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Abstract 

Growth management states in the U.S., such as Florida, Oregon, and Washington, require 

their local jurisdictions to plan for an adequate supply of housing for all current and 

future residents, including low-income households.  This research uses regression 

analysis to test the relationship between the strength of local housing plans toward 

affordable housing and subsequent changes in housing affordability for low-income 

households.  Semi-structured interviews with local planners about their perceptions of the 

efficacy of local plans provide insight into the quantitative findings.  The initial plans 

passed after Florida’s Growth Management Act were not associated with subsequent 

changes in housing affordability, but more recent plans were.  Planners in a number of 

jurisdictions indicated that Florida’s planning mandate increased awareness among public 

officials of affordable housing issues and the tools available to address them, despite the 

state’s weak oversight. 
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Introduction 

Growth management states in the U.S., such as Florida, Oregon, and Washington, require 

their local jurisdictions to plan for an adequate supply of housing for all current and 

future residents, including low-income households.  Advocates argue that successful 

growth management can expand the supply of housing for low-income households, 

through good comprehensive planning and the adoption of appropriate land use and 

housing policies (Nelson et al. 2004).  But few studies have examined whether a 

relationship actually exists between local comprehensive plans and housing outcomes.  

No studies directly test whether state mandated planning for housing results in improved 

housing affordability for low-income households. 

 

The state of Florida requires local municipalities to include a housing element in their 

comprehensive plans, which is supposed to address the supply of affordable housing 

among other issues.  Throughout this paper, affordable housing is defined as housing that 

is affordable to low-income households earning less than eighty percent of their area’s 

median income.  The purpose of this research is to examine the relationship between the 

strength of local housing elements and subsequent changes in housing affordability for 

low-income households.   

 

In the following sections, I first describe Florida’s Growth Management Act of 1985, 

which required each of the state’s local jurisdictions to develop a housing element as a 

component of its comprehensive plan to guide future growth (Chapin and Ihlanfeldt 

2009). In the element, each jurisdiction was to identify its housing objectives and policies 



 

based on an analysis of housing needs for all current and anticipated residents, including 

those with limited resources.  I then use the general planning literature to provide a 

hypothesis of why we might expect a relationship between state mandated housing 

elements and affordable housing.  I also review the few existing studies that specifically 

examine affordable housing in relation to comprehensive planning.  I then follow with 

my research methods, findings, and discussion. 

 

Florida’s Growth Management Act and Affordable Housing 

Florida’s Growth Management Act required all municipalities and counties to include a 

housing element in its comprehensive plan (DeGrove 1992, 2005; Connerly 2007; Chapin 

and Ihlanfeldt 2009).  Every locality’s housing element was expected to include policies 

addressing the following objectives: 

� the provision of housing for all current and anticipated future residents;  

� the elimination of substandard dwelling conditions;  

� the structural and aesthetic improvement of existing housing; 

� the provision of adequate sites for future housing, including housing for low-

income, very low-income, and moderate-income families, mobile homes, and 

group homes; and 

� the creation or preservation of affordable housing to minimize the need for 

additional local services and avoid the concentration of affordable housing units 

(Florida Statute, Section 163.3177.6(f)). 

 



 

Prior to June of 2011, Rule 9J-5 of Florida’s Administrative Code provided further 

detailed guidance to local jurisdictions regarding their assessment of housing needs, as 

well as the policies they were to consider to meet their objectives (Florida Administrative 

Code, Rule 9J-5).  Table 1 highlights the implementation policies that were to be 

considered.  Until recently, local jurisdictions were required to re-evaluate and update 

their housing element every seven years. 

 

Insert Table 1 

 

Two additional state legislative actions subsequent to the Growth Management Act 

potentially bolstered local housing elements and actions toward affordable housing.  

First, the Sadowski Affordable Housing Act of 1992 created a housing trust fund that was 

financed by an increase in the documentary stamp tax on real estate transactions.  This 

money provided financial support for affordable housing to local governments and was 

seen by housing advocates as a means of helping localities overcome financial hurdles in 

meeting their affordable housing obligations (Ross 2001). 

 

Seventy percent of the additional documentary stamp tax was intended for the Local 

Government Housing Trust Fund, which provides funding for the State Housing 

Initiatives Partnership (SHIP) program.  SHIP provides housing money to the state’s 

sixty-seven counties and fifty-one CDBG-entitled communities (Affordable Housing 

Study Commission 2007).  At least thirty percent of SHIP money is to be allocated to 

housing for very low-income households earning less than half of their area’s median 



 

income, while another thirty percent must be spent for low-income households earning 

less then eighty percent of the area median.  The remaining funds must be spent for 

households earning less than 140% of their area’s median income.  Sixty-five percent of 

SHIP funds must be reserved for homeownership programs (Florida Statute, Section 

420.9075), but the actual percentage is much higher, according to annual reports from the 

Florida Housing Finance Corporation (FHFC).   

 

From 1992 to 2008, SHIP distributed more than $1.7 billion to eligible jurisdictions 

(Affordable Housing Study Commission 2007, p. 11).  However, in the recent economic 

climate, the state legislature has swept money out of the SHIP program and into general 

revenues.  Only $30 million was appropriated for the 2011-2012 fiscal year, down from 

$176 million in 2008-2009 (FHFC 2012). 

 

The remaining thirty percent of the additional tax was intended for other programs 

administered by the state housing finance agency, including the State Apartment 

Incentive Loan (SAIL) program.  SAIL provides gap financing through low-interest loans 

to developers of low-income rental housing.  At least twenty-percent of the rental units 

must be affordable for very low-income households.  This program provided slightly 

more then $95 million for the construction of affordable housing in 2008 (FHFC 2008).  

Recently, this program has seen a significant decline in funding, with only $44 million 

provided in 2011 (FHFC 2011).  In recent years, SAIL has been used to reduce debt on 

some existing developments for which FHFC had provided mortgage guarantees 

(reducing the agency’s risk), as well as to reduce rents on some units to make them  



 

affordable for extremely low income households, which are typically defined as 

households earning less than thirty percent of the area median income.1 

 

The second legislative action, taken in 1993, created a uniform method of determining 

housing needs for each local jurisdiction in the state.  Florida’s Department of 

Community Affairs contracted with a state university research center to develop an 

affordable housing needs assessment methodology to be used by all local jurisdictions.  

The research center developed the methodology, provided necessary data, and produced 

housing needs assessments for all but the smallest local jurisdictions (Shimberg Center 

for Housing Studies 1998).  The state expected the uniform needs assessments to guide 

each locality’s housing element update, required every seven years, with the assumption 

that better data would result in more appropriate plans related to actual housing needs.  

Prior to these assessments, localities had greater flexibility in measuring their own 

housing needs, which opened the possibility that they could purposely underestimate 

affordable housing needs in their initial housing elements (Connerly and Smith 1996).   

 

Scholars of growth management in Florida indicate that the housing element has been the 

least enforced of the state’s requirements (Connerly 2007; Pelham 2007, p. 16).  Initially, 

the Department of Community Affairs, charged with determining whether local plans 

were in compliance with state law, strongly encouraged localities to adequately address 

affordable housing in their housing elements and used inadequate housing policies as a 

reason for a state determination of non-compliance (DeGrove 2005, p. 55).  As initially 

designed and implemented, the state’s housing mandate was coercive in that sanctions 



 

could be threatened against jurisdictions, if their plans did not meet detailed state 

requirements (May and Burby 1996, p. 173).  Over time, however, the state’s attention 

toward local housing elements declined, potentially resulting in plans that don’t 

adequately address affordable housing (Pelham 2007).2 

 

Lessons from the Planning Literature 

The literature on comprehensive planning gives significant attention to the influence of 

state mandates on local plan quality and commitment to planning goals (Norton 2005; 

Burby and May 1998; Deyle and Smith 1998; Berke et al. 1996; May and Burby 1996; 

Berke and French 1994; Dalton and Burby 1994).  Even though much of this literature 

focuses on environmental protection and hazard mitigation, it provides a framework from 

which to hypothesize that a state planning mandate for housing may result in better plans, 

increase local commitment to affordable housing goals, and in turn produce positive 

outcomes.  As stated by Burby and Dalton (1994), “plans can matter.”  

