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Map 1  
New York-New Jersey-Connecticut Metropolitan Region1 

 

                                                 
1 US Census of Population. 
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1. Affordability, Choice and Quality: Foundations of a Balanced Housing Market 
 
Residents of the New York-New Jersey-Connecticut metropolitan region share many points of pride – some of the best 
cultural amenities in the world, for example – as well as common complaints.  Near the top of the latter list is the 
perception that we pay too much for housing.  Those from outside the region balk at high rents and prices in places as 
diverse as Brooklyn, New York and Stamford, Connecticut.  While home prices seem high across the country, $300,000 can 
still buy a much larger, higher quality house in the suburbs of Dallas than it can in Westchester.  In the center of it all is one 
of the most overheated residential real estate markets in country: Manhattan.  People move to New York City from all over 
the country and the world and immediately give up whatever cultural taboo they might have held against asking people how 
much they pay for rent.  It seems like a market of almost infinite demand. 
 
Are these perceptions accurate?  Is the region really more expensive than others around the country?  While high prices 
attract most of our attention, the issue is far more complex.  It is not simply what we pay for housing, but what we get in 
return, whether the burdens of high costs and limited choices are equitably shared, and how the housing market affects 
economic growth, land use and travel patterns. To address these issues, it is necessary to examine a number of aspects of 
housing affordability, choice and quality.   
 
The cost of rent and mortgage payments, especially relative to income, is clearly an important factor.  While the perception 
holds that the NY-NJ-CT region is more expensive than others, it is also widely believed that New York jobs pay more 
than their counterparts in, for example, Detroit or Houston.  This is largely true as well, although wages vary widely within 
the NY-NJ-CT region.  The NY-NJ-CT metropolitan region is in fact one of the highest cost regions in the United States, 
both in terms of absolute housing costs and costs relative to income, but many of the larger coastal regions are not far 
behind.   
 
High costs and high wages indicate a strong demand to live and work in the region.  It is difficult to measure the factors 
that make a place appealing.  Quality schools, safety and open space are always important.  But the revival of central cities 
throughout the country over the past decade points to the importance of cultural diversity, the arts, and simply higher 
population densities.  Another factor in a region’s competitiveness is the time, comfort, convenience and cost of 
commuting.  A variety of housing types must be attainable for a given location to be accessible to a diverse workforce.  
Rental housing should be available alongside owned homes, and housing needs to be affordable and stable so that 
neighborhood character can flourish.  In short, a balanced housing environment is necessary for a region to realize the 
many attributes which make it a desirable place to live and work.   
 
What is a Balanced Housing Market? 

 
There are a variety of conditions which might indicate an unbalanced housing market.  For a low income family looking for 
housing it might be rising rents or a lack of subsidized housing options.  For a lender it might be increasing mortgage 
delinquency rates.  Policy makers may cite very low vacancy rates as indicators of an overall housing shortage, while high 
vacancy rates may indicate a glut of certain housing types or the undesirability of certain areas; increases in either of these 
indicators is cause for concern.  Finally any housing market which consistently excludes households on the basis of race, 
family type, household size or income cannot be considered healthy or fair.   
 
A balanced housing market is, by contrast, one that provides housing options affordable to all classes of residents.  The 
New Jersey State Plan describes a balanced housing market in its depiction of a desired future:   
 

In the Year 2020, New Jersey residents have a choice of housing which is affordable, structurally 
sound, well-maintained and located in neighborhoods that are attractive, safe and easily accessible to 
employment and services. Additionally, plentiful housing options are available, particularly for those 
who are elderly or disabled, or with low and very low incomes. There are also many choices of living 
environments available for those who want the vibrancy of city life, a place that expresses their unique 
cultural values, the conviviality of town life, the stability of suburban living or the privacy of rural 
landscapes.   
 

Similarly, a housing crisis report card for the San Francisco Bay Area identifies a balanced housing market as providing a 
“diversity of housing choices for all residents and workers” while protecting the environment2.  Myron Orfield, Allan 
Mallach and others have often noted that a balanced housing market would avoid extreme concentrations of poverty or 
wealth.   
 

                                                 
2San Francisco Bay Area Housing Crisis Report Card, The Non-Profit Housing Association of Northern California, Greenbelt 
Alliance, Nine County Housing Advocacy Network. 
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Fundamentally, a healthy housing market provides a balance of affordability, choice and quality with limited disparities 
among those of different income levels, races, tenure, and age.   A low-cost housing market with older, deteriorating stock 
may be affordable to more households, but hardly desirable or competitive.  The opposite extreme is a region with a broad 
range of high-quality housing options that are unaffordable or unavailable to large parts of the population.  An assessment 
of the region’s housing environment, therefore, might begin with questions such as these: 
 

 

Affordability

Are there limited disparities in housing cost burden among different occupations, races and ages?
Are housing prices proportionate to the area's size and wealth?
Do young people and moderate-income families have access to home ownership?
Do owners realize a reasonable rate of equity appreciation?
Are housing prices excessively volatile?

Choice

Is there a diversity of housing choices for all residents and workers?
Can all occupational classes find housing reasonably proximate to their jobs?
Are commuting times unreasonably long?
Is there adequate opportunity for residential mobility?
Do some groups have to resort to informal or illegal housing options?
Do housing patterns support sustainable growth?
Is there undue racial and economic segregation?
Quality

Is the housing stock free of conditions that could negatively impact resident health?
Is the housing stock well maintained and does it offer amenities comparable with competing regions?
Are neighborhoods attractive and safe and do they offer amenities comparable to competing regions?  

 
Indicators such as these are not necessarily prescriptive.  For example, a reasonable rate of equity appreciation can benefit 
homeowners while creating a higher barrier to homeownership for lower income households.  Rising housing prices need 
to be examined as part of other trends - in the economy, the environment and transportation - to determine whether they 
are compatible with a sustainable, balanced housing market.  
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Why Does a Balanced Housing Market Matter? 
 
Figure 1 
Balanced Housing 

 

 
 
Efforts to describe a desirable housing market raise important questions about growth.  A balanced housing market would 
have adequate housing production to accommodate growth, but that begs the question of how much and what type of 
growth is desired.  This is a complicated question.  Residents and policy makers may visualize a wide variety of types of 
growth.  Adding one million households to New Jersey over 20 years, as the State Plan once envisioned, might take the 
form of new high density infill residential development in Trenton, Newark, Paterson, and along the Hudson, or it might 
mean new low density subdivisions throughout Hunterdon, Ocean County and Burlington.  The new households may be 
primarily from older age groups, or mostly immigrants, or mostly nonfamily households; household type determines 
demand for size and cost of housing units, while availability of housing types in turn drives neighborhood and regional 
growth.   Only when some of these questions are answered can it be determined whether the region is under-investing in 
one or another segment of housing production and preservation.  
 
Just as a healthy housing market provides a desirable balance of affordability, choice and quality, a balanced housing market 
will successfully support multiple goals.  It will enhance the region’s economic competitiveness by helping to attract and 
retain the diverse, talented workforce that represents its major advantage in the global economy.  Social equity will be 
improved by reducing disparities in housing costs - the largest component of household costs for most low-income families 
- and expanding access to more neighborhoods.  The region’s environment will also be improved if the housing market 
encourages settlement patterns that make efficient use of land and energy, protect open space and reduce auto dependency.  
 
Report Objectives and Approach 
 
This paper surveys housing conditions in the New York-New Jersey-Connecticut metropolitan area, which we define based 
primarily on settlement and commuting patterns in the area surrounding New York City3.  The metropolitan region is a 32-
county area where 22 million people live.  Over 9 million people commute within the region, and nearly half a million cross 
state lines daily to get to work.  To highlight inter-regional competition issues, this paper compares the NY-NJ-CT 
metropolitan region with the other nine largest metropolitan regions in the country.  See Appendix 1 for definitions of 
these ten regions.   
 
The paper stratifies geographically the NY-NJ-CT region into sub-regional urban and suburban rings, to better grasp the 
subtleties of the region’s composition, both in terms of demographics and land use.  Urban/suburban rings show proximity 
to the urban center of the region while remaining consistent with county boundaries.  Four rings are defined, including 
Manhattan, which has its own category by virtue of its density and role as the region’s Central Business District.  The Urban 

                                                 
3 The NY-NJ-CT region includes Pike County, Pennsylvania.  This differs from the traditional 31-county region used by 
Regional Plan Association.  Pike County is included in the Census Bureau 2000 definition of the New York Consolidated 
Metropolitan Statistical Area.  See Appendix 1 for more details on the definition of the region. 
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Core consists of the other four boroughs of New York City and the three counties in northern New Jersey—Hudson, 
Essex and Union—that have a high proportion of older cities.  The Inner Suburban ring was largely developed in the 1950s 
and 1960s and has the highest proportion of older suburban towns.  The Outer Suburban ring is the least densely 
populated, most rapidly growing part of the metropolitan area. 
 
Using the rings has drawbacks: some counties – such as Essex, Union and Passaic – contain both suburban and urban 
places, and categorizing them singly to maintain the county boundaries is somewhat arbitrary.   The Outer Suburban ring 
includes cities such as Poughkeepsie, Trenton and New Haven, which in population and employment density more closely 
resemble Urban Core areas.  Regardless of these issues, ring stratifications are useful tools for examining trends.  
Urban/suburban rings are also mostly consistent with population and housing unit density rankings4. 
 
The paper attempts to document whether the region is moving toward a more balanced housing market and a better quality 
of life for most residents.  A variety of indicators are examined to determine how the housing market affects the region’s 
economy, social equity and environment.  It examines who bears the highest relative housing costs, discusses the trade-offs 
between housing costs and other constraints such as commuting, and suggests what trends might be shaping the economic 
geography of our area.  The paper is meant to facilitate better planning and more enlightened housing policy decisions 
based on insights into those regional trends. 
 

                                                 
4 Densities are consistent with urban/suburban rings with the exceptions of Mercer, Morris, and Somerset counties in New 
Jersey and Suffolk County in New York (see Appendix 1).  These have been placed in rings for geographic consistency. 
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Map 2 
The Four Urban/Suburban Rings  
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2. How Affordable is the Region Compared to Other Metropolitan Areas? 
 
The tri-state metropolitan area is widely perceived as a region of high housing costs.  That perception is easily verified, but 
it is also to be expected.  Places with high incomes also have high housing costs.  In the United States, high income areas 
tend to be in large metropolitan regions.  Since the NY-NJ-CT region is the nation’s most populous, and one of its 
wealthiest, it would be surprising if it did not have relatively high housing costs.  A more pertinent question is:  Are housing 
costs too high? 
  
Answering this question of relative costs requires the right point of comparison.  Comparing costs to the rest of the United 
States is useful, but also limited.  Both incomes and costs tend to be considerably lower in non-metropolitan areas and most 
smaller regions, which have very different demographic, economic and development profiles.  By and large, the NY-NJ-CT 
region is competing for people and jobs with places with similar profiles, such as Chicago, San Francisco and Los Angeles 
(and London, Toronto or Paris on an international level).  This is not to ignore the fact that people and jobs migrate to 
lower cost areas, and that smaller, fast-growing regions such as Austin or Raleigh-Durham are often more competitive for 
some industries.  However, the best indicator of whether costs in the region are unreasonably high is to compare them to 
places of similar size and wealth.  Therefore, the analysis that follows examines the NY-NJ-CT region in context as one of 
the ten largest metropolitan areas in the nation. 
 
