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Housing is one area of American life where government really is the problem. The 
United States is suffering from an acute shortage of affordable places to live, particularly 
in the urban areas where economic opportunity increasingly is concentrated. And 
perhaps the most important reason is that local governments are preventing 
construction. 

Don’t be misled by the construction cranes that punctuate city skylines. The number of 
housing units completed in the United States last year, adjusted for the size of the 
population, was lower than in any year between 1968 and 2008. And the problem is 
most acute in major urban areas along the east and west coasts. Housing prices, and 
homelessness, are rising across the country because there is not enough housing. 

Increasing the supply of urban housing would help to address a number of the problems 
plaguing the United States. Construction could increase economic growth and create 
blue-collar jobs. Allowing more people to live in cities could mitigate inequality and 
reduce carbon emissions. Yet in most places, housing construction remains wildly 
unpopular. People who think of themselves as progressives, environmentalists and 
egalitarians fight fiercely against urban development, complaining about traffic and 
shadows and the sanctity of lawns. 
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The affordable housing crisis cannot be solved by new construction alone, at least not in 
the short term. Governments need to provide subsidized housing for people who cannot 
afford market-rate housing. But advocates for affordable housing should be jumping up 
and down and screaming for the construction of more high-endapartment buildings to 
ease demand for existing homes. Those new buildings are filled with people who would 
otherwise be spending Saturdays touring fixer-uppers in neighborhoods newly named 
something like SoFa, with rapidly dwindling populations of longtime residents. 

Market-rate construction also can help to reduce the need for public housing subsidies 
in the longer term. Today’s market-rate apartments will gradually become more 
affordable, just as new cars become used cars. The price of the average rental unit 
declines by 2.5 percent a year, adjusting for inflation, according to a 2014 study. 

Other regions are considering the Minneapolis approach, but proponents have run into 
stiff political opposition. In California, legislators from wealthy, low-density cities 
blocked a plan to increase construction that would have allowed “fourplexes,” or four-
unit apartments, throughout the state. In Seattle, ambitious proposals were reduced to a 
bill that allows more development on about 6 percent of the city’s residential land. 

What went right in Minneapolis? The story begins with a crop of young politicians who 
want more housing: The city is conducting an early experiment in government by and 



for millennials. For the first time in the city’s modern history, more than half of its 
residents are renters, including Mayor Frey. Many residents — again, younger people in 
particular — also describe density as a necessary response to climate change. 
Environmentalism, which began as an effort to protect people from cities, is increasingly 
embracing cities as the best way to protect the planet from people. 

Linnea Goderstad, a 32-year-old event planner who lives in a townhome just outside 
downtown Minneapolis, waited in a long line last year to testify in favor of the plan. 

“It was so stark,” she said of the generational divide among those who came to speak. “It 
was just so easy to guess, just judging by age, what side they were going to be on.” 
Sign Up for Jamelle Bouie's Newsletter 
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Race also played a central role. Minneapolis is among the most segregated and unequal 
cities in America, a fact at odds with its self-image as a tolerant and diverse community. 
The gap between white and black homeownership is the widest in any of the 100 cities 



with the largest black populations: 75 percent of whites own their homes, compared 
with just 25 percent of blacks. 
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The 2015 shooting of Jamar Clark, a black man killed by Minneapolis police officers, 
focused the anger of the city’s black residents — and it persuaded some of their 
neighbors to listen more carefully. In the ensuing debates, many residents said they 
were surprised to learn that single-family zoning in Minneapolis, as in other cities, had 
deep roots in efforts to enforce racial segregation. Cities found that banning apartment 
construction in white neighborhoods was an effective proxy for racial discrimination, 
and the practice spread after it was validated by the Supreme Court in 1926. 

In Minneapolis, the current political leaders argued that ending single-family zoning 
was a necessary step to rectify that history of racial discrimination. On many city lawns, 
signs that read “Neighbors for More Neighbors” stood alongside signs that read “Black 
Lives Matter.” 

All of this deserves wide emulation by other American cities. But Minneapolis has an 
important advantage: Its housing prices still are relatively modest, so its population 
includes a lot of middle-class families. Housing debates in coastal cities pit the wealthy 
against the poor, and middle ground has been hard to find. 

Lisa Bender, the president of the Minneapolis City Council, lived in New York and San 
Francisco before returning to her hometown, and she is convinced that Minneapolis has 
a narrow window to address its problems while a political consensus still is possible. 

“The hope is that all of these things together will at least slow things down enough to not 
reach that tipping point,” she said, referring to the problems on the coasts. If the city 
does not build, and prices keep rising, “everything becomes more challenging.” 

The Times is committed to publishing a diversity of letters to the editor. We’d like to hear what 
you think about this or any of our articles. Here are some tips. And here’s our 
email: letters@nytimes.com. 

Follow The New York Times Opinion section on Facebook, Twitter 
(@NYTopinion) and Instagram. 
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B Dawson commented June 16 
B 
B Dawson 
WVJune 16 
I'm glad that some people are happy with the 'vibrant, diverse' nature of high density living. It 
leaves more peace and quiet out here in the country for privacy seeking folks like me. I find 
nothing appealing about such places and that's why I live outside of city limits. Yup, go ahead 
and outlaw low density zoning in favor of more people, but remember the classic biology 
experiment. Put two rats in a modest cage and they get along; add a third one and they still 
tolerate each other but stake out territory; add one more and they start killing each other. 



27 Recommend 
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Frank Knarf commented June 16 
F 
Frank Knarf 
IdahoJune 16 
All will be sacrificed on the altar of growth. Before long we'll be living in compact cells in a 
continent spanning hive, dining on Soylent Green. 
22 Recommend 
Share 
Flag 
GM commented June 16 
G 
GM 
The NorthJune 16 
This is a timeless story: those who get there first work to keep others out. Would you be 
offended if Mayflower descendants held this view about fellow Americans? Would you be 
offended if Ivy League grads had this view? My guess is yes. How is it different for housing 
then? 
13 Recommend 
Share 
Flag 
Eva commented June 16 
E 
Eva 
BostonJune 16 
There are limits to population expansion, which we are ignoring. Why do we have to be 
constantly getting more and more people and more and more construction? We need to learn to 
live without constant growth because it is also bad for the environment. Constant growth is 
unsustainable. Face the truth. 
22 Recommend 
Share 
Flag 
Lisa commented June 16 
L 
Lisa 
NYCJune 16 
In NYC, it seems there's too much 'regulation' of some, and not enough of others. Professional 
developers seem to have no problem receiving a rubber-stamp for their cookie-cutter luxury 
buildings, now found in all five boroughs. Meanwhile, if someone in NYC is able to afford a 
piece of land, and then wants to keep an RV or Tiny House on that land, they are not allowed to. 
With more and more single people nowworking to create their own versions of 'family' and 
community, many in the NYC area must resort to buying or renting an entire house for 
themselves and their families of friends. But formal 'co-housing' communities in NYC have 
never been able to get off the ground, due to bureaucracy, lackadaisical politicians, the R.E. 



industry recognizing that more value is found in individuals purchasing separate individual 
properties for themselves, etc. 
10 Recommend 
Share 
Flag 
nicole H commented June 16 
N 
nicole H 
californiaJune 16 
This is indeed an important problem to address: affordability. But everyone is still thinking 
inside the box. Let's innovate: how about building small villages complete with small store 
spaces, parks, etc. Truly build a community in a designated area of 50-75 acres....and watch 
people moving in, yearning for a quality of life. There is no reason for a person earning $10/hour 
to have to pay 80% of income to pay for rent. There are so many new, environmentally & cost-
effective ways to build: shipping containers, 3-D printed houses can offer functional, esthetic, 
unique (i.e. not as in the usual developers' cookie cutter, look alike houses). Google images of 
these 2 (among other ways of building) and you will be astounded by the creativity as well as the 
cost. The tiny house movement should also be considered here. Just think outside the box and 
everyone will have an affordable roof over their head. 
8 Recommend 
Share 
Flag 
Rob commented June 16 
R 
Rob 
MinneapolisJune 16 
These comments are horrifying and exactly the same as all the people who came to oppose the 
plan in Minneapolis. Saying you don't want an apartment next to your single family home 
because it will cast a shadow and make your neighborhood noisy is a real bad faith argument that 
reeks of entitlement. Urban density is exactly what is needed to preserve green space that would 
be otherwise destroyed by urban sprawl. 
20 Recommend 
Share 
Flag 
Joe Tamburino commented June 16 
J 
Joe Tamburino 
Minneapolis, MNJune 16 
I live and work in Minneapolis. I didn’t vote for Frey and he’s been a C- Mayor. He will 
probably not be re-elected because he is destroying the bedrock of my city - stable, middle-class 
neighborhoods. He sacrifices all of the city’s needs at the alter of density and affordable housing. 
He will make us a third class city. 
13 Recommend 
Share 
Flag 
Jack commented June 16 
J 



Jack 
Oakland, CaJune 16 
It is common for cities to require new high end apartment buildings to include low/ middle 
income units. I think it might be more efficient to allow developers to build their high end units 
but require them to build a same size building for affordable units in a neighborhood that the city 
designates. This building would provide many more affordable units (100,000sq ft = 30 -2,500 
sq ft + 25 - 1,000 sq ft units vs. 100 - 1,000 sq ft units) and help revitalize neighborhoods that 
need it. The city could help expedite permit processes and defray fee. as part of the deals. The 
city would provide public transportation and assurie that the neighborhood has a full size grocery 
store (ie; Safeway or similar, if none exist, the ground level of building could be devoted to that). 
4 Recommend 
Share 
Flag 
1 REPLY 
Frank Knarf commented June 16 
F 
Frank Knarf 
IdahoJune 16 
@Jack You just described "the projects". 
20 Recommend 
Share 
Flag 
dairyfarmersdaughter commented June 16 
D 
dairyfarmersdaughter 
WashintonJune 16 
More construction does not necessarily equate to more affordability. In the small city near where 
I live, construction is booming. There is a proposal for a dense neighborhood of 500 new homes 
- "mid price range", which is probably 350 to 400K. The median income here is 52K. The Elks 
lodge is being torn down to build a high end apartment building. Developers generally do not 
want to build what would be considered "affordable" housing. Incomes have not increased along 
with housing prices. All these new homes are mostly going to be occupied by retirees and others 
who are flocking to the area since it is now cache. I do not have the solution, but I doubt the one 
offered in MSP will solve the problem. A scarcity of single family homes just makes them more 
expensive. and there is no assurance that rents will be affordable. 
12 Recommend 
Share 
Flag 
curmudgeon74 commented June 16 
C 
curmudgeon74 
Bethesda MDJune 16 
I've been reading a couple of the several recent volumes on the financialization of real estate and 
its contribution to inequality and social disruption. It is certainly true that zoning has been used 
historically as a method of de facto segregation, by class if not (necessarily) race, but letting 
market values alone drive issues that involve non-monetary 'efficiencies' is not a solution. In my 
county the government grants subsidies to developers, of residential and commercial real estate, 



that impose far greater costs on public service infrastructures than their development fees and 
taxes will recover. The single-family homeowners in established neighborhoods are forced to 
take up the slack, when the only discernible benefits are small numbers of 'affordable' housing. 
The 'new enclosures,' as some refer to this process, are more complex than the misuse of zoning, 
which spawns new forms whenever developers' contributions justify a new 'innovation.' To 
discuss zoning without considering the relation between political authority, its appointed lackeys 
in compliant planning commissions, and constituents who are burdened with the actual costs of 
development when the developers and new residents should carry them, is a profound 
misconception and misdirection. 
9 Recommend 
Share 
Flag 
Marty commented June 16 
M 
Marty 
MichiganJune 16 
I live in a totally segregated small midwest city that was this way 40-50 years ago. and still is. I 
was invited to a local newspaper a few years ago for a meeting to overview the city problems. 
There were about 20 folks invited, and they were all white and many with gray hair. I raised my 
hand right away to comment, and stated our main problem is racism, just look around at the 
group you selected, we are all white, not one person of color. Then, there was total silence, and 
the host suggested we consider other problems. Not one other said a thing. I got up, and said, this 
is amoral and I will not participate in a phony unethical discussion. Silence, and I walked out. 
There is our problem right in front of us and no one willing to discuss racism in our white city. 
8 Recommend 
Share 
Flag 
Ma commented June 16 
M 
Ma 
AtlJune 16 
The editorial board is wrong on this opinion. They know nothing about the US outside NYC, nor 
do they appear to care. But consider NYC for a minute. How many dwellings are lived in by the 
owner? How many avoid taxes by owning a dwelling in FL where they claim residency. How 
many foreigners own buildings that they've never stepped in? Around the US, especially since 
2008, we have significant foreign ownership of homes that are rented at exorbitant rates. Now 
the board thinks it's a good idea to expand that idea by embracing the dissolution of zoning 
laws?!! I have been to Minneapolis. There is plenty of affordable housing, but in areas of high 
crime. Wouldn't it be better to eliminate the high crime; enforce zoning in those areas? It makes 
no sense to increase density; high density dissolves the neighborhood relationships and 
communal support as people naturally avoid others when density is high. This is true in NYC; 
walk down the street and say hi, or even try to get someone to look you in the eye. Shame on the 
board and shame on Minneapolis for pretending to solve a problem while enriching themselves. 
This is all about government revenue and developers (likely foreign developers). It is tantamount 
to creating slaves out of citizens that must rent forever. 
20 Recommend 
Share 



Flag 
Angela commented June 16 
A 
Angela 
MinneapolisJune 16 
Terrible idea! Absolute neighborhood killer. Property values will decline. Boo. Boo Mpls. 
Minneapolis has terrific public transportation, light rail, city busses, park and ride, ride share 
programs. People who can’t afford to live IN the city can find more affordable solutions in the 
outer suburbs and commute in. Just like we all did. Eliminating R1 zoning is going to be an 
economic disaster for Minneapolis. Very short sided. 
11 Recommend 
Share 
Flag 
corvid commented June 16 
C 
corvid 
Bellingham, WAJune 16 
Better, I think, for only the people who really, really want children to have them. All others 
should abstain. Besides, anyone younger than 30 is virtually guaranteed to experience a future of 
ecological catastrophe, mass refugee migration, and war. 
8 Recommend 
Share 
Flag 
GRH commented June 16 
G 
GRH 
New EnglandJune 16 
In a nutshell, one of many reasons I was forced out of the Democratic Party beginning in 2013, 
after voting for them for the first 20 years of my voting life. The Democratic Party has no claim 
to being the party of science, environment, etc. when they actively support unlimited population 
growth to the United States in order to benefit their already wealthy real estate developer 
campaign donors. They use buzz words like "diversity" while practicing environmental racism 
(such as the Democratic Party's basing of Lockheed's budget-busting F-35 fighter jet amidst 
Vermont's most densely populated and demographically most diverse neighborhoods, including 
legal immigrant refugees from Africa and Asia). They have gone positively Orwellian and 
diluted all meaning from charges of racism by using it as a sword against even African-American 
citizens who oppose up-zoning for the benefit of out-of-state 1%er real estate developers who 
want to make even more money. Now the Minneapolis Mayor is going on a road-show to places 
like Burlington, Vermont that once were lauded as among the most livable places in the United 
States. Under the leadership of neo-liberal, military Keynesian developers like the Democrats 
now in charge, not winning these awards any more. 
5 Recommend 
Share 
Flag 
Krane commented June 16 
K 
Krane 



USJune 16 
Home 'ownership' is hardly anything more than a scam, perpetrated by a collusion of interests 
including banks, builders, realtors, and government. All looking to profit from the next housing 
bubble, which is right around the corner. As usual, the little people will be left holding the bag. 
4 Recommend 
Share 
Flag 
JCX commented June 16 

 
JCX 
Reality,USAJune 16 
How about government subsidizing birth control so there are fewer people to consume already 
overstretched resources? Now that would be truly progressive. 
19 Recommend 
Share 
Flag 
mberger commented June 16 
M 
mberger 
long island nyJune 16 
At some point, we have to stop rewarding people that are ignorant, and make bad decisions, as 
victims. As most would agree, life is what you make it. 
10 Recommend 
Share 
Flag 
Screenwritethis commented June 16 
S 
Screenwritethis 
AmericaJune 16 
This article is hilarious! It is also terrifying.. In the real world, America needs less neighbors. 
Government housing creates neighbors people desperately wish to avoid interacting with. One 
need onlyy look at existing government housing to confirm. By definition, government housing 
provides a foundation for the criminal element. Residents are primitive, violent folks you need to 
avoid. Have you visited North Minneapolis lately? Rather than create government housing, 
taxpayers should be provided opportunity to vote if they want same. They do not. It is time to 
demolish, raze government housing. Displaced occupants can be resettled on government 
managed agrarian environs. 
5 Recommend 
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Flag 
Scott commented June 16 
S 
Scott 
BrooklynJune 16 
What percentage of all the commenters upset about this article are likely to have a "Refugees Are 
Welcome Here" sign on their manicured lawn? They'd rather have the lawn. 
6 Recommend 
Share 
Flag 
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GRH commented June 16 
G 
GRH 
New EnglandJune 16 
@Scott, most were against the Iraq War and the military-industrialists in both parties that prefer 
to create more refugees so long as it juices their shares of Lockheed-Martin and Northrop-
Grumman, etc. The bipartisan military Keynesians such as Bush-Cheney-Wolfowitz-Rumsfeld in 
GOP and Hillary Clinton, Joe Biden, President Obama, etc. (who continued the wars his entire 8 
years, and expanded to new fronts in Libya, Syria, etc., creating yet more refugees) should 
personally welcome each refugee into their own homes and personally financially sponsor each 
refugee, including paying for them to attend the elite private schools where they send their own 
children. They are the ones responsible. The American people repeatedly vote for the supposedly 
least-interventionist candidate and repeatedly are betrayed because the corrupt politicians on 
both sides could care less so long as their stock portfolios go up or they have a cushy job waiting 
for them on the other side of the revolving door with a defense contractor. 
4 Recommend 
Share 
Flag 
PLH Crawford commented June 16 
P 
PLH Crawford 
Golden ValleyJune 16 
@Scott So true. I love my natural habitat lawn. 
3 Recommend 
Share 
Flag 
Brian commented June 16 
B 
Brian 
OhioJune 16 
When has this sort of thing ever worked? It's just a matter of how fast and complete you want the 
white flight to be. Detroit is a good example. It was as fast and total as possible, If there are any 
left after this just bus their kids. 
5 Recommend 
Share 



Flag 
Rich Murphy commented June 16 
R 
Rich Murphy 
Palm CityJune 16 
If more housing is needed then trailer parks are the real answer. Maximum homes in minimal 
space. 
6 Recommend 
Share 
Flag 
S. Spring commented June 16 
S 
S. Spring 
ChicagoJune 16 
NYT, you’ve fallen hook, line and sinker for pro-developer propaganda. They want to cram 
high-density and high-cost multi unit buildings in “hot” neighborhoods. Sure, there will be a 
handful of “affordable” units per building, most of them still too costly and small for actual low-
income families. All the while, widely low-income neighborhoods continue to be starved for 
housing, services and infrastructure. Most cities have plenty of room for lower-density housing, 
but the financial industry sees no profit in it. 
23 Recommend 
Share 
Flag 
Kingfish52 commented June 16 

 
Kingfish52 
Rocky MountainsJune 16 
"Today’s market-rate apartments will gradually become more affordable, just as new cars 
become used cars. The price of the average rental unit declines by 2.5 percent a year, adjusting 
for inflation" If I had a subscription to the linked article that makes this claim I could better 
determine how they arrived at a conclusion that contradicts data from the U.S. Census that show 
rents have increased 64% from 1960 - 2014. Increasing the supply of affordable housing would 
likely reduce this rise but not necessarily eliminate it. And of course how do you ensure that the 
units built are and remain affordable unless you rely on government intervention? In short, it's 
not as simple as "Build it and they will come". This isn't to say that what Minneapolis is doing 
shouldn't be copied in some form, but it's not the "silver bullet" made out here. How about we 
turn in the opposite direction and use government resources and incentives to develop good jobs 
in less populated areas where housing is affordable and available? Instead of making the 
problems of high demand worse by incentivizing construction in already high density areas, why 
not "kill tow birds with one stone" by kick-starting green energy development in areas that now 
rely on carbon-based, and extraction based industries for jobs and tax revenue? These good jobs 
would draw workers to revitalize these under-developed places. There is no shortage of land, just 
of imagination. 
11 Recommend 
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Flag 
george commented June 16 
G 
george 
IowaJune 16 
The cookie cutter apartment buildings are everywhere. The same 4 or 5 story with jutting bay 
windows and ground floor business. Built 15 feet from the side walk with no green space may 
seem the thing and I know there are people who don't want the responsibilities of a home with a 
yard but I can't help but see these as walkups and the future tenements. The developers have 
access to a lot of money so they are on a run. My favorite saying about all these developers is " is 
it need or greed ". I can't help but think that there have to be better ways to use this money and 
better ways to be innovative in building urban living spaces. This also reeks of ending up with a 
renter society who has no say. If you follow the constant consolidation within a short time a 
handful of trumps will own the cities and make all the decisions and control all that renter 
money. I'm not agains't neighborhoods I just think neighborhoods designed by neighbors are 
better. 
4 Recommend 
Share 
Flag 
Myrasgrandotter commented June 16 
M 
Myrasgrandotter 
Puget SoundJune 16 
Changing zoning laws does little or nothing to address the problem of the affordability of 
housing. The only housing development in my mid-sized city is market rate or luxury 
apartments. The city's own housing affordability study revealed only those above the median 
city/county income could afford the new units, and that increasing numbers of workers seeking 
housing are paying an unsustainable 30% or more of their gross, not net, monthly income on 
rent. The tax subsidies offered to developers (for up to 12 years) to build in "affordable" units 
allow those builders to price "affordable" rents at $300 or more per month in excess of the 
monthly gross income of most hourly wage employees, seniors and disabled people. As a result 
of this lack of affordable housing, my city is experiencing an exponential homelessness crisis. 
The answer from our city council? More market rate apartments with tax-exempt provisions for 
developers. The real housing crisis isn't just the number of units or zoning, it's the out of control 
cost of building and the unrestrained greed of developers, who will only build if their profits are 
in $100's of thousands, not $10's of thousands. 
8 Recommend 
Share 
Flag 
PLH Crawford commented June 16 
P 
PLH Crawford 
Golden ValleyJune 16 
I will gently point out that the disparity between white income and black in Minneapolis is 
because we had a large influx of people from Somalia, Chicago and Detroit in the 90’s and 00’s 
from poorer cultures. Takes time to adapt and adjust to the local culture. 
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GRH commented June 16 
G 
GRH 
New EnglandJune 16 
@PLH Crawford, exactly. After President Clinton betrayed African-American, Democratic 
Congresswoman and civil rights icon Barbara Jordan and her immigration recommendations, 
both parties have followed a real estate driven policy of turbo-charged population growth, via 
unlimited immigration, both legal and illegal, for approximately 20 years. It is ironic that a real 
estate developer president, in Trump, is the first person to push back against this, in over 20 
years. And unfortunate given how demented Trump is but when supposedly responsible 
politicians refuse to do the right thing and embrace long-recommended immigration reform 
because their real estate developer campaign donors oppose it, this is the tragedy that befalls the 
nation. 
6 Recommend 
Share 
Flag 
Mike McGuire commented June 16 
M 
Mike McGuire 
San Leandro, CAJune 16 
More crowded housing for well-off people is not what we need more of, yet it seems to be 
governments' first (and often last) instinct. Private developers will build whatever's most 
profitable, and they see that as building only for the well-off. Housing will only be built that's 
affordable for most people if a) the government forces private developers to do so by only 
approving such projects; or b) the government builds it itself. 
6 Recommend 
Share 
Flag 
dmanuta commented June 16 

 
dmanuta 
Waverly, OHJune 16 
This editorial misses A RATHER OBVIOUS point. While I agree that a more dense use of the 
available land is a no brainer, most of those whom The Times Editorial Board spoke to DID 
NOT COMMENT on transportation. All else equal, three times the population in an area WILL 
coincide with three times as many automobiles. Since I have not spent much in the Twin Cities, I 
do not know how extensive the regional mass transportation system is. If the regional mass 
transportation system is small (by comparison to that of DC, NYC, et al.), then the unintended 
consequence will involve building more roads. I am confident that this was NOT the solution 
that the young leaders in the Twin Cities had been considering. How the transportation issue is 



addressed in the Twin Cities will go a long way toward avoiding the problems that now exist 
with gridlock in major US metropolitan areas on both the East and West coasts. 
6 Recommend 
Share 
Flag 
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Alan commented June 16 
A 
Alan 
Columbus OHJune 16 
@dmanuta This may have been true for many years, but many young (and not so young) people 
do not own a car or want to drive no matter what kind of dwelling they live in or what kind of 
public transportation system exists. It seems like a fairly terrible time to make big, long-range 
decisions when what the future of transportation looks to be changing so rapidly. It seems 
obvious that it is better to take a wait-and-see approach, and the fact that that did not happen here 
is reason to scrutinize the decision. 
1 Recommend 
Share 
Flag 
Valery Gomez commented June 16 
V 
Valery Gomez 
Los AngelesJune 16 
America needs less population growth - MUCH less. 
11 Recommend 
Share 
Flag 
David Guier commented June 16 
D 
David Guier 
Washington DCJune 16 
Earth to Editorial Board: not only spawn and insane commutes contribute to climate change. 
Economic growth does as well, through more production, more consumption, more waste. Please 
be consistent in your messaging. 
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Patricia J. commented June 16 
P 
Patricia J. 
Oakland, CAJune 16 
I live in the Bay Area where one can see parcel after parcel in Oakland and Richmond that could 
be developed for all levels of housing. Because there is so much distrust - and so little collective 
agreement on how new development can be done in a positive, humane way - it seems there is 
just a stalemate. The people of greater means fight over the spoils of livable homes (jacking up 
the prices), and the people of lesser means just keep their fingers crossed no one is going to kick 
them out of their falling apart lesser properties - which are that way because they can't afford to 



