schools, or deteriorating neighborhoods.

4) . . . those to whom the city is left . . . demand more in
services--education, welfare, training, health facilities,
and so for%@--and are less able to afford them than those
who Tleave. :

However, Mr. Hechinger failed to point out that not only does

this exodus adversely affect the city as a whole, but many lower income

1ndiv1duaTs,emp1oyed by these agencies must either give up their jobs
_of make great sacrifices to keep them. One lower level HEW employee
estimated that when her agen¢y moved to a Méry]énd suburb that her
commuting time would be 5 to 6 hours round trip.30
}The General Services Administration (GSA), the landlord of

most federal agencies, adopted policies in 1969 to deal with the em-

ployment accessibility prob]ems of lower income federal employees.
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Under fhese pd]iéies GSA was to avoid 1ocatiqhs Tacking adequate,hdus—
ing’for Tow-to-moderate income émp]oyees or locations whiéh were not
easi]y accessible. Howeveb, GSA rea]]y'did nof adhere to its own
pd]fcies. In response to GSA's continued failure to consider the
emp]oymeht accessibility problem in site se]eétion; former President .
Nixon issued an Executive Order in Fébruary 1970 stating that GSA

must incbrporate the following factors in_its-site se]eétion proéeSs :
to the gréatest extent possfb]e: | |

1) the impact a selection will have on improving social and
economic conditions in the area, and

2) the availability of adequate Tow and moderate income housing,
and adequate access from other areas of the urban center.

Yet the suburban relocation of employment opportunities on]d

" not have such an adverse effect on Tower income persons if there were .
available hous1ng near the new JOb sites or 1f there were adequate
tranSportat1on from the city to the suburbs However, housing oppor—
tunities for lower income families are very 1imitedrih most suburban
areas, and public transportation is geared,toward the suburban cqh-

muter.

Enforcers of the Dual Market

Over the years public and privéte'housing po]icies have changed
and are no longer asvblatantly discriminatory. Sti]] the poor and
m1nor1t1es find the suburbs ‘almost as inaccessible as ever. Racially
exc]usionany»zoning and restrictive covenants have given way to fiscal

or "snob" zoning. Despite an official (recent) policy of the National
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Real Estate Association banning discriminatibn;hrea1 estate sa]esmen
too oftén use "steering" tactics and the control of 1isting$ to keep
neighborhoods racially and econoﬁica]ly'homogenous. Referendum re-
quifeménts, zoning, and other obstacies often serve to keep7pub11c

and subsidized housfhg out df the suburbs. If anything, the racial and
economic dichotdmy between the éentra] city and suburbs has grown even
Iwider in recent years.

In thevreal estate industry racial segregation is still a pri~,
mary market concern. Local real estate f{rms ﬁsua]]y have]contro].over
- the Tistings of homesifor sale and often "hold back" when passing

- along listings to b]ackkrealtors or to realtors wholcanhot be trusted
vtd haintain the-raciai integrity of area ﬁeighborhoods; |

Another real estafé practice which serves to promote racial
segregation fs "steering"--showing white customers available homes only
~in white neighborhoods and black customers available homes on]y_in
predominantly black or chang{ng neighborhoods. Thisbrea1 estate prac-
tice has been expoéed time and time again using "dummy" customers. This
~relatively common technique very often'shows‘qUite dffferent treatment
of each race, even wheh the customerS' income and education are épproxi-
mately the same,32 V

However, the reaj estate brokers and bui1ders‘are only respon-
ding to the racial prejudice still engrained in many Ameritans, The
racial composition of an area is sti]] an importaht market factor.
When asked what the effect was of}havingksold 4 or 5 homes out of a

development of 200 to blacks, Eliot M. Alport of thé_E]iot Construction

Co. of St. Louis replied:
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They had definitive adverse effect . . . The problem was that if
we sold a home, apparently as I understand it, to a black customer
on Lot A, when the next customer came along, he, having a choice
of lots just as the black customer did, he chose not to be on
lot--the Tot on either side of that black customer, nor the lots
.across the street from the customer, nor the Tots behind the
customer, so that all of a sudden one sale to the black customer
meant that we had anywhere from 5 to 10 lots which our wh1te
customers preferred not to be associated with.33

While these real estate practices are aimed primarily at
minorities, they are a part of a larger set of forces which operate to
maintain both racial and economic segregation. - A disproportionate
number of the urban poor are black; therefore; any discussion of the -
mismatch between Iower_income jobs and housing opportunities must
address both racial and economic discrimination. Practices which are
aimed primarily at excluding blacks usually serve to also exclude
Tower income whites--and vice versa.

Restrictions which 11mit or exc]Ude low-income housing in
suburbia have both rac1a] and economic mot1vat1ons behind them. Such
restrictions not only assure that m1nor1ty and 1ower-1ncome groups
Cwill not invade the racially, socially, and economically homogenous
suburbs, but also assure open space,vuncrowded'schOOIs and streets,
and more favorable tax revenues. The most common such restriction is

large Tot or ffisca]“ zoning. By setting large minimum lot sizes

- the Tocality een avoid not only the economic burden of providing ser-

vices to a more dense development, but can exclude lower-income families

who demand more public services and are in less of a position to pay

for them. National‘Land and Investment Company v. Kohn was one of the

first cases in which "fiscal" zoning was struck down by the courts.
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The Court, in striking down an ordinance prescribing a four-acre mini-
mum lot size, said in part:

A zoning ordinance whose primary purpose is to prevent the en-
-trance of newcomers in order to avoid burdens, economic or
otherwise, upon the.administration of public services and
facilities cannot be held valid. (The Court added) . . . Zoning
is a tool in the hands of governmental bodies which enables them
to more effectively meet the demands of evolving and growing
communities. It must not and cannot be used by those officials
as an instrument by which they may shirk their responsibilities.
Zoning is a means by which a governmental body can plan for the.
future--it may not be used as a means to deny the future.34

While Targe minimum Tot sizes is one way of excluding lower-
incpme families, a much more blatant and effective method is to ex-

clude multi-family development. By excluding apartments, Tocalities

can, in effect, exclude Tower-income families. In the Appeal of Girsh,
f the Pennsylvania Supreme Court struck down an ordinance having the '

effect of prohibiting apartments. Citing National Land, the court

rejected the practice of fiscal zoning and indicated that the evidence
demonstrated thatvthe township had in effect decided to zone oQt the
people who would be able to Tive there if apartments were availab]e.35
| Most "fiscal" zoning ordinances are justified on grounds
vrahging from the desirevto protect the aesthetic or environmental

) character of the area tovavoiding the strain which would be put on
pub]ic faci]ities if higher density were allowed. Whatever the justi-

fication or intent, the effect is to 1imit housing opportunities. While -

the Appeal of Girsh hinted at regional concerns, Oakwood at Madison,

. Inc. v. Madison, a 1971 New Jersey case, firmly established regiona1v

. housing needs as a proper consideration of local zoning. In that case,
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an ordinance adopted by the township in furthefanée of a policy to
"curb its population growth" and "stabilize tax rates" by imposing
minimum Tot size and floor area requirements, was struck down for its
failure to promote ﬁhe general welfare which,'the court said, did not
stop at each municipal boundary. The court said in part:

. In pursuing a valid zoning purpose of a balanced community, a
‘municipality must not ignore housing needs, that is, its fair
proportion of the obligation to meet the housing needs of its
own population and of the region. . . . Large areas of vacant
and developable 1and should not be zoned, as Madison Township
has, into such minimum lot sizes and with such other restric-

tions that‘regigna] as well as local housing needs are
shunted aside.3% ~ -

VHowever, just because such practices as fiscal Zoning and
exclusion of apartmehts have been struck down by the cburts, they have
not been e]iminated.’.Whiie cases 1nvoiVi;§'such‘practices have -set |
precedents fqr future Titigation, "enforcemenf" of the ru]ings'has
been on a case-by;caée pasis. The 1ackvof any real.méchénism for adQ
dreséing regional‘hoU51ng needs and the issue of exclusion prompted ‘
the most ambitious challenge to exclusionary zoning yet undertaken--

Commonwealth of Pennéylyania v. County of Bucks. Defendants in the

case were fifty-four separate municipa]ities, the Bucks Cdunty Plan-
_nﬁng Commission, and the Bucks County Housing Authority. Complainants

were the Commonwealth of Pennsylvania, resident and nonresident persons

of Tow and middle fincomes, and black and non-English speaking minorities.

The individual p]aintiffs charged that the county's exc]usionary.zoning"

ordinances denied them housing opportunities and sought to have the

court order the County and its agents to take,specific,actions to




16
fprovfde for low and moderate income housing throughout thekcoqnty.'
’ The court dismissed the complaints, stating that fhe issues
involved were political in nature and required a solution which was.
beyond the competence of the court to formu]ate,‘direct, or adminis-
ter. The court felt that any attempt to formulate a remedy on a
| county-wide basis would require it to:
| . . assume thé awesome tésk of becoming a super planning
agency with no expertise in the field; and as such the Court
would be required to make immediate and basic 'initial policy
determinations of a kind clearly for nonjudicial discretion,'
and to carry out this tremendous responsibility with an entire
"Tack of jgdi?§911y discoverable and manageable standards for
resolving it. | ‘

While fiscal zoning, including the exclusion of apartments,
sérves to Timit the availability of private market Tow and moderate
income housing, other local ordinances restrict the availability of
‘public and subsidized housing. Much of the housing offered on the
private market, ihc]ﬁdihg apartments, is beyond the reach of many
Tow income families. Sometiﬁes the only alternative for these families
is public or‘subsidized housing. (See Appendix A for a brief descripéb
tion of housing programs mentioned.)

However, the requirement that Tocalities approve the creation
of a’public housing authority before public housing can be built has
" made such housfng in suburban jurisdictions almost non-existent.
Moreover, HUD will not approve an application for public housing un-
less the local goVernment first approves the application and agrees

to exempt the project from local property taxes. Therefore, suburban

jurisdictions can exclude public housing simply by refusing to approve




17

‘the creation of a public housing authority, or if one has been ap-
proved, by refusing to approve applications for housing.

in many areas local government‘"approva1" of a housing authority
foTiows only after the passage of a referendum by public vote. A varia-
tion on this requirement is a referendum to approve the construction
of a particular public housing project, a requirement that wes chal-

lenged in James v.- Valtierra. The case arose in San Jose, California,

where the local gbvernment'e plan to provide low-income housing was
‘defeated at the polls. A 1969 study revealed‘a need for 14,500 Tow-
income Qnits and in response, the San Jose city council had approved
fhe»constkuction of an ihitial 1000 uhits on a scattered site basis
throughout the city. However, the California State Constitution re-
quires that low-rent public housing be approved by the majority of those
voting at a community e]ection;' When San Jose's plan was defeated by
local citizens, the state requirement was challenged on tﬁe grounds
that it violated the equal protection clause of the 14th Amendment in'
that other typeé of housing were not subject‘to public approval.
Initially a three-judge federal court enjoined'enforcement of the
“provision, ruling that the referenda requirement denied Tow-income citi-
'zens equal protettion under the law. However, in a five to three Vote,
the U.S. Supreme Court reversed this decision, apparent]y basing its
~decision on the following elements: 1) California has long used public
- referenda in guiding pubTic policy; 2) pub]ie housing was only one

of severa1 issues subject to a referendum; 3) the pub]ic housing

referendum requiremeht insured that the people in a community would




18

have a voice in a decision which "may lead to Targer expenditures. of

Tocal governmental funds for increased public services and to lower

tax revenues"; andk4) the Court found no indication that the referendum

requirement was racially motivated.38

Justice Thurgobd Marshall, in dissenting, said in part:
It is far too late in the day to contend that the Fourteenth
~ Amendment prohibits only racial discrimination; and to me,
singling out the poor to bear a burden not placed on any
other class of citizens tramples the values that the Four-
teenth Amendment was designed to protect.
Fair housing advocates considered the Vaitierra decision to be a major
setback. Some feared that the decision could mean that economic dis-
crimination in housing does not, in the Court's view, constitute a
violation of the equal protection clause, 1imiting 14th Amendment
attacks on exclusionary practices to‘those involving racial discrimi-

nation. More optimistic interpreters viewed the case more narrowly,

~contending that because of the specific facts in the case, particu-

~ Tarly California's Tong referendum history, it should not be considered

precedent setting.39

The rent supplement program is another.potentia1‘means of
giving Tow-income families gfeater housing choice. However,vfederaT
}guide1ines require that before any rent supp]ément housing can be
built there must be a "workable program for community improvement"
and Tocal apprqva] must be given. The effect of both conditions is
to allow the community through its own inaction to exclude fent

supplement housing.40
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While the authority to "veto" public and rent supplement housing
was grahted to Tocalities by Congress, some Tocalities comb1ete1y’on\
their own "initiative," have gone so far as to require a referendum
befbre even subsidized housing can be built. One such ordinance in
Parma, Ohiovépparently grew out of a desire to exclude blacks. When
the ordinance was adopted in 1974 it was immediately challenged in
court. The case charged Parma, a Clieveland suburb, with discrimina-
tory exclusion of lower income minority residents of Cleveland through
the adoption of ordinances requiring refefendUm approval before sub-
sidized housing could be built, and through the prohibition of housing
higher than 35 feet. The complainants alleged a history of racial
diécrimination in Parma, including anti-black statements by city offi-
ciéls, and that the ordinances grew but*of a pubTic meeting concerning
a proposed Section 236 project in which officials gave oral assurance
that no black people would Tive in Parma. Immediately fo]]oWing the
public hearing the ordinanceg were adopted and the building permit for
the 236 project was denied.

In February 1974 the Court dismissed the complaint on the
gkounds that the ordinances, particularly the referendum ordinance,
had not yet been applied and the case, therefore, was not "ripe" for
adjudication. The challenge to the denial of the building permit was
held to be properly raised for adjudication. Chief Judge Battisti
said regarding the ordinances: "(S)hou]d the remaining a11egafions
»be proven and if affirmative relief is granted, it may be necessary

in fashioning appropriate relief for the court to deal with these
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ordinahces."4] The case was appéa1ed to the U.S; Supreme Court which
~in turn remanded the case back to the lower court fok}fufther considera-

tion in light of the Court's ruling in a similar casé, Warth v. Seldin.

Thaf case involved a challenge to the zonihg okdinance of Penfield,
New York, a suburb of Rochester. The plaintiffs charged Penfield with
echuding persons of low and moderate income. However, the Court dis-
missed the case on thé grounds that the plaintiffs themselves were not
- personally damaged by the ordinance. In so doing, the Court in no way
considered the legality of the ordinance itself, but on]y’the class of
plaintiffs which have Tegal standing in such cases. The Court said
in part:
~(E)ven when the plaintiff has alleged injury sufficient to

meet the "case or controversy" requirement, this Court has

held that the plaintiff generally must assert his own legal

rights and interests, and cannot rest his claim to relief '

on the Tegal rights or interests of third parties.4?

 Thus the legality of referendum requirements for subsidized houSing

has still not been established.

"The dual harket,","strafification, éxC]usion,' and "mis-
match between job and housing opportunities" are wordsﬁand phrases
which are easy to undersfand and whose meanings are all too clear. | -
The prigins of the conditioné described by'the'WOrds can be found on
~the pages of countless texts, governméht documents, and legal reports.

Yet so]utipns are harder to find.
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\

_ Some progress has been made: In 1968 Congress incorporated
fair Housing legislation into the body of civil rights Taws. Thirty-
three Staies and thousands of municipalities have adopted fair housing
1aw§ of their own. Massachusetts has enacted a quota system for Tow.
and moderafe income housing for each town in the state, and several
municipa]ities require that large developments include a specified

43 Though these signs

perCentagé of Tow-to-moderate income housing.

are encouraging, they are ohly a beginning.‘
In recent years a new phrase has been f]oating‘around academic

circles, planning commissions, and federal offices . . . "Fair Share."

But what does fair share mean? Will it work? What are its poten-

tials? And, what are its Timitations?.



22

Chapter One--Footnotes

]U S. Commission on Civil Rights, Understand1ng Fair Housing.
(Wash1ngton, D.C.: U.S. Government Printing Office, 1973), p. 18.

21n 1969, the U.S. Commission on Civil Rights decided to con-
duct a study of metropolitan area development and its social and
.economic impact on urban minorities. Public hearings were conducted
in St. Louis, Baltimore, and Washington, D.C., between January 1970
and June 1971 in which the Commission documented the problem with the
testimony of more than 150 witnesses from all walks of life.

3.s. Commission on Civil Rights, Above Property Rights (Wash-
ington, D.C.: U.S. Government Printing Office, 1972), p.

4U S. Comn1ss1on on Civil Rights, Equal Opportunity in Suburb1a

(Wash1ngton D.C.: U.S. Government Printing Office, ]974) p. 25

5Understand1ng Fair Housing, p. 3.

®Ibid. "bid. | 81bid;
Ibid. Opia.  Mia.
121p4d. Bpid. % 1p1id.
"Ibid., p. 5. 'Sbid. Vibid.
18114, Bpid. 201pi4,
21

Manpower Report of the President, (Wash1ngton, D.C.: 1974).
22Equa1 Opportunity in Suburbia, p. 1.

231hid., p. 25. ““1bid. 250hid., p. 1.
Prpid., p. 12, 2ibid., p. 11. Pibid., p. 48.
21bid., p. 10. Prbid., p. 12. S1bid., p. 48.
31bid., p. 18. 1bid., p. 24.

34

National Land and Investment Company V. Kohn, 419 Pa. 504,
215 A.2d 597 (1965)




23

35In re Appeal of Girsh, 437 Pa. 237, 263 A.2d 395 (1970).

Oakwood at Mad1son, Inc. v. Mad1son, 117 N.d. Super ]1,283
A.2d 353 (1971). , ,

N 37Commonwea]th of Pennsylvania v. County of Bucks, Court of
Common Pleas of Bucks County, 22 Bucks Co. Rep. 179 (1972); appeal

dismissed, 8 Pa. Cnwith. 295, 302 A2d 897 (1073); aff. S.Ct. of Pa.,

August 1, 1973, cert. den. 42 U.S.L.W. 3386 (U S. Jan. 8, 1974). .

38Understandmg Fair Housing, p. 21. James V. Va]t1erra 402
- U.S. 137 (1971), rev'g Valtierra v. Housing Authority, 313 F. Supp. 1,
(N.D. cal. 1970)
39Nat1ona1 Commi ttee Against D1scr1m1nat1on in Hous1ng and the
Urban Land Institute, Fair Housing and Exclusionary Land Use, (Wash-
ington, D.C.: The Urban Land Institute, 1974), p. 21.

40

Fair Housing»ahd Exclusionary Land Use, p.15.

4]'Fanr' Housing and Exclusionary Land Use, p. 24. Cornelius v.
City of Parma; United States v. C1ty of Panna Ohio, 374 F. Supp.
730 (N.D. Ohio 1974) '

42
43

Warth v. Seldin, 422 U.S. 490, 45 L Ed 2d 343, 95 S Ct 2197

Understanding Fair Hous1gg, p. 17.




Chapter Two
ORIGINS OF THE FAIR SHARE CONCEPT

The term "fair share" has become shorthand in housing and civil
rights circles for the planned allocation of subsidized housing units

to all jurisdictions within a metropolitan area.]

Integral elements
of fair share include a regional housing plan, an allocation formula,
and an imp]ementation_strategy. David Listokin in his book Fair Share

Housing Allocation defines fair share as "a plan which typically deter-

mines where housing, especially low- and moderate-income units, should

be built within a region according to éucﬁ criteria as placing housing
WHere it wii] expand housing opportunity, where it is most needed, and
where it is most suitable."?
7 | The nation's first fair share plan was in Déyton, Ohio. At
the fime of that plan's adoption in 1970, ninety-five percent of all
the subsidized housing in the five-county Miami Valley region was in
the'city of Dayton itself. 1In resﬁonse to the lack of Tower income
,hdusing opportunities in the regionis suburban Tocalities the Miahi
Valley Regional Planning Commission devised a fair share allocation
plan that has served as a model for the 40 or more fair share plans
‘bwhich exist today."(The‘Dayton plan is discussed in more detail
later in this chapter.)

The fair share concept has two basic origins: 1) the increas-

ing shift to regibna] or metropolitan planning, and 2) the growing

24
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commitment to keverse the economically and racially segregated resi-
dency pattern of our large metropolitan areds. This pattern has
resylted not only in}a fiscally stagnant central city but a mismatch
between job opportunities, which have been increasingly moving to
suburban areas, énd lower income housing opportunities, which tra-

ditionally have been Timited to the central city. Edward L. Holmgren

and Ernest Erber, writing for HUD Challenge, call this pattern "metro-
politan malformation": |

For a long time most of them (planners) saw metropolitan func-
~tional deficiencies mainly as transportation problems and were

- preoccupied with planning urban expressways and center city
parking garages. Meanwhile the mass migration of upwardly
mobile whites from city to suburb continued, and the housing
they left behind was absorbed by growing racial ghettos. The
rising demand of the minorities for equal opportunity in em-
ployment, housing, -and education, which found a massive voice in
the civil rights movement of the 1960's, forced the nation, among
other things, to face the consequences of discrimination in hous-
ing, especially racial segregation furthered by selection .of
ghetto sites for public housing. The civil rights/housing
movement's advocacy of a site-selection policy that assured
equal opportunity for all to live in city or suburb merged
with the growing awareness of regional planners that balanced
location of housing should be a regional concern.3

The Regional Approach to Planning

A regional or metropolitan approach not only to housing but
to other facets of planning as well, has long been advocafed, primarily
in fesponse to the political fragmentation in most metropolitan areas.
In 1968 Robert'Anderson wrote: _
The assumption of urban isolatidn which prompted state legisla-
tures to vest land use control powers in numerous local govern-

ments was of doubtful validity when planning and zoning began.
Clearly, the problems of community development have overrun
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municipal boundaries and a new emphasis on integration is essen-
tial to the orderly development of urban land.