Population 
 
Of the top ten US metropolitan regions, the NY-NJ-CT region is the largest and the most densely populated.  Table 1 
shows that while the NY-NJ-CT metropolitan region only grew by 8 percent during the 1990s (five percentage points less 
than the country overall), it added nearly 1.7 million residents, the second largest net gain of residents next to the Los 
Angeles region.  The region is also the most densely populated, home to Manhattan (over 66,000 people per square mile) 
and New Jersey, the most densely populated state in the country.  Strong population growth is a sign of high demand, 
which indicates a successful, attractive region, but can be quickly followed by rising prices.  Like all growing metropolitan 
regions across America the NY-NJ-CT region is challenged to “manage the growth that threatens the very aesthetic that 
propels the growth.5 ” 
 
Table 1  
Population Among Metropolitan Regions, 1990 to 20006 

Population
1990 2000 Change Change

United States 248,709,873 281,421,906 32,712,033 13%
NY-NJ-CT 19,871,119 21,538,200 1,667,081 8%
Los Angeles-Riverside-Orange County 14,531,529 16,373,645 1,842,116 13%
Chicago-Gary-Kenosha 8,239,820 9,157,540 917,720 11%
San Francisco-Oakland-San Jose 6,253,311 7,039,362 786,051 13%
Boston-Worcester-Lawrence 6,529,425 6,946,112 416,687 6%
Washington-Baltimore 5,991,036 6,384,857 393,821 7%
Philadelphia-Wilmington-Atlantic City 5,950,141 6,255,699 305,558 5%
Detroit-Ann Arbor-Flint 5,187,171 5,456,428 269,257 5%
Dallas- Fort Worth 4,037,282 5,221,801 1,184,519 29%
Houston-Galveston-Brazoria 3,731,131 4,669,571 938,440 25%  
 
Prices and Rents  
 
Table 2 uses 2000 Census data to show the share of a region’s housing stock by home values and rents in different price 
categories.  More recent data might change the rankings somewhat due to regional variations in the recession and recovery 
that has occurred over the last four years, but are unlikely to change the overall conclusion that the NY-NJ-CT region is at 
the high end of the ten largest metropolitan areas.  
 

                                                 
5 Atkins, Wolman and Jordan.  “Edge Counties Struggle with Impacts of Rapid Growth.” Housing Facts and Findings Vol. 
4 No. 3 (2002).  
6 US Census of Population.  See Appendix 1 for definitions of metropolitan regions. 
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Table 2 
Home Values and Rents Among Metropolitan Regions, 20007 

less than 
$200,000

$200,000 to 
$499,999

$500,000 or 
more

Less than 
$1,000

$1,000 or 
more

United States 80% 17% 3% 88% 12%
NY-NJ-CT 51% 41% 8% 78% 22%
Los Angeles-Riverside-Orange County 53% 39% 8% 78% 22%
Chicago-Gary-Kenosha 69% 27% 4% 86% 14%
San Francisco-Oakland-San Jose 21% 54% 25% 53% 47%
Boston-Worcester-Lawrence 60% 35% 5% 81% 19%
Washington-Baltimore 65% 31% 4% 76% 24%
Philadelphia-Wilmington-Atlantic City 82% 16% 2% 88% 12%
Detroit-Ann Arbor-Flint 78% 20% 2% 92% 8%
Dallas- Fort Worth 86% 12% 2% 88% 12%
Houston-Galveston-Brazoria 89% 10% 2% 91% 9%

Owned Home Value 2000 Gross Rent 2000

 
 
Prices are high in the NY-NJ-CT region, but not extraordinarily higher than in some other regions.  Very few of the owned 
homes in New York and San Francisco are worth less than $100,000.  San Francisco is the only large region with a higher 
percentage of higher priced homes than the NY-NJ-CT region.  Rents are more comparable with the rest of the country, 
however Table 2 shows that NY-NJ-CT is still the region with the third highest percentage of rental units over $1,000.  
Note that the San Francisco-Oakland-San Jose region includes Silicon Valley and these figures reflect the tail end of the 
technology boom of the 1990s.  Also note that rent is more important than owned home costs to a larger share of the NY-
NJ-CT region’s residents than any other region.  As a metropolitan region, NY-NJ-CT has the highest percentage of renters 
(47 percent), followed closely by Los Angeles (45 percent) and San Francisco (42 percent).  In the US overall, 34 percent of 
households rent their homes.  See Appendix 2 for tenure by metropolitan region and urban/suburban ring. 
 
Housing Cost Burdens 
 
High housing costs are not necessarily a problem.  If high incomes are proportionate to costs and there are a sufficient 
number of units available at different price levels, then high prices may merely reflect a successful, attractive region.  
Therefore, differences among regions in wages and incomes should ideally mirror differences in prices and rents.  Figure 2 
shows how average wages compare for the 10 largest metropolitan regions, as well as how they changed between 1989 and 
2001. 
 

                                                 
7 US Census of Population.  See Appendix 1 for definitions of metropolitan regions. 
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Figure 2 
Average Wage Per Job Across Metropolitan Regions, 1989 to 20018 

Average Wage Per Job (adjusted to 2000 dollars)
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Average wages vary among the metropolitan regions, and overall jobs in the NY-NJ-CT region pay more than in most 
other regions.  Consistent with housing prices, Figure 2 shows that San Francisco has the highest average wage in 2000 
followed by the larger New York region.  Average wages in New York and San Francisco are much higher than in other 
regions, a differential that grew during the 1990s.  This graph also highlights the brief recession in the early 1990s and 
economic boom of the late 1990s, particularly the finance-led expansion in New York and the technology boom in the San 
Francisco Bay Area.   Some narrowing of the gap between these two regions and the others may have occurred since 2001 
due to sharp declines on Wall Street and in Silicon Valley. 
 
Average wages also do not account for wide variations of wages and income within regions9.  Housing cost burden, or rent 
to income ratio, takes this variation into account and measures a household’s housing costs relative to that household’s 
income.  For its subsidy programs, the Department of Housing and Urban Development uses 30 percent as an acceptable 
share of income a household can be expected to contribute toward its housing costs.   For this paper, a household paying 
more than 35 percent of income in housing costs is considered to have a high housing cost burden, while one paying more 
than 50 percent has a severe housing cost burden (a threat to housing stability)10.  Housing costs include rent, monthly 
mortgage payments, property taxes and insurance, and utilities. 
 

                                                 
8 US Bureau of Economic Analysis.  Metropolitan regions differ from those used previously; see Appendix 1 for definitions. 
9 Average wages are also susceptible to outliers (very high and very low wages).  Median wage data by county was not 
available. 
10 US Census of Population.  Thirty five percent and 50 percent were chosen for ease in using Census data.  They also 
represent conservative thresholds to calculate the number of households with high cost burdens. 

 12



 

Figure 3 
Housing Cost Burden Across Metropolitan Regions, 200011 

Housing Cost Burden: Share of Income Paid in Housing Costs
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By including income as well as costs, the regional rankings by housing cost burden show a somewhat different picture than 
prices alone.  The Bay Area, with both the highest costs and the highest wages, has a lower share of households with a high 
cost burden than both Los Angeles and NY-NJ-CT.  However, Los Angeles, New York and San Francisco are still the top 
three with considerably higher percentages with high cost burdens than other regions. 
 
Overall the share of households in the NY-NJ-CT region paying more than 35 percent of their income in housing costs 
each month is the second highest of metropolitan regions in the United States, and has risen from 27 percent in 1990 to 29 
percent in 2000.  By this measure alone it would appear that the region’s housing market is becoming more regressive.  This 
trend is consistent with the increasing financial obligation ratio in the US overall (see Appendix 2). 
 
Housing cost burden can provide a snapshot of a region’s affordability.  However, using housing cost burden to measure a 
housing market’s equity or progressivism has its benefits as well as drawbacks.  It is a useful measure in that it considers 
larger economic impacts.  It implicitly considers that household income would be going to other parts of the economy were 
it not for high housing costs.  It examines the whole population and all of the housing stock, including all income levels and 
housing values, allowing complete trends to emerge.  However housing cost burden does not consider how a household’s 
income may change over time.  High or low burdens may be temporary conditions.  A family may purchase a home with 
mortgage payments greater than ⅓ of its income initially with the expectation that its income will rise so that the same 
household is paying less than ¼ of its income for the same home some years later.  As with most income-related statistics, 
housing cost burden is susceptible to error as some income may be inaccurately reported.  For example, public assistance 
and other non-wage income may not be reported by those surveyed, while earned income itself may be under- or over-
reported 12. 
 
Other sources tend to confirm the finding that the NY-NJ-CT region is one of the least affordable in the nation.  A number 
of reports each year rank places according to housing affordability by examining housing costs relative to income.  The 
National Low Income Housing Coalition annual “Out of Reach” report shows the housing wage for each state - - the 
amount a household would need to earn per hour for a two bedroom unit at Fair Market Rent13 to be affordable.  By this 
measure, New York, New Jersey and Connecticut are all in the top ten least affordable states in the nation in 2003.  
Similarly the National Association of Homebuilders ranks places according to the share of homes which are affordable to 
those earning area median income.  Using this measure, sub regions in New York, New Jersey and Connecticut rank fairly 

                                                 
11 US Census of Population. Region names are shortened for this chart; metropolitan regions are identical to those 
described earlier and in Appendix 1. 
12Citizens Housing and Planning Council. “Heavy Burdens.” The Urban Prospect Vol. 9 No. 1 (March/April 2003). 
13 Fair Market Rent is a gross rent estimate, including utilities, determined for each area by the Department of Housing and 
Urban Development.  For most of the NY-NJ-CT region, FMRs are calculated by taking the median of the rent distribution 
of housing units, in other words the dollar amount below which 50 percent of housing units rent.  For some of the region, 
FMR is based on 40 percent. 
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low as well, although sub regions within California are the lowest ranked (least affordable) in the country.  See Appendix 3 
for details on these measures.  
 

3.  Affordability Within the Region:  Geographic and Demographic Imbalances 
 
The NY-NJ-CT region is diverse in many ways.  Residents often consider the various parts of the region as the city, the 
suburbs or the country, while others may think about it in terms of counties or towns.  Within the geographic boundaries of 
the region there are natural preserves, farms, sprawling suburbs, historical villages, boom-and-bust cities and brand new 
high rise communities throughout Long Island, Connecticut, New Jersey and the Hudson Valley.  There are pockets of 
poverty and wealth, and racially homogenous and heterogeneous places.  Likewise there are a variety of residential 
environments; price, quality, and housing types vary throughout the region. 
 
This diversity can be a source of strength and the sign of a dynamic metropolis.  However, these measures of diversity need 
to be examined more closely to determine if a sufficient variety of housing is available proximate to employment locations 
given workers’ relative wage levels.  Access to housing opportunities by different racial, ethnic, income and age groups is 
also a crucial measure in determining if the region’s housing market is functioning to support sustainable and equitable 
growth.  The following analysis shows how these factors play out within the four urban/suburbs rings described in Chapter 
1 - Manhattan, the Urban Core, the Inner Suburbs and the Outer Suburbs.  
 