fix up their homes, or if renters, because Landlords have no incentive to make the properties 
more habitable. Housing policy is an absolute mess. But the very worse part is knowing that 
public monies won't be used to build wonderful things for people of modest means. The people 
who teach, serve, protect and bring/nurture the next generations. Yuppies, boomers, techie 
millennials, whatever you call us, we are short-sighted idiots. 
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northlander 
michiganJune 16 
No more rooms? 
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Flag 
steve commented June 16 
S 
steve 
paiaJune 16 
Hardly a brilliant proposal, but that is what you get when hard-working middle-class class people 
get in the habit of electing democrats to office- as in the case of Minneapolis- and then the party 
gets hijacked by radical leftists. It is no coincidence that Minneapolis has the highest 
concentration of Hmongs, Somalis, and other third world "refugees" outside of their native 
countries. The Somalis seemingly came in overnight without a broad consensus from the State, 
or, for that matter, the city- which turned a blind eye to the massive relocation. It is also no 
coincidence that the NYT editorial board is lauding the city- Minnesota will be a battleground 
state in the 2020 elections. 
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Jeff commented June 16 
J 
Jeff 
ORJune 16 
Good for Minneapolis 
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New World commented June 16 
N 
New World 
NYCJune 16 
Yup. Most of Brooklyn and Queens needs to be razed to the ground and rebuilt with the realities 
of the 21st century. 
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Share 
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2 REPLIES 
fFinbar commented June 16 
F 
fFinbar 
Queens Village, nycJune 16 
Staten Island too; and parts of the Bronx. 
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me commented June 16 
M 
me 
USJune 16 
@New World You mean turn them into Baltimore or Detroit? 
4 Recommend 
Share 
Flag 
PLH Crawford commented June 16 
P 
PLH Crawford 
Golden ValleyJune 16 
‘Adjusted for the size of population’. What that means in Minneapolis is that we have had a 
tremendous influx of urban population. As a life long resident, I personally have never seen so 
much building of apartments and condo units throughout the MSP area. Never. All I can think of 
is what makes our city so lovely to love in. All the green space that surrounds us. All being built 
on by people who do no care for the environment. The birds, toads, butterflies, bees that depend 
on these small urban green spaces to survive. Once again, humans are destroying the remaining 
natural urban world. 
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Abd Raheem commented June 16 
A 
Abd Raheem 
Salisbury, MDJune 16 
This article should inspire more employers to allow their employees to work remotely. I used to 
live in Northern NJ and commuted every day to work in NYC (1.2 hours on the train each way 
and that was on a good day with no delays). Then I finally got a job where I can work from home 
everyday, although I had to take a slight pay cut, it allowed me to buy my own house by moving 
out to the eastern shore of Maryland. I live in a pretty rural area now and there are some things I 
miss about being near a big city, but the pollution, traffic, high cost of living is not one of them. 
There is a lot of land in this beautiful vast country of ours, if only there were more economic 
opportunity, many of us would not need to be crammed in a tiny portions of it. With the 
connectivity offered by the internet, I don't understand why "urban areas are where economic 
opportunity increasingly is concentrated"? 
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Donna Gray commented June 16 
D 
Donna Gray 
Louisa, VaJune 16 
When a city has more than 50% of its area devoted to single family homes perhaps it needs to 
reconsider is geographic size? Don't those single family homes also deserve a government that 
focuses on their needs? They differ greatly from those who live in a traditional urban setting? 
Perhaps they should vote to separate from the high rise buildings of downtown! Then both 
apartment dwellers and single family homeowners could get what they want! 
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Anne 
Boulder, COJune 16 
Thoughtful city planning can make neighborhoods more livable. With high-density cities often 
sacrifice green space, parks, local business, and pedestrian areas. What happens is that people 
need to drive a significant distance to find a grocery store. Churches, art and civic centers are left 
out. Children have only parking lots and busy streets to play. High density brings noise, 
pollution, less sunlight and more nighttime lighting. The result f this is more stress, which can 
lead to more irritability, less privacy, and sometimes more violence. In order for high-density 
housing to work there needs to be ample communal areas and parks where people can leave their 
homes, socialize, play, build community, and de-stress. 
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Cal commented June 16 
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Cal 
MaineJune 16 
This week a study was published, that scientifically proved the average person requires regular 
'outdoor' time with Nature in order to maintain mental health. Please keep trees, pocket parks, 
gardens, larger parks and other varieties of green spaces in our cities. 
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Pat Boice commented June 16 
P 
Pat Boice 
Idaho Falls, IDJune 16 
The article states unequivocally that "homelessness is rising across the country because there is 
not enough housing." There are multiple reasons for homelessness, including but not exclusively, 
lack of housing, or at least affordable housing. Looking back in time, I remember living in a 2 
bdrm, 1 bath cottage (not new by any means, but very livable) with my parents in 1944, in Napa 



County, California. The rent was $10/month. The inflation calculator indicates that would be 
$145/month in2019. Where can you find a comparable house to rent now for $145/month? 
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Rennata Wilson commented June 16 
R 
Rennata Wilson 
Beverly Hills, CAJune 16 
The kind of population growth implicitly advocated for in this opinion piece is unsustainable and 
immoral. Building more and more housing will only encourage people to replicate and immigrate 
more. 
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manfred marcus commented June 16 
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manfred marcus 
BoliviaJune 16 
Hats off to Minneapolis folks in power, trying to end economic, and racial, discrimination. 
However enlightened individual citizens may be, institutionalized segregation, a moral violence 
in and of itself, remains one of the 'pillars' that prevents more affordable housing. Capitalism, 
when unregulated, may go berzerk and unethical, allowing free rein to selfishness and greed. 
However well intentiones Minneapolis may be, there is a stretch between good intentions and 
real change and action. Best of luck, you'll need it. 
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Birder commented June 16 
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Birder 
WisconsinJune 16 
Having lived in urban apartments, as well as the suburbs and in a rural home, I see both sides. In 
all those places my husband & I either walked or took transit to work. As much as I agree it's 
better use of land to have high density housing, for us at least, it was major stress. Imagine what 
it's like to have a downstairs tenant continually complain about your young sons noise - ordinary 
playing. This happened in 3 different apartments. It took its toll, and to this day our adult 
children still remark how much that affected them. And of course having pets was not an option. 
There's lots of street noise, light pollution and consequently for us, poorer sleep. Our sons 
(millennials) envied their house dwelling friends. That said, we loved the convenience of 
location and fact we were living more sustainably. I would argue as well though, that rapid 
population expansion - as in Seattle & her surrounds, is never ideal for reasonable development. 
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Peter commented June 16 
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Peter 
New YorkJune 16 
What a great article. Tokyo is a great example of a dense metropolis that increased density and 
lowered housing costs as a result. Our cities should learn from then. Also we should learn from 
their approach to public transit. 
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Flaminia commented June 16 

 
Flaminia 
Los AngelesJune 16 
I am a 62 year old homeowner, living in one of the centrally located nieghborhoods of Los 
Angeles. My block is zoned for houses and duplexes. My previous house, also in a centrally 
located area, was zoned solely for single family. Over the past decade I have watched the 
proliferation of homeless people literally everywhere I go. I am in favor of an across-the-board 
increase in the zoning for all residential property here in Los Angeles, at least up to four units per 
standard sized lot. Minneapolis has the right idea. People always hate change but change happens 
anyway. In my case "change" has meant the proliferation of an American version of 
untouchables in the parks, on the streets and in the alleyways. Perhaps it's time for us to grow up 
and accept change and help shape it. 
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me commented June 16 
M 
me 
USJune 16 
@Flaminia Great! I hope you remember your comment when one of the "untouchables" or one 
of your new low income "vibrant, diverse" teenage neighbors breaks into your apartment and 
sends you to the hospital ICU. 
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Scott Kosmecki commented June 16 
S 
Scott Kosmecki 
Portland OregonJune 16 
Give a Utopian Example please... Where is this model of affordable high density that developers 
site as being the goal of eliminating single-family housing? I’ve traveled the world and I’ve 
never seen anywhere high-end apartment buildings turned a city into an affordable housing 
Mecca. What is the line we are being sold now?...once the fancy building starts to loose its shine, 
degrade and maintenance costs soar, THEN it becomes “affordable” housing? Trickle-down 



housing, huh? This is carpet bagging in the 21st century. Large national developers have gotten 
into politics in order to facilitate their bottomless financial cravings. Building cheep, poorly 
designed, shinny junk they can sell quick to those with wealth and a transient lifestyle who want 
to live for a while in the “cool” city. This constantly jacks up the cost to actual residents and 
leaves no lots left for any kind of actual affordable housing. It’s gross. If we care at all about the 
long term citizens of our communities then we need to build better, long term, energy-efficient 
buildings around planned multi-use communities. 
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C, SF commented June 16 
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C, SF 
San FranciscoJune 16 
What’s the point of adding more apartments in a city (in my case, San Francisco), when the 
apartments are priced higher than what the average resident can afford, and the units are instead 
sold to wealthy foreign investors looking for a place to park their money? In one SF apartment 
building, 50% of the owned units were found to be vacant. Meanwhile decently paid SF 
professionals can not afford to buy here and poorer people have been forced onto the streets. 
Simultaneously, traffic within the city has become a total nightmare and the public transportation 
system is similarly stuffed to the gills. I’ll be for increased density after the city has instituted a 
substantial vacancy tax for absentee owners, has regulated Uber and Lyft to limit the number of 
daily drivers in the city and has dramatically improved the public transportation system to handle 
the already too big population increase. We don’t have the infrastructure for more people right 
now and we don’t have laws in place to insure that units that get built here actually get built for 
San Franciscains. Would-be homebuyers are not in competition with their neighbors and 
coworkers for these units—we’re priced out by wealthy foreign nationals looking for a tax 
shelter and who never intend to live in these units. Furthermore, I’d like to see some legislation 
that grants former San Francisco residents (people forced out within the last ten to fifteen years) 
first right of return on any new units built to increase density. 
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Jim commented June 16 
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Jim 
MinneapolisJune 16 
I live in Minneapolis in a single family home. Always thought it was a good investment. With 
Minneapolis growing more than it has since the 1950's under perhaps the most liberal city 
council we have ever had, something is going to give. All I have to say is -- rightly or wrongly -- 
beware the backslash over good intentions, city council careers can be short-lived in Minneapolis 
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Jim Currie commented June 16 
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Jim Currie 



OhioJune 16 
A worthy move and noteworthy that the is a limit on the scale of development the change allows. 
Important, up to three units on a lot formerly allowing one. The piece speaks of the observation 
that opinions on the within the hears was obviously generational. I'd comment that this also 
translates to age. Generational implies cultural shift (to me anyway), but (to me) the interests and 
desires of a person change with age, too. Norms may be changing and the world circumstances 
certainly are and need to be address. But I am not sure it is a cultural difference or just the 
different thinking and interests of younger vs. older. 
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JPE 
MaineJune 16 
Re the data--i.e. the # of new housing units built currently being lower than any year since 1968 
could have many causes. For example, as building codes grow tougher and quality of 
construction better, can't we expect housing to last longer and its need to be replaced to be 
considerably deferred? Doesn't this affect the number of units built? This appears to be a far 
more complex issue than simply pitting millennials against their elders. 
2 Recommend 
Share 
Flag 
Bob commented June 16 
B 
Bob 
Left CoastJune 16 
No idea coming out of a city that elected Omar is worth considering. 
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murphy commented June 16 
M 
murphy 
pdxJune 16 
Don't move to Portland OR. City Council doesn't care about home owners, schools, trees, solar 
panels, sewers, transit, earthquake, only builders fees. They could raize single story business and 
build 3 story buisness/housing on main lines. Instead they allow sun blocking mega houses. Cut 
down mature trees. Shade my solar panels. Shame on them. 
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Myles commented June 16 

 
Myles 



RochesterJune 16 
Housing reform in the Bay Area doesn’t pit the rich against the poor— it pits the ultra-rich (and 
the lucky elderly) against everyone else. 
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markymark commented June 16 

 
markymark 
Lafayette, CAJune 16 
Well-to-do white people from the 'greatest generation' and baby boomers feel entitled to prohibit 
'others' from reaping the benefits of living in urban centers or close-in communities by voting 
down ANY change in local zoning. The only thing that will change this is legislation like 
Minneapolis enacted. This needs to happen in CA asap. 
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me commented June 16 
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me 
USJune 16 
@markymark Flagged for ageist hate speech. Seniors have a right to value their own safety and 
privacy. 
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Robert B commented June 16 
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Robert B 
Brooklyn, NYJune 16 
This piece by the Times Editorial Board could have been written by Ronald Reagan, New 
Gingrich (or Trump). It tells you what the Times is really about when it falsely claims that 
"government really is the problem". It's no different than Reagan's "Government is not the 
solution to our problem, government is the problem", and "the "nine most terrifying words in the 
English language are, 'I'm from the government and I'm here to help'". For most of Americans 
the reality is far different, The Most Terrifying Words Are, "I’m a Capitalist and I promise the 
Market Will Save You". It shows that the Times cares only for big money interests, especially 
big real estate and Wall Street interests, which is why the last thing the Times wants is 
government doing things like working to maintain affordable housing. The lack of affordable 
housing was entirely precipitated by unregulated development by billionaires in the private 
sector, not by government. In fact, it was the weakening of government oversight, which caused 



much of the housing market to be flooded with properties built for only the wealthiest, and 
coupled to deliberately and insidiously regressive taxation, it turned America's housing into the 
greatest tax haven in the world for international oligarchs from places like China and Russia. 
Still, it is certain that you will be thanked for this piece by groups like The Partnership for New 
York, a conglomerate of the city's biggest and greediest real estate and finance moguls. 
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John R. commented June 16 

 
John R. 
ArizonaJune 16 
The US and Canada need less immigration. Not to be mean but to keep a reasonable quality of 
life. Soon places like the Alcatraz or the statue of "liberty" will need reservations a month in 
advance to tour... 
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B 
barbara 
lake tahoeJune 16 
Thanks. I started reading the article with, 'I don't think so' and finished reading with, 'Huh, that 
could work'. 
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Julie commented June 16 
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Julie 
PortlandJune 16 
What about transportation and congestion? To late for zero population growth that did not take 
off in 60's. We all will live in compacted society and be chemically overdosed. 
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Portland Oregon 
USAJune 16 
Does the Times have any idea how poorly run the public transportation systems are in these 
cities? And that many new apartment buildings are not required to have parking? The idea that 
urban planning should now be no planning is absurd. 
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Mrf commented June 16 
M 
Mrf 
DavisJune 16 
The idea is repeatedly raised that high density translates into "smelling your neighbors attempts 
at frying fish , listening to drunken arguments at 3 am as well as living in perpetual shadows 
from the new towering three story apt next door, gridlock on the local streets etc etc ...all true 
because if the pathetic way we do stuff here in the USA. And unfortunately , I agree !! Modern 
three story apt construction that I'm seeing all over California ( developer driven of course ) is 
basically wood frame construction with typical techniques already employed for new single 
family housing....this is CRAZY ! Units need to be totally soundproofed and made with materials 
that afford complete privacy. Not to mention that we need a non auto and pickup truck 
transportation system, at least to some.kind of remote parking far away so.as.to recreate the 
tranquility necessary to not feel like you moved to Calcutta. Yes I'm totally entitled. I agree . But 
u are going to have to drag my limp body out of.my quiet cul de sac before I'm moving in to a 
pressure cooker and willingy jump into the hot oil for deep frying. 
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me commented June 16 
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me 
USJune 16 
@Mrf Not to mention crime from all the teenagers in the low income apartments. 
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Aaron 
USAJune 16 
Times Pick 
I live in Minneapolis. I'm a millennial. I own my home. I oppose this plan completely. There is a 
large segment of our city that is very affordable, but it's in the black community and the crime 
rate is high so few want to move there. I'll let you draw your own conclusions on what motivates 
people in this instance. Speaking of our community members of north Minneapolis -- they asked 
the council to make major financial investments in their community to make it nicer. The council 
decided to upzone their homes instead. Who stands to gain from that? There was only one 
councilperson who voted against airbnb in Minneapolis. That's your government voting against 
your own interests, Linnea Goderstad, since the council decided it's legal for investors to buy 
housing stock and airbnb it for profit. Yet she villifies older single family home owners... That 
photo of Ms Goderstad is in downtown east next to the Minnesota Viking's new billion dollar 
stadium, which was half paid for through state funds and a sales tax hike on people buying food, 
alcohol, and lodging downtown. There are homeless people camping in its shadow. Middleclass, 
older single family home owners are the problem with housing affordability, though, not 



politicians who give away a half a billion to a sports franchise. Coincidently, my mass transit 
stop is at the stadium, so I've seen the dense housing stock spring up since I work in a highrise 
downtown. Very little of it would be considered affordable. Just absurd 
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SR commented June 16 
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SR 
Los AngelesJune 16 
"More neighbors" is not something we "need." We need fewer people. More neighbors means 
more water use, more energy use, more food that needs to be grown, more waste. It doesn't 
matter how "green" you make new development: everyone eats, goes to the bathroom, and runs 
the air conditioner. With declining birth rates, zero population growth is an achievable goal. This 
will help crowding and lessen our impact on the earth. We also need to give people lifestyle 
options, and respect the ones they've already made. People choose to live in the suburbs because 
they like the space, the quiet, and the stability and community that home ownership provides. 
Others may want a more urban setting. Both should exist, not just the latter. Adding density does 
not create more affordable housing either. Developers tend to tear down affordable, often rent-
controlled units, only to build luxury ones. This is happening in Los Angeles right now. These 
are people who will be taking uber, or driving sports cars, by the way, even if they are right next 
to a subway. This push is really a move by developers to be freed from restrictions. Naive people 
are buying into the idea, thinking it will magically solve traffic woes, lower housing costs, and 
help the environment. What it will really do is put a burden on infrastructure and transportation, 
and turn our cities into overpopulated nightmares resembling Mexico City or Shanghai. No 
thanks. 
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JVF 
Seattle, waJune 16 
This idea is not resticted to Minneapolis, Seattle and Portland have also done this and slowly but 
surely local non profit housing groups are moving forward with hundreds of units of affordable 
housing. All of this takes time to mature but I think the message is getting out that things need to 
be done to change the future of housing in American cities.... 
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Seymour commented June 16 
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Seymour 
AtlantaJune 16 
This editorial is off base and seems NYC centric in its perspective. Changing zoning laws to 
permit multi-family construction primarily benefits developers and accelerates the process of city 
cores becoming unaffordable for average people and especially those with lower incomes, who 



mostly consist of longtime residents who often live in single family homes. In the city of Atlanta, 
nearly all new apartments under construction the past 5 years have been luxury apartments with a 
very limited number of "affordable" units. And even those units are priced well above what low 
income people can pay and usually in 10 to 15 years they become market rate apartments. The 
idea that apartment rents decline over time is completely absurd and defies experience. 
Moreover, density is not a solution without changes in the transportation grid, which everyone 
seems to forget. For all its troubles, NYC's subway system meets this challenge. In cities like 
Atlanta, the inadequate transportation grid hasn't been expanded much in decades despite 
growing density. So commute times within the city have doubled, which means you have added 
to carbon emissions even if you have reduced the distance of average commutes. Moreover, most 
of the development in Atlanta is happening in predominantly white neighborhoods or ones that 
soon become so while vast, less developed, more economically disadvantaged areas still see slow 
progress. In Atlanta, density has meant white gentrification and minority displacement. 
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Dooglas commented June 16 

 
Dooglas 
Oregon CityJune 16 
@Seymour Exactly right! Always ask "who benefits"? In this case, the answer is apartment and 
condo developers. The answer is definitely not low income families looking for affordable 
housing. 
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Allen Hurlburt 
Tulelake, CAJune 16 
Good points made, but not the main point. The housing crisis has grown along side the widening 
gap in incomes and the shrinking middle class. 
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Sarah 
San Jose, CAJune 16 
I wouldn't mind more neighbors if people were considerate, however, my unfortunate experience 
living in multifamily housing for most of my life is that most people (at least in the SF Bay Area 
where I live) is that a lot of people are jerks. They play loud music any time they feel like it, 
blast their TVs, let their dogs poop in the elevator, let their kids romp around at all hours of the 



day and night with no consideration for the person downstairs, dump their garbage on the floor 
of the garbage room, throw pizza boxes in the garbage chute no matter how many signs are 
posted begging them not to. Now that I finally have a single family home, I'm much much 
happier. 
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Owl 
UpstateJune 16 
And then there's New York where many upstate communities could benefit from a similar move, 
but no one is going to build under the specter of state wide rent control. The board nailed it, 
"housing is one area where government really is the problem." 
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LTJ 
UtahJune 16 
Tens of millions of homeowners have purchased homes relying on local zoning laws. Were this 
to become a generalized policy, existing single-family homeowners would suffer substantial 
losses, as evidenced by the lack of any examples where these policies have increased property 
values. Who will compensate them for this “taking,” or is it acceptable to reduce the net worth of 
families simply because they are fortunate enough to purchase a home? Further, the comment 
about the “loose-fabric” of suburbs belies the intrinsic bias of urban dwellers. Observing New 
Yorkers fleeing to the Catskills and Hamptons each weekend suggests urban living isn’t all its 
cracked up to be, and it shouldn’t be foisted on the rest of us. 
15 Recommend 
Share 
Flag 
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DudeNumber42 
USJune 16 
Seems fine, but the state should also provide more possibilities for 'sprawl' by offering commuter 
trains to outlying areas. They're trying, but they haven't gotten very far outside the central 
suburbs. There should be choice for people working in the city. Choose a short commute and an 
apartment, or a longer train commute and a single family home. I like sprawl. I don't like being 
stacked like cordwood in an apartment building. I think more cities should try to provide better 
commuter train options. Nobody likes rush hour traffic. 
4 Recommend 
Share 
Flag 
Tom Meadowcroft commented June 16 
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Tom Meadowcroft 
New JerseyJune 16 
It is too late for cities like San Francisco and New York. Voters there choose the interests of 
existing residents (older and whiter) and owners rather than those younger and browner, and 
those who would like to see the economy grow. Zoning and rent controls lock in the status quo; 
they block change. If people want change they have to move, which is why people keep leaving 
California and New York for places like Texas where it is cheaper to live and where people with 
fewer skills can find work. If it wasn't for immigrants, the demographic shift from blue states to 
red states would be even quicker. Three cheers for Minnesota being a blue state that still has 
some sense and is looking to the future. 
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MNJune 16 
Sure you East Coast city slickers are used to ultra density and hearing and seeing and smelling 
your neighbors, Used to minimal sunlight through your windows and a potted plant on your 
balcony. But you buy a house in Minneapolis to have a modest yard and a modicum of quiet and 
privacy and some off-street parking. And you believe in the absolute sanctity of zoning 
regulation. Because no one can build so high or right up to the lot line. Or build a boarding 
house, a saw-mill or a chicken farm or a TRIPLEX next door. To change zoning laws like this in 
the middle of the game is fundamentally unjust. Its a government taking. Besides tearing down 
an existing house and building a triplex with todays building code, at today's material costs, 
todays labor costs is NOT going to result in affordable housing. Where did you come up with 
that?? 
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Suburban Cowboy commented June 16 
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Suburban Cowboy 
DallasJune 16 
The zoning laws are proposed and enacted by your locally elected representative ( aka ‘the 
government’ ). Your problem is: you bought into , literally and figuratively, a particular 
municipality that has shifting needs, new ideas for solutions and perhaps, unfortunately for you, 
more folks who agree with them than you idea of a fixed set of zoning rules. 
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Mark Smith 
North TexasJune 16 