The fragmentation of power to control Tand use has survived the
physical development of metropolitan areas. . . . Aside from the
_apparent inefficiency, dealing with common problems through as
many as 100 separate legislative authorities and administrative
complexes, the division of power has resulted in competition and
conflict. These difficulties have limited the effect1veness

of land use planning and control.4

Early planners such as Alfred White, Charles D. Norton, Graham
Taylor, and Russell Van Nest Black all advocated an expanded approach
to planning over the local, piecemeal approach.5 Writing in 1925,
Lewis Mumford expounded the merits of regional planning:
Regional planning asks not how wide an area can be brought under
the aegis of the metropolis, but how the population and civic

- facilities can be distributed so as to promote and stimulate a
vivid, creative Tife throughout the whole region--a region being
any geographic area that possesses a certain unity of climate,
soil, vegetation, industry and culture. The regionalist attempts
to plan such an area so that all its sites and resources, from
forest to city, from highland to water level, may be soundly de-
veloped, and so that the population will be distributed so as . to.:
utilize, rather than to nullify or destroy its natural advan-
tages. It sees people, industry, and the land as a single umt.6

Yet such early calls for a regional approach to p]anhing did
not go entirely unheard. During the 1920's, regional advocates saw
the creation of such bodies as the Los Angeles County Regional Planning
Commission, the Chicago Regional Planning Association and the Committee
on the Regional Plan of New York. The latter body, along with such

early planners as Charles D.>Norton, Frederick Law Olmstead, and Edward

H. Bennett, produced the Tandmark study, The Regional Plan of New York

and Its Environs.7

The 1930's saw the federal government becoming involved in and

encouraging regional p]ahning in the creation of the Tennessee Valley
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Authority and a National Planning Board. Regional efforts resumed
after World War II, particularly those centered around 1afge—sca1e
transportation plans such as those in Detroit, San Francisco, Chicago,
and.the Pennsylvania-New Jersey regions.8

During the 1950's and on into the 60's, other regional bodies

- were created, including the Delaware River Basin Commission, the
Appalachian Regiona] Commission, and the mushrooming councils of
governments (COGs). St111,'regiona1 p1ann1ng was the exception rather
than the rule. In addition, a lack of power often prevented those
bodies which were in existence from actually implementing their plans;
C0Gs in particular Tacked any real power because they were only volun-

tary associations of regional governmentsig

The Role of the Fedéra] Government

More recent1y the federal government, through legislation, has
encouraged regional p]anning.(particu1ar1y in housing) and through its
funding requirements has given regional bodies a certain degree of
leverage: The 1954 Housing Act authorized the Section 701 program to
encourage (through subsidy) the creation of Tocal comprehensive plans.
Many communities have taken advantage of 701 funds either to provide a
more rational basis for decision making or to make themselves eligible
for other federal subsidies which require a comprehensive plan. fn
1968 Congress reduired that Section 701-funded planning inc]udega'hbus-

ing e]ement which considered regional land use and housing néeds:]o'
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Planning carried out with assistance under this section shall
include a housing element as part of the preparation of compre-
hensive land use plans and this consideration of the housing
needs and land use _requirements for housing in each comprehen-
sive plan shall take into account all available evidence of the
cassumption and statistical bases upon which the projections of
zoning, community facilities, and population growth are based;
so that the housing needs of both the region and the local com--
munities studied in the planning will be adequately covered in
temms of existing and prospective immigrant population growth.1l

fhe 701 housing element requirement led to research which pro-
vided data for later fegiona] housing p]ans} Perhapé more 1mp0rtant,
_ftvdrew attention to and documented the growing urban/suburban di-
chotomyvand the Tack of lower-income housing opportunities in subur-
ban areas. In some instances HUD used the requirement‘to force
p]ahning bodies to ?orhu]ate allocation strategies. For example the

Southwestern Wisconsin Regional P]anning Cdmmission’(SEWRPC) formu-

lated a fair share plan after HUD threatened to withhold a portion of

its planning fundé becguse the Commission had not undertaken an ade-

quate regional housing study;]z Commenting on the implicit intent of
the housing element requirement one observer concluded:

In its circulars and more specifically, orally, HUD directives
to agencies preparing plans with federal funds granted under
Section 701 of the Housing Act pointed toward metropolitan
allocation plans as the ?roper way to satisfy the law's hous-
ing element requirement.!3 ' :

Segtion 701 is not the only federal assistance requiring that

" regional concerns be taken into consideration. By 1972 the Advisory

Commission on Intergovernmental Relations found over two dozen federal

development prdgrams’requirihg a metropolitan or regional approach. All -

‘of these programs required review and comment by an areawide
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comprehensive planning body before they could be funded in any locality

by the fedéra] goVernment.]4

These federal requirements were in part responsible for the
tremendous growth of reQiona] planning entities such as councils of -
governments and regional planning commissions. These bodies grew in
power as they were assigned more important review responsibilities.
Section 204 of the 1966 Demonstration Cities and Metropolitan Develop-
ment Act (The Model Cities Program) requifed regional planning bodies
>to\review applications for certain public-facility grant programs;,‘
The 1968 Intergovernmental Cooperation Act (Title IV) extended the (
review poweré of the regibna] bodies to all federal categorical grant
programs :

‘A1l viewpoints--national, regional, State, and Tocal shall, to
the extent possible, be fully considered and taken into account
in planning federal and federally assisted development programs
and projects. State and local government objectives, together
with the objectives of regional organizations shall be considered
and evaluated within a frame work of national public objectives,
as expressed in Federal law, and available projections of future
national conditions and needs of regions, States, and Tocalities
shall be considered in plan formulation, evaluation, and review.
To the maximum extent possible, consistent with national objec-
tives, all Federal aid for development purposes shall be consis-
tent with and further the objectives of State, regional, and
local comprehensive planning. Consideration shall be given to
all developmental aspects of our total national community, in-
cluding but not Timited to housing, transportation, economic
~development, natural and human resources development, community
facilities, and the general improvement of living environments. 19

In‘]ate 1968 the President directed the Office of Management

and Budgetk(OMB) to establish procedures to guide the review required

by the new legislation. In 1969 OMB issued circular A-95 which’ca]led
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for the designation of multijurisdictional bodies as "clearinghouses"

to review and comment on local applications for federal aid in‘tenns
of how they related to and conformed with statewide or areawide com-

prehensive plans, the extent to which proposais dﬁp]icated or con-

flicted with other projectsvor activities, and the environmental im-

pact of the proposal. While a negativé comment by a clearinghouse does

not automatically prevent the app]icatioh from being approved, it is

a primary consideration.16 The review process is detailed below:

“Step 1: A potential applicant for federal funds is informed by
the federal agency that it must notify state and regional (or
metropolitan) clearinghouses about the project for which it in-
tends to apply for assistance.

Step 2: Applicant not1f1es c1ear1nghouses, 1nc1ud1ng a summary
descr1pt1on of the project.

Step 3: State c1ear1nghouses notify state agencies which may be -

affected by the proposed project; regional and metropolitan
clearinghouses do the same for local government agencies.

Step 4: State and Tocal agencies hotify clearinghouses of inter- .

est, if any, in conferring with applicant about project.

Stép 5: ' Clearinghouses notify app]icant of their interest or
the interest of state and Tocal agencies in holding a conference
to explore the project in greater detail. ' This must be done

within 30 days of step 2. If there is no interest on the part of

clearinghouses or state and local agencies in holding a conferen

the applicant's obligations under PNRS (Project Notification and

Review System) are satisfied at this stage.

Step 6: A conference is held between the applicant and the appro-’

ce,

priate agencies to explore the project in greater deta11 and 1den-

tify and resolve possible conflicts.

Step 7: If conflicts are not resolved, the cleafinghouses must
notify the applicant that they will have comments to accompany
-the application submitted in Step 8.

Step 8: App]icant submits application (or adequate.projeét de-
scription) to*c]earinghquses, which have 30 days for comment.
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Step 9: Clearinghouses submit their comments, as well as those
of state and local agenc1es, to applicant within the 30- day period,
" prescribed in Step 8. :
Step 10: Applicant submits application to federal agency, with
comments from clearinghouses and state and Tocal agencies. If
there are no comments , applicant submits a statement that requ1re-
ment = for review and comment has been followed.

Step 11: Federal agency considers application and_attached com-
ments and informs clearinghouses of actions taken.17

The scope of the A-95 review’precess has been eXpanded since
its adoption 1n 1969. In 1972 c1ear1nghouses were directed to consider
the civil rights 1mp11cat1ons of proposed act1ons “In the same year,
twenty-two HUD programs for Housing Product1on‘and Mortgage Credit
a1éo became subject to the A-95 review process. In addition, aid ad-

,mihistered by the Farmers Home Adﬁinistration, the,Economic{Deve]op-
menf Administration, Health, Educatien and Welfare, ahd other agencies
now require clearinghouse review. At pkesent,’a]moste140 federal aid
programS‘are subject.fo the review ‘plr‘ocess.]8
| HoWever, A-95 has nbf been without its problems. The criteria

used in the review process have then been‘vague, and some clearing-
houses have only gone through the motions of review. Moreover, some

federal agencies have not given full consideration to the comments

passed on them by the clearinghouses. However, the review powers under

. A-95 have helped, at least sjmbo]ica]1y, to institutionalize kegiona]

planning and have’given,regiona] planning bodies greater power in en-

forcing their plans. Comhenting oh the merits of regional review, Dale

Bertsch, Executive Directbr of the Miami Valley Regional Planning Com-

mission, said:
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We see regional review as the most important single tool we have.
We have a great number of county and municipal planning agencies
in our area, which have the administrative capabilities of
handling zoning and subdivisions which are looked upon by planners
as the primary implementation tools. So, when 204 came along and,

~.in turn, A-95, we attempted to capitalize on it and make it an
effecti¥8.too] for implementing and guiding priorities in our
region. , '

~The Role of the Courts

While the‘federa] government has done a great deal to promote

a regional approach to housing, the courts have also been a signifi-

cant force. A recent court decision in Hartford, Connecticut involving

the housing assistance.p1an requirement of the Housing and Community
Devé]opment,Act of 1974 and A-95 review promises to add yet another
deQree-of leverage to the powers of régiona] clearinghouses and their
attempt to provide regioné] housing opportunities for all groups.

’ In August, 1975, the City of Hartford, its city council, and
two city residents brought suit against HUD for approving the appli-
_cations for Community Deve]oﬁment (CD) funds of several of the out-
_1ying suburbs. The '74 Act requires that communities applying for
funds under the Act musf first submit an approved housing assistance
~ plan which addresses not only the existing need but also the need for
those "expected to reside" within the‘jurisdiction. One of the major -
goals of the Act is to encourage steps to end economic segregafion

of Tower income groups. Moreover, the Civil Rights Act of 1968,

Title VIII, requires that all federal agencies, through their programs,

‘ act‘affirmative1y to provide fair housing and end economic segregation.

Hartford contended that the suburban jurisdictions, in their CD
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applications, had not met the requinements set down in the{]egis]a-
tion, and therefore HUD acted improperly in approving the applica-
tions. Hartford was critical of several aspects of the app]ieations:

1) Maximum consideration for the use of funds was not given to

benefit Tow and moderate income households as specified in the Act.

2) Some applications were not complete in several respects, such
-~ as the required signed assurances or the housing assistance plan.
3) The housing assistance'p1ans frequently contained inadequate
or no assessment of lower income households expected to reside in
" the communities based on current employment or projected employ-
ment.

4) Applications frequent]y contained inadequate assessments of
housing needs or assessments contrary to other available facts
and data.

5) Applications frequent]y identified housing goals which were
not consistent with nor apparently took into consideration the
housing needs identified or believed to exist.

6) Applicant communities were not required to present affirma-
tive action p]ans, or were never investigated when ev1d8nce
existed of prior discrimination within that commun1ty

The 1970 population of the Hartford region was 664,000, of
which 8.11 percent werebminority residents. While only 23.8 percent
of the regional population 1iVed in Hartford itself, 85.7 percent of
“the region's minority pepu]ation Tived there. The 1970 central city
“median income was $6,475 as compared to $11, 630vin areas outside the
centra]vcity As of June, 1976, s1xty one percent and seventy one
percent of the subsidized and public housing, respect1ve1y, was in
Hartford itself. The need for more is overwhelming: of the city's
housing stock, which comprises 30 percent of the region's total, 60
percent was without adequate plnmbing and 72 percent lacked complete

~kitchen faci]ities in 1970.21

Small wonder then that Hartford was
outraged when HUD approved applications from suburban juri;dictiqns

which in no way eddressed regional housing needs.
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Through participatioh 1n-the'A-95.review process, Hartford
had reviewed the applications from the nine entit]ement'suburban com-
munities in the region and made negatiVe comments on seven of these
'appiications.' The cdmments Were paesed along to the regional C1ear1ngf
‘house, the Capitol Regional Council of Governments, which made negative
~ comments on only one of the applications.  However, negative comments
were also made by other groups, 1nc1udin§ the Connecticut State'Di-
- vision of Human Rights and Opportunities.22 Still HUD approved the
applications. | '
| The eourtvruled in fevor of Hartford, finding that HUD had
abused its diseretionary power. A crucial consideratioh in the court's
deeision was a memorandum issued on May 21, 1975 byiDavid Meeker,
Assistant Secrefary for Community Planning and Development at HUD,
»informihg communities that "expected te reside" data‘wasrnot reqUired .
for approval of firsf year grant applications. waeVer,,the court
said that while the Secretary'of HUD was permitted to waive all or
part of regulations under certain conditions,lthose regulations de-
scribing and requiring the housing assistance plan were not waiverable.
Moreover the “exbected to reside" requirement is the keystone of the
spatia] deconcehtkatioh objective of the '74 Act, and the Meeker'memo-
randum which allows suburban communities to obtain funding without
taking steps to expand Tow and moderate income‘housingbopportunities
amounts to "effectively gutting the enforcementwpfovision of the Ac
- One of the defendant communities did submit an expected to

reside figure which the plaintiffs claimed to be ineonsistent with

t.?3
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othef available data. Again the court ruled that while the Secretary
of HUD had the authority to approve or deny the app11catioh, she had
not considered relevant facts and thus there was an error in judgment.
Thehcourt fouhd that HUD had failed to obtain generally available
* information required for a proper review and stated that HUD had a-duty
- to do more than accept any "expected to reside" figure. Thus the
court concluded that the Secretary had abused her discretionary power'
in approving the app]icatiohs and enjoinedka11 seven communities from
receiving any CD funds.-24 |
The ramifications of the Hartford deci;ion are clear: HUD is
now carefully examining housfng assistance plans as part of the CD
apb]ication and local jurisdictions afe taking the requirement much

‘more seriously.

In Gautreaux v. Chicago Housing Authority, a case recently

heard by the Supreme Court, the Court‘condemned public housing policies

that created racial concentrations aﬁd held that federal courts can

order HUD to provide Tow-income housing in white suburbs. At the

time that the suit’was‘brought almost eleven years ago and to a lesser

extent today, public housing in the area was not only almost entirely
, 1imited to the central city (Chicago), but to the predominantly black
neighborhoods of Chicago. Originally a Tower court banned site selec-
tion policies which resulted in racial discrimination within the city
limits. However the Circuit Court of Appeals in 1974 extended this
ruling to the metropolitan scale and 1n‘Apr11,v1976, the Supreme Court

~agreed that "the metropolitan area is a single re]e?ant locality
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for iow—kent housing purposes and that a city-only remedy will not
25 ’ .
One of the most significant cases involving regional housing
~needs and one directly related to the fair share concept, is Southern

Burlington County NAACP v. Township of Mount Laurel. Mount Laurel is

a large rapidly developing township Tocated near affluent Cherry Hill,

- New Jersey, approximately 20 miles from Camden and Philadelphia. The

population of the township doub]ed between 1950 and 1960, and doubled

agéin between 1960 and 1970. In response to the rapid growth, Mount
Laurel revised its zoning Ordinances,'increasing minimﬁm lot sizés
and desighating large portions of its undeveloped land for industrial
use. The new zoning-was chaiienged on-the grounds that it 1imitéd
housing opportunitiesvfor Tow and moderate income families. In 1972
the trial court ruled in favor of the-p]aintiffé and in 1975 the New
Jersey Supreme Court.upheld‘the Tower court decision.26
With the court§60ndemning the exclusionary zoning'and calling
‘for’each municipa]ipy to provide for its share of a region's housing
need, one zoning expert termed the Case the most significant since

27

Euclid,”” while another described it as one of the "most significant’,

state court decisions regarding exciusionéry land use 1itigation."28
Reasoning that zoning as an_exercise ofgthérpo]ice power must
-be directed to satisfying not only thé local general welfare, but the
regional welfare as well, the court said:
| It is plain beyond disputé that proper provision for adequate
housing of all categories of people is certainly an absolute

essential in promotion of the general welfare required in all
Tand use regulations. Further the universal and constant need
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“for such housing is so important and of such broad public inter-
est that the general welfare which developing municipalities °
1ike Mount Laurel must consider extends beyond their boundaries
and cannot be parochia]]¥ confined to the claimed good of the
particular municipality.29 '

While the Mount Laurel decision echoed somewhat the same re-

gional welfare concerns as. Oakwood at Madison, it goes one step fur-
ther in stressing regional considerations and in particular, the fair
share perspective:

We conclude that every municipality must, by its Tand use regu-
lations, presumptively make realistically possible an appropriate
variety and choice of housing. More specifically, presumptively
it cannot foreclose the opportunity of the classes of people
mentioned for Tow and moderate income housing and in its regula-
tions must affirmatively afford that opportunity, at least to the
extent of the municipality's fair share of the present and pros-
pective need therefor.

The: concept of fair share is coming into more general use through
the expertise of the municipal planning advisor, the county
planning boards and the state planning agency, a reasonable
figure for Mount Laurel can be determined, which can then be
translated into_the allocation of sufficient land therefor on

the zoning map.30

The Dayton Plan

The first féir share plan of the kind mentioned by the coﬁrt
in the Mount Laurel decision was in Dayton, Ohio. In 1969 the Miami
Va]]éy Regional Planning Commission began‘a housing program fof the
fivé county Dayton area. The area'é_basic housing prob]éms were found
to be two-fo]d: first, there was a serious shortage of sound dwelling
unjts in the region; and second, most of the existing housing for
Tow and moderate income families was in the city of Dayton itself. In

early 1970 a regionwide housing conference drew ovef 300 participants
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inc]udihg politicians, citizens, builders, housing sponsors, and
managers.3] Out of this conference and the tireless efforts of the
Commission staff came a keéidna] a]]ocation'plan to distribute 14,000
10w“ahd moderate income housing units. The philosophy behind the
plan is as follows:

Its underlying concept is that families and individuals of low
and moderate means should have some choice in selecting a place
to live just as others of greater financial resources do. Fur-
ther, that the opportunity can be more than just that of :
choosing a different place to Tive; that in fact it can be the
entre' to a bettgg Tife in many respects far beyond physical
shelter itself. ' ' "

Ann Shafor, Deputy Director of Housing and Human Resources,
describes the allocation process this way:

The entire region was broken down geographically into 53 'planning
units' . . . Then the needed Tow- and moderate-income dwelling
units were assigned to the planning units using a composite of
numbers resulting from six calculation methods: (1) equal share,
(2) proportionate share of the county's households, (3) proportion-
ate share of the county's households making less than $10,000
annually (or Tess than $7,000 in the three more rural counties),
(4) the inverse of 3, (5) a share based on the assessed valuation
per pupil of the school districts covering the planning units,

and (6) a §gare based on the relative overcrowding of the school
districts.