Population and Employment Growth 
 
For the most of the last half-century, the region experienced a decentralization of people and jobs similar to most 
metropolitan areas in the United States.  However, New York City fared better than many central cities, due to factors such 
as Manhattan’s unique role as a global center and the region’s extensive transit system.  Table 3 shows how this pattern has 
played out since 1970.  Population in Manhattan and the Urban Core declined sharply in the 1970s, stabilized in the 1980s 
and grew substantially in the 1990s (Census data probably exaggerates this growth somewhat in the 1990s because 
thousands of households that were missed in the 1990 Census were counted in 2000).14  The Inner Suburban ring 
experienced slow growth in the 1970s and 1980s and accelerated growth in the 1990s.  Growth in the Outer Suburbs was 
substantial in every decade, but particularly during the 1970s. 
 
Table 3  
Population Growth in the NY-NJ-CT Metropolitan Region, 1970 to 200015 

Population 1970 1980 1990 2000

United States 203,200,000 226,500,000 248,700,000 281,400,000 32,700,000 13%

Region 19,482,645 19,047,648 19,871,119 21,538,200 1,667,081 8%

Manhattan 1,537,943 1,427,587 1,487,536 1,537,195 49,659 3%
Urban Core 8,436,344 7,554,135 7,660,258 8,396,232 735,974 10%
Inner Suburbs 5,747,551 5,755,406 5,867,994 6,318,354 450,360 8%
Outer Suburbs 3,760,807 4,310,520 4,855,331 5,286,419 431,088 9%

Change, 1990 to 2000

 
 
In this context, the relatively similar rates of growth in the Urban Core, Inner Suburbs and Outer Suburbs in the 1990s is 
striking, even taking into account the improved counting that artificially increased growth rates in New York City.  Nearly 
800,000 people were added to Manhattan and the Urban Core, and nearly 900,000 to the Inner and Outer Suburbs. 
 

                                                 
14New York City Department of City Planning, Population: Citywide. 
<http://www.ci.nyc.ny.us/html/dcp/html/census/pop2000.html.> Some of the growth observed in New York City was 
due to improved census coverage  in 2000 compared to 1990. 
15 US Census of Population. 
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Figure 4 
Employment by Urban/Suburbs Ring, 1969 to 200116 

Thousands of Jobs, 1969 to 2001
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Job growth shows a somewhat different pattern from population.  The Outer Suburbs still had the most rapid rate of 
growth over the last three decades, but the Inner Suburbs were growing almost as quickly.   The largest difference is the 
strong job growth in the Inner Suburbs, particularly in the 1980s and late 1990s.  As with population, jobs grew in all parts 
of the region in the mid- to late-1990s.  Consistent with the average wage data, most of the fastest growing jobs in the 
Outer Suburbs are lower-paying, compared to those in the rest of the region.  The Outer Suburbs has increased its share of 
the region’s jobs while its share of the region’s wages has remained steady over the last 30 years.  By contrast, Manhattan’s 
share of employment has declined but its share of wages has increased as high-income jobs have replaced low-wage 
employment in the central business district.  See Appendix 4 for a chart of the top 5 fastest growing occupations and their 
wages as well as an employment forecast projecting that the Outer Suburbs will have more jobs than Manhattan by the year 
2020. 
 
As both people and jobs move outward, so does the tax base17.  The Inner Suburbs have seen higher concentrations of 
both commercial development and high-income households, while the Outer Suburbs have seen rapid developments of all 
kinds.  The Urban Core has only recently seen significant expansion in its base of employment and population. 
 
Prices and Rents  
 
Contrary to perceptions, inflation adjusted numbers show that some housing costs actually decreased between 1990 and 
2000.  This was due to a dramatic decline in prices between the late 1980s and mid-1990s following the rapid escalation of 
costs through most of the 1980s.  In spite of substantial increases in the late 1990s, by 2000 the housing market in most 
places had not yet recovered to the level of 1990.  As shown in Table 4, rents increased substantially everywhere in the 
1980s, but fell back or leveled off everywhere but Manhattan in the 1990s.  The value of single-family homes exhibited a 
similar pattern, with slight declines everywhere except Manhattan in the 1990s after large gains in the 1980s. 
 

                                                 
16 US Bureau of Economic Analysis. 
17 Appendix 4 shows the relocation of New Jersey’s taxpayers farther from the Inner Suburbs and the Urban Core. 
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Table 4 
Average Rents and Single-Family Owned Home Value, 1980 to 200018 

1980 1990 2000

Rent $622 $807 $1,003
Own* $337,227 $524,369 $802,947

Rent $524 $694 $703
Own $132,099 $270,870 $246,048

Rent $672 $938 $918
Own $174,900 $331,815 $312,398

Rent $616 $859 $781
Own $119,667 $235,004 $200,530

Average Housing Prices
adjusted to 2000 dollars

*Excludes many owned homes in Manhattan.

All rentals are included.  Only single family owned homes are included.

Manhattan

Urban Core

Inner Suburbs

Outer Suburbs

 
 
More recent data show that housing prices have risen dramatically since 2000.  The Office of Federal Housing Enterprise 
Oversight index shows that for single family houses in the Bergen-Passaic area, for example, real prices fell from $213,000 
to $206,000 from 1990 to 2000, but have since risen to $254,000 in 2003.  In Suffolk County, median home sales prices are 
up 32 percent from 2000 to 2002 (inflation adjusted).  Geographic patterns are difficult to discern, with adjacent counties or 
towns often having vastly different price patterns over this period.  Similar trends are evident when comparing the index for 
other parts of the region and when examining median home price and other data. Appendix 5 shows available housing cost 
data for the region which confirm these findings.  The data also point to significant housing price volatility throughout the 
1990s and continuing to the present.  Studies examining the ‘housing bubble’ suggest that home prices are more volatile in 
coastal or “new economy” regions, or “glamour cities,” including the tri-state region19.   
 

                                                 
18 US Census of Population.  Note that condominiums, co-ops and all owned multifamily housing units are not included. 
19 Landis, Elmer and Zook.  “New Economy Housing Markets: Fast and Furious – But Different?” Housing Policy Debate 
Vol. 13 Issue 2. (2002).  Case and Shiller.  “Is There a Bubble in the Housing Market?  An Analysis” prepared for the 
Brookings Panel on Economic Activity, September 4-5, 2003. 
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Table 5 
Median Home Prices, 2000 to 200220 

Single Family Houses 2002 Median 
Sales Price

Change in Sales 
Price, 2000 to 

2002 (adjusted)
Urban Core
Union County, NJ $248,009 14%
Essex County, NJ $287,855 17%
Hudson County, NJ $194,386 22%
Inner Suburbs
Nassau  County, NY $339,802 24%
Rockland County, NY $330,493 25%
Westchester County, NY $488,757 20%
Bridgeport, CT $136,852 14%
Danbury, CT $239,258 21%
Darien, CT $716,843 3%
Fairfield, CT $392,867 14%
Greenwich, CT $890,003 0%
New Canaan, CT $949,585 1%
Norwalk, CT $350,043 18%
Stamford, CT $418,934 8%
Stratford, CT $195,503 17%
Bergen County, NJ $355,070 15%
Middlesex County, NJ $238,700 24%
Morris County, NJ $342,781 11%
Passaic County, NJ $250,709 21%
Somerset County, NJ $325,372 1%
Outer Suburbs
Dutchess County, NY $223,432 30%
Orange County, NY $201,368 22%
Putnam County, NY $283,944 23%
Suffolk County, NY $265,325 32%
Sullivan County, NY $85,183 10%
Ulster County, NY $141,972 16%
Torrington, CT $115,905 6%
East Haven, CT $135,921 12%
Meriden, CT $110,319 8%
Milford, CT $204,812 19%
New Haven, CT $97,751 20%
Waterbury, CT $93,003 0%
West Haven, CT $130,289 15%
Hunterdon County, NJ $343,247 8%
Mercer County, NJ $168,877 16%
Monmouth County, NJ $243,634 31%
Sussex County, NJ $217,287 23%
Warren County, NJ $198,016 2%
Pike County, PA $112,786 3%  
 

                                                 
20National Association of Realtors, New Jersey Association of Realtors, The Warren Group (Connecticut).  Single Family 
Home sales prices are not included for the 5 boros of New York as most sales are in multi-unit structures.  
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Wages and Income 
 
Within the region there are significant wage disparities.  Average wages may not indicate the wealth of an area or its 
residents – that is, many higher income households may reside far away from where they earn the higher incomes.  
However average wage data does indicate that the region’s seeming advantage over other regions in Figure 2 is primarily 
driven by very high average wages in Manhattan, where approximately 22 percent of the employed people in the region 
work.  In the Outer Suburbs and Urban Core, average wages are closer to those in Philadelphia or Houston (not San 
Francisco). 
 
The rapid growth of wages in Manhattan in the 1990s, driven largely by one of the longest and strongest bull markets on 
Wall Street in history, is all the more remarkable for how slowly wages grew everywhere else.  That this pattern occurred 
along with increases in population and jobs throughout the region provides the potential for greater imbalances between the 
city and suburbs in the regional housing market. 
 
Figure 5 
Average Wage Per Job in the NY-NJ-CT Region, 1989 to 200121 

Average Wage Per Job (adjusted to 2000 dollars)
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21 Bureau of Economic Analysis 
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Table 6a 
Salary and Wage Income, 1990, Adjusted to 2000 Dollars22 

1990

Share of Residents in 
Income Groups (Adjusted to 

2000 Dollars)

United States 64% 32% 4%

Region 48% 44% 8%

Manhattan 46% 41% 13%
Urban Core 53% 43% 4%
Inner Suburbs 43% 46% 11%
Outer Suburbs 46% 46% 8%

Up to $30,000
$30,000 to 

$75,000
More than 

$75,000

 
 
Table 6b 
Salary and Wage Income, Share of Working Adults, 2000 

2000

Share of Residents in 
Income Groups

United States 63% 32% 5%

Region 48% 42% 10%

Manhattan 43% 40% 17%
Urban Core 56% 39% 6%
Inner Suburbs 43% 44% 14%
Outer Suburbs 47% 43% 10%

Up to $30,000
$30,000 to 

$75,000
More than 

$75,000

 
 

                                                 
22 Tables 6a – 6c: Public Use Microdata Series 1990 and 2000; author’s calculations.  Universe limited to respondents age 18 
and older.  Percentages may not add to 0 due to rounding. 
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Table 6c 
Change in Salary and Wage Income, 1990 to 2000 

Change, 1990 to 2000

Share of Residents in 
Income Groups (Adjusted to 

2000 Dollars)

United States -2% 0% 1

Region 1% -3% 2%

Manhattan -3% -1% 3%
Urban Core 3% -4% 1%
Inner Suburbs 0% -3% 3%
Outer Suburbs 1% -3% 2%

Up to $30,000
$30,000 to 

$75,000
More than 

$75,000

%

 
 
Consistent with average wage data, the perception that people earn more in the NY-NJ-CT region than in the United States 
is true from a global perspective - - that is, when considering all adults regardless of occupation, there is a greater share of 
higher earners in the region than in the US overall.  This is especially true in Manhattan and the Inner Suburbs, where more 
than 14 percent of the population earns over $75,000, compared to only 5 percent in the US.  Likewise there is a smaller 
share of lower income households in the region than in the US.  The Urban Core has the greatest concentration of lower 
income residents while Manhattan has the greatest concentration of higher income residents.   The narrowest gap between 
higher and lower income residents is in the Inner and Outer Suburbs.  In the region, the middle income group has shrunk 
as a share of all households during the 1990s.  Table 6c shows that during the 1990s the share of households earning 
$30,000 to $75,000 shrank everywhere, most dramatically in the Urban Core.  Map 3 looks more closely at trends in 
household income.  It identifies which parts of the region saw the greatest increases (in red) and decreases (in blue) in 
median household income.  Increases in income are evident in part of the Hudson Valley, Fairfield, Connecticut, suburban 
New Jersey, Manhattan and those New Jersey neighborhoods along the Hudson River.  Decreases in income are most 
evident in the Urban Core.
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Map 3 
Change in Median Household Income 1990 to 2000 (adjusted to 2000 dollars)23  