 

Studies of planning for natural hazard mitigation provide evidence that state planning 

mandates result in higher quality plans among local jurisdictions (Berke and French 

1994; Burby and Dalton 1994; Dalton and Burby 1994; Berke et al. 1996).  Comparative 

studies across states with differently designed mandates indicate that commitment-

building features seem to play a significant role in the quality of plans (Berke and French 

1994; Berke et al. 1996).  These state mandate features include measures to raise public 

and local government awareness of the problem, incentive and matching funding, a 

deadline for compliance, and sanctions for non-compliance (Berke and French 1994). 



 

Burby and May (1998, p. 102) found that higher quality plans were associated with 

greater commitment to state planning goals among locally elected officials.  Higher 

quality plans are more likely to educate elected officials about the scope of a problem, as 

well as build public support for proposed solutions (Burby and May 1998; Burby and 

Dalton 1994).  The planning process itself can inform the public and elected officials of a 

problem and potential tools to address it.  These findings suggest that state mandates can 

influence local efforts toward affordable housing, if local planning staff have the capacity 

to conduct an effective planning process, produce a high quality plan, and encourage 

public decision-making based on the plan.  State provision of funding, expertise, and 

technical data can enhance the capacity of planning staff for such purposes (Berke et al. 

1996; Burby and May 1998). 

 

May and Burby (1996) found that coercive state mandates, which impose sanctions on 

non-compliant jurisdictions, are likely to produce procedural compliance when local 

actors lack a commitment to the state’s planning goals, but may not produce high quality 

plans.  Coercive mandates are more effective in securing local commitment when they 

are combined with significant intergovernmental aid.  In Florida, significant aid for 

affordable housing was provided to larger jurisdictions through the state’s SHIP program. 

 

Previous Research of Planning for Affordable Housing 

The few existing studies of housing elements indicate that comprehensive plans give little 

attention to affordable housing.  In whole, the studies provide support for Hoch’s (2007) 

assertion that more than a coercive mandate is needed to facilitate local planning for 



 

affordable housing.  In Florida, Connerly and Muller (1993) found that local housing 

elements lacked specificity, as well as comprehensive solutions to affordable housing 

needs.  The authors partially attribute the weak plans to limited financial resources among 

local governments for affordable housing, but also suggest these localities ignored state 

opportunities for funding.  Their study focused on early plans under the state’s growth 

management act and was completed before the creation of the state’s housing trust funds. 

 

Goetz et al. (2003) found that regional oversight and incentives encouraged suburban 

communities of Minneapolis-St. Paul to comply with a state planning mandate passed in 

1976.  The mandate required local municipalities to include affordable housing for low-

income households in a comprehensive land use plan.  The authors argue that oversight 

by a regional council, the council’s threat of withholding federal infrastructure money 

from non-compliant municipalities, and the availability of federal housing subsidies 

encouraged an “initial burst of compliance” (p. 223).  However, the fiscal incentives and 

regional oversight had greatly diminished by the 1990’s.  The authors’ review of updated 

plans adopted between 1995 and 2001 indicated a significant drop in the number of land-

use and regulatory actions to facilitate affordable housing as a result. 

 

Affordable housing needs tend to take a back seat to environmental concerns in 

comprehensive plans.  Edwards and Haines (2007) found that local plans adopted under 

Wisconsin’s Smart Growth Law addressed the protection of natural areas and open 

spaces more comprehensively than any other goal (p. 60), including the provision of 

housing for diverse incomes. Only thirteen percent of the plans included action-oriented 



 

policies toward zoning for manufactured housing and ten percent included policies 

toward zoning for multi-family housing, two housing types that typically supply 

affordable housing.  Berke and Conroy’s (2000) review of plans from multiple states 

provided similar results.  The plans tended to place more emphasis on the natural and 

built environment than on housing and equity issues. 

 

Despite claims that growth management and comprehensive planning provide the 

potential to address housing affordability for low-income households (Nelson et al. 

2004), the existing research on outcomes is limited.  While there are numerous studies of 

growth management’s impact on the cost of housing and general affordability,3 there are 

few that examine the impact on housing for low-income households.  No studies directly 

test for a relationship between mandated housing elements and housing affordability for 

low-income households, but a handful of studies indirectly provide mixed evidence for 

the relationship. 

 

Lewis (2005) found that housing elements were insignificant in explaining the production 

of multi-family and single-family homes in California municipalities.  He compared 

municipalities who were in compliance with the state’s housing element mandate with 

municipalities not in compliance.  Compliance was not associated with housing 

production.  His finding suggests that housing elements do not signal whether a 

municipality will pursue needed development. 

 



 

Connerly (2007) found that implementation of a housing element’s affordable housing 

policies can face significant resistance.  In his case study of Tallahassee, Florida, the 

implementation of an inclusionary zoning ordinance, adopted in the city’s housing 

element, was not politically feasible until rising housing prices affected a broad group of 

residents.  In addition, the city provided generous incentives to developers to gain their 

political support, resulting in an ordinance weaker than similar ordinances in other states.  

On the other hand, the housing element at least provided a foundation from which city 

planners and affordable housing advocates could push for an inclusionary zoning 

ordinance. 

 

A study that did not focus on housing elements, but rather on urban containment, 

provides a slightly more positive outlook.  Nelson et al. (2007, Chapter 7) found that 

metropolitan-wide policies intended to curb sprawl resulted in preservation of existing 

affordable housing for low-income households.  They concluded that “urban containment 

policies are usually (though not always) accompanied by proactive affordable housing 

policies” (p. 101), indicating that growth management could preserve affordable housing 

through appropriate planning.  The authors, however, did not examine affordable housing 

policies or housing elements.  Additionally, the study only examined changes in rental 

prices of housing that was initially affordable.  The authors did not examine changes in 

the overall supply. 

 

Research Method 



 

I chose a random sample of thirty-nine municipalities to determine the relationship 

between the strength of housing elements toward affordable housing and housing 

affordability for low-income households.  Municipalities with fewer than 10,000 

residents, as of 1990, were eliminated from the population from which the sample was 

drawn.  The sample of municipalities consists of slightly more than twenty-three percent 

of Florida’s current population and housing units.  I expected metropolitan cities with 

more than 50,000 residents to give greater attention to affordable housing, because they 

are entitled to CDBG and HOME funds, which give municipalities more resources to 

pursue affordable housing production.  Table 2 indicates the distribution of the sample by 

municipal size.  Larger municipalities were oversampled to ensure adequate 

representation.  A result of this over-representation is that a high percentage of the 

sample’s residents and housing stock are located in large municipalities. 

 

Insert Table 2 

 

For each municipality, I obtained the initial housing element that was adopted between 

1988 and 1993.  I also obtained the first updated housing element after the first re-

evaluation.  All but two municipalities updated their comprehensive plan between 1996 

and 2004, as a result of the plan evaluations required every seven years by the Growth 

Management Act. 