In the weeks preceding the vote on the plan, public hearings

-were held throughout the area and MVRPC staff were on hand to explain

and defend the plan. IOpposition to the plan was, at times, very great,
and Director Dale Bertsch and outspoken commission proponents often
received threatening phone calls. However, the staff's patience,
rational responses to irrational objections, and willingness to com-
promise kept the plan alive. One of the major compromises made was

the elimination of approval for the staff to seek state legislation
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authorizing the commission to oVerride Tocal zoning in carrying out
the plan. Finally the Dayton plan was unanimously endorsed in Sep-
tember i970 by the elected officials serving on the 42-member MVRPC,
repfesenting the 32 membek municipalities and five mémbér-counties '
of the region. But as Lois Craig points out, "it's one thing to get
suburban officials to approve a distribution formu]a and another tb
get suburban residents to accépt specific Tower-income housjﬁg‘de-‘
ye1opments."34 o |

The major‘opposition to dispersal occurred in Montgomery County
ih Which Daytoh, itself, is located. Yet Montgomery Cdunty had a need
for 1ow-t¢;modérate income housing which was greater thén all 6ther

35 A hearing coneerning subsidized housing in the

counties combined.
Montgomery County community of Miamisburg brought out 500 people,
'some armed with American Independent Party pamphlets protesting the
scattering of "high fise slums" by MVRPC which coqu lead to "crime
and vice so rampaht" that cifizens_wou1d be "afraid to open their
doors in daylight."® |

The plan received considerable support from one of the two

newspapers in the aréa, the Dayton Daily News and its editor, Jim
Fain. Letters to the editor indicated that some people felt Fain to
be too involved in the housing plan:

What right does Metro have to dump the scum of a five-county

area and the cesspool of Dayton into Miamisburg or any other

area? If Jim Fain wants subsidized housing how about putting
it in Centerville to where he escaped in 8;der-not to put up

with what he wants to force onto others?" . v
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Even though several jurisdictions threatened to pull out of
the Commission and many of the plan's early supporters were defeated
in ]ater elections, the Commission somehow held the plan together.
‘The Commission's feat in the face of so much opposition is to a large
degree due to the hqusing element requﬁrement of 701 funding, the
housing assistancé plan requirement of the 1974 Community Development
Act, and the review powers under A-95. Figures 2-1 and
2-2 graphica]]y represent the spatial distributidn of Tow and moderate
income units in 1970 and 1973. During that period an estimated 4300
new units were built.3®

vance 1970 when the plan was adopted some 9000 units of assisted
housing have been built or rehabilitated. Whereas in 1970 only 5 per-
cent of the region's assisted housing was outside Dayton, today 40 per-
cent is Tocated outside the central city§39 o

While the Dayton p]aﬁ has made significant progress toward meet-
ing the region's housing needs, not only for shelter itself, but for
geographic opportunify, by far its greatest contribution is the exampTe
it has set fér other areas to follow. One areé which did follow

Dayton's example is Washington, D.C. The remaining chapters will

examine the Washington experience.
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Chapter Three
A "FAIR SHARE" PLAN FOR WASHINGTON

The Washington metropolitan area is not like any other Ameri-
can metropolis. The physical central city/suburban similarities which
- it does shake‘with other cities are secondary to the unique position
of Washington'as the seat of the federal government. The constantly
shihing political spotlight and the enormoué federa]Aagencies set the
mood and pace for L'Enfant's "Federal City" and surkounding areas.]

It was primarily the expansion‘of_the %edéra] government, the
area's largest employer, whiéh was responsfb]e for the incredible
growth of the metropolitan area during the 1960's. Between 1960 and
1970 Washington wés the fastest growing of the nation's twelve largest
metropo]itanbareas, increasing its population by 39 percent. Prince
Wi]]iamFCounty on the outer edge of the metropolitan area trip]ed'its

'pbpulation between 1960 and 1975.2 However, the District itself
dropped from 763,956.in-1960 to an estimated 722,300 in 1974, a de-
cfease of 5.5 percent. (Table 3-1)

, Again, because of the influence of the federai‘government,
Washington is the most affluent of the nation's ]afge metropolitan
areas. Montgomery and Fairfax Counties'are first and second in the
'nation in terms of median famiiy fncome among counties of more thén

50,000 population. Arlington County has the highest per capita income
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TABLE 3-1
DISTRIBUTION OF THE POPULATION BY JURISDICTION
1960-1970-1974 | -

1960-70  Average 1970-74  Average
Annual change 3 Annual change
number percent

1960 1970 number  percent 1974

Total Washington ‘ ,
Metro Area 2,109,182 2,908,901- 79,962 - 3.8 3,061,000 33,800 1.

2
D.C. | 763,956 756,510  -745  -0.1 722,300 -7,600  -1.0

. )

Total Maryland' 730,895 1,231,054 50,016 6.8 1,265,900 7,700 0.6 S
Montgomery Co. 340,928 522,809 18,188 5.3 569,000 10,300 2.0
P.G. Co. 357.395 660,567 30,317 8.5 642,600 -4.000  -0.6
Total Virginia® 614,331 921,237 30,691 5.0 1,072,800 33,700 3.7
Alexandria 91,023 - 110,938  1.992 2.2 113,900 700 0.6
Arlington Co. 163,401  164.284  1.088 0.7 165,700 -1,900  -1.1
Fairfax Co. 275.002°  455.021 = 18.002 6.6 557.500  22.800 5.0

TIncludes Charles County, not shown separately. (Not a bart of the SMSA)

‘ 2Includes Fairfax and Falls Church Cities, and Loudoun and Prince William Counties,
not shown separately.

3Rounded to the nearest 100.
SOURCE: Washington Center for Metropolitan Studies, Washington Region 74, p. 15.
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| of counties over 50,000 and’the District of Columbia itself, though
'lre1at1ve1y poor when compared to many of the ;uburban juriédictions,.
has the second highest median family income among large central
cit%es.3' (Table 3-2) Howevér affluence and highvcosts go hand in

hand. In the D.C. area, the cost of housing, which is the average

: famllyhs Jérgest 51ngle expenditure, is the h1ghest 1n the nat1on

Between 1970 and 1974 alone, the med1an value of owner-occupied units

1n‘the metrop011tan area 1ncreased an unpqra]le]ed 71.58 percent,
from $28'O34 to $48,100. In that same period, the median amount

~ paid for renta] units, while not increasing as dramatically as owner-
occup1ed, Jumped from $142 per month to $190 per month In 1974,
median rents ranged=from a low in the District of $150 to a high in
Montgomery County of '$230. (Table 3-3). Similarly, mediah values

for éwnék-occupied units ranged from $30,600 in the District to
§59,600 in Fairfax County.® (Table 3-).

| One phenohenon which Washingtbn shares with other large
metropolitan areas is the increasingly poor and black central city
sﬁrroundedrby thev"whité ndose."‘ The 1hcredib1e growth of the suburbs

~during the 1960{5, and the suburban relocation of several Federal

offices, created many job opportunities in the Tow and moderate income

range. Yet the subdrbs‘offered very little housing af a price which
was commensuréte with the wages offered‘by these new jobs. In re-
sponéé t04WHét Holmgren and Erber called "mefropo]itaﬁ malformation”
the Metropﬁ]itan Washington Council of Governments (COG) undertook -

a regionwide plan to hé]p.resolve this mismatch.




TABLE 3-2
DISTRIBUTION OF FAMILY INCOME? by JURISDICTION® 1974
WASHINGTON METROPOLITAN AREA -

: Tota1‘Washington District of

Metropolitan Area Columbia
Number Percent | Number Percent
Total Families 756,400 100.0% 155,900 100.0%
‘Under $4,000 31,100 4.1 17,300 11.1
$4,000-$4,999 17,000 2.2 9,000 5.8
$5,000-$7,999 46,300 6.1 17,600 11.3
$8,000-$9,999 53,000 7.0 14,200 9.1
$10,000-$11,999 58,500 7.7 14,800 9.5
$12,000-$14,999 - 82,100 10.9 13,000 8.3
$15,000-$24,999 212,200 28.1 27,300 17.5
$25,000-$34,999 : 98,700 13.0 9,300 6.0
$35,000-$49,999 41,800 5.5 3,600 2.3
$50,000 and over 16,200 2.1 1,500 1.0
. Not Reported 99,500 13.2 128,300 - 18.2

Median Income $16,900 - $10,800

8Y




TABLE 3-2--Continued

| Maryland Portion

TotalC

Montgome

ry

County -

Prince George's

County

Number Percent

Number  Percent

Number  Percent

‘Total Families 326,600 100.0% 145,800 - 100.0% 166,700 100.0%
Under $4,000 7,200 2.2 1,600 1.1 4,700 2.8
$4,000-%$4,999 4,500 - 1.4 1,100 0.8 3,400 2.0
$5,000-$7,999 14,900 4.6 4,200 2.9 9,900 5.9
$8,000-$9,999 22,700 7.0 9,400 6.4 12,600 7.6
$10,000-$11,999 24,500 7.5 5,900 4.0 16,800 10.1
$12,000-$14,999 42,000 12.9 14,200 9.7 24,400 14.6
$15,000-$24,999 98,800 30.2 41,500 28.5 53,600 32.2
$25,000-$34,999 45,500 13.9 27,000 . 18.5 17,200 10.3
$35,000-$49,999 18,000 5.5 13,800 9.4 4,200 2.5
$50,000 and over 8,300 2.5 7,300 5.0 1,000 0.6
Not Reported 40,200 12.3 19,800 13.6 18,900 . 11.3

. $17,800 $15,400

Median Income

$21,400

6¥




TABLE 3-2--Continued:

Virginia Portion

| d : ) Arlington
Total ] Alexandria County Fairfax County

- ~ Number Percent - Number Percent Number Percent Number  Percent

Total Families 273,800 ]O0.0% 29,600 100.0% 42,700 - 100.0% ,]44’800 | 100.0% .
Under $4,000 6,600 2.4 1,400 4.7 1;500, 3.5 ' 1,200 0.9
$4,000-$4,999 :
$5,000-$7,999 13,900 5.1 2,700 9.1 2,600 6.1 5,100 3.5
$8,000-$9,999 16,000 5.9 3,000 10.1 3,700 8.6 6,200 4.3
$10,000-$11,999 19,200 7.0 2,900 9.8 3,500 8.3. 9,000 6.2
$12,000-$14,999 27,000 9.9 3,500 11.8 5,100 11.9 12,600 - 8.7 o1
$15,000-$24,999 86,100 31.4 7,500 25.3 12,600 29.4 47,400 32.7 .o
$25,000-$34,999 43,900 16.0 2,700 9.1 4,000 9.3 29,100 20.1
$35,000-$49,999 20,300 7.4 1,300 4.4 2,700 6.4 13,700 9.5
$50,000 and over ‘ 6,300 2.3 600 2.0 1,000 2.3 3,100 2.1
Not Reported , 31,0000 . 11.3 3,100 10.5 4,800 11.2 16,400  11.3

‘Median Income $19,100 $14,100 $16,000 ~ $21,000

dFamily income is not adjusted for inflation.
bFigures for 1974 are rounded to the nearest 100.
®Includes Charles County, not shown separately.

Includes Fairfax and Falls Church Cities, and Loudoun and Prince William Counties, not
shown separately. ‘ :

Source: Washington Center for Metropolitan Studies, Washington Region 74, pp. 38-39.




| TABLE 3-3
SELECTED CHARACTERISTICS OF HOUSING UNITS, 1960-1970-1974
WASHINGTON METROPOLITAN AREA

1960 1970 1974
Median (A11 Occupied Units)
Rooms Per Unit ‘5;4v : 5.6 5.4
Persons Per Unit ' : _ 3.4 3.2 2.5
Value of Owner-Occupied Units@ $16,949 - $28,034 $48,100
Amount Paid for Rental UnitsbP ‘ $89 $142 $190
Percent of all Occupied Units which are . . .C
Owner Occupied - , o 'ﬂ 49.5% ‘ 46.3% 50.6%
Renter Occupied : 50.5% - 53.7% 48.5%
Not Reported NA NA 0.9%
1 or 2 rooms 8.7% » 8.7% 7.4%
8 rooms or more 9.6 - 16.2% 20.2%

aFigures

bFigures

(see definition).

CFigures
Source:

for median value rounded to the nearest $100 for 1974.

for median rent based upon Gross Rent data rounded to the nearest $10 for 1974

derived by the Washington Center for Metropo]itah’Studies,

Washington Center for Metropolitan Studies, Washington Region 74, p. 55.

LS




A TABLE 3-4 B
SELECTED CHARACTERISTICS OF HOUSING UNITS BY JURISDICTION, 1974
WASHINGTON METROPOLITAN AREA

- Total S Maryland Portion
Washington = District Montgomery Prince George's
Metropolitan of Total County County
Area . Columbia A : .
Median (A11 Occupied Units) o |
Rooms Per Unit 5.4 4.2 5.7 6.3 5.3
Persons Per Unit o 2.5 2.1 2.7 2.8 2.6
Value of Owner-Occupied Units@ $48,100 $30,600 $46,300 $55,100 $39,200
Amount Paid for Rental UnitsP $180 _ $150 $200 $230 $180
Percent of all Occupied Units
which are . . .C ; A
Owner Occupied - 50.6% 32.5%  58.4% 63.7% 51.9%
Renter Occupied . 48.5% 66.2% 40.9% - 35.4% 47 .5%
Not Reported 0.9% : 1.3% 0.7% -0.9% 0.6%
1 or 2 Rooms . : 7.4% 18.4% 2.5% 2.0% 3.2%

-8 rooms or more 20.2% 10.1% 21.5% 32.3% 12.8%

s



TABLE 3-4--Continued

Virginia Portion

o Arlington Fairfax
Total - Alexandria County county
Median (A11 Occupied Units)

Rooms Per Unit 5.9 4.5 4.7 6.7
Persons Per Unit , . 2.7 2.1 . 2.0 3.1
- Value of Owner-Occupied Units? ‘ $56,300 $45,500 $48,200 $59,500
Amount Paid for Rental Unitsb $200 $200 $180 $220

Percent of all Occupied Units which are . . .C . _
Owner Occupied o 55.0% 24.7% - 34.1% 66 .5%
Renter Occupied 44 3% 74 .5% 66.2% 32.7%
‘Not Reported _ , - , 0.7% 0.9% 0.7% 0.9%
1 or 2 rooms 4.8% 11.5% 9.2% 1.2%
8 rooms or more ‘ v - 26.1% 7.8% 10.0% 35.7%

aFigures for median value rounded to the nearest $100 for 1974.

bF]gures for median rent based upon Gross Rent data rounded to the nearest $10 for 1974.
(See definition)

CFigures derived by the Washington Center for Metropolitan Studies.
dInc]udes Charles County, not shown separately.

_ eInc]udes Fa1rfax and Falls Church C1t1es, and Loudoun and Price W1111am Counties, not shown
separate]y

Source: Washington Center for Metropolitan Studies, Washington Region 74, p. 57.

€S




54

The Fair Share Plan

In January of 1969 former D.C. Deputy Mayor Thomas’w, Fletcher

urged COG to undertake a major program in the'fie1dvof metropolitan
housing policy. Many ot the 10Wer paid jobs in the area weretmoving'
to the suburbs or:being created there by the needs of both government
“and industry. Yet, housing opportunities for the Tlow and mdderate |
income labor forces were remaining concentratéd at the center of the
area. Not only did the District have most'of the:]ower cost private
market housing, but well over ha]f of the area 's pub11c and subsidized
housing was Tlocated in the District as well. Descr1b1ng the poss1b1e
~ adverse éffects of the mismatch on subukban communities ‘Mr. Fletcher
argued that it left the suburbs unable to supp1y the ]abor needed to
 ma1nta1n their econom1c growth and the d1vers1f1cat1on so bad]y needed
in their tax bases. .COG s Board of Directors responded by glv1ng
COG's housing program top priority.S

In 1969, in cooperation with the Metropolitan Congress of

“Citizens, COG held its first Annual Housing Conference. Largely as a -

result of the Conference, COG's 1969 Housing Report recommended that

each Tocal governmént "encourage the development of balanced commu-
‘nities with wide ranges of housing income levels supporting diversi—
fied economic growth "6 The 1970 Conference and resu1t1ng _gggrt
directed the CO0G staff to begin the deve]opment of a "fa1r share"

~ formula which cou]d be used to estab11sh targets for hous1ng produc-
t1on in terms of needs by family income 1evels, fam11y composition

and sub -area 1ocat1on 7
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At the 1971 Conference a special pane1 was devoted exclusively
. to the fair share concept of balanced housing. The panelninc1uded a

representative of the Miami Valley Regional Planning Commission who

he]ped.deveiop the nation's first fair share plan. The 1971 Housing:

| Report identified the demand, supply, and Tocational factors which
would need to be Ealcd1ated into the fair share fdrmu]a.sv The factors
selected to be included in the formula reflect the following fair
share_principles: |

0"A11 residents of a local Jur1sd1ét1on should have the oppor-
tunity to be accommodated in housing units which are comfort-
able, safe, and sanitary.

0"p11 the residents of a 1oca1'3ur1sd1ct1on should have the
opportun1ty to be accommodated in hous1ng units of adequate
size. .

OnThose persons who work in a local jurisdiction should have the
opportunity to live there if they so desire.

0"The number of households which should be accommodated in a

- Tocal jurisdiction should be limited to those which could

- feasibly be absorbed in the jurisdiction, in terms of the
amount of vacant land or unut1]1zed hous1ng stock in the
jurisdiction.

O"The number of Tow and moderate income households located in
a local jurisdiction should be proportionate to the juris-
diction's ability to pay for the needed public services wh1ch
accompany these units.

0" ow and moderate income hous1ng should be Tocated within easy
access of job opportunities.

0"0vercrowd1ng of Tow and moderate 1ncome housing should be
avoided."9

In OCtober,of 1971, prior»to the formuia's addptidn, George
Romney, former Secretary of Hous1ng and Urban Deve]opment stated in
a speech to the COG membersh1p that
The Department would be happy to reward Metfopo]itan Wash-
ington with a bonus of housing units beyond what the area would

~normally receive as a means of encouraging the Council of Govern- 10
ments' efforts to establish a fair share plan on a 'real city'basis.
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Three months Tater in January, 1972, the COG Board of Directors unani-
mously adopted the Fair Share Housing Formula. (The formula is dis-
cussed in detail in the fo]]owing chapter.) Secretary Romney,‘again

expressing HUD's support for the plan, said in a Tetter to the Wash-

ington Post:
' The recent action by the Metropo]itah Washington Council of
Governments in developing and approving a "fair share" housing
plan is a giant stride toward achieving a balanced ‘housing pro-
gram for the "real city" of Washington, which includes the Dis-
trict and the adjoining communities in Maryland and Virginia.
‘Such a balanced Tocal program is a sound approach toward meeting
the housing needs of people in various income levels. The U.S.
Department of Housing and Urban Development will do everything
possible to help make this Tocally initiated plan work for the
benefit of the involved communities and their citizens.
Though the allocation distributiop‘generated'by the fair share
formula provides an overall guidance mechanism, it is by novmeans a
static, cut-and-dried indication of each jurisdiction's funding level
in any given year. Rather, the implementation process is quite dynamic,
reflecting a high degree of 1nter—goverhmenta1 cooperation. The na-
ture of Federal funding dictates a give-and-take approach to imple-
mentation. Because some jurisdictions receive such a small percen-
tage of housing funds as generated by the formula, it is quite often
necessary for one jurisdictioh to "borrow" funds from another to make
particular prbjects economically feasible, or to "hold harmless"
existing commitments.]2 Implementation procedures are adopted each
year prior to the beginning of the annual fair share cycle. The
Board meetings which are held to determine a particular year's imple-
mentation involve quite a bit of bargaining, as each representative

strives to bome'away with the best deal for his jurisdiction. Thus,
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even though the formula estab11shes fair share targets, the actual
d1str1but1on of funds in any given year depends on this barga1n1ng
process.