 

                                                 
23 US Census of Population. 
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Table 7a 
Poverty24 

Population 
Below Poverty 

Line 1990 2000 Change
United States 13% 12% -1%

Region 11% 13% 2%

Manhattan 21% 20% -1%
Urban Core 17% 20% 2%
Inner Suburbs 5% 7% 1%
Outer Suburbs 6% 7% 1%  

 
Table 7b 
Share of the Region’s Poor 

Share of the 
Region's Poor 1990 2000 Change

Manhattan 14% 11% -3%
Urban Core 60% 60% 0%
Inner Suburbs 14% 15% 2%
Outer Suburbs 13% 14% 1%  

 
Table 7c 
Share of the Region’s Population 

Share of the 
Region's 

Population 1990 2000 Change

Manhattan 7% 7% 0%
Urban Core 39% 39% 0%
Inner Suburbs 30% 29% 0%
Outer Suburbs 24% 25% 0%  

 
The share of the region living below the poverty line increased during the 1990s while it decreased in US overall.  
Households living below the poverty line are primarily in urban centers while very little poverty can be found in the lower 
Hudson Valley and in much of suburban New Jersey.  A Brookings Institute study shows that poverty concentrations are 
declining in metropolitan areas across the country due to poorer people moving out (often to live closer to suburban jobs), 
wealthier people moving in, and remaining residents earning more25.  Tables 7a to 7c indicate that this is not necessarily the 
case in the NY-NJ-CT metropolitan region.  While the number and share of people living below the poverty line has 
decreased in Manhattan, the Urban Core is still home to 60 percent of the region’s poor and only 39 percent of the region’s 
population. Any change in the broad pattern of poverty concentration in the region is the result of a decline in Manhattan 
mirrored by slight increases in the share for both Inner and Outer Suburban rings.  Map 4 (along with Map 3, Median 
Income Change) indicates that the region has established wealth and poverty belts and that these have remained fairly stable 
through the 1990s.    
 

                                                 
24 Tables 7a to 7c: US Census of Population. 
25Jargowsky, Paul A. “Stunning Progress, Hidden Problems: The Dramatic Decline of Concentrated Poverty in the 1990s.” 
The Living Cities Census Series. The Brookings Institution, Center on Urban and Metropolitan Policy. (May 2003). 
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Map 4 
Poverty Concentrations, 200026 

 

                                                 
26 US Census of Population. 
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Housing Cost Burden 
 
As described in Chapter 2, nearly 3 out of every 10 households pay more than 35 percent of their income for housing, and 
more than half of those households pay more than 50 percent.  Which of the NY-NJ-CT region’s residents are most 
affected by high housing cost burden?   While wage/housing cost disparities affect residents all over the region, Figure 6 
shows more Urban Core households are affected more severely than those elsewhere.  Not only are there somewhat greater 
proportions of renters and owners with high cost burdens in the Urban Core, but the Urban Core, along with Manhattan, 
also has a high share of renters, who have substantially higher cost burdens than owners.  More than  one third of renters 
throughout the region pay more than 35 percent of their income in rent.  High burdens affect a smaller share of owners (22 
percent), but unlike for renters, high burdens increased among homeowners in all parts of the region during the 1990s.   
 
Figure 6 
High Housing Cost Burden by Tenure, 1990 and 200027 

Percent of Households with High Housing Cost Burden 
by Year and Tenure
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Table 8 shows that all but three counties have a greater share of homeowners with a severe burden (paying more than 50 
percent) than the US overall.  Most of the counties with the largest differences are in the Urban Core, particularly Bronx, 
Brooklyn, Queens and Hudson counties.  The difference was not as great for renters. The Bronx had the highest share of 
renters with a high cost burden.     
 

                                                 
27 US Census of Population.  Data for Manhattan and Urban Core excludes many owner occupied units. 
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Table 8 
Severe Housing Cost Burden by County, 200028 

Share of 
Renters pay 
50% or more

Difference 
from USA 

Share of 
Owners pay 

50% or more 
(60% in NYC)

Difference 
from USA 

United States 19% 8%

Manhattan 21% 2% 12% N/A

Urban Core
Essex 22% 3% 12% 5%
Hudson 19% 0% 15% 8%
Union 18% -1% 11% 3%
Bronx 27% 8% 20% N/A
Kings (Brooklyn) 23% 4% 15% N/A
Queens 20% 1% 15% N/A
Richmond (Staten Island) 24% 5% 10% N/A

Inner Suburban
Fairfield 19% 0% 11% 3%
Bergen 18% -1% 12% 4%
Middlesex 15% -4% 9% 1%
Morris 14% -5% 8% 1%
Passaic 21% 2% 11% 3%
Somerset 15% -4% 9% 1%
Nassau 21% 2% 13% 5%
Rockland 24% 5% 11% 4%
Westchester 21% 2% 13% 5%

Outer Suburban
Litchfield 15% -5% 8% 0%
New Haven 21% 2% 9% 1%
Hunterdon 18% -1% 8% 0%
Mercer 19% 0% 9% 1%
Monmouth 21% 2% 10% 2%
Ocean 25% 6% 10% 3%
Sussex 19% 0% 9% 1%
Warren 18% -1% 9% 2%
Dutchess 20% 1% 8% 0%
Orange 22% 3% 9% 1%
Putnam 20% 1% 10% 2%
Suffolk 24% 4% 12% 5%
Sullivan 25% 5% 12% 4%
Ulster 24% 4% 9% 1%
Pike 22% 3% 10% 3%

2000

Severe Housing Cost 
Burden by County

 
 

                                                 
28 US Census of Population (2000) used for most counties, New York City Housing Vacancy Survey (1999) used for 
Manhattan, Bronx, Kings, Queens and Richmond counties to include all owned units. 
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Housing Burden by Income 
 
Housing burden disproportionately affects those with lower incomes, households with younger and older householders, 
and people of color.  This is not completely unexpected, as it reflects the various life stages a household may go through – 
paying proportionately more for housing when starting out in the workforce, less during peak earning years, and more again 
as income declines with retirement.  It is also not entirely unexpected that people of color would pay more for housing, 
given housing discrimination (past and present) and a strong correlation between race and income29.  Nonetheless, the 
disproportionate affect of housing costs on some groups indicates that the region’s housing market tends to be regressive.   
 
Figures 7-9 indicate that while all these factors—income, race, age and location—affect housing cost burden, income 
appears to be the most important factor.  As shown in Figure 7, housing cost burden declines sharply in all parts of the 
region as income increases.  Interestingly, housing cost burdens within middle-income brackets are higher in both the Inner 
and Outer Suburban areas than in the Urban Core.  Therefore, the high share of households with high cost burdens in the 
Urban Core is determined primarily by the concentration of low-income households in the Core. 
 
While the lowest income households experience the most severe effects of the housing crisis and are concentrated in the 
Urban Core, a greater share of moderate income suburban households has a high housing cost burden than do similar 
households in the Urban Core.  Among households earning $20,000 to $50,000 per year, 40% in the Inner Suburbs and 
35% in the Outer Suburbs has a high housing cost burden.  The affordability issue in the suburbs significantly affects even 
higher income groups.  More than one quarter of households in the suburbs who earn $50,000 to $75,000 per year pays 
more than 35% of income on housing costs.   
 
Figure 7 
Housing Cost Burden by Income, 200030 

Households Paying More than 35% of Income for Housing, 
by Household Income, 2000
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Table 9 shows that throughout the region high rents affect Blacks and Hispanics more than Whites.  Figure 8 illustrates the 
fundamental disparities in homeownership rates by race and ethnicity.  While Blacks saw the largest gains in 
homeownership rates during the 1990s (a growth of 5 percentage points), there remains a large homeownership gap 
between Whites and others.  However, race and ethnicity do not appear to have the same impact on housing cost burden as 
income.  See Appendix 6 for maps showing housing burden by race and ethnicity by census tract.  
 
Figure 9 shows that housing cost burdens affect a greater share of relatively younger and older householders, indicating 
constrained affordable housing options for those with fixed incomes and for individuals and families early in their careers.  
Even among householders in their prime earning years, however, about 25 percent have a high cost burden. 
 

                                                 
29 The US Census ranks New York City as the most segregated metropolitan area in the US for Hispanics.   PUMS analysis 
shows the correlation between race and income is significant and increasing in some parts of the region.  See Appendix 6. 
30 US Census of Population.  Data for Manhattan and Urban Core excludes many owner occupied units. 

 26



 

The question is whether this is improving or getting worse.  Unfortunately census data is insufficient for comparisons of 
housing cost burden by age and race from 1990 to 2000.  Nationwide data indicates that lower income groups are paying 
increasingly higher shares of their income on housing costs.  The State of the Nation’s Housing 200231 notes that income 
disparities have widened while home prices and rents have risen.  As described in the following section, there is evidence 
that housing burdens are increasing among lower income households in the NY-NJ-CT region. 
 
Table 9 
Renters’ Housing Burden by Race and Ethnicity, 200032 

Share of Race/Ethnicity 
has High Housing Cost 

Burden Share of 
White Renters

Share of 
Black Renters

Share of 
Hispanic 
Renters

Manhattan 29% 34% 35%
Urban Core 34% 35% 38%
Inner Suburbs 30% 35% 37%
Outer Suburbs 34% 38% 38%
Region 32% 35% 38%  

 
Figure 8 
Homeownership by Race/Ethnicity in the NY-NJ-CT Metropolitan Region, 1990 and 200033 
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31 The lowest 20 percent of the income distribution has seen almost no real income gains since 1975, while the top 20 
percent has “soared”. Joint Center for Housing Studies of Harvard University. “State of the Nation’s Housing 2002.” 
32 US Census of Population.  For this table, Whites are “Non Hispanic Whites”.   Hispanics may be of any race.  Among 
households with householders of all races and ethnicities in the region, 35 percent of renters have a high housing cost 
burden. 
33 US Census of Population.  Whites, Blacks and Asians in 2000 include only respondents who identified as those races 
"alone," while in 1990 those race categories may include respondents who identified as "more than one race."  In both years 
for this graph, Hispanics are included in the race categories Whites, Blacks and Asians.  See Appendix 6 for stratification by 
Urban/Suburban Ring. 
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Figure 9 
Housing Burden by Age, 200034 
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4. The Region’s Growing Affordable Housing Gap 
 
Mismatched housing production and demographic trends have led to an affordable housing gap, the severity of which is 
difficult to measure.  The previous chapter describes the basic fault lines of housing affordability in the region.  High 
housing cost burdens are pervasive throughout the region, but are particularly concentrated among low-income households, 
renters, the young and the old, people of color and residents of the Urban Core.  Chapter 3 also shows that housing cost 
burdens increased somewhat in the 1990s and describes trends in population and employment growth that could exacerbate 
these patterns.  However, it still leaves the question of how large a gap there is between the supply and demand for units at 
different price levels, and how much this gap grew in the 1990s.  While the data is somewhat scattered, there is evidence of 
a large and growing affordability gap from a number of sources.   
 
