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CH PTER ONE: INTRODUCTION

Background
"By most physical ecriteria - riotably, guantity and quality of
living space - American’s are among the best-houwsed people 1w the

world. " (Hartman, 1383:17) For most American’s, homeowrnership has
traditionally represented success and upward mobility.

Housing has always been an important part of our mnation’s
ecoriomy. It provided an important economic stimulus during the
depression of the 1330's, and following orld ar II was largely
responsible far national interest in savings and capital
accumulation. (Seidel, 1378) It was duwring the late 1340'g,
haowever, that the "American Dream" of homeownership really began
to grow. The pent-up demand created by the depressicn and orld

ar II was respansible in large part for the creation of the

housing industry as we know it today. During the latter part of
the 1340's, through the 138S0’s and 6&0's, millicns of RAmericans
could buy or remt housing for approximately 25 percsnt of their
earnings or less. For rnearly three decades housing was rnot only
aburdant,; but affordable. (Spink, 1383)

During the 13960'’s and 70’s, the United States experienced the
most productive housing era in its history. In the ten years from
1360 to 1370, the country’s housing inventory increased Yy aver
ternn million units. By the erd of the 1370's, same thirty million
units had been added. This represented one unit for every twao
that existed at the begirming of the era. Although many reasons
carn be cited for this tremendous irncrease in housing units,

perhaps the twaoa most important were tne unparalleled rate of



househald formation coupled with the availability of low-cost,
long—term, fixed-rate mortgages. The result was record years of
sirgle—-family house construction and rearly orne—third of the total
personal wealth of mericans being directly related to Sousing.
(Sternleib and Hughes, 13984%)

Over the past decade, however, the rnumber of families who can
afford the "Americarn Dream" has been reduced dramatically. Mosena
(1984 : 9), states:

"The Americarn Dream is in trouble. The possibility of

cowring a single—family house on an i1individnal lot has

collided hard with the unpleasarnt economic realities of

the 13980°s, putting it out of reach of the lar e

majority of rewly formed househaolds.

The growing gap between family income and the price of a haome
is the quintessential element of the affordable housing prablem
which faces this country today. For example, in 1971, &£& percent
of first time buyers could purchase the average—-priced rnew home 1F
they spent one—third of their income on housing. (Evenn Ethis
figure represented more tharm the traditional ore—-fouwrth reguired
in previous years. ) However, by 1381, first ti e buvers
gualifying for homecwrership had fallenm to 23 percent. The media
sales price of a new single—-family residernce Jjumped from 23,400
in 1970 to $6£939,300 in 1982, almaost a 200 percent increase, w ile
median family income during the same pericd rose only 135 percent.
(Smith, 13883)

e have reached a point where only 15 percent of first-
time buyers carn afford to purchase the median priced rnew
house - a sharp drop from the S0 percenmt who could do so
10 years agoc. Taday, housing prices and interest rates
are sa  high that a majority (60 percent) of existing
homeowrners could not afford to purchase their oresent
homes without bernefit of their accrued equity. e
building industry is depressed, and rew households have
little hope for homecwnership." (Hoben, 1982: 1)



There are many reasons why houwsivnig prices have risen 5o
dramatically in recent years. High rates of inflatiocom and
interest have contributed in large part to escalating housing
cost, but these two factors are really only part of the overall
praoblem. study of all the major compornents that go into the
cost of a mew hame must be considered to fully understand the
actual cost of housing. Smith (1383: S) rotes that "building and
owrning & home incurs both production costs and carrying costs. ™
She defines the components of production costs  asy land,
developer’s overhead, capital improvements, labaor, materials,

financing and profit, arnd the comporents of carrying costs asg

debt service, property taxes, utilities ard mainternarce, and
repair. (These latter costs gererally occowr after the home is
occupied.) During the 1370's, haowever, ancther compornent  that

had, as yet, rot received a great deal of attentiocrn was being
added to the already complex housing cast egquation. The compoment
was government regulation, ard by the late 1370’s it was receiving
a good deal of attention by housing professionals across  bthe
country.

Goverrment regulation, as applied to the housing industry is,
in itself, a very complex component. In a "gereric" sense, 1t can
encompass areas of regulation governingj; building codes, zoning
contrals , subdivision requirements, energy—cornservation ocodes,
environmental controls, growth controls and financing
requirements. lthough all of these aspects of government
regulation have received their share of attention, recent studies,
reports and articles prepared by various professionals  and

professional organizations have focused a good deal of attention



upon the areas of zoning and subdivision requirements and their
impact on the costs and affordability of housing. These
particular aspects of goverrment regulation typically accur at the
local level, although local governments are empowered to adopt and
enforce such regulations from their respective state legisiatures.
Leary (196 :403-404) describes zoning as follows:

"Zoning is essentially a mears of insuring that the land
uses of a community are properly situated in relation to
one another, providing adequate space for each type of
develaopment. It allows the control of development
density in each area s that the property can be
adequately serviced by such goverrmental facilities as
the street, school, recreation and utilities systems.
This directs new graowth into appropriate areas and
protects existing property by requiring that develaopment
afford adequate light, air and privacy for  persons
living and working within the municpality.

«es20Mning is an excercise of the basic power of the
state and its political subdivisionrs, to enact
legislation protecting the public health, safety, morals
and general welfare of its citizens. This means that

each regulation in the zonirng ordirnarnce must bear a
reasonable and substantial relationship to these ends or
it will be found in violation of the due Process!?
clauses of state and federal constitutions. hile the
constitutionality of zoning has been upheld by a long
series of court decisions - notably the landmark case of
Euclid v. mbler Realty Co. (27 US 365), decided by the
United States Supreme Court irn 1926 - the courts will
still examine the application of individual provisiaons
to individual pieces of property to see whether the
specific restrictions imposed meet canstituticnal
requirements. "

In a report of the National Commission on Urban Problems entitled,

Building the merican City, (13€8:203) elemernts of subdivision

regulation were described as follows:

" hile conventional zoning normally applies to
individual lots, subdivision regulations govern the
process by which those lots are created out of larger
tracts.

...subdivision regulations typically seek to assure that
the subdivisions are appropriately related to their
surroundings. Commonly, they require that the
subdivision be caonsistant with a comprehensive plan for



the area (e.g. by reserving land for proposed highways
or parks). Requirements rnormally assure that utilities
(local streets, sewers) tie into those loaocated onl or
plarmed for adjoining property. Other requirements are
intended tao assure that the subdivision itself is
related to its own site and that it will  wark
ef fectively. The widths of streets, the length of
blocks, the size of 1lots, and the harndling of frontage
aloang major streets, are among commonly  regulated
subjects.

«..subdivision regulations may contain provisions that
effectively allocate costs of public facilities between
the subdivider and local taxpayer. Commaonly,
regqulations require subdividers to dedicate land for
streets and to install, at their ocwn experise, a variety
of public facilities to serve the develapment. These
often include streets, sidewalks, storm and sanitary
sewers, arnd street lights. In recent years, more and
more subdivisionm regulations have also beermn requiring
subdividers to dedicate parkland, and sometimes schood

sites oar ta make cash payments in lieu of such
dedicatians. Same regulations g further still,
requiring payment of fees ta apply toward such major
public costs as the construction of sewapne disposal
plants. "

Since their early beirmings in the 1920's zoning and

subdivision regulations have, for the most part, received both
popular and legal support. However, many of the recent studies,
reports and articles referred to earlier have begun to guestiom
the aoverall lack aof flexibility of such regulations as well as tne

apparent excessiverness. Seidel (1 78: 1) states:

" hile many of these regulations, as they are
implemented are aimed at pasitive obgjectives -
preserving the envirorment, making homes safer, reducing
sprawl, etc...all too freguently these regulations, as

they are implemented, result in significantly increasirg
the price arnd reducing the riumber of rnew housing units."”

The cost of riew housing and comstruction in general has local
goverrnments acrass the country corncerned about  the impact that
zoning, subdivision regulations, arnd other develapment rules have
o building costs. "Local leaders want to insure that local

regulatory measures don’'t exacerbate the problem, but rather offer



incentives to develapers to build affordable housivig arnd other
needed development projects." (Murphy, 139382:

This attitude and approach is further reflected ivn many of
the studies, reports and articles described in the follawing
section entitled "Review of Recent Firdings", as well as in the

references listed in Appendix "C".

Review of Recent Findings

During the past fifteen years, much has been written and
published concerning housing, housing costs and affordability.
Seidel, (1978), notes early efforts (1968, 1963) by the Kaiser and
Douglas Commissions in studying the impact of goverrmental
regulations on housing costs. In May of 1963, then Secretary of
Housing and Urban Development, George Ramney, arncunced a program
to develop, test and promote the best in volume produced housing
systems. This praogram, known as "Operation Breakthrough", was
designed to attack the problems of producing volume housing as
well as finding markets for it. Its objective was to establish
total housing systems as a force in the building of homes and
better communities for mericans of all incomes. The program was
intended not only to meet the housing shortage at that time, but
also to encourage new technology, improve architectural design and
site plarming, utilize the full rarnge of labor skills, reduce
rising costs, covercome building code, zaning and labor
constraints, encourage more and better methods of finmarncing,
improve management and identify and aggregate larger markets tao
provide greater opportunities for volume produced housing systems.

(H.U.D., 1370) Unfortunately, little information 1is available



concerning the results of this praogram. Efforts by the author tao
obtain what may be available have to date beern unsuccessful.

Lyrmne BH. Sagalyn and George Sterrleib, (1972) studiecd the
cost impact of zoning and develocpment requirements on the price
housiwng. The study utilized a multiple regression analysis maodel
to guantitatively analyze the impact of exclusionary land—use and
building controls upon the purchase price of new housing. The
study revealed that:

" s anticipated, public policy decisions pertaining to
minimum zoning requirements are significant Factores
explaining selling price variation. However, the si:ze
of the house - directly affected by minimum size
regulation and indirectly conditicned by mimimum 1ot
size requirements - is the sirigle mast important factor
explaining selling price variation. Lot size and 1ot
frontage specifications are highly significarnt ard
highly intercorrelated;...their interaction produces
significant cumulative impact." (Sagalyn and Sternleib,
1972:48)

In 1976, two magor studies on housing costs were undertaken,

ocne in the United States and orne in  Canada. In the U.5., and
Design/Research inc., prepared a report for the Natiornal
Association of Home Builders entitled, Cost Effective Site

Plarming/Single Family Development. The study was devaoted to

impraoving skills associated with producing small lot subdivisions
and effecting other cost savings in the land plarning process. It
addressed a wide range of land plarming techniques proven
successful in reducing development coasts, as well as comparing
site development costs for twenty—-five site plans ranging from crne
ta four acres in size and from 2.75 to 9.55 dwelling units per
acre in dernsity. Additionally the report compared a '"cluster!
development on a 166 acre tract to a conmventional ore—guarter acre

lot scheme on the same tract. The comparisons revealed that



significant savings could be achieved in all areas of larnd
development by utilizing the technigques described within the
report. (LD/R, 1976) (Naote: This report was revised with riew cost
figures and published agaivn in 1398 .)

Mearwhile in Camnada, the Local Plarming Policy Branch of the
Ontaric Mirnistry of Housing was preparing a report entitled, Urban

Development Starndards Demornstraticon of the Potential iz

Reducing Costs. The central objective of this report was to study

ways and means by which development costs of rew housing in
subdivisions could be lowered. The study reviewed existing
development starndards analyzing the possibilities of reducing
excessive starndards or suggesting alterrative approaaches.

Included were standards for lot sizes, set—backs, road rights—of-

way, pavement widths arnd utility services. Specific subdivision
designs were developed which allowed direct comparison of
caonventional designs and suggested alternatives. ( .M.H., 1376)

Results of the study ircluded the following:
"hile there are savings in reduced engineerirg
standards, the bulk of cost savinrgs result froam charnges

in plarming starndards. "

"Using reduced standards, total cost savirgs per unit
are considerable. "

"Yet, reduction of stardards reed rvict be extreme in
corder to gain such cost savings. " (0.M.H., 1376:55-56)

Seidel (1378) undertaok a majgor research effort aimed at
analyzing the extent to which goverrnment regulatiocns wersa
responsible for the rapid ircreases in housirng costs. He examined
in detail seven areas of regulation including: builiding caodes,
energy—conservation codes, subdivision requirements, zorning

controls, growth controls, envirarmental contraols and  fimarcing



regulations. Seidel utilized extensive survey data in conducting
his research. He interviewed nrnearly 300 public agercy officials
including the staff members of municipal building code departments
and plarming and zoning departments, as well as analyzing the
caodes of eighty municipalities. dditicnal data was pgathered
through an extensive survey of the home builders? industiry
fallowed up by telephone contacts. s a final step, case siudies
invalving specific residential construction progects 1inm New
Jersey, North Carclina and California were initiated.

Several results from Seidel’s study corncerrning subdivision
regulations ard zoning regulations follow:

"Subdivision impravement requirements are determined

primarily by local aofficials and bear very little

relationship tao minimum health and safety safeguards,

and therefore unnesessarily drive up the cost of

housing. "

"Subdivision requirements are increasingly being used as

a device to shift what once were considered public costs

to the shoulders of the develaoper.?

"Zoning regulations frequently include provisions which

severely limit the construction of moderately priced

hausing. "

"Zoning ordinances are frequently administered by

elected officials who are more attured to political than

plarming objectives." (Seidel, 1378:308-310)

lso in 1978, working through the Department of Housing and

Urbarn Development, the federal goverriment established a task force
to study increasing housing costs. round this same time the

Gereral counting office began a similar inquiry (The Rice

Center, 1380). In May of that year H.U.D. issued its Final Repaort

of the Task Force on Housing Costs.

"The Task Force delt with the identified praoblems within
three categories: Land Supply and Development; Building
and Technologys and Financing, Money Markets and
Marketing. Of these, prablems asscciated with



irnadequate amcunts of land and the costs related to

devel apmernt were considered particularly acute. Three

factors were identified as the main causes for the rise

in the cost of the serviced site: constraints on the

supply of developable larnd, high site developmernt costs,

and procedural delays." (H.U.D. 1979:vii)
(Note: The Rice Center, (13 0), notes that the results of the
G. .0. study, conducted during the same periocd reached very
similar corclusicons.)

s a result of the above firndings, thern Secretary of Hausing
and Urban Development, Patricia Harris Roberts, proposed Lthat a
natioral confererce be held to deal with the costs of creating
lard for housing development. "The conference would irnvite tao
Washirgton a broad rarge of practicioners from the public ard
private sectors to deliberate on housing cost issues and to
recommend courses for action." (H.U.D., 1973:vii) The Ffive
workshops that comprised the two day confererce produced 105
recommendat ions. Some examples irnclude:

"Developmernt starndards should gernerally not exceed basic

ernvironmental, health, safety ard welfare requirements.

Communities should always consider nous irig costs

implicatiors of standards desigrned to meet ‘guality of

life? obgectives in excess of those basic requirements.”

"Federal, State, and local agercies should periodically

review their off-site and on-site standards, as well as

their methods and praocedures as to zoning, suddivision

controls and envirornmental starndards to insure that they

reflect the state—-of-the-art and do not exceed mirnimum

standards. "

"Subdivision control measures should be reviewed against

standards which assure that overdesign is rnot required.”

(H.U.D., 1379:x—x11)

In March of 19380, the U.S. Departmernt of Housing and Urhban
Development, together with the Urban Land Institute initiated and

organized the "Courcil on Develaopment Choices for the '"80's." The

council included persons with a close personal Hrowledge of

10



development. Its members were divided between elected public

officials and private sector leaders irncludings; hbuilders,
developers, lernders, desigrners and development consultants. The
Council’s scope dealt with issues corncerning; the future of
community building in the U.S., the nature and importance  of
factors shaping physical develaopment decisions, develcopmart
choices compatible with anticipated chariges which emphasize

affordability, efficiency ard corveniernce, and specific public and

private actions that could be taken tao realize the preferred
choices. Having conducted rumerous Forums, SYmMposms, ori—site
visits and commissioning papers on selected topics, the Council

published a report entitled, The Affordable Commurnity: Growth,

Charge, and Choice in_ the 80's. (Council on Development Choices

for the '80s, 1380) ARAmorg the many agreements and recommendat ions
produced by the Courcil were the following concerning revising
development regulations:

"At all levels of government, but especially at the
local level, there has evolved a maze of regulations
that urmecessarily complicate and delay development.
The results are higher costs and lack of ivrmovative
development. Some of the ways that the Council proposes
to simplify and expedite the development process and to
ericourage development in line with choices for the '80's
are to:

1. Charge zoning and building regulations to permit
increased dernsities and smaller lot sizes.

2. Change zoning provisions to eliminate sirgle—use
zomes and revise plarmed unit development ordirnarces to
permit certain uses by right in progects.

3. Coordinate regulations and simplify permitting
procedures to minimize delay and urcertainty.

4, Offer irncentives to developers to produce units for

low—and—moderate income households. .. (Council v
Development Choices for the '80s, 1380: xii—-xiii)

11



{Note: Other General recommendations included revising
develaopmnent regulations and reducing excessive
development starndards. )

Also in 1380, the U.S. Department of Houwsing and Urban
Development joined with the Natiornal Association of Home Builders
and the City of Las Vegas, Nevada in a demonstration progect
called "Approach '80 - A Search for Value." (H.U.D. armd N.AR.H.BE.,
1380) In the publicatiorn describing the effort it states:

"Approach 80 demonstrates that land development and
housing costs can be reduced without lowering the
quality of 1ife. The land provides family housing,
including detached, duplex, triplex, and quadruple ,
arrariged in such a way as to provide privacy as well as
openrness in a higher density situation. All aspects of
land planning have beernn addressed including street
widths and arrangement, sidewalks, easements, open space
arnd lot configuration." (H.U.D. and N.A.H.B., 1980:1)

In a follow—up publication entitled, An Approach for the

80's: Affordable Housirng Demonstraticon, authcr E. Lee Fisher,

{date unknown), Directocr of Industrial Engineering for the
N. A.H. B. Research Foundation, Inc. provided a complete irn—-place
coest analysis of all land development and cornstruction as well as
comparisons with conventional Las Vegas construction practices.

The year 1982 appeared to be a big year for the affordable
housing movement. In Jaruary of 1982, Secretary of Housing and
Urban Development, Samuel R. Pierce, Jr., armounced the formation
of the "Joint Venture for Affordable Housing”. This was ta e a
public-private partnership established to combat the problem aof
high housing costs. In armouncing this effort Secretary Pierce
stated:

"The President’s Commission on Housing and the H.U.D.

Task Force on Affordable Housing both  found that thais

problem results from cutdated and urnnecessary building
and land use regulaticors.



