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In 2002, when the Fannie Mae Foundation and the Urban Institute

launched Housing in the Nation’s Capital, we hoped it would prove useful

beyond the somewhat narrow confines of the affordable housing commu-

nity. Your response suggests that we succeeded. Policy-makers, business

leaders, higher education faculty, and citizen activists all assure us of its

value as both a practical and analytical tool. This year we’ve introduced

several changes that should make the report even more valuable to more

people. We’ve shortened it and simplified the presentation of statistics.

We’ve made it more readable and given it a stronger thematic center.   

This year’s report focuses on the consequences of our region’s

exceptionally strong but geographically unbalanced growth. The

Washington metropolitan area now stands as the nation’s strongest

regional economy, and we are generating thousands of new employ-

ment opportunities each month. But the region’s best-paying jobs are

unevenly distributed, with large concentrations in the District and along

the burgeoning Dulles and I-270 corridors.  

Strong but uneven growth has significant consequences for our 

quality of life.  Home prices spike; the availability of affordable homes

plummets. In 2003, across the region, one in four single-family homes sold

for more than $400,000, up from only one in nine just three years ago. 

For the region’s low-income and working families, these soaring

costs strain budgets to the breaking point. More than half of the region’s

low-income households are burdened with housing costs that exceed

federal affordability standards. Teachers, firefighters, nurses, and other

public servants struggle to find homes they can afford in the communi-

ties they serve. Rental rates edge upward. Homelessness rises. 

The consequences of our region’s unbalanced growth extend beyond

housing affordability. The scarcity of low-cost housing in job-rich suburbs

forces families to reside farther and farther from the region’s core. In far-flung
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counties — Culpeper and Fauquier in Virginia, Jefferson and Berkeley in

West Virginia — homes are springing up at a rate double that of the 1990s. 

The geographical mismatch between jobs and housing fuels sprawl.

The result is longer commutes and less leisure time, more pavement and

less green space, more environmental degradation, more strain on infra-

structure, more stress on families. Our region is claiming some dubious

distinctions. Washington now ranks third nationally in traffic delays,

behind only Los Angeles and San Francisco. The Washington region also

ranks among the nation’s 25 worst in ozone air pollution.

These ominous statistics should serve as a wakeup call to the

region’s business and government leaders. By documenting the region’s

housing challenges, and by connecting these findings to broader quality-

of-life issues, this year’s Housing in the Nation’s Capital takes a first step

toward developing solutions. The next step is regional, cross-jurisdictional

dialogue that addresses our region’s persistent and growing challenges.

Regional problems demand regional solutions.

As more families spend more time searching for affordable homes,

and as commuters waste hour after hour in gridlocked traffic, we are all

reminded that time to solve the region’s housing challenges is also slip-

ping away. The Washington metropolitan area is blessed with a dynamic,

robust economy. But the growth-related challenges we have documented

will, if not addressed soon, begin to erode the region’s economic advan-

tage. Now is the time for a focused dialogue that fosters collaborative

action. It is our hope that this report will engender that dialogue.

Stacey D. Stewart

President and CEO, Fannie Mae Foundation
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For more than a decade, the Washington metro-

politan area has experienced robust economic

health and vigorous population growth. The region

weathered the recent national economic downturn

remarkably well and is now enjoying more rapid

growth in employment and wages than almost any

other metropolitan area in the country.

This economic prosperity generates tremendous opportunities — and

tremendous challenges. Home prices and rents are rising faster than

incomes, creating serious housing hardship for working families.

Unbalanced patterns of growth within the region are exacerbating these

market pressures: Home prices and rents are highest where job oppor-

tunities are most abundant, a combination that fuels sprawl by pushing

families into the outermost suburbs in search of affordable homes.

The unintended consequences of our current growth are already

raising alarms — about spiraling home prices, traffic congestion, end-

less commutes, deteriorating air quality, and the loss of farmland,

open spaces, and wildlife habitat. But it is not too late to choose a dif-

ferent path, capitalizing on our prosperity and managing growth more

strategically.

Executive Summary

Housing in the Nation’s Capital



Regional Economy Remains Robust

The Washington region’s economy is now outperforming most metro-

politan areas nationwide. Unemployment as of 2003 was the lowest

of the nation’s top 100 regions, and employment growth since 2000

has outpaced all but a few metro areas. Growth in federal contracting

for defense and homeland security helped the area economy weather

the post-2000 economic downturn better than almost any other region.

And the economic assets of the Washington region are now paying off

even more dramatically than a year ago. Over the past year, the emerg-

ing national recovery has spurred growth in tourism and finance, enter-

prises in which our region specializes.

All income groups are benefiting from the region’s prosperity, with

wage rates and wage growth substantially above national averages. But

recent gains are much larger for high-wage occupations than for low-

wage jobs. For example, the average wage for chief executives in the

Washington region grew by 27 percent between 2000 and 2002, while

the average pay for parking lot attendants rose only 8 percent. This dis-

parity widened the already substantial gap between the highest and the

lowest wage earners (Figure ES.1). 

The District of Columbia has shared in the region’s robust eco-

nomic performance. The number of jobs located in the city has climbed

steadily since the late 1990s, and private-sector job growth is now
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nearly as strong in the District as in the region as a whole. Trends in the

number of employed residents are also encouraging, with only a slight

drop since 2000, a period when most of the rest of the country experi-

enced a pronounced economic downturn. 

Information on population trends in the District is contradictory:

The U.S. Bureau of the Census estimates a decline since 2000; city

officials disagree. Evidence based on the number of federal tax filers,

however, suggests that the number of households living in the city is on

the increase, regardless of population trends.

Housing Market Pressures Intensify

The regional economic boom is intensifying housing market pressures.

From 1990 to 2000, housing production failed to keep pace with popula-

tion growth, causing significant declines in both rental and homeowner

vacancy rates. A drop in the number of residential building permits

issued relative to population growth since 2000 suggests that inade-

quate production remains a serious concern.

Rapid increases in both home sale prices and rents reflect increas-

ingly tight housing market conditions across the region. For example, in

2000, three of every 10 single-family home sales exceeded $250,000; by

2003, this proportion jumped to six in 10. As shown in Figure ES.2, the

share of homes priced above $400,000 more than doubled between

2000 and 2003. During this same period, the share of homes reasonably

priced for lower-income families dropped precipitously.  
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The District’s housing market is especially hot. The median price of

a single-family home rose 26 percent — reaching $292,000 — just from

2002 to 2003. Condominiums, with a median price of $249,000 in 2003,

are also moving out of reach for families with modest incomes. Advertised

rents spiked even more, climbing by 60 percent between 2001 and 2003

for a one-bedroom apartment. Families at the low end of the job scale

face heightened pressures. The median advertised rent for a one-bedroom

apartment now exceeds the reach of a family supported by a full-time

receptionist, bookkeeper, or parking lot attendant. 

Levels of housing hardship throughout the region are high. In

2000, for example, the majority of low-income families — those supported

by a nurse or firefighter, for example — struggled with unaffordable

housing costs. This trend is on the rise, stretching (and sometimes

breaking) the capacity of low-income workers to make ends meet.

Moderate-income families are also beginning to feel the squeeze.

Unbalanced Growth Fuels Sprawl, Burdens 
Working Families

Unbalanced patterns of growth within the region are contributing to the

housing challenges that families face. Higher-wage jobs (such as those

for lawyers, computer system managers, and chief executives) are

concentrated in the District of Columbia and the western suburbs —

particularly along the Dulles and I-270 corridors. Housing demand in these

areas has sent housing costs soaring.  

As a consequence, the region has a geographic mismatch between

homes and jobs: Affordable housing is most scarce where well-paying

jobs are most abundant. Fairfax County, for example, accounts for 17 per-

cent of the region’s jobs paying under $35,000, but only 10 percent of the

region’s homes that are affordable to families earning under $35,000. In

fact, more than four of every 10 housing units in Fairfax require a house-

hold income greater than $75,000 to be affordable. The high housing

costs in the job-rich western suburbs are helping to fuel sprawl, as 

families look farther and farther out for affordable housing. Between

2000 and 2003, two-thirds of the region’s total population growth occurred

in the Outer and Far Suburbs, with Loudoun County becoming the

nation’s fastest-growing county. (Map 1.1 in the Introduction shows the

Outer and Far Suburbs and the other subareas of the Washington region.) 
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Housing market pressures are not only fueling sprawl and extending

commuting times but also generating a pattern of declining affordability

within the District of Columbia. The upward spiral of prices has moved once-

affordable neighborhoods out of reach for many working families. As shown

in Map ES.1, a family supported by a firefighter could afford the median-

price home in only 12 neighborhood clusters in 2002, down from 18 in 1998.

Despite these ominous trends, pockets of affordability remain —

and are not limited to the Far Suburbs. In many neighborhoods east of the

Anacostia River in the District and throughout Prince George’s County,

prices and rents are more affordable for low- and moderate-income fami-

lies. And many of these areas could benefit from higher levels of housing

demand, highlighting the importance of investments in public safety,

school quality, retail development, and other neighborhood amenities. 

Transforming Adversity into Opportunity

What do the coming decades hold for our region if current growth and

development patterns continue? Looking to other metropolitan areas

around the country, we see the potential consequences of the kind of

unbalanced growth we are now experiencing. Will the Washington

region become more like the San Francisco Bay area, where housing

HOUSING IN THE NATION’S CAPITAL 2004 5
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costs are completely out of reach for all but the most affluent? Or like

Los Angeles, where a typical peak-period commuter endures 93 hours

of traffic delays each year? Will our region become more like the

Houston area, where sprawling development and traffic congestion

have produced the nation’s worst air quality? Will highly skilled workers

avoid moving to the area because of its high-priced housing and deteri-

orating quality of life? Will potential new businesses begin to see esca-

lating housing costs and long commuting times as significant liabilities

and look elsewhere to invest and grow?

None of these scenarios is inevitable. None need become reality.

The Washington region retains the capacity to capitalize on its prosperity,

managing growth wisely and transforming adversity into opportunity.

Local governments, business leaders, nonprofit organizations, and resi-

dents can change course, pursue new opportunities, avert the conse-

quences of unbalanced growth, and use current challenges to forge a

consensus that embraces the necessity for regional change. Action on

three interrelated imperatives would give the region a promising start:

Expand housing production in higher-density, mixed-income devel-

opments in the District, the Inner Core, and the Inner Suburbs, to

accommodate growth without encouraging sprawl.

Preserve and expand affordable housing choices throughout the

region, to enable lower-income families to live closer to their jobs.

Promote more balanced job growth to ease pressures on the

highest-cost suburban communities and expand employment

opportunities in areas where housing affordability options are

more abundant.

In the early 1990s, these ideas might well have been politically

unthinkable. But conditions have changed markedly since then.

Congestion is much worse, the costs of unmanaged growth much more

evident, and the share of households attracted to higher-density urban

living much larger. These new realities open up new opportunities. Our

region may be primed for change, more willing than before to think seri-

ously about options that were once off the agenda. Regional success

does not demand a deceleration of growth, but an acceleration of strate-

gic growth — not less development, but more thoughtful development.

In a region with so rich an endowment of talent and resources, this

much should be achievable.
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This is the third in a series of annual reports about

housing in the Washington region. It assembles

and analyzes the most current data on housing

conditions and trends in the District of Columbia

and the surrounding suburbs.

This year’s report focuses on the challenges posed by the region’s remark-

able economic prosperity and highlights potential strategies for tackling

the challenges this good fortune poses. It is our intention to provoke

focused, sustained dialogue among our region’s policy-makers, business

representatives, community-based organizations, and advocates.1

The two previous reports in this series provided a comprehensive

portrait of housing trends and challenges in the District of Columbia

within the context of the region as a whole. This year’s report takes a

somewhat different approach. It is shorter and more focused, and it

highlights regional challenges resulting from emerging economic and

demographic trends. More specifically:

Chapter 1 takes a close look at the exceptional strength of the

regional economy and includes demographic data that highlight the

nature and scope of the growth that the region is experiencing.

Chapters 2 through 5 document the housing market pressures

that result from the region’s growth, focusing in turn on housing

production, the home sales market, the rental market, and the

prevalence of housing hardship.
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Chapter 6 provides new information about the unbalanced pat-

terns of employment and housing growth that are exacerbating

market pressures.

Chapter 7 looks toward the future, imagining what our region

might be like in coming decades if current trends continue but

also identifying strategic opportunities for managing growth

more effectively.

The Washington region encompasses a wide diversity of commu-

nities across three states and the District of Columbia. For most of the

analysis presented here, we use the federal government’s 1999 defini-

tion of the Washington, D.C., Primary Metropolitan Statistical Area and

have defined five major subareas within it (Map 1.1 and Appendix A).

Within the District, we present data for 39 neighborhood “clusters,”

which have been defined by the city government on the basis of consul-
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tations with community organizations and residents (Map 1.2). Because

clusters contain more than one neighborhood, they are referred to in the

text by the first neighborhood listed for each cluster in Table A.2, followed

by the cluster number in parentheses.

Just as in last year’s report, we provide context for understanding

conditions and trends in the Washington-area housing market by offering

information for five comparison regions — metropolitan areas that roughly

match ours in size but that differ with respect to key economic and demo-

graphic characteristics. These comparison metropolitan areas are:

Atlanta: a rapidly growing region with more moderate rents and

house values than the Washington area

Boston: a slow-growing region with high housing costs

Houston: a fast-growth region with relatively low rents and house

values

Philadelphia: a very slow-growth region with low housing costs

Seattle: a fairly rapidly growing region with high housing costs
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As discussed in the first chapter, Washington stands out among

these comparison areas by virtue of its booming economy and rapidly

escalating housing costs.