I have been teaching residential architectural history and the history of urban panning for four 
decades In higher education. Anecdotally I am hearing from my students a clear and 
unambiguous expression of their disinterest in owning a home. They do not want to live their 
parents suburban life or walk in the shadows of the generic single family home model. They do 
indeed want a to live in a dense urban environment and still have a love of nature. They expect 
urban green spaces near their homes. The future will be challenging for low income housing but 
we all need to understand it is our collective problem and one that will not go away. Speak up, be 
an advocate and get involved in local government. Even if you are wealthy the challenge is yours 
too. 
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@Mark Smith this is a good point. Do those students have children yet? I wonder if and when 
they become parents their housing needs may shift from an urban lifestyle to something suburban 
or rural. 
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Mark Smith commented June 16 
M 
Mark Smith 
North TexasJune 16 
That is a good point and one we discuss in class. I think we have a more open minded generation 
of young people who are in general questioning notions of community, family and quality of life. 
The data does support the idea that having children does indeed change the equation at least 
when it come to home choices. IMO there is a real shift in the making and one I hope will have a 
positive impact on grassroots political involvement in city planning and housing issues in 
general. 
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Gib Veconi 
BrooklynJune 16 
Yes, eliminating single-family zoning in cities where it exists is a common-sense response to 
demographic changes and the need for more housing in urban areas. But it's discouraging to see 
the Times embrace the same false Adam Smith view of housing markets being foisted by the real 
estate industry. The market for rental housing in places like New York City is not one of 
frictionless, efficient competition. Ownership and management of rental housing is very 
concentrated, and professional landlords collude to keep rents high. That's why research has 
shown that increasing the supply of housing in markets with a vacancy rate of around four 



percent or less results in rents going up. The densest housing in the city being built today (e.g., 
on Millionaires Row) is also the most expensive. It's also usually heavily property tax-abated, 
and the owners of its apartments are often exempt from paying City taxes that could otherwise 
help fund the development of affordable housing. It's simply not true that building more of this 
stuff will get us out of the housing crisis. 
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Brandi commented June 16 
B 
Brandi 
MinneapolisJune 16 
Minneapolis is not a city filled with neighborhood services, such as grocery stores. We also have 
a very long, cold, snowy winter. And not everyone is young. So, I fail to see how some people 
equate denser housing with walkability and bicycle riding. In most neighborhoods, you'll still 
need a car, and the city made no provision for requiring that developers provide parking spaces 
when proposing these zoning changes. Mass transit is ok, but not great. The light rail doesn't 
reach most places, and bus schedules are just ok. And who wants to try to schlep a week's worth 
of groceries on public transit, and it's not convenient to go miles to a store every day. This is not 
NYC where there are lots of bodegas. 
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Douglas commented June 16 
D 
Douglas 
Greenville, MaineJune 16 
The purpose of single family zoning is to preserve property values. People make the biggest 
investment in their lives - buying a house- in reliance on those laws continuing to protect their 
investment. Once you start building multi unit apartments next to single family homes, the value 
of those homes declines. It’s not surprising that people object to and resist the attempt to reduce 
the value of their homes in order to provide some generic benefit to the community. 
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B Dawson commented June 16 
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B Dawson 
WVJune 16 
@Douglas Exactly! But this is something those who have never invested in something so large 
understand, a classic owner vs. renter argument. They see only 'privileged old, white' folks who 
feel they are entitled to live the good life. Never mind that those folks worked hard for what they 
have - my parents literally built their own house to save money. I'm reminded of a City Council 
meeting in Ojai, CA where the topic was a proposal banning privacy fences. One lady spoke 
about how sad she was that a fence had gone up adjacent to a popular hiking trail. After her hike, 



she explained, she would wander around in the homeowner's beautiful garden and pick a bouquet 
of flowers to take home with her. Any wonder why the fence went up? 
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ArtMurphy commented June 16 
A 
ArtMurphy 
New Mexico, USAJune 16 
Cities and dense urban areas are our only future. We are too many already (humans) and, as we 
continue to multiply heedlessly, we are guaranteeing denser and denser living conditions into the 
far distant future. Like a worm on a hook, we squirm and writhe, deny, and cast blame -- but we 
are firmly on the hook. Short of a massive reduction in human numbers due to die-offs (disease, 
famine, or wars) we face a very bleak future as a species simply because there are too many of 
us. Worrying about cast shadows and parking are quaint concerns -- like rearranging deck chairs 
while the ship sinks. In theory we could immediately begin planning intelligently and globally to 
adapt to our overpopulation crisis and the climate change that accompanies it. Unfortunately, our 
history on this planet does not inspire optimism. Nonetheless, some folks are working on this. 
For a hopeful look forward, check out the April, 2019 issue of National Geographic : 
https://www.nationalgeographic.com/magazine/2019/04/ 
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David commented June 16 
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David 
San JoseJune 16 
This “answer” to the housing crisis is simplistic and inadequate to address complex issues. The 
idea of putting big apartment buildings on every small 100-year-old residential street designed 
for houses is not practical. The infrastructure, traffic patterns and available parking cannot 
support that, and the resulting quality of life for all concerned is not likely to be high. The vast 
majority of people who live in single-family homes in cities are not “the wealthy and entitled.” 
They are hard-working folks who planned ahead and saved responsibly. Many of the millennials 
who now want to drastically alter the character of neighborhoods to suit their own immediate 
tastes benefitted from growing up in such neighborhoods, but seem unable to make that mental 
connection. What this plan mostly represents is a victory for developers who want to make big 
money by constructing big buildings everywhere with no restrictions or environmental review, 
whether or not the location is appropriate. There is a middle ground on density and urban in-fill 
is certainly a component of that, but destroying the character of cities in order to save them is not 
a wise course. 
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Robert 
San FranciscoJune 16 



You can build 10 homes in most of America for what it costs to build 1 in San Francisco or 
Manhattan. I'd suggest building where land and labor are cheap. 
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mjb commented June 16 
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mjb 
toronto, canadaJune 16 
Cities need to decide whether they want to be proper cities or be spending billions on 
transportation (roads and transit) to suburbia and beyond because of the lack of housing in the 
city. Single family neighborhoods are to blame. They do not belong in urban areas. The greatest 
cities in the world do not house their residents in single family houses. Well done, Minneapolis. 
Here's hoping other cities follow your example. 
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Sue commented June 16 
S 
Sue 
San FranciscoJune 16 
I live in San Francisco. I have a simple idea that will help mitigate the housing crisis in one fell 
swoop. There are thousands of renters in SF who live in rent controlled units and these are 
people who make good money. We have a program called Below Market Rate (BMR) program 
for people who are low income, to buy homes. A similar gauge needs to be set up for rentals. I 
personally know of people who hang on to their SF unit and have units in Oakland, Berkeley, 
Palo Alto, etc. It's downright abusive on their part. I have friends who travel from as far as 
Vallejo & Sacramento because they are priced out of the city. There should be a program for 
renters where they have to show they qualify for the lower rent or else free those units up and 
make them available to the people who really need it. It's absolute villainy what's happening in 
SF in the name of protected tenants. There is no housing shortage per se, there is willingness 
shortage from the people who can do something about it. I've written to Princeton's EvictionLab, 
which offers some superficial fixes but really, there are some simple yet radical things that can 
be done with no disruption to anyone, while ironing out housing inequity for all. 
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Portland Oregon commented June 16 
P 
Portland Oregon 
USAJune 16 
The Oregon Legislature is about to pass a law prohibiting cities from keeping their zoning laws 
so that we cannot even have a reasoned debate about how to proceed. The new "urban planning" 
is no planning at all, an approach that has never served citizens or the environment but does 
make developers rich. 
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Mo commented June 16 

 
Mo 
Redmond,WAJune 16 
In isolation - doesn’t seem to be a good solution. What would be great if builders were mandated 
to have X Sqft if green space per unit built. That would be the best of both worlds. 
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cheryl 
yorktownJune 16 
Times Pick 
This is a remarkable change in attitude for a major city. That it is a change being contemplated 
while there is room for expansion because of relatively modest costs is smart. There has always 
been some insanity about establishing rigid separation between single and multiple family 
dwellings. Of course, it's been a matter of homeowner pressure. Environmental constraints to 
protect water and stream quality, and to conserve natural areas ARE important.They are not just 
grand concepts, to apply somewhere else, but regulations to protect our patch of the earth. They 
can coexist easily with support of mixed use and cluster development of properties. The 
aggravating issue with many such rules is their unequal application: some developers always get 
what they want, no matter what's on the books REdevelopment of areas such as failing malls, or 
decrepit buildings, beats expanding to undeveloped areas. Zoning rules can be used to control 
over-expansion which increases local government costs (schools, transport, sewers, water, 
garbage). The EB asserts: "advocates for affordable housing should be jumping up and down and 
screaming for the construction of more high-end apartment buildings to ease demand." ISo -how 
has the blitz of construction of high end apartments worked to increase affordable housing in 
Manhattan and other boroughs. Where exactly has this trickle down theory worked in housing? 
But the status quo in zoning should be questioned when it just doesn't work. 
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Dan commented June 16 
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Dan 
Seattle, WAJune 16 
Blame 'government'? Let's get specific - 50 years of bulldozing neighborhoods and dropping in 
6, 8, or even 12 lane highways is the problem. Now we pay the price for the most mediocre 
vision of urban space in the history of humankind. 
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Marc Vassallo commented June 16 
M 
Marc Vassallo 
SeattleJune 16 
Read my new book, Little House in the City, to see why smaller urban houses, including ADUs, 
still make sense. I’m not opposed to thoughtfully adding multi-unit housing to parts of some 
residential neighborhoods, as is happening in mine. But unless your city is planning to add 10 
times its existing housing in the near term, there is no need to open all single-family lots to 
apartment buildings. In my neighborhood, developers acquire as many as a dozen lots together, 
tear down the houses and build a 300-unit apartment. All well and good in a few spots, such as 
near the light rail station about to open. What the new apartment dwellers will enjoy, I suspect, is 
having both easy access to transit and the benefits of neighborhood yards and gardens (green 
space even if you don’t own it), trees, and parks. Homeowners will enjoy the additional shops 
and restaurants that pop up on the streets already zoned for mixed use. It needn’t be all or 
nothing. 
8 Recommend 
Share 
Flag 
Oh please commented June 16 
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Oh please 
minneapolis, mnJune 16 
Times Pick 
I live on a 6 acre property in the town I grew up in. When I was young, it was a small town. Now 
it is an exurb of Minneapolis, a very conservative exurb. I love my gardens, my 3 acres of trees 
we planted years ago, my birds, my milkweed and my semi-privacy. I commuted to downtown 
Minneapolis for 20 years, taking mass transit as much as possible. I loved downtown 
Minneapolis, the street life in summer, entertainment possibilities, great park system and the 
mostly liberal residents I met. My son is a renter in Minneapolis and he loves it too. I think 
Minneapolis is on the right track. If you want the wonderful aspects of living in a city, then you 
might have to choose to live with more density. I wish there were more telecommuting 
opportunities for people like me. Then we could live in truly rural areas and binge on city visits. 
Might be good for the rural areas too. 
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murphy commented June 16 
M 
murphy 
pdxJune 16 
six acres? trees? sunlight? single family home? a car? parking? Sounds great! too bad no 
everyone who wants that can have it. 
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Lefthalfbach commented June 16 
L 
Lefthalfbach 
PhiladelphiaJune 16 
@murphy Well, Murphy, does that mean that those who do want 6 acres and trees and can have 
it should not have it? 
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Oh please commented June 16 
O 
Oh please 
minneapolis, mnJune 16 
@murphy I don't know what you do for a living, but you could perhaps have this too if there 
were telecommuting opportunities. This is not so expensive if you are in a truly rural area. As for 
me, it was cheap when we bought it, and we did much of the work on the house ourselves. In 
Minnesota at least, there are lots of people outstate who sacrifice more income for rural living. 
Too bad they have to make that choice. 
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Kristin commented June 16 
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Kristin 
Portland, ORJune 16 
Times Pick 
What a horrifying approach. I'm an apartment renter, and yes, I like living, as I do, in a vibrant 
area with almost every regular service (banks, restaurants, grocery stores, movie theaters, bars, 
pharmacies, health clinics, and a major hospital) one could want in walking distance, plus 
reliable and frequent public transportation to and from downtown. But there are many 
neighborhoods in Portland that offer this. The reason I live in the specific neighborhood in 
Portland I do is because here, if I walk just a block off the main street that is the cornerstone of 
my neighborhood, in either direction, I am surrounded by single family homes, giant trees, and 
very often, near silence. I can walk through the park and along the golf course in the early 
morning in the fall after a cold night and see literally thousands of leaves falling silently to the 
ground. When I need strength, I go and I walk through the grounds of a particularly beautiful 
area, and sit with the ivy adorning the whitewashed buildings, the Canadian geese that are 
frequent visitors, and the giant pines towering over everything and I know it's going to be okay. 
It's not just the "entitled" who benefit from lower density neighborhoods (and btw, since when 
does owning a modest home make you something to be resented?). We all need to connect with 
nature, and destroying our single family neighborhoods will do away with the only access to 
nature - and sometimes near solitude - that many of us have. 
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katesisco commented June 16 
K 
katesisco 
usaJune 16 
@Kristin Indianapolis was a planned city. There are many such as you describe and Garfield 
Park must be one of the largest parks in downtown anywhere. Mnpls did it right also. The light 
rail now goes to St Paul, bike and walk nearly anywhere. I agree the big trees and the parks are 
nature-necessary. 
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The Poet McTeagle commented June 16 

 
The Poet McTeagle 
CaliforniaJune 16 
@Kristin space is not only soul and sanity sustaining for the humans, but space can mean 
survival for other species (trees, birds) besides our own. 
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Luke commented June 16 
L 
Luke 
ColoradoJune 16 
@Kristin One might argue that if you can afford to live in an apartment in Portland in an area 
such as the one you describe, you are entitled. I am playing Devil's advocate here. I don't have a 
fully formed opinion on this -- it will take a lot more than one NYT article to educate me on the 
matter. One could also argue that if there are more multiple resident buildings, there would be 
more room for parks. Again, I am just making conversation. 
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Robert S Lombardo commented June 16 
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Robert S Lombardo 
Mt Kisco N YJune 16 
I grew up in a '' Bedroom Community '' north of NYC in the 60's & 70's , most Mom's were at 
home raising kids, after school we played in the nearby woods . That was a real feel 
neighborhood , those days are over dual incomes and single parenting have reshaped America 
along with travel sports and activities . The neighborhood my wife and I raised our two children 
is quite and a bit secluded . The diversity of school district and community was not part of any 
master plan. It was forged out of the success of the hard working middle class and wealthy. I 



agree with those who see the benefits of a tranquility in the areas we choose to live in, especially 
in today's world. 
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sheikyerbouti commented June 16 
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sheikyerbouti 
CaliforniaJune 16 
Younger people would prefer to live in an apartment ? Doubt that. Younger people can only 
afford to live in an apartment. You really want to raise a family in an apartment ? I live in the 
Bay Area. Used to be great. Lot of space. I grew up in a house with a yard and a garage. We 
played in a nearby orchard. We actually went outside, unlike kids of today. This 'great plan' in 
Minneapolis is great for developers. They're building huge apartment complexes all over the Bay 
Area. Too many people in too small of a space. Rush 'hour' has turned into a gridlocked mess 
that lasts most of the day. People here used to laugh at LA. Now, it's become LA. Maybe a better 
solution is to say no to Apple. Say no to Google and Facebook. They want to build a new 
campus ? Let them build it in Nebraska. Every new startup company doesn't need to be here. 
Bring some economy into areas that need sorely need it. Maybe for once, put quality of life 
ahead of profit. 
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Kristin commented June 16 
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Kristin 
Portland, ORJune 16 
@dpr -The narrative that recognizing the need for, or preferring to live in proximity to, 
traditional neighborhoods somehow equates to "rugged individualism" is nonsense. In fact, quite 
the opposite is true. In the single-family home neighborhoods surrounding my apartment 
building, when I'm out walking, people are open, friendly, stopping to chat. There are real 
communities there made of up people who understand their fundamental connection to others, 
care about and look out for each other. Go to the higher density areas, though, be it downtown or 
any of the "neighborhoods" (a real stretch of the term, now), where everything has been torn 
down in favor of building gigantic modern apartment buildings, and the exact opposite is true. 
People hurry along, heads down (usually staring at screens), and not acknowledging anyone they 
pass. The same is true even in the restaurants and bars in these areas; even groups of people who 
clearly came together are existing in worlds of one (well, them and their screen). It's not the folks 
living in single family homes and traditional neighborhoods that believe they don't need others - 
it's those who have so lost their connection with the real world that they don't even see what, or 
who, is around them. 
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Andy commented June 16 



 
Andy 
Salt Lake City, UtahJune 16 
Times Pick 
I happen to live in a suburban style metropolitan area. We support urbanization. I was even on 
local television once speaking about planning. That's the entire point though. Urbanization 
requires planning. You can't just change a zoning law and expect the market to take care of the 
rest. You're going to end up with a hodgepodge of living arrangements that destroy the 
continuity of the quasi-urban environment and don't solve the housing problem anyway. People 
can't afford to live in irregular single family lots anymore than they can afford new construction 
apartments. None of what you're talking about is affordable housing for the structural underclass. 
Your typical low wage job can barely support a rented room in someone else's house. They aren't 
renting a $2,400 house or apartment even with a government voucher. We're talking about 
people who struggle to pay $800 in rent. Disenfranchising home owners does nothing but help 
developers. You're feeding sheep to wolves. The best outcomes I've seen involve converting 
aging commercial and industrial zoning to residential property. Do we really need so many car 
dealerships within walking distance of downtown? This isn't the 1950s. Leave residential 
housing alone until you've tried other options. You don't want to know what a insensitive rich 
person building a mini-mansion on an irregular lot looks like. Their houses should be more than 
illegal. They're down right criminal. 
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Bob commented June 16 
B 
Bob 
VCRJune 16 
"You're going to end up with a hodgepodge of living arrangements." Sounds delightful! 
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Jim Currie commented June 16 
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Jim Currie 
OhioJune 16 
@Bob Does a chaotic array of living arrangements sound as good. Here' its just semantics, but I 
think key sentence in Andy's remarks comes early: You can't just change a zoning law and 
expect the market to take care of the rest. I grew up an a good sized sized town near Chicago that 
had a wide array of housing in slightly more than one half of it (the other position was largely 
single family). Speaking only of the more diverse portion - it worked very well and provided 
many benefits. But we benefited from the single family portion to - in the other sort of diversity 
and tranquility that it offered - and property taxes. It will be interesting to see how this works in 



Minneapolis, but I agree - You can't just change a zoning law and expect the market to take care 
of the rest. 
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MinneapolisJune 16 
@Andy We already know what it looks like when insensitive rich people knock down smaller, 
older homes to build their mini-mansions. Under the previous regime of single-family zoning, 
there was ample incentive to build those—at the expense of all other options—in desirable white 
neighborhoods. I agree with @617to416 from Toronto, below—that really this fight is about our 
history of segregation, white people’s ability to acquire wealth, and entitlement to a lovely twee 
sense of neighborhood. If we’ve been lucky enough to acquire this wealth through the great 
American practice of inheriting, owning and selling real property we should be much more 
welcoming of others doing the same. And yes, for the last 24 years I’ve owned and lived in a 
small home in a lovely Minneapolis neighborhood. 
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Steve commented June 16 
S 
Steve 
SeattleJune 16 
Times Pick 
What an overly simplistic view of the housing crisis. First off you maintain that " in most places, 
housing construction remains wildly unpopular. People who think of themselves as progressives, 
environmentalists and egalitarians fight fiercely against urban development, complaining about 
traffic and shadows and the sanctity of lawns." Have you ever lived in a single story house that 
suddenly is in the perpetual shadow of a three story structure next door. Just what do we gain by 
eliminating every yard and garden in town. What do you do with a 30 foot wide residential street 
that suddenly has two or three times the previous volume of traffic and parked cars since the 
developers are not required to provide off street parking. And where do you get the statistics that 
the value of a rental declines on average 2.5% a year adjusted for inflation. In 1975 here in metro 
Seattle you could buy a decent quality apartment building for $28,000 a unit. Adjusted for 
inflation of 356% that would equate to about $100,000 today. Current delivered per unit prices 
are $350,000. Have you ever been to Houston, the city with no zoning. Its ugly. And reread the 
aftermath of Hurricane Harvey with little or no attention (zoning) to building in so called 100 
year floodplains and letting developers build as and where they wanted to as you are advocating. 
We increased our multifamily housing in the Seattle Metro area 8,000 units last year, a record 
and yet rents went up over 9%. Rethink your model. 
285 Recommend 
Share 
Flag 
18 REPLIES 



Lee commented June 16 
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Lee 
Naples, FlJune 16 
@Steve And housing is now built and owned by hedge fund investors seeking to maximize profit 
with absolutely no regard for creating affordable housing unless it is subsidized and therefore 
guarantees income. When incomes are stagnant and ownership unattainable, and investors 
control the market.....low income and moderate income families lose. We do need more 
affordable housing, better income distribution, better mass transit. The big picture is missing in 
this editorial. Let's design an economy where families are the priority not the investors. 
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Matthew Carnicelli 
Brooklyn, NYJune 16 
@Steve Agree completely that new apartment complexes should come with mandatory basement 
garages. There is "market rate" housing going up all over Midwood (where I live) but almost 
none of it includes indoor parking. That means their opening will further shrink parking 
availability for existing residents. Short-sided and selfish - but par for the course for the typical 
greedy "developer". And the city goes along with this. Luckily, I don't own a car. 
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Paul 
Albany, NYJune 16 
@Steve. Beyond household sizes being much smaller today, Minneapolis - like most American 
cities - ripped out thousands of housing units in the 1950s under the the guise of "urban 
renewal." Thousands of other housing units were lost for the construction of I-35 and I-94. The 
city was much more dense in the 1950s than today, as were most cities. 
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Ontario Via MassachusettsJune 16 
Times Pick 
I live in one of the wealthier Toronto suburbs. Traditionally, it's been a town of single family 
houses, but a lot of the new construction is high density. I'm not seeing any decline in housing 
prices because of that. In fact, the opposite, because as single family homes get rarer, their value 
goes up not down. And the high-density construction is attractive and offers a very different 
(more urban) lifestyle. With lots of people and limited land, high density is what we need—it's 
better for the environment, it preserves more land for agriculture, and it allows more affordable 
housing options. Those who resist it are, I'm afraid, being selfish. I like living on a lot of private 
land, too, but that lifestyle is unsustainable with today's population and our environmental and 
economic challenges. We oldsters don't have many years left: let's make the world better for 
those coming after us rather than worrying so much about our own lifestyle preferences and our 
wealth. One other comment, though. A big difference between my Canadian suburb and the 
American ones I used to live in: here in Canada I don't sense there's so much fear of the 
neighbours being "undesirable" (too young, too poor, too—let's be honest—brown or foreign). 
We certainly have our bigots here, but there is a cultural difference between Canada and the 
States which makes Canadians generally more tolerant of and more positive about their 
neighbours. 
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Kristin commented June 16 
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Kristin 
Portland, ORJune 16 
@617to416 - High density is most certainly not "better" for the environment. High density 
equals more people and people are far and away the most environmentally destructive force on 
the planet. Tear down a single family home, dig up its yard, topple its trees and squeeze a micro-
apartment complex (nothing micro about the building, it's just filled with 12 or so tiny little 200 
sq ft units) and I'm sorry, but have done literally nothing good for the environment or the planet. 
The solution for the environment is always going to be less people, not finding ways to squeeze 
more in. We need a global initiative to stop population growth, coupled with programs that 
incentivize moving to cities that are currently seeing large population drains. In other words, we 
redistribute what's already here, and work to eventually reduce the population levels. I've heard 
that the natural carrying capacity of the planet is about 2 billion, and you know what, that's 
probably enough. 
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617to416 
Ontario Via MassachusettsJune 16 
@Kristin Given a fixed number of people, high density is better for the environment. Better to 
concentrate all the people in a small space and leave more land truly wild (or for agriculture). 
Suburban monocultures are not very rich ecosystems, nor are they healthy environments 
particularly given the amount of chemicals used to maintain them. You are right that reducing 
the human population would be environmentally desirable. But there's no simple way to do that. 
And redistributing people away from cities is not economically feasible. People gather in the 
dense metropolitan areas because the jobs are there—and the jobs are there because the talent is 
clustered there. 
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SeattleJune 16 
@Kristin I couldn't agree with you more. 
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Dooglas commented June 16 

 
Dooglas 
Oregon CityJune 16 
The homeless problem and the number of new housing units being built in major US cities are 
not cause and effect, as insinuated by this article. A little thought will show that this is true. What 
is the income of the average homeless person? Perhaps hundreds of dollars at the high end? What 
is the rent for one of those new apartments with the coffee shop and the Italian restaurant on the 
first floor that are springing up in places like Sacramento and Seattle? The answer to that 
question is that they cost thousands of dollars. So, how many of those apartments do you need to 
house people that can't afford any of them? As I look around me, homelessness appears to be 
more of a drug problem and a lifestyle issue, than a question of how many housing unit starts 
occurred in American cities this year. 
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NH 
Berkeley CAJune 16 