Evidence of a Gap 
 
Both academic research and anecdotal evidence confirm a large gap between supply and demand for housing.  One place to 
start is housing opportunities among the lowest income households where the problems of affordable housing are most 
apparent: subsidized housing, illegal housing and shelters.  The prevalence of these housing types is easiest to measure in 
New York City because of its large, organized housing and shelter provision programs; long waits for subsidies, 
homelessness and overcrowding exist in the suburbs as well, though data are harder to come by.   Some of the evidence in 
New York City includes the following: 

 There are 142,000 families on the waiting list for Conventional Public Housing and 136,000 families on the 
list for the Section 8 program in New York City35.   

 Twenty percent of New York City families are living in substandard housing and 14 percent live in crowded 
units (less than one room per household member)36.   

 In New York City there are over 38,000 homeless people in shelters every night, an 82 percent increase 
since 1998 and the highest point in New York City’s history37.   

 
The New York State Division of Housing and Community Renewal, which administers federal Section 8 rent subsidies, 
posts this notice as of December 2003: 
 

NOTE: Our agency's New York City Section 8 waiting list is currently closed due to the large number 
of families already on that list. There are no immediate plans for re-opening that list in the near future. 

 

                                                 
34 US Census of Population. 
35 New York City Housing Authority, December 2003.  27,891 applicants are on both lists. 
36 Columbia University School of Social Work Social Indicators Survey, 1999. 
37 Coalition for the Homeless, December 2003. 

 28



 

The lack of quality low cost housing is not confined to New York City.  Outside of the city, the problems for the poorest 
households can be just as severe, even if the numbers are not as overwhelming: 

 In Connecticut in 2001, nearly 39,000 families applied for 1,200 available Section 8 rental subsidies.  The city 
of Bridgeport has over 1,300 families on the waiting list for public housing38.   

 A recent Bergen Record headline regarding Paterson, NJ, reads, “12,900 apply for 50 housing grants.39”   
 Over 300,000 households in Long Island cannot afford the fair market rent for a two bedroom apartment.  

There is an estimated affordable housing deficit of over 400,000 homes in the Hudson Valley and over 
250,000 in Long Island40.  

 
While these facts may not indicate least-cost housing needs, they point to similar trends in the suburbs as in the cities: a 
severe and potentially worsening affordable housing crisis for the poorest residents. 
 
It is difficult to estimate how many of the region’s residents live in illegal housing, but evidence suggests that the numbers 
are quite large.  Illegal rentals in basements and garages abound in the suburbs.  Reports of overcrowding in single-family 
homes are on the rise41.  Motels, intended to provide temporary accommodations, often serve as homes to entire families.  
A Citizens Housing and Planning Council report estimates that over 100,000 New York City residents live in illegal 
housing42.   
 
Another way to measure the affordable housing gap is to determine how many households can afford homes at prices 
below the median income, and how many of these homes exist, as was done in the recent AFL/CIO studies examining 
housing attainability for workers in the Hudson Valley and Long Island.  Yet another is to examine the shortfall between 
new housing supply and population growth.  A commonly used measure relates the growth in median housing costs to 
growth in median incomes.  The State of the Nation’s Housing 200243 concludes that since 1975 housing costs have been 
rising while the earnings of lower income groups have not.  A New Jersey Future report examines the issue from a different 
angle, describing the disparities between employment location and affordable housing location to highlight increasing 
difficulty working families in New Jersey have finding housing44.  Myron Orfield’s Metropatterns reports use tax capacity, 
child poverty and other measures to get a fuller picture.  Coming from a much broader perspective and from the demand 
side, cost of living measures such as the self-sufficiency index45 take housing and other costs as fixed and identify how 
much a household needs to earn to live in a place. 
 
Declining welfare rolls and the tightening housing market have resulted in more wage-earning households unable to afford 
adequate housing.  Housing prices have escalated, income disparities have increased, and the region has added lower 
income workers.  The term ‘workforce housing’ or ‘key worker housing’ has been gaining popularity as affordable housing 
becomes an issue not just for the poorest residents but for working people as well.  The question of affordable housing 
becomes one of where in the region it is possible for a gardener earning $12 per hour to live comfortably, or where a nurse 
earning $36,060 per year can live affordably and within a reasonable commuting time to the hospital where she works in 
New York City46.   The idea of workforce housing also suggests that housing is an important element of the regional 
economy and plays a significant role in employer location decisions, implying that employers might have some stake in 
providing affordable housing. 
 

                                                 
38 Bridgeport Child Advocacy Coalition, 2003. 
39 White, Nicola M. “12,900 apply for 50 housing grants.” Bergen Record 8 March 2004: L1.  The grants mentioned are 
Section 8 vouchers. 
40 Muchnick, David.  “The Crisis of Affordable Housing for Long Island’s Working People: 
A Report Prepared for the New York State AFL-CIO.” Sustainable Enterprise. New York, NY.  July 2003. 
41 Glazer, Andrew.  “Five landlords hit with fines after sweep for illegal housing; Raids conducted in Englewood.” Bergen 
Record 18 January 2004. 
Holahan, Catherine. “Housing crackdown a work in progress; In Bergenfield, 50 illegal units restored.” Bergen Record  24 
October 2003. 
“Nassau County to transfer housing grants to Town of North Hempstead.” Long Island Business News 21 February 2003.   
This article reports on an effort by the County Executive to help local municipalities “crack down on illegal housing” in 
Nassau County. 
Ain, Stewart. “Oyster Bay Creates Office To Fight Illegal Housing.” New York Times 20 July 2003.  
42 Citizens Housing and Planning Council.  “New York’s Underground Housing.” The Urban Prospect. Vol 9 No 2 
(June/July 2003). 
43 Joint Center for Housing Studies of Harvard University. 
44 Evans, Tim.  “Realistic Opportunity? The Distribution of Affordable Housing and Jobs in New Jersey.” New Jersey 
Future.  (July 2003). 
45 For example, see the “Self-Sufficiency Standard Report for New Jersey” by Diana Pearce, Ph.D. with Jennifer Brooks, 
Legal Services of New Jersey, Poverty Research Institute. (June 2002). 
46 Bureau of Labor Statistics. $36,060 is the average annual earnings for licensed practical nurses in the NY PMSA, 
(December 2003). 
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Measuring Change in the Affordability Gap 
The following analysis considers how many renters fall generally into lower income categories, how many housing units are 
affordable to them, and, more importantly, how this has changed over the last decade.  The analysis should be used to show 
a trend rather than a target number; to keep the data sets consistent between years and among variables, some households 
were excluded47.  The boundaries of affordability most commonly used are determined by the Department of Housing and 
Urban Development and are used for many rental and homeownership programs.  
 

Low Income: Earn 50 to 80 percent of area median income.  

Very Low Income: Earn 30 to 50 percent of area median income. 

Extremely Low Income: Earn less than 30 percent of area median income.  

 
Appendix 7 shows Low, Very Low, and Extremely Low incomes for the urban/suburban rings in the region.  Based on 
these income limits, Table 10 shows affordable monthly housing costs for each group.  These are simply one twelfth of 
thirty three percent of income limits and represent the maximum monthly housing cost affordable to these households. 
 
Table 10 
Affordable Housing Cost Limits48  

Affordable Monthly 
Housing Costs for 2-
Person Households

Extremely Low 
Income

Very Low 
Income Low Income

Manhattan $376 $628 $1,005
Urban Core $390 $651 $1,021
Inner Suburbs $511 $851 $1,146
Outer Suburbs $448 $746 $1,120
Region $439 $732 $1,081  

 
Table 11 provides examples of jobs which pay annual salaries in the range of the income limit categories.  Jobs are stratified 
by urban/suburban rings because income does vary according to geography.  For example, hairdressers earned on average 
(in 2002) $24,000 in the New York City/Rockland/Westchester areas, while only earning $17,000 in Dutchess County, and 
$21,000 in Bergen and Passaic counties. 
 
Table 11 
Examples of Jobs Paying HUD Income Limits49 

Jobs Paying Up to HUD 
Income Limits

Extremely Low 
Income

Very Low 
Income Low Income

Manhattan Cooks Physical 
Therapist Aids Interpreters

Urban Core
Coffee Shop 

Workers Librarians Tax Preparers

Inner Suburbs
Teaching 
Assistants

Security and 
Fire Alarm 
Installers

Coaches

Outer Suburbs
Maids and 

Housekeepers Bookeepers
Home 

Appliance 
Repairers  

                                                 
47 Due to data insufficiencies in the PUMS 1990 data set, homeowners are not included in this analysis. 
48 Author’s calculations based on Department of Housing and Urban Development income limits. 
49 Bureau of Labor Statistics. 2002 Metropolitan Area Occupational Employment and Wage Estimates.  PMSAs were used 
as proxies for the Urban/Suburban Rings as follows: New York for Manhattan and Urban Core, Bergen-Passaic for Inner 
Suburbs, and Monmouth-Ocean for Outer Suburbs. 
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To measure the affordable housing gap and determine whether and where it is growing, corresponding income and rent 
brackets were chosen50.  The lowest income bracket compares the location of rented housing units with monthly costs up 
to $540 in 2000 and the equivalent ($410) in 1990, along with number of households (all sizes) who earned up to the 
income limits necessary to afford those housing costs: up to $16,394 in 1990 and up to $21,600 in 2000.  For this group 
there are 104,550 fewer low cost rental housing units available and 57,462 more families in need of this housing, for a total 
affordable housing deficit that has grown by 162,012.  For these low-income households, the increase in the affordability 
gap is clearly concentrated in the Urban Core and Inner Suburbs.  Out of the 162,012 deficit, 128,284 occurred in the 
Urban Core.  Since similar data on owner-occupied housing was unavailable, we did not analyze whether there is an 
increasing or decreasing gap for owned units.  However, most low and moderate-income households in the region are 
renters, and trends in housing prices and housing cost burdens indicate that this gap is growing as well51. 
 
Table 12 
Affordable Housing Need Gap, 1990 to 200052 

Affordable Housing 
Need Gap 1990 to 2000

Change in Number of 
Rental Housing Units 

with Rents Under $540 
($410 in 1990 Dollars)

Change in Number of 
Renter Households 
Earning Less than 

$21,600 ($16,394 in 
1990 Dollars)

Affordable Housing 
Deficit

Manhattan -40,005 -19,619 -20,386
Urban Core -72,804 55,480 -128,284
Inner Suburbs -11,627 7,596 -19,223
Outer Suburbs 19,886 14,005 5,881
Region -104,550 57,462 -162,012  

 
The share of the region’s housing units which are very low cost has dropped by 6 percent while the share of renter 
households who need these units has grown by 2 percent.  A similarly conservative estimate shows that if lower income 
households paid five percent less of their income for housing, that would represent $2.3 billion that could be spent on other 
consumer goods and services that are essential to improving socioeconomic status, such as healthcare and education53.   
 