Finally, because this year’s report focuses on the relationship

between employment trends and housing challenges, it highlights a set

of occupations associated with different income categories. More

specifically, for each of the income categories commonly used by the

U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD), Table 1.1

identifies several occupations and the income an individual could earn

working full-time in these occupations.2 Throughout the report, these

occupational categories are used to illustrate the housing challenges fac-

ing working families in the Washington region.3
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TABLE 1.1: Occupations by HUD-Defined Income Categories for the 
Washington Region

2002 Average

Selected Occupations  Hourly Annual 
by HUD Income Categories Wage Wage

Extremely Low Income (below 30 percent of area median)
Parking lot attendants $8.13 $16,910
Food preparation workers $8.96 $18,637
Receptionists $11.75 $24,440

Very Low Income (below 50 percent of area median)
Bookkeepers $15.56 $32,365
Firefighters $20.43 $42,494
Schoolteachers $21.96 $45,686

Low Income (below 80 percent of area median)
Nurses $25.83 $53,731
Librarians $26.10 $54,288
Financial analysts $32.00 $66,560

Moderate/Middle Income (below 120 percent of area median)
Pediatricians $41.28 $85,862
Computer system managers $46.38 $96,470

High Income (above 120 percent of area median)
Lawyers $55.21 $114,837
Chief executives $66.55 $138,424

Sources: U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics, Occupational Employment Statistics, 2002; 
U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development for income categories.

Note: Income categories assume a family supported by one full-time worker in that occupation.



Housing markets are driven by local economic and

demographic trends. In metropolitan Washington

over the past few years, these trends have provided

a strongly supportive context for market growth.

The region’s economy has proved powerfully resilient in the face of slug-

gish national economic performance. Economic opportunity has pro-

pelled population growth and, while the bulk of this growth has occurred

in outlying suburban counties, the economic resurgence of the District

of Columbia itself has been notable. The region’s poverty rate remains

relatively low, and wages are growing more rapidly here than in the

nation overall. But wages for high-end occupations are growing much

faster than those at the low end. This trend contributes both to escalat-

ing housing prices and to mounting affordability problems for low- and

moderate-income families. Growth creates both opportunity and chal-

lenge, a theme we sounded in the Executive Summary and that will

resonate throughout this report. 

America’s Strongest Regional Economy

A year ago, we reported that in the continuing national downturn, the

Washington regional economy appeared to be outperforming the

economies of most other major urban centers. This year, there is no

doubt about it. Since 2002, this region’s economy has been arguably the

strongest in the nation. The unemployment rate (3.5 percent) was the
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lowest among the country’s 100 largest metropolitan areas in 2003. In

March 2004, regional employment reached 2.73 million, up 63,000 from

a year earlier. The 2003 to 2004 employment growth rate (2.4 percent)

bested all but a few metropolitan competitors.4

What accounts for this good fortune? The region’s strengths have

been paying off even more handsomely than a year ago. Weak regional

performance in the early 1990s, explained largely by declines in govern-

ment employment, gave way to notable growth in the latter part of the

decade. Economic strength became more broad-based, bolstered in

particular by increases in high-wage private-sector employment. While

these increases were supported by federal contracting, they also

expanded the region’s private-sector base. A more diverse economy

and expanded federal activity in the aftermath of 9/11 helped the

Washington region weather the national economic woes of the early

part of this decade remarkably well. Then, over the past year, the early

signs of national economic resurgence played to our strengths, sparking

growth in sectors — tourism and finance, for example — that are main-

stays of our regional economy. Although we have not recouped losses

in high-tech employment, job growth in other business services has

more than made up for this deficit.

Regionwide, from March 2003 to March 2004, growth in private-

sector employment significantly outpaced that for government employ-

ment (2.7 percent versus 1.4 percent); both rates were up notably from

the previous year. On the private side, solid growth rates for services

(2.6 percent) and for finance, insurance, and real estate (3.2 percent)

helped to expand the base and stimulate even larger upswings in other

sectors that depend on the health of the general economy. The growth

rates were 3.5 percent for trade (up from a modest loss the year before)

and 4.9 percent for construction (up from 1.0 percent the year before). 

In 2003 the annual unemployment rate for the Washington metro-

politan area (at 3.5 percent) was only 1 percent above what it had been

at its low point in 2000 (Figure 1.1). In contrast, our comparison metros

and the nation’s 100 largest metros experienced unemployment that

was much more severe than in 2000. Among our comparison regions,

Washington easily had the lowest unemployment rate, followed by

Atlanta and Boston with rates around 5 percent.
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The Region as Magnet: Population Growth Accelerating

The strength of the regional economy has not gone unnoticed nation-

ally, and more and more people have migrated here to take advantage

of it. In the 1990s, the region’s population grew at an annual rate of 1.5

percent, reaching 4.92 million by the end of the decade. From 2000 to

2003, according to the U.S. Bureau of the Census (Census Bureau), the

rate of increase was significantly higher (1.9 percent per year), bringing

the 2003 population total to 5.23 million. From 2000 to 2003, the region

experienced a net increase of 94,000 new residents per year, com-

pared with average annual increases of 75,000 and 70,000 during the

1980s and 1990s, respectively. 

Along with accelerating population growth, the region has experi-

enced a marked shift in the location of growth. During the 1990s, just

over half of the region’s population growth took place in the Outer and

Far Suburbs. From 2000 to 2003, these areas captured a much higher

share (two-thirds) of total growth, accommodating 63,500 new residents

annually. Loudoun County, which led the way, was the fastest-growing

county in the nation over this period.

The central portions of our region, including the District and the

Inner Core and Suburbs, have grown more modestly, from a total

population of 3.22 million in 1990 to 3.67 million in 2003. The most

HOUSING IN THE NATION’S CAPITAL 2004 13

Chapter 1

2000

2003

Washington, D.C.

Largest 
100 Metros 

(Average) 

Atlanta

Boston

Houston

Philadelphia

Seattle

0 1 2 3 4

Unemployment Rate (Percent)

5 6 7 8

The region weathered 

the economic woes of the

early part of this decade

remarkably well.

FIGURE 1.1: Region’s Low Unemployment Rate Continues

Source: Current Population Survey.



pronounced shift in these central areas, according to Census Bureau

estimates, was the dramatic slowdown in the pace of growth on the

Virginia side (Alexandria, Arlington, Fairfax, and Falls Church). In con-

trast, growth rates in both Montgomery and Prince George’s Counties

have increased over the past few years.

This pattern was quite different from what the region’s planners

expected. The Metropolitan Washington Council of Governments (COG)

cooperative population forecasts for the central portions of the region

are notably higher than the Census Bureau’s estimates, particularly for

the District (Figure 1.2).5 And the forecast dramatically underestimates

Outer Suburban growth, with Census Bureau estimates around 40

percent higher than the COG forecast. This serious imbalance may call

for adjustments to current plans for transportation and infrastructure,

and continuation of this trend would exacerbate housing market pres-

sures, as will be discussed in Chapter 2. 

Dynamism in the District

Over the past few years there have been indications that, after a period

of comparative stagnation, the District of Columbia is experiencing new

strength and dynamism. Most data that have become available during

the past year confirm this conclusion. The city’s resurgence is most 
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evident in employment statistics. From March 2000 to March 2004, the

number of private jobs in the District grew from 389,000 to 412,000,

an increase of 5.8 percent (not far below the 6.2 percent employment

growth for the region as a whole). Government employment also

grew, lifting the total number of District jobs from 611,000 to 642,000

(Figure 1.3).6

These numbers represent people who work in the District, many

of whom live in the suburbs. Another, and in some ways more impor-

tant, growth indicator is the change in the number of employed persons

who actually live in the District. Here, too, the rebound has been sub-

stantial. Between 1994 and 1997, the number of employed residents

dropped from 285,000 to 257,000. But by the end of the decade (the

peak of the national economic expansion) this number was up to

290,000, exceeding the high of the early 1990s. By 2004, after a very

troubled economic period nationally, the total had dropped only modestly,

to 282,000.7

Data on trends in the District’s total population remain inconclu-

sive. The Census Bureau estimates a decline from its 2000 level of

572,000. District officials have cast doubt on these estimates.8 We do

not believe that a firm conclusion can be drawn at this point. But strong

HOUSING IN THE NATION’S CAPITAL 2004 15

Chapter 1

1994 1997 2000 2004

T
h

o
u

sa
n

d
s

Jobs

Employed Residents

700

600

500

400

300

200

100

0

From March 2000 to March

2004, the number of jobs in

the District grew from 611,000

to 642,000.

Figure 1.3: Healthy Job Growth in the District

Source: U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics, Occupational Employment Statistics.



evidence suggests growing interest in the District as a place to live.

Internal Revenue Service data, for example, show a small net increase

in the number of tax filers in the District over the past three years. This

trend contrasts sharply with the net loss of tax filers recorded from 1991

through 2000. Whether or not total population is growing, the city is

likely gaining households.

Incomes — and Income Inequality — Rising

“Booming” is a term often applied to the Washington region these

days, and the data presented above suggest it is justifiable. But growth,

whether in population, employment, or both, does not ensure improve-

ments in the well-being of the region’s families. To find out whether and

to what extent local residents are better off, we need to examine other

information, principally about wages and incomes. Generally, the region

appears to be thriving on these scores as well.

The region’s average hourly wage increased from $18.83 in 2000

to $20.54 in 2002, a gain of 9 percent. Wages also increased in compar-

ison with national averages. In 2000 the region’s average wage was 21

percent above the national average; by 2002 it was 23 percent above.

Average wages for workers employed in the District have always been

higher than for the region as a whole, and this trend continues. The

District’s average hourly wage in 2000 was $21.48 (39 percent above

the national average), growing to $24.27 (45 percent above the national

average) in 2002.

Wage trends across occupations, however, show considerable

variation. While virtually all occupations are experiencing wage growth,

the increases are much greater for high-wage occupations than for

those that pay less. The range in average wages for selected occupa-

tions in 2002 is wide —- from a low of $8.10 for parking lot attendants

all the way up to a level more than eight times higher, $66.60, for chief

executives (see Figure ES.1 in the Executive Summary). Moreover,

between 2000 and 2002, the average wage rose by 27 percent for chief

executives, but only by 8 percent for parking lot attendants. In general,

wage increases have been higher for jobs farther up on the wage scale.
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The average increase for the five highest-paid occupation groups was 11

percent, compared with only 5 percent for the five lowest-paid.

Although conditions now appear to be improving for most groups,

this wide (and widening) disparity in wages is a serious concern. It is

important to remember that a significant share of the region’s popula-

tion is having a very hard time getting by. One indication is persistent

poverty rates in the double digits. Regionally, the share of the population

in poverty dropped from 19 percent in 1995 to 14 percent in 2000 and

stayed at that level through 2003. For the District, the rate is higher but

has followed a similar pattern, dropping from its 24 percent peak in 1996

to 15 percent in 2000, and rising slightly to 17 percent by 2003. As

discussed in last year’s report, the region’s poverty rate is low compared

with most metropolitan areas, and it has improved in relation to the

national average. Nonetheless, we know that many families with

incomes well above the poverty line face significant financial pressures

in today’s economy. The following chapters will explore how rising

housing costs are making matters worse for low- and moderate-income

households trying to make ends meet.
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Given the generally good news noted in Chapter 1,

one might expect the region’s housing production

to have responded in kind. Indeed, production has

accelerated (particularly in the District of Columbia)

but not by enough to keep up with population growth

— a circumstance likely to intensify the region’s

already serious housing affordability problems.

Growth controls in outlying counties may well be constraining pro-

duction in those areas, but that does not argue for relaxing those controls.

Consistent with the principles of smart growth, the alternative of expand-

ing housing development in the District, the Inner Core, and the Inner

Suburbs seems more promising. The promise of prosperity will not be

fully realized until the challenges of prosperity are met head on, with a full

and clear understanding of the imperative to elevate the common good

above parochial interests. Regional problems demand regional solutions.

The Housing Market: Booming, but Not Keeping Up

2003 represented another stellar year for housing production in the

Washington region, even though the total number of housing units

authorized by building permits was down modestly from the peak of the

previous year. For the 2001 to 2003 period, an average of 39,300 units

was authorized per year, 24 percent above the average from 1991 to

2000 (Table 2.1).
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One might have expected housing construction to decline in

recent years considering that economic growth, while strong in compar-

ison with most other regions, was not up to what it had been in the late

1990s. But this was an unusual period for housing nationally as well as

in the Washington region. Low interest rates sustained housing sector

dynamism, as evidenced by increases in construction activity, home

prices, and most other relevant indicators. And here as well as nationally,

a strong housing sector helped buoy the rest of the economy. For the

country as a whole, “wealth effects related to home price appreciation,

realized capital gains, and heavy home-equity borrowing appear to have

contributed more than one-quarter of the growth in personal consump-

tion in both 2002 and 2003.”9

However, even though local housing production has been increas-

ing, it has not kept pace with population growth. Census data clearly

document that conclusion for the 1990s. The region’s housing stock

totaled 1,943,000 units in 2000, a net increase of 268,000 units over

what it had been a decade earlier. Yet the number of households grew

even more, and the housing market tightened significantly. The number

of vacant units declined by 13,800, bringing the overall vacancy rate

down sharply from 6.5 percent to 4.9 percent.
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TABLE 2.1: Number of Building Permits Rises, but Falls Further
Behind Population Growth

1981–1990 1991–2000 2001–2003

Housing Units Authorized per Year (thousands)

Total Region 35.6  31.6 39.3

Central Areas 22.9 15.9 15.8 

District of Columbia 0.6 0.3 1.3 

Inner Core and Suburbs 22.3 15.6 14.5 

Outer and Far Suburbs 12.7 15.8 23.6 

Units per 100 Net Population Increase

Total Region 48 45 42 

Central Areas 50 46 51 

Outer and Far Suburbs 44 44 37 

Source: U.S. Bureau of the Census, Building Permits Survey and Population Estimates Program.