  

Previous research presents a variety of measures for plan quality and strength.  One 

measure of quality is a scale indicating the extent to which plans include a fact basis 



 

regarding local conditions, goals, and specificity of policies to reach those goals (Berke 

and French 1994; Berke et al. 1996; Brody 2003; Norton 2005).  Other measures are 

based solely on a plan’s policies.  Brody et. al. (2006) used an index based on whether 

each of five sprawl-reduction policies were non-existent in the plan, existent but 

suggestive and not detailed, or existent and detailed.  Alternatively, Burby (2003) used 

the number of specific hazard-mitigation policies (out of a possible total of sixteen) 

proposed in plans to measure the strength of local plans with regard to hazard mitigation.   

 

For this research, I measured the strength of housing elements toward affordable housing 

using a method similar to Burby (2003).  I listed twenty specific policies (table 3) that are 

widely recognized as strategies to address the affordable housing needs of lower income 

households or suggested in Florida’s Administrative Code at the time of plan adoption 

(Smart Growth Network 2002, 2005; Florida Administrative Code, Rule 9J-5 1986).  I 

and a graduate research assistant then independently reviewed each plan.  For each 

housing element, we counted the number of detailed policies that were included and 

explicitly linked to the provision of housing for low income households.  We did not 

count policies that were vague and non-specific.  For example, we did not count policies 

that referred to public funding, unless the specific funding source was identified.  

Similarly, we did not count references to ‘zoning’ unless the specific zoning action, such 

as a call for higher density development, was included.  A greater number of detailed 

policies indicated a stronger housing element towards affordable housing.  We gave each 

policy equal weight with regard to its importance and did not expect a municipality to 

adopt all twenty policies, because different policies are appropriate for different places 



 

(McClure 2005).  During our review of the housing elements, no additional policies not 

on this list stood out.4 

 

Insert Table 3. 

 

I used multiple measures of housing affordability for low-income households to explore 

the sensitivity of my findings to alternative measures of housing outcomes.  First, I 

calculated the percentage of low-income owners and renters who were cost burdened, or 

paid more than thirty-percent of their income toward housing costs.  This measure is a 

common indicator of affordability (HUD 2010, p. 85).  These measures were calculated 

from the 1990, 2000 and 2005-2009 Comprehensive Housing Affordability Strategy 

(CHAS) data, which are special tabulations performed by the U.S. Census Bureau for 

HUD.  The 2005-2009 CHAS data is based on the 2005-2009 five-year average 

American Community Survey (ACS).  Following HUD’s definition, I defined low-

income households as those whose income was less than eighty percent of their area 

median income. 

 

Other common indicators of affordability are the ratios of the number of affordable and 

affordable-available rental units per 100 low-income renters (HUD 2010, Chapter 3).  

Affordable rental units are those whose costs are less than thirty percent of the income 

threshold for a household to be considered low-income (eighty percent of the area median 

income).  Affordable rental units in the private market may be occupied by any 



 

household, regardless of income.  Therefore, affordable-available units are defined as 

affordable rental units currently occupied by low-income households or vacant. 

 

I utilized regression analyses to determine the extent to which the strength of housing 

elements toward affordable housing was associated with subsequent changes in housing 

affordability for low-income households.  Because of the small sample size, I first 

combined the observations of the initial and updated housing elements to conduct the 

analyses.  But given that the initial and updated elements may have different effects on 

housing affordability, I then conducted analyses separately for each set of elements.  

Updated housing elements were, on average, stronger toward affordable housing than the 

initial ones and were in place at a time when a housing boom was taking hold.  The 

analyses of the initial housing elements tested their influence on subsequent housing 

affordability during the 1990’s, while the analyses of update housing elements tested 

their influence during the 2000’s. 

 

One concern regarding this research design is the timing of housing element adoption, 

which occurred between 1988 and 1993 for initial plans and between 1996 and 2004 for 

the updated plans.  This timing resulted in an uneven span of time between plan adoption 

and the outcome measure among municipalities.  Comprehensive plans in place for a 

longer period of time may have a stronger impact on outcomes.  Therefore, I included 

variables for the main effect of time between adoption and the measurement of outcomes, 

as well as the interaction effect of time with the number of specific policies.   

 



 

Population and housing characteristics that were expected to be confounding variables 

were included in the models.  I included total population to control for the probability that 

larger municipalities may have more resources to put into affordable housing than smaller 

municipalities, regardless of policies expressed in their respective housing plans, and at 

the same time have greater planning staff capacity to create stronger plans. 

 

Population characteristics that may influence the demand for affordable housing were 

also included.  The percentage of households who are low-income was included as an 

indicator of the income distribution within the jurisdiction.  On one hand, a greater 

representation of low-income households may result in a greater percentage that are cost 

burdened, because of greater demand for low-priced units.  On the other hand, 

jurisdictions with a high proportion of low-income households likely have a housing 

stock with a lower price distribution, resulting in a lower percentage of low-income 

households with a cost burden.  Median household income was not included in the 

models, because of multicollinearity.  The percent of population that is white was 

included to control for race and wealth.  White households are likely to have greater 

wealth than minority households (Aspen Institute 2004; Gouskova and Stafford 2009).  

Wealthier municipalities may have less affordable housing, resulting in a greater 

prevalence of cost burdens among low-income households.  For parsimony, other socio-

economic variables that overlapped with income and minority status, such as educational 

attainment and population distribution across multiple racial groups, were not included in 

the analyses. 

 



 

Housing characteristics also influence affordability.  A higher vacancy rate indicates less 

demand for existing housing in the municipality, which may result in greater affordability 

for low-income households.  The age of the housing stock is a factor in that older homes 

are more likely to be affordable to low-income households.  Older homes often lack 

amenities considered important to today’s buyers and be of lower quality, which result in 

lower demand for them, and in return lower prices.  Therefore, a greater percentage of 

homes more than forty years old is likely to be associated with greater housing 

affordability.  A greater percentage of housing in multi-unit structures is also expected to 

be associated with greater affordability, because these housing types are a significant 

source of affordable housing. 

 

The regression models include the population and housing characteristics at the 

beginning of each decade associated with the plan adoptions, which was 1990 for the 

initial plans and 2000 for the updated plans.  Subsequent population changes during the 

decade were included, as well.  Changes in housing characteristics during the decade 

were not included, because some affordable housing policies found in housing elements 

encourage changes to the housing stock, particularly an increase in the diversity of 

housing types.  Including these changes would possibly decrease the model’s ability to 

detect the influence of the housing elements because the impact would be captured by the 

variables representing changes to the characteristics of the housing stock.5   

 

Finally, regional housing trends and policies may have a significant influence on local 

housing affordability, limiting the impact of local housing efforts.  If regional 



 

affordability significantly declines, local affordability could decline despite strong local 

housing elements toward affordable housing.  Therefore, the model includes the regional 

change in the percentage of cost burdened low-income households.  Regions were 

defined as either metropolitan regions or the county for non-metro municipalities. 

 

To better explain the quantitative results and strengthen their validity, I conducted semi-

structured interviews with twenty-two stakeholders, which included twenty planning or 

housing staff from eighteen jurisdictions and two state-level stakeholders intensely 

involved with Florida’s affordable housing issues for more than two decades.  The 

interviews explored the interviewees’ perceptions of the quality of housing elements 

toward affordable housing, as well as their perceived effectiveness.  Unless I was 

specifically asked by the interviewee, the results of the quantitative analysis were not 

discussed during the interviews. 

 

Quantitative Results 

Five percent of the initial housing elements did not have a single policy specific to 

affordable housing for low-income households, while the median initial element included 

three (table 4).  After the first re-evaluations, the median updated element consisted of 

five specific policies for affordable housing.  All of the updated elements had at least one 

specific policy. 

 

Insert Table 4. 

 



 

Table 5 identifies the most common policies included in the housing elements.  