One of the most important elements of the Joint Venture

program is the series of affordable howsing
demcnstrations now under way in twenty states. These
demonstrations are being carried out through the
coocperative efforts of builders, developers, arnd laocal
officials to show how regulatory reform can cut housing

costs. " (N, .H.B., 1384:iv)

Since Secretary Pierce's anrnouncement, 15 case studies have
beern published for Affordable Housing Demonstraticon Progects i
Phoernix rizonaj Crittenden County, rkansas; Mesa Cournty,
Colorado; Elkhart County, Indianaj; WValdosta, Georgiaj Santa Fe,
New Mexicoj; Lacey and Everett, Washirgtonj Burmingham, labamajg
Kriox County, Tennesseej; Lincoln, Nebraska; Sioux Falls, Siouth
Dakota; Portland, Oregon; and Tulsa, Oklahaoma. Each of these case
studies provides valuable information concerning the develapment
project and its history, irnmovations arnd cost impacts, the details
of changes, as well as their costs and comparisons to conventional
practices of the specific Jurisdiction. These case studies are
excellent examples of how actual housing costs have beern educe=c
through reductions in standards, new technology and public,
private cocoperation, while maintairning basic protectiorn of public
health, safety and wel fare.

Douglas R. Parter and Susan Cole (13 2), working through the
Urbarn Land Institute, were also  researching and preparing
affordable housing case studies. In their report, ffordable

Housing: Twenty Examples from the Private Sector, Porter and Cole

provide examples of affordable single-family detached projects in:
Houst on, Texas; San Marcos, Califormia; Hillsboro, Oregong
Frederick, Maryland; and Royal Palm Eeach, Florida. lthowogh

scomewhat less detailed tharn the H.U.D.-N. .H.BE. studies, they



still provide valuable insight into the affaordable housing
movement across the country.
lso published in 13 2, by the Interraticnal City Maragement

sscciation, was a report entitled, Reforming Local Development

Regulaticons: pproaches In Five Cities. This report describes the

efforts of five "model" communities selected by I.C.M. . which had
"done a superior job of modernizing their local regulations and
procedures. " (I.C.M. ., 1382:0) The communities described were:
Brattleboro, Vermaornt; Cleveland Heights, Ohioy Fort Collins,
Colorados; Phoenix, rizoras; and Salinas, California.

elford Sanders and David Maserna (1382), workirng through the

mericari Plarming ssociation, published a report entitled,
Changing Development Starndards for ffordable Housing. This

repcort summarized the results of a 1981 nationwide survey of 1,088
communities which attempted to identify those that had takern steps
to make their residential developmernt starndards more flexible and
less restrictive.
" major objective of this survey was to locate
communities that had recerntly completed a comprehensive
revision of their development regulaticns resulting in

new starndards that may help to reduce the cost of
housing.

Specific information was sought ar changes in
requirements for set backs, frontage, yard areas,
building dimensions, open space, and parking -
requirements usually contained in zorning ordinances. in
additior, information was scought orn charnges in standards
commonly contained in subdivision crdinarnces

requirements for lat improvements, streets anc

sidewalks, drairage and storm sewers, sewapge disposal
facilities, arnd dedicatiorns." (Sarnders/Mosena, 19 2:1)

Scome of the more interesting findirgs from this report
follow:

"Of the total sample of 171 commurities that had charnged
stardards contairned in their zoning ordinances, the

14



largest number of communities, 127, changed their
derisity starndards. Of these 1287 communities, &4 percent
relaxed their density starndards."

"Subdivision ordinarces as a whole are undergoing less
charige than zoning ordinances. Survey responses
indicated, however, that some communities are making
substantial reductions in their subdivision requirements
for local or minor residential streets.”

"Sidewalk requirements contained in subdivisiaon
ordinances are also undergoing some reductions amonig the
cammunities surveyed." (Sanders/Mosena, 198Z:3-8)

Two years later in 1384, the merican Plarming Assaciation

returned to the 171 communities studied above to identify those in

which develcopers had built or were building single-family detachecd

housing under new standards. This second report entilied,
ffordable Sirgle-Family Housivg Review of Develaooment
Standards, was the product of a year long effort which examined

residential development standards in 124 communities in which 18
afforable housing developments were recently built., (Sarmders, and
others, 1984%) Results of this effort were enlighterning in a
number of areas. Those of particular value are included below:

"Communities encouraged the provision of affordable
single—family detached housing primarily by reducing laot
area, frontage, and setback requirements."

"Developers of affordable housing in many areas did nicot
build to minimum requirements. Their perception of
local market preferences often led them to exceed the
standards. "

"Communities seldom modified their site improvement
standards for streets and sidewalks, drainage, stoarm
sewers, and other utilities to ernicourage affordable
housing development., "

"5 lot area, frontage, and setbacks were reduced,
planrners and developers found it important to adjust
building ard site designs."

"The main trade-offs that occurred as 1lots became
smal ler invaolved parking, open space and the privacy of
individual residential units. Local goverrments made



special efforts to compensate for problems in these
areas. "

"Flexibility was the key to regulations that erncouraged

the develoapment of high-quality affordable housing.

Local governments were able to build flexibility into

conventional regulations as well as P.U.D. regulations.”

(Sarders, and cothers, 1984:vii-viii)

The above studies help bring into perspective the major
issues surrounding the housing affordability problem in this
country over the past fifteen years. Additional reports, studies
and articles were reviewed during the course of tnis study which
have rct been directly incorporated into its text. However, these
refererces have been included in a "selected bibliography" found

at the end of this study in Appendix "C", arnd may be helpful ta

thase interested in further study of affordable housing.

Justification of Study

Urnquestiocnably, the high cost of housirng is a problem of
crisis proportions, affecting millions of merican households.
The complexity of the proablem has made a single comprehernsive
sclution illusive, as it demands expertise in marny different
fields of knowledge. s a result, efforts have beern directed
toward the study of individual "component" cocosts and  therr
relationship to the "averall" cost of housing.

For the larndscape architect, increases inm housing costs

attributed to financing, land, labor and materials are often
beyond his/her contral or outside his/her area of expertise.
However, increases in housing costs related to goverviment

regulatiorn, and in particular 1local goverrment regulaticon, is an

area in which the qualifications of the landscape architect make
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possible positive contributions toward the development of cost
effective policy.

Local regulation, via zoning and subdivision ordinances
dictate standards which impact every aspect of land plarming,
design and development. These areas are at the heart of landscape
architectural training and professional practice. Therefore, the
landscape architect’s invaolvement in setting policy in these areas
seems only natural.

s policy necessary to a comprehensive sclution will require
a multidisciplinary apprcach, the landscape architect must share
his expertise with planmers, engineers, architects, tuilders,
realtors and developers, to create an atmosphere of cooperaticn in
which cost effective sclutions to the escalating cost of housing
may be evalved. It is hoped that this study will be a part of the

cooperative effort.

Scope of Study

Without doubt, it is the combined effect of many compornent
costs that 1is responsible for the severity of the housing cost
problem. Acknowledging that, however, this study will focus only
upon the costs associated with local government regulation. This
body of regulatory policy would be typically found at the city or
county level. Local government regulation has beern acknowledged
as ane of the most influencial caompornents contributing to
increased housing cost. Author Stepher Seidel (1 78:4) states:

*Many of the other factors responsible for increasing

costs, such as inflation and high interest rates, may be

only a temporary function of current economic

conditions. Even 1if those forces were mitigated,
goverrment regulations would remain, and would still be

17



responsible for preventing the delivery of a moderately
priced house."

Specifically this study will focus upon requirements
contained wholly within local zoning and subdivision ordinances.
It will further be restricted to those requirements of zoning and
subdivision ordinances which address only single-family detached
housing uses and/or developments. Where zoning ordinances include
more than one zoning classification for single-family detached
housing, only the most restrictive zones, as determined by minimum
lot size, will be utilized. (Note: The decision to focus upon
the single—-family detached housing type was prompted by reviewing
the expert opinions of professionls in the housing industry as
well as varicus preference studies of the homebuying public.
These professional opinions and studies support the author’'s
belief that mericans have traditionally preferred and continue to
prefer the single—-family detached lifestyle. Specific prefererce
studies have revealed that for many, the " merican Dream" corsists
of a 1,400 square fcot single-family home with three bedrocoms, two
baths, a garage and backyard. {(Becker, 198%5) (See alswa L.D.R.
inc., 1980/Pfister, 1983/Updegrave, 1984.)

This study will not address any state or federally imposed
regulations. Nor will it include other local regulations such as;
building codes, traffic codes, general or specific land use plans,
or Jurisdictional goals, objectives or policies not contained
within specific zoning and/or subdivision ordinances.

lthough the 1limited focus of this study may only yield
equally limited results, the author believes in the wisdom of
Stevenson eitz when he writes; "It is the cumulative impact of

many small changes that yields appreciable savings." (Weitz,
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1982:19) Thereiny, lies the motivation that is the foundation of

this and other efforts to reduce housing costs.

Objectives of Study

The primary objective of this study is as follows:
To demonstrate that 1local zoning and subdivision ordinances
currently in use, contain many land use and development
requirements which add unnesessarily to the finished cost of a
home, and thereby, directly affect housing affordability.
Secondary objectives are as follows:
To demonstrate that unnecessary cost results largely from the
inability of a requirement to achieve its intended purpose (that
is, the protection of basic health, safety, and welfare
considerations) in a cost efficient manner, and;
To demonstrate that the inability of a requirement to achieve its
purpose is determined to a large extent by the relative degree of
flexiblity and/or excessiveness contained within the requirement.
(Note: The decision to focus upon the elements of flexibility and
excessiverness was prompted by reviewing the expert copinions of

professionals in the housing industry as well as various studies

and reports on the topic of housing affordability. These opinions
and studies suggest that inflexible and excessive local
regulation, particularly zoning and subdivision regulation, are

responsible in large part for urnnecessarily increasing the cost of
a new home. (See Seidel, 1378/Council on Develapment Choices for
the '80s, 1980/8Sanders-Mosena, 1982/N. .H.B., 1984 /Sanders, and

others, 1984.)
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To further clarify the meanirng and intent of the above stated
objectives, the following definitions have been developed for wuse
in this study:

ffordability: (affordable housirng)

The ability of a family, with earnings equal to the median ivicome
of a given area or region, to gualify for the purchase of a
median priced home, based upon conventional standards of
financing (ie: monthly mortgage payments less than or egual to 25%
of mornthly earrnings).

Flexibility: (flexibile reqguirement)

The ability of a locally imposed goverrmental regquirement to
provide a choice of alternatives f om which specific solutionms to
land use and/or development decisions may be persued.

Excessiveness: (excessive requirement)

rny local governmentally imposed requirement which exceeds the
minimum considerations necessary for the protection of public
health, safety and welfare. (Ford, 1978)

In order to effectuate the stated objectives, an overall
procedure and methodology was developed and is discussed irn the

following chapter.



CH PTER_TWO: METHODOLOGY

Procedure

Selection of four case study jgurisdictions as an important
first step in implementing the abjectives of the study. Fzr each
Jurisdiction, copies of current zoning amd subdivision ordirnarces
were cobtained. This enabled an inventory of all applicable land
use and development requirements. Once inventoried, requirements
were arganized into major categories. This structure pravided the
framework for preliminary and quantitative evaluation.

Preliminary Evaluation Matrix was developed for each
Jurisdiction and utilized to assess the relative degree of
flexibility and/or excessiveness, according to the definitions
develcped earlier, within each specific requirement. A
Quantitative Evaluation Matrix was developed for each Jurisdiction
and utilized ¢to determine the actual cost of each specific
requirement, as applied to a "test® develaopment situation.

Finally, twao sets of ‘“demonstration"” reqguirements were
develcoped by the author, which incorporated increased flexibility
and decreased excessiveness. These reguirements were eqgually
applied to the "test" development and quantitatively evaluated for
comparisarnn with reguirements from the four case study
Jurisdictions. Observations were recorded fraom individual case
studies and from inter—-case study comparisons. Conclusicns and
recommendat ions were then drawn from analysis of these
observations. more detailed discussicon of this procedure

fallows.



Case Study Selection

Several factors were considered in the selection of case
study Jurisdictions. The results of an merican Plarning

Asscciation report entitled, Changing Development Stardards for

ffordable Housiwg, was largely responsible for the decision to

focus efforts within the state of HKarnsas. The report summarized
the results of a nationwide survey which identified 171
caommunities that had completed a comprehensive revision of their
develapment stanmdards within the last five years. Survey results
revealed that mary commuriities across the nation had taken steps
to make their residential develcpment starndards more flexible and
less restrictive. (Sarnders, Mosena, 138 ) Although communities in
several rneighboring midwestern states were identified, Kansas
communities were strangely absent. This fact, coupled with the
limited fimnarncial resources available for the study, solidified
the decision to focus efforts within the state.

Once the general area of study bad beern selected, efforts
were made to choose a mirnimum of three "metropolitan'" communities
of fering a variety of cultural, economic and demographic
characteristics, as case study Jurisdictions. The author felt
this would provide a reasonably representative cross secticn of
current regulatory attitudes and policies within the more dernsely
populated regions of the state.

Based upon these criteria, four Karnsas caommunities were
selected as case study Jurisdictions. They are: Manhattan,
Overland Park, Topeka, and ichita.

Orne factor given close attention in the selection proacess was

the population density of the surrounding county. This factor was



considered impartant, as the author, based uponn his past
professianal plarnning experience, was aware that attitudes arnd
policies adopted by metropolitan areas withinm counties are likely
to influence attitudes and palicies in the county as a whole.
Therefore, high county population density would likely expose more
peaple ta rew ideas and coricepts of regulatory reform. According

to the Kansas Statistical Abstract 1984-85, the four communities

selected are located in four of the sever most dernsely populated

counties in Kansas.

Code cquisition

s coutlirned in the Scape of Study, zoning and subdivision
ordinarces were targeted as the source for all requirements
related to sirgle-family detached 1land use and development.
Acquisition resulted from caontacting each Jurisdiction’s plarming

departmert and purchasirig curvent copies of both crdirnarces.

Inventory of Code Requirements

Upan receipt . of the necessary z2onming and subdivision
ordinances, an inventory of all requiremernts relatirng to single-—
family detached larnd use and development was urndertaken. This was
accampl ished by perusing each section of all ordinances and
highlighting applicable requirements.

Once inventoried, all highlighted requirements were first
organized by major category and then further refined by
identifying sub-categories cantaining general and specific

requirements, within the context of the major category. Figure









To establish a framework within which the relative degree of
flexibility and/or excessiveness of a specific requirement, and/or
category of requirements, can be assessed in relationship to its
impact on the cost and/or affordability of housing.

To this end, specific requirements will be assigrned scoring
values, based upor defirnitiors developed earlier for flexibility
and excessiveness, which will be directly related to similar

cost/affordability scoring values.

Objectives

The primary objectives of the Preliminary Evaluation Matrix
are as follows:

To llow the investigator to become familiar with the
structure and emphasis of individual zoning and subdivision
ordinances in the "broad" sense, and;

To highlight specific requirements and/or categories of
requirements that are, by definition, inflexible and/or excessive,
and ;

To show the range of variance of excessiveness and/or
inflexibility, where applicable, between the case study
Jurisdictions, andj;

To provide a general indication of the severity of the
problem with respect to housing cost and affordability, and;

To target specific requirements and/or categories of
requirements in advance of the more detailed investigation via the

Quantitative Evaluation Matrix.



Format

"matrix" format has been utilized as a efficient methad
for facilitating preliminary evaluation of zoning and subdivision
ordinance requirements. Development of the Preliminary Evaluation
Matrix and graphics was facilitated by utilizirng the Lotus 1-2-3
saftware program and a Compaq Deskpro micro—coamputer. The matrix
title and Jurisdiction are located in the top left corner of each
matrix (Fig. 2, Letter ). The 1leftmost columrnm entitled
"Reguirement Description", contains the major category heading,
fallowed by the sub—category heading, and the gereral requirements
(Fig. &2, Letter BR). Moving to the right, the next column entitled
"Specific Requirement", caontains the specific requirements, unigue
to each individual jgurisdictiaon, directly related to the gereral
requirements located in the leftmast column (Fig. 2, Letter C).
Moving right again, the next column entitled "Flexibility Score",
contains the values assigned to each specific requiremernt related

to the degree of flexibility of the requirement (Fi1g. 2, Letter

D). (Ncte: see the faollowing section an "Scoring”" for further
detail) gain, moving right, the next column,. entitled
"Excessiveness Score", contains the values assigned ta  each

specific requirement related to the degree of excessiveress of the
requirement (Fig. 2, Letter E). The extreme right colunn,
entitled "Cost/ ffordability Score", contains two separate, but
related values associated with the coverall cost and/or

affordability of each individueal sub—-category and major category

(Note: See the following section on  "Scoring" for further
detail.) Starting from the top of this column and working dowr,
the first value, or set of values, relates to the
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cost/affordability of each individual sub—category (Fig. 2, Letter
F). The summary value, located in the rectarngular box, relates to
the cost/affordability of the adjacent major category (Fig. 2y
Letter G). Finally, an "overall" score for each Jurisdiction 1s
located in the bottom right corner of each matrix (Fig. 2, Letter
H). dditiconal information on using the Preliminary Evaluation
Matrix is provided in a following section entitled "Mecharnics of

Use".
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value, as well as ther symbols and explanations used within the
matrix follows.

Flexibility Score(s): These scoring values are based upan

the ability of a specific requirement to provide a choice of
alternatives from which specific solutions to land use and/or
development decisions may be pursued. Score values range from one
(1), to five (3), and are assigred on the following basis:

(1): value of orne (1) is assigned when a specific

requirement is prescribed without additiornal choices. This

score is considered the least flexible.

(2,3,4): These values are assigned based upon the relative

degree of flexiblity of the specific requirement. The higher

the degree of flexibility (ie: chcoice) the higher the score.

(S) : value of five (S) is assigned whern no specific

requirement is prescribed. Such a situation was determined

to be the most flexible.

s indicated, values were typically assigred to each
individual specific requirement. However, twa excepticns to
individual scoring should be noted.

The first occurred within the majgor category of "Pedestrian
Systems". Due to the nature of the specific requirements of this
major category, individual values for each sidewalk locatiom were
of less sigrificarce than an coverall value for the entire
category. Consequently, requiremerts from each of the four case
study Jurisdictions were compared, as a whole, and assigred a
value based wuporn their relative degree of flexibility as compared
to aore another. Thus, an overall category score replaced an
individual specific requirement score as indicated by ricte, within
each Preliminary Evaluation Matrix.

The secocnd exceptiorn cccurred within the sub-category of

"Allowed Development Types", which is a part of the major category
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entitled "Dwelling Unit and Development Type Requirements'". In
this case, the nature of the specific requirements agairn make
individual scoring less desirable. Therefore, the sub-category
was considered as a whale, and assigred a value based upon its
relative degree of flexibility. Thus, an overall sub—-category
scare replaced individual scores for specific requirements, as
noted within the Preliminary Evaluation Matrix.