Increased housing 

production has not

kept pace with 

population growth.



During the 1980s, the region added 48 new units per 100 new 

residents.10 In the 1990s, the number of authorized housing units per

100 new residents was lower — only 45. What has happened since? A

continued decline. Based on Census Bureau population estimates (dis-

cussed in Chapter 1), the ratio for the 2001 to 2003 period fell to 42 per

100 new residents. Although vacancy rates appear to have risen a bit

since 2000, the low ratio of building permits to estimated population

growth strongly suggests that inadequate production remains a serious

problem. Looked at through the lens of the ratio discussed here, regional

production is falling short of growth in housing demand. 

We do not believe it is possible to reliably quantify the extent of

the region’s housing shortage with the information now available.

Moreover, we recognize that Census Bureau population estimates may

contain errors. Even so, we judge that the inadequacy of housing pro-

duction in the region warrants serious concern. 

Housing shortages can create a number of problems. Most

important in our view is the effect on housing affordability. Normally, in

a housing market with burgeoning demand and constrained supply,

rapid acceleration of housing prices is to be expected. As later chapters

will show, that is exactly what the Washington region is experiencing

at this point. To better understand this and other emerging trends, we

now turn to analysis of the spatial pattern of housing production within

the region.

Production Surging in the District
With respect to the region’s housing production challenges, the District

of Columbia is certainly part of the solution rather than the problem. The

District has seen a remarkable expansion in production over the past

few years. The average number of new units authorized annually over

the 2001 to 2003 period (1,305) was more than four times the average

authorized for the city in the 1990s.11 The buildup to this level was

remarkably abrupt. Only 203 units per year had been authorized in the

first half of the 1990s, as would be expected given population and job

losses at that time. But even in the last half of the decade, when eco-

nomic conditions had improved, the annual average only went up to 387.

The 1,305-unit annual average since 2000, therefore, marks a significant

departure from the trend.
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Where is this new production located? Data from 2003 point to a

continuation of patterns identified in last year’s report. Looking at the

recent growth period (2001 to 2003) as a whole, Downtown (cluster 8)

clearly stands out, with an average of 460 units authorized per year (Map

2.1). The only other neighborhood clusters that come close are two

north of Downtown — Logan Circle (cluster 7) with an annual average

of 252 units and Howard University (cluster 3) with an average of 127.

Other areas with notable production levels (averaging between 35 and

100 units per year) include two clusters —- Kalorama Heights and 

Mt. Pleasant (clusters 1 and 2) — adjacent to those just mentioned,

Capitol Hill (cluster 26), and five located east of the Anacostia River:

Deanwood, River Terrace, Woodland, Douglass, and Congress Heights

(clusters 31, 32, 36, 38, and 39, respectively).

The recent growth in the District’s housing production has been

highly concentrated in the 11 clusters listed above. The average number

of units authorized annually in these clusters in the 2001 to 2003 period

represented an increase of 865 units over the level in the 1999 to 2000
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period. In contrast, the average for the District’s other 28 clusters com-

bined actually declined between these periods.

Improvement in the District’s investment climate for housing is

also reflected in continuing declines in the number of vacant and aban-

doned buildings. As of January 2004, the Real Property Tax Adminis-

tration listed 2,005 residential properties in the District as vacant and

abandoned. Data also showed 97 vacant commercial properties. This

represents a decline of 800 properties from January 2003, suggesting

that the hot local housing market continues to make it economically

feasible to rehabilitate abandoned buildings.

As in previous years, the two clusters with the largest share of

vacant or abandoned properties are Historic Anacostia (cluster 28) with

6.6 percent of all residential properties abandoned and Ivy City/Trinidad

(cluster 23) with 4.8 percent. In both neighborhoods, however, the num-

ber of abandoned properties has declined since January 2003. In fact,

nearly all neighborhood clusters experienced a decrease in abandoned

housing during 2003.

The Roots of the Production Shortfall

Outside the District of Columbia, we see dramatic contrasts in produc-

tion trends. Besides the District, the areas that account for the recent

upsurge in regional housing production are the Outer and Far Suburbs.

Together, these subareas authorized an average of 23,600 new housing

units per year from 2001 to 2003, 50 percent above the average for the

1990s (Table 2.1). The Outer and Far Suburbs accounted for just half of

the region’s total production in the 1990s but 60 percent since then.

The picture for the Inner Core and Inner Suburbs is mixed.

Together, these areas almost held their own, with 14,500 units author-

ized annually during the first three years of this decade, down only

modestly from their 15,600 average for the 1990s. This composite out-

come was the result of a notable increase in Montgomery County that

was more than offset by decreases in Prince George’s County and

Virginia Inner Core and Inner Suburban areas.

Comparisons of housing production with recent population

growth, however, reveal a striking pattern. While the Outer and Far

Suburbs easily top the region in production growth, population growth
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in these areas has been even more explosive. These are the areas,

therefore, where the housing market appears to be tightening most. In

the Outer and Far Suburbs, the number of new units authorized per 100

new residents declined from 44 in the 1990s to 37 in 2001 to 2003. In

contrast, the ratio for the region’s central areas (District plus Inner Core

and Inner Suburbs) rose from 46 to 51. It seems plausible that the inten-

sification of growth control regulations in the outer counties of the

region is constraining production and contributing to the region’s overall

housing shortage. 

This development is not unique to the Washington region. Analysis

by urban planner Robert Lang shows a slowdown in housing production

relative to population growth for the nation as a whole in the 1990s. And

it seems likely that urban growth controls had a restrictive influence.

More research would be necessary to fully understand the causes and

consequences of this trend. But this much seems clear: When efforts to

manage growth are limited to policies that restrict growth, housing

market pressures and regional imbalances are likely to intensify.

The Growth Management Challenge

There is nothing inherent in the concepts of metropolitan growth man-

agement and smart growth that mandates reductions in total housing

production for a region. Although these concepts indeed call for restrict-

ing housing development on the urban fringe, they also advocate a com-

pensating expansion of production in already serviced areas closer to

the metropolitan core. The problem over the past decade generally is

that America began to seriously implement the first half of this formula

without making much progress on the second. As Lang puts it, “Many

state and local referenda that were adopted during the 1990s restricted

new land supply without requiring that already built-up places receive

denser development to compensate. . . .”12

Addressing the housing shortage in the Washington region, there-

fore, does not necessitate loosening regulations that limit sprawling land

development in the Outer and Far Suburbs. But it does require redirect-

ing development to facilitate additional growth in the central areas. Is

that possible in this region, given its physical, economic, and political

conditions? Our analysis suggests that it ought to be.

HOUSING IN THE NATION’S CAPITAL 2004 23

Chapter 2

When efforts to manage

growth are limited to 

policies that restrict

growth, housing market

pressures are likely to

intensify.



The first consideration is whether there is room for substantial addi-

tional growth in the central areas. The challenge should be greatest in the

District of Columbia. At 9,320 persons per square mile in 2000, the District

has by far the highest gross population density in the region (Figure 2.1).

But the city is not at capacity; it has housed even more residents in the past,

with a density of 13,070 per square mile when the city’s population was at

its peak in 1950. Mayor Anthony A. Williams hopes to acheive a 100,000

increase in the District’s population in this decade, which would bring the

density to 11,020 residents per square mile in 2010. Analysis by the

Brookings Institution suggests the Mayor’s target should be achievable.13

Gross densities in Alexandria and Arlington County are also fairly

high (8,450 and 7,320 per square mile, respectively), but they are much

lower in the remaining parts of the Inner Core and Inner Suburbs: 2,460

in Fairfax County, 1,760 in Montgomery County, and 1,650 in Prince

George’s County.14 Surely the availability of vacant land is not an issue.

The question is whether — considering the perceived effect of increased

density on property values and quality of life — the voters of these areas

are likely to favor much additional residential development. This question

cannot be answered with certainty, but we think a positive case can be

made. We think residents can understand the distinction between smart

growth and restricted growth. And we think the case for a regional

approach to our region’s housing crisis is compelling. This issue receives

further attention in Chapter 7.
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The Washington area, like the nation, has seen an

increase in homeownership over the past decade,

with gains in both low-income and minority home-

ownership. However, the trend of rising home

prices described in previous reports continues,

with three consecutive years of double-digit price

increases for the region.

Prices in the District of Columbia are climbing at an even faster

pace. And average incomes are not keeping up, resulting in limited

choices for low- and moderate-income families looking to purchase

homes. Some affordable housing options remain in the eastern parts of

the District, Prince George’s County, and the Far Suburbs, which (as

Chapter 6 will show) are not the locations with the most employment

opportunities. Despite the overall prosperity of the region and the city,

the pattern of foreclosures in the District indicates vulnerability among

some city homeowners. 

Strong Homeownership

Most households in the Washington region have achieved the dream of

homeownership.15 In 2003, seven of 10 households owned their homes,

three percentage points higher than the average for the nation’s top 75

metropolitan areas. The current homeownership rate is up 2.5 per-

centage points from 2000, more than double the national metropolitan
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average increase of 1 percent. Among our comparison metros, this

increase is topped only by Houston, which had a much lower base rate.

The District’s homeownership rate also has risen, from 41.9 percent in

2000 to 43.0 percent in 2003.

Prices Spiral Upward

The economic prosperity discussed in Chapter 1, along with historically

low interest rates, has boosted demand for homeownership throughout

the region, contributing to rapidly rising sale prices. Beginning in 2000,

the Washington area experienced three consecutive years of double-

digit increases in the median price for existing single-family homes. The

combined increase over these three years totaled 57 percent. The trend

seems to be continuing: In the first quarter of 2004, the median sale

price for a home exceeded $300,000. Among our comparison metros,

Washington had by far the fastest increase in prices and reached a

higher median sale price than all but Boston. 

Not only has the median home sale price risen rapidly but, as illus-

trated by Figure 3.1, the region has seen a sharp drop in the share of 

single-family homes sold in moderate price ranges. About six of 10 

single-family homes sold for more than $250,000 in 2003, compared

with only three of 10 in 2000. At the highest end of the market, the share

of single-family homes priced above $400,000 more than doubled, rising

FANNIE MAE FOUNDATION / URBAN INSTITUTE26

Chapter 3

2000
Single-Family Condominium

11

Pe
rc

en
ta

g
e 

o
f 

H
o

m
e 

S
al

es

100

80

60

40

20

0

20

21

20

28

2003

24

35

23

11

7

2000

5

9

11

73

2003

20

25

20

29

1

Sale Price

■ More  than
$400,000

■ $250,000–
$400,000

■ $180,000–
$250,000

■ $140,000–
$180,000

■ Less than
$140,000

6Between 2000 and 2003,

the share of single-family

homes priced above

$400,000 more than 

doubled.

FIGURE 3.1: Housing Prices Skyrocket in Both Single-Family and
Condo Markets

Source: Metropolitan Regional Information Systems, Inc.



from 11 percent to 24 percent. At the other end of the price spectrum,

the share of homes priced under $140,000 dropped dramatically — from

28 to 7 percent. The affluent now have more housing options. Moderate-

income families have fewer.   

Trends are even more striking for condominiums, which account

for about one-fifth of all home sales in the region. The share of condo-

miniums priced below $140,000 (affordable to households making

$35,000 to $45,000 annually) declined from 73 percent to 29 percent

between 2000 and 2003. The share of condominium sales above

$250,000 rose from 6 percent in 2000 to 25 percent in 2003.16

Incomes are not keeping pace with this rapid escalation. As dis-

cussed in Chapter 1, average wages rose 9 percent between 2000 and

2002. But based on figures from the National Association of Realtors®,

median home prices increased 37 percent over the same time period.

These increases may cause some hardship for current owners as

assessments and property taxes rise, but they hit households looking to

buy now the hardest. First-time buyers are especially burdened. In order

to afford a median-price home in 2000, a first-time buyer needed an

annual income of $69,300, 84 percent of the regional median income at

the time.17 By 2003, a first-time home buyer seeking a median-price

home needed an income of $89,300 — 105 percent of the area median

income. The median-income family can no longer afford a median-priced

home. And if current trends continue, by 2008 a first-time home buyer

would need 150 percent of the area median income to afford a median-

price home.

Lower interest rates in recent years increased the purchasing

power of households, offsetting some of the effects of rising prices. But

affording a first home in the Washington area remains daunting, espe-

cially for lower-income households. A household supported by a full-

time nurse could afford about 27 percent of the homes for sale in 2000

(20 percent of the single-family homes and 60 percent of condomini-

ums).18 By 2002, the same household could purchase only 22 percent

of the homes for sale (17 percent of the single-family homes and 48

percent of the condominiums). The region’s lower-wage working families

are being squeezed out of the homeownership market.
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Stark Contrasts across the Region

Looking behind the area-wide averages reveals wide variations across

the region. Figure 3.2 shows trends in home sale prices for each of the

region’s subareas, with the District consistently in first place. Between

2002 and 2003, the average price for a home in the city rose 10 percent

to $382,000, a 52 percent increase since 2000.19 The counties in the

Inner Core and Inner Suburbs tend toward the high end of the price

range ($364,000 and $323,000, respectively). Prince George’s County

remains an outlier among the Inner Suburbs, having the lowest average

price of $195,000.  

Although the District remains the most expensive subarea, prices

in the Outer Suburbs are rising faster (17 percent from 2002 to 2003).