In June’1972; Terry C;’Chiéholm;vDirector of the Washington,
" D.C. HUD Area Office, notified COG of HUD's decision to prpvide*the
metrdpo]itan area‘with bonus funds foh 1,783 units over the previous

'year's (FY72) funding level. Total contract authority for the area

in FY72 was for 4491 units, which the bonus brought to 6274 units for

FY73. Echoing Romney's ear]ier statements Chisholm stated that "HUD
expects these funds to.encourage and assist the effeetipe implementd-
tion of Fdir Share on a 'real city' basis."]3

| However, when the Board sat down to decide on the imp]ementag

tion for fair shere's first year there was some difficulty in reaching

agreement. Apparently the fajlure to reach a‘concensus grew out

of the need for funding'above that allocated by the formula to "hold

| harmless" current efforts in Alexandria and the Disthict. Responding
to C0G's 1nabi15ty/to reach an agreement, Chfsho]m informed COG by
letter on'Septemher_ZO, 1972 that if comp1ete fmplementation pro-
cedures, inc]udihg assfstance targets by jurisdiction and program

_categony; were not estab]ished by October 31, it wou1d'be necessary
for the HUD Area 0ffice to estab]1sh its own d1str1but1on gu1de11nes
F1na11y on October 11 the COG Board of D1rectors adopted a reso]ut1on

estab11sh1ng the fa1rshare1mp1ementat1on procedures for the first

year‘undef the pTah.‘
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Unfortunately, less than three months later Nixon's January 5,

1973 announcement of a moratorium on new commitments for Federal

housing subsidy fundS‘resulted in the su5pehded implementation of COG's

fair share plan. However, only 1100 units of the 6274 promised by‘
HUD for FY73 had actually been funded by Jamuary’10, 1973f coG

~ adopted é me§o1ution requesting a reaffirmation of HﬁD's prior fair
share housing commitment, particu]ar]y»remimding the Department of
Romney's strong statements of support.. Between Jahuary and Juiy of
1973 representatimes df CO0G's member juriédictions andbareé Congres-
siohal representatives_Worked diligently to have Washington eXempted.
from thé moratorium. Finally the efforts paid off When‘on August 9,
1973 HUD announced the release of special.subsidy funds for Washing-
tqh.‘ In November, the Wh{te House granted the Washington metropoli-
tan érea a full exemption from the moratorium. At last it seemedv

- that the fair share p1an was on its way; |

‘However the August Zé, 1974 signing of thé Hdusing and Com-
. munity DeveTopment Act of 1974 created yet another obétac]e'tokthe

plan's implementation. Specifically, the Tevel of funding under the

~Act's Housing Assistance Payments Program_(SéctTon 8) was much Tower

than under the previous subsidy programs. A January 30, 1975 ]etter
from the HUD Areé Office informed COG of the total contract authority
for the area up to Jmne 30, 1976. ThelArea Officeuestimated'that |
between 2200 and 3800 fami]iesvcould be assisted with the authorized

$10,868,000 in Section 8 contract authority. Compared with an FY73

- contract authdfity for 6274 units the new allocation seemed quite small.
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The‘reductionkin fundihg caused the District to reconsider
its supportfbf the fair share plan. Even though'it wasveétimated
that the District had 44.35 percent of the area's low and moderate
inéome hdusing needs, the formula allocated only 20.3 percent of the

subsidy funds to the District, reflecting the plan's goal of expand-
" ing housing opportunities in suburban areas. If funding were allo-
cated to each individual jurisdiction by the HUD Area Office without
the guidance of fair share, the District's level of funding would be
more in line with its estimated need. However, the bonus which HUD
had awarded annually as an incentive for support of the plan usually
made up the difference between the District's level of funding under
the plan and what it would be without the:plan. Unsure of a'continhed
“bonus, and with such a low level of funding, the District began to
“consider pulling out of faif share.
In February 1975, COG Board of Directors Chairman Sterling

Tucker and president Jean Packard sent a letter to James L. MitéheT],
Acting HUD Secretary, reminding him not only of the overwhelming

need for subsidized housing in the area (an estimated 300,000 units),
but of HUD's prior commitment to fair share:

- The Fair Share Housing Plan, adopted by COG in January, 1972,
is designed to provide a wider range of Tow and moderate income
housing choices in all jurisdictions of the metropolitan area,
through the use of Federal housing subsidy funds. In recogni-
tion of this cooperative Tocal government initiative, and in
acgordance with former Secretary Romney's commitment to support
this effort, your Department has provided funds to the metro-
politan area for over 6,000 federally subsidized housing units
during 1973 and 1974, including bonus funds for over 1700 units.

Despite such overwhelming obstacles as skyrocketing construction
and financing costs and lack of sewer availability, the area's
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~ local governments instituted emergency actions which have re-
sulted in the successful reservation of funds for almost all™”
of these units, following our exemption from the moratorium on
the use of funds. . . . we are urgently requesting the U.S.
Department of Housing and Urban Development to provide the

. Washington Metrop011tan Area a bonus of funds above the $10,868,000

a]ready allocated.
Copies of the letter were sent to area Congressmen and Senators
who 1n turn wrote Mr Mitchell request1ng a meeting to discuss the

possibility of add1t1ona1 funds. The meeting was he]d on March 17

and an éditoria1‘in the fo]10wing Sunday's Washington Star summed up
~ the results quite well: l

To behold the representatives of local jurisdictions all
sheltering nicely beneath one umbrella is not without precedent,
though rarer than one would desire. Such a grouping occurred
the other day to laudable effect. Officials of metropolitan
governments, with the considerable-added horsepower supplied -
by the four area members of the House of Representatives and
Maryland's two senators, wrenched out of the Department of
Housing and Urban Development a semi-demi-assurance of addi-
tional funds for low and moderate-income housing over the next
18 months

‘The department earlier this year announced it was committing
$10.8 million here under the so-called Section Eight program ’
that provides subsidies to landlords who rent to eligible
families. This is the first major government housing effort
since then-President Nixon suspended all housing-aid programs
in January 1973.

: Initially, however, area officials understood the money

- would be- for the remainder of this fiscal year. No, said HUD,

~the $10.8 million would have to stretch for the rest of this
year and all of fiscal 1976. The money, to be allocated to each
Jjurisdiction under the "fair share" criteria developed by the -
Metropolitan Washington Council of Governments, was felt to be
anemic even as a pallative. Banding in a well-girded assau1t '
force, the local officials Taunched themselves at HUD..

What came out of the recent meeting--and’one participant
gave D.C. Council Chairman Sterling Tucker a rave review for his
. performance--was that the department cautiously.guessed it would
be reasonable for the Washington area to expect something better
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than double the present $10.8 million over this fiscal year's
residue and the next. Not a commitment, mind: you, but. firm

enough a probability for the counties and city to set up plans
on the basis of more than $20 million being available. It was
clearly more than a moral victory but the money still is gro- -

. tesquely short of need. It is estimated that around 300,000
families in this area are eligible for the housing subsidy pro-
gram; the money to be made available will provide for some
6,000 of these families. Nevertheless, the concession from HUD
was a promising example of united regional muscle.

The Washington Post and Tocal radio and TV stations joined the Star .

in giving editorial support to the plea for additional funds.

COG felt so sure of HUD's‘bbnus funds‘that on April 2, 1975,
the Board of Directors adopted a resolution establishing implementa-
tion procedures for $25.8 mi]]ioh in Section 8 funds. The $25.8
mi]]ionﬂinc]uded}the $10,868,000 already committed to the area, a

$5 million bonus from HUD's "reserve" fund if the metropolitan area's

- Tocal governments renewed their commitment to the Fair Share effort,
and another $10 million to be made available to the area from January

to June 30, 1976. However the additional funds were not forthcoming

from HUD. . In response to a letter to HUD from the COG Board of Direc- 

tors requesting the immediate provision of $5 mi]]ion in Section 8
contracf authority, HUD Under Secretary James L.’Mitche]]btrénsmitted
a letter to COG indicating that additional funds would not be pro-
vided to the Washington area "at this‘time.“'

Frustrated that their March 17 meeting With HUD had not bbrne
fruit, the area's representatives again transmitted a letter to
Secretary Hills requesting additional funds for the metropo]itan area,

basing their request on the area's extremely high housiﬁg costs and




62

the need to eontinUe tﬁe fair share plan. HUD SecretaryeCarla Hij]é
replied to the Cbngressional letter, indicating that due te statutqny
constraints HUD cbu]d’not "reward" the regioh for its fair share ef-
;forfs, but that the,angreésione] members' concerns regarding the |
area's high housing costs would be taken into consideratioh_in future
allocations of'subsidy funds.

‘With the 1eve1 of funding so drastically reduced, the Distriet
once again began cons1der1ng pu1]1ng out of fair share so that its
A part1cu1ar level of funding wou]d be increased. - In an effort to
hold the fa1r share plan together, the Board of D1rectors directed the
staff to rev1se the fair share formu]a 1n order to more accurate]y re-
f]ect hous1ng need and (by 1mp11cat1on) to increase the level of
fund1ng a]]ocated to the D1str1ct. The formula was revised and adopted
in Apr11 1976.

In the meant1me CO0G and area representat1ves continued to

push HUD for add1t1ona1 subs1dy funds. Prince George's County Congress—'

womén G]adys Noon Spellman introduced a bill into Congress in October,'
1975 to amend section 213 of the Hous1ng and Commun1ty Deve]opment
Act of 1974 to assist in implementing fair share housing allocations:

- Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of
the United States of America in Congress assembled, That the first
sentence of Section 213(d)(1) of the Housing and Community De-
velopment Act of 1974 is amended by striking out the period and
inserting in lieu thereof the following: ', and to assist in
implementing fair share housing allocation formulae and other
innovative cooperative metropolitan-wide housigg plans designed

to meet the needs of lower income households.

Although Spellman's bi]l was referred to the Committee on

Banking, Currency; and Housing and was never heard;from‘agaih, her:
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bproposed lTegislative action did trigger a response from HUD. In his-
remarks befoke the House Subcommittee on Housing and Commuﬁity De-
velopment, John B; Rhinelander, Under Secretary of HUD, expressed the
Depertment's,support for the fair share concept and for the proVieion
~of bonus funds to implement fair share plans. Shortly thereafter HUD
began the initia}~steps toward estab]ishing’a method of distributing
bonus funds to those areas with fair share allocation plans. On March
3, 1976 HUD Secretary.Hil1s-announced the establishment of a $20
million "set-aside" of Section 8 funds to provide a bonus fer those
areas participating in "Areawide Housing Opportunify P]ans.“ -On August
30, 1976 HUD announced the release of the bonus funds, with $4,550,000
"gofng to Washington. In announcing the bonus Secretary Hi]]s said:
We are extremely encouraged by the widespread interest in thié
effort and by the overall quality of the plans submitted .
This evidence of interest reinforces HUD's commitment to recog-
nize and support strategies developed on a regional basis for
meeting housing and community development needs.16
The Secretary's statements’inéicate that HUD's "flip-flop" support of
fair share’finally,stabi]ized. Another bonus-incentive "set-aside"
of $30 million to "reward" such areas was recently announced by HUD
for FY77. The amount that Washington will receiveehas not yet been
determined, but will be in addition to the $7,339,932 in contract
authority announced by HUD this past January.
In sum, COG has had no easy task in holding the p1an together.
However, its task has been made easier by the high level of suppoft

shown for the plan. Its member jurisdictions, with the exception of

a few smaller cities, have actively supported the plan, as have
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‘Tocal political representatives and the media. It was this support,
along with the bonus, which brought the plan through the housing

moratorium and fluctuations in funding. Still, there is much more

to the success of a plan than mere survival, as the following chap- .

tefs demonstrate.
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- Chapter Three--Footnotes

1

bia, Montgomery County (Md.), Prince George's County (Md.), Arlington
Courity (Va.), Fairfax County (Va.), Loudoun County (Va.), Prince
William County (Va.), and the independent Virginia cities of Fairfax,
Falls Church, and Alexandria.

2Metropohtan Washington Council of Governments, Metropolitan
Growth Policy Program (Draft) (Washington: February 1975) p. 1-1.

3

Ibid.

4Washmgton Center for Metropolitan Studies, Washington
Region 74 (Washington: May 1975), Tables 21-22, pp. 54-55. '

5Met-ropoHtan Washington Council of Governments, Fair Share
Housing Formula, (Washington: January 1972), p. 1.

®1bid., p. 2 T1bid
81bid. Mbid:, p. i.
10

Metropolitan Washington Council of Governments, “Chroho]ogy
of Major Events Related to Adoption and Imp1ementation of the Metro-
po]1t§n Washington Council of Governments' Fair Share Housing Plan,"
(n.d

1The Washington Post, 18 January 1972.

12“H01d Harmless" is used to describe a situation in which
funding above the normal allocation is necessary for an on-going
project when a cut in funding would threaten the project's viability.

]3Jerry C. Chisholm, Director of the Washington, D.C. HUD
Area Office. Letter to the Metropolitan Wash1ngton Council of Govern-
ments. 20 June 1972.

]4The Washington Star, (Editorial), 23 March 1975.

15U.S. Congress,‘House, A Bill to Amend Section 213 of the
Housing and Community. Development Act of 1974 to Assist in Implement-
ing Fair Share Housing Allocation, H.R. 10508, 94th Cong., Ist Sess.,
1975. ' : '

16U S. Department of Housing and Urban Development, HUD News,
30 August 1976.

The Washington, D.C. SMSA consists of the District of Colum-




Chapter Four
THE ALLOCATION FORMULA

The heart of any fair share plan is the al]ocation formula
itsé]f. It is the formula which generates the target~distribution of
subsidy monies‘among juriédictions. There is ho single "right"'formula
which, when applied to any given situation; will always yield the
"corfecff'housing needs projectibn and distribution. Formulas vary in
terms of factors considéred, the weights gﬁvén to particular factors
; énd perhaps moét’important]y, the overall goals of the plan itself.

Like 311Amathematica1 models, the fbrmu]a is only as good as'}
the data base. Often data which would be desirable in the formula
simply cannot be found, or could only bé gathered at great expense.
As a rule, formﬁ1aé which contain extremely detailed or complex data
‘sacrifice a certain degree of updating capability for this preciéion.-
Many areas depend on.census data, thus therévis,the danger of outdated
(and no 1ongervcorrect) data. ' |

Definitional discrepancies ranging from the definition of
moderate income to the definitionvof housing need itself, have also |
plagued fair share formulas. Moreover, once the terms have been de-
fined and the data gafheréd, there are sti]l{interna] issues to be
resolved: Are all factors considered equally? On what basis are the

factors weighted?_ The variations are endless, and dépénd move than
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’ anythiﬁg else on the objectives of the Tocality which is developing
the formula. To illustrate how formulas vary, Rahenkamp, Sacks,
Wells & Associates applied the Dayton, Washington C0G, and Pennsyl-
'vanfa formﬁ]as to the Philadelphia SMSA and got considerable variation
in outpth] Table 4-1 illustrates this variation: The Washington
COG distribution is skewed in favor of outlying suburban jurisdictions
while the Dayton formula fends to allocate mbre units to the central
city. The Pennsylvania formula falls somewhere between the other two,
creatingla more balanced distribution.

Even though various formulas can be app]iéd to any given area
with differing results, it does not mean that one is any more valid

or:correct than the other. As long as the-data are reasonably correct

“and the rationale for the definition and weighting of particular factors

is well defined andyconsistent, the formula will generate a relatively
correct distribution among target areas. Moreover, most formulas are

used to generate percentages and not absolute numbers.2

~ The Original Formula

Since the inception of C0G's fair share p]an,rtwo formulas

have been uséd, The first was adopted January 10, 1972 and the cur-

rent revised formula was adopted April 14, 1976. To the extent possible

the original formula was a quantification of the fair share principles

established by COG during the initial phases of the plan. (See Cﬁap—

- ter Three). The formula combines demand, supply, and special




| TABLE 4-1
COMPARISON OF THE DAYTON, WASHINGTON, AND PENNSYLVANIA FORMULAS WHEN USED TO ESTIMATE
" THE 1985 LOW AND MODERATE INCOME HOUSING NEED FOR THE PHILADELPHIA SMSA

Counties Daytona % ' “Washington % Pennsylvania =~ %
Bucks I 52,100 7.8 86,800 13.0 85,500 12.8
Chester 60,000 9.0 126,000 . 18.9 116,700 17.5
Delaware 86,200 12.9 80,200 12.0 65,300 9.8
Montgomery - 82,500 12.4 150,100 22.5 91,300 13.7
Burlington 59,100 8.9 70,100 10.5 100,600 15.1
Camden 82,500 12.4 33,500 5.0 87,400 13.1
Gloucester 73,900 171.1 - 70,300 10.5 47,100 7.1

- Philadelphia 170,600 25.6 50,000 7.5 73,100 11.0
Total Low and Moder- ‘ . .
ate Income Units 667,000 100.0 667,000 100.0 667,000 100.0

“units A -~ units units

The original Dayton and Washington formulas were used.

Source: Pennsylvania Housing Need Allocation Model, prepared by Rahenkemp, Sacks, Wells
and Associates for the Pennsylvania Department of Community Affairs (Philadelphia, Pa., 1973),
p. 10. (as adapted from Exhibit 2-15 of Listokin's Fair Share Housing Allocation, p. 72.)

89
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locational considerations. The demand factors describe the need for

‘additional low and moderate income housing in each jurisdiction:

D-1: The numbér of overcrowded uhits indicated by the 1970

" Census. (See Appendix B for data sources and methodology).

The

D- 2  The number of deficient housing units as estimated from

the 1970 Census using the method recommended by the Bureau of
the Census.

D-3: The number of heads of households making less than
$10,000 who commute into each local jurisdiction for work--
as indicated by the 1968 Transportation Planning Board (TPB)
Home Interview Survey.

supply factors indicate the relative capabi]ities of local juris-

dictions to accommodate additional households:

S-1: The number of acres of vacant residential land which is

The

the

now sewered or is expected to be sewered within the next six
years--as indicated by local land use, zoning, and sewer ser-
vice area maps on file at COG.

S-2: The number of vacant housing units in each jurisdiction--
as indicated by the 1970 Census.4

three special locational factors included in the formula are:

L-1: The potential per capita fiscal resources of each local

- jurisdiction--defined as the total real estate value of the

Jjurisdiction; plus the total of all persona1 income, divided
by the local population.,

L-2: The percent of all jobs in Metropolitan Washihgton within
45 minutes commuting time of the local jurisdiction's residents--
as indicated by the COG/TPB surveys.

L-3: The percent of all housing units in each local jurisdic-

tion valued at less than $25,000 or renting for less than
$150 per month.5

"To arrive at each jurisdiction's fair share of housing units,

demand and supply factors were added together and multiplied by

a "modifier" consisting of a combination of the three Tlocational
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factors. This produces an index number which can be figured as a

percentage of the sum of all indexes, thus yielding the fair share.

The modifier was‘calculated by dividing the Tocal fiscal resources by
the existing local cohcentration of Tow and moderate income housing

units, and multip1ying the quotient by the accessibi]ity-to-jobs fac-

tor. The effect of the modifying factor is threefold: 1) it allo-
cates more units to the richer jurisdictions; 2) it reduéeS'the
number of units a]]ocated‘td those jurisdictioﬁé'which are already
accommodating their fair share or more; and 3) it allocates more
units to the more accessible parts of the metfopo]itan alr'ea.‘6 The
aggregate fofmuia is as follows:

FAIR SHARE = (DEMAND + SUPPLY) X MODIFIER

where
Demand = L+M Commuters + OVer¢rowding + Deficient Units
Supply = Vacant Residential Land + Vacant Housing Units
- _Fiscal Resources X Accessibility

M0d1f1?f +M Housing Concentration

Real Estate, Value + Personal Income
Population

Fiscal Resources =

Table 4-2 sh0w§ the formula data for fhe sixfeen member COG
' jurisdictions.based on 1970 Census data and COG's 1968 surveys.’
Tab1e74-3 Shows the calculation of each jurisdiction's fair.Share.
Table 4-4 compareé the estimated housing need per jurisdiction thh
the number of publicly assisted‘housing units and the fair share

target distribution. As'can be seen from Tab]e‘4-4,'the”formu1a is




TABLE 4-2

FAIR SHARE FORMULA DATA

D-1 D-2 D-3 S-1 S-2 L-1 L-2 L-3
District of Columbia 60,891 32,110 10,270 540 11,364 - 12,539 74.7 73.2
Arlington 20,270 2,204 777 938 1,280 15,799 50.9 79.2
Alexandria 4,914 2,060 866 1,838 1,550 12,136 55.4 73.2
Fairfax City - 2,103 256 86 132 108 13,582 35.6 41.8
Fairfax County 10,602 4,593 2,716 45,923 3,167 13,742 26.2 48.4
- Falls Church 1,643 242. 31 39 53 17,905 43.4 74.7
Prince William 1,604 2,418 1,756 22,491 1,158 4,510 61.9 6.7
Montgomery 15,127 4,339 2,239 36,838 2,775 16,311 26.9 50.0
Rockville 3,612 680 131 1,749 180 12,573 40.2 36.4
Takoma Park 1,502 280 149 15 - 280 10,612 68.9 75.4
Prince George's 12,726 11,288 4,138 34,560 . 5,565 10,620 52.2 54.7
Bowie 355 347 124 1,044 72 11,210 25.8 19.5-
College Park 6,433 298 73 - 573 53 6,729 63.7 73.0 -
Greenbelt 1,414 229 19 147 56 9,211 29.1 69.1
Totals 145,539 62,089 25,241 27,962

Source: Metropolitan Washington Council of Governments.
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TABLE 4- 3
. CALCULATION OF THE FAIR SHARE

Jurisdiction

(Demand + Supp]y) X Modifier = Index/Total Index

_Fair Share

District of Columbia
~Arlington County
Alexandria

- Fairfax City
Fairfax County
Falls Church
Loudoun County
Prince William Co.
Montgomery County
Rockville

Takoma Park

Prince George's Co.
Bowie .

College Park
Greenbelt

1
(2,445 + 240) X 159
X

)
(6,804 + 626)

(103,271 + 11,904
(23,251 + 2 2]8)
(7,840 + 3 388) X

3 =14,166,525/Total

= 6,265,374/Total
1,796,480/Total

6 915/Tota1 :

= 17,018,254/Total
464/Tota1

. 968,682 /Total

= 147 ]35/Tota1 :
3 = 18,5795354/Tota1

= 724,128/Total
258,216/Total

11 = 7,578,747 /Total

- 165 070/Tota]

572 ,110/Total

9 = 408,435/Total

) X 12
X 246
6

(17 911 .+ 49,090)
(1,916 + 92) X 308

4

0

25

= 618

(4,954 + 32,303) X 26
5

3

4.