Cooperation with and reliance on public housing authorities, utilization of CDBG money, 

and zoning for appropriate densities were the three most popularly expressed policies in 

both the initial and updated housing elements.  The percentage of plans referring to 

specific state funding sources increased from fifteen percent of the initial housing 

elements to forty-four percent of updated elements.  The initial housing elements were 

adopted before the Sadowski Act’s creation of the state’s housing trust funds, which 

became a significant source of identified funding for affordable housing in later plans.   

 

Insert Table 5. 

 

Table 6 provides housing affordability trends for low-income households since the 

adoption of the initial housing elements.  The sample of municipalities experienced 

similar trends as the state overall, but with the sample having somewhat higher cost 

burdens.  From 1990 onward, the percentage of low-income homeowners with a cost 

burden increased by approximately fifteen percentage points.  Among low-income 

renters, the prevalence of cost burdens declined between 1990 and 2000, but increased 

significantly in the past decade.  During the housing boom of the first half of the 2000’s, 

homeownership costs and rental prices increased faster than incomes (Joint Center for 

Housing Studies 2013; Shimberg Center for Housing Studies 2013).  And despite the 

recent recession, rental prices have continued to rise.  The recent recession’s high 

unemployment, underemployment, and the movement of households from owning to 

renting have resulted in a greater number of low-income households needing affordable 



 

rentals (Shimberg Center for Housing Studies 2013; Ray and White 2011; HUD 2011).  

Appendix Table 1 provides the prevalence of cost burdens, and their change over time, 

for each municipality in the sample.  Significant variation exists within the sample, but 

the vast majority of municipalities experienced changes in the same direction as state-

wide trends. 

 

Table 6 also indicates a decline in the number of affordable and affordable-available 

rental units per one hundred low-income renters.  While there was a surplus of affordable 

rental units for low-income households, many of them were occupied by households that 

were not low-income, resulting in a small shortage of affordable-available rental units.  

There were 98 and 90 affordable-available rental units per 100 low-income renter 

households in 2000 and 2009, respectively.  This shortage was acute among very low-

income renters, defined by HUD as those whose income is less than half of their area’s 

median income.  Only 81 affordable and 49 affordable-available rental units existed for 

every 100 very low-income renter households in 2000.  These numbers declined to 54 

affordable and 35 affordable-available units by 2009. 

 

Insert Table 6. 

 

Interestingly, worse affordability for low-income households at the time of plan adoption 

may be associated with weaker housing elements toward affordable housing.  Because 

objectives and policies within housing elements are supposed to address local housing 

needs, I expected to find the opposite.  Instead, a greater prevalence of cost burden 



 

among low-income homeowners in 1990 was correlated with fewer specific affordable 

housing policies in initial plans adopted around the same time (r = -0.333, p < .05) (table 

7).  Similarly, a greater number of affordable-available rental units per 100 low-income 

renter households in 1990 was correlated with a greater number of affordable housing 

policies in the initial housing elements (r = 0.339, p < .05).  A similar pattern was found 

with the updated housing elements.  A greater prevalence of cost burden among low-

income homeowners and renters in 2000 were correlated with fewer specific affordable 

housing policies in updated housing elements.   

 

Insert Table 7. 

 

One plausible explanation for these findings is that municipalities which already had 

successful housing policies and programs in place to address affordable homeownership 

and rental housing, prior to the state’s Growth Management Act, may have been more 

likely to include multiple policies in their initial housing elements.  Deyle, Chapin, and 

Baker (2008, p. 363) made a similar observation regarding development in coastal high 

hazard areas.  Communities that were already limiting development in these areas were 

more likely to include in their comprehensive plans stronger policies for limiting 

development.  

 

Another plausible explanation is that more affluent municipalities may present greater 

cost burdens to their low-income households, while at the same time are more resistant to 

affordable housing policies.  On one hand, this argument is supported by a positive 



 

correlation between municipal median household income and the prevalence of cost 

burdens among low-income homeowners in 1990 (r = 0.725, p < .001), as well as the 

negative correlation between the median household income and the number of specific 

policies for affordable housing in the initial housing elements (r = -0.312, p < .10).  On 

the other hand, there was no correlation between median household income in 2000 and 

the number of specific policies for affordable housing in the updated housing elements. 

 

Regression analyses were utilized to explore the relationship between the strength of the 

housing elements toward affordable housing and subsequent changes in housing 

affordability for low-income households.6  Table 8 provides the descriptive statistics for 

the dependent and independent variables for the time periods of the initial, as well as the 

updated, housing elements. 

 

Insert Table 8. 

 

Regression analyses of the combined observations from the initial and updated housing 

elements indicated no relationship between the strength of housing elements toward 

affordable housing and subsequent changes in housing affordability for low-income 

households.  The statistically significant control variables indicated the expected 

relationships.  The results of these analyses are available from the author.  I did, however, 

find significant results when the initial and updated housing elements were analyzed 

separately. 

 



 

Among initial housing elements, the number of policies specific to affordable housing 

was not associated with improvements in affordability during the 1990’s (table 9).  The 

direction of three significant control variables deserves explanation.  First, a greater 

percentage of housing in multi-unit structures was associated with a greater percentage of 

low-income renters with a cost burden and fewer affordable and affordable-available 

rental units.  Housing markets with more costly land may have a greater proportion of 

housing in multi-unit structures, which make more intensive of use of land per unit of 

housing (DiPasquale and Wheaton 1996, pp. 74-81).  While often thought of as more 

likely to be affordable, housing units in multi-unit structures may be out of the price 

range affordable to low-income households in markets with more expensive land and, in 

turn, higher housing costs.  Second, an increase in the percentage of households with 

low-income was associated with a decrease in the percentage of them having cost 

burdens.  These results are likely due to a greater supply of less expensive housing in 

these communities.  However, there may be an increase in the absolute number of cost 

burdened low-income households in low-income communities.  I did not conduct 

additional analyses of absolute change in cost burdens.  Cost burdens as percentage of the 

low-income population captures the degree to which the current population’s needs are 

met compared to other municipalities of different sizes.  Third, the percentage of the 

housing stock that was more than forty years old was associated with fewer affordable 

and affordable-available rental units per one hundred low income renters, which could 

possibly be due to growing demand for vintage housing in older communities (Lucy and 

Phillips 2006), resulting in fewer affordable rentals provided by this housing.  However, 

this relationship requires further investigation. 



 

 

Insert Table 9. 

 

Table 10 presents the regression results for the relationship between the strength of 

updated housing elements toward affordable housing and subsequent changes in 

affordability for low-income households during the 2000’s.  One variable left out of this 

analysis, but included in the previous one, is the affordability measures at the beginning 

of the decade.  The variable was not statistically significant and, in some cases, reduced 

the adjusted R-square of the model. 

 

Insert Table 10. 

 

Unlike the previous analyses, a greater number of specific housing policies for affordable 

housing was associated with a subsequent decline in the percentage of cost burdened low-

income homeowners, as well as an increase in the number of affordable rental units per 

one hundred low income renters.  The interaction variable indicates a diminishing effect 

over time.  One possible explanation for this interaction is that the comprehensive 

planning process, itself, may raise awareness of affordable housing needs and housing 

policies among a municipality’s planners and public officials.  This awareness, which 

would diminish over time, may temporarily increase a housing element’s effects.  

Another explanation of this interaction is that an aging plan’s estimation of the 

jurisdiction’s housing market and the housing needs of low-income renters and owners 

may be less accurate and not reflect current conditions.  



 

 

One caveat about the change in affordability during the 2000’s is that the decade includes 

the housing bubble and the resulting rise in homeownership costs, as well as the 

subsequent housing bust.  The housing crisis’ impacts are not necessarily captured by the 

independent variables included in the model.  Omitted variables, such as the number of 

recent foreclosures, that describe the extent of the crisis in each municipality would likely 

improve the fit of the model. 