The hot market of the close-in Virginia suburbs extends to Loudoun

County, which has a $351,000 average price — substantially higher than

the $276,000 average for the Outer Suburbs as a whole. Home prices

in the Far Suburbs remain lower, but prices are picking up quickly in

some counties, including Culpeper County, Va., and Jefferson County,

W.Va., which saw increases greater than 20 percent from 2002 to 2003.

As discussed further in Chapter 6, variations in home price trends result

in part from patterns of job growth, with clusters of high-wage jobs

along the Dulles and I-270 corridors fueling housing demand.
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City and regional house price trends mask the continued availability

of affordable options in some areas. Figure 3.3 shows a much larger

share of affordable single-family home sales in Prince George’s County

and the Far Suburbs than in other parts of the region. For a household

earning $46,000 (about the income of a full-time school teacher), roughly

40 percent of homes in Prince George’s County are affordable, com-

pared with just over 1 percent in Virginia’s Inner Core and Inner Suburbs.

Consistent with this pattern of sale prices, other indicators point

to weaker homeownership markets in some parts of the region. One

measure of sales activity is the number of home purchase loans as a

percent of homeowner units, which reflects turnover in the market. For

counties in our region, turnover rates range from 8 to 9 percent in Prince

George’s County and four counties in the Far Suburbs to more than 20

percent in Prince William and Loudoun Counties. Map 3.1 provides a

clearer view of the turnover patterns in the area. Within the District,

tracts east of the Anacostia River and parts of Northeast have much

lower loan rates than the hot center-city neighborhoods. Prince George’s

County inside the Beltway and south of the District also has much lower

rates than the western half of the region or parts of the County outside

the Beltway on the east.
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In the District, Sales Boom, but Some Families Struggle

Within the District of Columbia, housing is out of reach for many house-

holds, intensifying concerns about potential displacement. For the city

as a whole, the median price for single-family homes rose 26 percent in

one year to reach $292,000 in 2003.20 And for the first time, no cluster

has a median single-family sale price under $100,000.

The District appears to be experiencing some softening in its very

high-end sales market. Five clusters along the Massachusetts Avenue

corridor — all with median single-family home prices over $600,000 —

Home Purchase Loans per 1,000 Owner Units
by Census Tract

175–2,400
125–175
75–125
0–75

MAP 3.1: Home Purchase Activity Strongest Downtown and in
Western Suburbs

Sources: Home Mortgage Disclosure Act data, 2002, for loans; U.S. Bureau of the Census,
Census 2000, for owner units.
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saw losses or single-digit gains from 2002 to 2003. Other high-end

clusters, however, enjoyed strong growth; Dupont Circle (cluster 6),

Hawthorne (cluster 10), and North Cleveland Park (cluster 12) experi-

enced price increases from 12 to 27 percent. Of the clusters in the

$200,000 to $400,000 range, the biggest gains were in Logan Circle

(cluster 7) and Edgewood (cluster 21). Within the lowest price range

($100,000 to $200,000), Ivy City (cluster 23) and Mayfair (cluster 30)

both experienced increases that were among the highest (30 percent

and 26 percent, respectively).

Condominiums, which account for 25 to 30 percent of all home

sales in the District, are proving just as strong an investment as single-

family homes. From 1996 to 2003, the median condominium price rose

160 percent, reaching $249,000. In comparison, single-family home

prices increased 146 percent over the same period. Mt. Pleasant and

the Howard University area (clusters 2 and 3) saw the greatest percent-

age increases in condominium prices from 2002 to 2003 (44 and 45

percent, respectively).

Condominiums are more concentrated in the District than single-

family homes. Only 18 of the city’s 39 clusters had 20 or more condo-

minium sales in 2003, and Fairfax Village (cluster 35) is the only one

east of the Anacostia River. Excluding Fairfax Village, with a median

price of $64,000, the median price for those clusters with substantial

numbers of sales range from $155,000 in Woodridge (cluster 24) to

$321,000 Downtown (cluster 8). The high prices of the Downtown area

indicate that the units coming on line from the building boom described

in Chapter 2 will be prohibitively expensive for most home buyers. 

Despite the city’s prosperity, signs of vulnerability persist. In

2003, notices of foreclosure (the first step in the foreclosure process)

totaled 2,262, or 1.3 percent of all residential properties.21 Foreclosure

notices are rare, and the number has dropped in recent years (from a

high of 3,316 in 1998).22 While every cluster has at least one foreclo-

sure notice, Map 3.2 shows a much greater impact in neighborhoods

east of Rock Creek Park. Across the city, the notice rates range from

less than 0.1 percent in Cathedral Heights (cluster 14) and Cleveland

Park (cluster 15) to 3.4 percent in Historic Anacostia (cluster 28).

Households in four neighborhood clusters— Historic Anacostia (28), Ivy

Despite the District’s 

prosperity, signs of 

vulnerability persist.



City (23), Capitol View (33), and Deanwood (31) — are twice as likely as

the city as a whole to receive foreclosure notices. Little is known about

how many of these notices actually result in foreclosure, but they 

signal that many homeowners are struggling with the cost of housing

in the city.
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Source: District of Columbia Office of Tax and Revenue.
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Rental housing provides a critical alternative to

homeownership, both for households that lack the

resources or desire to buy a home and for many

new arrivals or short-term residents. Like many

metro areas, the Washington area has experienced

somewhat looser rental market conditions in

recent years.

Despite the looser rental market, rents have continued to climb, both in

the suburbs and in the District, reducing affordable options for many

households. In the District, for example, the median rent for advertised

one-bedroom apartments jumped 60 percent from 2001 to 2003.  

Competing Needs of Short-Term and 
Long-Term Renters

Although homeownership is a goal for many American households and

expanding access to affordable homeownership is a national policy

priority, rental housing is essential to a healthy housing market. Lower-

income households, without the resources to become homeowners,

clearly depend on the rental sector. In addition, newcomers to the

region, young people, and families who do not intend to remain in the

area long all rely on rental housing, at least temporarily. 

Chapter 4

Rental Market Challenges
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In the Washington region, a large share of renters is highly mobile.

More than seven of 10 renters moved into their current housing within

the past five years, with about a third coming from outside the region.23

Many of these households are likely to buy homes or move elsewhere

in the near term. But three of 10 renters regionwide, and four of 10 in

the District, have lived in the same rental unit for more than five years

and are likely to remain renters over the longer term. 

Long-term renters have lower incomes and less education than

more mobile renters (Table 4.1). Specifically, as of 2000, one in three

long-term renters had an income of $25,000 or less, compared with

fewer than one in four mobile renters. Long-term renters also are sub-

stantially less likely to have graduated from college than mobile renters.

They face both affordability challenges and limited job opportunities. 

Long-term renters in the Washington region tend to be older and

are less likely to be working. A quarter of all long-term renters are 65 or

older, while another third are between 45 and 65. In contrast, most

mobile renters are much younger; only about 6 percent are elderly and

three-quarters are under 45. Older and retired renters are likely living on

fixed incomes and may face hardship if rents increase.

Given the differences in income levels, it is not surprising that

long-term renters live in lower-cost housing than more mobile renters.

Nearly 70 percent of long-term renters pay monthly rents of $750 or

less, compared with less than half of mobile renters. As of 2000, newly

TABLE 4.1: Significant Differences between Long-Term and Mobile
Renters in Region

Long-Term Mobile 
Renters Renters

(%) (%)

Households with incomes < $25,000 34 24

Population over 65 23 6

Adults with college degree 24 45

Households paying rent below $750 68 46

Households with housing cost burdens 27 27

Households in units built before 1970 65 36

Source: U.S. Bureau of the Census, Census 2000, PUMS 5% sample.

Note: Long-term renters have lived in the same rental unit for five years or more. Mobile
renters have moved into their rental unit within the past five years.
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arrived renters from outside the region paid the highest rents, with 29

percent paying more than $1,000 per month. 

The vigorous economic growth occurring in the Washington

region is likely to continue to attract large numbers of households

demanding rental housing, at least temporarily. The educational attain-

ment and income levels of these mobile renters put upward pressure

on rents throughout the region. This makes it especially challenging for

rental housing providers and policy-makers to meet the needs of long-

term renters, especially those with lower wages or fixed incomes.

Robust Market Conditions

During the late 1990s, the rental market in the Washington region tight-

ened, as it did in many other metropolitan areas across the country.

Vacancy rates declined and rents increased. But in more recent years,

market conditions nationwide have softened considerably. In fact, in

2003, 9.6 percent of rental housing units located in metropolitan areas

nationwide were vacant, the highest annual vacancy rate in at least four

decades.24 The Washington region experienced a similar increase, with

the rate reaching 9.6 percent in 2003 (Figure 4.1).25

Along with the rise in vacancy rates, the average rent nationwide

flattened out in 2003. In contrast, the Washington region saw average

rents rise by 2.5 percent in 2003, reflecting continued upward pressure.26
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Figure 4.2 presents recent rent trends for the Washington region and

our comparison metro areas. Philadelphia is the only other region in the

group where average rents rose between 2002 and 2003. Atlanta expe-

rienced the largest decline in average rents — 4.5 percent. 

Rising rents in the Washington region pose affordability problems

for low- and moderate-income households, including many working

families. According to the federal standard for affordability, a household

can reasonably pay monthly housing costs of up to 30 percent of income.

In 2001, the average one-bedroom apartment cost $773, an amount

affordable to a bookkeeper.27 By 2004, the average one-bedroom unit

rented for $1,039 and required an income $7,000 higher than that of a

full-time bookkeeper.28 Similarly, in 2001 a firefighter could easily afford

an average two-bedroom apartment, priced at $907. By 2004, the aver-

age two-bedroom rent had risen to $1,218, well beyond the level afford-

able for a firefighter working full time.

In the District, Vacancies Decline, Rents Surge 

The region’s rental housing stock is highly concentrated in the District of

Columbia. Specifically, the District accounts for 23 percent of all rental

units regionwide, compared with only 14 percent of all housing. The
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District also accounted for half of all multifamily mortgages issued in

2002, and one out of every 10 single-family loans in the District in 2002

was for housing purchased as an investment (rather than for homeown-

ership). This is twice the rate of the rest of the region.  

Since the mid-1990s, rental market conditions in the District have

tightened considerably, with declining vacancy rates and rising rent levels.

And unlike the rest of the region, the city’s rental vacancy rate has con-

tinued to decline. Although the vacancy rate in 2003 — at 10.7 percent

-— was still slightly higher than that of the region as a whole, it was

down from 12.5 percent in 2001 (Figure 4.1). 

In addition, average asking rents for advertised units have risen

substantially over the past two years. In a representative sample of

advertisements reviewed by the Urban Institute in the fall of 2003, the

median rent for a studio apartment was $900, a one-bedroom apartment

was $1,150, a two-bedroom was $1,750, and a three-bedroom $2,100.29

Figure 4.3 shows that advertised rents have increased significantly since

the Institute conducted a similar study in 2001, with large rental units

experiencing the most dramatic increases. For example, the median

advertised rent for a studio apartment is up 23 percent, while rents for

one- and two-bedroom units rose 60 and 84 percent, respectively. 
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Neighborhoods in Northwest D.C. have significantly higher adver-

tised rents than the city’s other three quadrants. The median rent for a

one-bedroom unit in Northwest Washington was $1,208, compared

with $773 in Northeast, $588 in Southeast, and $1,100 in Southwest.

For Northwest neighborhoods with more than five ads, the highest

median one-bedroom rents were in Kalorama at $1,600, followed by

Cleveland Park at $1,500 and Dupont Circle at $1,475. The lowest rents

for a one-bedroom unit were in ads that described their neighborhood

only as “Southeast,” with a median rent of $572.

In the Suburbs: Limited Rental Options

Although rental housing is available throughout the region, it accounts

for a much smaller share of the total housing stock in the suburbs than

in the District. Specifically, as of 2000, only one-third of all housing units

in the Inner Suburbs and about one-quarter of those in the Outer and Far

Suburbs were rental, compared with almost 60 percent in the District.

Rental housing that low-income families can afford is especially

scarce in the suburbs. As of 2000, a food service preparation worker

could afford 18 percent of all rental units in the Washington region, but

only 8 percent of those in the Inner Suburbs and 7 percent of those in

the Inner Core. Nearly half of all rental units that extremely low-income

households could afford were located in the District. Even for house-

holds with moderate incomes, rental options are limited in some parts

of the region. For example, in 2000, a family supported by a full-time

schoolteacher could afford 71 percent of all rental units in the

Washington region, but fewer than half of those in Fairfax County.

A recent survey by the Metropolitan Washington Council of

Governments confirms that average advertised rents in the Inner

Suburbs and Inner Core are out of reach for many working families.30 For

example, as of 2002, average advertised rents in Alexandria and

Arlington were $1,155 and $1,236, respectively, making these units

unaffordable to families supported either by firefighters or bookkeepers.

In the Inner Suburbs, average asking rents ranged from $873 in Prince

George’s County to $1,157 in Fairfax County, 2 to 2.5 times what a

household supported by a food preparation worker could afford.   
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High rents and rapidly rising sale prices in much

of the Washington region pose special challenges

for low-income households, including those with

one or more members working full-time.

More than half of low-income households — including families supported

by a full-time librarian or firefighter — pay unaffordable housing costs.

And seven of 10 extremely low-income households pay unaffordable

costs. The region’s stock of federally subsidized housing, which is largely

concentrated in the District, is shrinking, and households that receive

federal housing vouchers have difficulty finding landlords who will

accept them. In recent years, the District has made significant invest-

ments in the production and preservation of affordable homes. But with-

out an expansion of affordable housing regionwide, housing hardship is

likely to worsen. Citywide efforts cannot solve a regionwide problem.

Low-Income Households: Widespread Hardship

As of 2000, about a third of the region’s households were low-income

by federal standards (with incomes below 80 percent of the area median).

