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While the lack of affordable housing is a problem across the United States, the 

situation is particularly dire in Miami-Dade County, FL. As of 2017, 49% of all 

households in Miami-Dade County were housing cost-burdened (defined as paying more 

than 30% of household income on housing). Now ranked as the fifth least affordable 

housing market in the nation, the trend is worsening and negatively impacting workforce 

retention, wealth creation, and economic mobility (Greiner, 2017).     

 Although many policy tools and programs target the issue of housing 

affordability, comprehensive plans play an essential role in the production and 

maintenance of affordable housing. Adapting typologies from Aurand (2014) and Jun 

(2017), this thesis examines the strength and quality of the comprehensive plan 

affordable housing elements in each municipality in Miami-Dade County and offers 

solutions based on current best practices. While this thesis focuses on Miami-Dade 

County, the findings could be applied to other localities facing similar challenges. 
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It was found that most policies within the county were unenforceable and 

voluntary. There were no penalties for noncompliance outlined in the policies and many 

municipalities lacked policy diversity, signaling that they were missing affordable 

housing opportunities. The results made evident that there is much that the municipalities 

in Miami-Dade County could do to strengthen their affordable housing policies. It is 

recommended that the county consider updating its IZ ordinance to reflect mandatory 

requirements and consider a fair share policy to minimize the clustering of poverty in 

low-income municipalities. In addition, municipalities should consider diversifying their 

policies, removing passive language, and rewriting policies with vague encouragement to 

specifically address housing goals.
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I. INTRODUCTION

As of 2017, 49% of all households in Miami-Dade County were housing cost-

burdened (defined as paying more than 30% of household income on housing). Now 

ranked as the fifth least affordable housing market in the nation, the trend is worsening 

and negatively impacting workforce retention, wealth creation, and economic mobility 

(Greiner, 2017). While many policy tools and programs target the issue of housing 

affordability, comprehensive plans play an essential role in the production and 

maintenance of affordable housing (Aurand, 2014; Jun, 2017). Specifically, the strength 

and quality of comprehensive plan housing elements is linked to better affordable 

housing outcomes. While affordable housing outcomes can be defined in numerous ways, 

here I adopt Jun’s definition, “a decrease in the share of low-income households who 

spend more than 30% of their income for housing, otherwise known as cost-burdened 

households” (2017, p. 249). This thesis examines the strength and quality of the 

comprehensive plan affordable housing elements in each municipality in Miami-Dade 

County, and concludes with suggestions for policy improvements based on current best 

practices.      

Many factors impact the efficacy of comprehensive plans and their ability to 

effectuate meaningful changes related to affordable housing. Given the inherit difficulties 

in measurable outcomes in comprehensive plan elements, many researchers have instead 

focused on plan quality, following the logic that higher quality plans bring better results 

(Jun, 2017; Laurian 2004, 2010; Jun and Conroy 2013).  The reasons for focusing on plan 
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quality in lieu of plan outcomes are numerous. First, policies do not exist in a vacuum, 

making it difficult to control for all that factors which influence housing affordability 

(Talen, 1996). Second, there is no consensus on when planning outcomes should be 

evaluated or how they should be measured (Brody and Highfield, 2005). Finally, there 

exists a, “limited number of generally accepted methodologies for evaluating community 

outcomes of any given plans” (Jun, 2017). Thus, most approaches have focused on 

examining plan quality instead of plan outcomes. 

Plan strength and quality have been measured in numerous ways and there is no 

consensus among scholars for the strongest methodology. Various scholars have 

measured plan quality by ranking on a scale, the extent to which, “plans include a fact 

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

(Brody, 2003; Norton, 2005a, 2005b; Berke et al., 1996). Alternatively, in a study 

looking at hazard-mitigation policies, Burby focused on the number of specific policies 

as a measurement of the strength of local plans (2003); a methodology subsequently 

adopted (and adapted) by Aurand (2014) and Jun (2017).  

Another approach explored is how plan quality and state mandates impact 

commitment to planning goals. May and Burby found that state mandates increase 

procedural compliance. Additionally, they found that high-quality plans are more likely 

to spread awareness of key issues (1996).  According to Jun’s research, state support and 

incentives facilitated the creation and implementation of higher quality plans (2017). 

Moreover, Aurand found that direct policies (as compared to passive policies) were more 

effective in increasing the production of affordable housing (2014). These findings 
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demonstrate that certain conditions 1) influence the creation of higher quality plans and 

2) influence commitment to planning goals. 

This thesis explores these conditions through the analysis of the housing elements 

within the comprehensive plans of each municipality in Miami-Dade County, specifically 

focusing on plan quality. Plan quality is assessed through two key measures: the number 

of specific affordable housing policies within a plan and the strength of language within 

the policies (coded as either passive or direct). It is undeniable that Miami-Dade County’s 

affordable housing situation in dire—thus necessitating an examination of how local 

policies and state contexts are helping (or hindering) the production and maintenance of 

affordable housing.         