1

42
4
18
(5,778 + 23,649) X
(21,705 + 39,613) X
(4,423 + 1,929) X 11
(1,931 + 295) X 116
(28,152 + 41,125) X
(826 + 1,116) X 8

7

2

nH

X 85

X 77
(1,662 + 203) X 21
Total Index = 69,693,889

wounononowonnonn wonononon

™R

N N
— N o Y

el
e

OV ONOBROUN DO O W

.1oo.o%

Source:

January 1972), p. 9.

Adapted from Table 2, Metropolitan Washington Council of Governments,
Fa1r Share Housing Formula (Wash1ngton :
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TABLE 4-4
HOUSING NEED, NUMBER OF ASSISTED UNITS, AND FAIR SHARE TARGET ALLOCATION (]972)‘

Estimated 1970 ‘
Tow and Assisted units

moderate income ' (Oct. 1971, ~  Fair Share Target
housing need _ including under . Allocation (1972)
(units) % construction % %
District of Columbia 103,271 44,35 20,077 - 59.6 20.3
Arlington 23,251 . 9.98 0 - 0 9.0
Alexandria _ 7,840 3.37 : 1,192 3.5 2.6
Fairfax City 2,445 1.05 54 .2 .6
Fairfax County 17,911 7.69 1,990 5.9 24 .4
Falls Church - 1,916 .82 0 0 .9
Loudoun County 4,954 2.13 : 156 .5 1.4
Prince William County 5,778 2.48 747 2.2 .2
- Montgomery County - 21,705 9.32 . 2,628 7.8 26.7
Rockville 4,423 1.89 426 1.3 1.0
Takoma Park - 1,931 ‘ .83 186 .5 .4
Prince George's County 28,152 12.09 - 6,088 18.1 10.9
Bowie 826 .35 0 0 2
College Park 6,804 2.92 109 .3 .8
Greenbelt 1,662 .71 : 0 0o 0o
Total 232,869 99.98* © 33,682 99.9* 100.0

€L

P
Error due to rounding
Source: Metropolitan Washington Council of Governments.
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heaviTyrweighted toward reversing the existfng 1ocatjona1.patterniof
Tow and.moderate income housing. For eXample,.Montgomery County ‘which
s estimated to have‘only 9.32 percent of the fegion's}housing need,

, 1s}a1]ocated 26.7 percent oflthe subsidy funds. It is the modifying-
faetor, particularly the Tow and moderate_ihcome housing concentra-
~tion, whieh is responsible for Montgomery County's high allocation.
The same is true with Fairfax County, which has only 7.69 percent of
the houSing need; yet was allocated 24.4 percent of the 5ubsidy’funds.
Simi]arly, thevDistrfct isvallocated 9h1y 20.3 percent of the subsidy

even though it has 44.35 percent of the estimated need.

Initial sUpport for the plan came predominantly.from the Dis-

trict itself. Many of the District's 0ffitia]s,,particu1ar]y Sterling

| Tucker, had a very idealistic view of the plan, seeing it as a mechan-

ism for bridging the_racia1'and economic gap between central city
and,subUrb.7 But enough housing could not be bui]f fasf enough in
“suburban areas to rea]1y,proVideva residential alternative fo the Dis-
trict's lower income population. Moreover,;(as mentioned in Chapter
.Three) when thevleve] of funding‘dropped ) drestically as a result
of the 1974 Community‘Developmeht Act, the District had to give more
attention to its own overwhe]mihg and immediate housing needs. Rather
than Tet the District withdraw from fair share, COG decfded to revise
its 3110cation“formu1a so that the District would get a greater share.

While accommodating the District was the primary reason for

revising‘the formula, there were other reasons as well. CO0G felt that -

its formula should be capable of being revised and updated more easily.
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In addition it felt that the factors included in the formula should be |

‘based on more readily available and easily updated data. The C0G
Board of Directors directed the staff to begin revision of the
formula in April, 1975. The revised formula was adopted one year

later, in April, 1976.

The Current Formula

:The current fair share formula contains three categories of
factors, representing housing need, housing demand, and the existing
‘cOncentration of 10wer»income housing. The factors themse]ves are:
1) hous1ng need characteristics; 2) 1972 d1str1but1on of lower income

empToyment; 3) distributiqn of the 1968%1972 increase in Tower income

employment; and 4) an inverse proportion of lower income housing units.

Two seﬁarateiindiﬁators are included in the formula as housing
"need" factors. The first indicator represents housing need as mea-
sured by: |

0 The number of hous1ng units w1th more than 1.50 persons per
room. . ‘

O The number of housing units lacking some or a]] p]umbing, and

0 The number of rental un1ts in which households pay 25 percent
or more of their 1ncomes for rent.

These three var1ab1es representing overcrowdjng,~defﬁcient units, and
- rent burden, reflect to a certain degree, the potential démand for
housing éssistance in all three categories of housing eligible under
the Section 8 housing program:' newly constructed; rehabi1itated, and:

existing rental housing.
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The second indicator of need is the dfstribution of lower in-
‘comé employment in 1972. The inclusion‘of this particular factor re-
flects one of the major goals of the fair share plan--encouraging a
betfer balance of employment and housing opportunities. The metho-
dology used to determine the 1972 distribution of emp]qyment and the
distripution of the 1968-72 increase is rather complex: Information
provided through COG's 1968 Home Interview Survey on the income 6fA
full time workers by place of employment was utilized to establish
income quartiles for employment earnings for the metropolitan area as
a whole. An analysis was then undertaken to determine the relation-
ship between'these income qUarii]eé and the earnings of workers by

8 group within each of the region's nihe "rings." Utilized primar-

SIC

ily in transportation p]anning, these rings form the basié gf C0G's

traffic zones; and. divide the metropolitan area spatially along the

lines of common densifies and land use. |
The resu1ts‘of this aﬁa]ysiS were then utilized to provide data

on the relationships between income and\employment categories by juris-

diction. The analysis of income/employment category relationships

first by ring, and then by jurisdiction, was used to control for

differencesxinAincome'by‘occupation which may occur among various por-

~ tions of the region. Once the relationship between income quartiles

and SIC groups‘had been established for 1968, it was assumed that the

distribution of incomes within a particular group had remained re1a-

tively stable through 1972. Thus these re]étionships were applied to
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the data contained in COG's 1972 Regional Emp]oyment Census to obtain
the figufes éxpressed in the formu]a.g |

~While the distribution of 1972 Tower incoﬁe employment‘is
~considered a "need" factdr; the 1968—72 increase invIOWek fncome em-"
ployment is used as a measure of the potential expansion or reduction
in Tower fncome hbusfngvdemand throughout the region. |

The final factor, the concentration of Tower fnéome houéing,
is usea in the formula in conjunction with a multiplier. The metho-
,do]pgy‘uéed~in determining the Multip]ier'is based on the assumptiohb
that jurisdictions with more than 50 percent of their houSing stock
“already cléssified as lower income should be held constant. Con- |
versely, jurisdictions with a small pefCédﬁage of such housing should
receive a multiplier effect to result in an increased proportion of
]owef income units. | |

"AT1 of the factors ih.the formula are expressed in terms of
fegiona] percentages rather thanvabsolute numbers. The fair shafe
target is derived>by‘simp1y averaging the percentages calculated for
the four individual factors. Table 4-5 shows fhe'calculatfon of each
Jurisdiction's fair”share.‘ Tables 4-5A thrbﬁgh 4-5E show the dis-
aggregated factor data. Spécia] note should be made of the fact that
much of the data is somewhat dated, coming either;from the 1970 Censﬁs
or from the two employment surveys administered by COG in 1968 aﬁd
1972. | | |

The overwhelming housing need in almost every jurisdiction is

~due to rent burden, accounting for 82 percent of the area's total




TABLE 4-5

CALCULATION OF THE CURRENT FAIR

SHARE

Distribution

‘ _ Distribution of 1968-1972 Inverse
Distribution of Tower increase in  proportion of
' ’ of housing need + income 1972-+ lower income + Tower income + 4 = Fair Share
Jurisdiction characteristics employment employment housing units :

- District of Col. 44 .52 +  43.05 + 27.06 +  6.93 = 121.56/4 = 30.39%
Arlington Co. 7.33 o+ '9.69 + 7.46 + 1.29 = 25.77/4 = 6.44%
Alexandria 5.91 + 3.37 + 3.35 + 0.85 = 13.48/4 = - 3.3%
Fairfax City 0.43 + 1.14 + 2.36 + 1.64 = 5.57/4 = 1.39%
Fairfax County 8.71 + 10.88 +  11.99 + 36.38 = 67.96/4 = 16.99%
Falls Church 0.33 + 0.54 + 0.3 + 0.65 = 1.86/4 = '0.46%
Loudoun Co. 1.24 + 0.67 + 0.92 + 0.16 = 2.99/4 = 0.75%
Prince William Co. 2.46 + . 1.82 + 2.72 + 0.55 = 7.55/4 = 1.89%
Montgomery Co. 9.24 + 12.98 +  21.40 + 42.81 = 86.43/4 = 21.60%
Gaithersburg 0.25 + . 0.25 + 0.58 + 0.48 = 1.56/4 = 0.39%
Rockville 0.92 + 1.42 + 1.78 + 0.21 = 4.33/4 = 1.08%
Takoma Park 0.85 + 0.29 + 0.22 +. 0.17 = 1.53/4 = 0.38%
Prince George Co. 16.60 +  12.78 + 18.24 + 3.61 = 51.23/4 = 12.81%
Bowie 0.21 + 0.23 + 0.58 + 2.45 = 3.47/4 = 0.87%
College Park 0.38 + 0.74 + 0.76 + 0.16 = 2.04/4 = 0.51%
Greenbelt - 0.62 + 0.15 + 0.24 + 1.70= 2.71/4 = 0.68%
SMSA : 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00

Source: Metropolitan Washington Council of Governments.
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, > 1.50 persons or all
~Jurisdiction per room plumbing for rent Total % of SMSA
District of Columbia 12,501 6,431 70,924 89,856 44,52
Arlington Co. 713 593 13,495 14,801 7.33
Alexandria 572 373 10,975 11,920 5.91
Fairfax City 42 63 765 870 0.43
Fairfax County 873 2,075 14,642 . 17,590 8.71
Falls Church 18 20 -~ 628 666 0.33
Loudoun Co. 173 1,661 - 666 2,500 1.24
Prince William Co. 486 1,465 3,017 4,968 2.46
Montgomery County 885 1,557 16,199 18,641 9.24
Gaithersburg 27 20 4652 512 0.25
Rockville 114 83 1,669 . 1,866 0.92
Tacoma Park 67 172 1,480 1,719 0.85
Prince George's Co. 2,289 3,140 28,076 33,505 16.60
Bowie ’ 32 108 285 ' 425 0.21
College Park 64 73 624 761 0.38
Greenbelt 37 14 1,198 1,249 0.62
SMSA 18,893 17,848 165,108 201,849 100.00
% stimated

DISTRIBUTION OF

TABLE 4-5A

HOUSING NEED CHARACTERISTICS IN THE WASHINGTON METROPOLITAN AREA

Lacking some

> 25% of income

Source: Metropolitan Washington Council of Governments




1972 EMPLOYMENT :

TABLE 4-5B

DISTRIBUTION OF LOWER INCOME JOBS

.QZ'

Jurisdiction 9 SUM % OF SMSA
District of Columbia 148,843 - 156,113 304,956 43.05
Arlington County 32,772 35,839 68,611 9.69
Alexandria 11,641 © 12,197 23,838 3.37
Fairfax City 3,592 4,480 8,072 1.14
Fairfax County 41,676 35,421 77,097 10.88
Falls Church 1,859 1,991 3,850 .54
Loudoun County 2,223 2,498 4,721 .67
Prince William County 5,689° 7,218 12,907 1.82
Montgomery. County 45,083 46 ,874 91,957 12.98
Gaithersburg 868 912 1,780 .25
Rockville - 4,510 5,505 10,015 1.42
Takoma Park : - 994 1,064 2,058 .29
Prince George's County 44,551 45,971 90,522 12.78
Bowie 721 881 1,602 .23
College Park 2,438 2,833 5,271 74
Greenbelt 553 518 1,071 .15
SMSA 348,013 360,315 708,328 100.00

Source: Metropolitan Washington Council of Governments

08



TABLE 4-5C

DISTRIBUTION 0F,1968—1972 INCREASE IN LOWER INCOME EMPLOYMENT -

1968-1972

‘ 1968 Lower 1972 Lower 1968-1972 Increase as
Jurisdiction income jobs income jobs increase a percent of SMSA increase
District of Columbia 253,043 - 304,956 51,913 - 27.06
Arlington County 54,292 - 68,611 14,319 7.46
Alexandria = - 17,402 23,838 6,436 3.35
Fairfax City 3,535 8,072 4,537 2.36
Fairfax County - 54,097 77,097 123,000 11.99
Falls Church . 3,203 3,850 647 .34
Loudoun County 2,948 4,721 1,773 .92
Prince William County 7,687 . 12,907 - 5,220 2.72
Montgomery County 50,884 91,957 41,073 21.40
“Gaithersburg 662 1,780 1,118 .58
~Rockville 6,615 10,015 3,400 1.78
Takoma Park 1,636 2,058 422 .22
Prince George's County 55,517 90,522 35,005 18.24
Bowie - -~ 500 1,602 1,102 .58
College Park - 3,815 5,271 1,456 .76
Greenbelt 614 1,071 457 .24
SMSA 516,450 708,328 191,878 100.00

Sourcé: Metropolitan Washington Council of Governments.
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TABLE 4-5D

DISTRIBUTION OF LOWER INCOME HOUSING UNITS (1970)

Number of

Lower income

~ Sum of Tower : hsg. units as

‘owner occu- Number of income owner  Total number = a percent of

- pied units rental units & renter of housing total hsg.
valued at  with rents at occupied ~units by units by

<$25,000 <$150 monthly units jurisdiction jurisdiction
District of Columbia 40,399 145,044 185,443 248,288 74.69%
Arlington Co. 7,769 26,690 34,459 67,637 : 50.95%
Alexandria 4,689 18,107 22,796 41,136 55.42%
Fairfax City 927 1,166 2,093 5,884 35.57%
Fairfax County 15,055 16,350 31,405 119,684 - 26.24%
Falls Church ) 609 963 1,572 ‘3,623 43.39%
Loudoun Co. 2,554 1,833 4,387 7,518 58.35%

Prince William Co. 9,479 5,139 14,618 . 23,629 61.86%
Montgomery Co. 19,807 17,146 36,953 131,791 - 28.04%
Gaithersburg 264 906 1,170 2,612 . 44 .79%
Rockville 3,448 2,283 5,731 11,138 51.45%

- Takoma Park 1,605 2,827 4,432 6,434 68.88%
Prince. George's Co." 46,196 50,544 96,740 163,284 59.25%
Bowie 2,023 88 2,111 8,167 - 25.85%
College Park 2,107 973 3,080 4,836 63.69%

“Greenbelt 277 1,192 1,469 5,042. . 29.14%
SMSA 157,208 - 291,251 448,459

850,703 - B2.72%

Source: Métropo11tan Washington Council of Governments.
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TABLE 4-5E

CALCULATION OF INVERSE PROPORTION OF LOWER INCOME HOUSING

Lower income hsg.
- as a percent of

Number of Tower

Source: Metropolitan Washington Council of Governments.

% of Lower. Income Housing Multiplier
> 50% 1
40 - 49% 11
30 - 39% 21

total local income units by Product of Percent
Jurisdiction ~housing stock Multiplierd jurisdiction multiplication of SMSA
District of Columbia 74.69 1 - 185,443 185,443 6.93
Arlington County 50.95 1 34,459 34,459 1.29
Alexandria 55.42 1 22,796 22,796 .85
Fairfax City 35.57 21 2,093 43,953 1.64
“Fairfax County 26.24 31 31,406 973,555 36.38
Falls Church 43.39 11 1,572 17,292 .65
Loudoun County 58.35 1 4,387 4,387 .16
Prince William County 61.86 1 14,618 14,618 .55
Montgomery County " 28.04 31 36,953 1,145,543 42 .81
Gaithersburg 44,79 11 1,170 12,870 .48
Rockville 51.45 1 5,731 - 5,731 21
Takoma Park 68.88 T 4,432 4,432 A7
Prince George's County 59.25 1 96,740 96,740 3.61
Bowie : 25.85 31 2,111 65,441 2.45
College Park 63.69 1 3,080 3,080 .16
Greenbelt 29.14 31 1,469 45,539 1.70
SMSA - - - 2,675,879 100.00
aMu]tip]iers are based on the percent of lTower income housing in each local jurisdiction, as
follows:

% of Lower Income Housing Multiplier
20 - 29% 31
10 - 19% 41
0 - 9%

51

€8
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need. (Table 4-5A) The Distfict itself ;tf1] has the greatest con-
centration bf Tower income employment and also received the Targest
increase of such employment in the SMSA between 1968 and 1972. How-
éVer,}Montgomehyvand Prince George's Counties also received a sub-
stantial p¢rtion of\tﬁe'increase in Tower income emp]oyment.ﬂ,(Tables

4-58 and 4-5C)

Critique of the Formulas

A

As stated in the introduction to this chapter, the primary con-

siderations in the selection and weighting of factors in a fair share
fdrmu]a‘are the goals of'the‘p1an itself. The(revision of Washington's
“original formula to its present form i]iu#fkétes just that. When the
level of funding was reduced under Section 8, less emphasis was given
-tthhe goal of "opening the‘suburbs" because of the overwhelming
unmet need in the District. This shift fn priorities was reflected in
the selection and weighting of factors in the revised formula.
vWHile based bn the‘most re]iab]e indiéatofs of housing needb

available, the formula is manipulated to coincide with the intentions

ofbthose,developing,the formula. The inclusion of the inverse propor-'.

tion of lower income housing units in both the original and current
formula, a factor aTmost‘totally/unre]ated to actual immediate housing
need, is an example of that manipulation. Howevef, no‘negative conno-
tation isbimplied in using the word "manipulation.” Rather, as C0G
Housing Technical Committee Chairman Ed Brant indicated, the percentage

which the formu1a geheratés is really all that mattelr_‘s.]0 For examp]e;




~ no less than seven alternative variations oﬁ the weighting of factors
in the curfent formulg were considered. These alternatives ranged
1from weighting housing need by a factor of three to weighting thé \
inverse prdportion of housing uhits by a facfor of zero. Only when
the fair sharerbercentages génerated by the formu]a were égréed upon
was there éontensus on fhe'formula itsé]f.]]

Deépite the fact that the fair share formula can, to a cer-
tain extent, be manipulated to fit precohcéived results, it is still
R based on techniéa]}considerations. As such, it is subject to |
.meChanica1 criticisms and failures. For example, the primary weak-
ness the Miami Va]]ey‘Regional P]énning Commission (Dayton) fgund.in .
its own original allocation formula was“thé‘fai]hre_to take into ac-
count land availability. The omission of this factor resulted in a
large allocation of housing units to jurisdictions which had ver& Tittle

Tand Teft on which to build them. 12

The revised Dayton formu]a now
1nc1udes land ava11ab1]1ty in 1ts "Ab111ty AdJustment Factor The.

aggregate Dayton Formula is as fo]]ows

FAIR EQUAL NEED ABILITY PERFORMANCE
SHARE = SHARE * ADJUSTMENT + ADJUSTMENT + ADJUSTMENT
' FACTOR FACTOR FACTOR
Because of the differing circumstances in which Dayton and Washington
imp]emented their p]ans, there is little to be gained from actua11y
comparing the two formu]as though the circumstances themse]ves w111

be discussed in Chapter S1x. Rather, it is more usefu] to dlSCUSS

" the Washington formu1a>in'a tota]]y_]oca] context.
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On the surface it seems that COG's okigina] formula is much
more techniéa]]y sophisticated'than the current one. Specifically,
thevoriginai formula took into consideration such faétors as vacant
vresidential Tand and local fiscal resources while the current formula
does not. Under pre-Section 8 subsidy programs, which provided more
of an incentive for new‘constfuction, the avai]abi]ity of land was
an important~consideration; However, the Section 8 program, while
containing provisions for new construction, also contains provisions
vfor rehabilitated and existing units, thus making land avai]abi]ity a
less crucial consideration than other.factors.

- The fiscal résodrces factor was intended to measure the ability
of.a particu]ar jurisdiction to accommodate Tower 1n§ome families ahd
their housing. waever, the factor is not as important as originally
thought: Due to the overwhelming need for housing in all jurisdié—
tions for their own résidents, there has not been any major redistribu-
tion of Tower income fami]iesl Moreover, the indications are that no
majbr redistributionvisvlike1y to occur any time soon. (This point
will be discussed at,iength in Chapter Six).