Of these, almost 189,000 households had extremely low incomes

(below 30 percent of the area median); about 176,000 were classified

as very low-income (incomes between 30 and 50 percent of the area

median); and more than 203,000 were classified as low-income

(incomes between 50 and 80 percent of the area median). For most of

the remainder of this chapter, we combine these three categories,

referring to them as low-income households. 
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More than three-quarters of the region’s low-income households

live in suburban jurisdictions, with almost half in the Inner Suburbs. The

District is home to only about one in five of the region’s low-income

households, but it accounts for a larger share of the region’s extremely

low-income households (about one in three). 

Low-income households account for a disproportionate share of city

residents. Fully half of all District households have low income levels.

Among the Inner Suburbs, low-income households account for a partic-

ularly large share of Prince George’s County residents — 36.1 percent —

compared with Montgomery County’s 25.2 percent and Fairfax County’s

19.7 percent. In the Outer Suburbs, low-income households generally

account for slightly more than one in four households, with the exception

of fast-growing Loudoun County, where only 17.9 percent of house-

holds have low income levels.

In the Washington region, as in most of our comparison regions,

more than half of all low-income households pay monthly housing costs

that exceed 30 percent of their income — the federal standard for afford-

ability. And more than one in four pay in excess of 50 percent of their

income for housing, which is considered a severe cost burden. The levels

of excess cost burden are comparable to those of the Atlanta, Boston, and

Seattle regions and higher than those of Houston and Philadelphia.

Extremely low-income and very low-income households are even

more likely to have excess cost burdens. Among households with

incomes below 50 percent of the area median, two-thirds have excess

cost burdens and 39 percent have severe cost burdens. And among

those with extremely low incomes, 71 percent have excess cost bur-

dens and more than half have severe cost burdens.

As documented in last year’s report, low-income households living

in the District are actually less likely to be cost-burdened than their coun-

terparts in the suburbs (Figure 5.1). Just under half of low-income

households in the city have excess cost burdens, compared with more

than six of 10 in the Inner Core and the Inner Suburbs. The incidence of

excess cost burdens is particularly high among low-income households

in Fairfax County, Falls Church, and Montgomery County (in the Inner

Suburbs) and Loudoun County (in the Outer Suburbs).

Given the rapid increases in Washington-area sale prices and

rents, there is every reason to believe that hardship has increased since

2000. As discussed earlier, the median home sale price rose 37 percent
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between 2000 and 2002, and HUD’s estimate of the prevailing fair mar-

ket rent for a two-bedroom apartment climbed 12 percent. But the

average wage rose only 9 percent, with low-wage workers experiencing

the smallest gains. Newly available Census Bureau estimates indicate

that the share of District renters with excess cost burdens rose from 40

percent in 2002 to 46 percent in 2003.

Not surprisingly, therefore, the Metropolitan Washington Council of

Governments’ January 2004 annual count of homeless persons found a

4 percent increase from 2002 — to more than 14,500.31 More than half

of the region’s homeless people live in the District, where their numbers

swelled by about 10 percent between 2002 and 2004. Just under half of

the homeless people surveyed were members of families. And almost

three of every 10 homeless adults reported that they were employed.

Four of every 10 homeless people in the Washington region are

disabled by mental illness, substance abuse, or a combination of the

two, and chronic homelessness is most likely among this group. These

individuals and their families probably need permanent supportive

housing to escape homelessness over the long term. Other homeless

individuals and families, however, may simply need affordable housing.

Part of the reason why so many low-income households face

unaffordable housing costs or even homelessness is that the low-cost

housing stock falls short of the need for extremely low-income renters
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(Figure 5.2). As of 2000, in the region as a whole, there were about

133,900 renter households with extremely low incomes but only 99,700

rental units they could afford. Similarly, within the District, there were

about 49,800 extremely low-income renter households but only 41,600

rental units they could afford.

The issue of adequate housing supply for low- and very low-income

households, however, is more complex than it appears at first glance.

When we compare the total number of households with incomes below

80 percent of area median (HUD’s “low-income” cutoff) to the number of

rental units these households can afford, the supply appears sufficient.32

Similarly, the absolute number of units affordable for very low-income

households appears large enough, both regionwide and in the District.

This puzzling finding is explained by the fact that a majority of the

units that low-income families can afford are occupied by higher-income

households that could (by federal standards) afford more expensive

units. More than half of rental units and three-quarters of homeowner

units that would be affordable for low-income households were occu-

pied by higher-income households. Housing options for low- and very
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low-income renters and homeowners are constrained not so much by

an absolute shortage of affordable units as by competition from higher-

income households, which typically do not spend as much as 30 percent

of their income for housing. This suggests that expanding the housing

stock priced for the upper-income ranges will not necessarily free up

units that are affordable for low-income households. 

Loss of Federally Subsidized Units

Over the past decade, the region’s stock of federally subsidized rental

housing — earmarked for occupancy by very low-income households —

has been declining, and it is likely to continue to do so. Two factors con-

tribute to the loss of this stock — the HOPE VI program for the demoli-

tion and replacement of distressed public housing and the expiration of

federal subsidies going to privately owned developments.

The HOPE VI program targets severely distressed public housing

developments, rehabilitating existing units or demolishing them and

replacing them with higher-quality housing that serves mixed-income

populations. The total number of deeply subsidized replacement units,

however, is considerably lower than the number of original units in

these developments. Five HOPE VI projects are under way in the

District, with about 2,900 public housing units scheduled for demolition.

Current plans call for 3,350 new replacement units, but only 1,585 of

these units will be set aside for extremely low-income or very low-

income families.

In addition to the affordable units lost through Hope VI, federal

subsidy commitments for 13,574 privately owned rental units are

scheduled to expire over the next five years. As Figure 5.3 illustrates,

the vast majority of these units are located in the District and the Inner

Suburbs. Between 2004 and 2008, the city could lose as many as 5,665

units, while Montgomery, Prince George’s, and Fairfax Counties could

lose a combined total of 5,000 units.

Today, the federal government’s primary program for producing

new affordable rental units is the Low-Income Housing Tax Credit

(LIHTC). LIHTC units charge rents that are affordable for households

with incomes at 60 percent of area median or lower, but they do not

necessarily provide enough subsidy to make these units affordable for

all eligible residents.33 As of 2001, the Washington region had about
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30,000 LIHTC units. The bulk of these units are located in the District

(5,700), Prince George’s County (3,740), and Montgomery County (2,900).

Housing Vouchers: Limited Reach 

The federal Housing Choice voucher program plays a vital role in helping

to address the housing problems of the region’s neediest households.

Vouchers supplement what low-income households can afford to pay

for rent and allow families to move to neighborhoods of their choice.

About 27,000 Washington-area households receive housing vouchers.34

The District accounts for about a third of the region’s vouchers (8,801).

The housing authorities of Montgomery and Prince George’s Counties

also provide substantial numbers of vouchers — 5,015 and 4,334,

respectively. Fairfax County provides 2,868.

More than three-quarters of Washington-area voucher recipients

have extremely low incomes, including families supported by a parking

lot attendant or office receptionist. Another 14 percent of voucher

recipients have incomes in the very low-income range, which includes

families with one parent working full-time as a firefighter, police officer,

or schoolteacher.

The need for housing vouchers in the Washington region far exceeds

their availability. Waiting lists total 52,542 households, roughly twice the

total number of vouchers currently authorized. And waiting times average
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1,100 days — almost three years. The need is even higher than the

waiting lists suggest. In 2000, about two-thirds of very low-income

households in the region — 156,000 — were paying unaffordable rents.

Families who receive housing vouchers sometimes have difficulty

finding qualifying rental units with landlords willing to participate in the

program. Regionwide, about two-thirds of the households that were

issued vouchers between July 2002 and June 2003 successfully used

their assistance. Success rates were much lower for District voucher

recipients — only 47.8 percent. 

The barriers to success most commonly cited by area housing

authorities are recipients’ credit or rent histories and lack of funds for

security deposits. Some jurisdictions see a shortage of large rental units

as a problem for families. In general, housing authority officials appear

to consider the federally defined fair market rents (FMRs), which cap the

level of subsidy HUD will pay for vouchers, as adequate for the current

market. This is confirmed for the region as a whole by data from Census

2000, which indicate that approximately two-thirds of the rental housing

units in the region have rents at or below applicable FMRs. However, as

illustrated in Figure 5.4, the percentage of rental units meeting the FMR

standard is substantially lower in the Inner Core and most of the Inner

Suburbs: Less than half of the rental units in Arlington, Alexandria, and

Fairfax Counties and barely half of those in Montgomery County are

affordable with a voucher.

HOUSING IN THE NATION’S CAPITAL 2004 45

Chapter 5

N
u

m
b

er
 o

f 
R

en
ta

l U
n

it
s 

in
 2

00
0

700,000

600,000

500,000

400,000

300,000

200,000

100,000

0

Total
Region

District of
Columbia

Inner 
Core

Inner
Suburbs

Outer
Suburbs

Far
Suburbs

Below Fair Market Rent
Above Fair Market Rent

FIGURE 5.4: Vouchers Have Potential to Ease Affordability Crisis

Sources: U.S. Bureau of the Census, Census 2000, for rental units; U.S. Department of
Housing and Urban Development for fair market rents.



Rental inventories vary dramatically across the region, and the

pool of units available to voucher recipients is extremely limited in some

jurisdictions. Only 9 percent of the region’s below-FMR units are located

in the Inner Core, 11 percent in Fairfax County, and 13 percent in

Montgomery County. More than one-quarter, however, are located in

the District of Columbia, with another 21 percent in Prince George’s

County.  More rental housing is needed in suburban jurisdictions to fully

meet the needs of renter households and to open up a wider range of

opportunities for voucher recipients.

Affordable Housing Production and Preservation 

in the District

As discussed in previous reports, the District of Columbia has made

substantial investments in the production and preservation of affordable

housing in recent years. In fiscal year 2003, the District helped to finance

2,719 units of new and rehabilitated housing, with development budgets

totaling more than $282 million. 

The vast majority of this investment went to the preservation and

rehabilitation of existing housing, rather than to new construction. As a

result, city spending added only 539 net new units to the housing stock.

Most of the 2,719 city-financed affordable housing units are targeted to

families with incomes at 50 or 60 percent of area median. Just under

200 units were targeted to households with extremely low incomes.

Two hundred thirty-three were market-rate units.

Another 25 projects remain in the city’s subsidized housing

pipeline for 2004 or beyond, potentially representing about 4,400 units,

about one-half of which will be net new additions to the stock. The East

Capitol and Capper/Carrollsburg HOPE VI projects, which are under way

but have not yet closed on all financing, account for almost half of the

total planned units.
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Earlier chapters of this report have explored the

effects of the Washington region’s economic pros-

perity on housing market conditions and trends.

But the location of job opportunities also has

important implications for our region’s housing

market. Using newly available Census 2000 data,

this chapter focuses on where area residents work

and compares the location of jobs with the location

of affordable homes.

The findings explain our region’s commuting nightmare: Most area res-

idents live far from where they work. The data also highlight dramatic

differences between the locational spread of high-wage and low-wage

jobs. The concentration of high-wage job opportunities in the city and

the western suburbs fuels especially intense housing market pressures

there, driving up costs, exacerbating affordability problems, and con-

tributing to sprawling development in the Outer and Far Suburbs. This

chapter also examines the imbalance between low- and moderate-wage

jobs and the housing available to the workers who hold these jobs.
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Where People Work versus Where They Live

Jobs in the Washington region are not distributed evenly but are instead

concentrated in several job-rich locations.35 The Inner Suburbs account

for nearly half of the region’s total job opportunities, with the District of

Columbia accounting for another quarter and the Inner Core accounting

for 9 percent.36 The remaining job opportunities are in the Outer and Far

Suburbs. As a consequence of this uneven job distribution, we see sub-

stantial variations across the region in the ratio of jobs to employed res-

idents. For example, while the Inner Suburbs have roughly equivalent

numbers of jobs and working residents, the Inner Core has one-quarter

more jobs than employed residents. And the District has nearly 150 per-

cent more jobs than employed residents. In contrast, the more outlying

counties have far fewer jobs than employed residents.

This basic pattern is typical for metropolitan areas — more jobs

near the center, bedroom suburbs at the fringe. But in metropolitan

Washington the variations are dramatic, and they contribute to severe

commuting problems. Fewer than half the workers in the area work in

their county of residence. Small wonder that the average peak-period

commuter was delayed in traffic for 67 hours per year as of 2002, the

third-highest total among major metropolitan areas.

The region also shows significant differences in location patterns

among jobs: High-paying jobs are relatively concentrated; low- and 

moderate-paying jobs are more dispersed. The available data do not

allow us to analyze these patterns using exactly the same wage and

income categories used in earlier chapters.37 Here we define low- to

moderate-wage jobs as those paying annual earnings below $35,000

(including full-time parking lot attendants, food preparation workers,

receptionists, and bookkeepers); middle-wage jobs as those paying

$35,000 to $75,000 (including full-time firefighters, schoolteachers, and

financial analysts); and high-wage jobs as those paying $75,000 or more

(including pediatricians, lawyers, and chief executives). To highlight loca-

tional differences, however, we focus on the extremes — comparing

the locations of jobs in the low- to moderate-wage range with those in

the high-wage range.