Excessiveness Score(s): These scaring values are based upan

the degree to which the specific requirement exceeds the minimum
considerations necessary for the protection of public health,
safety and welfare. Score values range from zerao (0), to five

(5), and are assigned on the following basis:

(0) : value of zera (0) is assigrned when the specific
requirement from each of the four case study Jurisdictions is
the same. (Note: zero (0) value is cornsidered reutral and

is mot included in cost/affordability scoring.)

(1,2,3,4): These values are assigned by comparing similar
specific requirements from each of the four case study
Jurisdictions and ranking them according to their realtive
degree of excessiveness as compared to one another. This
process was particularly effective in  identifying varying
degrees of excessiveness since all zoning and subdivision
ardinance requirements are designied to provide the mirimum
standards nrnecessary for the protecti on of public health,

safety and welfare. Thus, those standards that are more
restrictive are thereby more excessive. For example; if
Jurisdiction "X" can protect the public with a colilector

street pavement width of 27 feet, why then, does jurisdictiaon
"Y" need 41 feet to provide the same protection? The answer
is, they don’t! Therefore, Jurisdictiocn "Y" is prescrioing a
requirement that exceeds the minimum cornsiderations rnecessary
for the protection of public health, safety arnd welfare - by
definition, an excessive requirement! ith this in mind,
scores were assigned as follows:

hern all four specific requirements are different; the least

excessive receives a value of (4), the rnext more excessive
receives a (3), the next a (2) and the most excessive
requirement receives a value of (1).

hen anly three specific requirements are different, (ie:

twa of four are the same); the least excessive reguirement (s)
receive (s) a value af (3), the rnext more excessive



requirement (s) receive(s) a (2), ard the most excessive
requirement (s) receive(s) a value of (1).

hernn cnly two specific requirements are different, (ie:
three of four are the same); the least excessive
requirement (s) receive(s) a value of (=), and the most
excessive requirement (s) receive(s) a value of (1l).

(S): value of five (3) is assigred when ro specific
requirement is prescribed. Such a situation was determined

to be the least excessive of all.

Cost/ ffordability Score(s): These scoring values acccur at

three differemt levels and are based upon the assumed relatiornship

between cost affordability, flexibility amd excessiveress.

that

Sub-Category Level: Cost/affordability scores at this

level are determined by averaging values assigned to the
specific requirements of the sub—category. Remember,
however, a specific value of (0) is considered '"neutral" and
is not included as part of the sub—-category score. Thus, a
cost/affordabil iy score at the sub-category level is an
average of all the specific requirement values , greater than
zero (0), contained within the particular sub-category.

Major Category Level: Cost/affordability scores at this

level are determimed by averaging all the sub-category
cost/affordability values of the major category.

Overall Score: t this third level, the
cost/affordability score becomes an "overall" score for each
Jurisdiction, by averaging all the major category
cost/affordability values.

The advantage of the evaluatiorn system described abave is

it facilitates quick inmter—jurisdictional comparisons at all

four levels of scoring. The wuser can quickly determine that

requirements, or categories of requirements with the highest



scoring values will be the most flexible, least excessive and
have the greatest potential for lower costs and higher levels of
affordability. hereas, the Ilowest scoring values will be the
least flexible, most excessive and have the greatest potential for
higher costs and lower levels of affordability.

Other Symbols and Explanations: Several other symbols have

beeri used within the Preliminary Evaluatiorn Matrix for varicus

reasons. These symbols are ricted and explained as follows:
N/ = (not applicable) This symbol is uwutilized whewn the
particular characteristics of a reguirement, or category of

requirements, does not lernd itself to any meaningful scoring
value.




Mechanics of Use

The previous discussians coricerning the Prelimirnary
Evaluation Matrix have focused on its purpose, objectives, format
and scoring. This section describes a step-by-step process for
qQuickly ascertaining informationn from the matrix by utilizing the
actual example fournd in Figure 4.

The example described below assumes that a Manhattan, HKarnsas
resident is irterested in determining how his city scored, and how
it compared to the other case study jJurisdictiorns evaluated by
this study. He is particularly interested in pavement width
requirements for collector streets, but is alsa curiocus as to how
his city scaored and compared at the sub-category and major
category level for "Street Systems" and "Pedestrian Systems'. In
addition, he 1is also curious about how Marhattan compared 1n
overall scoring.

To determine this information, the residernt first checks the
top of the Preliminary Evaluatiorn Matrix to assure that the
Jurisdiction is in fact, Marhattan, HKarnsas (Fig.4 , Letter A).
Having checked this, he thern locates the leftmost column entitled
"Requirement Description” and locates the major category o
"Street Systems" by scanning down the column (Fig. 4, Letter R).
Continuing to scan down this column, the residert locates the sub-
category entitled "Collector: (Primary)" (Fig. 4, Letter (). At
this point, he can rnow locate the gerieral requirement for pavement
width, and by moving to the right, across the matrix, he can
further locate; the specific pavement width requirement (27 feet),
its "Flexibility Score" value (1.0), "Excessiveriess Score" value

(4.0), and the "Cost/ ffordability Score" value for the sub-
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category of primary collector streets (2.3) (Figures 4, Letters
D,E,F, & G respectively).

T locate the value for the major category of  "Street
Systems", the resident must ther scan down the far right column
entitled "Cost/ ffordability Score". Scoon he locates a value
inside a rectargular box at the end of the column adjacent to the
major category of "Street Systems'". The value located in this baox
is the cost/affordability score for that majgor category (2. 1)
(Fig. 4, Letter H).

To locate scoring information for "Pedestrian Systems", the
resident rneed cnly follow the same procedure described above (Fig.
4, Letter I1). Then, to determine how Marnhattan scored overall, he
carni guickly move to the bottom right hand corner of tha
Prelimimnary Evaluation Matrix where the words "Overall Score'" are
located. Immediately to the right of these words, he will finc
the overall cost/affordability score for the Marhattar
Jurisdiction (2.6) (Fig. 4, Letter J).

Firally, sirce the resident wishes to compare his city to
the other cities that are evaluated, he rneed only fallow the same
procedure with each jJurisdiction’s Preliminary Evaluation Matrix.
Then, by simple comparison, he can quickly determirne how his city
rarked by recalling that: higher scoring values were most
flexible and least excessive with the greatest potential for lower
costs and higher levels of affordability; whereas, lower scoring
values were least flexible and most excessive with the greatest

potential for higher costs and lower levels of affordability.



Basis for Quantitative nalysis

The Preliminary Evaluation Matrix described above established
a framework within which the relative degree of flexiblity and/cr
excessiveness of a specific requirement, and/or  category  of
requirements, can be assessed with respect ¢to its impact on the
cost and/or affordability of housing.

In addition, the Preliminary Evaluation Matrix provides the
foundation for the subsequent gquantitative analysis of zoning and
subdivision ordinance requirements. That is, by focusing upon the
same requirements contained within the Preliminary Evaluation
Matrix, the Quantitative Evaluation Matrix will quantify, in
dollars and cents, the degree to which flexibility and
excessiveness affect the overall cost and/or affordabiltiy of

housing.

Testing Parameters

Pricr to development of the uwantitative Evaluation Matrix, a
“test" situation had to be established that would facilitate
consistant and uwuniform application of zoning and subdiv:isiorn
crdinance requirement costs for each of the case studies tao he
evaluated. Five key elements were identified as beirng vital tao
the consistancy and uniformity of the quantitative evaluatian,
These five elements are as follows: (1) n existing "test”
development site, (2) a '"test" dwelling unit, (3) accurate
determination of improvement quantities of (ie: lengths of streets
and sidewalks, areas of pavement etcec...), (4) determinatiocn af
"like" quantity wunits within which gquamtities could be addressed

(ie: lineal feet, square feet etc ...) and, (5) determinaticn of



accurate unit costs (ie: price per unit of improvement). rice
identified, each of these elements were standardized as riecessary
and held constant during the gquantitative evaluation of each case
study Jgurisdiction. more detailed discussion of each eiement
follows:

Test Development Site: The test development site selectec is

arn approximate thirty-ore (31) acre tract of land lacated in
rorthwest Marhattan, Kansas. This tract is platted as "Candlewood
Addition Unit One™. Selectiorn of this particular tract as the
"test" development site was based upon  its representation as &
"typical" subdivision within the region, as well as the ready
availability of information corncernivig the development:

Cardlewaod Addition Unit Orne consists of eighty-six ( €) lats

ranging in size from approximately &,800 square Teet, to in excess

of 13, 000 sqgquare feet. 1l laots have frontage on orne of nine ()
cul-de—sac streets which have a north/south orientation within
unit ore. Each cul—-de—-sac intersects an east/west sub-collector

street which in turn, intersects the primary collector street
serving unit one and surrounding areas (Fig. 39). Infrastructural
improvements irnclude separate storm and sanitary sewers, water,
gas, electricity, telephorne arnd cable T.V. services.

To facilitate application of the specific requirements from
each gurisdiction, ocnly the skeletal framework of the existing
development will be utilized. The elements of the existing
development that will be held constant for each case study
Jurrisdiction are as follows:

(1> Tre averall site bourndary and/or property  lines, () the

relative location and compornents o f all infrastructural
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improvemerits and, (3) all road centerlires and "absclute" utility
easements (Fig. 6).

ith these skeletal elements remaining constant, the
"variables" (ie: specific requirements from each case study
Jurisdiction) carn be applied individually arnd independently to the
"test" development. Thus, the actual cost of land develaopment for
a given Jurisdiction can be determined in relation to specific
zoning and subdivision ordinarce requirements. This wiil be

discussed in greater detail irn following sections.

"Test” Dwelling Unit: s the objectives of this study are
centered arcound the costs and/cor affordability of housing, a
"test" dwelling unit has been selected to reinforce the

relationship of =zoning and subdivision requirement costs to the

"firnished" cost of a home. Selection of a specific home resulted

from parameters outlined within the "Scope of Study" as well as
general information derived from a review of recent literature.
(Note: Experts in the field, as well as preference studies arnd

surveys indicate that the single—-family detached dwelling unit is

still preferred by most households. lso preferred are homes of
1,200 to 1,500 square feet with two to three bedrooms arnd double
garages. (See citations in "Scope of Study".) S a result, haome

rno. 8323, designed by Bloodgood Architects and shown in Figures 7a

and 7b, was selected as the "test" dwelling unit.

The construction cost  of this unit was estimated by
multiplying current "per square foot" constructiorn costs oy the
total square feet of the hame. These costs were obtainsd by

contacting builders working in  the Marnhattan, Xarsas area. This

total cost, includirig typical "service utility" hookups fzr each



Figure 7a






unit, as held constant. Holding the construction costs of the
"test" dwelling unit constant for each case study provided equal
and uniform influerce of such costs upon the actual "finished”
cost of  the home. Thus, as intended, the actual "finished" cost
of the dwelling unit for each case study was ultimately determined
by the "variable" land improvement costs directly relatec to the
specific requirements of the zonming and subdivision ordinarnces faor
each individual case study.

Quantities and Quantity Units: Ornce the "test!" develoomewnt
was selected, a comprehensive and thorough inventory of all larnd
use and improvements within the existing development was
conducted. The inventory was accomplished by acquiring the
construction documents for Candlewood Additionm Unit One from the
Erngineering Department of the City of Manhattan. Once acquired,
detailed quantity "take—-offs" were conducted for all improvements
associated with each major category of zoming and  subdivision
crdinarnce requirements, previously identified. This established a
data base of improvements and facilitated the standardization of
improvement quantities, as well as quantity units withirn wnich
zoming and subdivisiorn ordinance requirements would be addressed.
The data base was thern utilized to facilitate the application of
each individual specific requirement from each case study to the
"test!" development. Through this process, the actual cost of such
requirements could be determined, thereby facilitating comparative
analysis of each case study.

Unit Costs: Unit costs  or price per unit of improvement,
were rneeded for each specific requirement to be evaluated within

the Quantitative Evaluation Matrix. Every effort was mace to



assure that all costs were accurate and reflective of current

conditions. To this end, requirement costs were wobtained as
follows:
Land Costs: Land costs were determived by contacting

realtors and developers working irn the Manhattan, Kansas area

who were familiar with the "test" develcocpment site and could

thereby estimate the current (1985) wvalue of raw land with
similar characteristics of the "test" site, prior to  its
development. Land costs were reflected in  several major

categories of requirements.
Improvement Costs: Improvement costs were determinec by
utilizing 1984 and 1985 BRid Tabultion Summaries for similar
developments or improvements in the Marnhattarn, Kansas area.
Every effort was made to assure that improvement items listed
in current summaries were identical to those used irn  the
original develocpment of the "test" site. REid Tabultion
Summaries were obtained from the Ervigineering Department of
the City of Manhattan, Hansas. Improvement costs were
reflected consistently on a "per unit" basis for each of the
major categories.
Landscaping Costs: Landscaping costs were determined by
contacting various landscape nurseries in Manhattan, HKansas.
These costs reflected 19885 values and were utilized within
the major category entitled "Other Requirements'.
Having determined the nrnecessary testing parameters and
compiled and standardized the recessary information, the uniform

and consistant application of zonivng and subdivision ordirnarnce



requirement costs could be addressed by the Quantitative

Evaluation Matrix described in the following section.

Quantative Evaluation Matrix

Purpose

The primary purpose of the Quantitative Evaluation Matrix is
as follows:

To establish a framework within which the actual cost of
specific requirements, and/or categories of requirements, can be
quantifiably assessed in relationship to its impact on housing
affordability.

To this ernd, specific requirements will be applied to the
"test" development situation from which their actual costs can be

determired.

Objectives

The primary obgectives of the Quantitative Evaluatiaori Matrix
are as follows:

To determine the actual cost of specific requirements within
the context of the "test" development, andj;

To show the range of variance of costs between the case study
Jurisdictions, and;

To indicate the degree to which specific requirements of
zoning and subdivision ordinances affect the cost of housing, and;

To determine whether the findings of the Quantitative
Evaluation Matrix are consistent with the findings of the

Preliminary Evaluation Matrix.
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Format

"matrix" format has been utilized to facilitate
quantitative evaluationm of zonming and subdivision  ordinance
reqguirements. The basic format of the Quantitative Evalutation
Matrix is similar inm many ways to the preceeding Preliminary
Evaluation Matrix. It should be roted, that the similarities
between the two matrices were intenticnal. Similarities were

incorporated to reinforce the relationship betweernn matrices and
provide a smoother transition between the two for easier use.
Development of the Quantitative Evaluation Matrix and graphics was
facilitated by utilizing the Lotus 1-2-3 saoftware program and a
Compaqg Deskprio micro—computer.

The matrix title and jurisdiction are located in the top left

corner of each matrix (fig. 8, Letter ). The leftmost column
entitled "Requirement Description® is identical to its
predecessor. It contains the major category heading, followed by

the sub—-category heading, and the general requirements {(Fig. 8,

Letter B). Moving to the right, the rext column entitled
"Specific Regquirement” is also identical to its predecessaor. It
comtains the specific requirements uwnique too each individual

Jurisdicticon directly related to the gereral reguirements located
in the leftmost column (Fig. 8, Letter ). Movinmg right agair,
the next column entitled "Quantities: Lirneal Feet/Notes", conmtains
the lirneal feet of required improvements rneeded within the "test™
development site and/or notes of explamation (Fig. 8, Letter D).
Maving right again, the rext column 1s a double wide ocolumn
entitled "Quanmtity: Total Unit(s)". This double wide column

contains the total quanmtity of the particular reguired improvement

48



U TIT TIVE EV LU TION M TRIX

Jurisdiction: S PLE

REQUIREMENT DESCRIPTION SPECIFIC U NTITIES: U NTITY: CosT: CosT: C TEGORY
REQUIREMENT  LIN. FT./NOTES 10T L UNIT(S) PRICE/UNIT UNIT TOTAL TOTAL COST
STREET SYSTEMS @
CCESS:
Right-0Of-Way idth 0.00 0.00 0.00 sq. ft. $0, 00 $0. 00
Pave ent idth 0.00 0.00 0.00 sq. ft. $0, 00 $0.00
Pave ent idth 0.00 0,00 0.00 sq. ft. 0.00 $0. 00
Curbing (vertical) yes/no 0.00 0.00 lin, $0,00 $0, 00
Curbing rolled) yes/no 0.00 0. 00 lin, ft. $0.00 $0. 00
COLLECTDR: (PRIM RY)
Right-Of-Nay idth 0.00 0. 00 0.00 sq. ft $0, 00 $0. 00 t
Pavement idth 0.00 0.00 0.00 sq. ft $0.00 $0. 00
Pavement idth 0.00 0. 00 0.00 sq. ft $0, 00 $0.00
Curbing (vertical) yes/no 0.00 0.00 lin, ft. $0, 00 $0, 00
Curbing (rolled) yes/no 0.00 0.00 lin, ft. $0,00 $0,00

SUB-COLLECTOR: (SECONDARY)

Right-0f-Way idth 0.00 0.00 0.00 sq. ft. $0, 00 $0, 00
Pave ent idth 0.00 0.00 0.00 sq. ft. $0, 00 $0,00
Pavement idth 0.00 0.00 0.00 sq. ft. $0. 00 $0, 00
Curbing (vertical) yes/no 0.00 0. 00 lin, ft. $0. 00 $0.00
Curbing {rolled) yes/no 0,00 0.00 lin, ft. $0.00 $0, 00
L L: (L )
Right-0f-Way idth 0.00 0. 00 0.00 sq. ft. $0, 00 $0, 00
Pavement idth 0.00 0.00 0.00 sq. ft. $0,00 $0, 00
Pave ent idth 0.00 0.00 0.00 sq. ft. $0, 00 $0,00
Curbing (vertical) yes/no 0.00 0.00 lin, ft. $0.00 $0,00
Curbing (rolled) yes/no 0.00 0.00 lin, ft. $0.00 $0.00
LDOP/CUL-DE-S C: (PL CE) NOTE:
{Ste ) Right-0f-Way Width 0.00 V LUES INCLUDE 0,00 sq. ft. $0.00 0. 9
(St ) Pave ent idth 0.00 70T LS FOR ALL 0.00 sq. ft. $0, 00 $0,00
{Ste ) Pavement idth 0.00 9) NINE LOOP/ 0.00 sq. ft. $0,00 $0,0
{Ter inus) Right-Df-Way idth 0.00 CUL-DE-S C5! 0.00 sq. ft. $0, 00 $0, 00
{Ter ,) Pvm't, idth (cir. radius) 0,00 SEE PPENDIX 0.00 sq. ft. $0.00 $0. 00
(Ter .) Pv 't. idth (looped) 0.00 - 0.00 sq. ft. $0, 00 $0, 00
{Ter .) Pv 't. idth (looped) 0.00  FDR FURTHER 0.00 sq. ft. $0,00 $0, 00
Curbing (vertical) yes/no DETAIL! 0.00 lin, ft, $0.00 $0, 00
Curbing (rolled) yes/no 0.00 lin, ft. $0.00 $0, 00
EXC V TION: NDTE:
site specific (CONST NT ) 0.00 cy. $0.00 $0. 00
COMP CTION:
site specific (CONST NT!) 0.00 c.y. $0.00 $0, 00
$0. 00
PEDESTR N SYSTENMS
SIDE L S
idth 0.00
Location(s)
peripheral 0.00 0.00 0.00 q. ft. $0,00 $0, 00
collector streets 0,00 0.00 0.00 sq. ft. $0. 00 $0, 00
sub-collector streets 0.00 0,00 0.00 sq. ft. $0, 00 $0, 00
0.00 0.00 0.00 sq. ft. $0.00 $0,0%
loca/cul-de-sac straets 0. Q0 0. 0 sq. ft, 50, (0 $0, 00
id-block 0. 00 0.00 0.00 sq. ft. $0,00 $0, 00
FLOOD PLANE R S: yes/no (NDT RELEV NT 10 THE TEST  DEVELOPMENT )
$0.,00
TOT L IMPROVEMENT  COS S: $0. 00

Figure 8



and the wunit within which that quantity is addressed. Total
guantities are derived by multiplying the "Specific Requirement®”
by the 1lineal feet of required improvements (Fig. y Letter E).
Movinmg again to the right, the nrnext column entitled "Caost:
Price/Unit", contains the dollar value of each unit of
improvements required by the Jurisdiction (Fig. 8, Letter F).
Moving right, the rext column entitled "Cost: Unit Total" conmtains
the value for the total cost of the particular general
requirement. This value 1is derived by multiplying the "Guantity
Total" by the price per unit of improvement (Fig. 8, Letter G).
The extreme right coclumn entitled "Category: Total Caost", contains
both symbols and total major category cost values. The symbaols
are used to highlight the specific "Unit Total" wvalues used to
derive "Category Total Cost" (Fig. 8, Letter H). These symbols
are described as follows:

*# 2 This symbol was used for all jgurisdicticons. Its purnaose
was to highlight the "Unit Total" values which comprise the

"Category Total Cost " values.
B : This symbal was used exclusively for the Topeka
Jurisdiction. It stands for the word "both" arnd weans that

the adjacent "Unit Total" value was used in deriving both the
"Lesser" and "Greater Totals" for the majgor category.