 

The count of policies specific to affordable housing does not capture the possibility that 

different types of policies may have different effects.  Many of the twenty policies on 

which the housing elements were scored could be classified as either passive or active.  If 

implemented, passive policies encourage, but do not directly provide, affordable housing 

for low-income households.  These policies include the cost reduction, zoning and land 

use policies listed in table 3.  Active policies, if implemented, directly produce affordable 

housing.  Active policies are the utilization of public money, such as HOME funds, as 

well as homeowner assistance targeted to low-income households (see table 3). 

 

To detect potential differences regarding the effect of these two types of policies in 

housing elements, I conducted separate regressions for the number of specific passive and 

active policies toward affordable housing identified in the housing elements.  I conducted 

separate analyses for the initial and updated elements, but only the results of the updated 

plans were statistically significant and are included in table 11.  The control variables in 

these models were the same as in the previous analyses, but are not included in the table. 



 

 

Insert Table 11. 

 

The findings suggest that both types of policies are important for affordable housing.  

Direct policies, which include the use of specific funding sources, were associated with 

subsequent increases in the number of affordable rental units per one hundred low-

income renters.  This finding is not surprising, given the importance of rental subsidies to 

the development of housing for low-income households.  In addition, direct financial 

assistance provided to first-time home buyers would decrease the number of low-income 

renters, increasing the supply of affordable rental units relative to the number needed.  A 

high percentage of SHIP money was used by local jurisdictions for such programs.  

Indirect policies were associated with subsequent decreases in the percentage of low-

income homeowners who were cost burdened.  Zoning and land use modifications may 

encourage smaller lots and a variety of housing types that might encourage greater 

affordability of homeownership. This relationship deserves further exploration.   

 

Discussion 

This study is one of the few to test the efficacy of mandatory housing elements in relation 

to housing affordability for low-income households.  The results were mixed in that the 

first plans adopted after the passage of the Growth Management Act were not associated 

with subsequent changes to housing affordability, while the updated plans were.  Stronger 

updated housing elements were associated with a decline in the percentage of low income 



 

homeowners who were cost burdened, as well as an increase in the number of affordable 

rental units per one hundred low-income renters.  

 

Interviews with local planners and housing administrators help explain these findings.  

While some interviewees felt that their jurisdiction’s housing element had little impact on 

affordable housing, either because it was rarely used to guide public decisions or did not 

address affordable housing well in the first place, others thought that the housing element 

did matter over time. 

 

Confirming the proposition that the creation of a high quality plan can build commitment 

among local stakeholders, a number of interviewees suggested that the state’s mandate 

for a housing element put the issue of affordable housing in front of local officials, forced 

public discussion, and educated stakeholders on the tools available to encourage 

affordable housing.  As stated by one interviewee, “by going through the (planning) 

process, it opened the Commission’s eye to the issue.”  Referring to both the planning 

process and the element itself, another planner suggested “we use it to try to educate the 

public about affordable housing, what it is, and what it means for the city to have 

affordable housing.”  A state stakeholder suggested that the detailed guidance given in 

the State Statutes and Administrative Code regarding the required components of the 

housing element, including the variety of policies to consider, educated not only elected 

officials, but also educated local planners themselves about strategies available to address 

affordable housing.   

 



 

Some planners used the housing element to encourage greater development density, 

irrespective of affordable housing, in low density jurisdictions and neighborhoods.  As 

one planner put it, he used the element as a stepping stone in public discussions to 

encourage smaller sized units and rental housing.  Interviewees acknowledged, however, 

that public discussion of greater density did not necessarily lead to actual approval of 

higher-density zoning.  Zoning changes that did occur did not necessarily lead to 

affordable housing.  At best, appropriate land use policies can create an environment that 

facilitates affordable housing by not prohibiting higher density development and a variety 

of housing types. 

 

Appropriate land use policies set the environment to allow affordable housing, but are not 

sufficient without funding.  Interviewees identified the creation of the state housing trust 

funds, and particularly SHIP, as the most significant step taken by the state to support 

affordable housing.  SHIP provided money directly to eligible municipalities and counties 

for affordable housing, and a few interviewees suggested that the availability of the 

money gave localities a reason to take affordable housing more seriously in their 

planning. 

 

The interviews provided two explanations for the mixed nature of the quantitative 

findings, which include insignificant relationships for the initial housing elements and 

some positive results for the updated elements.  First, while not all interviewees agreed, 

some thought that planners and other local officials had gained a better understanding 

over time of policies that were appropriate for their jurisdiction, resulting in better, more 



 

effective policies recommended in their updated plans.  Therefore, the impact of the 

housing element would be more significant as plans improved. 

 

Second, interviewees identified policy implementation as a significant challenge to the 

efficacy of the housing element.  This finding is not surprising, given the opposition to 

affordable housing (Pendall 1999).  However, some of the interviewees suggested that 

public support for implementation grew as the housing boom of the 2000’s placed the 

price of homes out of reach of moderate-income households.  As one interviewee 

suggested, affordable housing during the boom was no longer seen by the public as just 

housing for the person who was on welfare, rather it was about the teachers and 

firefighters who were not able to find housing.  Connerly’s (2007) case study of 

Tallahassee, FL regarding developer opposition to inclusionary zoning confirms this 

view.  Opposition diminished partially as a result of the housing market becoming 

unaffordable to moderate income households.  One caveat in Florida is that during the 

housing boom, inclusionary zoning became synonymous with “workforce housing” for 

moderate income households.  Local municipalities could explore inclusionary zoning, 

while continuing to ignore the housing needs of the poorest households.  During the 

interviews for this study, three municipalities were identified that had passed an 

inclusionary zoning ordinance, referred to as a “workforce housing” ordinance, at the 

peak of the housing boom, only to place a moratorium on the ordinance during the 

recession out of fear that such an ordinance would scare away developers looking for 

locations for new development. 

 



 

Conclusion 

This research did not test the efficacy of a specific housing policy, but rather the impact 

of state mandated local housing plans on affordable housing.  Based on the planning 

literature, I hypothesized that stronger plans would result in subsequent positive changes 

in housing affordability for low-income households and the supply of affordable housing.  

The mandate required jurisdictions to consider affordable housing policies that they 

might not have otherwise considered.  The process of planning, at the very least, raises 

the awareness of affordable housing and of the tools to address its shortage, from zoning 

for higher density to pursuing public-private partnerships to identifying specific sources 

of funds.  Without this mandate for plans, these tools can more easily be overlooked or 

dismissed by local jurisdictions. 

 

Planning mandates, however, are no panacea for affordable housing shortages.  First, new 

development of housing for low-income households cannot occur without public 

subsidies to produce the units and keep them affordable, regardless of the objectives and 

policies found within local plans.  Similarly, appropriate land use policy is necessary, but 

is not sufficient without funding mechanisms in place.  Second, planning does not 

necessarily result in implementation. 

 

Future comparative research across multiple states would provide further insights into the 

relationship between growth management’s state planning mandates and affordability for 

low-income households.  First, future research should explore the relationship between 

state mandates and affordability across states with different degrees of oversight.  



 

Interviewees confirmed that Florida’s oversight over local housing plans was weak, 

allowing jurisdictions to ignore their responsibility toward housing availability for 

households of a diverse range of incomes, if they chose to do so.  Interviewees 

themselves represented a wide variation of commitment levels toward affordable 

housing, and a few expressed their belief that the quality and efficacy of housing 

elements was significantly influenced by the commitment of local planners toward 

affordable housing.   Future research should explore whether states with stronger 

oversight achieve different results with regard to housing outcomes.    Second, future 

studies should also compare affordability between municipalities subject to a state 

planning mandate and those not subject to one.  The strength of housing plans toward 

affordable housing may be less relevant to housing outcomes than just the general 

requirement for municipalities to plan for affordable housing.  This possibility can only 

be detected in future research that includes municipalities from states with and without a 

mandate to plan for affordable housing.   