Table 13 
Change in Share of Region’s Rental Units and Renter Households are Low Cost/Income, 1990 to 200054 

Change, 1990 to 2000
Share of Rental 

Housing Units Cost 
Less than $540

Share of Renter 
Households Earn Less 

than $21,600
Manhattan -4% 2%
Urban Core -9% 2%
Inner Suburbs -4% 2%
Outer Suburbs 5% 3%
Region -6% 2%  

 

                                                 
50 The lowest bracket was chosen for comparability with tract-level data to permit mapping.  Background data are available 
in Appendix 7. 
51Figure 6 shows a rapidly increasing share of owners with a high housing cost burden in the 1990s.  A recent article 
highlights the plight of lower income homeowners: Andrew Jacobs and Michael Moss.  “A Home Too Far.”  New York 
Times.  April 11, 2004 
52 US Census of Population Public Use Microdata Series 
53 US Census of Population Public Use Microdata Series and US Bureau of Economic Analysis data used to derive $2.3 
Billion by estimating the aggregate income from those households earning under $35,000 per year and paying 35 percent of 
more of their income in housing costs, assuming those households paid 41 to 45 percent of income in housing costs 
(depending on income level).  Savings are estimated on 33 percent of income, considered a reasonable housing cost burden 
for this income group. 
54 US Census of Population, Public Use Microdata Series.  Background data are available in Appendix 7 
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Maps 5 and 6 illustrate that the greatest gaps for the lowest income group are primarily in New York City and urban New 
Jersey.  On these maps, the blue sections indicate where there are fewer low cost housing units and more families that need 
those units.  Overall, these maps show an increase of 128,000 lower income families and a decrease of 172,000 lower 
income housing units during the 1990s, for a gap which has grown by 300,000.  See Appendix 7 for more details. 
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Map 5 
Change in Housing Units with Monthly Costs Under $500 in 2000, Under $400 in 1990 55 

 

                                                 
55 US Census of Population.  Data for this map includes both rented and owned housing units, therefore universe differs 
from that used in affordability gap analysis.  Region differs slightly from that used for PUMS affordability gap analysis. 
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Map 6 
Change in Families Earning Under $20,000 in 2000, $15,000 in 199056 

 
 
Table 14 shows the raw number of households and units used for the affordability gap analysis.  The universe was limited 
to those renter households who completed household income and rent survey questions, excluding illegally housed renters 
and many other households, and therefore underestimating the total number of renters and rental units in the region.  
Nevertheless the trends are quite clear: there is a shrinking stock of low cost units and a growing number of households 
who need those units in almost all parts of the region.  Overall, the number of lowest cost rental units decreased by 9 
percent while the number of households who have correspondingly low incomes increased by 5 percent.  This pattern was 
strongest in the Urban Core. 
 

                                                 
56 US Census of Population.  Data for this map includes both rented and owned housing units, therefore universe differs 
from that used in affordability gap analysis.  Region differs slightly from that used for PUMS affordability gap analysis. 

 34



 

Table 14 
Lower Income Units and Households, 1990 to 2000 

Rental Housing Units Cost 
Less than $540 (adjusted)

1990 2000 Change
Manhattan 211,438 171,433 -19%
Urban Core 697,706 624,902 -10%
Inner Suburbs 134,564 122,937 -9%
Outer Suburbs 118,991 138,877 17%
Region 1,162,699 1,058,149 -9%

Renter Households Earn 
Less than $21,600 (adjusted)

1990 2000 Change
Manhattan 174,902 155,283 -11%
Urban Core 614,875 670,355 9%
Inner Suburbs 149,285 156,881 5%
Outer Suburbs 128,206 142,211 11%
Region 1,067,268 1,124,730 5%  

 
There are more households with low incomes that there are low cost rental units everywhere in the region except 
Manhattan, for a region-wide gap of about 67,000.  This gap may not seem as large as might be expected given long waiting 
lists for subsidized housing and other evidence of the housing crisis.  This is because many of the region’s low cost units are 
not directly filling the need for low cost housing.  Overall, 34 percent of units renting below $540 are inhabited by 
households with incomes over $21,600.  Likewise, 38 percent of renter households counted who earn under $21,600 live in 
units which cost more than $540 rent57.    As discussed previously, there are many reasons why households might choose to 
live above or below their means. For those with the lowest incomes, choices are severely constrained and the result is an 
increasing housing cost burden.   See Appendix 7 for a breakdown of housing units and household at four rent and income 
levels. 
 
5.  Housing Choices:  Trade-offs in Quality, Commutes and Cost 
 
Affordability is clearly central to how an individual or family decides where to live, and to the overall functioning of the 
housing market.  Other factors, however, also play major roles.  Smaller households need smaller housing units, nonfamily 
households often prefer rental apartments while family households tend to prefer single detached owned homes.  
Households also make tradeoffs between commute time and housing cost, or commute quality and that of housing.  For 
example, a family might choose to reside in a quiet, low density suburb even though it requires the breadwinner(s) to 
undertake long, stressful commutes.  In some parts of the region home values may fluctuate by proximity to commuting 
routes (highways and transit stations).  Household type and size lend another dimension.  At different stages of life, 
households can be expected to value time, money and comfort at different levels, and tradeoffs will change.  Young singles 
may value proximity to work and the amenities of the city over housing quality, for example, while families may prefer to 
trade in a convenient commute for a higher quality residential setting with amenities such as quality schools and open space.  
Location underlies all these issues as demographics vary dramatically according to location within the region.   
 
The health of the housing market is therefore determined not only by the number of affordably-priced units available, but 
whether these units are in a variety of housing types providing an adequate range of amenities and in diverse neighborhood 
locations.  Since this demand is driven largely by demographics, it is helpful to examine trends in the region’s population by 
age and household type.. 
                                                 
57 US Census of Population reports that over 75 percent of households earning under $20,000 in the region live in housing 
which costs more than 35 percent of their income (more than $540). The numbers from PUMS, stated above, are likely very 
conservative as the data only counted those households which answered both the income and rent questions; vacant units 
as well as many illegally housed families were excluded by necessity.  

 35



 

 
Table 15 
 Age, 1990 to 200058 

Age
Percent 

Under 18 in 
2000

Change from 
1990

Percent 18 to 
34 in 2000

Change from 
1990

Percent Over 
65 in 2000

Change from 
1990

USA 26% 0% 24% -4% 12% 0%

Region 25% 2% 23% -5% 13% 0%

Manhattan 17% 0% 32% 0% 12% -1%
Urban Core 26% 1% 26% -3% 12% -1%
Inner Suburban 25% 3% 21% -6% 14% 0%
Outer Suburban 25% 1% 20% -7% 13% 0%  
 
Table 16 
Household Type, 1990 to 200059 

2000
Change 

from 1990 2000
Change 

from 1990 2000
Change 

from 1990 2000
Change 

from 1990
United States 9% 1% 22% -5% 21% -1% 32% 2%

Region 9% 1% 20% -3% 22% -1% 32% 2%

Manhattan 8% 0% 29% 2% 19% -2% 59% 1%
Urban Core 13% 1% 22% -1% 21% -2% 32% 1%
Inner Suburbs 6% 1% 17% -4% 23% 0% 27% 2%
Outer Suburbs 7% 1% 16% -6% 23% 0% 28% 3%

NonFamily: Household 
members are unrelatedShare of 

Households by 
Houshold Type

Single Parent Young: Householder 15 
to 34 years

Older: Householder 65 
years or older

 
 
While the age and household distributions of the region are similar to those of the nation, there is a large variance within 
the region.  New York City, especially Manhattan, has a higher percentage of young adults than other parts of the region, 
and more of these are unmarried.  In the 1990s, Manhattan also continued to attract younger households, even as the share 
of householders in their 20s and early 30s declined in other parts of the region and the nation as a whole.  Throughout the 
region the number of nonfamily households increased - - that is, the number of housing units occupied by one or more 
unrelated people.  Housing type and race/ethnicity are also connected.  More demographic information and a discussion of 
these issues are in Appendix 6. 
 
Commuting patterns and demographic trends should indicate where housing units of various size and price are located 
throughout the region.  In a broad sense, housing production should reflect the life cycle choices that generally support 
younger and smaller households in urban centers and family households in more suburban settings.  However, there should 
be a range of housing choices within these broad categories to support diversity throughout the region.  At the extreme, 
cities with few children, suburbs that cannot retain young talent and isolated retirement communities undermine the 
attractiveness and efficiency of the region as a whole.  Diversity (by race and income) is also a socially desirable goal.  
 
To assess how well the region is meeting these objectives, the analysis below examines three indicators: 

 Housing Quality as measured by the age, condition and amenities of the region’s housing; 
 Housing Type as measured by the size of units being produced; and 
 Commuting Quality as measured by the time, cost and comfort of traveling to work. 

 

                                                 
58 US Census of Population. 
59 US Census of Population. 
62 US Census of Population. 

 36



 

Housing Quality 
 
The housing stock of the NY-NJ-CT metropolitan region is the oldest of any metropolitan area in the country.  Even with 
residents paying a relatively high share of income for housing compared to most metropolitan regions, the size, amenities 
and overall quality of the housing they get for their dollars is inferior.  The best housing in the region may indeed be 
habitable for centuries, however much of the inventory lacks modern amenities and design features while some does not 
even meet minimal maintenance standards.  The growing obsolescence of the region’s housing stock places the NY-NJ-CT 
region at a competitive disadvantage with most other regions, especially with cities in the south and southwest. 
 
The region’s housing competitive disadvantage is reflected perhaps more strongly in the quality of its housing than in its 
cost.  The median housing unit in New York City was built in 1946, making its housing stock nearly a generation older than 
the national average.  One third of Urban Core housing was built prior to 1939.  Even the suburban areas of the region 
have a higher share of housing built before 1970 than nearly every other large metropolitan area.  The only major 
metropolitan area with a housing stock of comparable age is Boston.   
 
Table 17 
Age of Housing Stock62 

Share of Housing Stock by Year 
Structure Built Built Prior to 1970 Built 1939 or earlier

United States 67% 15%

NY-NJ-CT 84% 27%
Los Angeles-Riverside-Orange County 72% 9%
Chicago-Gary-Kenosha 78% 21%
San Francisco-Oakland-San Jose 76% 15%
Boston-Worcester-Lawrence 79% 34%
Washington-Baltimore 63% 10%
Philadelphia-Wilmington-Atlantic City 78% 23%
Detroit-Ann Arbor-Flint 77% 14%
Dallas-Fort Worth 52% 4%
Houston-Galveston-Brazoria 57% 4%

Manhattan 89% 43%
Urban Core 91% 33%
Inner Suburbs 83% 21%
Outer Suburbs 74% 17%  

 
In recent decades, there have been significant changes in the characteristics of newly-built homes throughout the country.  
Since 1970, the size of the average new home built in America has grown from 1,500 to 2,100 square feet.  By 2002, 94 
percent of new homes were equipped with two or more full baths, 90 percent with a garage, and 58 percent with a fireplace.  
As new housing construction in the NY-NJ-CT region lags behind other areas of the country, the region’s housing stock 
becomes less and less competitive.  In Dallas, 74 percent of dwelling units have washers and dryers and 82 percent have 
automatic dishwashers, compared to only 38 percent and 36 percent in New York, respectively.  In addition, older homes 
tend to have more physical deficiencies such as leaks, siding and roof problems, and heating system breakdowns63.  
Increasingly, New Yorkers marvel at the quality of housing when visiting other parts of the country. 
 