High-wage jobs are relatively concentrated in a few job-rich loca-

tions, while low- to moderate-wage jobs are dispersed throughout the

region. Map 6.1 shows that jobs paying more than $75,000 are 
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concentrated in the District, out the Dulles corridor in Virginia, and along

I-270 in Montgomery County. Low- and moderate-wage jobs are much

more evenly spread out. In fact, high-wage jobs are twice as concen-

trated as the region’s employment overall, whereas low- to moderate-

wage jobs are half as concentrated as the average.38

Some of these findings represent better news than might have

been expected. In particular, while the conventional wisdom holds that

low-income District residents must seek jobs in the suburbs, it turns out

that the District itself has an abundance of low- and moderate-income

job opportunities. In fact, the District imports workers to meet this

demand. This implies that if workforce development strategies do more

to prepare District residents for entry-level jobs, these workers will not

have to commute to the suburbs for employment. 

The concentration of high-wage jobs along the Dulles and I-270

corridors, however, certainly contributes to the intense housing market

pressures and affordability problems facing the communities of the

western suburbs. The demand for housing near these job-rich clusters
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helps explain the high home prices in Fairfax, Loudoun, and Montgomery

Counties. These prices, in turn, go a long way toward explaining why

people are moving to affordable homes in the Outer and Far Suburbs of

Virginia and West Virginia, a trend that fuels sprawling patterns of new

residential development.

Segregation at Home and Work

Despite considerable progress nationwide in combating housing discrim-

ination and segregation, race and ethnicity still limit where families live.

And the Washington region remains profoundly segregated on the basis

of race. The new employment location data presented here indicate that

race and ethnicity also factor into where people work. Across the region,

employment patterns for different races generally mirror residential 

patterns, with African-Americans predominant on the eastern side of

the region and whites predominant on the western side. The District

and Prince George’s County are centers for African-American employ-

ment: Four of 10 of the region’s black employees work in the District

and another two in 10 work in Prince George’s County (Table 6.1).

Whites are more likely than blacks to be employed in the suburbs

and, within the Inner Suburbs, they are substantially more likely to be

working in Fairfax and Montgomery counties than in Prince George’s

County. Whites also are much more likely than minorities to work far-

ther from the center of the region. For example, 17 percent of whites
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TABLE 6.1: Where People Live and Work Reflects Persistence of Segregation

All Races (%) Whites (%) Blacks (%) Hispanics (%) Asians (%)

Living Working Living Working Living Working Living Working Living Working
In In In In In In In In In In

District of 11 25 7 21 22 39 11 23 5 22
Columbia

Inner Core 7 9 8 9 4 9 13 12 7 10

Inner Suburbs 55 47 49 47 60 43 62 53 78 60
Montgomery 18 16 18 16 11 13 23 20 30 22
County
Prince George’s 16 11 7 9 42 19 12 9 9 9 
County
Fairfax County 20 19 23 21 7 11 25 22 37 27

Outer Suburbs 20 13 26 17 11 6 12 10 9 8

Far Suburbs 7 5 11 7 3 2 2 2 1 1

Total Region 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100

Source: U.S. Bureau of the Census, Census Transportation Planning Package 2000.



work in the Outer Suburbs, compared with only 6 percent of blacks,

8 percent of Asians, and 10 percent of Hispanics.

Differences in employment locations by race and ethnicity are

most dramatic for low-wage workers, but they are clearly evident for

high-wage workers as well. And there are indications that the persist-

ence of residential segregation in the Washington region limits high-

wage African-Americans from accessing the full range of jobs for which

they are qualified. Specifically, almost half of the region’s blacks who

earn more than $75,000 work in the District, compared with only one-

third of whites. Despite the racial divide in workplace location, workers

are far less segregated in their place of employment than in their place

of residence. On a standard segregation scale that ranges from 0 (no

segregation) to 1.0 (complete segregation),39 Washington-area blacks

are highly segregated from whites in their place of residence (value of

0.59), but only about half as segregated in their place of work (0.32).

Compared with blacks, Hispanics and Asians are less segregated from

whites in both their place of residence and place of work. Earning levels

clearly affect these patterns, with higher-wage minorities more likely

to be integrated with whites in the workplace. 

Jobs and Affordable Homes: A Geographic Mismatch

Workers in every wage range need housing they can afford in reason-

able proximity to their jobs. But in the Washington metropolitan area,

affordable housing is in short supply near centers of employment oppor-

tunity. One sign of this mismatch is the relative scarcity of housing

affordable for low- and moderate-wage workers in the Inner and Outer

Suburbs.40

Overall, the Washington region offers 45 housing units affordable

at incomes below $35,000 for every 100 jobs paying annual wages of

$35,000 or less. (Recall that we have defined jobs paying $35,000 or less

as low- to moderate-wage jobs.) However, this ratio varies substantially

across the region’s subareas (Map 6.2). The ratio is particularly low in the

Outer Suburbs, which offer only 39 affordable homes per 100 low- to

moderate-wage jobs, and in the Inner Suburbs, which offer just 40. In

contrast, the District has 51 affordable housing units per 100 low- to

moderate-wage jobs. Within the Inner Suburbs, the number of afford-

able homes per 100 low- to moderate-wage jobs is highest in Prince
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George’s County (69) and lowest in Fairfax County (27). It is important

to recognize, of course, that many households are supported by more

than one worker, so not every worker needs a home that is affordable

at his or her wage rate. Nonetheless, the substantial intraregional varia-

tions in the ratio of jobs to housing units suggest the need for more low-

cost housing options in the job-rich Inner and Outer Suburbs. 

Even at wage rates as high as $75,000, we can see an imbalance

between the availability of jobs and affordable housing in some parts of

the region. In the District, where 20 percent of the jobs pay more than

$75,000, a family with an income of $75,000 could afford all but 16
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percent of the city’s housing units. But in the Inner Suburbs, where only

15 percent of jobs pay more than $75,000, 30 percent of all housing

units require incomes above that level. Again, within the Inner Suburbs,

the mismatch is most severe in Fairfax County, where fewer than two

of 10 jobs pay more than $75,000, but more than four of 10 housing units

require an income exceeding this level.

These findings highlight the critical importance of linking housing

and economic development policy more effectively at the regional

level. We need more affordable housing overall, but especially in job-

rich locations. And it clearly makes sense to encourage the further

concentration of employment opportunities in the District and at transit

hubs, where they are most accessible to workers of all income levels

and all parts of the region. In addition, strategies that begin to attract

more jobs (including high-wage jobs) to areas that already offer consid-

erable affordable housing would seem critical to the region’s housing

goals. Achieving a better balance between jobs people need and

homes people can afford is a regional imperative. If unchecked, current

imbalances are likely to intensify. And, if that happens, the challenges

born of economic prosperity will begin to undermine the opportunities

this prosperity creates.   
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The Washington region clearly has a lot going for it

— formidable assets in a strong, dynamic economy

and a desirable living environment that should be

the envy of other metropolitan areas nationwide.

But troubling trends threaten to undermine the

essential foundations of regional well-being.

This chapter looks ahead to what the coming decades might hold for the

Washington metropolitan area if current growth and development pat-

terns continue, and it explores opportunities to choose a different path

that might avert problems looming on the horizon.

If Current Trends Continue . . .

Although it is impossible to forecast future regional conditions in any

precise way, the logical extension of current trends could well lead to:

Ongoing economic strength and growth, with jobs in leading 

sectors further enhancing the District’s strength but growing more

abundantly in the Outer and Far Suburbs

Continued sprawl as families search for affordable homes farther

from the region’s core

More severe traffic congestion and environmental degradation

Insufficient housing production —- as jurisdictions attempt to 

control sprawl, preserve open spaces, and protect the environ-

ment — resulting in even faster house price increases
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A widening gap between high- and low-wage earners, with

intense financial pressures on working families, widespread hous-

ing hardship, and more homelessness

Increasingly limited homeownership opportunities throughout the

region for workers in key community service occupations such as

firefighting, policing, teaching, and nursing

Persistent racial disparities between eastern and western com-

munities and limited access to high-wage opportunities for resi-

dents of predominantly minority communities

Ultimately, these trends could undermine the very assets that

make the region such a desirable place to live and work, discouraging

both employers and families from locating in the region. In fact, some

might argue that these problems have reached critical levels and are

already threatening the region’s quality of life and economic competitive-

ness. And the experience of other metropolitan areas strongly suggests

that, in the absence of a comprehensive strategy to counter current

trends and meet emerging challenges, things will get worse. Our region

is not immune to the deterioration that is straining the resources and

testing the will of other urban centers across the nation.

Traffic congestion is a perfect example. The average peak-period

traveler in metropolitan Washington experienced 67 hours of traffic

delay in 2002, well above the 46-hour average for 85 metropolitan areas

studied. However, two other metropolitan areas had higher rates: 

San Francisco-Oakland, at 73 hours, and Los Angeles, at 93 hours. The

annual cost of total congestion per resident in that year was estimated

at $600 for Washington and $879 for Los Angeles, compared with a

$435 average.

Air pollution is another prime example. The Washington area is

ranked by the American Lung Association among the nation’s 25 worst

metro areas for ozone air pollution. Between 2000 and 2003, the region

exceeded a key federal ozone standard by an average of almost 20

days per year. Other metro areas face even more severe air pollution

problems, topped by Houston at 33 days per year. Another important

indicator of environmental stress is the amount of rural land consumed

by development. In metropolitan Washington, the rate of land con-

sumption from 1970 to 1990 averaged 3.1 times the rate of growth in
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population. The comparable ratio was 2.5 for the 25 largest metro-

politan areas nationwide.

The economic pressures facing low-income working families also

could intensify. For example, in 2003, the median single-family home

price in metro Washington was 3.4 times the region’s median family

income. This compares to ratios of 4.4 and 6.1 in the Boston and San

Francisco areas respectively. There is thus ample room for the already

serious affordability problem in the D.C. region to deteriorate.

Learning from the Past, Shaping the Future 

These deteriorating conditions are by no means inevitable — or irre-

versible. In our judgment, the Washington region has the ability to

capitalize on its remarkable prosperity and manage its growth much

more effectively. In recent years, the District of Columbia has begun

moving in this direction — attracting more high-wage employers to the

city, preserving affordable housing, promoting reinvestment in lower-

valued neighborhoods, and increasing housing density, especially along

transit corridors and around Metro stations. Local governments, busi-

ness leaders, nonprofit organizations, and residents throughout the region

could begin moving toward a better future by pursuing similar strategic

opportunities. 

Unfortunately, we do not have existing regional models to follow.

No other U.S. metropolis has yet tackled this full range of problems suc-

cessfully. But our region certainly possesses the intellectual and policy

capacity to craft new models for the rest of the nation. Therefore, we

recommend that leaders from the public, private, and nonprofit sectors

from across the Washington area come together to explore three key

opportunities for making the most of the region’s assets. In outlining

these opportunities, our goal is not to prescribe specific policy remedies,

but rather to catalyze serious discussion, debate, and action.

1. Seizing the potential inherent in higher-density growth

Attracting a larger share of incoming population to the region’s central

areas is one way to accommodate growth without encouraging sprawl.

And achieving higher density while expanding the affordable housing

supply clearly has the potential to moderate housing costs. We suggest
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that the barriers to this approach are more likely to be political than phys-

ical. They are not insurmountable.  

Why? The primary reason is that many jurisdictions are becoming

less negative when it comes to higher-density development, particularly

when that density is focused around highly accessible locations like 

transit stops. Two arguments have played a prominent role in shifting

popular opinion on this issue. First, proponents now argue that transit-

oriented development often attracts forms of retail, service, and office

activity (cafés, specialty shops, small professional firms) that might not

be attracted to a traditional, low-density jurisdiction. Therefore, this sort

of growth is a net plus for economic development and for municipal

revenues. Second, new forms of development are breaking down the

old monolithic view about the connection between higher density and

property values. That view held that higher-density housing would bring

racial and economic diversity, which would inevitably undercut property

values. Today, this view is held less widely and with less certainty. A

suburb with an exciting town center at its transit stops and abundant

housing opportunities surrounding that center may offer higher value

than a centerless suburb with uniformly low-density housing.

Some jurisdictions already are taking action consistent with this

point of view. We noted earlier that the District of Columbia is now work-

ing on such a strategy. Arlington County has won national recognition for

applying this approach in its four-mile-long, half-mile-wide Rosslyn-

Ballston corridor. The plan is encouraging higher densities around each of

five Metro stations along with creative streetscape improvements that

emphasize “a network of walkable streets rather than a fixed green-

way.”41 Bethesda and Silver Spring also have intensified business and

residential development around Metro stops. More should be possible

along these lines at other Metro stations in the Inner Suburbs.

2. Making the preservation and expansion of affordable housing

a regional priority

The Washington region clearly needs more housing units that are

affordable to lower-income families. And this housing should be dis-

persed throughout the region, not confined to those communities that

historically have served a disproportionate share of low-income house-
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holds. Historically, many suburban communities have resisted the

development of affordable housing on the grounds that it undermines

property values. As noted above, this connection is tenuous at best.

In addition, mounting evidence suggests that the economic viability of

many suburban communities depends on the ability to attract reliable

workers at every skill level.

One tool that is attracting attention in hot housing markets is inclu-

sionary zoning, which requires developers of new housing to include a

predetermined share of affordable units. Montgomery County’s

Housing Opportunity Program is nationally recognized as a model inclu-

sionary zoning program, and it has substantially expanded the availability

of affordable homes throughout a fast-growing jurisdiction. The program

has done so without any adverse effect on property values or quality of

life. Prince George’s, Fairfax, and Loudoun Counties also have adopted

inclusionary zoning programs, and the District is currently exploring

this option. Inclusionary zoning alone cannot solve the whole affordable

housing challenge, but it is a useful tool that also taps the vitality of the

private market. 

The flip side of affordable production is preservation, and commu-

nities throughout the region need to take steps to preserve the existing

housing stock that is affordable to low- and moderate-income families.