@Dooglas Exactly. The homeless population here, is not the same as the population of the newly 
constructed condos we’re seeing. We have great numbers of people who are unemployable 
because of mental health or drug issues, or both. They need housing, but also CARE, medical 
care, which we are not providing. Nobody even wants to say the problem is crazy, troubled 
people, the loss of jobs at the low end of the scale, so there’s no income for the poor or 
uneducated, which probably feeds into drug or alcohol abuse, and on and on. We keep talking 
about building more housing, but that population will not be housed in it! 
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Jennifer Allyn commented June 16 
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Jennifer Allyn 
Long Beach, CAJune 16 
Long Beach, CA changed the zoning in the 1980s, very much this way, and we had apartment 
buildings going up on lot that held little single family homes. It was a race to buy, tear down, and 
build fast, cheap apartment buildings. It changed our city profoundly...and created traffic and 
parking disasters along and made our city less appealing. Ultimately, our property values 
dropped since no one wanted to take a chance at being hemmed in by a four story apartment 
building. We became the "LBC--or the ghetto by the sea". Recognizing the mistake, the City 
reversed the zoning law. We still bear the problems and scars of this enormous mistake. We 
serve as a cautionary tale of this very idea. 
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ABC123 
USAJune 16 
My family owned New York City apartment buildings for many decades. Even though many 
people were willing to pay market value for our apartments, we were forbidden by rent 
regulation to accept the amounts people were willing to pay to us to live in those units. 
Meanwhile, our property taxes, fuel costs, insurance, water bills, etc. went up each year. Does 
the government tell grocery stores how much they can charge for milk, bread, fruits and 
vegetables? Why should government get between a customer (tenant) willing to pay what a 
business (landlord) is willing to sell (rent) for? It’s THEFT on behalf of government. After a 
while, we had enough of this. With the government stealing from us (in “hidden” form) by not 
allowing us to sell our goods for what people were willing to pay, we had enough. Instead of 
building or buying more housing, we sold. We are completely out of the business. 100% of our 
proceeds from sales are now in the stock market where they will just sit and grow and grow for 
us for many generations/years to come. I suspect MANY people who would otherwise build/buy 
properties that would provide housing are also no longer incentivized to do so, as the government 
and their regulations, along with vilification of “evil landlords” removes all or nearly all 
incentive to put in the work and take the investment risk. This leads to less supply. Less supply, 
with increasing demand… and there you go… housing shortage. This is Economics 101. 
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Walker 77 commented June 16 
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Walker 77 
BerkeleyJune 16 
The Times is basically right about this, and I am glad to see it focusing on this issue. Eliminating 
single family zoning is a necessary but not sufficient step. A Minneapolis leader said that this 
step was valuable, but that most new housing in the city would probably come from larger 
buildings. There is also an enormous need for below market rate social housing. But that need 
should not be twisted into blockage of market rate housing. Both progressives and conservatives 
often oppose new housing in their neighborhoods. But progressives—particularly older ones like 
myself—bring the special poison of using affordable housing as an excuse to prevent new 
housing altogether. Ending single family zoning will hardly mean the end of single family 
detached houses. There are tens of millions of these houses—they will not all disappear. Nor will 
all their property value disappear. The experience in most upzoned neighborhoods—as some 
commenters noted—is that the value of existing homes increase, not decrease. Allowing 
duplexes and triplexes more widely is a family friendly policy. Families can share a house they 
could not otherwise afford. This is a very traditional American housing form—as in the “triple 
deckers” in Boston. The perfect must not be allowed to be the enemy of the good. There is much 
work to do in housing, in transit, in living wages. But cities should rezone now. 
3 Recommend 
Share 
Flag 
1 REPLY 
Joe Wolf commented June 16 
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Joe Wolf 
SeattleJune 16 
@Walker 77 Thank you. 
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zb 
MiamiJune 16 
As president of an affordable housing advocacy group in Miami that is often at odds with our 
elected officials over their policies, actions, and [mostly] inactions I can say the Times is right in 
their assessment of the responsibility local officials have in causing the housing crisis but very 
wrong in their understanding of the real implications of their proposed zoning change. Indeed, 
their advocacy for tripling the zone density will do little to solve the crisis other then create 
enormous additional profits for real-estate related special interests. The notion of increasing 
zoning density - whether from one house per lot to three, or from a six story building to 12, etc.) 
as a solution to the housing crisis is nothing new. Its a frequent argument of these special 
interests. And why not... if you triple the density you triple the value of the land and you triple 
the value of units that be sold and the profits that can be realized. But the developers will then 
get to claim land costs are too expensive for them to afford to build affordable housing as their 



new excuse. In the meantime, developers have gotten smart since the housing bubble and they 
will self limit new construction in order to keep sale and rental prices high. Unwittingly and 
naively the Times is advancing the special interests over the public interest. What needs to 
change? Dramatically increase the zoning density, BUT ONLY IF THE PROJECT INCLUDES 
MEANINGFUL AMOUNTS OF AFFORDABLE HOUSING. 
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Jack Muchagrove commented June 16 
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Jack Muchagrove 
Rochester NYJune 16 
The new housing that becomes available as a result of this increased density is just as expensive 
as, and more likely costlier than the single family residence it replaces. 
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Pandora commented June 16 
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Pandora 
West CoastJune 16 
@Jack Muchagrove, spot on. In fact would venture to say in Northern California equal in price 
point to some homes. All the high density newish buildings generally have 4 floors with the first 
and top floor units priced high for full price buyers (1 mil and up) and then the middle 2 floors 
are reserved for government state and federal entitlements Section 8, very low income, low 
income, moderate, etc. 
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Sue commented June 16 
S 
Sue 
Ann ArborJune 16 
What a fabulous idea. We often lament of our inability to find good solutions for society's 
problems, so it is so refreshing to see a good solution found and implemented. 
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Casey commented June 16 
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Casey 
SeattleJune 16 
And, how's this working in NYC? Do you have an affordable housing problem in your densely 
constructed city? (Yes.) It isn't about density, it's about subsidy. You have to subsidize rents if 
you're going to help working and middle class renters. It's a domino effect. The apartments 
attract younger residents without families and real estate taxes for schools evaporate. It creates 



denser towns but increases homelessness, lack of services and lack of diversity. A creative 
approach would not simply toss out zoning but create a variety of types of development with 
incentives and requirements for apartment developers to leave a little open space (cafes and 
pocket parks), subsidies for teachers, cops, elderly, families and the elderly. Seattle is a train 
wreck and the City Council would like random, dense housing. It's coming. Many of the 
charming old neighborhoods that housed working class families have been swallowed by cheap 
apartment construction with expensive rents. The builders get concessions and the 
neighborhood? Well, what's a neighborhood? You have to have a planning commission with 
clear, aesthetically pleasing, human-oriented goals. 
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Joe Wolf commented June 16 
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Joe Wolf 
SeattleJune 16 
@Casey How do real estate taxes for schools ''evaporate''? Everyone pays them whether they 
have kids or not. K-12 capital and operations levies in Seattle regularly pass with over 70% of 
the vote. 
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Frank F 
Santa Monica, CAJune 16 
@Joe Wolf At least here in CA, they evaporate when voters vote NO on the bond issues that 
fund local schools. 
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Stephen C. Rose 
Manhattan, NYJune 16 
Cars are the problem. Along with greed and venal realtors. We need to create car-free cities, Cars 
are a huge expense and account for global warming. We can travel on vehicle free streets at 
modest speeds and completely outrun today's congestion. We can think and invent our way to 
sensible planning. But no one will state the obvious and get their minds around it. Cars are the 
problem. The car oil economy is evil personified. 
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Mel commented June 16 
M 
Mel 
PDXJune 16 
Several of the comments assume the value of single family homes would decrease as zoning 
goes away. It’s quite the opposite - as a developer can do more on a lot, it increases the value and 
the homeowner could choose to sell and take that money to buy an SFR someplace else. I was 
hoping my r5 house in Portland would end up in r2.5 for that reason. Also, when I was single I 
had a 400 sf condo downtown and LOVED the simplicity and affordability of condo living. 
When I knew I was going to start a family, I wanted a 2 or 3 bedroom condo and just couldn’t 
find one that was anywhere near affordable, so I bought an old energy inefficient house and now 
spend many weekends fixing the house or doing yard work. I really wish developers across the 
country would make more large condo options for people like me. There’s obviously a demand 
because big condos are expensive. I noticed British Columbia has tons of family sized condos. 



(Maybe some of the centrally located golf courses that hardly anyone uses could be turned into 
condominium developments with green spaces?) 
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BNYgal commented June 16 
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BNYgal 
brooklynJune 16 
Ugh -- I live in Brooklyn where there is so much building going on. Our 5 and 6 story buildings 
are being dwarfed by sky scrappers, sun and views gone, streets and sidewalks overcrowded, 
schools overcrowded, no infrastructure to support the huge rise in population. And still, those 
new apartments are out of reach price wise. Concrete (or rather, steel and glass) jungles, here we 
come. No thanks. 
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Portland Oregon 
USAJune 16 
In Portland, single family houses are being demolished right and left, especially if they are on 
oversized lots with gardens. The replacements are oversized mini mcmansions, with no room for 
trees because they nearly cover the entire lot. These are not "affordable." They are extremely 
poorly built with cheap materials and zero architectural value. The apartments sprouting 
everywhere are also not affordable. The city's Office of Sustainability says this trend is bad for 
the environment. The rest of the City departments see increased tax base and happy developers. 
Guess who wins. 
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mlbex 
CaliforniaJune 16 
There are only three things you can do with excess population: pack them in tighter, spread them 
out, or price them out. That's it. You can combine those options but they're the only thing on the 
menu. Packing them in tighter requires cities to zone more dense housing, and to upgrade their 
roads, schools, and other infrastructure. Spreading them out requires placing more homes in open 
spaces, whether they're close in, or far away and require a long commute. Right now, pricing 
them out is the preferred option. People who spent large amounts of their money to buy in a nice 
neighborhood won't tolerate a triplex next door, and putting it there would degrade their way of 
life and property values. In California they're arguing over SB50, a bill that would require cities 
to zone denser housing near transit corridors. Meanwhle, Americans pay far too much for 
housing, in places where they can get jobs. This degrades competitiveness; you have to pay 
workers enough to house themselves. Simply raising the minimum wage will not fix that 
problem for long; unless you increase the supply of housing, landlords will raise prices quickly 



to capture the difference. There is no substitute for building enough housing for the population 
you have, and if population increases, you have the menu of three options to select from. 
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MassachusettsJune 16 
This simplistic, developer driven policy solution has become the new housing religion across the 
country. There's plenty of virtue signaling and feel good mantras, but not nearly enough data 
driven solutions. Zoning laws are just one piece of a very complex system. Simply removing 
these protections will neither solve the affordability or the supply issue. Housing costs are too 
high in high growth cities because real estate has become commoditized with REITS and 
speculators. Just look at who actually owns the land in the biggest cities of the US. So housing 
costs go up while wages stay stagnant. The NYT Editorial Board claims that building more 
market rate housing lowers rents by 2.5% a year. That’s a rounding error that certainly doesn’t 
get housing anywhere near affordability in high cost cities like NY, Boston, SF. In my city we 
have been building plenty of market rate and subsidized multi family housing since the last 
recession and rents are still too high. But the infrastructure for schools, transit or power has not 
kept up. There is not a single city that can claim they have built their way into affordability in the 
US. Using Houston, who saw thousands of people financially destitute after the flooding as an 
example for good zoning practice is simply horrifying. 
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Joe Wolf commented June 16 
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Joe Wolf 
SeattleJune 16 
@Enough What is your actually doable solution then? 
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MassachusettsJune 16 
@Joe Wolf There isn't just one "solution" as this article and the YIMBY movement tries to make 
you believe. There is something severly wrong with our government if working people cannot 
afford to live. Housing is for people. Get big money and businesses OUT of profitering from real 
estate and you will see land costs go down. Not sure about Seattle but for us here in Metro 
Boston we need to invest in better mass transit to the immediate suburbs. That would support the 
growth of medium density, get people OUT of their cars. More livable and better cities for 
everyone, rather than putting the burden on already dense urban cores like Cambridge, 
Somerville and Boston. 
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Bill 
MaineJune 16 
Sites like Airbnb significantly contribute to the housing crisis. News that Marriott is now getting 
into the business of short-term rentals should terrify anyone who doesn't already own their own 
home. What was (and is) sold as a way for people to make ends meet by renting a spare room on 
occasion has turned into landlords keeping multiple homes and apartments off the market to rent 
out on a nightly basis for a significant chunk of what a long-term tenant would pay in monthly 
rent. Residents are often evicted to make way for tourists. Those who aren't evicted watch their 
rents skyrocket as the long-term rental housing supply is constrained. Homes are bought in cash 
with no intention of renting them to residents. Multifamily housing is sold with the associated 
Airbnb account as part of the package. Cities claim that the problem isn't really that bad, but the 
number of housing units pulled off the market always seems to be quoted at the "official" rate 
which doesn't take into account the multitude of unregistered units. Sites like Airbnb clearly have 
to know where the rentals are, but have gone to Federal court to ensure they don't have to 
provide a list to the cities in which they operate. Efforts to mitigate the crisis by imposing "one 
landlord - one short term rental" policies don't prevent concentrations of StR units well into the 
double-digits on streets where people used to have real neighbors, and a chance. 
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John Grillo 
Edgewater, MDJune 16 
Developers being developers, wouldn’t the successful Minneapolis example if writ large across 
most American urban locations, for the most part, lead to million dollar plus townhouses, 
luxurious garden apartments, and other accommodations for the 1%? These projects would, of 
course, be marketed as having the best of both worlds, located in an established, desirable leafy 
neighborhood yet offering all of the amenities of urban living. “Tails I win, heads you lose.” 
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Todd commented June 16 

 
Todd 
Key West,flJune 16 



If people buy homes in a single family home community do they have some rights to expect that 
neighbor to remain that way? It is a legitimate question. If the answer is no then are they entitled 
something in return, lower taxes, general neighborhood improvements from the developers 
making a killing building this housing? You can't just take from them and tell they to suck it up 
for the greater good. 
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roger 
MalibuJune 16 
Apartment living sucks. Density sucks. People flee cities as soon as they can. These homely 
truths will never not be true, no matter how many New York Times editorials insist they are 
false. Sure, let cities build more apartments. It works well for super poor folks getting a foothold 
in the American dream. But it ruins the neighborhoods for the middle class, who move out as 
soon as they can. That's okay. America is roomy. Let the politicians and the developers link up 
with the urban planners and go nuts -- as they have in LA and the East Coast. I'm all for it. But 
most affluent Americans like space, lawns, and quiet. And that won't change, even if it enrages 
urban planners. 
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MK commented June 16 
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MK 
New York, New YorkJune 16 
@Roger How do you explain Manhattan real-estate prices then? Or San Fransisco? The fact that 
these places are so expensive means more people would choose to live like that if it was 
available. In most countries the middle and upper middle class live in neighborhoods that are 
mostly apartments. There are plenty of areas like this in Europe that are clean, quiet, but also 
have all the benefits of urban life. There would be more places like this in America if zoning was 
more relaxed. 
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Pandora 
West CoastJune 16 
@MK all the zoning in the world does not fix sky high price points and they are only sky high 
for middle class workers in traditional corporate and similar type jobs. The middle class working 
taxpayers have been forgotten and forced to shell out a million plus for small high density 
apartments while their neighbors are qualifying low income earners, unemployed, and those 
collecting benefits are getting subsidized and dramatically reduced price points not required to 
pay HOA fees etc. 
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EHR 
MdJune 16 
@roger The answer is more, high quality public space with places like community gardens, 
walking paths, picnic tables, outdoor art, recreational facilities etc. We can encourage (subsidize) 
people like you to flee cities all you want--but you are wrecking the very thing that you claim for 
yourselves: in your fleeing wake you leave strip malls, more and more crowded highways, air 
pollution, brown fields etc. for the rest of us. 
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Acres of privacy commented June 16 
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Acres of privacy 
TexasJune 16 
I live on five acres in a subdivision outside of Austin and I love the space. I moved here from the 
high density hell that is the Bay Area to have space. If forced to live in high density housing, I 
would choose to move, as I am sure many will do in Minneapolis. Not everyone wants to be 
packed in like sardines or to know their neighbors, hear their fights or smell their cooking. 
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GY 
NYCJune 16 
These restrictive policies were devised for the primary purpose of maintaining in cities 
segregation by race and by income, segregation of schools, and segregation of access to city 
services (law enforcement, sanitation, fire department, health services, transportation, parks, etc. 
). 
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A Lee 
Oakland, CAJune 16 
As the owner of a small loft in real-estate crazy Oakland (purchased at the pit of the Great 
Recession, so I was lucky), and as a daily witness to homeless encampments under highway 
overpasses and in bus shelters, this seems like a great idea. One thought I'll throw into the mix, 
though, is the importance of green space in one's daily life. The idea of a suburban house with a 
front yard and back yard may have a lot of problems, but it does provide the owners easy access 
to sunshine, natural light, fresh air, space to garden or let the kids run around. These are all 



things that apartment dwellers lack, and cities should also set aside land for public parks at all 
scales--from large, city-wide parks, to community gardens, to "pocket parks" as small as a few 
hundred square feet that serve just a couple blocks. Parks are the lungs of a city. 
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Cal Q. Lator 
NYJune 16 
So the same editorial board that advocated for new rent regulations in NY, which removes 
incentives for owners to improve their properties, and favors an entrenched class that market rate 
renters must subsidize, is now in favor of more real estate development and disruption of long-
standing neighborhoods & communities? I don't disagree with the argument being made for more 
density, but I do disagree with the editorial hypocrisy. 
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James B 
Portland OregonJune 16 
A few missing perspectives from this op-ed: - Reduction of social services putting people, many 
incapable of self maintenance, on the streets. - Apartments and ADU's centralize ownership of 
dwellings and inflationary financial gains. - Cohousing. - The long-term impacts of high military 
vs infrastructure infrastructure spending 
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Chris 
CharlotteJune 16 
I think the photo says it all - a small single family home with a bit of character dwarfed by some 
sort of boxy multi-unit apartment. This doesn't say "neighborhood" - it screams poor central 
planning. And to correct the title of the article, this is about more neighbors for the poor and 
middle class, not the rich liberals who run the city and will keep anything like this miles away 
from their sections of the city. 
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Charles commented June 16 
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Charles 
New YorkJune 16 



@Chris Newsflash. I'm not hearing any outcries as rich conservatives are perfectly happy to have 
the same benefits while allowing rich liberals to do their dirty work for them. 
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Tony Francis 
Vancouver Island CanadaJune 16 
If you want to see densification and traffic gridlock check out Vancouver just across your norther 
border in British Columbia. Massive immigration from places like Hong Kong and India. The 
influx of Casinos which are the kidneys that have been washing millions and millions of drug 
profits. Monster homes and inflationary housing prices that would make your eyes water. None 
of this has been planned but bought and paid for by outside money looking for an easy mark. In 
the end it is not about community or real concern about citizens and their quality of life it has 
been about cash and politicians looking the other way. 
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joe 
atlJune 16 
Ending zoning for single family housing may be necessary due to overpopulation, but it's nothing 
to be proud of. It's not hard to foresee a future where equality is mandated by the state and 
everyone lives in a bland government constructed apartment, just like the old Soviet Union. 
9 Recommend 
Share 
Flag 
Richard commented June 16 
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Richard 
Los AngelisJune 16 
I am a 80 year old man. I'm not a black, hispanic or ''white" man. These artificial designations 
are owned by the young and are essentially meaningless in terms of history and DNA. I have 
always lived in a single family house. I don't dislike people I just don't want them around. I don't 
care for noise, parties, barbecues, block parties, neighbors, lawn mowers, or waving to people 
packed into sardine likepeople containers. As ar as "diversity" is concerned the only "diversity" 
that appeals to me is "diversity" of intellect, creativity or accomplishment. Skin color is not 
diversity it's nature. I am opposed to "low income", "affordable" housing. If you can't afford to 
live near me in a house... Good, more room for me. I encourage the growth of cities, pack 'em in, 
I sure plenty of people like living elbow to elbow, just not me. 
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Alien Observer From Naipaul 
ManhattanJune 16 
Why do we need to experiment with this in Minneapolis when Houston has no zoning. Is 
housing affordable in Houston? Is Houston housing segregated? It’s a perfect natural experiment. 
Of course, when Houston flooded badly last year, a large number of New York Times readers 
blamed zoning and had nothing good to say about a city without it (unfairly I might add, bc 
Houston zoning recognizes flood plains, and few cities anywhere are designed to handle 24” of 
rain in 24 hours). 
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Blackmamba 
IlJune 16 
In January 1966 President Lyndon Johnson proposed legislation to end discrimination in housing 
based upon color aka race by all parties to any housing transaction. The bill went into a 
bipartisan political legislative national black hole. The nation was exhausted from the 1964 
education, employment and accommodation civil rights laws plus the 1965 voting rights act. On 
April 4. 1968 Dr. Martin Luther King Jr. was murdered. Lyndon Johnson signed Fair Housing 
legislation into law on April 11, 1968. By far the weakest of the civil rights legislation de jure 
housing segregation has been replaced by de facto housing segregation. The law is supposed to 
affirmatively seek integration in housing. Beyond desegregation and being neutral about color. 
But absent ' testing' it is hard to detect housing discrimination. While the penalties are an 
acceptable costs of doing business Milwaukee is the most segregated by housing big city. While 
Atlanta is the most socioeconmic housing unequal big city. Because caste aka color and class aka 
socioeconomics are inextricably intertwined in black African Americans the effective result is 
the same in both cities. 
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Marigrow commented June 16 
M 
Marigrow 
FloridaJune 16 
No. The problem is there are too many people in the USA. Expel the 11 million to 22 million 
illegal immigrants and significantly reduce the number of legal immigrants, thus reducing the 
demand for housing. 
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David commented June 16 
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David 
Oak LawnJune 16 
Good fences make good neighbors. 
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ED DOC commented June 16 
E 
ED DOC 
NorCalJune 16 
Please read the actual poem, “Mending wall”, where that phrase comes from. Robert Frost meant 
it sarcastically. 
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Jack 
NYCJune 16 
This is ridiculous. Now the Times is getting on board with this crackpot idea. The solution of 
housing affordability is not linked to urban denstiy - it's linked to good transit, the ability to build 
density on land sitting idle and provide rapid cheap access to the center of the city from it. For 
this, developers should be taxed in a partnership with city or state government to develop more 
housing with good transit. The NY Times would rather tax single family home owners at higher 
rates than developers, who will reap all the benefits. For instance, say, Donald Trump. 
Meanwhile, as others have pointed out, there are cities where houses are being torn down 
because there's no market (Detroit, Baltimore, and others), and these are instances where tax 
breaks for corporations to move into these cities are more than justified. 
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Woof 
NYJune 16 
Re : The United States is suffering from an acute shortage of affordable places to live, 
particularly in the urban areas. Only some one living in New York City, unaware of NY State, 
with views limited NYS can write this, Buffalo, Syracuse, Utica, Binghamton all have half of 
their population before globalization, and are filled with affordable places to live. It would be 
much more sensible to move employment where housing is readily available - and cheap 
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Joe Wolf 
SeattleJune 16 



@Woof How does one force employers to relocate, or grow their businesses in these places? 
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lyacares 
nashville, tnJune 16 
Interesting perspective for Minneapolis, Editorial Board. I rarely read Opinion pieces anymore 
because few facts are shared, as in this piece. “In many cities, including Minneapolis, more than 
half of the city’s land is reserved for single-family homes.” “In many cities” was mentioned three 
times with NO backup. Much like a friend saying, We All feel... For my City, oh wait, Our City 
“as most popular young cities now are” are no longer afforded such Council decisions. Though 
as society is cyclical, this opinion may be revisited for “most cities” in the future. Sooo, if you 
are young and Own a home, hold on to it. 
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n1789 
savannahJune 16 
Some think encouraging black home ownership is a good thing. Well, the financial benefit 
through deductions for property taxes and interest on the mortgage is more than eaten up by 
home repairs that will be needed regularly. Also, homes take up your entire weekends with 
chores in the garden and in the home. Apartment dwellers and condo dwellers can have real 
freedom on weekends, home owner are slaves to their homes. I don't think black Americans 
needs the chores of home ownership. 
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Olivia 
NYCJune 16 
This is wrong. People should not be herded into apartment buildings. Freedom of choice, please. 
This sounds like socialism. 
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NH 
Berkeley CAJune 16 
I think the centralized “city” is what’s endangered, and should be. Nobody HAS to go into the 
city for shopping any more, thus all the vacated store fronts, and nobody HAS to go into an 
office, potentially making for tons of vacant office buildings. So where’s the incentive to build 



more? And who’s to say all those concentrated housing units (let me guess, you’re in NY, NYT) 
would have proximity to jobs anyway? The city is a kind of blight of its own, forcing people who 
can’t afford it to live on the street. So when you count the costs to the world of low density 
housing, please consider how our current cities are faring. They are museums of inequality. 
Anyone who can telecommute, will, in the future, which is already here. 
2 Recommend 
Share 
Flag 
julie commented June 16 
J 
julie 
PortlandJune 16 
Please Minneapolis: Heed this warning: Portland, Oregon, has done the same thing. The result... 
OK... more housing, but guess what... Thousands (!) of pricey, luxury condos! Also, they must 
all have the same designer because they are all the Exact Same Design... Three stories of 
rectangle buildings. The only difference is the color. Inexpensive to build, and huge profits for 
the developers. Now, some streets feel like you are walking through a tunnel as the Condos are 
built right up to the sidewalk, blocking all light, whereas the former (torn down) houses were 
required to have a standard setback. I predict that in 20 years, Portland Council members will be 
crying into their Triple, Half Caf, Almond Milk Lattes and wondering how did Portland 
neighborhoods become so boring. 
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Flag 
Peter Stern commented June 16 
P 
Peter Stern 
New YorkJune 16 
Thank you, NY Times. Good newspapers don’t simply reinforce the views of their readers. 
When necessary, they challenge them. You have done that with this editorial. The comment 
section shows clearly that you are challenging your readers with this editorial and not bowing to 
their strongly held beliefs. This is why you are worth reading. 
1 Recommend 
Share 
Flag 
cosmos commented June 16 
C 
cosmos 
WashingtonJune 16 
Wow. 1. Apparently 12 of the 13 Minneapolis City Council Members are unaware of the huge 
negative impacts of overcrowding -- or just don't care (they will live elsewhere?) 
https://www.smithsonianmag.com/smart-news/how-mouse-utopias-1960s-led-grim-predictions-
humans-180954423/ 2. The environment for humans is important too - isn't it? Why are humans 
and their well-being left out of environmentalism? I don't get it. 3. We would be far better off 
creating many smaller eco-villages and towns - focused on well-being in all its forms, 
neighborliness (personal relationships), accountability, and "the golden rule." 
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Mark commented June 16 
M 
Mark 
MinneapolisJune 16 
There was not “broad consensus”. The city council jammed it through as a way to increase the 
tax base. Support came from “have nots” and from those amply buffered from the proposed 
density. Would you like to own the single family home in the photo, which just lost half its 
market value? Me neither. Lack of density is one of the few appealing features of this city with a 
horrible climate and the nickname “Little Mogadishu”. 
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Scott G Baum Jr commented June 16 
S 
Scott G Baum Jr 
Houston TXJune 16 
“Government must provide subsidized housing to those who cannot afford housing”. Go to 
Havana and see how that works out. 
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SA commented June 16 
S 
SA 
01066June 16 
This is an unexpectedly uninformed and wrongheaded editorial. The City of Minneapolis has 
done no environmental study of the probable effects of its misguided attempt to appear 
progressive. In fact, the City Council is fighting in court to prevent any environmental study of 
its zoning plan from being carried out. The Times has admirably criticized NYC developers of an 
empty and destructive new skyline. Do you really think profit-hungry developers in Minneapolis 
are going to buy up single family homes and build in their place affordable, accessible, 
environmentally sound 3-4 story apartment houses for people currently confined to poor living 
conditions in segregated sections of Minneapolis? 
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Pat Green commented June 16 
P 
Pat Green 
Fairbanks, AlaskaJune 16 
This is the sort of thing that leads to a population density that is so suffocating people are barely 
able to breathe. Traffic gridlock. Parking nightmares. Lines at ATMS and everything else. You 
have got to be nuts to advocate this sort of thing !! 
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Flag 
XY commented June 16 
X 
XY 
NYCJune 16 
Yes! Let's destroy neighborhoods of single family homes. Who cares about the people who live 
in those homes and love their neighborhoods the way they are. 
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Rob commented June 16 
R 
Rob 
Long IslandJune 16 
"It was just so easy to guess, just judging by age, what side they were going to be on.” Ah 
ageism is alive and well! 
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Carol commented June 16 
C 
Carol 
MinneapolisJune 16 
My name is Carol Becker. I have let the opposition to this plan in Minneapolis. You miss a great 
number of points. First off, the affordability crisis in Minneapolis is first about families with 
children. One out of every five persons in Minneapolis is under the age of 18. 80%+ live in 
single family homes. 70% of new housing is one bedroom or less, with virtually the rest being 
two bedrooms or less. Vacancy rates for housing usable by families is zero. You are advocating 
for demolishing the housing needed for families and replacing it with housing that families 
literally cannot use. You talk about racism. Families of color have more children on average than 
white families and are also more likely to be multi-generational. Minneapolis also has a large 
Somali population, which tends to have much larger families. We are demolishing the housing 
that these groups need and replacing it with housing they cannot. Families are leaving the city 
and we are becoming a playground of singles and childless couples. Fulton Realty recently held a 
seminar about making money by demolishing single family homes. Their math says buy a home 
for $260,000 and replace it with a triplex that rents for $3200 a unit. Not affordable. Would be 
happy to send you the pictures. 
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Observer of the Zeitgeist commented June 16 
O 
Observer of the Zeitgeist 
Middle AmericaJune 16 
I have lived in one family areas. I have lived in dense metropolitan areas. I have lived in 
apartment complexes. When you introduce neighbors, quality of life goes down. Garbage, 



barking dogs, music, drug and alcohol abuse, vandalism, fighting, different standards of 
cleanliness, etc etc. That's just the truth. So quadruple police force sizes and I am with you. 
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The Poet McTeagle commented June 16 