L = This symbol was used exclusively for the Taopeka
Jurisdiction. It stands for the word "lesser" and means that
the adjacent "Unit Total" value was used in deriving only the
"Lesser Total" for the major category.

G : This symbol was used exclusively for the Topeka
Jurisdiction. It starnds for the word "greater" and means
that the adjacent "Unit Total" value was used in deriving
only the "Greater Toctal"" for the major category.

N/ = This symbzl was used for all Juwrisdictions in any

situation whereby a specific value was "not applicable'.
(Note: Not all "Unit Totals" were used to derive "Category

Total Cost" values, and are therefore naot highlighted by an
applicable symbcl. In such cases, however, the rctes locatecd

S0



in the column entitled "Quantities: Lineal Feet/Notes”,

explain why these figures were rnot utili:ced. This will

become clearer as each case study gurisdiction is evaluated

in the following chapter.

Finally, the "Total Improvement Cost” for each jurisdiction
is located in the bottom right corner of each matrix. This cost

is the combired total cost of all magjgor category costs within the

Quantitative Evaluation Matrix (Fig. 8, Letter I).

Mechanics of Use

The mechanics involved in using the Guantitative Evaluationm
Matrix are very similar to those of the Prelimirnary Evaluation
Matrix. To reinforce this fact, the same example utilized +to
illustrate the use of the Prelimirnary Evaluation Matrix will be
used again to illustrate the use of the Quantitative Evaluaticonm
Matrix.

The example assumes that a Manhattan, Kansas resident is

interested in determinirg the costs associated with zoning and

subdivision ordinance requirements, as applied to the "test”
development for his city. He also would like to know how those
costs compared with similar situations in other case study
Jurisdictions evaluated by this study. He 1is particularly

interested in pavement width requirement costs for collector
streets, but is also curious about the total costs for the entire
major categories of "Street Systems", ard "Pedestrian Systems'".
Lastly, the resident is curious as to the "Total Development
Costs" for Manhattan's requirements, and how that cost compared to
the other jurisdictions.

To determine this cost informatiocn, the resident first checks

the top of the QRQuantitative Evaluation Matrix to assure that the



UANTITATIVE EVALUATION MATRIX
Jurisdiction: Manhattan, Kansas

REQUIREMENT DESCRIPTION

STREET SYSTEMS

ACCESS:
Right-0f-Hay Width
Pave ent Width
Pave ent Width
Curbing (vertical)
Curbing (rolled)

COLLECTOR: (PRIMARY)
Right-0f-NWay Width
Pavenent Width

Pave ent Width
Curbing (vertical)
Curbing (rolled)

SUB-COLLECTOR: (SECONDARY)
Right-0f-Way Width

Pave ent Width

Pave ent Width

Curbing (vertical)

Curbing (rolled)

LOCAL: (L NE)
Right-0f-Hay Width
Pave ent Width
Pave ent Width
Curbing (vertical)
Curbing (rolled)

LOOP/CL-DE-SAC: (PLACE)
Ste ) Right-0f-Way Width
(Ste ) Pavement Width
(Ste ) Pave nt Width
(Ter inus) Right-Of-Way Width
(Ter .) Pv 't, Width (cir. radius)
(Ter .) Pv 't, Width (looped)
(Ter .) Pv 't, Width (looped)
Curbing (vertical)
Curbing (rolled)

EXCAVATION:

COMPACTION:

PEDESTRIAN SYSTE

SIDEWALKS:

Width

Location(s)
peripheral
collector streets
sub-collector streets
local streets
{onp/cul-de-sac streets

id-block

FLOOD PLANE AREAS:

SPECIFIC
REQUIREMENT

50. 00
27.00
0.00
yes
yes

60. 00
27.00
0.00
yes
yes

50, 00
27.00
0. 00
yes
yes

50,00
27.00
0.00
yes
yes

50. 00
27.00
0.00
50. 00
35. 50
27.00
0.00

yes

yes

site specific

site specific

4,00

4,00
4,00
4,00
4,00
4, ¢0
4,00

yes

QUANTITIES:
LIN. FT./NOTES

0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00

813.30
813.30
813.30

1,626.60

1,626.60

1,589.00
1,589.00
1,589.00
2,761.00
2,761.00

0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00

NOTE:
VALUES INCLUDE
TOTALS FOR ALL
(9) NINE LOOR/
CUL-DE-SACS!

SEE APPENDIX
lgﬂ
FOR FURTHER
DETAIL!

NOTE:
(CONSTANT!)

(CONSTANT!)

0.00
720. 50
{,459.50
0.00

0.00

UANTITY:
TOTAL

0.00
0.00
0. 00
0.00
0. 00

4 ,798.00
21,959. 10
0.00
1,626.60
1,626.60

79, 450. 00
42,903.00

0.00
2,761.00
2,761.00

0.00
0.00
0.00
0. 00
0. 00

0, £00, 60
56,403, 00
0.00

90, 125. 00
19,785.95
31,482.00
0.00
7,863.75
7,263.75

12, 465. 00

3,354, 00

0. 00
2,8 2.00
5, 838. 00

0.00

0.

0.00

(NOT RELEVANT

Figure 9

UNIT(S)

sq. ft.
sg. ft.
sq. ft.
lin, ft.
lin.

sq. ft

sq. ft

sq. ft
lin, ft.
lin,

sq.

sq. ft.
sq. ft.
lin, ft.
lin, ft.

sq. ft.
sq. ft.
sq. ft.
lin, ft,
in, ft.

sq. ft.
sq. ft.
sq. ft.
sq. ft.
sq. ft.
sq. ft.
sg. ft.
in, ft,
lin, ft.

cy

cy

sq. ft.
sq. ft.
sq. ft.
sq. ft.
sq., ft.
sq. ft.

T0 THE TEST

TOTAL

COST:
PRICE/UNIT

0.13
1.45
1,435
$1.15
A5

0. 3

.45
$1.45
$1.15
$1.15

A3
$1.45
$1.45
$1.15
$1.15

0.13
$1.45
$1,45
$1.15
$1.15

o Ly

$1.4
$1.45

[#8)

$1.45
$1.45
$1.45

.15
$1.15

3.3

$2. 17

.63
.63
$1.63
$1.63
.63
$1.63

DEVELOPMENT!

IMPROVEMENT

CosT:
UNIT TOTAL

CATEGORY
TOTAL COST

$0. 00
$0. 00
.00
.00
.00

6,343.74
3,840.70
1,870.59 '
870.59
0, 328. 50
62,209, 35
3,175.15

3,175.15

.00

113

81,784, 35
,716.25
28, 689,63
45, 648,90
8, 353.31
8,353.31
41,383.80

7,278.18

352, 335,45

4,697.66
9,515.94 '

0.00

0. 00
4,213,

66, 662,63

COSTS: 1,157,214,36



Jurisdiction is in fact, Manhattar, Kansas (Fig. 93, Letter ).
Having checked this, he then loccates the leftmost column entitled
"Requirement Description', and locates the major category of
"Street Systems" by scanming down the column (Fig. 3, Letter R).
Continuing to scan down this column, the resident locates the sub-
category entitled '"Collector: (Primary)" (Fig. 9, Letter C). t
this point, he can now loacate the gerneral requirement for pavement
width (Fig. 9, Letter ). By moving to the right, acroass the
matrix to the column entitled "Cost: Unit Total'", the resident can
determine the total cost for Manhattan’s collector street pavement
width requirement as applied to the "test" develcopment,
($31, 40.70) (Fig. 3, Letter E).

To locate the cost for the entire major category aof "Street

Systems", the resident must then scan down the far right columnm

entitled "Category: Total Cost". t the end of the columnm
assaciated with the major category of "Street Systems", the
resident will find the total major category cost  for "Street

Systems" within the "test" develapment, ($352,335.4%5) (Fig. 3,
Letter F).

To locate similar cost information for "Pedestrian Systems',
the resident reed conly follow the same procedure described above
(Fig. 9, Letter G). Then, to determine the "Total Improvement
Cost" of the "test" develapment for the city of Marhattan, he can
quickly move to the bottom right hand corner of the Guantitative
Evaluation Matrix where the words "Total Impravement Cost" are
located. Immediately toa the right of these words, he will find

the total cost value ($1,157,2814.36) (Fig. 3, Letter H).

wm
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Finally, since the resident wishes to compare his city tao the
cother cities that are evaluated, he need only follow the same
procedure with each jurisdiction’s Quantitative Evaluation Matrix.
By simple comparison, the resident can quickly determime how each
city ranked with respect to specific requirements, as well as

overall develcopment costs.

Basis for Comparisons

The Quantitative Evaluation Matrix described abave
establishes a framework within which the actual cocst of specific
requirements, or categories of requirements, can be quantifably
assessed in relationship to its impact on housing affordability.
Thus, the matrix provides the basis for cost comparisons between
zoning and subdivision ordirnance reguirements of all case studies
evaluated herein. Through this process, the actual cost of a
specific requirement, or category of requirements, car be relatecd
directly to its impact orn housing affordability and thereby

compared to other case studies for further analysis.

Demonstration Requirements
In an effort to determirne the potertial cost effectiveness
related tao irncreased flexibility and decreased excessiveress
within zornirng ard subdivision ordinarnce requirements, twxax sets of

"demonstration” reqguirements were developed and are referred to as

Demonstration " " ard Demonstration "B". The specific
requirements utilized in the Demonstraticrn " "  and "B" case
studies were developed from a list of  recommendations of

professionals and/or professional organizatiorns corncerned with the



issue of housing affordability. The list of recommendaticors was
compiled during the literature review conducted as a part of this
study. Many of the reports and studies discussed within the
previcus section entitled, "Review of Recent Findings'",
contributed in various ways to the above list as did various other
references cited throughout this study. However, due to the
quantity and overlapping nature of much of the information, the
bulk of the references which contributed to the 1list of
recommendations, and subsequert specific regquirements, wer= nat
directly cited or reviewed within this study. s a result,
Appendix "C" was developed arnd includes all remaining references
from which - recommendaticns used to develaop the specific
requirements of the Demonstration " " and "B" case studies were
drawn. Also included are other relevant references reviewed
during the course of this study. In this way, general credit can
be given to those whose ideas or concepts were adapted to this
study, while at the same time providing a selected biblicgraphy tuo
readers of this study or other interested persons.

The specific requiremernts utilized within the Demornstration
" " and "B" case studies were based upon the following criteria:
(1) each specific requirement had to be realistic in terms of its
application to the "test" development, () each specific
requirement had to incorporate increased levels of flexibility
and/or decreased levels of excessiveress, and, 3) each specific
requirement had to provide basic protection of public health,
safety and welfare.

It should be ricted that many of the reguiremernts fourd in the

Demonstration "A" and "B" case studies are identical. However,

w
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significant differences between the two cccur within the majgor
category of "Street System" development. For example; the
Demonstration " " case study elimimates all street curbing and
utilizes grass—lined natural swales to handle storm water rurncoff.
This apticon has cost implicatioms in six of the eight major
categories of requirements. The Demonstration "B" case study,
however, utilizes curbing, but significartly reduces right-af-way
widths as a result. This, too, has cost implications within six
of the eight major categories of requirements.

The overall affect of the above requirements is illustrated

in greater detail within the fallowing chapter entitled "Case
Studies”. s with each of the other four case study
Jurisdictions, the Demonstration " " and "B" case studies were
evaluated via the Quantitative Evaluatiocn Matrix. Fram this

evaluation, observations were drawn for comparison to cother case
studies and analysis with respect to the impact of the

demonstration requirements on housing affordability.



CH PTER THREE: C SE STUDIES

Chapter Format

The following chapter is devoted tao application of the
methodology via the six case studies naoted in the previous
chapter. Each of the first four case studies (ie: Manhattan,
Kansasj; Overland Park, Kansas; Topeka, Kansas and ichita,
Kansas), will begirn with saome brief informatiocn concerning their
cultural, economic and demographic characteristics. Following
this information, the Prelimirnary Evaluation Matrix for each
Jurisdiction will be introduced, and will be followed by a summary
graphic and observations for each major category of regquirements.

Following those observations, the Quantitative Evaluation
Matrix for each jgurisdiction will be introduced. This matrix will
also be followed by a summary graphic and observations for each
major category of requirements. Once these abservaticocns have heen
made, the costs associated with the "test" dwellirng unit will he
introduced and an actual cost scerneric for each case study will be
developed. Following the fourth case study, comparative
observations will be drawn utilizing summary charts and graphs.

The final two case studies (ie: Demonstration " " and "B"),

will have a similar format, with the following exceptions:

Demonstration " " arnd "B" will begin with a brief review of their
"specific requirement" differences. Because the specific
requirements of the Demonstration " " and "B" case studies were

developed to be more flexible and less excessive, their "biased"
prelimirnary evaluation scores are obviously more favorable. Such

scores, therefore, are of questionable comparative value. s a
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result, the Demonstration " " and "RBR" Preliminary Evaluatian
Matrices have been ocmitted. Thus, the introductory comments o
the final twx case studies will be immediately followed by their
respective Quarntitative Evaluation Matrices, a summary grapbic and
observations for each major category of reqguirements. This
infaormation will be followed by the costs associated with the
"test" dwelling urrit and an actual cast scererio. Final
comparative observations utilizing summary charts and graphs

developed for all six case studies will complete the chapter.
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Manhattan, Kansas

Located in Northeastern Kansas, approximately 125 miles west
of Kansas City, Marhattan is the county seat of Riley County. The
1980 census figures show the City of Mamhattarn havirng a population
of 32,644, with Riley County erncompassing some 63,3503 residents.

Marhattan offers a variety of community services to  its
residents including: (3) hospitals, more than (40) churches of
various demoninations, ample recreation opportunities including;
(11) public termis courts, (2) public swimming pools, a nearby
public golf course, a private country club, and Tuttle Creek
Reservoir just two miles north of town. l.odging and convention
facilities are available from (39) area hotels arnd motels, and (8)
finarncial institutions serve area residents.

Marhattar is home to HKansas State University, Manhattan
Christiam College and Marnhattarm rea Vocational-Technical Schoal.
In additioen, there are (11) elementary schools, (8) public and (3)
private, (1) public Junior high school and (2) high schools, (1)
public and (1) private.

Terr major marnufacturers combine with rnumerocus other majgor
employers to provide a wide variety of employment cpportunities
for Manhattan—Riley County residents. (Kamsas D.E.D., 198%5)

Manhattanm has a rich Karsas history and culture, providing
many local and rearby points of interest arnd activities to
visitors and residents alike including; Surnset Zoo, the historice
Goodrnow and Hartford Homes, Riley County Historical Museum, the
merican Institute of Baking, the scenic Flint Hills arnd historic

Fort Riley, tc mention only a few.
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Preliminary Evalution Matrix

Figures 10 ard 11 respectively, are the Preliminary Evaluatiaon
Matrix and summary graphic for Manhattarn, Kansas. The matrix is
desigried to determirie the relative degree of flexibility arnd/cr
excessiveness of a specific regquirement, and/cr category  of
requirements, with respect to its impact orn the cost and /oo
affordability of housing. {(Note: Requirements, or categories of
requirements with the highest scoring values will be the most
flexible, least excessive and have the greatest potential for
lower costs and higher levels of affordability. hereas, the
lowest scoring values will be the least flexible, most excessive
and have the greatest potential for higher costs and lower levels

of affordability-See "Methodology" chapter for details.)
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Observations

Street Systems:

* Street pavemert widths for all sub-categories of Marhattan’s
street systems were identical.

* Right—-of-way widths were mostly identical, with caollector
streets as the exception.

# Flexibility scores were gernerally low which lowered
caost/affordability scores at the sub-category and majgor category
level.

* Excessiverness scores were generally higher, many in the 3-4
range.

* The Cast/Affordability score of (2.1) for Street Systems was
fairly reflective of all sub-category values, but was lowered as a
result of low values within the sub-categories of AQccess arnd
Locop/Cul—-de—-sac streets.

Pedestrian Systems:

* Manhattan’s Pedestrian System score of (4.0) ranked first or
highest of the four case study Jurisdictions evaluated. This
score was also the highest major category score for Marhattan.

Utility Systems:

* Utility Systems were rnot scored as they were determivned to be
beyond the control of the local government agerncy.

Lot Requirements:

* Marhattarn had the largest Minimum Lot Size requirement of the
four case study jurisdictions evaluated.

# Flexibility scores were generally low which lowered
Cast/ ffordability scores.

* lthough Excessiverness scores were guite low for most specific
requirements, the minimum depth reguirement of 100 f¢t. ranked
highest for the four case study gurisdictions evaluated.