Possible tools include low-interest loans for improvements to older

rental properties in return for continued affordability, local tax or regula-

tory incentives, and financial support for organizations, including tenant

groups, that seek to purchase existing properties and maintain their

affordability.  

Each jurisdiction in the region must decide for itself on the best

combination of inclusionary zoning, regulatory requirements, financial

incentives, and subsidies to preserve and expand the stock of affordable

housing. But every jurisdiction should commit to serving its fair share of

the region’s low- and moderate-income residents.

3. Promoting more balanced job growth

As Chapter 6 showed, the region’s western suburbs have been much

more successful than the eastern suburbs in attracting employers —
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particularly employers offering high-wage job opportunities. And these

job-rich areas clearly wish to retain their edge. In a region that spans

three states and the District of Columbia, it is not surprising that juris-

dictions compete with one another for new business. And it is hard to

imagine Montgomery or Fairfax Counties handing off a prospective

new firm to Prince George’s County.

But if future job growth is concentrated in currently popular loca-

tions, the consequences will help no one. The continuation of current

growth patterns is a prescription for more severe housing affordability

problems, more sprawl, and more traffic congestion. Alternatively, any

action that promotes the development of new employment centers on

the eastern side of the region would relieve the stresses and strains that

the western counties are now enduring. This developmental rebalanc-

ing would have the added benefit of bringing high-wage employment

opportunities to the mostly minority residents of Prince George’s

County and east-of-the-river neighborhoods in the District.

According to the Metropolitan Washington Council of Govern-

ments, several Inner Suburban locations on the region’s eastern side

have significant potential as future employment centers. These include

U.S. Route 1 near the Greenbelt Metro Station, the Greenbelt/NASA

area, the New Carrollton Transit Triangle, the Largo Center Circle, and

the National Harbor site.42 Communities throughout the region would

benefit if more employment growth could be directed toward these

potential employment centers. To move toward this goal, however, the

region’s business and political leaders will need to reach across jurisdic-

tional lines to explore strategies that benefit the region as a whole. 

The 2003 annual report of the region’s Transportation Planning

Board (TPB) suggests nascent movement in this direction. The TPB’s

forthcoming Regional Mobility and Accessibility Study, which explores

the long-term implications of alternative land-use scenarios, addresses

the imbalance in employment growth between the region’s eastern and

western suburbs. In addition, the TPB Citizens Advisory Committee

focused several of its recent public meetings on topics related to the

region’s east-west divide.
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Breaking Down Barriers, Opening Up Opportunities

Are these ideas simply pie-in-the-sky? Recent press accounts, empha-

sizing the barriers to regional cooperation, make them seem politically

infeasible.43 To be sure, some jurisdictions in this region still openly try

to attract new job opportunities at the same time that they restrict the

production of housing for the people who would hold those jobs. And

some residents in the region’s central areas still bitterly oppose density

increases “in their backyards.”

These accounts, however, do not tell the whole story.

Circumstances have changed in important ways since the early 1990s,

when smart growth principles seemed to be anathema to local politi-

cians. What has changed? First, congestion is much worse — and more

painful to many more voters.44 Second, demographic and economic

shifts have expanded the share of households attracted to a high-density,

urban lifestyle.45 Third, as noted earlier, the myth that higher density

invariably leads to declining property values is beginning to break down.

Finally, the voices of opposition to new development in fringe areas are

much stronger now, and the opponents of decentralization are now as

vocal and politically engaged as the opponents of centralization.46 In brief,

public opinion, once hostile, is now more hospitable to ideas that would

redress some of the imbalances undermining the future of the

Washington region.

In this environment, public officials appear more likely to consider

the strategies we identify — not just on the grounds that they are

noble, but because they are in the self-interest of their constituents.

This should be particularly true for public officials in Maryland and

Virginia. Some of their constituents (particularly established homeowners

in counties that are adding jobs but not residents) may gain in some

ways from the status quo. But it should be possible to demonstrate

that a much larger number of their constituents will fall victim to, rather

than become beneficiaries of, strategies that aim to “stay the course.”

And it is difficult to believe that the status quo has real appeal to house-

holds that are paying the cost of school construction and infrastructure

development while simultaneously bearing the burdens of congestion,

environmental degradation, and the lack of affordable housing. New

realities demand new strategies. Circumstances are very different from
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what they were a decade ago, and elected officials from every part of

our region may now see the incentives they need to work together to

reassess priorities and rethink positions. 

It would, of course, be naive to assume that the forces that 

create sprawl and snarl traffic can be eliminated altogether. But com-

plete change is not necessary. Much progress can be made simply by

shifting toward alternative development patterns. This process can

begin with small steps: densities that are a little higher, zoning that is a

little more inclusionary, housing that is a little more mixed, investment

that is a little less concentrated in the western side of the region. All of

this might add up to a region that has a better chance of seizing the

opportunities and meeting the challenges that prosperity is bringing its

way. And these initial small steps might make a big difference in our

region’s capacity for continued growth. 
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1. In addition to the information and analysis presented in this volume, detailed
data tabulations are available on the Fannie Mae Foundation Web site at 
www.fanniemaefoundation.org/publications/reports/hnc/hnc.shtml. 

2. The U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics Occupational Employment Statistics
Survey provides annual wage data by occupation. The most current annual data
available are for 2002. Annual income is calculated by multiplying the hourly wage
by 2,080, the number of working hours in a year, assuming a 40-hour workweek.

3. It is important to note, however, that many families have more than one wage
earner, and some receive income from sources other than wages. In addition, a
single person working in a low- or moderate-wage job has very different housing
needs than a family with children. Not all firefighters, for example, have very low
household incomes by HUD standards. 

4. Data cited are from the U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics, accessed May 2004.
One other study confirms that the region’s growth led the nation over the past year
and indicates the probability of continued strong performance over the next several
years. It suggests, however, that the national growth rate may be somewhat higher
than the region’s next year, as the expected recovery takes hold across the country.
See Fuller (2004).

5. Note that COG’s definition of the region excludes the Far Suburbs.

6. The Office of Labor Market Research and Information in the District of
Columbia Department of Employment Services estimates an even higher number
of jobs — 671,400 — as of September 2004. 

7. These figures are for the month of March of each year to correspond with the
employment data in the paragraph above. 

8. District officials point out that the Census Bureau’s year-to-year series substan-
tially underestimated the District’s population in the 1990s. See Wilgoren (2003).

9. For a more complete review of national trends, see Joint Center for Housing
Studies (2004). 

10. Throughout this chapter, we discuss building permit data, which capture the
large majority of new units added in the region. The final annual number of building
permits was not available at the time of the analysis, so these numbers represent
an estimate of year-end permit totals.

11. The data on permits in this section come from the District of Columbia Office
of Planning.

12. See Lang (2002).

13. See Rivlin (2003). This analysis, which notes six undeveloped sites where
the District is considering the development of entirely new neighborhoods,
states that a conservative estimate of the population these neighborhoods could
accommodate is 22,000. It says that other District projects in the pipeline, plus
estimated private-sector production, would accommodate an additional 66,000
and that District estimates of the further potential for transit-oriented develop-
ments and expansion in other targeted neighborhoods would yield yet another
30,000. These estimates total 118,000; even with some loss of units, the report
concludes, the Mayor’s 100,000 target appears reasonable.

14. These average densities are calculated by dividing total population by total
square miles. Since some land is reserved for green space, agriculture, or commer-
cial use, residential densities are likely much higher in certain areas of the counties.
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15. As discussed in Housing in the Nation’s Capital 2002, however, minority
homeownership rates continue to lag substantially behind that of whites.

16. Metropolitan Regional Information Systems, Inc. (MRIS) sales data combine
information on condominiums and cooperatives, although condominiums likely
account for the vast majority of the sales in this category. We expect that cooper-
ative sale prices are lower than those for condominiums and that cooperative
ownership is affordable at lower income levels. A 2004 study on limited-equity
cooperatives by the Coalition for Nonprofit Housing and Economic Development
found that cooperatives provide a long-term source of affordable housing in the
District, and those located in gentrifying neighborhoods serve an important role in
preserving affordability and reducing displacement. 

17. See Tong (2004).

18. This calculation takes the varying annual interest rates into account and
assumes a household can qualify for a mortgage payment (including taxes and
insurance) equal to 28 percent of its monthly income. A household supported by a
full-time teacher could afford a first-house price of $97,000 in 2000 and $138,000 in
2002. See Tong (2004) for full methodology.

19. In order to compare the District of Columbia with other counties in the region,
we use data from MRIS. This source reports average and median home sale prices
for both single-family homes and condominiums.

20. To obtain sale prices for neighborhood clusters within the District of Columbia,
this section uses administrative data from the District of Columbia Real Property
Assessment Files. These figures differ somewhat from those derived from the
MRIS data cited earlier because the two source agencies have distinct purposes
and collection methods; however, the general trends in sale prices are consistent.

21. A lender must provide written notice to the borrower at his last known
address before a foreclosure sale may take place, and a copy of the letter must be
filed with the city. 

22. Nationally, the increased use of loss-mitigation techniques has contributed to a
slow but steady decline in foreclosures. Loss-mitigation techniques include forbear-
ance and loan-restructuring arrangements that allow borrowers to reduce or elimi-
nate their arrearages. See Harney (2004).

23. This section analyzes characteristics of renter heads of households, not all
renting individuals.

24. The rental vacancy rate for metropolitan areas continued to climb to historic
levels in 2004, reaching 10.2 percent in the second quarter. Unfortunately, the
Census Bureau does not release quarterly figures for individual metropolitan areas,
so we do not know the corresponding rate for the Washington area.

25. Data from Delta Associates for the third quarter of 2004 show tightening in
the market for units in large apartment buildings in Northern Virginia and the
District but continued weakness in the Maryland suburbs. See Deane (2004).

26. Rising vacancy rates in the rental market would seem to be inconsistent with
the evidence of vigorous population growth and rising rent levels. One possible
explanation is that some segments of the rental market (older units or less 
desirable locations) may be experiencing very high vacancy rates, while demand
pressures are pushing up rents in more desirable segments of the market.
Another possibility is that newly built units that are not yet available for occupancy
are being counted in the current vacancy estimates.

27. For the rental affordability calculations, we assume a household can afford to
pay 30 percent of its monthly income in rent.
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28. Rents represent the fair market rents as published by HUD. For 2004, we esti-
mated the wage level by calculating the average growth rate of each occupation’s
wage from 2000 to 2003 and applying that percentage to the 2003 wage rate.

29. This ad sampling methodology offers the advantage of producing current data
on rents asked for units on the market for the city as a whole and for the city quad-
rants. It does not, however, reflect actual rent levels for the stock as a whole, and
not all available units are advertised. In fact, it seems likely that higher-rent units in
relatively high-demand neighborhoods are overrepresented in any sample of adver-
tisements.

30. See Washington Area Housing Partnership (2004). 

31. See Metropolitan Washington Council of Governments (2004a).

32. Note that these comparisons do not account for housing unit size. In other
words, some of the apparently affordable rental units may be efficiencies or one-
bedroom apartments, while some low-income households need larger units.

33. Each LIHTC owner must set aside a minimum proportion of units for low-
income tenants. At least 20 percent of units must be set aside for individuals with
incomes of 50 percent or less of the area median income, or at least 40 percent of
units for individuals with incomes of 60 percent or less of the area median income. 

34. See Metropolitan Washington Council of Governments (2003a). Note that
these data, assembled by the Metropolitan Washington Council of Governments,
do not cover all jurisdictions in the region but are limited to Alexandria, Arlington
County, the District of Columbia, Fairfax County, Manassas, Montgomery County,
Prince George’s County, Prince William County, and Rockville, Md.

35. Information on location of workplaces by earnings and race is derived from
the Census Transportation Planning Package, a special tabulation of the 2000
Census. Special thanks go to Robert Griffiths, technical services director at the
Metropolitan Washington Council of Governments, for providing advance data files
to the Urban Institute.

36. Note that at least one out of every 20 jobs is filled by a worker who lives
outside the region; there are 5 percent more jobs than employed residents in the
metropolitan area.

37. Because the Census Transportation Planning Package provides data on
housing costs in 2000, this portion of the analysis uses 2000 wage rates as well.
However, most occupational categories fell into the same basic income categories
in both 2000 and 2002.

38. This is the Moran’s I index, which measures the extent to which similar values
of a particular variable (in this case, number of jobs) are located in close proximity
to each other. Higher Moran’s I values indicate a higher degree of concentration. 

39. The dissimilarity index is a widely used measure of residential segregation,
which reflects the extent to which members of a minority group would need to
move from one location to another in order to achieve an even spatial distribution.
High values of this index indicate high levels of residential segregation.

40. The data to follow compare the number of workers by wage category with
the total number of units (i.e., both owner and rental) affordable to these workers.
However, the affordability calculations were actually conducted separately for rental
and ownership units. For the rental affordability calculations, we assume a house-
hold can afford to pay 30 percent of monthly income in rent. For homeowner
affordability, our estimates follow the calculations of Tong (2004) for a first-time
home buyer with a 10 percent down payment. We approximate these limits as
closely as possible with the housing value categories available in Census 2000.

41. See Zucker (2003).
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42. See Metropolitan Washington Council of Governments (2002).

43. See, for example, the 2004 Washington Post series, “Investing in Sprawl.”
Whoriskey, Peter. August 7, 8, and 9.

44. The hours of delay per person in metropolitan Washington in 2002 was 3.2
times what it had been in 1982. See Texas Transportation Institute (2004). 