 
The Poet McTeagle 
CaliforniaJune 16 
"Today’s market-rate apartments will gradually become more affordable, just as new cars 
become used cars." Is that what has happened in NYC? 
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Lefthalfbach commented June 16 
L 
Lefthalfbach 
PhiladelphiaJune 16 
Times Pick 
Public subsidies for “...affordable housing...” is going to be a tough sell when prices of homes 
have more than doubled in nabes that were stable and have increased geometrically in some 
areas that were poor. 
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Scott Hammer commented June 16 
S 
Scott Hammer 
Richmond, VAJune 16 
To me, one of the most appealing things about Minneapolis is the availability of relatively 
affordable ($300-$500 k) single-family homes in relative dense (lot size <.2 acre), attractive 
neighborhoods, close to the city center. I'm thinking of neighborhoods like Lyndale. It strikes me 
that filling these neighborhoods with apartment buildings will radically change their character, 
causing people to move to more distant neighborhoods and exacerbating rather than ameliorating 
environmental concerns. 
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GY commented June 16 
G 
GY 
NYCJune 16 
@Scott Hammer People are always free to move to distant neighborhoods because they don't 
want neighbors. But it is not the job of taxpayers to subsidize a lower property tax rate for single-



family home dwellers, who are not elderly or disabled, in order to make it possible to own an 
affordable single family home downtown. 
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West coast commented June 16 
W 
West coast 
USAJune 16 
One outcome of this rush to demolish single family houses to replace with (not particularly 
affordable) apartments is the continuing loss of habitat for birds and other wildlife. There is no 
room for large trees for birds or to create shade. There are no additional parks being added for 
people or wildlife. Just increased sterility. 
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Adela J commented June 16 
A 
Adela J 
MinneapolisJune 16 
I am a Minneapolis resident and an owner of a single family home on a lovely street of well-kept 
single-family homes. There are mature trees and gardens on every lot. My neighbors are a mix of 
old and young, working and retired. My house and others on the block are homes to multi-racial 
families. Children play outdoors and run from yard to yard. They play catch on the street, 
because traffic is light and all homes have off-street parking, so the street is generally clear and 
inviting. However, my street is on the opposite side of the block of a designated “corridor” street. 
Under the plan, a developer can build pretty much anything they want on the corridor side of the 
block, right behind my house, and four-plexes next to me on each side. While affordable housing 
is a noble goal, the Minneapolis plan falls short of including requirements to insure that what is 
designed and built will equate to homes that people actually want to live in and environments 
that will foster a healthy society. Developers don’t have to provide off-street parking. They don’t 
have to include a percentage of mature trees and green space. They don’t have to submit design 
plans that consider existing neighborhood aesthetics. They aren’t required to live in the 
neighborhoods where they build. Minneapolis has merely passed a developer give-away and 
made the city approval process a rubber-stamp for greed-inspired construction. This plan does 
nothing to design neighborhoods people will wish to live in. 
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Frank commented June 16 
F 
Frank 
Menomonie, WIJune 16 
One detail this editorial excludes is the fact that affordable housing is plentiful in the U.S., just 
not in places people want to live or can make a living. In small Miami, OK (pop. 13,500) there 
are 19 houses for sale for under $40k, including a 3-bedroom for $12k. In Detroit (pop. 675,000), 
there are 330 houses for sale under $2k. There's a 3-bedroom in Detroit offered for $760. 



Perhaps the answer is not in changing cities where people want to live but in changing cities 
where people don't want to live. 
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Practical Thoughts commented June 16 
P 
Practical Thoughts 
East CoastJune 16 
Just build it. Most cities have underutilized and forgotten tracts of land. Forgotten 
neighborhoods. Rehabilitate the land, clean out the pollution and build. Build high end and 
affordable side by side. For every four homes apartments, condos or row homes that are high 
end, build 3 that are median cost and 2 that are considered affordable. Link them with subway or 
rail transit with good busing. 
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X commented June 16 
X 
X 
Wild WestJune 16 
“People should be free to live in a prairie-style house on a quarter-acre lot in the middle of 
Minneapolis, so long as they can afford the land and taxes.” I disagree. Being able to afford a 
thing or action doesn’t automatically clear a moral space for doing it. Disparity is the major issue 
with housing in the US, in my opinion. There are piles of affordable homes, but they are in 
hopeless-feeling places like Youngstown, Ohio, with poor economic outlook and depressed 
wages. All the action is concentrating in cities and surrounding suburbs and the pressure of cost 
of living has been ever increasing. And take it from this Bay Area resident: the sky is the limit on 
how hard housing costs can squeeze you. 
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Al Manzano commented June 16 
A 
Al Manzano 
Carlsbad, CAJune 16 
This may be a great idea but it does not go far enough. You have to help this happen by 
supporting not just the opportunity but by managing greater density in a way that is positive. You 
need to provide things like financing, incentives, and designs that would make the buildings safe, 
attractive and fit into the community and not overwhelm neighbors. You need to look at how to 
manage schools to insure that they can cope with student population increases. You need to see 
how transportation networks can make sure that the neighborhood is not swamped with cars at a 
loss of air quality. You need to make sure that enough community services are available, thing 
like libraries, shops and parks. You need to work to not turns areas into new ghettos. It is not just 
a zoning problem, but a general planning one. Look at Houston which has no zoning laws and 
you will not see examples of changes that have the kinds of social and environmental goals as 
suggested in the article. The fact is that most areas in newer developments are also controlled by 



home owner associations so you are really talking about older and often deeply cherished 
neighborhoods close in and transforming them with consequences of density block by block. 
What is needed is to insure that this transformation does not create new centers of poor quality 
housing in crowded and less safe communities or the experiment of non zoning will find public 
resistance and generate more anger not harmony and fail. 
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stefanie commented June 16 
S 
stefanie 
santa fe nmJune 16 
My town already allows an accessory dwelling unit on any residential property where there is 
enough land (can be done on a 5000sf lot). Now the city wants to waive off street parking 
requirements and allow second story development and rental of both units without owner being 
present---all in the name of producing more housing (affordable is usually the adjective used 
before housing). This change is supposedly going to allow those struggling to meet their 
mortgages the opportunity to add another unit to the property and get more income. Problem is 
you have to be able to get a loan for the second unit. One story neighborhoods will lose privacy 
because of the second story additions. There is no restriction on the amount of rent to be charged 
and no requirement that the unit be affordable. The fee is lieu of providing affordable housing is 
$262 (yes two hundred sixty two dollars) Our median income is around $43K. A 480sf studio 
costs $900. Humans do need some space including outdoor space to stay healthy. Just ask Jacob 
Riis How the Other Half Lives. 
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Alan commented June 16 
A 
Alan 
Columbus OHJune 16 
If our collective goal is to remove carbon emissions from movement (or at least ground 
transportation) in the next couple of decades, it seems a bit shaky to claim that new construction 
to increase urban density actually reduces emissions. Adding many new buildings will create a 
tremendous amount of pollution, including but not limited to carbon emissions, and will take 
years to complete. I am not claiming this will outweigh any benefits, but the benefits over the 
lifetime of a building should be far less than they appear to be now using a naive model. Moving 
in to a brand new building is rarely a "green" thing to do, as one's old dwelling is 100% recycled. 
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Julie commented June 16 
J 
Julie 
Louisvillle, KYJune 16 
Americans need zoning reform. There is no reason to separate communities by property values. 
The nimbys are a problem. A bigger problem is the transfer of middle class wealth to American 



(and foreign) oligarchs. Most of the housing stock we now have was subsidized by tax breaks 
and loans once given to middle class families so that they could have a decent home on the 
ground level with some space for their children to play in. Obviously we are again in a time 
when America needs more houses and more children. Let's once again soak the rich so that 
Americans can afford to have homes and children. The rich will recoup with the inevitable boom 
in real estate value and development opportunities. The middle class will claw back at least some 
of the wealth, stolen from them through influence peddling. 
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Jim Muncy commented June 16 

 
Jim Muncy 
FloridaJune 16 
Is our social goal improvement or fulfillment? It would be improvement -- no more 
homelessness -- if homeowners took in the homeless, but would the homeowners be happy with 
strangers living inside their walls? Some might; most wouldn't. My proof: This arrangement 
would have already happened. We city-dwellers are already squished together: I can easily see 
my neighbor's every move outside and inside their front windows and they inside mine. Thank 
goodness for curtains! And their outside conversations are very audible. Humans want and need 
some privacy, which includes space and quietness, a place of solitude in which to think and 
recharge and repair the social damages of the day. Social animals we may be, but even Jesus 
chose to escape the crowds. Apartments never worked for me nor my friends apparently, who 
bought houses as soon as possible, as did I. But extraordinary times call for extraordinary 
solutions, if that indeed is where we are. Maybe we will all someday be forced into squished 
living conditions, which will help solve one problem while creating another. To squish or not to 
squish, that is the question. 
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Anne commented June 16 
A 
Anne 
San RafaelJune 16 
The housing problem is driven by income inequality. New York City is mostly apartments; in 
Manhattan, highrises. Yet the rents for a two-bedroom are unaffordable for many, which means 
only the rich, or the poor who live in the projects, can afford children. The old rent-stabilized 
apartments are fast disappearing. As a consequence New York is composed of transient young 
people, the very poor and the super-rich. Surely that cannot be a model for the rest of the 
country. 
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Rick Schricter commented June 16 
R 
Rick Schricter 
BrooklynJune 16 
Developers want to upzone because they are running out of lots. They even buy property before 
the zoning laws change because land is cheap and they know they own city governments. Cities 
offer tax breaks to major corporations to bring jobs to into the city, and offer tax breaks to 
developers to build "affordable" housing (or 80% luxury 20% "affordable" in New York). The 
whole thing is a boondoggle, giving cities away to developers and corporations. Cities have 
shifted away from the public sector and to the private sector. 
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Nate commented June 16 
N 
Nate 
St Paul MNJune 16 
I have a few thoughts on this article as a resident of St Paul, right next door: 1. The photo 
accompanying the article is not the greatest representation of the intent behind 3-plex zoning. I 
don’t believe these zoning changes have been officially enacted yet, so the image photo indicates 
what is (most likely) a 4-6 story building being constructed along a commercial street that 
happens to ha e some single-family residences, which is a common situation here and was 
allowed under existing zoning laws. 2. A 3-plex building is not necessarily any larger than a 
single family house, and will not cause its neighbors to be in perpetual shade. Most of our 
desireable neighborhoods currently contain a mix of single-family homes next to duplexes next 
to small apartment buildings that range in size from 8-20 units. If you are curious what this looks 
like, search “3442 Grand Ave S, MINNEAPOLIS” in Google Maps to get a sense of the scale. 
All the revised zoning laws are intended to do is help us get back to that point, where our 
residential streets have a somewhat greater mix of available housing stock. This is sensible 
reform and not radical by any means. 
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MN commented June 16 
M 
MN 
MplsJune 16 
Thank you! Exactly right! 
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Jean commented June 16 



 
Jean 
Holland, OhioJune 16 
Toronto is a wonderful example of a city that has become more and more livable over the past 
15-20 years, as it increases the number of mixed use building in low rise, mid rise and attached 
townhouse neighborhoods. The green space also can be an asset and improvement, with shared 
space that individual households do not have to maintain. 
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Jeff commented June 16 
J 
Jeff 
Los AngelesJune 16 
It's uncanny how cities will self-inflict damage to their futures by caving into capitalistic 
interests. Los Angeles made a similar mistake in the 1950s when they removed the inter-urban 
railway system in favor of automobile companies. This massive land giveaway to developers will 
have long term unintended consequences for Minneapolis. 
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Rick Schricter commented June 16 
R 
Rick Schricter 
BrooklynJune 16 
Any discussion of housing has to include the housing gobbled up by second home owners 
(piede-a-terres), the warehousing of residential units and housing used for airbnb and hotels 
(mass tourism), as these factors have significantly decrease the supply of housing in cities 
globally. Tax policy can discourage this housing waste. 
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mlb4ever commented June 16 

 
mlb4ever 
New YorkJune 16 
The reason the majority of new construction is in luxury housing is the profit margins are quite 
lucrative. By simply eliminating the subsidies and instituting hefty fees on luxury buildings and 
subsidize affordable housing only the builders as usual will follow the money. Before we were 
married my wife lived in a three room apartment in a three story walk up overshadowed by a 
twenty floor apartment building in the Belmont section of the Bronx. In the summer we were 
lucky to get a couple of hours of sunlight in the late afternoon in one room only and in the winter 
sunlight was just a distant memory. The American Dream of a house with a picket fence and a 
little property should not be outlawed. 
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Maureen commented June 16 

 
Maureen 
New YorkJune 16 
America does not “need” more neighbors. Of course developers want to build - problem is they 
don’t want to build parking facilities or parks or recreation areas or schools or hospitals. 
Developers want money in their pockets - remember Penn Station? Destroying a stable 
neighborhood is not good public policy. 
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Nat commented June 16 
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Nat 
QueensJune 16 
The attitudes of many commenters shocks (and frankly disgusts) me. If we had historically given 
existing residents the ability to veto the home of new residents, cities like NYC would have 
never been built. Thank goodness we didn't have these draconian zoning restrictions and 
approval boards back then. I always like to bring up the example of brownstone Brooklyn...here's 
the NYT architecture critic in 1869 complaining about "wearisome uniformity and a sterility of 
ornament". (just under the Luxury In Architecture section) 
https://timesmachine.nytimes.com/timesmachine/1869/08/02/97114600.html?action=click&page
Number=1 If this person had his way, or we gave in to the property owners down there at the 
time, those houses would never had exists. Plus, denser living means lower environmental 
impact. There's a reason that NYS has the lowest greenhouse gas emissions per capita BY FAR, 



and let me tell you, it ain't because we're all composting and driving electric cars. It's because 
when people live close together, you tend to consume less and it's easier to share resources. 
People want to move to be near their families. People want to move to be close to jobs. It's good 
for the environment. We should let them. This is a no brainer folks! 
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Sara commented June 16 
S 
Sara 
TbilisiJune 16 
I have such mixed feelings about this. On one hand, I fully support density along transportation 
corridors and in city centers. But here in Durham, where I recently moved and bought a small 
house, there is a major surge of huge apartment buildings, looming up all throughout downtown, 
and all renting for exorbitant rents of $1,800 and up for tiny one-bedrooms. I know, I lived in 
one for 6 months and hated every minute of it. Now, at considerable financial cost, I bought a 
modest little house that is shaded by green trees and has a backyard. It meets my needs, which 
are different from those of young single people, for instance. Should my investment in what is 
good for me - the basis of every house-buying decision ever made - be ruined by mcmansions or 
fourplexes that are utterly out of character for the area and benefit no-one but the developer and 
city revenues? The bottom line is, cities need both - density where it's appropriate, and some 
quiet residential neighborhoods where it's appropriate. Zoning seems like a reasonable tool to 
achieve this goal. 
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Marc Grobman commented June 16 
M 
Marc Grobman 
Fanwood NJJune 16 
This sentence startled me: The number of housing units completed in the United States last year, 
adjusted for the size of the population, was lower than in any year between 1968 and 2008. 
Unless I misinterpret this, it implies that housing units have increased since 1968-2008 lows. Or 
am I missing something ? 
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Wayne commented June 16 
W 
Wayne 
Portsmouth RIJune 16 
Give the zoning right to resident-owners so they have leverage. 
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Walter commented June 16 
W 



Walter 
Ferndale, WAJune 16 
Finally, someplace realizes that zoning is inequality writ large. 
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Bill Fordes commented June 16 
B 
Bill Fordes 
Santa MonicaJune 16 
@Walter Tell that to the homeowners who will see their 30 year investment -- some of which 
would undoubtedly fund their retirement when they down size -- go down the tubes. Here in 
"The People's Republic of Santa Monica," which no less an authority than Harry Shearer has 
pronounced "the Home of the Homeless," we homeowners serve as the Bank of said Republic; 
whenever the City needs more cash, they hit the homeowners with another tax. In addition, the 
stead-fast, forty year rule prohibiting guest houses on lot was tossed out. The result? Wealthy 
homeowners with already, illegally converted garages apply for the proper papers, get 
grandfathered in, and HELLO AIRBNB, because, well, wealthy people need more money. 
Alleviate the homeless problem much? Not. Similarly, building "affordable" housing is a joke; if 
you make $62,000 per annum, a one bedroom apartment in SM that costs $2000 per month is 
NOT AFFORDABLE.... The real problem is wealth and income equality. As long as the avg 
CEO makes 5000 what his avg worker makes, and the minimum wage remains a poverty-level 
wage, there will not be affordable housing. Just ask San Francisco how it's going. 
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Andy commented June 16 
A 
Andy 
NYCJune 16 
@ Bill Or, rather than going down, their ‘30 year investment’ may have tripled in value because 
the lot can now be converted into three units and they can cash out. Zoning density rights are 
incredibly valuable. 
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C commented June 16 
C 
C 
SeattleJune 16 
This was wildly unpopular with the citizens of Minneapolis (my hometown), which is somehow 
left out of this article. The truth here is that politicians want to subdivide lots because it brings in 
more revenue, developers want subdivided lots because they can build more and bigger 
buildings, and millennial activists have been duped into thinking tearing down older affordable 
houses for newly constructed expensive townhouses will lower their rent, which of course it will 



not. The proper solution isn't wrecking single family neighborhoods, its building a better 
transportation infrastructure so its easier to get into the city from more places. 
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5 REPLIES 
katesisco commented June 16 
K 
katesisco 
usaJune 16 
@C Having been homeless and sheltered at the Salvation Army center in Mnpls, I suggest that 
the downtown businesses and the expansive protected elevated crosswalks are indicators of the 
strong markets in Mnpls, and to continue to be a strong draw, the city needs more people close. 
Nobody wants to see vacant store fronts on the sky walks. Hence more people. 
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HG commented June 16 
H 
HG 
MinneapolisJune 16 
I live in Minneapolis now and it was that unpopular. Welcome to the future of cities in the USA 
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Bill Fordes commented June 16 
B 
Bill Fordes 
Santa MonicaJune 16 
@Cy That is indeed part of the solution. 
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Q commented June 16 
Q 
Q 
Salt Lake CityJune 16 
If employees can't afford housing... Maybe their employer needs to pay a realistic wage. People 
invest in leayve and housing because it is a finite resource. That's why the value always 
increases. No matter how many times you carve it up, you are still paying more for less. Wages 
haven't kept up with growth. That's the disease. The rest are symptoms. Governments are trying 
to push people around because it's easier than pushing corporations around. That's not 
government for the people. 
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Lynnae commented June 16 
L 
Lynnae 
NelsonJune 16 
@Raising wages can only happen when a scarcity in workers is present and those workers are 
competing for certain jobs, therefore the employer increases wages to attract workers. When we 
are on a global playing field for workers, and the cost of living in a certain place on the globe is 
one-tenth what it is in MPLS (or any place in the US), wages will rise. Corporations will find a 
way to get their products made, their clients serviced, their goods shipped, for far, far less than 
they could if they use US workers. 
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LennyM commented June 16 
L 
LennyM 
Bayside, NYJune 16 
That's the answer all right. Turn the entire city over to the real estate developers to do exactly as 
they please. 
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Bill Fordes commented June 16 
B 
Bill Fordes 
Santa MonicaJune 16 
@LennyM What could possibly go wrong? Here in Santa Monica, our City Council -- elected at 
large, and hence responsive to nobody but DEVELOPERS and, ironically and conversely, 
SANTA MONICANS FOR RENTERS RIGHTS -- has never seen a development project and a 
variance on size they didn't like. Which is why a savvy and dedicated organizer took them to 
court and did away with elections at large. With district voting comes accountability. With 
accountability, goes Developers lock hold on the Council. 
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JWyly commented June 16 
J 
JWyly 
DenverJune 16 
I applaud these efforts. Diversifying neighborhoods by allowing a mix of housing seems a 
reasonable approach. I would caution them to look at how not to do it, i.e. Denver. Unfettered 
regulations has allowed small homes to be razed by developers and apartment buildings built. No 
set back, no off street parking, cheap materials. Only recently did they stop allowing slot homes 
(multi family buildings wedged sideways into small plots of land.) My caution is set strict 



standards for developers so their building fits into the style of the neighborhood and require 
adequate off street parking to avoid parking wars on the street. 
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Our Road to Hatred commented June 16 