* The Cost/Affordability score of (2.2) for Lot Reguirements was
raised somewhat as a result of high mirnimum frontage values.
This, however, is of 1little importance given a minimum width

reguirement of 75 ft.

Dwelling Unit and Development Type Requirements:

# Three of four develcpment types waould require special approval.



* Dwelling Unit Height received a Flexibility score aof (3.0) as
the specific requirement provides flexibility for multiple
building stories.

* Manhattan was orne of only two jurisdictions with Unit Coverage
requirements.

* The Flexibility score for AQAllowed Development Type(s) is an
overall score for the entire sub—-category. Manhattan's score of
(3.0) was identical tao the values assigned to both Overland Park

and Topeka.
Parking Requirements

* The Cost/Affordability score of (1.5) for Parking Requirements
was Manhattan’s lowest major category score.

Dedication Requirements:

* No scores were assigned to Rights-of- ay dedicatiocns as such
scores would be of little value without consideration of relevant
specific requirements. (Note: Specific requirements were
previously assigned values.)

* The lack of Open Space requirements heavily influernced the
Cost/Affordability score of (3.0) for Dedication Requirements.
This value tied for the second highest major category score for
Manhattan.

Other Requirements:

* Qff-Site Improvements were not scored as specific development
plans could not be considered at this point.

* The lack of specific requirements for several of the sub-
categories heavily influenced the Caost/ ffordability score of
(3.0) for other requirements. This wvalue tied for the second

highest major category score for Manhattan.

Quantitative Evaluation Matrix

Figures 12 and 13 respectively, are the QGuantitative
Evaluation Matrix and summary graphic for Manhattan, Kansas. The
matrix is designed to determine the actual cost of specific
requirements, and/or categories of requirements, in relationship
to its impact on housing affordability. Costs have been
determined via application to the "test" development situation.

(See "Methodolcogy" chapter for details.)
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Observations:

Street Systems:

* Street System requirements accounted for 30.4% of total
improvemert costs, second only to Utility Systems.

* Total costs for Street System requirements amcurted to
$3, 387.84 per dwelling unit.

* Pavement costs were always the highest sub-category cost,
accounting for more than the combirned caost of the other
requirements within a specific sub—category.

Pedestrian Systems:

* Pedestrian System requirements accournted for only 1. % of total
improvemernt costs.

* Total costs for Pedestrian System requiremerts amounted to
$136. 66 per dwelling unit.

Utility Systems:s

* Utility System requirements accounted for 314 of taotal
improvement costs. This was the highest major category cost.

* Taotal costs for Utility System requirements amourted tao
$3, 448.65 per dwelling unit.

* Sanitary Sewers were the most expensive utility system
improvement, accounting for nearly 41%4 of the total cost.

Lot Requirements:

* Lot requirements accounted for 11.74 of total improvemert
costs (note: these are raw land costs)

* The total costs for Lot Requirements amounted to $1,E2393.63 per
dwelling unit.

* The total cost of larnd devoted to Yard Setbacks for standard
interior lots amounted to $695.50 per dwelling unit. This area
and subsequent value represents S3.5% of both total cost ard
usable lot square footage.

Dwelling Unit and Development Type Requirements:
* No Costs were assigned to this major category of requirements.

Parking Requirements:

* Parking Requirements accounted for 10.4% aof total improvement
costs.
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* Total costs for Parking Requirements amounted to $1,157.30 per
dwelling unit. This cost was affected by setback, right-of-~way
and pavement width requirements.

Dedication Requirements:

* Dedication Requirements accounted for only 0.8% of total
improvement costs, the lowest major category cost. This resulted
fram the fact that Open Space costs were the only costs
considered. Other sub-category costs were previously cornsidered

withirn other categories.

* Total costs for Open Space dedication requirements amounted to
only $94.43 per dwelling unit. (It should be noted that no aper
space was actually required, however, the "test" develocpment di
include the square footage indicated.)

* Right—of—- ay arnd Easement dedications accounted for 3.87 acres
of land. This represented 31.8% of the total site acreage, with a

combined total cost of $55,831.2 .

Other Requirements:

* Other Requirements accounted for 14.4% of total improvemernt
casts.
* Total costs for Other Requirements amounted to $1, 602,52 per

dwelling unit.
* Individual Lot landscaping accounted for S58.5% of the per
dwelling unit costs asscciated with Other Requirements. The

remaining percentage was split between Open Space landscaping and
Survey costs.

Test Dwelling Unit and Costs

s previocusly indicated, home no. 8323, designed by ERloaodgocd
Architects was selected as the "test" dwelling unit. Per square
foot construction costsy, including "service utility" hookups were
estimated at $55. 00. The "test" dwelling unit offers 1,246 square

feet of living space, dictating a construction cost of $68,530. 00,

ctual Cost Scenerio

Per lot improvement cost: $ 11,127.06
Dwellirng unit construction cost: $ €8, 530. 00
Total finished cost: $ 73,657.06
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Dowri payment 10% * 3 7,365.70

Financed amount 30 yr. fixed: 71,691.36
Settlemernt fees 4% %% $ 2,867.65
Basic manthly payment 11.5% »*x $ 703.74
M.G. I.C. insurance «373S% /mo. ®xEx 22. 40
Taxes an effective rate of 1.3% /mo. ¥*x 77. 66
Starndard insurance $25.00/ma. 3 23. 00
Total Mornthly payment: $ 834. O
rnmual payment: $ 10,017.60
Qualifying monthly incaome *%*% : 3, 233. 20
Qualifying anrnual ivricame **%% 40, 070, 40
* 10% dowrn paymernt an total finished cost of hame

* % 11.5% interest rate for 30 yr. fixed rate mcocrtgapge

* % * percentages apply to finarced amount

*%x%% Dby definition, 25% of gross income



Overland Park, Kansas

Located in Eastern Kansas, o the southwest side of the
Kansas City Metropolitan area, Overland Park has become kriown as
"Executive Country”. The 1380 census figures show Overland Park's
population at 81, 784, with surrounding Johnson County's papulation
270, 265.

Community services available to residents of Overland Park
include: (1) hospital, (4) additional within Johnson County, more
than (40) churches of various dercominations, a wide variety of
recreational cpportunities includingj; (41) publie tennis courts,
(3) public swimming pocols, (2) nearby publie golf courses, (2)
private country clubs and Clinton Reservoir located 35 miles fraom
Overland Park. Lodging and convention facilities are available in
(8) area hotels and motels, and (14) financial institutions are
available to area residents.

Overland Park is home to Johnson County Community Juanior
College. In addition, there are (87) elementary schools, (47)
public and (10) private, (10) public Jurniocr high schools and (10D
high schools, (S) public and (5) private.

Six magor manufacturers combine with rumerous other majgor
employers to  provide a wide variety of employment opportunities
for Overland Park-Johnson County residents.

"Overland Park has adopted the slogan "Executive Country",
projecting the image of a new area having lots of green space, and
devoted to  the development of a quality of life highly attractive
to the executive type employment in office buildirngs, professional

groups, etc. The area i1s especially education-conscicus, arnd has



developed national recognition of its superior education system."

(Karsas D.E.D., 19 2)

Preliminary Evaluation Matrix

Figures 14 and 15 respectively, are the Preliminary
Evaluation Matrix and summary graphic for Overland PRark, Kansas.
The matrix 1is designed to determirne the relative degree of
flexibility and/or excessiveness of a specific requirement, and/cor
category of requirements, with respect to its impact on the cost
and/or affordability of housing. (Note: Requirements, or
categories of requirements with the highest scoring values will be
the most flexible, least excessive and have the greatest potential
for lower costs and higher levels of affordability. hereas, the
lowest scoring values will be the least flexible, most excessive
and have the greatest potential for higher costs and lower levels

of affordability-See "Methodology"” chapter for details.)
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Observations

Street Systems:

* Street pavement widths in Overland Park varied from a low of Z4
feet for ccess streets, to a high of 36 feet for both Caollector
and Sub-Collector streets.

* Right—of- ay widths also varied from a low of 50 feet for
Local and Locop/Cul—-de—-sac streets, to a high of 80 feet for
Collector streets.

*# Flexibility scores were generally low which lowered
Cost/Affordability scores at the sub—category and major category
levels.

* Excessiveness scores were only slightly higher with only ( ) of
(22) scores exceeding a value of (2.0) two.

* The Cost/Affordability score of (1.8) for Street Systems is a
good reflection of all sub—category values.

* The Street System major category score of (1.8) was the third
lowest score for all of Overland Park’s major categories.

Pedestrian Systems:

* Overland Park’s Pedestrian System score of ( .0) ranked third,
or next to lowest, of the four case study Jurisdictiocns evaluated.

Utility Systems:

* Utility Systems were not scored as they were determined to be
beyond the control of the local goverrnment agency.

Lot Requirements:

* Overland Park was one of only two jurisdictiocns with Minimum
Frontage requirements.

*# Flexibility scores were all gquite low with the exception of the
Minimum Frontage value of (S.0), for Standard Lots. This,
however, is of little importance given a Minimum idth requirement
of 70 ft.

* Yard Setback scores for Overland Park included baoth the laowest
and the highest excessiveness values assigrned to the four case
study Jgurisdictions.

* The Minimum Frontage value of (5.0) described above had the

affect of raising the Cost/Rffordability scores at both the sub-
category and major category levels.

73



Dwelling Unit and Development Type Requirements:
* Three of four development types would require special approval.
* Dwelling Urit Height received a Flexibility score of (3.0) as
the specific requirement provides flexibility for multipile

building stories.

* Overlarnd Park was orie of only two jgurisdictions  with  unit
coverage requirements.

* The Flexibility score for llowed Development Type(s) is an
overall score for the entire sub—category. Overlard Park’s score

of (3.0) was identical to the values assigred to both Marhattan
arnd Topeka.

Parking Requirements:

* The Caost/ ffordability score of (1.5) for Parking Requiremerts
was Overlarnd Park’s lowest major category score.

Dedication Requirements:

* No scores were assigried to Rights-of- ay dedications, as such
scores would be of little value without consideration of relevant
specific requirements. (Note: Specific requirements were

previously assigrned values.)

* The lack of Open Space requirements heavily influernced the
Cost/ ffordability score of (3.8) forr Dedicationm Requirements.
This score was Overlarnd Park?’s highest major category score.

Other Requirements:

* Off-Site Improvements were riot scored as specific development
plars could rot be considered at this point.

* The lack of specific requirements for several of the sub-
categories heavily influerced the Cost/ ffordability score of
(3.7) for Other Requirements. This score was the second highest

major category score for Overlarnd Park.

Quantitative Evaluation Matrix

Figures 16 and 17 respectively, are the QOuantitative
Evaluatiorn Matrix and summary graphic for Overland Park, Kansas.
The matrix is desigried to determine the actual cost of specific
requiremenrts, arnd/or categories of requirements, in relaticrshio

to its impact on housing affordability. Costs have been
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determined via applicataion ta the "test" development situation.

(See "Methodology" chapter for details.)
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Observations

Street Systems:

* Street System requirements accounted for 23.8% of total
improvement costs, the highest major category cost percentage.

* Total costs for Street System requirements amcounted to
$3,147.33 per dwelling unit.

* Pavement costs were always the highest sub-category cost,
accounting for more than the combined cost of cother requirements
within a specific sub-category.

Pedestrian Systems:

* Pedestrian System requirements accounted for 3.74 of total
improvement costs.

* Total costs for Pedestrian System requirements amounted to
$388. 63 per dwelling unit.

Utility Systems:

*# Utility System requirements accounted for 7.24 of tatal
improvement costs. This was the second highest major category
cost.

* Total cost for Utility System requirements amounted to

$2,846. 51 per dwelling unit.

* Sanitary Sewers were the most expensive utility system
improvement, accounting for rnearly 414 of the total cost.

Lot Requirements:

* L=t Requirements accounted for 104 of total improvemernt costs.
(note: these are raw land costs)

* Total costs  for Lot Requirements amounted to $1,041.86& per
dwelling unit.

* The total cost of land devoted to Yard Setbacks for standard
interior lots amounted to $703.80 per dwelling unit. This area
and subsequent value represents 68.2% of baoth total cost  and
usable lot square footage.

Dwelling Unit and Development Type Requirements:
* No costs were assigrned to this category of requirements.

Parking Requirements:

* Parking Requirements accounted for 3.4%4 of total improvement
costs.



» Total costs for Parking Requirements amounted to $1,297.53 per
dwelling unit. This cost was affected by setback, right-of-way
and pavement width requirements.

Dedication Requirements:

»* Dedication Requirements accounted for only ©0.7% of total
improvement costs, the lowest major category cost. This resulted
from the fact that Open Space costs were the only costs
considered. Other sub—-category costs were previously cornsidered
within other categories.

* Total costs for Open Space dedication requirements amounted to
only $77.94 per dwelling unit. (It should be noted that »no open
space was actually required, however, the "test" development Jid
include the square footage indicated.)

* Right-of- ay and Easement dedications accounted for 39.64 acres

of land. This represented 31.1% of the total site acreage, with a
combined total cost of $54,564.77,

Other Requirements:

* Other Requirements accounted for 13.1% of total improvement
costs.
» Total costs for Other Requirements amounted to $1, 390,54 per

dwelling unit.

* Per dwelling unit percentage breakdowns for Other Requirements
are as follows:

Individual Lot Landscaping 42, 1%

Open Space Landscaping 13, 2%

Underground Utilities 29. 1%

Survey Costs 13. 6%

Test Dwelling Unit and Costs

s previously indicated, home no. 8323, designed by Bloodgood
Architects was selected as the "test" dwelling unit. Per square
foot construction costs, including, "service utility" hookups were
estimated at $355. 00. The "test" dwelling unit offers 1,246 square

feet of living space, dictating a construction ccst of $ 8,330, 00,

ctual Cost Scenerio

Per lot improvement cost: $ 10,730.35
Dwelling unit construction cost: $ 68,530, 00
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Total finished cost: $ 79, 320.35
Down payment 10% * = $ 7,932.03
Financed amcunt 30 yr. fixed: $ 71,388. 32
Settlement fees @ 4% *%% : $ =2,855.53
Basic maenthly payment 11.5% %% : $ 706.74
M. .I.C. insurance « S7S% /Mo, ®EX 2 $ 22. 30
Taxes effective rate of 1.3% /mo, *%% $ 77. 33
Standard insurance ® 23.00/mo. : % 29. Q0
Total monthly payment: % 831. 37
rmual payment: $ 9,976. 44
Qualifying monthly incame %%¥%% : $ 3,325.48
Qualifying arimual income **%*% : $ 39, 305.76
* 10% down payment on total finished cost of home

* % 11.3% interest rate for 30 yr. fixed rate mortgage

¥ 3% 3% percentages apply to financed amourit

*%%% by definition, 25% of gross income
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Topeka, Kansas

Located in Northeastern Kansas, approximately 58 miles west
of Kansas City, Topeka is the State’s Capitol and the county seat
of Shawnee County. The 1380 census figures show the City of
Topeka having a paopulation of 115, 266, with Shawrnee County
comprising 154,916 residents.

Topeka offers its residents a variety of community services
including: (3) hospitals, nearly (150) churches of varicous
de oninations, a wide variety of recreational opportunities
includings; (42) public termis courts, (6) public swimming pools,
(3) wnearby public golf courses, (3) private courntry clubs and
Perry Reservoir located 15 miles from Topeka. Lodging and
convention facilities are available in (20) area haotels and
motels, and (13) firnancial institutions serve the Topeka-Shawree
County residents.

Topeka is home to ashburn University and Kaw rea
Vocational-Technical School, In addition, there are (37)
elementary schools, (27) public and (10) private, (&) public
Junior high schools and (4) high schoals, (3) public and « )
private.

Elevernn major manufacturers combirne with rnumeraous other major
employers to provide a wide variety of employment ocpportunities to
Topeka-Shawnee County residents. (Kansas D.E.D., 1382)

dditionally, Topeka offers many historic and cultural
amenities tao visitors and residents alike ircludirg; the orld
Famous Topeka Zoo, the Combat ir Museum, the ard-Meade Home and
Botanical Gardens, community concerts, theater, arnd aover (20) art

galleries.
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Preliminary Evaluation Matrix

Figures 18 and 13 respectively,

Matrix and summary graphic

designed to determine the

for Topeka,

relative degree

are the Preliminary Evalution

Kansas. The matrix is

of flexibility and/or

excessiveness of a specific regquirement, and/or category of
requirements, with respect to its impact on the cast and/or
affordability of housing. (Note: Requirements, or categories of
requirements with the highest scoring values will be the most
flexible, least excessive and have the greatest potential for
lower costs and higher 1levels of affordability. hereas, the

lowest scoring values will be

and have

of affordability—See

the least flexible, most excessive

the greatest potential for higher costs and lower levels

"Methodology" chapter for details.)
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Observations
Street Systems:

* Topeka maintains an uriusual system of pavement width
requirements based upon the type of curbing utilized. Vertical
curbing allows riarrower pavement widths thar does rolled curbirng.

*# For the sub—-category of Loop/Cul-de-sac streets, pavemernt width
is further determined by the rnumber of dwellirng units frontirng the
particular street.

* Street pavement widths varied from a low of 27 feet for
Loop/Cul —de—sac streets with vertical curbing, to & high of 41
feet for Collector Streets, which anly allowed vertical curbing.

* Right—of— ay widths accommodated 1little variarnce providing
generally 60-70 foot widths.

*# Flexibility scores were gererally law, which lowered
Cost/ ffordability scores at the sub—-category and major category
levels.

* Excessiveriess scores were also quite low with only (2) of (2&)
scores exceedirg a value of (2.0) two.

# The Cost/ ffordability score of (1.1) for Collector Streets was
the lowest sub-category score.

* The Cost/Affordability score of (1.4) for Street Systems is a
good reflection of all sub—category values.

* The Street System major category score of (1.4) was the riext-
to—-lowest score for all of Topeka's major categories.

Pedestrian Systems:
* Topeka's Pedestrian System score of (1.0) ranked fourth or
lowest of the four case study jJurisdictions evaluated. This was
also Topeka'’s lowest major category score.

Utility Systems:

* Utility Systems were rnot scored as they were determined to be
beyond the control of the local goverrment agercy.

Lot Requirements:

* Flexibility scores were quite low with the exception of the
Miviimmum Frontage value of (S5.0). This, however, is of little
importance givernn a Minimum idth requaremernt of S0 ft.

* Flexibility and Excessiveriess scores were both quite low for
the sub—-category of Yard Setback requiremerts. This resulted in
the lowest sub-category Cost/Affordability score within the major
category of Lot Requirements.
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* The Mirviimum Frontage value of (5.0) described above raised the
Cost/Affordability score at the major category level.

Dwelling Unit and Development Type Requirements:
# Three of four development types would require special approval.