The qdestion;\then, is whether the current fair share‘formu]a
is a "good" fqrmu1a? When members of COG's Housing Technical Commit-
tee were asked about the formula, the.most frequent reply was, "it's

nl3 There were, however, some criticisms. Bernard

as good as any.
Tetreault, Executive Director of the Montgomery County Housing Oppor-
tunities Commission, indicated that he would Tike to see a performance -

factor added to the formula. Tetreault believes thaf those
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jurisdictions which repeatedly fail to commit a11 their funds should
not continue to be funded at the‘same lTevel when other localities are
rsuqcessful in committing a]lkof their funds and desperately need
‘more.]4 | |
Fé]]s Church Hbusing Coordinétor, Diéne Gravis, expréssed

concern abouf the reliability of the data. Ms. Gravis indicated |
that the accuracy of the data varfed as much as 15 percent in some
cases.]5 |

‘Knox Hayes of the District's Department of Housing and Com-
munity Development had perhaps the strongest criticism of the formula.
Calling the formula's inverse concentration factor a "political ac-
: cbmmodation factor," Mr. Hayes indicated that the factor should be
dropped from the formula because it resulted in such a low alloca-
tion (relative to need) to the D1'str1'ct.]6 |

Mr. Hayes' comments j]]ustrate the most controversial aspect'
of the formula. On the one hand, one of the plan's priméry goals is
to disperse assisted hdusing throughout the area. On the other hand,
thé need for more assisted housing in the Disfrict’fs overwhelming’
and immediate.’ \ |

- In sum, the a]]ocation formula is an integral part of the fair
bshare plan, but it is secondarybin importance to the goals of the
plan itself. Its primary importance is in identifying the existing

and future need for assisted housing. How that information is used

in allocating funds depends on many other factors.
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Chapter Four--Footnotes

]David Listokin, Fair Share Housing Allocation, (New Bruns-
wick; N.d.: The Center for Urban Policy Research, 1976), p. 67.

2For a detailed discussion of fair share formulas see Chapter
Two of David Listokin's Fair Share Housing Allocation (New Brunswick:
The Center for Urban Policy Research, 1976).

3Metropoh‘tan Washington Council of Governments, Fair Share
Housing Formula, (Washington: January 1972), p. 5.

4 5

Ibid. Ibid., p. 6.

S1bid.

7Mé1 Burgheim, former Alexandria City Councilman, interview .
held in Alexandria, Virginia, March, 1977.

8SIC indicates the Standard Industrial Classification developed
by the Federal Government, through which various types of jobs are
categorized.

9Metfopblitan Washington Council of Governments, "Fair Share
Housing Formula Methodology."

Ocd Brant, cog Housing Technical Committee Chairman: Chief,
Arlington County Housing Services Section: interview held in Arling-
ton, Virginia, March, 1977.

]]Char1es Grezlak, series of meetings held February-March, 1977.

]ZMiami Valley Regional Planning Commission, The Miami Valley
Region's Housing Plan (Dayton: March, 1973), p. 76.

13Members of the Committee were asked, "Do you think the al-
location formula correctly reflects your housing rieeds in relation to
other jurisdictions?" "What factors would you like to see deleted
from or added to the formula?" Not all members were surveyed.

]4Bernard L. Tetreault, Executive Director, Montgomery County
Housing Opportunities Commission, interview held in Silver Spring,
Maryland, March, 1977. ,

]5Diane Gravis, Falls Church Housing Coordinator, telephone
interview, March, 1977. '

]6knox Hayes, District of Columbia Department of Housing and
Community Development, interview held in Washington, D.C., March, 1977..



Chapter Five
IMPLEMENTATION

Anyone familiar with planning knows that "implementation" is

a magic word to the planner. The proverbial plan that Ties on the
shelf collecting dust is the planner's equivalent to the artist's
masterpiece which winds up in the attic. Until the plan is imple-
mented, it is only so many words on paper?-ahd so it is with fair
share. The process that takes the paper plan and turns it into. Tow
and moderate income housing is Tong and painstaking. The annual im-
plementation process begins when the metropolitan area is notified
by the HUD Area Office of the funding it can expect for that year.
The overall imp]émentation process is outlined below:

1) The Washington, D.C. HUD Area Office formally notifies

COG of the total Federal housing subsidy contract authority.

available to the metropolitan area; identifies any con-

straints on the use of the contract authority; and requests

- CO0G's recommendations on the jurisdictional allocation of

these funds in accordance with the Fair Share Plan.

2) Proposed recommendations on Fair Share imp]emehtation

procedures are developed through COG's Housing Technical

Committee, Human Resources Policy Committee, and Human

Resources Citizen Advisory Committee for consideration

»by the COG Board of Directors.}

3) The COG Board of Directors reviews the proposed recom-

mendations, enacts amendments as deemed appropriate,

and adopts the implementation procedures through a formal

resolution. -

4) The Board,of Diréctors' resolution is formally transmitted
to the Washington, D.C. HUD Area Office for concurrence..

89
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5). The HUD Area Office agrees to honor the C0G Board's recom-
mendations to the maximum extent possible in approving the
commitment of contract authority for programs and proaects

in each of COG's member jurisdictions.

'6) The impiementation procedures adopted by the COG Board
of Directors are utilized as a basis for the preparation of
COG's Metropolitan Clearinghouse A-95 review comments on all
. appropriate housing projects which propose the use of Federal
- subsidy funds. In addition, since the advent of the Commu-

nity Development Block Grant Program the Fair Share implementation

procedures have served as a basis for review of housing gsSis—
tance goals contained in Tocal Housing Assistance Plans.

- The second step in this prooess is. perhaps the most interesting
to the outside oboerver, It is at this point,that the "bargaining"
among jurisdictions occurs. vThe combination of competition and co-
operation adds a degree of flexibility to the otherwise static for-
mula a]]ocation ‘This f]ex1bi11ty is cruc1a] to the few smaller
Jurisdictions who actively support the p]an and must compete with
largerAjurisdictiOns‘for their fair share. For éxample, during FY75
the City of Falls Church, whose fair share is only 0.46 percent, was
able to "borrow":$65,188 in Section 8 funds originaily targeted for
use in Ar]ingtoh; The borrowed funds enabled Falls Church:to préserve
80'units‘in a condominium deVeiopment for use_ds housing for the
elderly. v

The moSt:oomolex imp]ementation procedures”fo date were those
’_estabiished for FY77. A discussion of some oi'the variables that came

into play illustrates that‘COG has no easy task in trying to make
sure that fair share is indeed "fair": In‘FY76, HUD Central (the

national office) estab]ished a special $50 miTlion set-aside in Section.

8 funds for allocation to’state.housing finance and development agencies
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- throughout the country in an effort to quickly stimulate Section 8

production nationally. A portion of these funds were allocated to the

Virginia Housing Development Authority for use in the northern Virginia

area. Because the funds came directly from the HUD Central and were-
not distributed through the D.C. AreaFOffice, they were not subject to
the fair share diStribution, creating an imbalance in the avai]ability
of housing subsidy funds within the metropolitan area in re]ationshiﬁ
to the fair share formula. For example, Arlington received $1,110,751
in Section 8 funds in excess of its FY76 fair share target. In estab-
lishing the FY77 imp1ementation procedures, COG devised a "repayment",
schedule in which "overpaid" jurisdictions would actually receive a
FY77 fair share allocation decreased by that ambuntvnecessary to
balance the FY76 distribution.

After the sometimes intricate implementation procedures have
béen adopted‘comes the most crucial stage in the entire implementation
process——mqking sure that the avai]ab]é funds are committed. During
this stage the role of the local government is to idenfify potential
developers and sites for the units. In additidn it must assure that
adequate water and sewer facilities are available, and, when neces-
sary,. secure zoning changes. Some Tlocal governmenté have estabTlished
special task forces to assure that all funds will be committed.

Ih an effort to assess the impact of fair share, the number of
federally assisted unitsvby jurisdiction was tabu]afed from COG's

Subsidized Housing Information File (SHIF). (Table Sf]) Because of the

lag time between the time a particular project is authorized and when




| TABLE 5-1
FEDERALLY ASSISTED HOUSING BY JURISDICTION (OCTOBER 1976)

Family Elderly
Built, under Built, under
construction ~construction

Existing or or proposed

Existing or

or proposed

Census under construc- with funding under construc- with funding
tract tion as of ‘reserved since tion as of reserved since
Jurisdiction prefix Dec. 31, 1974 Jan. 1, 1972 Dec. 31, 1974 Jan. 1, 1972
District of Columbia . 0000 14,975. - 4480 3204 418
Arlington 1000 0 0 0 439
- Alexandria 2000 1127 630 0 202
Fairfax City 3000 54 0 0 0 :
Fajrfax County 4000 2275 867 186 385 =
Falls Church 5000 0 -0 0 - 80
Loudoun County 6000 404 -0 ' 0 0
Prince William Co. 9000 747 166 ' 0 0
Montgomery County 7000 1338 1341 ; 657 1032
Rockville 7000 : 126 20 286 110
Takoma Park 7000 0 0 187 0
Prince George's Co. 8000 4733 730 149 651
Bowie - - 8000 0 0 0 0
College Park 8000 : 0 - 41 108 -0 .
Greenbelt 8000 0 0 0 100

Source: Tabulated from Metropolitan Washington Council of Governments'
~ Information File (updated October, 1976). .

Subsidized Housing
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construc%ion actually begins, it was impossible to determine exactly
which projects came under fair share. Therefore the choice of before
Dec. 31, 1971 and after Jan. 1, 1972 as the""before and affer" cutoff
datés is largely symbo]ic; in}that fair share was adopted in Januahyf
1972. However, Table 5-1 is meant only to provide numeric vaiues to
the distribution of housihg shown in Figures 5-1 and 5-2.

The number of units shown in Table 5-1 may not correspond with’;

other counts of units by jurisdiction because of the tabulation method.

' Only federally assisted units were included. A1l proposed projeéts with

reserved funding were'inc1udedfin the "after" category. Subsidized
prqjects which were in financial trouble and thus acquired by public
housing authorites have been classified as assisted housing after
January 1, 1972 eveh though some were actually built before that date.
In addition, as of December 31, 1976, some $3,936,911 in special Sec-

tion 8 "existing" funds were allocated to the area to assist HUD-

insured projects in financial difficulty or with Secretary-held mortgages

When applicable, affected. projects were classified as assisted housing
since January 1, 1972. Finally, it should be pointed out that SHiF was
last updated in October, 1976, thus many Section 8 units produced since
that date could not be' included. _

- Figures 5-1 and 5-2 show the distribution of assisted family
and elderly housing, respectively, throughout the metropolitan area.
More specifically, thoge’census tracts in which there is assisted hous-
ing are indicated by designated symbols. Even though there may be

several projects within one census tract, only one symbol is shown,
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SEC NSt ¢

Fig..5-1. Census Tracts in the Wash1ngton, D. C.-MD-VA SMSA Hav1ng
Ass1sted Housing (Family) .

@® Existing or under constructwn ‘Buﬂt under construction, or
as of December 31, 1971. : proposed with funding reserved
since January 1, 1972.

Source: Derived from the Metropo]itaanashfngton Council of Govern-
ments' Subsidized Housing Information File.
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@ Existing or under con- -
struction as of December
31, 1971.

4 Built, under construction,
or proposed with funding
reserved since January 1,
1972.
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Fig. 5-1. Inset A. Washington,'D. C. and‘Vic?ﬁity

Source: Derived from: the Metropolitan Washington Council of
Governments' Subsidized Housing Information File.
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4 Built, under construction,

‘ or proposed with funding
reserved since January 1,
1972.

@ Existing or under
construction as of
December 31, 1971..

Fig. 5-1. Inset B. Virginia Portion ]
(part) o

Source: Derived from the Metropolitan Washington Council of
Governments' Subsidized Housing Information File.




Fig. 5-1. Inset C. Montgomery Cou\rfty (part)
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TN

L

¥
Fig. 5-1. Inset D. Prince George's County (part)

@ Existing or under construction 4 Built, under construction, or
as of December 31, 1971. proposed with funding reserved
L ‘ since January 1, 1972.

Source: Derived from the Metropolitan Washington Council of Governe
' ments' Subsidized Housing Information File.

£
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SELENSET €

Fig. 5-2. Census Tracts in the Washington, D.C.-MD-VA SMSA Having
Assisted Housing (Elderly)

@ Existing or under construction .Built, under construction, or
as of December 31, 1971. ~ proposed with funding reserved
since January 1, 1972.

Source: Derived from the Metropolitan Washington Council of
Governments' Subsidized Housing Information File.
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@Existing or under con-
struction as of December
31, 1971. '

or proposed with funding
reserved since January 1,
1972.

/
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Fig. 5-2. Inset A. Washington, D. C. and Vicinity

Source: Derived from the Metropolitan Washington Council of
Governments' Subsidized Housing Information File.

A\ Built, under construction,
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A Built, under construction,
or proposed with funding
reserved since January 1,
“. 1972.

@ Existing or under
construction as of
. December 31, 1971.

Fig. 5-2. Inset B. Virginia Portion ‘ ?4'f

(part) | | | f

Source: Derived from the Metropolitan Washihgtoh'Council of
Governments' Subsidized Housing Information File.




Fig. 5-2. I':n‘set‘ C. Montgomery County (part) '

;/.Existing or under construc-
tion as of December 31
1971.

ABuﬂt, under constructmn,
or proposed with funding
reserved since January 1,

1972.
W e Source: Derived from the Metropolitan
\,}. Ve » Washington Council of Govern-
\ / R , ments' Subsidized Housing

Information}Fi]e.

20L
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l o ' o ‘ — TN / .

| | \\N/
Fig. 5-2. Inset D. Prince George's County (part)

@ Existing or under construction 'ABuﬂt, under construction,, or

as of December 31, 1971. proposed with funding reserved
o since January 1, 1972.

Source: Derived from the Metropolitan Washington Council of Govern-
ments’ Subsidized Housing Information File.




104

“and no significance should be given to the placement of that symbol
with thé census tract itself. (It would be imbossible to indicate
eitherﬂthe specific 1ocat16n or ndmber of units on such a small séale).
The.infofmation presented in the figures was also derived from the
'SHIF file and reflects the distribution of units listed in
Table 5-1.

Although the Figures are self explanatory, some commehtary is
helpful. As can be seen from Insets A and D (Fig. 5-1), the greatest

concentration of assisted housing is in the southeast and northeast

quadrants of the District and the inner beltway areas of Prince George's

County. Even though the figures themée]ves are not designed to show
densities, it should bé pointed out that the number of assisted hous-
1ng units Tocated in éxtreme‘southeast D.C. (Anacostia) is very high.
It should also be noted that there is no assisted housing in the far
_northwestern duadrant: Rock.Creek Park, which sepérates white Washing-
ton and Black Washington, is as effective a barrier as any jurisdic-
‘tionalvboundary. ‘

Inset B (Fig. 5-1) shows that at the time of the last SHIF'
updaté there was still no assisted family housing in Arlington. How-
ever, assisted housing for the elderly has been provided in Arlington
in recent years (Inset B, Fig. 5-2).

Most of Montgomery County's assisted family housing fs located
“in the center of the couhty, away from its affluent boundary with
northwest Washington. Its housing for the elderly is located nearer

the District.
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A1l of the maps, but those showing'Montgomehy and Fairfax
Codnties in particular, indicate one very important trend. Since
January 1, 1972 there has been a great deal more scatteration of
~assisted housing than before. For example, in Fairfax County there
were only eight census tracts which had assisted family housing as a |
result of all previous efforts. However, since January 1, 1972 anothér
seven census tracts have gaihed such housiﬁg. .Much the same is true
in Montgdmery County, indicating that not only iS the geographic dis-
tribution of assisted housing increasing aﬁong jurisdiétions, but also
within jurisdictions.

Because of a lack of data, it was not possible to tabulate the
number of Section 8 units by jurisdiction.-. (Some Section 8 unité are |
included in the totals shown in Table 5-1 and are represented in
Figures 5-1 and 5-2.) However, by examining the assisted housing
goals as stated in 1ota] Housing Assistance Plans, it is possible to
estimate thé types of housing.assistance going into particular juris-
dictions ahd the groups for which the assistance is intended. (Table
5-2). Arlington County is the only one of thé Six major jurisdic-
tions in which most of the housing assistance is going to the elderly.
Most jurisdictionsvfee1 that in the past too much effort has been put
on providing housing for'thé e]def]y at the expense of housing Tower
income families. Still, re]afive to need, most jurisdictions continue
to "over-provide" housing for fhe elderly. (See Table 7-1 for esti-

mated housing need by group).




| TABLE 5-2
GOALS FOR LOWER INCOME HOUSING ASSISTANCE
(SECTION 8 ONLY)

Number of Households to be Assisted

: Family Large family
Unit Elderly or (4 or fewer (5 or more

Type Jurisdiction handicapped persons) persons) Total

New - Alexandria 14 18 . 25 57

Arlington Co.2 ' 200 0 0 200

" District of Columbiab 350 480 120 950

Fairfax Countyb 36 291 48 375

Montgomery Countya 118 ~Total Family = 82 200

Prince George's Co.b - 150 0 50 200
v Total Elderly = 868 Tota] Fam1]y 1]]4 1982

Rehabilitated Arlington Co; » 0 : 40 v 10. , 50
District of Columbia 50 200 - 100 350 -

Montgomery County 0 - Total Family = 144 144

Total Elderly = 50 - Total Family = 494 544

bProgram Year 77-78 goals.

Sources: Alexandria Housing Ass1stance Ptan (7/77-6/78); Arlington County Housing.
Assistance Plan (amended 8/19/76); District of Columbia Housing Assistance Plan (10/1/77-9/30/78);
Fairfax County Housing Assistance Plan (7/1/76-6/30/77); Montgomery County Housing Assistance Plan
(7/1/76-6/30/77) ; Pr1nce George's County Housing Ass1stance P]an (7/77-6/78).

aProgram Year 76-77 goals.

901




TABLE 5-2--Continued

Number of Households to be Assisted

‘ Family Large family

Unit : Elderly or (4 or fewer (5 or more
Type Jurisdiction handicapped persons) persons) Total
Existing Alexandria 36 52 12 100
ArTington Co. 0 . 50 25 75
District of Columbia - 100 75 25 200
Fairfax Co. 0 132 : 33 165
Montgomery Co. 124 Total Family = 392 516
Prince George's Co. 0 300 50 350
Total Elderly = 260 Total Family = 1146 1406
Total Alexandria 50 70 37 157
Arlington Co. 200 90 35 325
District of Columbia- 500 755 245 1500
Fairfax Co. ' ' 36 423 _ 81 540
Montgomery Co. 242 Total Family = 618 860
Prince George's Co. 150 300 100 550
Total Elderly = 1178 3932

Total Family = 2754

L0l
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While this chapter has attempted to show the geographic dis-

tribution of assisted housing opportunities, there is much more to
housing opportunity than Tocation. The most crucial quest1on

yet to be answered is whether the scatteration of a551sted hous-

_:1ng actua]]y results in 1ncreased potential mobility for low and

’moderate income fam111es and individuals.
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Chapter Five--Footnotes

_ ]The Housing Technical Committee is composed of housing pro-
fessionals from all jurisdictions (Authority Directors, Housing
planners, etc.). The Human Resources Policy Committee is made up
of elected officials throughout the area. The Chairman is Elizabeth
Scull of Montgomery County. The Board of Directors is also composed of
- Tocal elected officials. The fair: share process begins with the COG
staff, which then brings proposals before the Technical Committee.
‘The decision of the Technical Committee must then be approved by the
Policy Committee and finally by the Board of Directors.

, 2Metropo1itan Washington Council of Governments, "The Washing-

ton Metropolitan Area's Areawide Housing Opportunity Plan" (n.d.)




Chépter Six
~ POTENTIALS AND LIMITATIONS

| The eva1uatioh of any plan must begin with an understanding

of the original objectives and some measure of the extent tb which

these objectives have been achieved. The fair share plan haé several
objectives, including resolving the mismatch between hodsing.and em-

ployment opportunities, avoiding undue concentrations of low and

moderate income housing, and a host of other objectives related to

the céndition of the dwelling units themselves. But for all practi-

cal purposes the overall goal of the fair share plan is one of opening
- up the suburbs to the central city's poor and minorities. Thié, many

urban theorists contend, is the first step in a process to relieve the

pressures on central cities which prevent the successful rehabilitation

and rebudeing of neighborhoods and structures.] Has Washington's faif’

share plan increased the potential mobility of low and moderate income
families? To answer that question requires going back to the initial
stages of the plan's formulation.

In the‘ear1y 1970'5, prior to the plan's adoption, almost éixty

percent of the publicly assisted housing was in the District itself.