 



 

Table 1.  Implementation Policies Expected in Housing Elements 
 

� Public-Private Partnerships to improve coordination among participants in housing 
production 

� Specific programs and actions to streamline or cost reduction of permitting process 

� Establishment of standards addressing the quality of housing 

� Establishment of principles and policies to guide housing conservation, rehabilitation, and 
demolition 

� Specific criteria guiding the location of housing for very low-income, low-income, and 
moderate-income households, mobile homes, manufactured housing, group homes, and 
households with special needs 

� Utilization of Federal, State, and Local subsidy programs 

� Utilization of job training, job creation, and economic solutions to address a portion of 
affordable housing concerns 

� Inter-local government agreements 

� Designation of sufficient sites at sufficient densities to accommodate the need for 
affordable housing 

 
 
 



 

Table 2.  Sample by Municipal Size 
 

Municipal 

Population (1990) 

# in Sample Distribution of 

Municipal Size 

in Sample 

Distribution of 

Municipal Size in 

State
a 

(1990) 

 Sample’s 

Resident 

Distribution 

by Municipal 

Size  (1990) 

Florida’s 

(Municipal) 

Resident 

Distribution by 

Municipal Size
a
 

(1990) 

10,000 to 20,000 11 28.2% 42.7% 4.50% 12.57% 

20,001 to 50,000 10 25.6% 33.9% 9.35% 24.62% 

50,001 to 100,000 9 23.1% 16.1% 18.61% 23.64% 

100,001+ 9 23.1% 7.3% 67.54% 39.15% 

Note:  a.  Excludes municipalities with fewer than 10,000 residents in 1990. 
 



 

Table 3.  Twenty Potential Policies Explicitly Linked to Affordable Housing 
 
Cost Reductions Utilization of Public Money 

� Reduction of Impact Fees � HOME 

� One-Stop Permitting � CDBG 

� Excess city owned-land or vacant lots to 
organizations 

� Cooperation w/ Housing Authority 

� State Program (Identified) 
 � Inter-local agreement 
  
Zoning Homeowner Assistance 

� Allow higher density � Homebuyer Assistance 

� Allow accessory dwellings � Homeowner Rehabilitation Assistance 

� Allow variety of Housing Types (or 
Multi-family)  

� Inclusionary  
  
Location or Land Use Map Alternative  

� Identified criteria/locations for low-
income housing 

� Community Land Trust 

� Support of Fair Share Housing 

� Identified criteria/locations for mobile 
homes and manufactured housing 

� Job training or job creation as affordable 
housing solution (income strategy) 

 � Information and education to developers, 
and non-profits 

 



 

Table 4.  Number of Housing Policies Specific to Affordable Housing
a
 (n = 39) 

 

 Median % with No Specific 

Policies 

% with One Specific 

Policy 

Maximum Number of 

Specific Policies 

Initial Plan  
(adopted between 1988 and 1993) 

3 5.1% 15.4% 10 

Plan after 1st Re-evaluation 
( update between 1996 and 2004) 

5 0.0% 10.3% 10 

Notes: a. Out of twenty possible policies. 
 
 
 
 



 

 

 

 

Table 5.  Commonly Adopted Specific Policies for Affordable Housing (n=39) 

 

Policy % of Initial Plans w/ 

Specific Policy 

% of Updated Plans w/ 

Specific Policy 

Reliance on or cooperation with public housing authority 53.8% 53.8% 

Utilize CDBG 51.3% 61.5% 

Utilize zoning for adequate densities 46.2% 46.2% 

Specified allowance of manufactured housing/mobile homes 33.3% 33.3% 

Homebuyer assistance 30.8% 43.6% 

Specified State Funding Program 15.4% 43.6% 

 

 

 



 

 

Table 6.  Average Affordable Housing Outcomes among Municipalities (n=39) 
 

 % Low-Income Owners 

with Cost Burden 

% Low-Income Renters 

with Cost Burden 

# of Affordable Rental Units 

per 100 Low-Income 

Renters 

# of Affordable & Available 

Rental Units per 100 Low-

Income Renters 

 
State 

Sample 

Municipalities State 

Sample 

Municipalities Low-Income 

Very Low-

Income Low-Income 

Very Low-

Income 

1990 45.63% 49.18%b 67.36% 69.43% 168 78 107 52 

2000 51.58% 55.79%b 62.45% 64.09% 150 81 98 49 

2009a 60.85% 63.91% 74.59% 76.80%b 128 54 90 35 

Data Source:  CHAS data. 
Notes: a. Based on 2005-2009 5-year average American Community Survey data.   
b. Average of sample is statistically different from State, p < .05. 
 



 

Table 7. Correlation between Affordable Housing Policies in Housing Element and Affordability for Low-Income Households 

(n = 39) 
 

 # of Affordable Housing 

Policies in Initial Housing 

Element  

(adopted 1988 to 1993) 

  # of Affordable Housing 

Policies in Updated 

Housing Element  

(updated 1996 to 2004) 

1990   2000  
% Owners with Cost Burden 
 

- 0.333**  % Owners with Cost Burden 
 

- 0.305* 

% Renters with Cost Burden 
 

- 0.065  % Renters with Cost Burden 
 

- 0.386** 

# of Affordable Units per 100 
Low-Income Renters 

  0.148  # of Affordable Units per 100 
Low-Income Renters 

  0.120 

     
# of Affordable-Available 
Units per 100 Low-Income 
Renters 

  0.339**  # of Affordable-Available 
Units per 100 Low-Income 
Renters 

  0.321** 

Note: * p < .10; ** p < .05; *** p < .01.



 

Table 8. Variables 

 

 1990 to 2000 2000 to 2009 

 Mean (Std. Dev) Range Mean (Std. Dev) Range 

 
Dependent Variables – Change in decade  

 
  

∆ % (Low-Income) Renters w/ Cost Burden - 5.34 (5.92) -15.34 – 16.61  12.71 (5.24) -  8.42 – 23.90 

∆ % (Low-Income) Owners w/ Cost Burden   6.61 (6.02) -  7.32 – 17.48    8.12 (6.73) -  3.93 – 21.82 

∆ Affordable Rental Ratio -18.05 (21.37) -74.33 – 16.50 -21.93 (18.72) -75.39 – 16.53 

∆ Affordable-Available Ratio - 9.03 (11.75) -42.37 – 14.96 -  8.33 (12.18) -38.17 – 14.94 

     

Independent Variables     

# Low-Income Policies in Initial Element  3.97 (2.55)        0 – 10   

# Low-Income Policies in Updated Element     5.23 (2.79)        1 – 10  

Years in Effect (from adoption to end of time period)  9.90 (1.10)        7 – 11   9.51 (2.74)        5 – 18 

Beginning of Decade     

Population (1,000s) 85.84 (120.67) 10.20 – 635.23 97.71 (134.70) 10.21 – 735.50 

% White, non-hispanic 73.18 (19.22) 11.01 – 96.32 65.17 (19.76)   8.15 – 93.23 

% Low-Income Households 39.72 (10.06) 19.91 – 64.82 41.41 (10.38) 16.62 – 60.87 

% Housing Vacant 12.89 (6.22)   4.51 – 35.90 10.77 (5.77)   1.55 – 36.30 

% Housing 40+ yrs old 11.47 (10.92)   0.00 – 53.95 22.72 (15.57)   0.72 – 64.99 

% Housing Rental 37.91 (12.32) 10.78 – 65.69 36.30 (12.72)   7.69 – 63.15 

% Housing in Multi-Unit Structures 27.26 (14.00)   1.55 – 56.39 27.77 (13.85)   1.37 – 58.40 