45. For example, see Lang et al. (1997) and Danielsen et al. (1999). 

46. See discussion in Fulton (2001).
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The Washington, D.C., Metropolitan Area

The analysis uses the federal government’s 1999 definition of the Washington, D.C.,

Primary Metropolitan Statistical Area. In addition, we define several subareas to facili-

tate comparisons within the region. As shown in Table A.1, these subareas are the

District of Columbia; the Inner Core (Arlington County and the City of Alexandria); the

Inner Suburbs (Montgomery County, Prince George’s County, Fairfax County, the

City of Falls Church, and the City of Fairfax); the Outer Suburbs (Calvert County,

Charles County, Frederick County, Loudoun County, Prince William County, Stafford

County, the City of Manassas, and the City of Manassas Park); and the Far Suburbs

(six counties in Virginia, one Virginia city, and two counties in West Virginia).

TABLE A.1: Washington, D.C., Metropolitan Area

District of Columbia

Inner Core Arlington County, Va. Alexandria city, Va.

Inner Suburbs Montgomery County, Md. Prince George’s County, Md.

Fairfax County, Va. Fairfax city, Va.

Falls Church city, Va.

Outer Suburbs Calvert County, Md. Charles County, Md.

Frederick County, Md. Loudoun County, Va.

Prince William County, Va. Stafford County, Va.

Manassas city, Va. Manassas Park city, Va.

Far Suburbs Clarke County, Va. Culpeper County, Va.

Fauquier County, Va. King George County, Va.

Spotsylvania County, Va. Warren County, Va.

Fredericksburg city, Va. Berkeley County, W. Va.

Jefferson County, W. Va.
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Neighborhood Clusters in the District Of Columbia
Within the District, data are presented for neighborhood “clusters,” areas defined by

the District of Columbia Office of Planning in consultation with community organiza-

tions and residents. Table A.2 lists these 39 neighborhood clusters and the three to

five neighborhoods they encompass. The report refers to these clusters by the

neighborhood name listed first in Table A.2, followed by the cluster number in paren-

theses. Not all neighborhood cluster boundaries follow census tract boundaries, so

the report uses groupings of census tracts defined by the District of Columbia Office

of Planning in 2002 as approximations of neighborhood clusters.

Boundaries for these groupings cover whole tracts in all except one case: The

block groups of tract 55 span two clusters. Block groups 1 and 2 fall in cluster 6 and

block group 3 falls in cluster 5. To approximate data for these two clusters, we

weight the values of the tract-level data according to the distribution of the block-

group population: 31 percent of tract 55’s population lives in cluster 5, and 69 percent

lives in cluster 6. So for any given variable, we assign 31 percent of the tract value

to cluster 5 and the remaining 69 percent to cluster 6.

Cluster 99 is not a city-defined cluster but a group of generally nonresidential,

noncontiguous areas (Soldiers’ Home, National Arboretum, National Mall, and Bolling

Air Force Base).
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Table A.2: Neighborhood Clusters in the District of Columbia

1 Kalorama Heights, Adams Morgan, Lanier Heights

2 Mt. Pleasant, Columbia Heights, Pleasant Plains, Park View

3 Howard University, LeDroit Park, Cardozo/Shaw

4 Georgetown, Burleith/Hillandale

5 West End, Foggy Bottom, George Washington University

6 Dupont Circle, Connecticut Avenue/K Street

7 Logan Circle, Shaw

8 Downtown, Chinatown, Penn Quarter, Mount Vernon Square, North Capitol
Street

9 Southwest Employment Area, Southwest/Waterfront, Fort McNair, Buzzard Point

10 Hawthorne, Barnaby Woods, Chevy Chase

11 Friendship Heights, American University Park, Tenleytown

12 North Cleveland Park, Forest Hills, Van Ness

13 Spring Valley, Palisades, Wesley Heights, Foxhall Crescents, Foxhall Village,
Georgetown Reservoir

14 Cathedral Heights, McLean Gardens, Glover Park, Massachusetts Avenue Heights
(part)

15 Cleveland Park, Woodley Park, Massachusetts Avenue Heights (part), Woodland-
Normanstone Terrace

16 Colonial Village, Shepherd Park, North Portal Estates

17 Takoma, Brightwood, Manor Park

18 Brightwood Park, Crestwood, Petworth, 16th Street Heights

19 Lamond Riggs, Queens Chapel, Fort Totten, Pleasant Hill

20 North Michigan Park, Michigan Park, University Heights

21 Edgewood, Bloomingdale, Truxton Circle, Eckington, Stronghold

22 Brookland, Brentwood, Langdon

23 Ivy City, Arboretum, Trinidad, Carver, Langston

24 Woodridge, Fort Lincoln, Gateway, South Central

25 Union Station, Stanton Park, Kingman Park, Linden, Near Northeast, North
Lincoln Park, Rosedale

26 Capitol Hill, Lincoln Park, Hill East, Barney Circle, Stadium Armory

27 Near Southeast, Washington Navy Yard, Arthur Capper, Carrollsburg

28 Historic Anacostia, Anacostia

29 Eastland Gardens, Kenilworth

30 Mayfair, Central Northeast

31 Deanwood, Burrville, Grant Park, Lincoln Heights, Northeast Boundary

32 River Terrace, Benning, Greenway, Fort Dupont

33 Capitol View, Marshall Heights, Benning Ridge

34 Twining, Fairlawn, Randle Highlands, Penn Branch, Fort Davis, Dupont Park

35 Fairfax Village, Naylor Gardens, Hillcrest

36 Woodland, Garfield Heights, Knox Hill/Buena Vista, Skyland

37 Sheridan, Barry Farms, Hillsdale, Fort Stanton

38 Douglass, Shipley

39 Congress Heights, Bellevue, Washington Highlands

99 No cluster assignment
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A Picture of Subsidized Housing (APSH). The APSH data file was produced by
the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD) and contains
summary information on housing units and households as of 1998. It also covers
the following HUD programs: Public and Indian Housing, Section 8 Certificates
and Vouchers, Section 8 Moderate Rehabilitation, Section 8 New and Substantial
Rehabilitation, and Section 236. Data are provided for states, census tracts, hous-
ing authorities, and housing projects. Web site: www.huduser.org/datasets/
assthsg/statedata98/index.html

Building Permits. The U.S. Bureau of the Census (Census Bureau) collects data
on new privately owned housing units authorized by building permits for permit-
issuing jurisdictions (places and counties). The data files, released monthly,
include the number of buildings, the number of units, and the construction cost
for new privately owned residential building permits. Web site:
www.census.gov/const/www/permitsindex.html

Census Bureau Population Estimates. The Census Bureau’s Population
Estimates Program publishes population numbers between censuses for the
nation, states, metropolitan areas, counties, incorporated places, and county sub-
divisions. Data series for births, deaths, and domestic and international migration
are used to update the decennial census base counts. These estimates are used
to monitor recent demographic changes and to allocate federal funds. They are
also used as survey controls and as denominators for vital rates and per capita
time series. Web site: eire.census.gov/popest/estimates.php

Census Transportation Planning Package (CTPP). The CTPP — a set of special
tabulations from the decennial census long-form questionnaire — provides geo-
graphically detailed information on place of residence, place of work, and worker
commuting patterns. The CTPP data files contain information on worker race, sex,
occupation, work transportation means, poverty status, income, travel time, and
other items. Web site: www.fhwa.dot.gov/ctpp/index.htm

Comprehensive Housing Affordability Strategy (CHAS). The CHAS data file,
sponsored by HUD, contains extensive short- and long-form Census 2000 data on
households and housing units (e.g., tenure, household income, poverty status,
housing costs, and year structure was built) using HUD-defined variables, such as
median family income. Web site: www.huduser.org/datasets/cp.html

Current Employment Statistics (CES). The CES is a monthly survey of payroll
records conducted by the Bureau of Labor Statistics for the U.S. Department of
Labor. The survey covers more than 300,000 businesses nationwide and provides
detailed industry data on employment, hours, and the earnings of workers on 
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nonfarm payrolls. Data are available for the nation, all 50 states, the District of
Columbia, and more than 270 metropolitan areas. Web sites: www.bls.gov/ces/
home.htm, www.bls.gov/sae/home.htm

Current Population Survey (CPS). The CPS is a monthly survey of about 50,000
households conducted by the Census Bureau for the Bureau of Labor Statistics.
Data from the CPS are available for the United States, individual states, and other
large geographic areas. Labor force data from this survey are used to profile the
labor market and to make employment projections. The March CPS Supplement,
called the “Annual Social and Economic Supplement,” is used to generate the
annual “Population Profile” of the United States. Among other household and
demographic characteristics, the March Supplement contains data on geographical
mobility, educational attainment, money income, and poverty status. Web site:
http://ww.bls.census.gov/cps/ads/shisconc.htm

District of Columbia Notices of Foreclosure. Before a foreclosure sale can take
place in Washington, D.C., a lender must provide written notice to the borrower 
at his or her last known address and file a copy with the District. The District of
Columbia Recorder of Deeds posts many documents, including Notices of
Foreclosure, on its Land Records Electronic Filing System site. At the time of this
writing, the site contained documents filed from November 1973 to August 2004.
Web site: www.washington.dc.us.landata.com

District of Columbia Real Property Assessment File. The District of Columbia
Office of Tax and Revenue collects information about land parcels for the purpose
of levying taxes. The file contains information about every city property, including
parcel identification information, property sales and transfers, sale amount, sale
date, and deed type. It also includes property characteristics, such as vacancy 
status, the number of rooms, square footage, and year built. The District of
Columbia Web site provides online access to real property assessment informa-
tion for individual parcels. Web site: cfo.dc.gov/otr/cwp/view,a,1330,q,594345.asp 

Home Mortgage Disclosure Act (HMDA). HMDA requires certain mortgage lend-
ing institutions to disclose data about loan applications and approvals. Institutions
required to file HMDA data include commercial banks, savings and loan institu-
tions, credit unions, and mortgage companies that meet specific criteria. Data 
collected under HMDA are used (1) to help determine whether lending institutions
are meeting the housing credit needs of their communities, (2) to help public 
officials target community development investment, and (3) to help regulators
enforce fair lending laws. The data include individual loan application records,
including property census tract, loan amounts, reasons for denial, and borrower
and lender characteristics. Web site: www.ffiec.gov/hmda/default.htm

Housing Vacancy Survey. The Housing Vacancy Survey, a supplement to the
Current Population Survey, estimates homeownership rates and vacancy rates on
both a quarterly and an annual basis. Data are available for the nation, regions, the
50 states, and the 75 largest metropolitan areas. Data for the nation and regions
date back to the 1960s, and data for the states and metropolitan areas date back
to 1986. Web site: www.census.gov/hhes/www/hvs.html 

Local Area Unemployment Statistics (LAUS). The Bureau of Labor Statistics
LAUS program produces monthly and annual employment, unemployment, and
labor force data for the regions, states, counties, metropolitan areas, and select
cities of the United States. State estimates (including for the District of Columbia)
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are based on the Current Population Survey, while indicators for substate areas
are based on data from several sources, including the Current Population Survey,
the Current Employment Statistics program, and the unemployment insurance
program. Web site: www.bls.gov/lau/home.htm

Low Income Housing Tax Credits (LIHTC). The LIHTC program gives states nearly
$5 billion in annual budget authority to issue tax credits for the acquisition, rehabili-
tation, or new construction of rental housing targeted to lower-income households.
Created by HUD, the database contains information on projects placed in service
between 1987 and 2001. The LIHTC database includes project address, total num-
ber of units and number of low-income units, year the credit was allocated, year
the project was placed in service, project type (new construction or rehab), and
other sources of project financing. Web site: www.huduser.org/datasets/lihtc.html

Metropolitan Regional Information Systems, Inc. (MRIS): MRIS — the nation’s
largest online real estate network for licensed agents, brokers, and appraisers —
represents 25 county Associations of Realtors®. “The Real Estate Trend Indicator,”
the standard statistical report of market activity, is available through the MRIS
Web site for all of the counties in the Washington metropolitan area. The monthly
and annual reports include information on the number of home sales by price
range and number of bedrooms; they also report the average and median sale
prices and home financing characteristics. Web site: www.mris.com/tools/stats

Neighborhood Change Database (NCDB). NCDB is the report’s main source of
decennial census data. Funded by the Rockefeller Foundation, the NCDB is a joint
project of the Urban Institute and Geolytics, Inc., designed to develop a set of
comparable national population and housing variables from the 1970, 1980, 1990,
and 2000 decennial censuses. The NCDB methodology links the associated data
to 2000 census tract boundaries so that consistent comparisons can be made
across census years. Census 2000 Web site: www.census.gov/dmd/www/
2khome.htm, Geolytics Web site: www.geolytics.com, Urban Institute Web site:
www.urban.org/nnip/ncua/ncdb.html

Occupational Employment Statistics (OES). The OES is an annual mail survey
conducted by the Bureau of Labor Statistics for the U.S. Department of Labor.
The survey collects data on nonfarm wage and salary workers to produce employ-
ment and wage estimates for more than 700 occupations in over 400 industry
classifications. Self-employed workers are excluded from the estimates because
the OES does not collect data from this group. Estimates are available at the
national, state, and metropolitan-area levels. Web site: www.bls.gov/oes/home.htm 

Public Use Microdata Sample (PUMS) Files. PUMS files contain Census 2000
data for individuals and housing units but with names and addresses removed and
geographic identifiers sufficiently broad to protect confidentiality. This report uses
the “5-Percent” PUMS file, which contains a 5 percent sample of people and
housing units from Census 2000. Web site: www.census.gov/Press-Release/
www/2003/PUMS5.html 

FANNIE MAE FOUNDATION / URBAN INSTITUTE72

Appendix B



Fannie Mae Foundation
4000 Wisconsin Avenue NW
North Tower, Suite One
Washington, DC 20016-2804
t: 202 274 8000  f: 202 274 8111

www.fanniemaefoundation.org
www.knowledgeplex.org
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