Table 18 
Selected Housing Quality Indicators64 

                                                 
63 Williams, Barbara T.  “These Old Houses 2001.” Current Housing Reports. US Census and US Department of Housing 
and Urban Development. Issued February 2004.  
64 American Housing Survey, 1994 – 2000. These metropolitan regions are Primary Metropolitan Statistical Areas (PMSAs) 
and differ from those used earlier for inter-regional comparisons. 
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Housing Quality 
Indicators Median Age With Washer

With 
Dishwasher

United States 1971 74% 54%
New York City 1946 51% 36%
Los Angeles 1960 58% 46%
Chicago 1960 67% 48%
San Francisco 1953 57% 52%
Boston 1948 70% 59%
Washington DC 1969 75% 74%
Philadelphia 1956 81% 55%
Detroit 1962 84% 53%
Dallas 1981 74% 82%
Houston 1976 71% 72%  

 
The quality and conveniences of one’s home are a critical part of the quality of life perceived by a household.  In that 
respect, the quality of life for most families in the region falls far below what they would experience elsewhere in the 
country with an equivalent income.  
 
Housing Type / Household Type Mismatch  
 
Figure 10a 
Housing Units by Number of Bedrooms, 200065 

Housing Units in the NY-NJ-CT Region, 
by Number of Bedrooms, 2000

27%

55%

18%

Studios & 1-Bedrooms 2 to 3 Bedrooms 4 or More Bedrooms
   
 

                                                 
65 US Census of Population. 
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Figure 10b 
Households by Number of Members, 200066 

Households in the NY-NJ-CT Region, 
by Size, 2000

55%32%

13%

1 to 2 People 3 to 4 People 5 or More People
 

 
Table 19 
Change in Household and Housing Unit Size, 1990 to 200067 
 

Percent Change of 
Households, by Household 

Size, 1990 to 2000

1 & 2 person 
households

3 & 4 person 
households

5+ person 
households

Manhattan 3% 4% 0%
Urban Core 6% 9% 13%
Inner Suburbs 9% 3% 14%
Outer Suburbs 17% 4% 9%
Region 9% 6% 12%  

Percent Change in Housing 
Units, by Unit Size, 1990 to 

2000

Studios & 1-
Bedroom Units

2 & 3 Bedroom 
Units

4+ Bedroom 
Units

Manhattan 1% 3% 5%
Urban Core 10% 5% 13%
Inner Suburbs 10% 3% 9%
Outer Suburbs 10% 6% 16%
Region 8% 5% 12%  

 
The majority of new housing units built are large, detached houses.  Between 1990 and 2000 there was an increase of 
306,000 single unit structures (i.e. single family houses) and a loss of multi-unit structures. Given demographic trends, the 
region’s housing supply is mismatched with demand. There are only 2.3 million studio and one-bedroom units for the 4.4 
million one- and two-person households in the region.  On the other end of the spectrum, there are over 1.5 million very 
large houses (more than five bedrooms) while there are only about one million households with more than four members68.  
Location is also an issue.  For example, most of the population growth in the Outer Suburbs has been due to more small 
households yet most of the housing produced has been large houses.  This may indicate a demand for second and third 

                                                 
66 US Census of Population.  
67 US Census of Population. 
68 These numbers simplify the picture of households and housing types.  Elderly residents, for example, may choose to 
remain in larger homes even though their households only number one or two people. 
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homes; the region may face a situation where those with the income do not have an obvious need and those with the need 
do not have the income to translate this need into demand69. 
 
Commuting Time and Quality 
 
The NY-NJ-CT region has the longest commutes in the nation.  More than one third of residents commute for over 40 
minutes each way and 6 percent (more than half a million people) commute for more than an hour and a half.  The region 
does not necessarily have the most expensive or ‘worst’ commute, however, due to very high rates of transit use.  In fact, 
the direct cost of commuting is lower than in most regions.  The full costs of commuting, however, include direct monetary 
costs such as gasoline, car wear and tear, car insurance, and/or transit tickets; the value of time spent in transit; the stress of 
the journey, which is tied to commute duration, congestion en route and comfort, the number of legs to the daily journey, 
and journey time reliability; and externalities such as pollution.  Direct monetary costs of commuting plus housing comprise 
around half of all household expenditures, and much more when the full cost of commuting is considered (see Appendix 
3). 
 
Table 20 
Length of Commute by US Metropolitan Region, 200070 

Share of Commuters 

by Travel Time to Work

NY-NJ-CT 66% 34% 6%
Los Angeles-Riverside-Orange County 76% 24% 4%
Chicago-Gary-Kenosha 70% 30% 4%
San Francisco-Oakland-San Jose 74% 26% 3%
Boston-Worcester-Lawrence 77% 23% 2%
Washington-Baltimore 69% 31% 3%
Philadelphia-Wilmington-Atlantic City 77% 23% 3%
Detroit-Ann Arbor-Flint 81% 19% 2%
Dallas- Fort Worth 78% 22% 2%
Houston-Galveston-Brazoria 75% 25% 2%

Less than 40 
minutes

More than 40 
minutes

More than 90 
minutes

 
 

                                                 
69 Nina Gruen, Gruen Gruen & Associates, at the 1999 Urban Land Institute Conference on Housing in the 21st Century. 
70 US Census of Population.  See Appendix 1 for definitions of metropolitan regions. 
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Figure 11 
Change in Number of Short and Long Commutes, 1990 to 200071 

Change in Short and Long Commutes, 1990 to 2000
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Already the longest in the nation, the region’s commutes are in fact getting longer.  There are over 300,000 more commuters 
spending 45 minutes or more in transit each way than there were in 1990.  Average commute times are up by nearly 3 
minutes for the region overall, and commuting times have increased for residents in all parts of the region except 
Manhattan.  The causes could be numerous, but the most likely source is a growing mismatch between job and housing 
locations. 
 
Table 21a  
Average Commute Time by Origin and Destination, 200072 

Average Commute 
Time in Minutes, 2000

Manhattan Urban Core Inner Suburbs Out

Manhattan 26.90 51.48 64.67
Urban Core 41.38 30.63 40.75
Hudson Valley 44.68 43.84 23.57
Nassau County 44.86 40.18 21.37
Suffolk County ** 51.45 31.63
NJ & CT Inner Suburbs 48.23 36.60 22.11
NJ Outer Suburbs** ** 49.88 33.05
Region 29.52 38.22 30.25

Workplace

Residence

er Suburbs Region

** 47.94
52.99 34.06
25.54 25.88
38.52 27.63
21.40 23.38
41.67 26.59
21.23 23.27
31.38 33.43  

 

                                                 
71 US Census of Population. 
72 Tables 21a and 21b: US Census of Population, Public Use Microdata Series, author’s calculations. ** indicates data are 
insufficient either due to low numbers of respondents or obvious errors in responses.  Due to data insufficiencies, “NJ 
Outer Suburbs” workplace excludes Ocean County as well as New Haven and Litchfield, Connecticut.  Overall, data 
indicate that average commute times from Manhattan to Suffolk county are around one hour and increased during the 
1990s. 
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Table 21b  
Change in Average Commute Time by Origin and Destination, 1990 to 2000 

Change in Average 
Commute Time in 

Minutes, 1990 to 2000
Manhattan Urban Core Inner Suburbs Out

Manhattan 0.91 0.61 4.57
Urban Core -0.26 3.29 3.12
Hudson Valley -0.33 3.39 2.15
Nassau County 2.84 4.98 1.81
Suffolk County ** 1.15 2.16
NJ & CT Inner Suburbs 4.43 2.67 2.36
NJ Outer Suburbs** ** 5.60 1.84
Region 0.99 2.61 2.87

Workplace

Residence

er Suburbs Region

** 2.45
5.19 3.45
2.11 2.07
0.60 2.46
1.43 1.71
1.56 2.82
2.46 2.93
3.64 2.75  

 
Table 22a 
Number of Commuters by Origin and Destination, 200073 

2000
Place of Work - 
Read Down Manhattan Core Urban Inner Suburban Outer Suburban Region

Manhattan 631,132 1,003,140 329,167 99,377 2,062,816
2,453,694
2,862,187
1,938,837
9,317,534

Residence - Read Across

Core Urban 78,613 1,881,722 375,645 117,714
Inner Suburban 29,547 332,773 2,116,005 383,862
Outer Suburban 3,649 31,804 141,257 1,762,127
Region 742,941 3,249,439 2,962,074 2,363,080  
 
Table 22b 
Change in Number of Commuters by Origin and Destination, 1990 to 2000 

(2000-1990)/1990
Place of Work - 
Read Down Manhattan Core Urban Inner Suburban Outer Suburban Region

Manhattan 6% 0% 1% 16% 3%
1%
2%
5%
2%

Residence - Read Across

Core Urban 2% 0% 2% 15%
Inner Suburban -2% 7% 0% 11%
Outer Suburban 22% 31% 18% 3%
Region 5% 1% 1% 5%  
 
Table 22a shows where 9.3 million region residents lived and worked in 2000 and how that changed from 1990.  The most 
striking trend is in the Outer Suburbs which experienced the highest growth in both population and employment (5 
percent).  The large percentage gains in commuters to the Outer Suburbs – 22 percent more commuters from Manhattan, 
31 percent more from the Urban Core, and 18 percent more from the Inner Suburbs – actually represent only about 30,000 
people.  This is not a large share of the 9.3 million commuters in the region, but it does indicate an important trend. 
 
These trends are consistent with continuing poverty concentrations.  Average wages are highest in Manhattan, where much 
of the increase in number of workers can be attributed to residents of the Manhattan itself and the Outer Suburbs; there 
was a decrease in Urban Core residents who work in Manhattan during the 1990s. Areas with lower-paying jobs – the Inner 
and Outer Suburbs – had large increases in numbers of workers coming from the Urban Core.   
 
Lengthening commute times may be due to many factors other than or in addition to sprawling employment centers.  
Increased traffic congestion, transit use, residential development farther from employment centers, or a combination of 
these interrelated factors may be at the root of lengthening commutes.  In addition, some households may be choosing 
longer commute times in place of lower housing costs, better housing quality, or different housing types.  Appendix 8 
includes an analysis of the possible tradeoff between housing cost and commute time.  Overall, however, given that housing 
costs are increasing relative to income everywhere in the region, the region’s very long and lengthening commutes are 
evidence of a location mismatch between jobs and housing. 

                                                 
73 Tables 22a and 22b: US Census, Journey to Work. 
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6.  Toward a Balanced Housing Market 
 
A well-functioning housing market provides a balance of affordability, choice and quality.  The data presented in this report 
paints a complex picture in which the region performs relatively well from some angles and quite poorly from others.  
However, it can be fairly stated that both urban and suburban portions of the region do not provide the balanced housing 
that is required to support the goals of economic competitiveness, social equity and environmental sustainability.  Several 
trends indicate that the housing market is becoming increasingly out of balance. 
 
By the standard of affordability, prices and cost burdens are higher than in most comparable metropolitan areas.  
However, costs are not as far out of line with other large regions as is popularly perceived.  While high costs are 
undoubtedly affecting the region’s ability to retain and attract a talented workforce, the region did add 1.7 million people 
during the 1990s.  To some extent, the rapid escalation in prices since the mid-1990s demonstrates that the region remains 
an attractive place to live for those who can afford it. 
 
For the less affluent, however, crisis is an apt term.  Seventy eight percent of the region’s households earning under $20,000 
pay more than 35 percent of gross income for housing.  About one out of every six households in the region pay more than 
50 percent of their gross income for housing, and nearly all of these are low-income households.  Heavily burdened 
households are also disproportionately Black and Hispanic and are concentrated in the region’s Urban Core where both job 
growth and housing production have lagged.  The problem worsened in the 1990s when the region lost lower priced rental 
units while the number of low-income households was increasing.  The number of moderately priced rentals also declined, 
particularly in the suburbs, making it increasingly difficult for young families and workers in important service occupations, 
such as teachers and electricians, to live and work in Long Island, suburban New Jersey, the Hudson Valley and much of 
Connecticut. 
 