Change during Decade     

% Change in Population 18.49 (20.23) -  5.49 – 84.94 11.75 (14.36) - 5.27 – 64.13 

∆ % Low-Income Households   1.69 (4.52) -10.41 – 14.44   2.46 (3.72) - 5.45 – 14.30 

∆ % White - 8.01 (6.87) -29.80 – 5.22 - 4.92 (4.81) -21.54 –  2.67 

Regional ∆ % Low-Income Renters w/ Cost  Burden - 8.30 (3.78) -16.71 – - 1.65  12.70 (2.79)    6.98 – 19.71 

Regional ∆ % Low-Income Owners w/ Cost Burden   6.08 (2.66)    0.87 – 11.80 8.99 (3.49)    4.20 – 15.43 



 

 Table 9.  Regression Results, Change in Low-Income Affordability from 1990 to 2000 
 

 

∆ % Renters w/ 

Cost Burden 

∆ Owners w/  

% Cost Burden 

∆ Affordable 

Rental Ratio 

∆ Affordable-

Available Rental 

Ratio 
 
1990 DV Value -0.366 (0.128)*** -0.372 (0.191)* -0.378 (0.117)*** -0.482 (0.108)*** 
# Low-Income Policies in Initial Element  7.222 (4.077)* -1.887 (2.279)  4.134 (10.847)  0.574 (5.079) 
Years Since Adoption  2.405 (1.756) -0.633 (1.623)  4.272 (4.513)  1.160 (2.618) 
# Low-Income Policies * yrs. -0.737 (0.432)  0.188 (0.234) -0.417 (1.129) -0.043 (0.541) 
1990 Population (1,000s) -0.002 (0.009) -0.010 (0.006)  0.020 (0.023)  0.010 (0.011) 
1990 % White, non-hispanic  0.057 (0.092) -0.120 (0.087)  0.626 (0.255)**  0.318 (0.104)*** 
1990 % Low Income Households  0.132 (0.150) -0.299 (0.192)  0.631 (0.448)  0.513 (0.273)* 
1990 % Housing Vacant -0.463 (0.294)  0.055 (0.123)  1.204 (0.663)*  0.969 (0.483)* 
1990 % Housing 40+ yrs old  0.003 (0.076)  0.059 (0.096) -1.134 (0.317)*** -0.547 (0.188)*** 
1990 % Housing Rental -0.205 (0.180)  0.093 (0.128)  0.744 (0.386)*  0.413 (0.155)** 
1990 % Housing in Multi-Unit Structures  0.200 (0.116)* -0.064 (0.096) -0.698 (0.297)** -0.576 (0.135)*** 
     
Change from 1990 to 2000     
% Change in Population  0.063 (0.057) -0.053 (0.052) -0.359 (0.189)* -0.159 (0.101) 
∆ % Low-Income Households -0.362 (0.159)** -0.770 (0.156)*** -0.858 (0.650)  0.264 (0.400) 
∆ % White -0.067 (0.145) -0.285 (0.122)**  0.930 (0.450)**  0.517 (0.227)** 
Regional ∆ % Cost Burdened  0.494 (0.246)*  0.669 (0.367)* -0.076 (1.587)  0.168 (0.765) 
     
Constant - 3.398 45.792** -66.611 -12.490 
Adjusted R-Square 0.435 0.616 0.594 0.649 
N 39 39 39 39 

Note: * p < .10; ** p < .05; *** p < .01.  Robust standard errors in parentheses. 
 
 



 

Table 10.  Regression Results, Change in Low-Income Affordability from 2000 to 2009 

 

 
∆ % Renters w/ 

Cost Burden 

∆ Owners w/  

% Cost Burden 

∆ Affordable 

Rental Ratio 

∆ Affordable-

Available Rental 

Ratio 
     
# Low-Income Policies in Updated Element  -1.319 (1.552) -4.320 (1.750)** 10.170 (4.032)**  5.476 (3.547) 
Years Since Adoption -0.488 (0.651) -1.188 (0.670)*   3.497 (1.715)*  2.673 (1.629) 
# Low-Income Policies * yrs.  0.140 (0.181)  0.559 (0.195)***  -1.239 (0.458)** -0.693 (0.396)* 
2000 Population (1,000s)  0.004 (0.005) -0.002 (0.008)   0.022 (0.011)*  0.026 (0.011)** 
2000 % White, non-hispanic  0.019 (0.066) -0.014 (0.079)  -0.055 (0.140) -0.141 (0.137) 
2000 % Low Income Households  0.260 (0.147)*  0.245 (0.120)*  -0.232 (0.329) -0.301 (0.279) 
2000 % Housing Vacant  0.135 (0.352) -0.519 (0.291)*  -0.590 (0.887) -0.068 (0.876) 
2000 % Housing 40+ yrs old -0.083 (0.093) -0.229 (0.089)**   0.286 (0.167) -0.015 (0.153) 
2000 % Housing Rental -0.028 (0.104) -0.193 (0.157)   0.167 (0.255)  0.260 (0.257) 
2000 % Housing in Multi-Unit Structures -0.129 (0.132)  0.227 (0.133)   0.422 (0.200)**  0.090 (0.296) 
     
Change from 2000 to 2009     
% Change in Population -0.073 (0.064)  0.173 (0.083)** -0.680 (0.127)*** -0.431 (0.104)*** 
∆ % Low-Income Households -0.039 (0.243)  0.245 (0.274) -0.849 (0.591)  0.269 (0.448) 
∆ % White -0.078 (0.211)  0.560 (0.278)*  0.761 (0.428)* -0.137 (0.530) 
Regional ∆ % Cost Burdened  0.842 (0.463)*  0.560 (0.437)  1.311 (1.317)  0.691 (1.070) 
     
Constant -0.066 12.312 -57.694** -25.449 
Adjusted R-Square 0.382 0.491 0.674 0.463 
N 39 39 39 39 

Note: * p < .10; ** p < .05; *** p < .01.  Robust standard errors in parentheses. 
 
 
 
 



 

Table 11.Regression Results of Active and Passive Policies (Updated Plans) 

 

 

 

∆ % Renters w/  

Cost Burden 

∆ % Owners w/  

Cost Burden 

∆ Affordable 

Rental Ratio 

∆ Affordable-

Available Rental 

Ratio 
     
Model with Active Policies     

# Active Policies -2.548 (1.729)  0.462 (2.703)  9.100 (4.897)*  3.458 (4.288) 
Years Since Adoption -0.311 (0.294)  0.352 (0.522)  0.806 (0.824)  0.926 (0.850) 
# Active Policies * yrs.  0.234 (0.174)  0.064 (0.301) -0.914 (0.482)* -0.273 (0.400) 
Adjusted R-Square  0.413  0.325  0.597  0.393 
     

Model with Passive Policies     
# Passive Policies -0.538 (2.617) -7.605 (2.727)**  6.907 (8.852)  4.548 (5.956) 
Years Since Adoption -0.129 (0.502) -0.524 (0.480)  0.901 (1.549)  1.384 (1.317) 
# Passive Policies * yrs.  0.063 (0.292)  0.807 (0.292)** -0.997 (0.882) -0.712 (0.604) 
Adjusted R-Square  0.363  0.442 0.619  0.462 

Note: * p < .10; ** p < .05; *** p < .01.  Robust standard errors in parentheses. 
 