 
Our Road to Hatred 
njJune 16 
With population growth the logical answer to this issue is how to handle housing based on 
growth, unless we want to go the way china went years ago, 1 child/family, which was 
disastrous. The bottom line answer should be obvious. Increased density is required unless we 
can offset suburban sprawl and pass along increased infrastructure costs etc. to the single family 
homeowner which is not realistic. Therefore, density is the answer--but it needs overall planning. 
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Walter commented June 16 
W 
Walter 
Ferndale, WAJune 16 
@Our Road to Hatred - I would argue that density does NOT need planning. Planning is the root 
of our current problems. In Europe, where I live now, thousand-year-old buildings fit in quite 
well and are still livable. I assure you that modern urban planning had no place in these urban 
centers. Nor was it better construction materials. The urban planning bureaucracy - IMHO - is 
just welfare for middle class pencil pushers. 
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Simon commented June 16 
S 
Simon 
On A PlaneJune 16 
The one child policy saved starvation and famine and over population. Responsible reproduction 
should be determined by the means to raise children, not emotion. Emotion should be controlled. 
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yulia commented June 16 
Y 
yulia 
MOJune 16 
The builders should build better apartments, because the sound insulation in apartments almost 
doesn't exist that causes tension between neighbors, especially with children. Right now many 



families with children live in houses, and that is not such a big problem, but if everybody will 
love in apartment it could become an issue. 
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Carol commented June 16 
C 
Carol 
MinneapolisJune 16 
My name is Carol Becker. I have been leading the opposition to this here in Minneapolis. 
Another thing that the Editorial Board misses is that housing does not work like simple supply 
and demand. Housing is hugely inelastic, meaning everyone needs one and only one roof over 
their head. In some places, like Seattle and San Francisco, supply and demand are hugely out of 
balance. In those places, more supply will reduce costs. But Minneapolis is not them. Our supply 
and demand have been slightly out of balance due to not building during the Great Recession. 
Not because we have had massive population growth. We are seeing that balance come back as 
construction increased over the last few years. In fact, now, we are moving towards being 
overbuilt in the higher end price point. This last year, home values at the higher end were flat 
because the market has met demand for that price point. Is that producing more affordable 
housing? No. Because it is too expensive to build new affordable housing so the market is just 
not making it. Cost of labor and materials are driving those costs, not zoning. But it is cool to say 
it is zoning because we want simple answers to hard questions. But the reality is we are seeing 
more expensive housing and little affordable housing through these policies. 
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Sadie commented June 16 
S 
Sadie 
CaliforniaJune 16 
@Carol But zoning contributes to the problem. Cost of labor and materials do drive the cost of 
housing but the first step to housing crisis is to at least make it possible to build. Maybe the home 
values at the higher end being flat will allow some people to finally afford a home. I get the 
impression that it's not a matter of being "cool" to blame zoning. Your leaders are trying to tackle 
hard questions, not just punt them or protect the existing single family homeowners' property 
value. 
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katesisco commented June 16 
K 
katesisco 
usaJune 16 
@Carol Having been homeless in MNPLS, I longed to be a resident of the former low income 
quadrangle apt complex next to the Mnpls art museum. It was built for seniors/low income and 
because it was well done, roomy, parking inside the square, next to a park, close to downtown, in 



a nice neighborhood, it became a target for conversion to private rentals thru a little known 
clause that allowed 'excess' low income properties to be sold to private developers. Just the high 
rise towers are left now. 
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Norman commented June 16 
N 
Norman 
NYCJune 16 
@Carol I see the same in New York City. When you leave housing to the free market, 
developers will build for the top end of the market. Right now I'm watching buildings go up 
outside my window, taking away my view. I would happily give up my view if they were 
building low- and middle-income housing, as we did before in NYC, which people could rent for 
30% of their income. But instead, these are condos selling for millions of dollars, bought up by 
people in the financial industry, or just family wealth. Many of them are unoccupied, bought for 
investment purposes by Saudis, Russians, Chinese, and others whose wealth has murky sources. 
This is Donald Trump's world. I'd be willing to change the zoning -- for affordable public 
housing, in a city where the government isn't run by real estate developers. 
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Russ Radicans commented June 16 
R 
Russ Radicans 
MinneapolisJune 16 
“[A]dvocates for affordable housing should be jumping up and down and screaming for the 
construction of more high-end apartment buildings to ease demand for existing homes.” This is 
the part that concerns me. As developers tear down older, affordable homes to put up high-priced 
condos, how is this making housing more affordable? That said, most of the new high-rise 
residences seem to be replacing commercial buildings. There are real risks to the city’s approach, 
but we have to do SOMETHING. 
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Rodger Madison commented June 16 
R 
Rodger Madison 
Los AngelesJune 16 
This article didn't mention property taxes. Unless carefully done (and not by the way modeled 
after CA's disastrous Prob 13) I would expect that home values in affordable single family 
neighborhoods would decrease, while taxes went up, since the lots would be worth more once 
the homes were replaced by apartments. Corporations, those nice "people", would gradually buy 
up the neighborhood, as current owners were forced by taxes to sell, replacing the houses with a 
patchwork of apartments but with no corresponding investment in infrastructure, turning the 
place into a high-end slum. It's totally possible to build an apartment based livable community 
but it should be done from the ground up with careful planning taking into account transportation 



(emphasis on walking and human powered or small electric vehicles), parks, schools and small 
businesses. 
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katesisco commented June 16 
K 
katesisco 
usaJune 16 
@Rodger Madison Having been homeless in Mnpls, I can say Mnpls did local neighbor hoods 
very well. The Native American area even has sidewalk insets regarding the history. Grocery, 
library, apts, houses, all across the bridge to downtown. and there are other localized areas. 
Walking you see a lot more than driving. Are there jobs available? Bringing in more people to 
keep the skywalks full has to include jobs that enable spending while you're there. 
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Ben P commented June 16 

 
Ben P 
AustinJune 16 
There is plenty of land and plenty of cities to absorb the population in this country. The 
challenge is that income has accrued to a tiny portion of the population for far too long. Young 
families can no longer afford to buy what they used to be able to buy. Income inequality is the 
issue, zoning changes are addressing a symptom. 
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Ryan commented June 16 

 
Ryan 
IllinoisJune 16 
@Ben P Agree completely, there's too high of a concentration of jobs (and as a result, people) in 
large cities. As a result, rural America suffers terribly while urban America struggles to pay for 
the cost of living in large cities. Poor public transit networks throughout the US force all of these 
people into cars, which hurts the environment, causes traffic nightmares in places like LA and 
contributes to the overall feeling of congestion and overcrowding. By offering incentives to 
companies to start and grow in middle America, the population will naturally disperse. 
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Eric Holzman commented June 16 
E 
Eric Holzman 
Ellicott City MdJune 16 
I applaud the efforts of Minneapolis to reduce housing costs. Along with the increase in housing 
density, will Minneapolis also increase the availability of affordable public transportation? 
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Alison commented June 16 
A 
Alison 
BrooklynJune 16 
@Eric Holzman Check out their public transportation system. They are on the right path, for 
sure! I'm always amazed when I visit the Twin Cities and use their light rail. I don't drive (live in 
NYC), and there are few other cities I find as easy to get around in as Minneapolis and St. Paul. 
Bring your bike aboard, and you're set to go. 
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katesisco commented June 16 
K 
katesisco 
usaJune 16 
@Alison Having been homeless in Mnpls, I agree, and that was before they completed the light 
rail to St Paul. Downtown is eminently walkable, biking also. Thumbs up Mnpls! 
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MN commented June 16 
M 
MN 
MplsJune 16 
Yes, in many ways! Bus service is very good in some corridors as well. A weakness I 
encountered when I worked in a south suburb was that schedules were set for people commuting 
in, not out. Transit not an option in that scenario. Also, the editors gloss over the rising cost of 
housing for families here--it really is a crisis and that, too, is keeping people in cars. 
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Jonathan Sanders commented June 16 
J 
Jonathan Sanders 
New York CityJune 16 



There has been one exception to the housing shortage in major urban areas: Houston. Over the 
many years now Houston has been attracting tons of people because of job opportunities. You 
would expect that this would drive housing costs up (good ole supply and demand). But that 
wasn’t the case. Instead they just built more housing. Houston is an extreme case since the lax 
zoning has contributed to some big problems like building in flood zones etc. But nimbyism is 
apparently dead in Houston. There’s a lesson to be learned here. I would love to go to a zoning 
commission meeting where someone walks up to the microphone to complain about what will 
happen with xyz construction project and the commission would in turn ask “What would You 
propose we do to meet the demand?”. 
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Sheldon Clay commented June 16 
S 
Sheldon Clay 
MinneapolisJune 16 
A note from Minneapolis: the story actually starts in 1967, when some forward-thinking local 
citizens came up with the idea for a Metropolitan Council that would allow the entire Twin Cities 
region to take a long look down the road at issues like housing and transportation. There is 
nothing else like it in the country and conservatives in the legislature keep trying to kill it. But 
somehow it's survived 50 years and provided a forum for we residents to think about how we 
want the region to evolve over the next decades - making ideas like the Minneapolis zoning 
change possible. 
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JustInsideBeltway commented June 16 

 
JustInsideBeltway 
CapitalandiaJune 16 
@Sheldon Clay "There is nothing else like it in the country ...." Not true. The DC area has its 
Metropolitan Washington Council of Governments (DC plus parts of Maryland and Virginia). 
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Metropolitan_Washington_Council_of_Governments In Oregon 
there is: "Metro is the regional government for the Oregon portion of the Portland metropolitan 
area. It is the only directly elected regional government and metropolitan planning organization 
in the United States." https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Metro_(Oregon_regional_government) There 
are others as well. 
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Talbot commented June 16 



T 
Talbot 
New YorkJune 16 
There's this thinking that a safe, stable neighborhood of middle class home owners--which is 
what makes it appealing--is the same place when you replace the homes with multifamily 
subsidized rentals. With no limit to boot. They aren't the same. 
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Djt commented June 16 
D 
Djt 
NorcalJune 16 
It’s hard to tell what will happen. A neighbor recently sold a 1500 square foot single family 
home to a builder for 1.3 million. The builder replaced it with 4 town homes ranging from 1250 
to 1700 square feet. The 1250 square foot unit recently sold for 1.415 million. I’m happy to have 
more foot traffic and more amenities to serve new residents, but these units are not more 
affordable than what was there before. 
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Tom Q commented June 16 
T 
Tom Q 
Minneapolis, MNJune 16 
Prior to the vote by the City Council, there were lawn signs throughout many affluent and middle 
class neighborhoods of Minneapolis which read "All Are Welcome Here." Despite the raking, 
mowing and spring plantings, many of those signs remain in place. Let's have more governing by 
young people. 
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JustInsideBeltway commented June 16 

 
JustInsideBeltway 
CapitalandiaJune 16 
When zoning to include multi-family structures, always include in the law a requirement to build 
with sufficient soundproofing. It costs money so developers don't do it -- except in high-end 
buildings. The lack of sufficient soundproofing leads to a hostile situation among neighbors, as 
living one's life precludes others from doing so peacefully. Perhaps include a tax credit for the 
developer with the requirement. It does cost more, but it must be required. Otherwise, no one 
will be happy, and the police force will end up getting involved in neighbor disputes. 
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617to416 commented June 16 

 
617to416 
Ontario Via MassachusettsJune 16 
@JustInsideBeltway These complaints about noise make me laugh. It's not like the incessant roar 
of lawn mowers and leaf blowers around single-family homes is exactly peaceful. (And don't get 
me started on the amount of toxic and bioactive chemicals dumbed on suburban back yards.) 
2 Recommend 
Share 
Flag 
Elsa commented June 16 
E 
Elsa 
Minneapolis, MNJune 16 
Another aspect that this article doesn't mention is the construction of new single-family houses. 
In my neighborhood, this means small bungalows from the 1920s are currently being torn down 
and replaced by three-story McMansion type houses, which tower over and shade their 
neighbors, look awful, and fill up nearly the entire lot. So they offer all the disadvantages of a 
fourplex, without increasing density, while driving up the cost of housing overall. Some people 
claim they care about "maintaining the character" of the neighborhood, but they do not seem to 
object to these giant new houses. 
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rjon commented June 16 
R 
rjon 
Mahomet, IlinoisJune 16 
This isn’t chiefly about housing, it’s about where economic opportunity exists and why it doesn’t 
exist elsewhere. Farm policy, over decades, has industrialized farming, driving people off the 
land and out of small towns into urban areas—and with consequent despoilage of the land, we 
should note. And of course contemporary farmers, thoroughly institutionalized, would resist the 
de-mechanization of agriculture—with so much skin in the game. Yet that would seem best for 
both our food supply and the welfare of the country. If we build housing in rural areas—will they 
come? Perhaps not now that football has overtaken baseball as our national pastime. Crazy 
world.....how it’s all connected. 
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edv961 commented June 16 
E 
edv961 
COJune 16 
When young people get older and wish to start a family, many will want a single family home 
with some yard space. Corporations and businesses would do much to help this country if they 
opened headquarters in cities and areas that need growth, not the ones struggling with it. 
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Michael Dorey commented June 16 
M 
Michael Dorey 
IdahoJune 16 
This is simply another step in the transition to “more for less”. More cost for less space. As cities 
and density get promoted to the benefit of developers, and detriment of buyers and especially 
existing SFH owners, we move toward cubicle living. 
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Luke commented June 16 
L 
Luke 
ColoradoJune 16 
@Michael Dorey Can you explain your position a little better? You didn't really say anything 
other than you disagree with it (which is fine, by the way). 
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Jonathan Swenekaf commented June 16 
J 
Jonathan Swenekaf 
Northern CAJune 16 
The board’s congratulations on this development in Minneapolis is a bit early. The plan needs to 
play out -at least actually start- before the cries of success and announcements of “what went 
right” can be considered honest. Unless affordability is mandatory in some percentage of new 
units built, there is no guarantee that more housing will equal lower prices. 
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ED DOC commented June 16 
E 
ED DOC 
NorCalJune 16 
You don’t even need to read the article, the photograph at the top of the page says everything 
you need to know about the effects of increasing density where it was never meant to be. If that 
was your small, single family home in a quiet neighborhood that you maintained with a nice 



private yard for your family, how would you feel about the apartment building going up next 
door? The shadow that it casts on your house, the increased noise, congestion, and street 
parking? The loss of privacy and space (the very reason you bought that house in a suburban area 
rather than the center of the city?) There you go. One photo is with a thousand words, indeed. 
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Ms. Pea commented June 16 
M 
Ms. Pea 
SeattleJune 16 
@ED DOC--Actually, I did live in a situation like the one pictured, and you know what? It 
wasn't bad at all. The worse part was during the construction of the 4-plex that went up beside 
my home. But, once it was completed life went on as usual. We continued to enjoy our yard and 
once we got to know the couples in the apartments we even invited them over for barbecue 
occasionally. They were nice folks and it wasn't their fault the building had been built. The 
houses on our street had been close together anyway--before the apartment building went up the 
house that had been there was so close I could practically stick my arm out my window and 
touch it. And, lose of privacy? We had always been able to see our neighbors in their kitchen, 
and they could see us. So, the closeness wasn't anything new to get used to. People who live in 
cities have to be prepared for density. That's what city living is all about--lots of people packed 
into a small area. And, the 4-plex didn't seem to affect the price of our house when we sold it a 
few years ago. We got our asking price. 
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Nat commented June 16 
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Nat 
QueensJune 16 
@ED DOC I might be a little annoyed, but I'd also realize that it's much better to live in a 
healthy system where people get to choose where and how they want to live. Your aesthetic 
preferences don't rank above someone else's right to live in a desirable area near economic 
opportunity. And what is up with the hatred of shadows...trees cast shadows. There's plenty of 
shadows in nature. Shadows protect from the sun. Bring on the shadows, baby! 
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Jon commented June 16 
J 
Jon 
Berkeley, CAJune 16 
@ED DOC The shadow on the single family home is from the tree. If you don't think there's an 
affordability crisis -- especially as a fellow resident of Northern California -- you belong to the 
exact class that the article mentions: entitled homeowners desperate to say a lot, but do little to 
fix the problem. 
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Betsy commented June 16 
B 
Betsy 
Oak ParkJune 16 
Apart from the issues of merit this editorial addresses, I just look at the picture accompanying 
this article to see that the older four-square house is now completely blocked by the new 
apartment structure adjacent. No more sunlight through the windows, just the large dark shadow 
of an apartment bldg looming up against it. Any previous privacy felt by the home-howner is 
gone overnight. It must feel quite uncomfortable thinking that several dozen people might be 
peering into your windows at any time of day. For no other other reason, I would object to the 
apartments. 
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Leonick commented June 16 
L 
Leonick 
Bethesda MdJune 16 
End the subsidized fixed rate 30-year mortgage and mortgage interest deduction They inflate 
house prices, finance sprawl, and worsen inequality 
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Michael Blazin commented June 16 
M 
Michael Blazin 
Dallas, TXJune 16 
Is there any evidence that opening the zoning translates into additional affordable housing? The 
property values rise, acquisition land costs rise and developers will need to appeal to well-off 
condo buyers and apartment renters to make a good profit. The other action that will take place is 
some kind of property tax protection for people aging in place of which I expect Minneapolis 
will have growing numbers. It will be an interesting experiment. My guess is the political 
support came more from well-off Millennials wanting places to live well vs. some kind of 
upsurge in concern for poorer residents. 
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Nat commented June 16 
N 
Nat 
QueensJune 16 



@Michael Blazin Yes there is evidence. And lots of it! The same thing plays out in pretty much 
every city in the world with strict zoning policies. https://www.mercatus.org/publication/how-
land-use-regulation-undermines-affordable-housing https://www.nber.org/papers/w8835 
https://theconversation.com/rba-research-shows-that-zoning-restrictions-are-driving-up-housing-
prices-93064 
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Marcus commented June 16 
M 
Marcus 
SeattleJune 16 
Of course there is no evidence, as the history of urbanization shows cities become more 
expensive as they grow. Unfortunately for the millennials, Minneapolis will not be the exception. 
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Michael Blazin commented June 16 
M 
Michael Blazin 
Dallas, TXJune 16 
Those citations claim to show strict zoning keeps prices up. While I might challenge that 
correlation is not causation, that was not my question. Is there evidence that loosening restraints 
spawns affordable homes? Or are the new homes a different type, but equally marketed to more 
wealthy residents? 
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Working Mama commented June 16 
W 
Working Mama 
New York CityJune 16 
More emphasis is needed on pairing increases in housing density with increases in necessary 
infrastructure. Where we live, loads of apartment buildings are being build where single family 
homes or single floor strip malls once stood. However, transit capacity, power and water lines, 
school capacity, etc. have failed to keep pace. Zoning boards should make it their business to 
insist that these things go together. 
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ARL commented June 16 
A 
ARL 
New YorkJune 16 



@Working Mama New classrooms, new school staff, more busses, more traffic lights, more 
police, the new water supply, the expanded sewage plant, etc etc...the developer walks away with 
profits, you get the bill. Zoning board needs to up the fees to cover the costs. 
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Travelers commented June 16 
T 
Travelers 
All Over The U.S.June 16 
People really want to raise their children in "dense?" Where the only "outdoors" is a city park a 
few blocks away? My wife and I both lived near the edge of town during our childhoods. Our 
time was spent outdoors. Today is a good day to say this: THANKS MOM AND DAD Now, 
with no outdoors, in other words, with "dense," children have to play inside. And that means 
staring at screens. Data indicate they spend about seven hours a day doing this. Seven hours/day. 
These "young politicians" who want more housing can knock themselves out. And then in a few 
years they can find something else besides themselves to blame for why their children are 
incapable of creating their own fun in life (or even their own lives) because they spent their 
childhoods addicted to screens. Maybe, just maybe, the problem isn't a shortage of housing. 
Maybe the problem, as was identified years ago but now is ignored, is that there are too many 
people on the planet for the space the planet has for people. 
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617to416 commented June 16 

 
617to416 
Ontario Via MassachusettsJune 16 
@Travelers Good urban (and suburban) planning can solve these challenges. In my town we are 
building high-density housing, but the communities are carefully planned to ensure there are 
parks, walking trails, bike paths, hockey rinks (it's Canada) and other recreational facilities 
interspersed with the housing. Schools and shopping areas are also intermixed with careful 
planning. Public transportation could be better, but it's certainly something the community is 
trying to solve. I want to stress, however, that the American "leave everything to individuals and 
the markets" approach to all problems doesn't work in denser communities. You need collective 
planning. Americans are no longer living on the frontier, but they still sometimes think and act 
like they do. 
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cheryl commented June 16 



 
cheryl 
yorktownJune 16 
@617to416 You've made some good comments. Comprehensive planning is necessary to get 
future development "right" for communities. It's possible - but it takes a lot of work and 
community interest (and compromise ) that goes beyond the edge of their own property or 
neighborhood. 
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Travelers commented June 16 
T 
Travelers 
All Over The U.S.June 16 
@617to416 ah yes. The idea that we can "plan" solutions. Parks, walking trails, bike paths. All 
things that adults like. All with adult-determined rules. Will there be wide open spaces where 
children can build their own forts? Where there are stacks of old wood that children can take to 
build their tree houses? Where they can shoot their bows and arrows into the sky, and then spend 
an hour looking for the arrow? Where they can run free of adult supervision and eyes? Where the 
only "rules" are "be home for dinner" and "don't put your eye out?" Places for exploring? Places 
to run free? Design away! And children will still be spending 7 hours/day on their screens. They 
will quickly get bored by all of the "adult-planned" (short) trails and parks filled with hundreds 
of other people. What you are proposing is structure on steroids. And much more structure than 
is good for children in order for them to be able to learn how to structure their own lives, find 
their own entertainment, build, fail, try again, work cooperatively with other kids on projects, be 
creative, explore. Your idea is killing their brains at a time when they need much more than 
"schools and shopping areas" intermixed with "careful planning." 
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PatitaC commented June 16 
P 
PatitaC 
Westside, KCMOJune 16 
I love to drive around the older neighborhoods in my city. They are full of beautiful large older 
houses set between four Plexes six Plexes and 12 Plexes from an era when public transportation 
was universal and parking was not an issue. The small apartment buildings tend to have porches, 
which encourages community interaction and thus integrate the apartment living people into the 
street life of the community. The buildings are no higher than three stories. If such smaller multi 
buildings are built in my neighborhood with decent respect for setbacks, aesthetics, and modern 
parking needs, I’m ok with that. 
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1 REPLY 
katesisco commented June 16 
K 
katesisco 
usaJune 16 
@PatitaC Indianapolis was a planned city and has just what you describe. Local centers and 
parks were part of the plan. Altho autos were not considered. 
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Justin Chipman commented June 16 
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Justin Chipman 
Denver, COJune 16 
First, let me take umbrage with the Editorial Board's cheap shot at progressives. Second, let me 
tell you that the editorial board knows nothing of the state of housing in the country or the 
market mechanics that drive housing prices through the roof. As a Denverite and a progressive 
and a former home builder and Realtor, I will promise you that the affordability of homes is 
driven by the non-owner investment of homes. In simple terms, in Denver over the past decade, 
the percentage of non-owner occupied homes has increased from about 30% to 40%. This means 
that the ownership-available housing stock has dropped from 70% to 60%. Simple, econ 101 
market mechanics should tell you that with the decrease in availability of homes for purchase as 
a percentage of total demand will cause an acute rise in housing. I don't have the space to flesh 
out what I know about the real estate markets. Further, your premis that Minneapolis is breaking 
new ground is just wrong. I live in an example of where that change in zoning has led to acute 
destruction of small and affordable houses. Single family homes in NW Denver used to go for 
200K. Now they are being purchased for 400K and then split into duplex sides that are selling for 
750K. Density has doubled and the cost of the homes has skyrocketed. You have my email 
address, I am more than happy to spend an hour or two teaching you how the real estate market 
actually works. 
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Carol commented June 16 
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Carol 
MinneapolisJune 16 
@Justin Chipman I am Carol Becker and I have led the opposition to what is going on in 
Minneapolis. You are spot on about how this is all driving costs up. In North Minneapolis, the 
traditionally poor part of town, we are seeing corporate purchase of single family homes to 
convert from home ownership to rental, because corporations have figured out they can make 
money by buying and converting from ownership to rental, which is driving prices up there. On 
the south side of the City, we are seeing these swanky new housing units driving prices up for 
the surrounding housing, as the value of this new housing is way more than the old housing. This 
is in part because they are rental as opposed to home ownership. Affordable housing isn't being 
built because it is too expensive. All Minneapolis did was give carte blanche to developers to 