The housing choices available to residents of the region also reflect both the strengths and weaknesses of the region’s 
housing market.  The diversity of neighborhoods in the metropolitan area is one of its greatest strengths.  However, the 
availability of this diversity to many households is constrained by both a lack of housing production at the region’s core and 
a lack of multi-family housing production everywhere.  In addition, a growing mismatch between quality housing and 
employment locations force many to make a difficult choice between long, stressful commutes or expensive, inadequate 
housing.  This worsening choice is reflected in lengthening commutes in all parts of the region, which already has the 
longest commuting times in the United States. 
 
In terms of the quality of housing, the region may be even less competitive than it is in price.  No other metropolitan area 
has housing stock that is as old as the NY-NJ-CT region.  Even suburban parts of the region have older stock than most 
large metropolitan areas.  While many New York City residents may prefer the construction and appearance of the city’s 
better pre-war apartment buildings, older houses are on average smaller than newer ones, have more physical deficiencies, 
and feature fewer of the modern amenities that the rest of the country has come to expect.    
 
All three of these measures are interrelated.  Choices are more limited for poorer households, and the quality of housing 
available varies widely by income and household size.  Combined, they describe a metropolitan housing market that 
weakens the region’s ability to succeed economically and exacerbates the already wide social and economic divisions within 
the region.  Current trends indicate a future where the region’s housing market grows more out-of-balance.  The housing 
crisis that exists for low-income households will likely engulf more of the region’s residents, and the geographic imbalance 
between housing production, job creation and demographic trends could seriously undermine environmental conditions. 
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Figure 12 
Building Permits, 1980 to 200274 
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Figure 13 
Share of Building Permits are for Multi-Family Housing, 1980 to 200275 
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Looking ahead, the region is expected to grow by over 1.5 million households by 203076.  If new housing construction does 
not keep pace, there will be an intensifying housing crisis for lower income households and a reduction in choice and 
quality for most residents77.  Figures 12 and 13 show the trends: low rates of Urban Core and Inner Suburban housing 
development, and, until very recently, decreasing rates of multi-family housing production.  From a purely physical 
standpoint, it will be difficult to accommodate this growth in a region with dwindling reserves of developable land and 
aging infrastructure systems.  Map 7 shows how past population growth has absorbed huge amounts of land, even in more 
recent decades when population growth was relatively modest.  From Long Island to New Jersey, many parts of the region 
will be completely built out in the next 20 to 30 years if current patterns continue.  Without changes in both the type and 
location of housing production, much of the region’s most environmentally sensitive open space is at risk.  Without policies 

                                                 
74 Department of Housing and Urban Development, State of the Cities Data System. 
75 Department of Housing and Urban Development, State of the Cities Data System. 
76 Forecast by New York Metropolitan Transportation Council, December 2003.  See Appendix 4. 
77 If the region builds new housing at the rate it did in the 1990s, there will be a deficit of approximately 250,000 units by 
2030.  Given recent increases in housing production and past production booms, however, the rate of housing production 
over the last 22 years would yield approximately 1.5 million new housing units in that time period. 
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that both encourage production and improve housing affordability and access across income, race and age boundaries, 
social and economic disparities are likely to widen. 
 
Map 7  
Urbanization of the Region, 1930 to 199078 
 

 
 
To break these patterns, housing production will need to grow strongly enough to meet demand and reduce cost volatility.  
Targeted efforts are necessary to narrow the affordability gap for the region’s lower income groups.  Greater access to 
home ownership and suburban markets are necessary to decrease poverty concentrations in the Urban Core.  Long range 
planning efforts which integrate transportation, land use and housing are necessary to solve the jobs-housing mismatch and 
reverse the negative trends in commuting.  
 
Housing Policies without Borders 
 
Addressing the housing problem from a metropolitan, rather than a local, perspective raises complex problems of planning 
and governance.  However, the findings of this paper suggest that it is imperative to address the interconnected problems 
that underlie the housing challenges confronting every part of the New York-New Jersey-Connecticut region.  Those 
policies which have led to the affordable housing gap are the same ones that have promoted sprawling, auto-dependent 
development, unequal access to education, polluted environments, and widening income disparities.  Some of these policies 
are home rule (power over land use decisions residing solely with local government); restrictive, single-use and exclusionary 
zoning; federal subsidization of highways; and regressive tax policies, especially around homeownership79.  These policies 
may work at cross-purposes, and all of them are not necessarily averse to a well-functioning region.  In fact many of these 
policies were specifically intended to help the region grow and prosper.  However they can be obstacles to the production 
and preservation of lower cost housing in densely populated regional centers, and thereby constrain the region’s ability to 
compete as a place to live and work among other US metropolitan regions.  As noted in a recent American Planning 
Association report, there is need for a multi-jurisdictional, interdisciplinary approach to housing80.   
 
While local projects and developments are certainly necessary for neighborhood prosperity, larger, more integrated efforts 
are needed to keep the region competitive.  Within the last ten to fifteen years there have been some noteworthy efforts 
around the country in which environmentalists, real estate developers, affordable housing advocates and business leaders 
worked together toward solutions that benefited entire regions.  Future work of the collaboration between RPA and CHPC 
will focus more specifically on policies and actions with regional implications.  Among the techniques deserving careful 
review and consideration are: 
 
 Inclusionary zoning. There are many variations on inclusionary zoning, but it usually entails asking or requiring 

developers to facilitate building affordable housing in exchange for permission to develop market rate housing or for 
zoning variances.  Programs may be mandatory or voluntary, while some are incentive based.  Affordable housing 

                                                 
78 1930, 1960 and 1990 maps developed by Regional Plan Association from US Geological Survey and Cornell University.  
Region pictured does not include Pike County. 
79 The strongest housing policy is the incentive toward homeownership provided by the mortgage interest tax deduction 
which totals over $50 billion annually. Bourassa, Steven C. and William G. Grigsby.  “Income Tax Concessions for Owner-
Occupied Housing.” Housing Policy Debate Vol. 11, Issue 3 (2000): 521. 
80 Meck, Retzlaff and Schwab. Regional Approaches to Affordable Housing. APA Planning Advisory Services, 2002. 
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development may be site restricted or there may be a cash-out option81.  Inclusionary zoning can also be used to 
further larger planning goals, such as increasing high density development near transit stations. 

 Commercial linkage fees or jobs-housing linkage fees.  There are a number of strategies for gaining contributions 
toward affordable housing development from nonresidential development.   

 Accessory dwelling units.  Often known as garage apartments or granny flats, accessory dwelling units are touted by 
new urbanists as a key to building density, providing a ‘second tier’ of affordable housing and extra income for 
homeowners82. Inclusionary zoning may entail permitting for this and other housing types previously deemed illegal or 
against building code.  Zoning changes such as this can also provide a legal framework for conversions of formerly 
industrial areas into dense residential and mixed use areas.   

 Regional housing trust funds.  These are financial mechanisms which allow nonprofit or public-private partnerships 
to set aside land in a multi-jurisdictional area for affordable housing development and environmental conservation83.   

 Employer assisted housing.   There are a variety of programs which let employers directly assist residents and low 
income developers with costs such as down payments as well as technical expertise during closings. 

 Location efficient mortgages.  To promote transit-oriented development, mortgage lenders calculate savings from 
location efficiency (i.e., buying a home in a non-auto-dependent area) and consider these savings as part of the buyer’s 
debt to income ratio.  The result is improved mortgage terms for buyers in transit-accessible neighborhoods 

 Property tax reform.  In many places tax reform can ease municipalities’ burden to pay for municipal services such as 
schools, thereby creating housing development markets friendlier to affordable housing.   

 Regional tax base sharing.  This is another variation of a multi-jurisdictional reform which can encourage more 
affordable housing as part of larger planning efforts84. 

 
While all of these approaches can be difficult to implement, many regions are undertaking aggressive efforts to address their 
housing challenges. In Chicago, the Metropolitan Planning Council has convened Chicago Metropolis 2020, a coalition of 
primarily business leaders who are committed to improving housing affordability and accessibility in a four county area.  
The group has started an employer assisted housing program.  In Silicon Valley a group of major local employers formed the 
Silicon Valley Manufacturing Group (SVMC) around general quality of life issues.  The group has focused on affordable housing 
and advocated higher density, transit oriented, mixed-income development by working directly with developers.  SVMC has 
helped specific projects pass more quickly through zoning boards and planning commissions.  It has also educated municipal 
leaders on the connection between affordable housing and regional competitiveness, specifically employee recruitment and 
retention.  In London, the Mayor’s new Plan for London includes heroic efforts to expand the supply of both market rate and 
affordable housing, including a requirement that one half of the units in every new housing development be targeted to low and 
moderate income households.  Without an effort of similar scope, the NY-NJ-CT region risks being left behind by these and 
other regions undertaking more progressive efforts.  

                                                 
81 New Jersey’s Council on Affordable Housing (COAH) is considered a landmark inclusionary housing policy wherein the 
state determines the number of affordable units which must be built by each municipality.  COAH has been criticized for 
having a complicated formula, too many loopholes, and for allowing municipalities to effectively buy their way out of 
developing affordable housing by paying for other municipalities to take on their obligations using ‘regional contribution 
agreements’.  See Appendix 9 for a response from Regional Plan Association to proposed COAH revisions in December 
2003.  
Burchell, Robert. “Inclusionary Zoning: A Viable Solution to the Affordable Housing Crisis?”  New Century Housing. Vol. 
1, Issue 2.  (October 2000).  
82 “Granny flats add flexibility and affordability.” New Urban News. December 2001.   
Also see the Center for New Urbanism, www.cnu.org.  
83 For example, the Vermont Housing & Conservation Trust Fund has conserved land and created perpetually affordable 
housing throughout the state.   
84 Coleman, Henry. “Fiscal Stress: It’s Not Just a Big City Problem.” New Jersey Policy Perspective.  This report contains 
information on how regional tax base sharing might be applied in New Jersey. 
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“Out of Balance: The Housing Crisis from a Regional Perspective” is part of a collaboration between Regional Plan 
Association (RPA) and the Citizens Housing and Planning Council (CHPC) to analyze housing issues, propose solutions 
and support policy implementation in the New York-New Jersey-Connecticut metropolitan area.  This partnership will 
provide a regional, interdisciplinary perspective on a challenging set of issues that cut across political and geographic 
boundaries.  Future work will focus more specifically on housing policies and actions with regional implications.   
 
This report was written by Alexis F. Perrotta, Associate Planner at Regional Plan Association, with the assistance of 
Christopher Jones at RPA and Frank Braconi, Elaine Toribio, and Paul Stern at CHPC.  The report was designed by Jeffrey 
Ferzoco of RPA; maps were designed by Jennifer Cox and Alexis Perrotta of RPA. 
 
We extend our gratitude to the Ford Foundation, Fannie Mae Foundation, Washington Mutual, Surdna Foundation, 
Independence Community Foundation, GreenPoint Foundation, Wachovia Foundation, and Bank of America for their 
crucial financial support for this study.  In addition, the design and publication of this report were made possible by a grant 
from the Metropolitan Life Foundation. 
 
The summary, full report and appendices are available online at www.rpa.org. 
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