If Prince George's County's assisted housing, most of which was located

in the inner beltway communities adjacent to the Distriét, were added

to the District's housing, 77.7 percent of all assisted housing in thé

110
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area would be acc0unted for. A great deal of the housing,”particu-
larly conventional public housing, was concentrated in the AnaCOstfa
area of D;C. The great concentrations of Tower income fami]fes re-
_ sulted in a host of problems, particu]ér]y managémént.prob]ems;-in
thoSe subsidiied projects built and managed by non-profit sponsbrs.
Baber Village in Prince George's County provides one of the horror
stories that critics of assisted housing Tike to tell and re-tell.
In that 236 project, vandalism was so rampant that all but a few of
its 200 units were abandoned within a few years of initial occupancy.
‘The demise of the project is generally attributed to two factors:‘
first, é]]lof the units were subsidized énd second, the non-prdfft
sponsor had no maha gement expériénce.2 | _

The political leadership of the District felt that sUburban
.jurisdictjons should do more to he]p}meetvthe‘region's housingbneeds.
While most of the Tow cost private and assisted housing was concen-
trated in the center of the area, a great number of ]ower income
jobs were being created in outlying suburban areas. In an effort to
help avoid further concentrations of the poor,.whi1e at the same timé
matching employment opportunities with housing Opportunitiés, the Dis-
trict called for a regional approach to housing, barticu]arly an ap-
proach that would provide more assisted housing 1h suburban jqrisdic-
tions. |

‘ Prince George's County supported the District's call for abtion,

though for slightly different reasons. Prince George's po]ftica]

leaders were not so much interested in seeing housing opportunities
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expanded, as they were in assuring (if possible) that no more assisted

3 The County had‘1ong

housing would be built inPrince George's County.
had an identity problem, feeling overshadowed by neighboring affluent
Montgomery Count}. In 1974, half of all welfare payments made in the'

state of Maryland were in Prince George's County.4 In recent years,

the county's political leaders have sought to create a new image for the

county in an effort to attract middle- and upper-income families.

Alexandria, which had a re]ative]y large assisted housing
stock, also backed the growing movement toward a balanced regiona]
housing plan. Its city officials were eager to have other Virginia
jurisdictions accept their share of assisted housing. On the other
side of the coin, the suburban counties of Fairfax, Arlington, and
Montgomery had Tong viewed assisted housind primarily in térms of the
cost of providing services, seeing the housing needs df the region's
poor as someone e]se'spf‘ob]em.5

- However, when COG got down to actually drawing up a "fair
share" plan which, of all things, allocated most subsidized housing
dollars to affluent Montgomery and Fairfax Codnties, the plan was
adopted with relatively little trouble. Why?

Duriné a series of intervieWs in March, 1977, several subur-
ban housing officia]s and planners were asked about their jurisdic-
tion's support of the fair share plan. When asked what Fairfax
County's objectives were in supporting the plan, Chuck Billand of the

Fairfax County Department of Houéing.and Community Development asked

"overt or covert?".6 What he meant was this: With the area's housing
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costs rising at such a rapid rate, Fairfax County was quickly be-
coming so homogeneous and so affluent that the necessary service
workers and semi-skilled 1aber force'cou1d no longer Tive there.
Therefore, although the county overtly supported the plan for such
benevolent reasons as promoting balanced housing opportunities and
resolving the jobs/housing mismatch, its real (ccvert) reason was
~to.maintain its service popu]ation, thus attracting industry, thus
diversifying and strengthening its tax base. By supporting COG's
fair share plan with its distribution skened in favor of suburban
jurisdictions, Fairfax County could get considerably more assisted
housing than it could without the plan.

. Montgomery County, the neighboring.Maryland giant, supported -
the plan for much the same covert reasons: to receive more'honsing

7 Whatever the

funds in order to.meet the needs of its own population.
overt or covert reasens, they fit‘in well with the reasonsvexpressed
by such previously overburdened_jurisdictions as Prince George's
County. When asked what his county's reasons were for supporting fair
share, Earl Morgan of the Prince George's County Housing Anthority re-
plied with a two part answer: _The goal, he said, was the\elimination
of any more low income housing in the County, but more realistically,
the objective was'to slow down the growth of sucn hoUsing.8

With one side supporting fair share in order that assisted
housing would go elsewhere, and the other side supporting it in order

to grab up all the funds it could, the District, which initially sup-

ported the plan with the idealistic conviction that'it would open up
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the suburbs, was caught in the middle. The District was one of the |
laét jurisdictions to adopt a resolution in support of the fair share
plan, and in so doing indicated that it was concerned about the form
whiéh the plan had taken: |

. The District of Columbia City Council hereby supports and en-
 dorses the Fair Share Housing Program of the Metropolitan
~ Washington Council of Governments, under the following condi-
tions:

1) That the COG Board continue to press the Executive and
Legislative Branches of the Federal Government for more
Federally-assisted housing units for the region.

2) That the COG Board authorize its staff to revise the Fair
Share Formula to recognize the enormity of the District's need
for decent housing. for families of low, moderate, and middle
income and the e]der}y

;3) That COG investigate the feasibility of a regional reloca-
tion program and the elimination of jurisdictional residency
and preference requirements for assisted housing so ghat all
barriers to housing opportunities can be eliminated.

Ar]ington'County passed a resolution of support for the dis-

tribution of housing subsidies, not fair share per se, in which the

county's stance against public housing was made abundantly clear. In -

the resolution, Ar]ington indicated its intention to rely‘on rental
assistance and rehabilitation of existing units to meet the needs of
its residents.

Levels of support, and reasons for support, vary among the

sixteen jurisdictions which are members of COG. A survey pertaining

to fair share was administered to 191 elected officials of the 16 juris-

dictions.]O

Of the 98 responding, an incredible 13 (13.3 percent)
were not even aware of the plan's existence. O0f those who were aware

~of the plan, 72.8'percent supported it.




115 -

The reasons given for supporting the plan were quite varied.
Respondents were asked to rank fouk goals of the fair share plan ac-
cording to their ﬁmportance:

A: To enable each jurisdiction to provide Tow and moderate income
hous1ng units for its own residents who need it.

B: To enable each jurisdiction to provide low and moderate income
housing for those who work in that Jur1sd1ct1on but 1ive in
another.,

C: To avoid further concentration of low.income housing in cer-
tain jurisdictions by dispersing it throughout the region.

D: To afford greater local control over how federal housing sub-
sidies are used.

Overall, most indicated that either goal A or C was the most important
(40.7 percent ranked A as most important and 42 percent marked C as
most important). However, ft is much more interesting to look at the

/responses of particular jurisdictions, especially the "big six"--

Arlington, Alexandria, Fairfax County, Montgomery County, Prince George'sb

County, and the District. Table 6-1 presents the responses of elected

officials in those jurisdictions. ‘As might be expected most responding

officials in the overburdened jurisdictions of the District, Alexandria,

and Prince George's County saw the most impqrtant goal of'fair share
as avoiding further concentrations of Tow and moderate income housing;
while the others saw the most important goal as meeting the housing
needs of local residents. Of the forty officials resbonding in

all six jurisdictions, only one (2.5 percent) indicated that matching

job and housing opportunities was most important. Among the responses




TABLE 6-1 | |
MOST IMPORTANT GOAL OF THE FAIR SHARE PLAN AS INDICATED BY OFFICIALS
~IN THE AREA'S SIX LARGEST JURISDICTIONS

s e b

AlTow Tow and : S ;
moderate income Avoid further Afford greater
- Meet housing families to concentration local control
needs of own Tive where ~ of low income over federal
, _ residents they work housing housing funds
Jurisdiction ~ Responses % # % # % # %
Alexandria 5 - - 1 20.0 3 60.0 - 1 20.0 -
Arlington Co. 7 4 57.1 - - 1 14.3 ] 14.3 e
District of Columbia 8 2 25.0 - - 5 62.5 - -
Fairfax Co. 7 4 57.1 - . - 3 43.9 - -
Montgomery Co. 7 6 85.7 - - 1 14.3 - -
Prince George's Co. 6 - - - - 6 100.0 - -
Total 40 16  40.0% 1 2.5% 19 47.5% = 2 5.0%

Source: Grezlak Survey, 19767
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from all sixtéen Jjurisdictions, 2.5 percent indicated the jobs/housing
goal to be most important.

Evaluation

In evaluating Washington's fair share plan, there are two
aspects which must be considered ;epérate]y-—the product and the

process. Each will be evaluated with respect to expapded'housing op-

portunity and the overall objectives of the plan. Firét, the,product:-

The féir share plan has done Tittle to incréase the potential
mobility of the area's lower income residents. The singIe most impor-
tant reason is the rapidly inflating cost of housing in the area and
the overwhelming need for assisted housing in all jurisdictions.v Many
previously seTf-sufficjent moderate income families now find them-
sé]veSpriced out of the private housing market, and must therefore
compete with Tower income families for the relatively scarce assisted
housing. This is particularly true in suburbaﬁ Tocations where housing
ICOStéfare highest{ |

Why else has the assisted housing in suburban jurisdictions not
1ncreased-the potential mobility of the central city's poOr? First,
“there is a lack of information. -It is difficult to make central city

residents aware of assisted housing in suburban areas. The demand for

such housing is so great and the Waiting lists are so long, that "adver-

tising" runs the risk of'raising false hopes.]]

On the other hand,
families in need of assistance who are already 1iving in the area are

much more aware of the opportunities. This combination of a lack of
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information and a cbmpetitive disadvantage keeps assisted hOdsing
in suburban areas from being a real alternative for the central’cityFs
poor. \
In Fairfax County it is estimated that seven percent of the -
1resident population is in need of housiﬁg assistance; yet the_sum_
total of all.pasf assisted housing efforts account for only one percent
of the total housing stock. Given constant funding at current levels,
it would take 30 years to meet the existing need.]2 The need throdgh-
out the region is just as overwhelming. One soUrce estimates that
over 300,000 of the 475,000 renter households in the Washington
metropolitan area qualify fpr assistance under Section 8.]3 Other
estimates are s]ight]y more conservative, putting the need at afound
250,000 households for the region as a whole and for just Qndér half
of all households in the District itself (somewhere in exéess of
100,000 househo]ds).]4
With such ovérwhe]ming néeds, what began 1in Dayton seven
years ago as a means of persuading suburban jurisdictions to accept
their "fair share" of the assisted housing hpié" is now, in Washington,
an allocation plan to divide up the pie among literally starving juris-
dictions. Assuming that the estimated 300,000 households in need of
assistance is correct, and given constant funding at current Tlevels
(around 6000 units annually), it would take 50 years to meet the

region's existing need for assisted housing. Given that current

estimates put the average annual subsidy per unit under Section 8
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~at $3000 for ethting units and $4500 for new or rehabi]itated.unitSJSA
the cost ot meeting_those_needs WOule be astronomica].

The Targe number of fami]ies‘in need of housing assistance is
not due to "rampant poverty," but to the high cost of housing in the
area. ‘Incomes which in other'parté of the country might be»considered
relatively high meet the HUD eligibility requirements for Section.8 in
the»D C. area HUD estab]iéhes two Section 8 income cetegorfes?
"lower income" (not exceed1ng 80 percent of the median family income
in the area), and "very Tow income" (not exceeding 50 percent of the
median income). (Tab]e.6-2)' Why such high income 1tmits? Becauee the
cost of housing is so incredibly high‘and promises to go even higher.
Why such high housing costs? There are-several factors

The primary reason for hlgh hous1ng costs is the presence of

bthe federal government and the re]at1ve1y high sa]ar1es paid its em-
ployees. The government, through the salaries paid, inadvertently

. sets the market price., The price>increasing as the ability to pay in-
creases. ‘ | |

A second reason is that Washington is an extremely desirable

vp]ace'tO'live. An economist might argue thatgﬁven the Tlimited supp1y
of housing in the D.C. area,‘an 1ncrease\1n demand results in higher
prices. (The vacancy rate tn the six largest jurisdictions'islaround
:2.5 percent)’.].6 &

A third factor, the effect of which is in dispute, was the
sewer moratoriarand other.growth'control efforts in the area during the

late sixties and early seventies. Some say such efforts had little
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TABLE 6-2

SECTION 8--HOUSEHOLD INCOME LIMITS

WASHINGTON METROPOLITAN_/—\REAa

 Number of persons

in household ‘ 4 "Lower Income": "Very Low Income"
] o $11,300 $ 7,100
2 12,900 8,100
3 14,600 9,100
4 16,200 10,100
5 17,200 10,900
6 18,200 11,700
7 19,200 12,500
g 20,300 13,300

aEstab]ishe‘d April 15, 1976

Source: District of Columbia Department of Housing and Com-
munity Development, Community Development Program (Draft),

" (Washington: = February 25, 1977).
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effect on_the cost of housing, while others argue‘that_it,had a sub-
stantial’jﬁpéétﬁf.When'Rrincé.Geokge's County, Which doub]ed its popu-
1aiion;béfwéeﬁ~T960 and'1970, imposed a‘sewer'moratorium in the Tate
.1966's,gthe'focus of growih shiffed to Fairfax Couhty. In response to
the rémpaht growth theré,,Fairfax County began its.own.Widely dis-
cussed series of attempts to control growth.

The effect of these growth control efforts was to drive‘up
the cost of land, particu]af]y propefty which had sewer capability.
Since the cost of land is the most rapidly increasing componen; in
total hougjng cost, one must conclude fhat growth control efforts had
"some" effect on housing Costs.

| Inflation, in general,also played a significant role in increas-
ihg‘thé area's‘hdusing costs: The cost of materials has skyrocketed.
The cost of labor in the region is amdng the highest in the country.
And, the cost of monéy has madé hdme financing prohibitive]y expensive
jn many.cases.‘ | |
J The joint efforts of growth control efforts and inflation

, caused‘housing construcfion during 1974 to drop to half what was neces-
sary to meet the demands of new household formafibn alone. It was
estimated that 35,000 potential new'Householdsbwere formed in 1974

17 The

while only 18,000 new homes and apartments were built.
result: there just is not enough affordab]e housing to go around.

By mid-74 there were‘verykfew homes anywhere in the area selling for
less than $40,000 and few two-bedroom apartments renting fqr less than

$250 per month. Moreover; the high sales cost resulted in the
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conversions 6f;thbusands of modestly priced rental units into condo-
m1‘n1‘ums..]8 | | , o
By 1975 the median sales price for any new home was $50,725.
and for sing]e family aetathed‘homes the median'price was $64,050.
Less than 2 percent of all new single family detached homes ("the
Amer1can dream") so}d_for Tess than $40,000 in 1975, and‘37.2 percent

]9. With fewer and fewer families able to

sold for over $70,000.
purchase the1r own homes the demand for rental units has increased,
thus, in keeping with bas1c econom1c theory, “increasing the price

of rental units.

In sum, the a]]ocat1on of ass1sted units to suburban Jur1sd1c-
tions has not increased the potent1a1 mob111ty of Tower income groups,
or put differently, "opened up thé_suburbs." ~Few in Washington these
days would argue otherwise. When e]ected officials were asked to
‘eva]uate the fair share p]an in terms of how well it has met its ob-

jectives, 2. 5 percent sa1d it had been "very successful"; 21 percent

said it had been "successful"; 43.2 percent class1f1ed it as "not very

successfu]" 13 6 percent classified it a “fallure ; and 19.8 percent -

did not comment. (Question 14, Appendix C). Table 6-3 1ndicates the

responses of officials in the six major jurisdictions. Only 22.5 per-

. cent evaluated the p]an‘as very successful or sutcessful, while 60 per-

cent classified it as not very successful or a failure in meeting its
objectives.
While the fair share plan has not resulted in the desired

"product," as‘a’process it has had considerable success. It marked




TABLE 6-3
EVALUATION OF FAIR SHARE BY OFFICIALS IN THE SIX LARGEST
JURISDICTIONS IN THE WASHINGTON REGION

Not very

Very : ' '

successful Successful successful Failure No_comment
Jurisdiction - # % # Jb # . % # % # %
Alexandria (5) - 0 0 0 0 1 20.0 -3 60.0 1 20.0
Arlington (7) 0 0 2 28.6 2 28.6 0 0 3 42.8
District of Columbia (8) 0 0 2 25.0 3 37.5 2 25.0 1 12.5
Fairfax Co. (7) 1 14.3 1 14.3 3 42.8 1 14.3 1 14.3
Montgomery Co. (7) 1 14.3 2 28.6 3 42.8 0 0 1 14.3
Prince George's Co. (6) 0 0 0 0 6 100.0 O 0 0 -0
Total 40 2 5.0% 7 17.5% 18 45.0% 6 15.0% 7 17.5%

Source: Grezlak Survey, 1976.

€l
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the first time that all the jurisdictions in the Washington area came
together to di$cu$s’h6using needs in a regional confext. That they
o all agfeed,on a plan which theoretically reflects the most rational
regiona]iplahning concepts is in itself quite an accomplishment. |
Fairfax County Sdpervisor Jim Scott calls the plan a "model of -
‘regiqnai cooperation."20 ) |

A;basis question remains: how on]d particu]ar jurisdictions
have keacted to the plan initiaiiy had it not been for the overwhelm-
ing housing needs? If Fairfax County had been able to meet its own
- housing needs without additional assisted housing, would it have been
as wiiling'to support the plan knowing that it wouid berfain]y result
‘ in-an inf]ux of Tower income famiiies fromeotﬁervjurisdictions? One
can only speculate.

There are certain inherentv]imitations in the fair share plan

which shou]d be pointed out in the pian's defense. The fair share

plan is bn]y‘avdevice for allocating assisted housing funds to locali-

ties based on we]]-defined and rational considerations, ‘As such a

device, the plan has been successful. That.there was a shortage of funds

for imp]ementation is no fault of the plan or ovaOG. In fact the plan

has been a particular victory for COG; it succeeded in pui]ing to-
gether a diverse group of jurisdictions which for the most part never
’considered houéing neéds beyond their particular boundaries, and held
them all together through moratoria, spiraling housing costs,}and

| f]uctuatiOns in funding. That éiohe was neither_an‘éasy task nor a

small accomplishment.
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Immediate Prospects

| Because of the tremendous hous1ng needs in a]] Jur1sd1ct1ons,
but part1cu]ar1y in the District, the fair share p]an and the prin- -
cjp]es on which it was founded are in potential c0nf11ct. -S1nce the
ﬁ]an is really ndt}achieving the dispersal of housfng opportunities
which was intendéd, the Distriqt feels that funds should be a]]o-‘
cated more on the basis of immediate needs (at 1east_for a_time); The
bn]y thing holding the plan together right now is the bonus Which
HUD has awarded annua]]yvas an incentive for fair share support. In
the past this bonus usually has made up thé difference between the
D1str1ct s level of funding under fair share and what it wou1d be if
funds were allocated d1rect]y by the HUD Area Office. The District has-
made it clear that if for any reason the bonus is terminated, it
would immediate]yApull out of fair share.21 However, one HUD offi-.
cial indicated that if the local allocation plan fell apart, the HUD |
Area Office would establish allocation guidé]ines of its owh.22
In sum,. the fair share p]an.has not and will not succeed in
creating potential mobiiity for the area's Tower income fami]ies until
fhe'spira1ing housing costs in the area are brought under control.
But as a process and a plan based on regional considerations, it is a

symbolic victory for regional planning adecates.
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Chapter Seven
CONCLUSIONS AND FUTURE DIRECTIONS

It would be very easy to conclude that the”need Forvassisted

housing in the Washington area is so overwhe]ming‘thétICUrrent subsidy

funds, whether allocated through fair share or some othef way; amount to

nothing more than the proverbial drop in the bucket. But such a con-
clusion would be overly‘simplistic and would ignore the basis issues.

The fair share plan was designed to provide lower income
families with potential mobility to allow them to move closer to
employment and other»opportunities. But spiraling housing costs have
driVen'many modékate income families out of the private housing mar-
ket. The situation is most acute in suburban areaé where housing
cosfs are highest. Previously self-sufficient teachers, firémen,'
and municipal workers now find themselves priced out of the'housjng
market and often competing with lower income families for the rela-
tively scarce aésiSted housfng units¥

kTherefore, if fair share is ever to achieve its objective of
providing lower income mdbi]ity, the area's moderate income families
must once again become competitors in the private housing market.
While this is easy'to state, actUa]]y reducing the cost~6f housing
is a formidable task.

To no small degree the high cost of housing in the Washington

area is simply a reflection of over-consumption. Houses and apartments

128
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in the area are bigger and moré luxurious than ever and yet the sizé
of the average household has been steadily decreasing since 1960.

: Put.simpiy, most fami]ies, including those in need of assistance, are
-actually "consuming" more housing than they need.