build more swanky housing. They would know that if they had bothered to look at construction 
numbers. 
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philip commented June 16 
P 
philip 
ATLJune 16 
There are a lot of misinformed opinions opposing increased population density here - ironically 
supporting the author’s argument that well-meaning progressives still oppose construction 
projects only for their perceived or anticipated impact. The author is correct that low population 
density is an environmental and social issue. It’s worth adding that these projects not only serve 
Millenials. Boomers are downsizing and want to live in walkable neighborhoods where they 
needn’t drive to access everything. What other way do cities have to provide this than to build 
multi-family units? These projects increase road congestion only as long as they remain 
dispersed. Eventually, the increased density makes alternative modes of transportation more 
viable. We have to start taking action to build cities that we actually want to live in, that improve 
our well-being and the well-being of our neighbors. 
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TRF commented June 16 
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TRF 
St PaulJune 16 
@philip "We have to start taking action to build cities that we actually want to live in..." We 
actually did that at one time in this country until we decided we needed a city that could 
accomodate our need to take our "vehicle" with us every place we went. Now we've seen the 
folly in that and want to go back. Live & learn! 
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Beeze commented June 16 
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Beeze 
NYCJune 16 
Will this actually lead to more "affordable housing?" Or will it lead to the construction of a lot of 
expensive and poorly constructed apartments and condos, as has been the case in NYC? How 
will increased population affect roads, public transit, and schools? Will it lead to massive 
gentrification, as nicer apartments replace run-down single family homes in poorer 
neighborhoods? I fear this could cause more problems than it will resolve. 
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Talbot 
New YorkJune 16 
Ending single family zoning could well end up being the housing version of school busing in the 
1970s. 
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dpr commented June 16 
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dpr 
Other Left CoastJune 16 
Several commenters express concern about adequate parking when housing becomes more 
dense. I moved to a city with good public transportation eight years ago and happily gave up 
owning a car. It saves me a huge amount of money, I never need to look for a parking space, and 
if I need a car to get somewhere, I can easily get one through a shared-car service. For the benefit 
of our planet, Americans need to understand that they don't need to own everything. 
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Kristin commented June 16 
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Kristin 
Portland, ORJune 16 
@dpr - No we don't need to own everything. That's why some things have to be protected for all 
of us, like trees, open spaces, and areas such as low-density neighborhoods where it's still 
possible to take a walk. The areas in my city (Portland), where high denisty , housing has taken 
over are concrete and steel nightmares with constant noise, people everywhere all the time, and 
horrible traffic. Who in their right mind would want to export that to every corner of the city? 
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dpr commented June 16 
D 
dpr 
Other Left CoastJune 16 
@Kristin The American myth of rugged individualism is choking us. We need more public 
goods like public transportation and public parks to make cities more livable while we make 
housing more dense. The millennials I know have no difficulty with this concept. For example, 
many of them choose not to own a car. I live in a pretty flat city, and the number of bicycles in 
use has mushroomed in the last few years. And I think that for many, the liveliness of having 
people on the streets all the time is a plus, not a minus. 
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Michael 
USAJune 16 
The other missing component is wages. Housing is unaffordable because many people are unable 
to earn enough to pay for it. Many government and charitable programs that help pay for food, 
rent, and healthcare are in reality subsidizing businesses that pay their employees less than the 
cost of living. If the same business expected the government to cover part of its cost for material 
supplies, its leadership would be considered incompetent. But when subsidized labor costs pad 
the bottom line? Put them on the cover of Forbes magazine! A cost-of-living-based increase in 
the minimum wage would ultimately result in a reduced need for taxpayer-funded government 
programs that fill the gap when workers routinely earn less than it costs for them to show up at 
work. 
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Fran commented June 16 
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Fran 
MidwestJune 16 
Before increasing the population density, would it not make sense to create/improve public 
transportation. My township (in southeast Michigan) offers a shuttle service, but your have to 
register and make an appointment ahead of time. In Cascais, Portugal, they have a shuttle 
(actually two vehicles going in opposite directions, if I remember correctly) that runs constantly 
along the same loop. Once you know it is there, you can time your food shopping and other trips 
without having to call for an appointment the day before. Would not that make sense, for most 
suburban communities at least? 
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Macktan commented June 16 
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NashvilleJune 16 
This is such a complex problem that I fear the solution being "end single-family zoning" might 
not serve as the one answer to the problem of affordable housing construction. Yes, we 
desperately need affordable housing, especially in our major cities. But I have lived in an area 
that built loads of condos, tore down old houses with huge lots & built 2 houses in their place, & 
the result was overcrowding, lines for everything, and horrible traffic congestion. This building 
spurt changed the nature of this town from peaceful and bucolic to noisy, stressful and crowded. 
Population growth must be planned--its impact on services, on schools, on traffic. And it has to 
be monitored so that opportunists don't find the loopholes and take advantage of zoning liberties 
& build unaffordable condos. I'll follow the Minneapolis experiment. Yes, I do appreciate my 
green space & I despise navigating crowds everywhere I go--the beach, park, movies, 
restaurants, grocery stores, post offices--so that errands take hours. I'm all for it, as long as it is 
planned carefully with its impact on all aspects of city living thoughtfully considered. 
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ms commented June 16 
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ms 
MidwestJune 16 
@Macktan That reminds me of an additional problem from years back: Inadequate cabling for 
POTS and internet service, resulting in waiting sometimes years for service in areas that 
expanded in population density. That many not be a problem in the digital age, but I would bet 
there are other similar infrastructure services that would be inadequate if not adequately planned 
for upfront. 
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Carol commented June 16 
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Carol 
MinneapolisJune 16 
@Macktan It is interesting that no one talks about the fact that Minneapolis is the Twin Cities 
and that right across the river you can compare a second city to see what the experiment is doing. 
Median home value in Minneapolis is about $260.000 and about $190,000 in St Paul. Keep an 
eye on it. 
4 Recommend 
Share 
Flag 
katesisco commented June 16 
K 
katesisco 
usaJune 16 
@Macktan Nashville just rejected a massive (cost and infrastructure) light rail system that was 
solely needed. IF not now when? Gallatin has a quaint town square, new soccer parks, could use 
a walkable downtown plan. 
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laurence commented June 16 
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laurence 
bklynJune 16 
The basic idea of local government is to serve the needs of the voters and taxpayers. The present 
voters and tax payers. So why are we being told that we need to forgo our interests in issues like 
light, fresh air and peace and quiet? Or maybe I'm wrong. Maybe the idea is to push out the 
present residents in a bid to increase the tax base and the governments budgets. If you constantly 
strive to bring in newer and bigger businesses and more and more new employees for those 
businesses the people who elected you and paid to build the municipality will gradual leave and 
you won't have to listen to them complaining anymore! Municipalities should be required (by the 
voters!) to change their charters to make the needs and desires of present residents and tax payers 



the first and foremost concern of governance. Also, after living in Brooklyn for twenty five years 
I can tell you that all those new apartment towers rising like weeds are NOT holding down 
prices. Quite the opposite. Developers are only interested in high profit development and the 
present landlords just raise their prices to match. It's not rocket science. 
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Questioning Everything commented June 16 
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Questioning Everything 
NashvilleJune 16 
@Laurence I don't Know. In Nashville we have been continuously told that all these tax 
incentives (many to support tourism) will help our economy And all this infill is to accommodate 
all these new people moving to Nashville who will be adding to our economy - and yet- our city 
budget has faced shortfalls these last two years and the metro council now wants to raise 
property taxes (they are saying to fund schools, but I wonder why schools took a back seat to 
wooing Amazon here). We have a Mayoral race coming up this year and one of the candidates 
themes is "give the city back to the residents" - what a novel idea! 
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Nat commented June 16 
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QueensJune 16 
@laurence Consider the following thought experiment: 1. Without new housing supply, rents 
would've gone up $100. 2. Big apartment building gets built. 3. Rents in the area go up by $75. 
Did the apartment building not "hold rents down?" People see this kind of event happen and 
assume that the apartment building caused rents to rise, but they've got cause and effect 
backwards (a.k.a. wet streets cause rain phenomenon). Rents are rising in the area because 
people decide it's desirable and want to move there. Just look at San Francisco, which has some 
of the most draconian zoning in the country. Did keeping all those single family houses hold 
down rents? Just the opposite: it accelerated the displacement of existing residents. Anyway, 
here's some reading which might interest you: http://cityobservatory.org/another-housing-myth-
debunked-neighborhood-price-effects-of-new-apartments/ http://cityobservatory.org/the-end-of-
the-housing-supply-debate-maybe/ https://www.zillow.com/research/new-construction-
shortgage-20991/ https://www.vox.com/2014/4/10/18076868/affordable-housing-explained 
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KSJune 16 
And what about the diminished property values of those who own what used to be single family-
zoned homes? 
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617to416 commented June 16 

 
617to416 
Ontario Via MassachusettsJune 16 
@Mon Ray The law of supply and demand suggests that the rarer single-family homes become, 
the higher their value should be. The only reason property values fall when zoning diversifies is 
because Americans aren't really very happy with diversity. That's a cultural problem more than 
an economic one. 
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Deirdre 
New JerseyJune 16 
Those properties are not diminished, they are in demand by entrepreneurs who will tear them 
down and build a new dwelling My in-laws had a very old, dated property that needed $200k to 
bring up to today’s living standards - the builders lined up, paid cash - which was double what 
they bought the property for and then they tore it down. Everyone won Including his old 
neighbors. 
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Bob 
NYCJune 16 
@Mon Ray It is curious how this comment appeared under one complaining about the exact 
opposite, namely that apartment development leads to higher prices and displacement of current 
residents. So: development is bad because it raises prices, but it is also bad because it lowers 
prices. Which one is wrong? (Probably both.) 
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stewart bolinger commented June 16 
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stewart bolinger 
westport, ctJune 16 



We have a few hundred economically depressed cities with surplus housing as well. Generous 
relocation allowances for those making less than $100,000 per year instead of the opposite might 
entice workers and businesses to locate in smaller communities. I moved from the Bay Area to a 
college town in MI buying a 2750 sq ft brick house on a half acre lot for one third the cost of the 
home I sold in Oakland. The difference finances travel around the world two times a year. No 
congestion. Services costing half as much. Some flights from here that connect through Detroit 
cost less than flying from Detroit. The Minneapolis idea is sensible enough but Dayton, 
Janesville, Flint, Buffalo, South Bend and more offer more as well. 
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ms commented June 16 
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MidwestJune 16 
@stewart bolinger The problem being lack of jobs, because large/attractive employers generally 
locate where they can get an easy/cheaper supply of talent, better infrastructure, and generous tax 
breaks. Smaller towns can't effectively compete on those fronts. 
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Cayce 
AtlantaJune 16 
When people get up in arms about density and the ruination of housing values, I always think 
about the great neighborhoods in LA. Mixed in among a lot of single family houses in many 
areas of Los Angeles are duplexes and 4-plexes. The neighborhoods have only climbed in value 
and it's not like living in a transient wasteland by a long stretch. Most of those neighborhoods 
have been around since the 30's and no one thinks twice about them. Many young people over 
the years have managed to purchase homes by renting out the second unit. It appears that 
Minneapolis only switched the single family zoning to up to 3 units. We're not talking about 
massive apartment buildings here. I see nothing wrong with that. 
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Emile commented June 16 
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Emile 
New YorkJune 16 
The picture used to illustrate this editorial is pro foundling revealing. We're not looking at an 
apartment complex being built next to a McMansion, or a house with wide lawns (and narrow 
minds). We're looking at an apartment complex being built next to a rather humble little home 



(look at its poor, peeling red fence), which will end up dwarfed and left in shadow by its 
neighbor. There's no way increasing housing density will take place in any areas other than 
where the powerless live. The solution isn't to increase density this way, but rather to heavily tax 
developments of luxury apartment buildings as well as single-family houses valued at $250,000 
and above, meanwhile giving enormous tax breaks for developers to build housing for low and 
middle-income people. 
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SH commented June 16 
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SH 
USAJune 16 
Have any of these city planners thought about parking? Did they forget that for half the winter 
the parking is cut in half by either massive piles of snow or snow emergency route rules? Parking 
with the density that comes with single family homes is already at its maximum on most streets. I 
cannot imagine multiplying that three to four times. 
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Scientist commented June 16 

 
Scientist 
United StatesJune 16 
@SH, the car ownership you speak of is part of the problem, along with single family homes in 
otherwise dense city centers. I live in a high rise in a city where at least 0.5 parking spaces (often 
1) must be built for each unit. We have public transit everywhere. It is insane. 
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Evan commented June 16 
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Evan 
DenverJune 16 
A great feature of density is that residents need not drive everywhere. And, if parking were 
priced appropriately, there would never be a parking shortage. 
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USAJune 16 
@Scientist That's great that you are in a high-rise city where they were able to include parking in 
the planning. Think about about a cute little neighborhood with just enough room on the lot for 
maybe a 1800 sqft house (multilevel) and a garage that is only accessed through an ally behind 
the house. The garage can at most accommodate two cars. Please tell me where the other two 
cars would go (assuming only one person is living in each unit)? 
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T.H. Williams commented June 16 
T 
T.H. Williams 
Annapolis, MarylandJune 16 
Minneapolis is about to become more like European cities. This will increase property values all 
around and likely start a housing boom. Businesses will see an increase in the labor pool. Watch 
and see, many cities will follow this route. 
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James B commented June 16 
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James B 
Portland OregonJune 16 
@T.H. Williams The pre-automobile areas of Europe are great, with many small businesses on 
every street. The post-automobile areas are terrible. 
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Corbin commented June 16 
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Corbin 
MinneapolisJune 16 
As wealthier people flood the city, each one requires more space to live in than poorer folks. So a 
4 bedroom home that once contained an extended family of twelve is replaced by a couple, who 
use the extra rooms to house their possessions. Even if you tear the house down and build an 8-
plex, that original family can’t afford to live in those new units. And no, providing tax breaks to 
developers will not trickle down to affordable rents for the newly homeless. 
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Dr. Conde 



Medford, MA.June 16 
I live in a suburb of Boston, and the major issue I have with this plan is that it does not include 
transportation. Our roads are so crowded that my commute time often doubles from 45 minutes 
to 90 minutes . . . to go less than 10 miles! So many have moved here is in the last decade that 
just getting to the highway down the hill can take ten minutes. Airplane noise fills up the 
mornings that used to have some peace. It's also very important that green spaces for walking, 
biking, running, and being in nature surrounded by trees are preserved. Yes, we need cheaper 
housing, but we also need balance, not developers gone wild. Finally, what compensation for the 
people who have bought expensive properties? They just have to move and lose their lifetime 
investment? Why not also develop transportation and housing in the farther suburbs? The public 
transportation is barely there. It's not even that great in Boston. 
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SB commented June 16 
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SB 
Falls Church,VAJune 16 
We need to move beyond the idea of housing as an investment. It helped us get into the housing 
crisis in 2008 and it's choking our cities and their future. And if you want some say over what 
your neighbor does with their property then buy it yourself. Americans love property rights and 
freedom, unless it means undesirables might move in next door. Then we're all in favor 
government control. 
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John Dyer commented June 16 
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John Dyer 
Troutville VAJune 16 
Maybe the problem is not too little housing, but too many people. This idea that population and 
economies have to keep on growing forever defies the laws of physics. All this encouragement 
for more people is killing the planet. Back to reality. We keep saying that our urban areas need to 
be denser, yet we bemoan the death of rural America- throwing billions of dollars in free 
broadband, investment incentives and government aid to try to keep rural communities from 
collapsing. We need to make up our minds. If we want growth in cities we need to give up our 
life support for rural areas. We can't afford to incentivize both rural living and urban living. 
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@John Dyer "If we want growth in cities we need to give up our life support for rural areas. We 
can't afford to incentivize both rural living and urban living." I disagree. You can incentivize 
both and promote both. OK, it's a bit harder when so much of the GDP goes on defense and tax 
cuts for the rich, but it's not a case of one or the other. 
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NYCJune 16 
@John Dyer As economies develop a country must urbanize. People living in rural areas only 
make sense if they are all farmers. A service based economy requires people to live close to each 
other, in order to provide each other services. The problem isn’t too little land or too much 
people — its that economic forces which incentives moving to cities are being stymied by local 
home owners who want to maintain/appreciate their equity. The clear solution is to centralize 
decisioning making at the State level, or support zoning reform, since property owners will 
always hold local land use hostage to maintain their investments. This is done at the detriment to 
the greater economy and society, as cities are not allowed to grow to what their local economies 
demand. 
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kladinvt commented June 16 
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kladinvt 
Duxbury, VermontJune 16 
This is a good idea, as long as transportation, parking and congestion are top considerations, 
along with providing 'green spaces' within all of these neighborhoods for mental wellbeing of all. 
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PatitaC commented June 16 
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PatitaC 
Westside, KCMOJune 16 
@kladinvt. Agreed as to green space. We have a dt building boom of pet friendly high rises, and 
no green spaces to take them to. 
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Minneapolis MNJune 16 



Minneapolis parks have been rated as the best for six years in a row by The Trust for Public 
Land. We are building another light-rail system in addition to the three we have. We have an 
extensive bus system. The traffic is mind boggling, but I’m retired and only use Uber when 
walking, buses, and time of night are not possible for me. My friends and family haven’t 
followed my example yet. 
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TRF 
St PaulJune 16 
@kladinvt Minneapolis's planners already thought of this, 100 years ago. They zoned for every 
address in the city to be no more than 1/4 mile from a public park or playground. 
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G. James commented June 16 
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G. James 
Northwest ConnecticutJune 16 
Another factor influencing housing cost is the size of houses we occupy. In 1900, the average 
home in the US was 900 square feet. By 2010, it was over 3,000 SF. Is it any wonder that 
housing affordability is an issue? In addition, the average family was just under 5 people in 1900, 
and around half that size today. By itself, going from single-family zoning to 3-family will not 
solve the problem if the size of the units is too large. In addition, public transportation is another 
factor. Minneapolis has a wonderful light-rail system, but it is limited in reach and depends on 
buses to fill in the gaps, which are not a sufficient advantage over private vehicles (since they 
travel the same highways and streets) to make them a real transportation alternative. And while 
you have to start somewhere, you also have to be able to walk and chew gum at the same time. 
Minneapolis is expanding its rail system; time will tell if it is too little too late as the down 
zoning initiative increases density and inevitable congestion. The Twin Cities are by national 
standards affordable, have high employment, and are very livable. I hope that is not lost. 
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Sheri DH commented June 16 
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Rochester NYJune 16 
@G. James Yes, this. Smaller homes, smaller lots, maybe more doubles or triples -- denser 
housing doesn't have to be high-rises. As others have commented, transportation and parking 
need to be included as factors as well. 
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Spook commented June 16 
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Spook 
Left CoastJune 16 
@G. James Lots of the cost is also the overburden of absurd building codes and associated costs. 
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Bridgeport, CTJune 16 
Here in Bridgeport a conversions of old factories into condos and apartments is one way the 
housing crisis is being addressed (there are a whole lotta old factories in this town). Same thing 
is going in in RI and the rest of New England. The manufacturing went South, but the building 
can still be used. 
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Erica Smythe 
MinnesotaJune 16 
Minneapolis is making a huge mistake. Once you begin to shove in 4-6 apartment buildings 
between single family homes..the value of those single family homes drops like a rock...forcing 
the people who live in those single family homes to either sell or tear down their house and build 
another 4-6 apartment building. Pretty soon the neighborhood is shot because those people who 
make that community work no longer feel like the people living in those rental units have a stake 
in the neighborhood...causing the social fabric that once held that neighborhood together to fray. 
Minneapolis has many many problems, and affordable housing (according to their city leaders) is 
about finding a 1000 sq ft. apartment available to rent to a homeless person for $500/month paid 
for with Section 8 dollars. Which is why anyone with the means to do so is leaving Minneapolis 
and heading to the suburbs, leaving Minneapolis city leaders in a race to build multi-unit 
buildings so they can shove in as many property tax $ as possible into their coffers as possible 
before the whole house of cards comes tumbling down. 
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sjs commented June 16 
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Bridgeport, CTJune 16 
@Erica Smythe Time will tell if you or the government of Minneapolis is right (I"m betting on 
City Hall). And, as someone who renting for years, I am totally sick of the idea that renters are 
somehow not as good of people as those who own. That they are not good citizen because they 
pay rent. Nonsense. And let me point out, based on years of living in many neighborhoods, that 



usually the worst house on the block, the one with the uncut grass and the car on cinder blocks, is 
a house owned by the person living in it. 
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Duxbury, VermontJune 16 
@Erica Smythe Fleeing to the suburbs only works if you're white, str8 and christian, otherwise 
those burbs are less than welcoming. And one of the main points of this article and this 
movement is that it's driven by younger people, so if the insular middle-aged want to leave, 
maybe that's better for the diversity and vibrancy of the city. 
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Corbin 
MinneapolisJune 16 
@Erica Symthe I live on Minneapolis, and the opposite of what you’re describing is going on. 
The new development drives up the value of the existing homes. 
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José commented June 16 
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José 
NYJune 16 
Until developers/landlords/lenders stop benefiting and reaping profits from any improvements to 
our quality of life nothing will get fixed. Housing should be an affordable right. 
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RJ 
New JerseyJune 16 
It seems like the only new single housing construction going on in NJ is for $800,000 homes 
over 3,000 sq ft. Perhaps the reason most of us, including NJ residents, can't afford single family 
homes is because local zoning allows for these oversized monstrosities. What happened to the 
"small" capes at 1,700 sq ft.? I like having a garage for bikes, a workshop, etc., and a backyard 
for gardening, children to play, etc. I don't think that's an extravagance. But developers can make 
a bigger profit on the larger homes, and the rest of us must suffer. 
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Cathy commented June 16 
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Cathy 
Hopewell Jct NYJune 16 
If you are going to increase density, and eliminate single family zoning, you have a lot of work 
to do, Start by recognizing that you have decreased the value of the single family home, and 
substantially lower the taxable base value. Second, plan for the resources. Do you have enough 
resources to increase density? Do you have the water and water pressure necessary? Do you have 
sewage treatment capacity, sidewalks, streetlights? Do you have room in the local schools? Do 
you have parking? Do you have police, fire and emergency resources? And third, plan for how 
the changes in rules will be exploited for gain rather than used to improve the community. Will 
people put in luxury town homes or tall buildings which block the sun and add burdens to the 
neighborhood but gather subsidies from government grants? Will they build affordable housing 
or simply try to displace other landlords by expanding unaffordable housing? Depend on it - the 
developer has no motive other than to extract maximum value from a new opportunity. Mixed 
use areas can work well, but a whole lot of thought has to be put in first. There is no easy 
solution that increases affordable housing stock. 
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MinnesotaJune 16 
@Cathy You can see in this article the reason they're pushing for this is because of "Climate 
Change." These are the same people who detest the suburban 3500 sq ft homes and big yards and 
3 car garages...or the exurban 10 acre hobby farms. They want everyone living in the big city 
where it's more efficient to deliver services and easier to concentrate power in the hands of 
progressives who only want to tell you how to live your life. Nicolae Ceaușescu did the same 
thing in Bucharest...tearing apart suburbs and forcing 1/3 of the population of Romania to 
relocate within eyesight of his People's Presidential Palace. That is..unti lhe and his wife were 
summarily executed by the Romanian Army for crimes against the Romanian People. That's the 
problem with Socialists and Central Planners. Eventually the people catch on to what the real 
plan is. 
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Fred 
Falls Church, VAJune 16 
People buy housing based on the existing zoning rules. This change causes more traffic and 
congestion, and less privacy for existing homeowners. 
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Matt Williams commented June 16 
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New YorkJune 16 
Believe it or not, there are people who want to read or watch tv in their living room without 
hearing the husband and wife next door fighting or being forced to smell another neighbor’s 
failed attempt at cooking fish for dinner. What is most troublesome in this editorial is the 
assertion that somehow people who live in single family homes are ‘entitled’. There is no 
entitlement involved. Most people that own their own home worked hard to get them. This 
movement is being led by young people - the same people that would rather travel than save, 
enjoy the ‘now’ rather than plan for the future, and who will just as happily pick up and move 
across the country if that promises more enjoyment for themselves. 
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Ali commented June 16 
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Ali 
Marin County, CAJune 16 
@Matt Williams Yup - I lived in apartments in DC and SF for years. In my experience, "vibrant" 
is code for hearing the people next door arguing, their dog barking constantly because he's bored, 
and their drunken screaming in the hall when they come back from the bar at 1AM. Nope, I'm 
good on vibrancy. For a lot of us, as we get older, our tolerance at being constantly subjected to 
other's noise gets old. I recently bought a house in a suburb of Washington, DC. While there are 
issues, and there always are, everything's a trade-off, I do relish never hearing any neighbors. 
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Liza commented June 16 
L 
Liza 
QuebecJune 16 
@Al there is no reason for the noise in modern apartment buildings, except that developers don't 
see this as a problem. This was a major reason--along with open concept--that kept me in a single 
family house. (Open concept means even more noise, in my view.) Today I live in a pre war, fire 
proof building. I can't hear my neighbors and they can't hear me, even while playing a parlor 
grand piano. Here in the middle of the city, I find it's quieter than in the countryside. 
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Swamp deVille commented June 16 
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Swamp deVille 



MDJune 16 
Hmm. In the US, a single family home is truly “subsidized housing” - the mortgage interest 
deduction was originally and still is a direct federal government subsidy. So, “most single family 
home owners got a government subsidy to help buy their house, whether they worked hard or 
not” - that’s more accurate. And millennials - most who move are taking that step to find a job. 
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S North commented June 16 

 
S North 
EuropeJune 16 
I cannot comment on Minneapolis or any other specific city. But I will say what I have agaisnt 
devoted large swathes of the cit to single-family houses, cute as they are: such development is 
car-dependent and inimical to public transport. Vast areas of single-family homes on enormous 
lawns are usually the kind of neighbourhood where nobody walks. 
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NDJ commented June 16 
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NDJ 
ArizonaJune 16 
Problems with this: 1) the cost of rent is often more than a mortgage, for less square footage; 2) 
if purchasing a “townhome”, “condo”, etc, the price is the same as that single-family home with 



a yard, and in top of that are HOA fees; 3) #1 and #2 could be interpreted as a big”win” for 
developers, who live in single-family homes; 4) the issues with neighbors, and living in peace 
with them, are raised exponentially; 5) should only be no more than two stories high, in order to 
allow for access to sunlight. Obviously, there are lore considerations that effective engaged city 
planners and architects and regulations need to address and control. 
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Jake commented June 16 
J 
Jake 
PhiladelphiaJune 16 
So, if you want more housing, do you support New York’s new rent laws? By preventing rent 
increases, New York greatly disincentivized new buildings or the maintenance of existing ones. 
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John Jones commented June 16 
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John Jones 
Cherry Hill NJJune 16 
IN THEORY Increasing the density of homes sounds good. My wife and I, before starting our 
family, lived in a beautiful old building in a time-warp-of-the-60s neighborhood that's still a time 
warp. The apartment was huge, luxurious and the rent cheap. It was also plagued by neighbors 
who felt entitled to blast their 800 watt stereos all night long. When I called them to plead for 
quiet, they invited me downstairs to join their party. Fortunately, we now live in a time when 
earbuds are ubiquitous and cheap, along with the universality of cell phone use. Requiring 
residents in dense housing to use earbuds to keep noise down will be a preventive to toxic, 
damaging levels of noise. 
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Stephan commented June 16 
S 
Stephan 
DCJune 16 
Construction standards in Minneapolis (and probably across the country) need to be beefed up. I 
know of many examples of recently completed buildings in Minneapolis which need remediation 
due to poor construction, mostly from moisture issues. One friend's condominium in Edina 
(small 2 BR) needs fixes amounting to a $125,000 special assessment! Developers need to be 
held accountable long term for poor-quality construction and materials. In addition, standards for 
design and scale are needed. Aesthetics are an important factor in regards to quality of life. 
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Alabama commented June 16 