 
 
 



 

Appendix – Table A1.  Municipalities in Sample and Cost Burdens 
 
  1990 2000 1990 - 2000 2000 - 2009 

 

MUNICIPALITY 

% Owners 

w/ Cost 

Burden 

% Renters 

w/ Cost 

Burden 

% Owners 

w/ Cost 

Burden 

% Renters 

w/ Cost 

Burden 

∆ % Owners 

w/ Cost 

Burden 

∆ % Renters 

w/ Cost 

Burden 

∆ % Owners 

w/ Cost 

Burden 

∆ % Renters 

w/ Cost 

Burden 

Atlantic Beach 56.49 68.87 65.91 58.19 9.41 -10.68 5.44 17.57 

Boynton Beach 36.83 73.73 46.67 71.03 9.84 -2.70 17.68 10.01 

Clearwater 47.82 75.61 56.89 64.27 9.07 -11.34 3.71 11.28 

Cooper City 62.10 71.19 72.20 63.93 10.10 -7.25 -1.73 11.66 

Coral Gables 65.07 81.10 82.55 77.60 17.48 -3.50 -3.92 -8.42 

Coral Springs 69.23 83.22 68.47 76.58 -0.76 -6.63 15.12 8.26 

Daytona Beach 44.60 70.65 53.62 63.12 9.02 -7.53 5.04 9.98 

Dunedin 43.49 69.81 48.43 60.82 4.94 -8.99 5.50 19.71 

Fort Lauderdale 51.35 67.98 61.66 62.45 10.31 -5.53 10.13 14.36 

Fort Walton Beach 48.74 58.01 48.86 56.93 0.12 -1.08 5.65 6.33 

Gainesville 47.58 69.08 50.31 65.72 2.73 -3.36 19.48 10.09 

Greenacres 50.50 76.87 43.18 64.02 -7.32 -12.85 13.56 20.08 

Hialeah 60.39 71.17 71.61 70.23 11.22 -0.94 1.28 10.58 

Hollywood 48.51 73.14 55.00 65.41 6.49 -7.73 14.57 14.77 

Jacksonville 43.95 57.64 48.38 51.70 4.43 -5.93 8.52 14.90 

Kissimmee 45.68 72.63 59.43 71.54 13.75 -1.09 8.91 13.73 

Lakeland 40.26 66.27 48.57 59.86 8.31 -6.41 -1.31 16.10 

Leesburg 36.40 59.93 39.55 55.55 3.14 -4.38 -1.12 8.54 

Lighthouse Point 51.59 63.39 53.26 80.00 1.68 16.61 10.49 16.00 

Miami 51.16 65.23 67.09 64.21 15.93 -1.02 5.89 9.60 

Naples 55.80 55.90 57.85 46.78 2.05 -9.11 21.82 18.78 

North Miami 55.58 74.34 70.62 72.75 15.04 -1.58 12.17 6.74 

Ocoee city 46.56 57.46 60.57 68.77 14.01 11.31 9.31 12.68 

Orlando 47.51 68.44 55.69 66.50 8.18 -1.94 11.45 14.06 

Palatka 36.91 49.75 46.34 43.33 9.43 -6.42 -0.32 23.90 

Palm Bay 55.04 67.83 48.90 62.61 -6.14 -5.22 16.45 14.98 

Palm Beach Gardens 59.76 81.41 58.88 72.71 -0.88 -8.69 9.42 15.15 

Pensacola 48.33 65.23 52.41 59.92 4.08 -5.31 8.31 15.01 



 

  1990 2000 1990 - 2000 2000 - 2009 

 

MUNICIPALITY 

% Owners 

w/ Cost 

Burden 

% Renters 

w/ Cost 

Burden 

% Owners 

w/ Cost 

Burden 

% Renters 

w/ Cost 

Burden 

∆ % Owners 

w/ Cost 

Burden 

∆ % Renters 

w/ Cost 

Burden 

∆ % Owners 

w/ Cost 

Burden 

∆ % Renters 

w/ Cost 

Burden 

Plant City 47.43 61.43 50.20 57.62 2.78 -3.81 4.65 16.09 

Port St. Lucie 51.98 83.46 56.36 70.30 4.38 -13.16 16.35 15.31 

Sarasota 41.57 69.33 52.74 61.80 11.17 -7.53 13.57 14.58 

South Daytona 41.05 81.66 50.47 67.60 9.42 -14.06 2.21 9.87 

St. Augustine 36.87 64.08 51.99 61.61 15.12 -2.46 -0.76 16.38 

St. Petersburg 44.39 69.41 52.02 60.99 7.63 -8.43 11.06 13.73 

Stuart city 48.37 72.01 45.12 64.46 -3.25 -7.55 18.32 8.81 

Tallahassee 50.30 71.40 55.46 68.13 5.16 -3.27 6.47 8.28 

Tampa 42.99 62.50 51.11 57.60 8.12 -4.90 11.34 13.50 

Temple Terrace 67.41 84.20 66.70 75.89 -0.71 -8.32 -3.72 8.41 

Winter Haven 38.34 72.38 50.73 57.04 12.39 -15.34 5.60 14.35 
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1 FHFC adjusts the thirty percent criterion for low-income and high-income counties. 
 
2 Legislative changes to Florida’s growth management framework took effect in the 

summer of 2011, which gave greater flexibility to local jurisdictions with regard to 

comprehensive planning.  Rule 9J-5 of the Administrative Code, which provided detailed 

expectations for housing objectives and policies, was repealed.  However, the Florida 

Statutes now include a number of these expectations (Florida Statutes, Section 

163.3177.6(f)).  In addition, jurisdictions now have more flexibility to choose the scope 

of their seven-year evaluation (APA Florida 2011; Community Planning Act 2011).  It is 

too soon to determine the impact of these changes on the strength of housing elements or 

their impact on housing outcomes.  The housing elements included in this current 

research were adopted prior to the legislative changes. 

3 See, for example, reviews by Nelson et al (2004) and Quigley and Rosenthal (2005).  

Additional works include Anthony (2003; 2006), Ihlanfeldt (2009) and Meck and 

MacKinnon (2009). 

4 We also coded the housing elements for an alternative measure of strength toward 

affordable housing, based on the broad implementation policy areas listed in Table 1.  I 

calculated an index based on whether each implementation policy area was non-existent 

toward affordable housing, existent but vague with regard to policy, or existent with 

detailed policy.  The measure is discussed further in a working paper available from the 

author (Aurand 2013).    I felt this measure did not completely capture a housing 

element’s strength toward affordable housing as some policy areas, such as land use or 

subsidy (public money) programs, could include multiple specific policies. 



 

                                                                                                                                                 
5 Municipalities are expected to base the goals, objectives, and policies in their housing 

element on the housing needs of current and anticipated residents, estimated by 

population forecasts.  Therefore, population changes are assumed to be addressed by the 

element.   However, particular changes in the population may result from changes in the 

housing stock and affordability instigated by housing policies found in the housing 

element.  For example, policies that improve affordability for low-income households 

may attract more low-income households to a municipality.  Therefore, I removed 

population changes for an additional set of regression analyses.  The results did not 

change the primary conclusions, so I do not present them in the paper. 

6 Prior to regression analysis, the municipalities were categorized into two groups, those 

with three or fewer specific policies toward affordable housing in their housing element 

and those with more than three.  T-tests were then conducted, separately, for the initial 

and updated housing elements to explore differences in the subsequent changes in 

housing affordability for low-income households between the two groups.  The only 

significant t-test indicated that municipalities with more than three policies specific to 

affordable housing in updated housing elements had a greater increase in cost burdens 

among low-income homeowners (t = 1.951, p = .061).  However, these tests do not 

control for other factors, such as regional housing trends or population growth. 
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