* Dwellirng Urnit Height received a Flexibility score of (3.0) as
the specific requirement provides flexibility for multiple
building stories.

* The Flexibility score for Allowed Development Type(s) is an
overall score for the entire sub—category. Topeka’s score of
(Z.0) was iderntical to the values assigrned to both Marhattan and
Overlard Park.

* The Cost/Affordability score of (3.7) for Dwelling Unit an

Development Type Requirements tied with the major category of
Other Requirements for the highest major category score for
Topeka.

Parking Requirements:

# Interestingly, Off-Street Parking requirements were ot
addressed by Topeka's zoring or subdivision ordinance
requirements. As a result, a minimum of one space was irncluded as
an attempt to be realistic about sirgle—-family developmert parking
situations.

Dedication Requirements:

* No scores were assigried to Rights—-of- ay dedications, as such
scores would be of little value without consideration of relevant
specific requirements. (Note: Specific requiremernts were

previously assigred values.)

* The lack of Open Space requirements heavily influerced the
Cost/Affordability score of (3.9) for Dedication Requirements.
This score was Topeka's secornd highest major category score.

Other Requirements:

* Off-Site Improvements were not scored as specific development
plars could riot be considered at this point.

* The lack of specific requirements for several of the sub-
categories heavily influerced the Cost/Rffordability score of
(3.7) for Other Requirements. This value tied Dwelling Unit and

Development Type requirements for the highest major category score
for Topeka.



Quantitative Evaluation Matrix

Figures 20 and 21 respectively, are the Quantitative
Evaluation Matrix and summary graphic for Topeka, Kansas. The
matrix is desigried to determine the actual cost of specific
requirements, and/or categories of reguirements, in relaticonship
to its impact on housing affordability. Costs have been
determined via application to the "test" development situatior.

(See "Methodology" chapter for details.)
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Observat ions

Street Systems:

* Street System requirements accounted for 32.7% of total
improvement costs, the highest major category cost percentage.

* Tatal costs for Street System reqguirements amounted to
$2, 746. 17 per dwelling unit.

* Pavement costs were always the highest sub-category cost,
accounting for more than the combined cost of other requirements

within a specific sub-category.

Pedestrian Systems:

* Pedestriarn System requirements accounted for S5.5% of total
improvement costs.
* Total costs for Pedestrian System requiremernts amounted to

$463. 34 per dwelling unit.
Utility Systems:

* Utility System requirements accounted for 28.2% of total

improvement costs. This was the second highest major category
cost.
* Total cost for Utility System requirements amounted to

$2, 359. 60 per dwelling unit.

* Sanitary Sewers were the most expensive utility system
improvement, accounting for nearly 41%4 of the total cost.

Lot Requirements:

* Lot Requirements accounted for 10.1% of total improvement
costs. (note: these are raw land costs)

* Total costs for Lot Requirements amounted to 844.23 per
dwelling unit.

* The total cost of land devated to Yard Setbacks for standard
interior lots amounted to $590.20 per dwellirng unit. This area
and subsequent value represents 69.8% of both total cost and
usable lot square footage.

Dwelling Unit and Development Type Requirements:
* No coasts were assigned to this category of requirements.

Parking Requirements:

* Parking Requirements accounted for S.8% of total impraovement
costs.
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* Total costs for Parking Requirements amounted to $668, 30 per
dwelling unit. This cost was affected by setback, right-of-way
and pavement width requirements.

Dedication Requirements:

* Dedication Requirements accounted for only 0.84 of taotal
improvement costs, the lowest major category cost. This resulted
from the fact that Open Space costs were the only costs
considered. Other sub—category costs were previously considered

within other categories.

* Total costs for Opern Space dedication requirements amounted to
only $64.61 per dwelling unit. (It should be noted that rno open
space was actually required, however, the "test" development did
include the square footage indicated.)

# Right—-of—- ay arnd Easement dedications accounted for 10.635 acres
of land. This represented 34.4% of the total site acreage, with a
combined total cost of $60,341.58.

Other Requirements:

* Other Requirements accounted for 16,8% of total improvement
costs.,
# _Total costs for Other Requirements amounted to $1, 406.21 per

dwelling unit.
* Individual Lot landscaping accounted for 54,284 of the per
dwelling unit costs associated with Other Requirements. The

remaining percentage was split between Open Space landscaping and
Survey Costs.

Test Dwelling Unit and Costs
s previously indicated, home no. 8323, desigrned by EBloodgood
rchitects was selected as the "test" dwelling unit. Per square
foot construction costs, including "service utility" hookups were

estimated at $55. 00, The "test" dwelling unit offers 1,246 square

feet of living space, dictating a construction cost of $68, 530, 00,

ctual Cost Scenerio

Per lot improvemenet cost: $ 8,55z.55
Dwelling unit construction cost: $ 68,3530. 00
Total finmished cost: $ 77,082.55
Down payment 104 * 3 $ 7,708.&5
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Fimnanced amcunt @ 30 yr. fixed: €9, 374. 30

Settlement fees 4% *%% 3 $ 2,774.97
Basic monthly payment 11.5% %% : $ &86. 80
M.G.I1.C insurance « 370% /ma. *%* 3 % 21.67
Taxes = effective rate of 1.3% /mo. **% £ 75.15
Standard insurance @ $25.00/mo. : 3 25. 00
Total monthly payment: $ a08. 62
Anrual payment: $ 9,703, 44
Qualifying monthly income *%¥x : $ 3,234.48
Qualifying anrmal i1 come **¥x* : $ 38,813.76
* 10% downn payment on total finished cost of home

*% 11.5% interest rate for 30 Yr. fixed rate mortgage

¥*3% % perecentages apply to financed amount

*%%#% by definition, 25% of gross incame



Wichita, Kansas
Located in South Central Kansas, approximately 45 miles rnarth
of the Oklahoma border, ichita is the county seat of Sedgwick
County. The 1380 census figures show the City of ichita having a
population of 2793, 35, with Sedgwick County encompassing some
367,094 residents.

Wichita aoffers a wide variety of community services to its

residents including: (7 hospitals, more than (450) churches of
various demcniimations, a wide variety of recreational
opportunities including: (74) public termis courts, (13) public
swimming pocls, (8) rearby public golf courses, (3 private

country clubs and Cheney Reservoir located 30 miles from ichita.

Lodgirnig and convention facilities are available in (78) area

hotels and maotels, and (28) financial institutions serve the
ichita—-Sedgwick County residents.

Wichita is home tao Wichita State Uriversity, Kansas Newman
Callege, Friends University and Wichita rea Vocatiocmal-Technical
School. In addition, there are (398) elementary schools, (7%
public and (23) private, (139) jJunior high schools, (17) public and
(2) private, arnd (14) high schools, (8) public and (&) private.

Twelve major manufacturers combine with rnumercus cther major
employers to provide a wide variety of emplaoyment acpportunities to
Wichita—-Sedgwick County residents. large number of these
industries and businesses are asscicated with ichita’s commercial
and military aircraft industry. (Kansas D.E.D., 19382)

Wichita’s rich historical heritage and cultural amernities
provide points of interest and activities to area visitors and

residents. These include; several art museums and associations,
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darice companies, earth-space centers, historical museums, a
symphony corchestra, music theater and jazz festival, community

theaters, and the Sedgwick County Zcoo.

Preliminary Evaluation Matrix

Figures 22 and 23 respectively, are the Prelimirry Evaluation

Matrix and summary graphic for ichita, Kansas. The matrix is
designed to determine the relative degree of flexibility and/or
excessiveness of a specific requirement, and/or category  of
requirements, with respect to its impact on the cost and/or

affordability of heousing. (Note: Requirements, or categories of
requirements with the highest scoring values will be the most
flexible, least excessive and have the greatest potential for
lower costs and higher levels of affordability. Whereas, the
lowest scoring values will be the least flexible, most excessive
and have the greatest potential for higher costs and lower levels

of affordability—See "Methodology" chapter for details.)
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Observations
Street Systems:

* Street pavemert widths in ichita varied from a low of 23 feet
for ccess and Loop/Cul-de-sac streets, to a high of 37 feet for
collector streets.

* Right—af- ay widths also varied from a low of 58 feet for
Access ard Loop/Cul —-de—-sac streets to a high of & feet for
collector streets.

* Flexibility scores were generally low, which lowered
Cost/ ffordability scores at the sub-category amd major category
levels.

*# Excessiveness scores were also low with only (3) of (22) scores
exceeding a value of (2.0Q) two. However, the specific requirement
of 35 feet for Termirius Pavement idth (Circular Radius), received
the highest score aof the four case study Jurisdictions evaluated.

* The Cost/ ffordability score of (1.7) for Street Systems is a
fair reflection of all sub-category values.

* The Street System major category score of (1.7) was the next-—
to—lowest score for all of Wichita’s major categories.

Pedestrian Systems:
# ichita’s Pedestrian System score of (3.0) was second anly €

Manhattan'’s score. The wvalue was also the second highest major
category score for ichita.

Utility Systems:

* Utility Systems were riot scored as they were determined to be
beyornd the contral of the local governmernt agency.

Lot Requirements:

* ichita allowed the smallest Minimum Lot Size of the four case
study Jurisdictions evaluated.

# Wichita was ore of only two jJurisdictions with Mirimum Frontage
requirements.

* Flexibility scores were quite low with the exception of the
Minimum Frontage value of (5.0), forr Standard Lots. This,
however, is aof little importance givern a Minimum idth requirement
of 60 ft.

* Excessiverness scores of 2.0-3.0 for Yard Setback requirements
raised the Cost/Affordability score for that sub-category.
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* The Minimum Frontage value of (5.0) described above raised the
Cost/Afforrdability score at the sub—-category level, which had tre
same affect on the major category score, but to a lesser degree.

Dwelling Unit and Development Type Requirements:

* Three of four development types waunld require special
approvals. Plarnmed Unit Developments required a minimum gparcel
size of 20 acres. This accounted for the lower overall score for
the sub-category, which was the lowest of the four case study

Jurisdictions evaluated.

* Dwelling Unit Height received a Flexibility score of (3.0) as
the specific requirement provides flexibility for multiple
building stories.

* The flexibility score for Allowed Development Type(s) is an
overall score for the entire sub-category. Wichita received the
lowest sub-category flexibility score of the four case study

Jurisdictions evaluated.
* The Cost/Affordability score of (3.2) for Dwelling Unit and

Develapment Type Requirements was the highest major category score
for Wichita.

Parking Requirements:

* Although the four spaces required allowed for two spaces within

a garage, this requirement was the least flexible ard mast
excessive parking requirement of the four case study jurisdicticns
evaluated. The major category score of (1.0) was also the lowest

major category score for Wichita.

Dedication Requirements:

* No scores were assigned to Rights-of- ay dedications, as such
scores would be of little value without consideration of relsvan:
specific requirements. (Note: Specific requirements were

previously assigned values.)

4

* Although Wichita's Opern Space score of (4.0) was slightly lower
as a result of the "site specific" requiremernt, the score still
greatly influenced the Cost/Affordability score for the major
category.

Other Requirements:

* Off-Site Improvements were not scored as specific develoapment
plans could not be considered at this point.

* Wichita's Cost/Affordability score of (2. 3) for  Other
Requirements was the lowest of the four case study Jurisdictions
evaluated. This resulted from specifying requirements for many of
the sub-categories that were riot specified irn the cther three case
study jJurisdictions.



RQuantitative Evaluation Matrix

Figures 4 and 25 respectively, are the Quantitative
Evaluatior, Matrix and summary graphic for Wichita, Kansas. The
matrix is desigwmed to determine the actual cost of specific
requiremerts, and/or categories of requirements, with respect to
its impact orn housing affordability. Costs have beern determined
via application to the "test" develaopment situation. (See

"Methodology" chapter for details.)
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Dbservations

Street Systems:

* Street System requirements accounted for 28.6% of tatal
improvement costs, the highest major category cost percentage.

* Total costs o Street System reqguirements amounted to
2, 362.00 per dwelling unit.

* Davemernt costs were always the highest sub-category cost,
accountirng for more tham the combined cost of other requirements
within a specific sub-—category.

Pedestrian Systems:

* Pedestriarn System requirements accounted for 2.1% oF  total
improvement costs.

* Total costs  for Pedestrian System requirements amounted tao
$170.22 per dwelling unit.

Utility Systems:

* UJtility System reguirements accounted for ZE.2% of  total
improvement costs. This was the seccond highest major category
cost.

* Total cost forr Utility System requirements amounted to

$2, 147.66 per dwelling unit.

* Sanitary Sewers were the most expernsive utility system
improvement, accounting for rnearly 41% of the total cost.

Lot Requirements:

¥ Lot Requirema2nts accounted for 3.6% of total improavement costs.
(note: these are raw larnd costs)

* Total costs  for Lot Requirements amounted to $773.86&  per
dwelling unit.

* The total cost of larnd devoted to Yard Setbacks for standard
inmtericr lots amounted to $624.00 per dwelling unit. This area
and subsequent value represents 80% of total cost and usable 1ot
sgquare footage.

Dwelling Unit and Development Type Requirements:
* No costs were assigrned to this category of requirements.

Parking Requirements:

* Parking Requirements accounted for 3.3% of total improvement
costs,
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* Taotal costs for Parking Regquirements amounted to $1, .01 per
g lling unit. This cost was affected by setback, right—-of-way
arng pavement width requirements.

Dedication Requirements:

* Dedication Requirements accounted for aonly 0.7%4 of total
improvemernt costs, the lowest major category cost. This resulted
from the fact that Open Space costs were the only costs
considered. Other sub-category costs were previously considered

within other categories.

* Total costs for Open Space dedication requirements amcunted to
only $58.80 per dwelling unit. (It should be noted that no open
space was actually required, however, the "test" development did
irnlcude the square footage indicated.)

# Right—of- ay and Easement dedications accounted for 10.83 acres
of land. his represented 35% of total site acreage, with a
combimed total cost of $61, 352.30

Other Requirements:

* Other Requirements accounted for 22.9% of total improvement
costs. This category cost percentage was very close to both
Stireet and Utility System cost percentapges.

* Total costs  for Other Reqguirements amounted to $1,877.43 per
dwelling unit.

* er dwelling unit percentage breakdowns for Other Requirements
are as follows:

Inrdividual Lot Landscaping 3 .3%

Opern Space Landscaping 19. 7%

Underground Utilities 26. 6%

Survey Costs 14, 4%

Test Dwelling Unit and Costs
s previously indicated, home no. 8323, designed by EBloodgood
rchitects was selected as the "test" dwelling unit. Per square
foot construction costs, including "service utility" hookups were
estimated at $55. 00. The "test" dwelling unit offers 1,24E sguare

L la

feet of living space, dictating a constructiconm cost of $68,530. 00,

ctual Cost Scenerio

Per 1ot improvement cost: $ B8.618.0¢6
Dwelling unit construction cost: $ £8, S30. 00
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Total finished cost: 77, 148. 06

Dowri Payment 10% » $ 7,714. O
Firnanced amount 2 30 yr. fixed: % 69,433, €
Settlemert fees @ 4% *x** $ &,777.323
Basic monthly payment 11.5% == : &£87. 33
M.G.I. . irisurance w .375% /mo. *%* : % 1. 69
Taxes w effective rate of 1.3%4 /mo. *%¥x* 75. &1
Stardard insurarice 25. 00/ mo. @ % 259. 00
Total monthly payment: 803,23
rmual payment: 3,711, 48
Qualifying monthly income **%* @ 3,237. 16
Qualifying arnnual ircome *%¥%¥% : 28, 845, 32
* 10% dowrn paymernt on total fimished cost of home

* % 11.5%4 interest rate for 30 yr. fixed rate mortgage

¥* ¥ ¥ percerntages apply to financed amcunt

*%%% by definition, 25% of gross income
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Summary Observations (Manhattan, Overland Park, Topeka, ichita)
The following figures contain summary information concerning
the previous four case study gurisdictions:
Figure 26, entitled "Preliminary Comparisons: Magocr Category

Scores", contains the major category scores for seven of the eight

magjor categories of requirements, as well as the "aoverall score”
for each case study Jgurisdictiorn. These scoring values were
determired via the Preliminary Evaluation Matrix. The magaor

category of Utility Systems was not assigrmed valuwes arnd was
therefore rot included. Figure 27, entitled "Preliminary
Comparisons Overall Scores" displays graphically the averall score
values for each case study gjgurisdiction. (Note: These values are
the averages of the majgor category scores.) Figure 28, entitled
"Preliminary Compariscocns Majgor Category Scores (Breakdowns) ”,
displays graphically the sum of the major category score values,
"broken down" into individual magjor category scoring values. (ie:
streets, pedestrian, lots, dwelling unit & development type,
narking, dedicaticn and other reguirements—from bottom to  top
respectively.) Ornce again, the major category of Utility Systems
was not  assigred values and was therefore not included irn the
graphic display(s).

Figure 293, entitled "Cost Comparisons: Magor Category

Regquirements", comtains the magjor category costs for seven of the

eight magor categories of requirements, as well as the "total
cast" for each case study gurisdiction. These costs were
cetermined via the Guantitative Evaluation Matrix. The magor

category of Dwelling Unit & Development Type Reguirements was nat

assigried caosts and was therefore not irncluded. Figure 30,
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erntitled "Cost Comparisons Total Impraovement Costs”, displays
graphically the taotal improvement costs for each case study
gurisdiction. Figwe 231, entitled '"Cost Comparisons Major
Category Costs (Breakdowns)", displays graphically the sum of the
magor category costs, (ie: total improvement cost), "braoken down”
into imdividual major category costs. (ie: streets, pedestrian,
utilities, lots, parking, dedicaticn and other reguirements—from
baottaom to top respectively.) Orice again, the magor category of
Dwelling Unit & Development Type Requirements was not assigrned

costs and was therefore rot included in the grapic display(s).









The preceeding summary information, together with previous
cata, were utilized in the development aof the following
sheservations:

Street Systems:

* Marhattan received the highest preliminary score for Street
Systems, followed by Overland Park, ichita and Topeka
respectively.

* Marmhattarn provided the lowest cost for Street Systems, followed

by Wichita,

There appears to be a fairly strong
P.E.M, scores and the . E.M. costs
Requirements.

Pedestrian Systems:
* Marhattarn received the highest
Pecestrian Systems, followed by ichita,

respectively.

* Marnhattar provided the lowest
fiallowed by Wichita, Overland Park and

cost for
Topeka respectively.

Overland Park arnd Topeka respectively.

relationship between the
for Street System

preliminary score for

Overland Park and Topeka

Pedestriarn Systems,

* There appears to be a very strong relationship between the
P.E.M. scores and the Q.E. M. costs for Pedestrian System
Requirements.

Utility Systems:
* Preliminary scores were not assigred to this major category of

requirements, as such systems

were determined

to be beyond the

cortrol of the local goverrvriment agericy.
* Utility costs were intentionally held cornstant for each of the
four case study jurisdictions evaluated.