 
Alabama 
IndependentJune 16 
The financial services industry and the residential construction industry have a partnership that 
works to benefit employed people. It does not work to benefit self employed and retired people 
who often cannot prove income sufficiently to meet the income requirements for mortgage loans. 
There needs to be a third option of mortgage lending based upon the credit worthiness and the 
value of the proposed collateral. If the financial services industry can make unsecured loans via 
large credit card purchases or automobile purchases they can also do it for people in need of a 
mortgage loan. The sooner that gap is filled the more housing will become available because 
there is a whole market out there not being tapped. 
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Mary commented June 16 
M 
Mary 
NCJune 16 
@Alabama this is a great point and one I found out when I retired in my 40's (with a government 
pension) and wanted to buy a house. Many people on pensions may not have a big number, but 
for a lot of us, the wealth is in other instruments such as mutual funds, stocks, etc. When I 
applied for a mortgage their only criteria was my pension - and that is why drove how much they 
would loan me (this was 2005). Luckily I did not need more and took what was offered 
(excellent credit score too). 
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ND commented June 16 
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ND 
Bismarck, NDJune 16 
This is terrific and works if the city proposing this type of development has excellent public 
transportation. Bismarck has been struggling with the same issue but developers and nimby types 
have a lock on city government which prevents a broad discussion about development. Our 
downtown is ripe for added growth but growth has been swallowed up by an “urban sprawl” 
dialogue which is ridiculous out here. What we need is a comprehensive plan that includes public 



transportation, apartments/townhomes large enough for families and amenities like grocery 
stores within easy reach of any downtown development. Currently development is on the fringes 
and leads to higher taxes due to increased roads, snow removal and garbage pick up. It is 
infuriating. 
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Joe Wolf commented June 16 
J 
Joe Wolf 
SeattleJune 16 
@ND Fargo and Rapid City have made huge strides in redeveloping their downtowns, and 
making them places to live as well as to work and play. I hope this happens in Bismarck 
eventually too. 
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Paul Smith commented June 16 
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Paul Smith 
Austin, TexasJune 16 
@ND The chicken and the egg. 
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Ironmike 
san diegoJune 16 
The population growth has far outstripped the supply of housing--hence--supply and demand cut 
in and drives the prices of the existing supply to new heights. This pleases those who already 
own the homes and purchased them when they were substantially cheaper but makes housing 
unaffordable for the working young who are already burdened with immense student debt. 
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Spook commented June 16 
S 
Spook 
Left CoastJune 16 
@Ironmike The obvious solution is to stop population growth, and decrease the population over 
time - thus freeing up resources. 
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Misocainea commented June 16 
M 
Misocainea 
Los AngelesJune 16 
I loved the urban lifestyle when I was younger. When we had kids, a yard and neighborhood kids 
seemed like a better idea. I’m not sure what comes next, but I’m glad the younger me isn’t 
making the decisions. 
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Marcus commented June 16 
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Marcus 
DroubeJune 16 
Has there ever been a city on Earth that got more affordable as density increased? Housing is not 
widgets, young grasshoppers. 
142 Recommend 
Share 
Flag 
2 REPLIES 
Alfred Yul commented June 16 
A 
Alfred Yul 
DubaiJune 16 
@Marcus But the point is that cities stopped getting densely populated because of zoning and 
this led to urban sprawl. Housing is less affordable NOT because of density but simply because it 
is illegal to build. 
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Peter commented June 16 
P 
Peter 
New YorkJune 16 
@Marcus Tokyo is the perfect example and it the largest metropolitan area in the world. 
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SLM commented June 15 
S 
SLM 
NYCJune 15 
The core issue is massive income/wealth inequality - not the presence of single family home 
housing stock. As the NYT Editorial Board well knows, in places like Seattle, there is certainly 
construction of apartment buildings - but it is for wealthy people. And it goes without saying that 
in NYC, for years, new buildings in Manhattan are for the wealthy. Also worth considering - 



apartment residents tend to be more transient and have less civic concern and less community 
involvement. NYT be careful what you wish for. 
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Jake commented June 16 
J 
Jake 
PhiladelphiaJune 16 
If new buildings are built for the rich, doesn’t that leave older buildings for the poor? 
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apple annie commented June 16 
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apple annie 
nycJune 16 
@Jake no, the older buildings see what their new neighbors are charging for apartments and raise 
their own rents accordingly. 
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ANDY commented June 16 
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ANDY 
PhiladelphiaJune 16 
@Jake Not really, as the older buildings tend to get demolished or gut renovated, creating 
additional housing stock for the wealthy. 
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SLM commented June 15 
S 
SLM 
NYCJune 15 
The issue is massive income/wealth inequality - not the presence of single family home housing 
stock. As the NYT Editorial Board well knows, in places like Seattle, there is certainly 
construction of apartment buildings - but it is for wealthy people. And it goes without saying that 
in NYC, for years, new buildings in Manhattan are for the wealthy. Also worth considering - 
apartment residents tend to be more transient and have less civic concern and less community 
involvement. NYT be careful what you wish for. 
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SLM commented June 15 
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SLM 
NYCJune 15 
The issue is massive income/wealth inequality - not the presence of single family home housing 
stock. As the NYT Editorial Board well knows, in places like Seattle, there is certainly 
construction of apartment buildings - but it is for wealthy people. And it goes without saying that 
in NYC, for years, new buildings in Manhattan are for the wealthy. Also worth considering - 
apartment residents tend to be more transient and have less civic concern and less community 
involvement. NYT be careful what you wish for... 
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Gordon Wiggerhaus commented June 15 
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Gordon Wiggerhaus 
Olympia, WAJune 15 
You might want to look at a map of the Minneapolis area. And the population of Minneapolis vs. 
the Minneapolis Metro Area. Minneapolis's population is about 420,000. The Metro Area's is 
about 3.28 million. So, first this change in zoning will not affect that much housing. And second, 
those who want single family houses will just move outside Minneapolis to buy them. Which is 
what they have been doing for around 50 years. 
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Nina commented June 15 
N 
Nina 
Palo altoJune 15 
I live in Silicon Valley where wealthy communities like Cupertino, Menlo Park, Palo Alto, 
Atherton and others pull out all the stops to prevent high density housing. No one except 
Directors and VPs, VC, and those lucky enough to do well in IPOs can afford to live there. Even 
working in tech does not provide enough funds to buy a house close to work. CA is a nightmare 
and not a dream. 
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Steven commented June 16 
S 
Steven 
Menlo ParkJune 16 
@Nina please get educated on why those "wealthy" towns are desirable places to live. please 
find a map, there are maps online now and search for park space, sports field space, look up 
school capacity. these "weathy" towns planned for a certain population size and guess what? they 
have built out for that, the state of CA now wants to control the ability to rezone all these towns 
for more density, but no requirement for the additional resources to support this density. Please 
Nina just take a step back and think about why this is a desirable place to live on this planet. and 



lets then be honest, there is no housing crisis, there are house for sale in each of these towns right 
not, and they will sell for what someone is willing to pay for them, that is not a crisis! 
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Valery Gomez commented June 16 
V 
Valery Gomez 
Los AngelesJune 16 
@Nina California has been overpopulated since the late 1990s. We don't need more people here. 
Tech companies should create worksites in cities in other states. 
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michjas commented June 15 

 
michjas 
PhoenixJune 15 
When multi-unit housing is built in neighborhoods with single family homes, that tends to 
decrease the value of the existing homes. And so those who live in single family homes will 
resent those living in multi-unit developments, and vice versa. There are plenty of areas that are 
fit for multi-unit housing. Mixing hostile residents and decreasing the values of exitsing homes is 
a bad strategy. There have been clusters of single unit residences ever since the post WWII era, 
when the Levittowns were built. It will be the working class families of such towns who will 
suffer most from the rezoning. Nobody is going to build multi-unit housing in Beverly Hills. 
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Dylan commented June 16 
D 
Dylan 
Beverly Hills, CAJune 16 
@michjas I actually mostly agree with you. But I did want to point out something factual here. 
There are multi-unit housing developments in Beverly Hills. A good lot of them. I think the city 
is nearly half renter. To me, the question is where it’s appropriate. Also, a lot of the older multi-
family units are relatively affordable. There’s a reason for that. Most are individually owned and 
not corporate owned. I point this out because corporate ownership throughout Los Angeles has 
led to rapidly increasing rents and folks being pushed out. All this is to say that zoning is only 
one small part of the equation. 
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CF 
MassachusettsJune 16 
@michjas Articles like this one, and there are many, want to legislate a solution to the 
resentment problem. But, resentment about declining property values (which really is function of 
the area--on a price per square foot basis, condos in two family homes in my town exceed single 
family homes and tend to keep values up) is not the whole story. I don't give a rat's behind about 
my microscopic lawn. I do care about my quality of life. All these sorts of articles fail to address 
the adverse affects of increased housing on existing transportation infrastructure. What's so great 
about sitting in traffic or on a bus or on an overcrowded subway even longer than people already 
do? How is that a good thing? Government has failed us because we refuse to fix our 
infrastructure in a way that makes it reasonable to live in a more concentrated manner, not 
because we've failed to force the affluent to give up their lawns. Industry has failed us because 
they insist on tax breaks and payoffs, so municipalities have to rely on taxes paid by all the new 
employees who clog up our transportation infrastructure not to mention the pressure they put on 
our school systems which have a limited number of seats. It's ridiculously expensive to build 
new schools. Nobody ever addresses the reasons why so much new housing is needed in the first 
place and why the "job-bringers" aren't paying for anything. So the simple solution appears to be 
guilting people like me out of NIMBYism. 
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Spook 
Left CoastJune 16 
@Dylan Corporations are responsible for a great many of the world's problems. people should 
stop messing around the edges and attach these institutions as what they are - the implacable 
enemy of society, and mankind. 
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Kathy commented June 15 
K 
Kathy 
CaliforniaJune 15 
The problem of affordability is due to low income, rather than the minor role of regulation. 
According to a recent CNBC article, "The median family income, after accounting for inflation, 
was $59,039 in 2016, little different than it was in 2000 ($58,544). During the same time, 
medical, childcare and college costs have ballooned." https://www.cnbc.com/2019/06/14/many-
americans-say-their-finances-are-worse-since-the-great-recession.html We've had a number of 
decades with little growth in income, for some. The issue is income, folks with low income and 
income that isn't increasing have trouble affording housing costs, which have continued to grow 
over time. Regulations are a minor issue, and focusing on them takes us away from solving the 
real issue --- how to help lower income families grow their income and earning potential, and 
supplement in the meantime. Economists at the Minneapolis Fed suggest supports for other 



household expenses are the most cost effective solution, such as food stamps, utilities subsidies, 
etc. 
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Chris Lynch commented June 15 
C 
Chris Lynch 
Minneapolis, MNJune 15 
@Kathy I wholeheartedly agree with you. Income inequality is the primary issue. However, what 
can a city grapple with? The economic forces that create huge income disparities are out of the 
control of city governments, for the most part. A city does not have the resources to establish 
more generous income supports, and it shouldn't be in that business anyway. But a city can enact 
policies that bring down the cost of housing. Housing is a big chunk of most people's income. 
The cost of housing is not minor in relation to most people's paychecks. If you can reduce that 
cost, that can help a lot of people who are struggling. 
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DC commented June 15 
D 
DC 
Baltimore, MDJune 15 
@Kathy I agree that low wages are a crucial issue, but even say $15 an hour won't enable you to 
rent an apartment that's $2,000 a month because a shortage of housing stock has driven rents sky-
high. 
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Cheryl commented June 15 
C 
Cheryl 
New YorkJune 15 
I don't think Minneapolis has a public transportation system to support this - traffic is horrendous 
already. 
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Mark commented June 15 
M 
Mark 
MinneapolisJune 15 
Correct. The building is done on the assumption that we will be bicycling all winter - or we are 
all able enough to climb over snowbanks and walk on ice for blocks to get to the bus. 
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Mark Hermanson commented June 15 
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Mark Hermanson 
MinneapolisJune 15 
Cheryl, You are correct. Minneapolis has no transit system that can support increased population. 
The transit system that existed at peak population in 1950 has been removed and replaced with 
nothing. 
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Chris Lynch commented June 15 
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Chris Lynch 
Minneapolis, MNJune 15 
@Cheryl Traffic can be bad at times, but overall Minneapolis traffic is a breeze in comparison to 
places like LA or Seattle or Atlanta. There is plenty of capacity. There are multiple rail lines in 
planning, and SWLRT recently broke ground. The public transit system is not great, yes, but it is 
getting better. And density will bring demand to make it better. 
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Mark commented June 15 
M 
Mark 
MinneapolisJune 15 
I saw only one “Neighbors for More Neighbors” sign - in a HUGE yard fronting Lake of the 
Isles (the city’s priciest real estate), where there will NEVER be density. 
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Chris Lynch commented June 15 
C 
Chris Lynch 
Minneapolis, MNJune 15 
@Mark They are pretty common if you drive around NE Minneapolis, where I live. And it's easy 
to imagine some run down house on Lake of the Isles being snapped up by an investor and 
turned into a building with three pricey condos, as the law now permits. Remember, the new law 
applies everywhere. 
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Alisa Revou commented June 16 
A 
Alisa Revou 



MinneapolisJune 16 
@Mark A few years ago I "downsized" into a condo about 4 blocks from Lake of the Isles. The 
three story building was constructed in 1918, and is a wonderful place to reside. Yes, there is 
occasional street noise, but it beats living under the KMSP flight path for the past 25 years. 
There are two identical buildings adjacent to mine that are still rented out as apartment units, and 
4 multi family homes on the block. In no way do they detract from the quality of living here. 
When walking to the grocery store, I often pass well maintained, older multiple dwelling 
buildings that appear to have been part of earlier city planning. I'm in favor of building more 2-3 
story affordable properties, but hope that parking and better transit will be considered in the mix. 
(And light rail would've been optimal from the south suburbs, through the center of I-35W to 
downtown, and probably less expensive than the proposed SWLRT). 
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King Of Bees commented June 15 
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King Of Bees 
PhiladelphiaJune 15 
Great Article, NYT! Love all the people in the comments who desperately try and claim that 
they're not part of the problem despite advocating for all the things that have contributed to the 
housing crisis in the first place. What matters most are people. When we put needs like "not 
enough parking space" or "A two foot reduction in greenspace" or "neighborhood character" 
above the needs of people, we implicitly say that buildings matter more than people. Or that the 
people who need new homes don't fully count as people or don't matter anyway. Here's a great 
thread on twitter that was posted recently. NIMBYism, at its core, is Trumpism. 
https://twitter.com/mateosfo/status/1137063963760316417 Everybody deserves to have a house. 
There is no reason that housing should be a scarce resource. We can build enough housing for 
everybody, but we have to allow developers to do. If we want to be good neighbors and good 
people, we have to be inclusive of all people within our communities. That means making room 
for newcomers and accepting that neighborhoods must always be ready for change. 
125 Recommend 
Share 
Flag 
6 REPLIES 
Mark commented June 15 
M 
Mark 
MinneapolisJune 15 
Unfortunately for your point of view, there are good studies showing the economics of 3-plexes 
and some apartments does nothing to make housing affordable- WITHOUT PUBLIC 
SUBSIDIES, as noted in the article. How many households am I obligated to support? 
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Silvia commented June 15 
S 
Silvia 



SeattleJune 15 
We're building apartments like crazy in Seattle but rents continue to rise. People are pouring into 
cities, and we'll never build our way into affordable housing. Scarce resources cost more. The 
average person will still have to live in the suburbs. 
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Left CoastJune 16 
@King Of Bees "What matters most are people. " You mean the fact that there are wayyyyyyy 
too many of them? 
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NM commented June 15 
N 
NM 
NYJune 15 
At least where I live, part of the problem is that developers are more interested in building strip 
malls and shopping centers than homes. In fact, we recently had some homes demolished to 
establish a commercial area. 
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Questioning Everything commented June 15 
Q 
Questioning Everything 
NashvilleJune 15 
This will only work, if Minneapolis has also reigned in Air B&Bs (which gobble up affordable 
housing), made it difficult for the super wealthy to buy apartment buildings and let them sit 
empty, (because they are just parking their money there)...and.....have designated caps on much 
the new homes can cost. We have something in Nashville (known as infill) that appears similar 
to Mpls. However our result seems to be that in many areas in Nashville, single affordable home 
are torn down and then replaced with two very expensive homes. Homes the average person can 
not afford. Many would argue that Nasvhille has an affordable housing problem, despite the 
increase in the overall number of houses/condos/apartments. Meanwhile, the city is forever 
playing catchup with what increased density brings which for us includes an increase in traffic 
congestion, and schools operating beyond capacity. I hope Minneapolis has passed legislation to 
address all of that. 
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Zetelmo commented June 15 



Z 
Zetelmo 
MinnesotaJune 15 
@Questioning Everything Seems to me that the super wealthy buying apartments and leaving 
them empty is not such a bad thing. The owners will pay property taxes without using city 
services! Any needed maintenance means an injection of outside money into the local trades 
economy. 
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Mark commented June 15 
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Mark 
MinneapolisJune 15 
Minneapolis has basically the same plan and we should expect similar results. 
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From Where I Sit commented June 15 
F 
From Where I Sit 
GothamJune 15 
Unfortunately, some of NYC’s most expensive buildings have multi-decade property tax 
abatements. 
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Mark Hermanson commented June 15 
M 
Mark Hermanson 
MinneapolisJune 15 
The NY Times editorial board should do a better job investigating the housing situation in 
Minneapolis before writing this opinion piece. The population in Minneapolis peaked in 1950 at 
~522,000 then crashed like most U.S. Cities. Today, the population approaches 400,000. Our city 
managers claim that the entire city needs multiple unit housing structures to accomodate 
population growth. I live in a single-family house built in 1940. My question to city managers is 
"where did 522,000 people live in Minneapolis where they can not live today?". Of course, our 
city managers do not like logical questions based on data. They want to support their own agend, 
which is to give a zoning opportunity to developers. Minneapolis is a city that has long supported 
corporate welfare, and this zoning change is one more move in that direction. 
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Alex commented June 15 
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Alex 



PhiladelphiaJune 15 
@Mark Hermanson Your questions have an easy answer. In 1950, the average American 
household was substantially larger more than it is today. More people lived under fewer roofs—
in other words, the city was much denser. As Minneapolis grows, it must become denser again. 
There is not some secret reserve of 100,000 homes sitting somewhere, unoccupied since the 50’s, 
awaiting new families. 
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Mark Hermanson commented June 15 
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MinneapolisJune 15 
Minneapolis government is intent on giving developers opportunities to make profits. Your 
comnent about density of housing between 1950 and 2019 is nonsense. My house was built in 
1940, as were many in my neighborhood. All single family residences during the population 
peak in 1950. So where did those people live in 1950 where they can not live today? You can not 
answer that question. 
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Karen commented June 15 
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Karen 
RIJune 15 
@Mark Hermanson Alex did answer the question. Household sizes were larger, more people 
under one roof=higher population. 
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Dan Immergluck commented June 15 
D 
Dan Immergluck 
Atlanta, GAJune 15 
I generally agree with this piece, although denser housing will only curtail price increases and 
bring prices/rents down moderately, not enough to make housing affordable for low income 
households where the greatest need is. However, the article contains a mistake. It cites a 2014 
study in an academic journal incorrectly. The article does NOT say the rents decline by 2.5% 
annually. Rather it says that the rents of tenants over time (as tenants turn over) decline at that 
rate. The article actually finds that rents decline only at 0.35% annually. This is critical because 
it means that while over time lower income people move into the unit, the rent for the unit only 
declines slightly. Thus the share of the tenants income that goes toward rent (what is called the 
rental cost burden) will increase over time. Thus "filtering" over time will produce slightly lower 
rents, but to substantially lower income tenants, making the affordability problem actually worse 
in the same unit. 
17 Recommend 



Share 
Flag 
ARL commented June 15 
A 
ARL 
New YorkJune 15 
This piece advocates taxing the elderly out of their homes, as others desire to move into the 
neighborhood the elderly created. It reminds one of Virginia Lee Burton's book "The Little 
House". There are plenty of smaller cities that can expand instead. There is no need to throw 
Grandma and Grandpa out into the cold. 
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Aaron Erickson commented June 15 
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Aaron Erickson 
SFJune 15 
@ARL Well, then the Elderly shouldn't have eaten so much avocado toast in their earlier years 
and pay up their fair share of taxes for their real estate. That's what the older people tell 
Millennials who can't afford a house, right? Why do seniors get a free pass. Because of their age? 
By limiting housing, you are throwing young people out in the cold, which is no better. 
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ARL commented June 15 
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ARL 
New YorkJune 15 
@Aaron Erickson Housing isn't limited, there are plenty of smaller cities and vacant land 
available. What you want is for the people who developed the area that you desire to vacate, so 
you don't have to invest in the infrastructure and development as they did. You want a zero buy-
in, rather than making them the offer they can't refuse. Instead of making that offer, you tax them 
out. 
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K 
ken koense 
mspJune 15 
@ARL wrong, most of the older citizens are looking to downsize, or get into communal living 
arrangements because their families are done with them. 
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kat perkins commented June 15 

 
kat perkins 
Silicon ValleyJune 15 
Single family homes are vastly overrated. Especially lawns. Thirsty, time-consuming, they add 
little value. Plant food, attract bees and butterflies. Ditch the chemicals. Better all the way 
around. 
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ED DOC commented June 16 
E 
ED DOC 
NorCalJune 16 
Maybe certain kinds of lawns (Kentucky bluegrass springs to mind) but not all. We maintain a 
small lawn with a fescue / clover mix and it’s green, soft, and fairly drought tolerant. At the 
perimeter of the lawn we have planted flowers that attract pollinators. Our child and dogs play 
there every day. Hardly worthless, or ugly. 
12 Recommend 
Share 
Flag 
Mary commented June 16 
M 
Mary 
NCJune 16 
@kat perkins actually they aren't. I love mu suburban home. Love the lawn, flowers beds and it 
is all manageable. An I have 4 adults living my my home and no one is commuting. Takes less 
resources than 4 separate apartments in the city. 
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Bill commented June 16 
B 
Bill 
from HonorJune 16 
@ED DOC Green spaces are wonderful but any type of lawn that requires chemical inputs, 
watering, and mechanical means to maintain is a blasphemy to nature. 
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Alex commented June 15 
A 
Alex 



PhiladelphiaJune 15 
It’s easy to reduce discussions of urban housing to abstractions. The alphabet soup of zoning 
codes. Neighborhood character. Building design. But it’s important not to lose sight of what it’s 
really about—people. That’s why the “Neighbors For More Neighbors” framing is so effective. 
It’s easy to be opposed to an ugly building or a blocked view. It’s harder to be opposed to real 
people just as worthy as you or I, who are looking for a home in the neighborhood. When we cut 
through the proxy arguments about the stuff that doesn’t really matter, the moral dimension of 
this debate becomes clear. As a child, Mr. Rogers taught me to ask an important question: 
“Won’t you be my neighbor?” 
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pamela mercier commented June 16 
P 
pamela mercier 
Saint PaulJune 16 
@Alex Alex As a lover of Mr. Roger's philosophy about the value of neighbors, I agree with you 
that inviting in more is a moral imperative. The goal of each of us, or each family, having more 
and more space we can call our own- I grew up with this American dream of expanding 
ownership-is being revisited. This is, in my mind, a good move for our spirits, for our 
communities. I disagree, however, with anyone suggesting that access to trees, open spaces, 
gardens and the joy they bring should not be an essential consideration when building a healthy 
neighborhood. Living among other living beings, not just humans, is fundamental to my 
happiness and I suspect to many others, Blocking out the view, or the sun, or trees when adding 
housing to a neighborhood, is a serious negative effect of some construction. Surely we can 
honor our human need for engagement with nature as more of us share space together. We need 
more, not less, connections with our leafy "neighbors" as well as our human ones. 
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Spook commented June 16 
S 
Spook 
Left CoastJune 16 
@Alex Plenty of people are happy without ever seeing (or hearing) any "neighbors". 
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alan haigh commented June 15 
A 
alan haigh 
carmel, nyJune 15 
Condominiums are far more ecological and efficient in most ways than single family homes, but 
when they attract young people starting families they can cost neighbors in single family homes 
a great deal of money in school taxes, which are based on the value of the home and also on how 
many students that need to be served in any given district. This renders the concept of 



encouraging multi-family homes nearly impossible to achieve politically in some areas, because 
politicians are elected by the people that already have homes in their areas. Where I live, each 
new student costs taxpayers about $20,000 a year. Affordability is in the eyes of the beholder. 
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Aaron Erickson commented June 15 
A 
Aaron Erickson 
SFJune 15 
@alan haigh Older people use a lot of city services, and generally contribute a lot less in tax 
revenue. Should we start policies that move seniors out as a result? Obviously, you don't. But the 
question remains, affordability for whomst? This is why local politicians have to be the grown 
ups who have courage to engage in good policies that are useful past a given election cycle. The 
problem is too much local control, since local government managing this is the fox watching the 
hen house. 
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Oliver commented June 16 
O 
Oliver 
MAJune 16 
@Aaron Erickson Not sure I understand. Where I live older people are being priced out. If I sold 
my small condo to a professional couple with a child they would be using many times more 
services for the same property taxes. And their income would be at least triple what mine is. It’s 
basically a regressive tax and falls heavily on families with moderate incomes. I’m tired of 
generational stereotypes. 
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Spook commented June 16 
S 
Spook 
Left CoastJune 16 
@alan haigh Yep. What needs to be done is to tax children. Users should always pay for the 
services they consume. 
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Sean commented June 16 
S 
Sean 
Ft Lee. N.J.June 16 
@Aaron Erickson Older people vote, thus reaping disproportionately fruits right young 
progressive "woke" crowd frittering away by staying home. 
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Mary commented June 16 
M 
Mary 
NCJune 16 
@Aaron Erickson I don't understand your comment. Older people pay property taxes and have 
no children in school. I, as a retired person, pay the same taxes as the family next door that has 
three kids in the local school system - based on our property values. What city services are we 
using that others are not? 
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