By 1970, over half of all single person households occupied
dwellings with three or more rooms and over half 6f all area dwell-
.ings of all sizes had two rooms or more per occupant.] In that year
there were 174,000 single person households (19;3 percent of all
households), yet only 84,000 dwelling units (8.1 percent) had two

2 By 1974 single person households had increased to

rooms or less.
21.5 percéht of total households, yet dwelling units with two rooms

or Tess decreased to 7.4 percent ofvthe total stock. The trend in
family housing‘has been the same. While the number of persons per
family decreased from 3.66 in 1960 to 3.46 in 1974, the number of units
with eight or more rooms increased from 9.6 percent in 1960 to 20.2
percent in 1974.3 Throughout the entire area, households have been
Qétting smaller, yet very Tittle housing has been built to meet the
1imited space requirements--and often thé\]imifed budgets--of the
rapidly growing number of small households. The scarcity of smaller
units has forced many Sma]] families to live in large‘units which they
cannot really afford. In all parts of the area, the overwhe]ming
housing need is for small units to accommodate families of 4 persons
or fewer. (Table 7-1) |

A three person household--husband, wife,.and~ohe child--could

live comfortably in a three room unit, when one considers how the
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TABLE 7-1
TOTAL HOUSING ASSISTANCE NEED BY GROUP

Family Large family

‘ . E]dér]y or - (4 or less. (5 or more

Jurisdiction handi capped persons) - persons)
Alexandria o 19.6% 0 64.41% 15.99%
Arlington Co. 27.6% - 62.1% 10.3%
District of Columbia 16.8% 55.4% 27.8%
Fairfax County 7.63% 72 .13% 20.24%
Montgomery County 32.98% ~ 60.6% 6.38%
Prince George's Co. 22.9% 60.8% 16.2%
Average 21.25 62 .57 16.15

Source: Alexandria Housing Assistance Plan (7/77-6/78);
Arlington County Housing Assistance Plan (amended 8/19/76); District of
Columbia Housing Assistance Plan (10/1/77-9/30/78); Fairfax County
Housing Assistance Plan (7/77-6/30/78); Montgomery County Housing
Assistance Plan (7/1/76-6/30/77); Prince George's County Housing Assis-
tance Plan (7/77-6/78).
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Census enumérates the number of rooms. Such a unit could consist of
two bedrooms, one or more baths, an entry foyer, a kitchenette, and
a large living room-dining room combination. .Tab]e‘7-2“indicates
that not on1y do units tend to have more rooms than nécessary,‘but that
the number of very large Units'is incréasing. N

However, the number’qf rooms is onfy one indiééfor of Qnif
size. Another indicator of size, one more directly related to Tlocal
regulations, is the floor area. Many minimum floor area‘requiremenfs'
greatly exceed the minimum necessary for the protection of health. Not
only minimum floor area requirements but regulations prescribing maxi-
mum densities also serve to keep the cost of housing relatively high.
.Many local standards and regulations are simply too strict; and in a

way, mandate the construction of “"excess" housing. A recent New Jersey

Supreme Court decision in the appeal of Oakwood at Madison v Township
'of Madison (see Chapter One) not only strengthened the fair share
concept but addressed the issue of "least cost".housing.

The decision clarifies the Court's doctrine as set forth in

the Mount Laurel decision of two years ago (see Chapter Two). Specifi-

cally, the Court ordered Madison township to create the opportunity
for a fair and reasénab]e share of the "least cost" housing needs of
the region. By least cost, the Court meant‘that portions of the
township's developable land should have a minimum Tevel of fegu]ations
so as to not increase thé cost of housing. The Court directed re-
visions to the township's regulations within 90 day;, including the

reduction of standards in both single family and multi-family zones.
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TABLE 7-2

ROOMS PER UNIT vs. PERSONS PER UNIT--1974

......

. Jurisdiction .

Persons D o .
per unit per unit 1 or 2 rooms 8 rooms +

Rooms . - =~

District of Columbia 2.1

Montgomery County 2.8
Prince George's Co. 2.6
Alexandria E ', 2.1
Arlington 2.0 -
-Fairfax County 3.1
Totala | 2.5
1960 Totala 3.4

42 18.4
6.3 2.0
5.3 3.2
4.5 1.5
4.7 9.2
6.7 1.2
5.4 7.4
5.4 8.7

10.1
32.3

- 12.8

7.8

10.0

35.7

20.2

9.6

%otals include Fairfax and Falls Church Cities and Loudoun,

Prince William, and Charles Counties, not shown separately.

Source: Washington Center for Metropolitan Studies,

Washington Region 74 (Washington, D.C.:

Tables 21 and 22, pages 56-57.

May 1975), adapted from
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| While the revisions ordered by the Court are primarily concep-
tual, their implications are quite clear: The Court found that tradi-
tionally "inc]usionahy" zoning c]assificatiohs,_guch_as PUD's and
mu]tf-fami]y districts, often contained "undue cost generating re-
quirements." No more, the Court said. Municipalities must provfde-
for their fair share of least cost housing through minimal regula- |
tions.4 |

Local regu]ations‘other than those.prescribing minimum floor
areas and densities also operate to keep housiﬁg costs higﬁ. Regula-
tions festricting the types of construction and building materials
keep housing standards much higher than necessary for pub]ic health
and safety. The exclusion of mobile homes-:and prefabricated housing
forces potential occupants into units with higher standards and thus
‘higher costs.

Almost ironicélly, Montgomery County has used its higher than
necessary standards to help pfoduce lower income housing. In that

county, large developments are required to devote 15 percent of their

units to low and moderate income families. The ordinance works like

this: Developers are allowed to exceed maximum density requirements

by 20 percent, thus giving them a "bonus" of potential housing units

for which they theoretically have to pay nothing in land costs. While ‘

total construction costs are spread over all units, the land cost is
spread over only 85 percent of the units. The remaining 15 percent
are offered to low and moderate income families at reduced prices

because in effect there was no Tand cost involved. In the Washington
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area where land costs are extremely high,'the‘cost‘redUCtion can be
substanfia]. |
There is more to Washington's high housing costs than over-
consumption, however, and any remedy will require much more than re-
ducing standards. Nqnethe1ess reducing standards is one of'many
despefate]y needed steps, and bne that can immediately be taken‘by
1oca11ties.5
- What else can be done? Both’Maryland and Virginia have lower
'income home financing pkograms. However, these programs have the
potential to aid bn]y a-small portion of families in/need. First,
there is néver enough funding. Second, even with Tow interest fi-
nancing, homeowhership is just too costly for most 1ower-ihcome fami-
Ties. | | | | |
| One possibility which has not been discussed is fdr the feder-
al government to drastically increase the Tevel of housing‘assistance
funding. But suth an approach, aside from not being financially or
politcally feasible, would ignore the basic problem of housing cost in
the Washington area. | |
Any workable approach to the area's housing needs must deal

- with the cost of housing itself.\ If economic theory is correct, one

could Tower the price by reducing demand. A reduced demand for housing

would go hand in hand with a sTowed population growth, which is itself
a primary concern in the area. However, any reduction in the rate of

growth depends on the actions of the area's primary stimulant--the

federal government. If the expansion of Washington-based agencies were
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curbed, the popu]ation‘growth would also be‘pgrbed,, (Perhaps the
expansion of federal agencies could even be targeted tovotﬁer parts
of the country whose growth and ecgnomic deve]ppment are sagging.)
A]fhough such thoughts are beyond the realm pf theg]oca]_p]anning
fgnction, they serve to 111u§trate the complexities of Washington's

housing and growth problems.

Conclusion

There are no easy answers to Washington's housing problems.

Even the most ingenious approaches will do Tittle to alter the situa-

tion for years to come. Not until the area's moderate income families

are again able to compete in the private housing market will the fair
share plan benefit the Tower income groups for which it was intended.
But until such time as this occurs, there are a few things that can be
done: the maximum ihcome requirements for assisted housing eli-
gibility shou]d\be lowered sg fhat housing assisténce will go first to
those who‘need it the most. However, this would require a change in

federal guidelines.

Another possibility might be the creation of a central clearing-

_ house which maintains lists of eligible families and assisted housing
IUnits in all jurisdictions. Thé waiting list would contain the
~ locational preferences of particular families, allowing the clearing-
house to match geographic préference and need with assisted housing

opportunities as they arise.
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What is the future of fair share plans? Increasingly, in the
short run, fair share plans will probably be used as a device to al-
Tocate assisted housing. In the 1ong run, however, oné”cannot help
hoping that fair share plans will‘gradually disappear,'fading away
into a.tdtal metropolitan development plan. | “

In many ways, the Washington plan was the right idea, in the
right place, at the right time. This regional approach to assisted
housing came about at a time when most jurisdictions were willing to
support it because of the overwhelming housing need. From a reg1ona1
planning viewpoint, fair share's most valuable contribution is that
it is an.fmportant first step toward not only a total regional houSing
plan, but comprehensive metropolitan planning aé well. Fair share, as
that crucial first step, represents a basis upon which future regional
planning efforts can be built. As such a basis, it is a symbolic
success for advocates of regional planning and equal opportunity, and
a particular victory for the Metfopo]itan Washington Council of

Governments.
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Chapter Seven--Footnotes

]To fully understand the point being made one must understand
the Census Bureau's enumeration procedure: Baths, Kitchenettes, and
Foyers are not counted as rooms (full-sized kitchens are counted).
Thus an apartment with a combined 1iving-dining area, an entry foyer,
a kitchenette, a bedroom, and one or more baths, is considered a two
room unit by the Census Bureau

2Washmgton Center for Metropolitan Studies, "Metropo]1tan
Bulletin," January-February, 1975.

3Washington Center for Metropolitan Studies, Washington Region

74, Tables 2 and 21, pp. 17 and 55.

4Randa]] W. Scott, "New Jersey Supreme Court Requires Rezoning
for Least Cost Housing," Practicing Planner, March, 1977, pp. 8-9.

5-Bruce McDowell, former COG Director of Human Resources and
now with the Advisory Commission on Intergovernmental Relations was
particularly interested in manufactured housing, etc., as housing
alternatives. He also expressed concern over excessively high local
standards. Interview held in Washington, D.C., March, 1977.
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Conventional (family) Public Housing. The LHA builds, owns and manages
housing developments ("projects") and rents individual units to fami--
lies of low income. The LHA floats bonds to finance construction, with
HUD making annual contributions to cover debt retirement. Income
limits for admission are set by the LHA, and vary by family size and

by Tocal housing costs. No family now pays more than 25 percent of -
income for rent (as mandated by the Brooke Amendment of 1971), with

the difference between that amount and the amount needed to meet
operating and maintenance costs now met by HUD.

Turnkey Public Housing (3 types)

Turnkey I: The LHA -buys a newly-constructed or substantially
rehabilitated building, and then owns and manages it, and rents units
to families eligible for conventional public housing, and under the
same conditions. Sometimes referred to as "instant housing."

: Turnkex II1: The LHA not only buys a building built or re-
habilitated by a private owner, but contracts with him or with another
private firm to manage the housing.

Turnkey III: Tenants in either Turnkey I or II may ultimately
own their own unit, through a system whereby a portion of their rent
is applied toward equity.

Section 236 Rental Housing Program for Lower-Income Families. Low-
interest Toans are provided to-private developers (non-profit or

Timited-dividend) to reduce the cost of construction or rehabilitation.

Savings are passed on to tenants in the form of Tower rents. Projects
may consist of 5 or more units of detached housing, semi-detached row -
housing, garden apartments, or elevator structures, which are new or
substantially rehabilitated. ETigible families are those whose in-
comes do not exceed 80 percent of the area's median. The tenant
family pays the "basic rental," which is the amount needed to pay the
pro-rated share of operation, maintenance and mortgage payments or

25 percent of adjusted family income, whichever is greater.

Section 8 Housing Assistance Payments Program. Authorized by the 1974
Housing and Community Development Act, this program modifies and ex-
tends provisions of the Section 23 Leased Public Housing Program.

HUD may contract with a Local Housing Authority, or with private
sponsors or owners to lease units in new, substantially rehabilitated,
or existing structures. - Families or individuals are eligible for
housing assistance payments whose adjusted gross incomes do not exceed
80 percent of the median for the area. HUD establishes Fair Market
rents for each locality, and a lease is drawn up with the owner of

the units. Eligible families pay between 15 and 25 percent of gross
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income for rent, depending on income, number of minors, and medical
and child care expenses. The housing assistance payment made to the
~owner is the difference between the family's share and the Fa1r
Market rent.

Source: Handout used by Professor May Hipshman at VPI&SU in graduate
' planning courses concerned with housing.

Rent Supplements. This program was created in 1965 to give financial
assistance to enable certain private housing to be available for lower
income” families who are elderly, handicapped, displaced, victims of a
natural disaster, or occupants of substandard housing. Under the
program, HUD is authorized to-enter into a contract agreement with
private owners, agreeing to make payments to reduce rent to 25 percent
of the tenant's income, but not to reduce rents below 30 percent of
the fair market rent. Eligible owners include non-profit and 1imited
dividend sponsors, or a cooperative housing corporation.

Source: House Committee on Banking and Currence, Basic Laws and
Authorities on Housing and Urban Development, (Washington: U.S.
Government Printing Office, 1971), p. 293.
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Non-Resident Commuters Making Under $10,000

.I'I

Heads of households, employed full time and making $10,000 a
year and under were tabulated according to p1ace;of residenge
and place of employment. Those not living in the jurisdiction

‘of employment were classified as non-resident commuters and

their numbers were expressed as a percentage of all heads of
households emp]oyed in that Jur1sd1ct1on

The number of heads of househo]ds employed full time was ca1cu-
Tated by jurisdictions from the EMPIRIC forecasts for 1968.

The number of non-resident commuters was then calculated by
applying percentage in Step One to the employment figure in
Step Two.

Sources: Transportation Planning Board, Home Interview Sur-
vey, 1968; EMPIRIC Act1v1ty Allocation Mode] Forecasts for
1968.

.- Overcrowded Units

Source: Bureau of the Census, Advéncéd‘Report, 1970.

Deficient Units

1.

Uti]izing‘Bureau of the Census Methodology, (See Users Hand-
book, Section 175) the proport1on of dilapidated units with -
p1umb1ng was ca]cu1ated

The number_of units in 1960 was subtracted from those in
1970, indicating new development. This figure was then sub-
tracted from the total units for 1970.

The percentage of d11ap1dated units was then app11ed to the
resultant figure in Step Two.

The number of units without plumbing in 1970 and the estimated
number of demolitions for the year 1970 were added to the
figure in Step Three to provide the number of deficient and/or
replacement units.

Sources: Bureau of the Census, Final Report 1960; Bureau of
the Census, First County Summary Tape 1970; demolition esti-
mates from Workable Programs and Tocal planning departments.
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Available Vacant Residential Land

D.C. EMPIRIC Estimate, 1968 (all vacant)
Arlington, EMPIRIC Estimate, 1968 (all vacant)
Alexandria-Metropolitan Parcel File, 1970

. Falls Church-Metropolitan Parcel F11e, 1971

Remaining jurisdictions:

Calculated from Tand. use maps, a]lowing for the provision
of sewer service within the next six years.

Vacant Units

Units for rent and for sale
~Source: Bureau of the Census, First Count Summary Tape, 1970.

Per Capita Fiscal Resources

1. Calculated total appraised real estate value.

2. Aggregate personal income was calculated by taking the average
household income for 1968, multiplied by the number of house-
holds. (For the smaller jurisdictions, household income was
estimated as 1/2 the median housing value.)

3. Per capita fiscal resource equa]s the sum of Steps One and Two
divided by the population.

4. Source: Local Estimates from Financial Directors, Transporta-
tion Planning Board, Home Interview Survey, 1968 household
income. .

Concentration of Low and Moderate Income Units

1. The number of owner occupied homes under $25,000 (2.5 times an

- annual income or $10,000) and the number of rental units renting

for $149 a month or less (20% of $10,000 income since utili-
ties may not be included in contract rent.)

2. Source: Bureau of the Census, First County Summary Tape, 1970.

Accéssibi]ity to EmpToyment

1. The percentage of regional jobs reached in 45 minutes tkave]

time was calculated for highway systems and transit by transpor-

tation planning district.

2. The accessibility of these two modes was weighted by the per-
centage"of automobile drivers and transit passengers for each
district. The results were added to give a combined access1-
bility for each district.




. 3.
4.

Source:
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An average accessibility was computed for each jurisdictiqn.

Source: Transportation Planning Board, Home Interview 
Survey, 1968.

Metropolitan Washington Council of Governments, Fair Share

Housing Formula (Washington: January 1972), pp. 14-15.
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QUESTIONNAIRE

In which of the following Jur1sd1ct1on are(were) you an elected

or appointed official?

1 Alexandria 9 Gaithersburg
2 Arlington County 10 Greenbelt
3 Bowie 11 Loudoun County
4 College Park ' ' 12 Montgomery County
5 District of Columbia 13 Prince George's County
6 Fairfax City 14 Prince William County
7 Fairfax County 15 Rockville

8 Falls Church 16 Takoma Park

Please name those issues which are of special concern to the citi-
zens in your jurisdiction.

1. __ 3.

2. 4.

Have you ever served on the Washington Council of Governments (CO0G)?

1. Yes (IF YES) 4. On which COG committees have you served?

2. No 1 Board of Directors

4 2 National Capital Interstate Air Quality

6" : Planning Comm.
H 3 Health and Environmental Protection

Policy Committee

4~ Water Resources Planning Board
5 Human Resources Policy Committee
6 Public Safety Policy Committee
7 Transportation Planning Board
8 Land Use Policy Committee
9 Other committee (specify):

How would you evaluate the performance of the Metropolitan Washing-
ton Council of Governments--both overall and with respect to the
fo]]ow1ng policy areas?

, Excellent Good‘ Fair  Poor - op?gion
__Overall Evaluation 1 2 3 4 5
Public Safety 1 2 3 4 5
Air and Water Pollution 1 2 3 4 5
Transportation ' 1 2 3. 4 5
Housing 1 2 3 4 5
Water Resources 1 2 3 4 5
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11.
. the Metropolitan Area which do not have much low-income housing
* should prOVide more, so that the concentration of Tow- income
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Do you feel that the Washington Council of Governments should be

‘more aggressive in formu]ating programs which address regional

problems?
1 Yes
2 No .~
3 Don't Know

. 'In your opinion, what role should COG play in metropolitan affairs? '

. Does your jurisdiction need any more low and moderate income housing?

1 Yes  (IF YES) 9. For whom? 1 Low income families
2 No 2 Moderate income families
3 Don't know 3 Elderly

Listed below are some criticisms that have been made about councils
of governments. If you believe that any of them also apply to the
Washington Council of Governments in particular, circle the
relevant number(s).

1 CO0G's conduct a mU]titude of studies but rarely are they
utilized in the formulation and implementation of regiona]
policies.

2 Most local offiCiais Just don' t have the time to get actively
involved in COG. :

3 The danger of an organization like COG is that it could
result in reduced Tocal control over policymaking.

_44 The more populous Jurisdictions are norma]]y over-represented
- in COG affairs.

5 The more populous jurisdictions are usua]]y under- represented
in COG affairs

How do you feel about the fo]]oWing statement: "Jurisdictions in

housing in other Jurisdictions can be reduced "

1. Strongly Agree

2. Agree

3. Uncertain; No Opinion
4. Disagree

5.

Strongly Disagree
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12. Are you aware of the Washinéton Council of Governments' "fair-share"
- housing plan, which allocates federal housing subsidies among juris-
dictions in the region?
1. Yes  (IF YES) CONTINUE TO QUESTION #13
2. No  (IF NO) sTOP

- IF_"YES" ON QUESTION #12, ANSWER THE FOLLOWING:

13. Do you support the "fair-share" plan?
1 Yes
2 No

3 No Opinion

14. How would you evaluate the "fair-share" plan in meeting its objec-
tives?

Why?

1 Very Successful:
2 Successful
3 Not Very Successful
4 A Failure
5 Don't know

15. Listed below are various objectives which have been mentioned as -
goals of the "fair share" plan. How would you rank these goals
accord1ng to their importance? (i.e. 1=Most Important; 2=Second

~in Importance; ETC.)

To enable each jurisdiction to provide low and moderate income
housing for its own residents who need it.

____To enable each jurisdiction to provide low and moderate income
hous1ng for those who work 1in that Jur1sd1ct1on but Tlive in
another. _

To avoid further concentration of ]ow-income housing in certain

Jjurisdictions by dispersing it throughout the region.
To afford greater Tocal control over how federal housing sub-
sidies are used.

16. What effect do you think the "fa1r-share" plan w1]1 have on housing
o in your jurisdiction?

-1 Will increase the supply of subsidized housing.

2 Will reduce (or stabilize) the percentage of the region's sub-
sidized hous1ng Tocated in your jurisdiction by having more
units built in other jurisdictions.

3 Will have no effect on housing in your Jur1sd1ct1on
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METROPOLITAN WASHINGTON'S FAIR SHARE HOUSING PLAN:
| POTENTIALS AND LIMITATIONS
by

Larry Mitchell Jarvis
(ABSTRACT)

In 1972 the Metropolitan Washington Council of Governments
(COG) adopted a fair share plan for the purpose of allocating assisted
housing among its sixteen member jurisdictions. The primary objec-
tives of the plan were to avoid further undue concentrations of 1ow‘
and moderate income housing in the centér 6f the area and to provide
lower income families with housing opportunities in the area's subur-
ban jurisdictions where many Tower income jobs were being created.
Reflecting these two objectives, both the original and revised fofmu-
las contained factors which served to allocate a large percentage of
housing funds to those affluent suburban jurisdjctions which had very
little assisted housing. This skewed distribution, COG believed,
would result in a balance of assisted housing throughout the area,
resu]tingrin increased potential mobility for the area's Tower income.

In spite of the plan's successful implementation, the poten-
tié] mobility of the area's Tower income has not been greatly enhanced.
The primary reason for this is the area's extremely high housing costs

and the overwhelming need for assisted housing in all jurisdictions.



| Many of the aree's moderate income families Titerally have been priced
out of the heusing market and must now compete with Tower income
families for the relatively scarce assisted h0usihg. |

If the housing needs of the area's residents are ever to be.
met, and if fair share is to achieve the objectives for which it |
was designed, the -area's moderate-ineome families must’once again

become competitors in the housing market.
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