Lot Requirements:
* Topeka received the highest preliminary score for Lot
Requirements, faollowed by Marnhattan, Wichita and Overlard Park
respectively.
* Topeka provided the lowest cost for Lot Requirements, followed
by Wichita, Overlarnd Park and Marhattan, respectively.
*# The relatiocnship betweer the P.E.M. scores and the .E.M. costs
appears strong  for Topeka, but is nrot reflected for the aother

three study Jurisdictiaons.



Dwelling Unit and Development Type Requirements:

* Topeka received the highest preliminary score for this major
category, followed by Wichita, with Marhattarn and Overland Park
tied for the lowest score.

* Dwelling Unit and Development Type Requiremernts were not
assigned Caosts due to the norn—applicable mnature of the specific
reguirements.

Parking Requirements:
* Topeka received the highest prelimirnary score for Parking
Requirements, followed by Marmhattanm and Overland Park which tied

fore the rext highest score and ichita with the lowest score.

* Topeka provided the lowest caost  forr Parking Requirements,
followed by Manhattarn, Overlarnd Park arnd ichita respectively.

* There appears to be a fairly strong relationship between the
P.E.M. scores and the .E.M. cost for Parking Requirements.

Dedication Requirement :

* Overlarnd Park received the highest preliminary score for
Dedication Requirements, followed by Topeka, Marhattanm and Wichita
respectively.

* Dedication costs turred cut tao be identical for the following
reasons: (1) Open Space costs were the only sub-category costs
comsidered for this major category, as all other sub—-categaory

costs were previously considered within other major categories,
(&) Due to the location of the "variably sized" opern space within
the "test" develapment (ie: within the street right-ocf-ways),
these areas were considered to be part of the aother sub-categories
and magor categories. Thus, the "fixed area" open spaces remained
coristant for each case study Jurisdiction, which resulted in
iderntical costs. Therefore, the relatiocnship between P.E.M.
scores and .E.M. cost could rnot be determined.

Other Requirements:
* QOverland Park and Topeka tied for the highest preliminary scaore
for  Other Reguirements, fallaowed by Marhattan and ichita

respectively.

* Marhattan provided the lowest cost for Other Requirements,
foxllowed by Topeka, Overland Park and ichita respectively.

*¥ The relationship betweer the P.E.M. scores ard the .E.M. costs
appears to be incornsistent for Other Reguirements.



Overall Observations:

* Marhattarn received the highest overall preliminary score and
nrovided the lowest total develaopment cost.

* Tupeka received the second highest overall preliminary score
and provided the second lowest total development cost.

* Overland Park received the third highest coverall preliminary
score and provided the third lowest total development cost.

* Wichita received the lowest overall preliminary score and
provided the highest development cost.

* comparison of P.E.M. scores and G.E.M. costs reveals a very
strong inverse relaticonship. That is, as P.E.M. scores ircorease,
.E.M. costs decrease.

ctual Cost Scenerio Observations:

* Marihattan's regulations provided the highest total firished
cost of 7 ,657.0&. This cost also dictated the highest total
monthly payment of $834. O, and the highest qualifyirng arnnual
income of 40,070, 40,

* Wichita’s regulaticms provided the second highest total
finished caost of 77,148.06. This also dictated the second
highest total monthly payment of 809.3293, and the secand highest
qualifying armual income of 38, 845. 92.

* Overland Park's regulations praovided the third highest total
finished cast of 79,320.35. This cost also dictated the third
highest total menthly payment of $831.37, and the third highest
qualifying armual income of 39,903.76

* Topeka’s regulatiocns provided the lowest total finished cost of
77,082.58. This cost also dictated the lowest total monthly
payment of 808.6c, and the lowest qualifying armual income of

* The differerce in total finished cost, total monmthly payment
and qualifyirg arrual income between M ahattan, the mast expersive
Jurisdiction, and Topeka the least expernsive Jurisdiction are
respecivelly as follaowss: 2,974.91, 26. 18, and 1,256.64.

-
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Demonstration " " and "B"
s previously discussed, demonstration requirements have been
developed in an effort tx determine the potential cost

ef fectiveriess related to increased flexibility and decreased

excessiveress within Zorning and subdivision ordinance
requirements. Demonstration " " and "R" requirements have,
therefore, irncorporated ircreased levels of flexibility and/or
decreased levels of excessiveness, while maintairning basic

protecticrn of public health, safety arnd welfare.

Ee reminded that most of the specific requiremernts found in
the Demornstration "A" and "B" case studies are identical.
However, significant differences between the twao cccur within the
major category of "Street Systems'. These differernces have been
incorporated to reflect the differing views of professionals and
professicrnal corganizations with respect to efficiencies in

handling storm  water rurnoff arnd the reed for street curbing

requirements. Specifically, Democristraticon " " eliminates all
street curbing requirements and utilizes grass—-lived "rnatural"
swales to handle storm  water runoff, This particular aspect of

the Demonstration " " requirements has cost implications within

six of the eight majgor categories of requirements. EBriefly, this

particular aspect obviocusly eliminates the costs associated with
curbing, but recessitates increased right-of-ways for swale
constructiom. It substantially reduces the cost of Storm Sewer

infrastructure, but decreases the amount of buildable land, and
recessitates increases in Parking, Dedication and Other

Requirements.
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Or the other hand, Demonstration "BY utilizes street curbing,
but sigrificamtly reduces right-of-way widths as a result. This
particular aspect of the Demonstration "B" reqguirements also has
cost implicaticons in six of eight major categories of
requirements. Briefly, this particular aspect includes curbing
costs, but reduces the cost assocciated with urmnesessarily wide
i ht—of-way widths. Storm sewer costs are not reduced, but there
is more buildable 1lanmd available, as well as reductions in
Par4ing, Dedication and Other Reguirements.

It is important to  understand, however, that differerces
betweern the requirements of Demonstration "RA" and "R" occur in
only orne magor category (ie: Street Systems). This category is
only one of eight, in an coverall set of more flexible, less
excessive requirements which must be considered wholistically in
terms of its impact an housing affordability. Therefore, many
"mirnor" cost increases recessitated by some particular aspect of
the Demorstration " " and "B" requirements are likely to be affset
by orne or more of the other requirements within the particular

cacse study.



Demonstration

Quantitative Evaluation Matrix

Figures 32 and 33 respectively, are the Cuantitative
Evaluation Matrix and summary graphic for the Demonstration " "
case study. The matrix is desigrned to determine the actual cost
of specific requirements, and/or categories of requirements, in
relationship to its impact on housing affordability. Costs have

beern determired via application to the "test" development

situation. (See "Methodology!" chapter for details.)
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Observations

Street Systems:

* Street System requirements accounted for 25%4 of total
improvement costs, the highest major category cost percentage.
This magor category was quite close to both utilities and Other
Regquiremerits which all three combirned, represents rearly 75% of
tatal improvement caosts.

* Total costs for  Street System requirements amounted to
$1,365. 23 per dwelling unit.

* Pavement costs were always the highest sub—category cost.

Pedestrian Systems:

* Pedestrian System requirements accounted for 1.2% of total
improvement costs.

* Total costs for Pedestrian System requirements amounted to
$67.04 per dwelling unit.

Utility Systems:

* Utility System requirements accounted for 22. % of total
improvement costs. This was the third highest percertage cost.
This magor category was quite close to both Street and Other
requirements which all three combired, represernts nrearly 75% of
total impravement costs.

* Total cost for Utility System requirements amcunted to
$1,246. 06 per dwelling unit.

* Sanitary Sewers were the mast expernsive utility system
impravement, accounting for rearly S6% of the total cost.

Lot Requirements:

* L=t Requirements accounted for 11.3% of total improvement
costs. (note: these are raw land costs)

0]

* Total costs for Lot Requirements amcunted to $651.35  per

dwelling unit.
* The total cost of land devoted to Yard Setbacks for standard
interior lots amounted to $325. 00 per dwelling unit. This area

and subsequent value represents S0% of both total cost and usable
lot square footage.

Dwelling Unit and Development Type Requirements:

* No costs were assigrned to this category of requirements.



Parking Requirements:

* Parking Requirements accounted for 14.2% of total impravement
costs.
* Tztal costs  for Parking Requirements amounted to $774.25 per

dwelling unit. This cast was affected by setback, right-of-way
and pavement width requirements.

Dedication Requirements:

* Dedication Requirements accounted for only 0.8%4 of taotal
improvement costs, the lowest major category cost. This resulted
from  the fact that Opern Space costs were the only costs
considered. Other sub-category costs were previcously considered

withirn other categories.

* Total cost for Open Space dedication requirements amounted to
only $46.32  per dwelling unit. (It should be noted that rno open
space was actually required, however, the "test" development did
include the square footage indicated.)

* Right—-of- ay and Easement dedicaticorns accounted for 8.43 acres
of land. This represented 27.2% aof total site acreage, with a
combimed total cost of $47,751.39.
Other Requirements:

* Other Requirements accounted for 24.1%4 of total improvement
costs. This was the second highest major category cost. This
major category was quite close to Street and Utility requirements
which all three combired, represents nearly 75% of taotal

improvement costs.

* Total costs  for Other Requirements amounted to $1, 320.21 per
dwellirmg unit.

* Irndividual Lot landscaping accounted for SE.1%4 of t e per
dwelling umit costs associated with Other Requirements. The

remaining percentage was split betweern Opernn Space landscapivig and
Survey Costs.

Test Dwelling Unit and Costs

s previocusly indicated, home ro. 8323, desigrned by Bloodagood
Architects was selected as the "test" dwelling unit. Per square
foot construction costs, including "service utility" hookups were
estimated at $55. Q0. The "test" dwelling unit offers 1,246 square

feet of living space, dictating a construction cost of $68,3530.00.
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ctual Cost Scernerio

Per lot improvement cost:
Dwelling unit canstruction cost:
Taotal finished unit cost:

Dowri payment 10% * =

Financed amount 30 yr. fixed:
Settlement fees 4% %%

Basic monthly payment @ 11.5% *x :
M.G.I.C. insurarce « 375% /mo. kxx
Taxes v effective rate of 1.3% / mo.*#%%
Standard insurarnce 25. 00/ mo. :
Tatal monthly payment:

nrxal payment:

Qualifying mornthly income **%x :
Gualifying anrnual income ***¥% :

S,470.49
€8, S30. 00
74,000, 49

$ 7,400,055
66, 600. 44

% 2,664,011
b 653. 34
20. 81

72.18

25. Q0
777.30

9, 327.60
3,103, 20
37, 310. 40

* 10% down payment on total finished cost of home
* % 11.5% interest rate for 30 yr. fixed rate maortgage
3% % percentages apply to finarnced amcunt

*%%% by definiticn, 25% of gross irncome
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Demonstration "B"

Quantitative Evaluation Matrix

Figures 34 and 35 respectively, are the QGuantitative
Evaluation Matrix and summary graphic for the Demonstratiocn "RB"
case study. The matrix is desigrned to determine the actual cost
of specific requirements, and/ocr categories of requirements, in
relaticnship to its impact on housing affordability. Costs have
been determined via application to a "test" development situation.

(See "Methodology" chapter for details.)
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Observations

Street Systems:

* Street System requirements accounted for 21.8% of total
immprovement costs, the third highest major category cost
percentage. This major category was claose to both Utility and

Other Requirements which all three combined, accounted for nearly
79% of total improvement costs.

* Total costs for Street System requirements amounted to
$1,253. 32 per dwelling unit.

* Pavement costs were always the highest sub-category cost,
accounting for more than the combined cost of other requirements
within a specific sub—-category.

Pedestrian Systems:

* Pedestrian System requirements accounted for 1.1% of total
improvement costs.

* Total costs for Pedestrian System requirements amounted to
$61. 53 per dwelling unit.

Utility Systems:

* Utility System requirements accounted for 26.9% of total
improvement costs, the highest major category cost percentage.
This magor category was close ta both Street and Other

Requirements which all three combined, represents nearly 75% of
total improvement costs.

* Total cost for Utility System requirements amounted to
$1,552. 64 per dwelling unit.

* Sanitary Sewers were the most expensive utility system
improvement, accounting for nearly 41% of the total cost.

Lot Requirements:

* Lot Requireme nts accounted for 15.2% of total improvement
costs (note: these are raw land costs)

* Total costs for Lot Requirements amounted to $8735.51 per
dwelling unit.

* The total cost of land devoted to Yard Setbacks for standard
interior lots amounted to $338.00 per dwelling unit, This area
and subsequent value represents S2% of both total cost and usable
lot square footage.

Dwelling Unit and Development Type Requirements:

* No costs were assigned to this category of requirements.
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Parking Requirements:

* Parking Requirements accounted for 11.5% of total improvement
costs.
* Total costs for Parking Requirements amounted to $665.E26 per

dwellirg unit. This cost was affected by setback, right-of-way
and pavement width requirements.

Dedication Requirements:

* Dedication Requirements accounted for only 0.74% of total
improvement costs, the lowest major category cost. This resulted
fram  the fact that Open Space costs were the only costs
considered. Other sub—category costs were previously considered
within other categories.

* Total cost for Open Space dedication regquirements amounted to
only $42.951 per dwelling unit. (It shaould be noted that no open
space was actually required, however, the "test" development did
include the square footage indicated.)

* Right-of- ay and Easemert dedications accounted for 6.28 acres
of land. This represented 20.2% of total site acreage, with a
combined total cost of $35,594.885.
Other Requirements:

* Other Requirements accounted for 22.8% of total improvement
costs. This was the second highest major category cost. This
major category was close to Street and Utility Requirements whichn
all three combined, represents nearly 754 of total impraovement

costs.

* Total costs for Other Requirements amounted to $1,317.56 per
dwelling unit.

* Individual Lot landscaping accounted for S2.2% of the per
dwelling unit costs associated with Other Requirements. The
remaining percentage was split betweenri Open Space landscaping and
survey costs.
Test Dwelling Unit and Costs

s previously indicated, home wrno. 8323, desigred by Bloodgocd
Architects was selected as the "test" dwelling unit. Per square
foot construction costs, including "service utility" hookups were

estimated at $55. 00. The "test" dwelling unit offers 1,246 square

feet of living space, dictating a contruction cost of $68,530.00.



Actual Cost S enerio

Per lot improvement cost: $ S,774. 36
Dwellirig unit construction cost: $ 68,530. 00
Total finished unit cost: $ 74,304, 36
Downn payment 10% * 7,430, 44
Financed amournt 2@ 30 yr. fixed: $ 66,873.3
Settlement fees 4% ®%% 3 2,674.95
Basic monthly payment 11.5% *x : $ E€2. 05
M.G.I.C. insurance « 373% /mo. %% 3 20. 83
Taxes effective rate of 1.3% /mo. %% : $ 72. 44
Standard irnsurarice 25. 00/ mo. 25. 00
Taotal monthly payment: 780. 38
Anrual payment: 3,364.56
Qualifying monthly income %*%*%¥% 3,121.52
Qualifyirg anrnual irncome *%¥%¥ 3 37, 458. 24
* 10%4 dowrnn payment on total finished cost of home

*% 11. 5% interest rate for 30 yr. fixed rate mortgage

* %% percentages apply to finarced amount

*%%% by definition, 25% of gross income
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Final Summary Observations (all six case studies)

The following figures contain summary information concerning
the previous six case studies:

Figure 36, entitled "Cost Comparisons: Majgor Category

Requirements", contairns the major category costs for severn of the

eight major categories of requirements, as well as the "total
cost” for all six case studies evaluated. These costs were
determined via the Ruantitative Evaluation Matrix. The major

category of Dwelling Unit & Development Type Requirements was not
assigried costs and was therefore rot included. Figure 37,
entitled "Cost Comparisons Total Impraovement Costs", displays
graphically the total improvement cost for all six case studies
evaluated. Figure 38, entitled "Cost Comparisons Major Category
Costs (Breakdowns)", displays graphically the sum of the major
category costs, (ie: total improvement cost), "broker down" into
inmdividual major category costs. (ie: streets, pedestrian,
utilities, lats, parking, dedication and cther requirements—fraom
bottom to top respectively.) Ornce agian, the major category of
Dwellirng Urit & Develaopment Type Requirements was not assigned
costs and was therefore not included in the graphic display(s).
Figure 393, entitled "Cost Comparisons: Per Dwelling Unit",
cormtains the per dwellirng unit costs for seven of the eight majer
categories of requirements. These costs were obtained by dividing
the specific major category costs by the total riumber of dwelling
units. The major category of Dwelling Unit & Development Type
Requirements was ot assigried costs and was therefore not
included. Figure 40, erntitled "Cost Comparisons Per Dwellinmg Unit

Improvement Costs", displays graphically the per dwelling unit
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improvement costs for all six case studies evaluated. Figure 41,
entitled "Cost Comparisons Per Dwelling Unit Costs (Breakdowns) ",

displays graphically the sum of the per dwellirg unit costs, (ie:

total per unit improvement cost), "braken down" into irndividual
per dwelling urnit  major category costs. (ie: streets,
pedestrian, utilities, lats, parking, dedication and other
requirements—from bottom to top respectively.) Once again, the

major category of Dwelling Unit & Develcocpment Type Requiremernts
wass mot assigned costs and was therefore riot included in the
graphic display(s).

Figure 4 entitled "Overall Comparisons” contains overall
information on densities, improvement costs and fimarce/ircome
costs necessary for final comparative observations of the six

case studies being evaluated.
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The preceding summary information was utilized in the
development of the following observations:

Street Systems:

* Marhattan’s total category cost  rarnked third, but its per
dwelling unit cost ranked sixth, which was the highest per unit
cost.

* QOverland Park’s total category cost ranked fifth as did its per
dwelling unit cost.

* Topeka’s total category cost  ranked sixth, the highest cost,
but its per dwelling unit cost ranked fourth.

* Wichita’s total category cost ranked fourth, but its per
dwelling unit cost ranked third.

* Democnstration " "'s total category cost ranked first, the
lowest cost, but its per dwelling unit cost ranked second.

* Demcristration "B"'s total category cost ranked second, but its
per dwelling unit cost ranmked first, the lowest cost.

Pedestrian Systems:

* Marhattan’s total category cost tied with Demonstration * " and
"R" for the rumber one ranking, which is the lowest cost, but its
per dwelling unit cost ranked third.

* Overlarnd Park’s total category cost rarnked fifth as did its per
dwelling unit cost.

* Topeka’s total category cost ranked sixth, the highest cost, as
did its per dwelling unit cost.

* Wichita’s total category cost ranked fourth as did its per
dwelling unit caost.

* Demonstration " "’s total category cost tied with Demonstration
"B" and Manhattan for the number one ranking, which is the lowest
cost, but its per dwelling unit cost ranked second.

* Demonstration "B"’s total category cost tied with Demonstration
" " and Marhattan for the number ocne ranking, which is the lowest

cost, and ranked number one in per dwelling unit cost as well.

Utility Systems:

* The total category costs for Utility Systems were identical
with the exception of Demonstration " ", which had a lower cost
due to the utilization of "natural" grass—-lirned swales for storm

water runaoff.
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# Rankings for per dwelling unit costs within this major category
are as follows: Demcnstration " " ranked rniumber one, with the
lowest cuost, followed by Demonstration "RBY, Wichita, Topeka,
Overland Park and Manhattan, which ranked sixth, and required the
highest cuost.

Lot Requirements:

* Marhattan's total category cost ranmked fourth, but its per
dwelling unit cost rarmked sixth, requiring the highest caost.

* Overland Park's total category cost ramked third, but its per
dwelling unit cost ramked fifth.

* Topeka's total category cost ranked first, the lowest coast, but
its per dwelling unit cost ranked third.

* Wichita’s total category cost ranked second, as did its per
dwelling unit cost.

* Demarnstration " "'s total category cost ranked fifth, but its
per dwelling unit cost rarnked first, with the lowest cost.

* Demconstration "B"'s tatal category cost ranked sixth, the
highest cost, but its per dwelling unit cost ranked fourth.

Dwelling Unit and Development Type Requirements:
* No costs were assigrned to this majgor category of requirements.

Parking Requirements:

* Marhattarn’s total category caost ranked second, but its per
dwellirng urnit cast ranked fourth.

* Overland Park's total category cost ranked fourth, but its per
dwelling unit cost ranked sixth, the highest cost.

¥ Topeka's total category cost ranked first, the lowest cost, but
its per dwellirng cost ranked second.

* Wichita’s total category cost ranmked sixth, the highest cost,
but its per dwellirng unit cost ranked fifth.

* Demcnstration ""s total category coast ranked fifth, but its
per dwelling unit cost ranked third.

* Demconstration "B"'s total category cost rarmked third, but its
per dwellirng unit cost ranked first, the lowest cost.

Dedication Requirements:

* The total category costs for Dedicaticon  Requirements were
identical. This resulted from the fact that "variable" Opern Space
reqgquirements fell within street right—-ocf-ways. Therefore, such

requirements were not considered as part of the Open Space
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dedication reguirements, but rather, as part of street right-of-
way reqguirements. This left the "fixed" Opernn Space areas and
values constant for each case study.

* Rarkings for per dwelling unit costs withinm this major category
are as follows: Demonstration "B"  ranked wumber one, with the
lawest cost, followed by Demonstraticon " M, Wichita, Topeka,
Overland Park, and Marnhattan, which rarnked sixth, arnd required the
highest cost.

Other Requirements:

* Marhattan’s total category cost ranked first, the lowest cost,
but its per dwelling unit cost ranked fourth.

* Overland Park’s total category caost ranked third, but its per
dwelling unit cost rarnked sixth, the highest per unit cost.

* Tapeka’s total category cost  ranked second, but its per
dwelling unit cost ranked third.

* Wichita’s total category cost ranked sixth, the highest cost,
but its per dwelling unit cost rarnked fifth.

* Demcnstration " "’s total category cost ranked fourth, but its
dwellirng unit cost ranked second.

* Demonstration "B"'s taotal category cost ranked fifth, but its
per dwelling unit cost ranked first, providing the lowest cost.

Overall Observations:

* Marhattarn required the largest mirnimum lot size and had the
lowest overall density. It had the lowest total development cost,
but the highest per dwelling unit improvement cost. Manhattan

required the highest finished unit cost, total monthly payment and
total qualifying irncome.

* Overland Park reqguired the second largest minimum lot size and
had the second lowest overall density. It had the second highest
tatal development cost and the second highest per dwelling unit
improvement cost. Overland Park required the second highest
fimished unit cost, total monthly paymenmt and total gqualifying
income.

* Topeka required the third largest mirndimum lot size and had the
third lowest overall density . It had the fourth highest total
development cost and fourth highest per dwelling unit improvement
cost. Topeka required the fourth highest finished wunit cost,
total monmthly payment and total gqualifying income.

* Wichita required the fourth largest mirniimum lot size and had
the fourth lawest overall density. It had, however, the highest
txtal development cost, but only the third highest per dwelling
unit improvement cost. Wichita required the third highest



finished unit cost, total monthly payment, and total qualifying
income.

* Demonstration " " tied with Demonstration "B" for the smallest
required minimum 1ot size and had the fifth lowest, or second
highest overall dernsity. It had the fifth highest, or secaond
lowest, total development cost and the lowest per dwelling unit
improvement cost. Demonstration " " required the lowest firished
urnit cost, total monthly payment and total qualifyirng income.

* Demornstration "B" tied with Demonstration " " for the smallest
required minimum lot size and had the highest averall dernsity. It
had the third highest total development cost, but only the fifth
highest or second lowest per dwelling unit improvement cost.
Demonstration "B" required the fifth highest, or second  lowest
finished umit cost, total monthly payment and total qgualifying
1MCome.
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CH PTER FOUR; RESULTS. CONCLUSIONS & RECOMMEND TIONS

Results and Conclusions

The results and cornclusions that follow have beers develcoped
solely within the context of the stated aobjectives of this study.
For the readers convenierice, objectives will be briefly restated
prior to the discussionn of related results and conclusiaons.
Discussion will begin with the Preliminary Evaluatiorn Matrix,
follawed by the Quantitative Evaluation Matrix anmd the QOverall
study objectives. In this way, the more specific areas of the
study will be mcre directly lirnked to  the Overall results and
cornclusicons.
P.E.M. Objectives

To allow the investigator to become familiar with  the
structure and emphasis of individual zoning and subdivision
ordinances in the "broad" sense, and;

To highlight specific requirements and/cr categories af
requirements that are, by defimition, inflexible ard/cr excessive,

and ;

To show the rarmge of variamnce of excessiveness and/or
inflexibility, where applicable, betweern the case studies, and;

To provide a general indication of the severity of the
prablem with respect to housing costs and affordability, ands

Tco  target specific requirements and/or categories o f
requirements for more detailed investigation via the Quantitative
Evaluation Matrix.

P.E.M. Results and Conclusions

By utilizing the scoring system developed arcound the
definitions of flexibility and excessiverness, the Preliminary
Evaluation Matrix, (P.E.M.), was able tao highlight wvarious

degrees of inflexibility anmd excessiverness that existed within the

actual zening and subdivision ordinance reqguirements evaluated for



this study. The erntire process provided the investigator  the
familiarity with the structure and emphasis of the varicus zoning
and subdivision ordinances, in advance of the more detailed cost
aralysis via the Quantitative Evaluation Matrix.

"Cost/ ffordability" scores revealed that requirements for

"Street System" improvements and "Parkirng" received the lowest
scores while reguirements for "Dedicat icns" and "Other"
requirements received the highest scores. Based upon these

findings, it would appear that "Street System” and "Parking”
requirements within the four case study jurisdictions evaluated
tend to be least flexible and most excessive, while requirements
for "Dedications” and "Other"” requirements tend to be more
flexible and least excessive.

"Cost/ ffordability!" scores displayed a wider range of
variance at the major category level than they did at the Overall
level. ivern the rarnge of values from orne (1) to five (5),
averall scores for the four case study jurisdictions evaluated
typically fell close to the middle. These values ranged fraom a

low of 2.3 for Wichita to & high of 2.6 for Manhattan. These

findings would indicate that; although major categories of
requirements varied in their degrees of inflexibility and
excessiveness from Jurisdiction to Jurisdiction, all four

Jurisdictions were experiencing very similar overall levels of
inflexibility and excessiveness within their zoning and
subdivision ordinance requirements.

Accepting, for the time beirng, that higher scores (ie: most
flexible, least excessive) offer the greatest potential for lower

costs and  higher levels of affordability, preliminary findings



would indicate that lower housing costs and subsequently higher
levels of affordability are possible within the four case study

Jurisdictions evaluated.

Categories of requirements in most immediate wreed of
attentiocon would appear to be "Street Systems" and "Parking”
requirements with "Lot" requirements a close third. Thus,

problems of inflexiblility and excessiveness within the zoning and
subdivision regulations evaluated should clearly be of concern
within each jurisdiction.

Q.E.M. Objectives

To determine the actual costs of specific requirements within
the context of the "test" development, andj;

T show  the range of variance of costs between the case
studies, and;

Too indicate the degree to which specific requirements of
zoning and subdivision ordinances affect the cost of housing, and;

To determine whether the findings of the Quantitative
Evaluation Matrix are consistant with those of the Preliminary
Evaluation Matrix.

@.E.M. Results and Conclusions

The determination of actual costs, as applied tao the "test”
development, was facilitated quite nicely by the Quantitative
Evaluation Matrix forr "individual” requirements, "categories" of
requirements, and "total development cost”. The Q.E.M. revealed
that the city of Marnhattan, Kansas required the lowest total
development cast of all the case studies evalutated. However,
"total development cost" as an indicator of housing affordability
proved to be quite misleading. In fact, Marnhattarn, havirnig the
lowest "total development cost”, actually required the highest
"per unit improvement cost”, "finmished urnit cost”, "monthly

payment" and "qualifying armnual income”. This appeared to be a
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direct result of "minimum 1lot size" requirements and subsequent
overall density. That is, the "overall density” of the
development appeared to be a much better indicator of housing
affordability than did "total development cost". Generally,
results revealed that higher densities produced 1lower per unit

costs and higher levels of affordability.

The range of variance of costs between the case studies and
the degree to which requirements of zoning and subdivisiaon
ordinarmces affect the cost of housing was also revealed through
the Quantitative Evaluatiorn Matrix. Results showed that between

the four actual case study jgurisdictions, Manhattan required the
highest costs while Topeka required the 1lowest costs. hen all
six case studies were cornsidered, however, "Demonstration and
B”, having incorporated increased levels of flexibility and

decreased levels of excessiveness provided clearly more affordable

solutions. "Demonstration A" required the lowest cost of all six
case studies evaluated. I a compariscon of the three key case
studies (ie: Manhattan, Topeka and Demonstration "A") several

significant findings were revealed.

hen comparing the "finished wnit cost”, "monthly payment"
and "qualifying armual income" between Manhattan, requiring the
highest cost, and Demcnstration " ", requiring the lowest cost, a
differernce of approximately seven (7) percent was found. This

amcounts to a differerce of $5,656.57 in "finished cost", $57.S50 in
"monthly payment” and %2, 760,00 in "qualifying arnual income".
hen camparing the same figures for Topeka, requiring the lowest

actual case study Jgurisdiction cost, and Demonstration

requirirng the lowest overall cost, orne still finds a differerce of
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nearly four (4) percent. This amocunts to a differerce of
$3, 08Z.06 in "finished unit cost", $31.328 in "monthly payment" and
$1,903.36 ivn "qualifyimng arnnual income". Based wupon these
figures, it is clear that basic protection of public health safety
and welfare can cost the consumer a good deal more depending upon
the jurisdiction within which he lives. Perhaps more importantly,
however, is the fact that these costs can apparently be reduced to
provide greater levels of housing affordability without adversely
affecting public health, safety and welfare.

Finally, the consistancy between the findirgs of the
Quarnt itative Evaluation Matrix and the Preliminary Evaluation
Matrix, although not absclute, were enccuraging. For example: of

the eight major categories of reguirements, five could be directly

compared (ie: "Street Systems", "Pedestrian Systems'", "Lot
Requirements", "Parking Requirements", "Other Requirements").
(Note: "Dwelling Unit and Development Type Requirements' were rot

evaluated Quantitatively and "Utility Systems" were not evaluated
Preliminarily. The third major category of "Dedication

Requirements" could not be compared as quantative values were

identical - see explanation in the "Case Studies" chapter - while
the preliminary scores varied.) Of these five major categories,
three (ie: "Street Systems", "Pedestrian Systems" and "Parking

Requirements”) showed a strong inverse relationship. That is, as
preliminary scores increased, costs decreased. ith the remaining
categories (ie: "Lot Requiremernts”" and "Other Requirements'") it
wontld appear that the affects of charging densities negated any
relationships that may have otherwise existed. Recalling PR.E. M.

results, however, "Street Systems" and "Parking" requirements
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received the lowest scores while "Dedication" and "Other"
requirements received "higher" scores. .E.M. results revealed

that in fact, when all six case studies were considered, combined

costs for "Street"” and "Parking” Requirements averaged 38.25% of
total cost while "Dedication" and "Other" requirements averaged
only 20.26%. Additionally, as one compares the "averall scaores"

of the PRP.E.M. with the "total development cost" of the .E.M., a

perfect inverse relaticonship is revealed. These findings coupled

with the reduced cost achieved by the Demanstration " " amd “"B"
regquirements - which incorporated increased flexibility and
decreased excessiveress - ternd to support the idea that elements

of inflexibility and excessiveness can work to prevent a zoning or
subdivision ordinance requirement from providing basic protection
of health, safety and welfare in a cost efficient manner.

Overall Study Objectives

To demonstrate that lacal zorning and subdivision ordimances
currently in use, cantain many land use and develapment
requirements which add urmecessarily to the finished cost aof a
hame, and thereby directly affect housing affardability, and;j

To demonstrate that urmnecessary cost results largely from the
inability of a reqgquirement to achieve its internded purpose in a
cost efficient marnner, and;

T2 demconstrate that the inability of a requirement to achieve
its intended purpose is determirned to> a large extent by the
relative degree of flexibility ard/or excessiveress contained
within the requirement.

Overall Results and Conclusions

Based wupaon the findings of both the Preliminary and
Quantitative Evaluation Matrices, it appears that loecal
regulation, in the form of zoning and subdivision ordinance

requirements is adding unnecessarily to the finished cost of a

home.



s one considers the purpose of such regulation, that is, the
protection of basic health, safety and welfare, it is clear that
Wichita, for example, provides its residents that protection at
significantly lower costs than does Marhattan. If,
hypothetically, a person lived in a city whose requirements
reflected those of the Demonstration " " case study, the
protection of his health, safety and welfare would cost even less.
Thus, unnecessary cost appears to result from the inability of a
requirement to achieve its intended purpose in a cost efficient
manner.

lthough "Street"” and "Parking"” requirements were cited
earlier as nreeding revisicon, it would appear that overall density
via minimum lot size was the key to providing higher levels of
affordability. The Marhattarn and Wichita case studies pravide an
excellernt example of the affects of ircreased density on finished
it cost. Marhattan required the lowest total development cost.
However, as a result of its large minimum laot size and subsequent
low averall density, Manhattan’s finished unit cost was more than
$2, 500. OO0 higher than Wichita’s firnished unit cost. (Wichita
required a lower mivniimum lot size which resulted in a higher
overall dersity.) Thus, the excessive nature of Manhattan’®s
miviimum lot size had a major influernce on the cost efficiercy of
the requirement. On the other hand, the ircreased flexibility
within Manhattan’s "Pedestrian System” requirements helped reduce
by S0 percent the cost of those improvements over Wichita’s less
flexible "Pedestrian System" requirements. Therefore, it would

appear that the relative degree of flexibility and/or



excessiveness of a requirement does prevent that requirement from

achieving its intended purpose in a cost efficient manner.

Recommendation for Future Study

During the preparation of this study it became quite apparent
that there are rnumercus areas related to goverrment regulation and
housinmg cost that are in desperate nreed of study. Reducing
administrative delays, elimimating regulatory constraints, and
finding more equitable ways of allocating the costs of development
between the public and private sectors are but a few of the more
pressirg areas of cancerr.

Maost uwrgent, in this author’s opinion, however, is the rneed

to research and develop flexible cost—-efficient standards for

every major category of regulatory requirements. Such
requirements would address mot only health, safety and welfare
issues, but also issues of affordability. s Green, (196€8:464)
states:

"The goverrmental unit should recognize that in making a
particular requirement it may be remaving an element of
choice from the purchaser - requiring him to pay for
curbs, gutters, sidewalks, and street trees instead of
an extra room on his house. ™
Unfortunately, in today’s ecornomy, that chaice may have already
beern marrowed from adding on an extra room, to the ability to own
a home at all.

ith respect to the issue of researching and developing riew

standards, it is the author?’s opinion that more emphasis needs to

be placed o Ways of  improving the physically aoriented
requirements of subdivision ordinarnces. Orne approach may be to
study the public or public agercies willirngress to charnge a
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requiremernt based upon their perception of its physical or spatial

characteristics. Sanders, and others, (13 4) determined that
while charnges were taking place within Zoming ordinarice
requirements -~ which tend to be more spatially oriented, the

physically oriented requirements of subdivision ordinarices remain
largely urichanged. ssumirig this reluctance to change subdivision
ordinarnce requirements is typical acraoss the country,
Jurisdicticorns are igroring a major area of potenmtial cost savings
to the consumer as well as the jJurisdicticon, Thus, research
efforts must address these areas in an effort to determine the
externt to which improvements in conventioral stamndards can lead to
reduced cost and higher levels of affordability for housing

covisumers.
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BSTR CT

Over the past decade, the high cost of housing has affected
millions of American households. The growing gap between family
income and the price of a home has become the quintessential
element of the affaordable housing prablem. The complexity of the
problem has necessitated study of individual "component " costs.
One such component, "goverrment regulation" is the focus of this
study. Specifically, this study focuses upon housing costs
asscciated with requirements contained within local zoning and
subdivision ordinances addressing single—-family detached housing
uses and/or developments. The primary cobgjective was to
demonstrate that such ordinances contain requirements which add
unnecessarily to the finished cost of a home. Secondary
objectives were to demonstrate that urnmecessary cost resulted from
the inability of requirements to protect basic health, safety and
welfare in a cost efficient marmer, and; that such inability was
determined by the relative degree of flexibility and/ar
excessiveness of the requirements.

Ta implement the abjectives, four case study Jurisdictions
were selected from which current zoning and subdivision ordinances
were obtained. Applicable land use and development requirements
were inventoried and organized into major categories.
Preliminary Evaluation Matrix was developed and utilized to assess
the relative degree of flexibility and/or excessiveness of
speci fic requirements. Guantitative Evaluation Matrix was
developed and wutilized to determine the actual cost of specific

requirements as applied to a "Test" development situation.
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Additiconally, "demonstration" requirements, incorporating
increased flexibility and decreased excessiveness were developed,
applied to the "test" developmernt and quantitatively evaluated for
comparative arnalysis.

Findings irndicated that requirements of zoning and
subdivision ordinances were, in fact, adding urmecessarily to the
finished cost of a home, arnd; that such urrmecessary cost resulte
from the inability of the requiremernts to protect basic health,
safety and welfare in a cost efficient marmer, andj; that elements
af inflexibility and excessiveness can wonrk to prevent
requirements from providing such protection in a cost efficient
manrer. Additicnally, findirgs revealed that cverall dernsity, via
minimum lot size, was the key to providing higher levels of
affaordability. That is, higher dersities produced lower per unit

costs and higher levels of affordability.
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