 Adapting the methodology from Aurand (2014) and Jun (2017), this thesis 

investigates the strength of the housing elements of the 34 municipalities in Miami-Dade 

County. To discern the strength of a housing element within a comprehensive plan, I start 

by counting the number of policies associated with affordable housing. I adopt Aurand’s 

typology of 20 policies that routinely address housing affordability for low-income 

families. In addition to counting the affordable housing policies, I examine other 

variables such as municipal population, percent cost-burdened residents, median 

household income, and median home value to provide context and consider how these 

variables may impact housing affordability. This methodology will illuminate some of 

the strengths and weaknesses of the current plans in Miami-Dade County and facilitate 

the analysis of potential improvements. Through the investigation of the housing 

elements within the comprehensive plans in Miami-Dade County I will answer the 

following questions:  
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1) Considering the current literature on affordable housing policy best practices, 

what best practices are the municipalities in Miami-Dade County 

incorporating in their comprehensive plan housing elements? What are they 

missing? 

2) How could the comprehensive plan housing elements in Miami-Dade County 

be improved?
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II. LITERATURE REVIEW

Housing Policy Approaches 

Three main approaches encompass current affordable housing policies: land use 

and regulatory incentives, homeownership assistance and rental assistance. It is important 

to note that within these approaches, affordable housing tools can be further divided into 

supply-side and demand-side tools.        

 One of the main approaches utilized by planning professionals are regulatory and 

land use incentives and initiatives. While these vary widely by jurisdiction, some 

examples include: smart growth initiatives, local land use regulations, building codes, 

incentives, conditional use permits, zoning code amendments, variances, and inclusionary 

zoning regulations. Although zoning and land use regulations can be used to incentivize 

the production of low to middle income housing, academics have also shown that certain 

zoning and land use regulations have contributed to increased housing prices, and a 

reduction in affordable housing stock (Schuetz, 2009).     

 In a study focusing on affordable housing in Massachusetts, Schuetz found that, 

“communities with more restrictive zoning issue significantly fewer building permits for 

multifamily housing” (2009, p. 296). Other studies have focused on the impacts of zoning 

requirements such as minimum standards for lot size and structure size, finding that 

certain minimums raise the costs of housing and/or severely limit the types of housing 

that can be built (Capozza & Helsley, 1989; Fischel, 1985; Fujita, 1982). As such, while 

regulations can be used to encourage affordable housing production, many studies have 
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demonstrated that regulations have historically accomplished the opposite (Glaeser et al., 

2002, 2006).  

Other scholars have sought to explore how land use regulations encourage 

housing production. In a study exploring how developers respond to specific zoning 

provisions in Los Angeles, Gabbe found that developers were particularly sensitive to 

parking requirements and density restrictions (2018). Gabbe argues that when it comes to 

parking, flexible terms or alternatives (such as allowing developers to provide off-site 

parking instead) can help to facilitate housing production in otherwise restrictive areas 

(2018). Manville found that parking deregulation may positively impact housing 

production, particularly when it lowers development costs, “zoning laws that require 

onsite parking spaces with every residential unit arguably inhibit housing development 

(…), I find that developers used deregulation to create thousands of housing units in 

previously disinvested areas of downtown Los Angeles” (2013, p. 49). Additionally, 

Manville found that units without parking were often offered at reduced prices (2013).  

As a response to density restrictions (which may limit affordable housing 

production), many jurisdictions also offer density bonuses. These bonuses allow 

developers to exceed density restrictions in exchange for providing public goods (such as 

affordable housing). These incentives are essential, as attaining these amenities might 

otherwise challenging for a community (Feiock et al., 2008). That said, research has 

shown that density bonuses alone are not necessarily effective at promoting 

neighborhood socio-economic diversity. A study by Ryan and Enderle found that, 

“density bonus usage in San Diego has not fostered socio-economic integration; rather its 

usage is clustered in neighborhoods characterized by high concentrations of Hispanics, 
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Blacks, and multi-family housing units” (2012, p. 413). As such, incentives (such as 

density bonuses) often need to be coupled with other tools, to ensure that affordable 

housing does not cluster in low-income neighborhoods. 

Regulations can take the form of voluntary or mandatory policies. According to 

various scholars, mandatory policies have proven more effective at producing housing for 

moderate and low-income households (Mallach, 1984; Porter, 2004).  

Inclusionary zoning programs have grown in popularity over the last two decades 

and have proven effective at facilitating the production of affordable housing. 

Inclusionary zoning (IZ) requires (or incentivizes) developers to set aside a certain 

percentage of units in their developments at affordable prices or rents (Schuetz et al., 

2009). IZ ordinances differ greatly by jurisdiction and contain various components, such 

as required share of affordable units and targeted income levels. Because each 

jurisdiction faces its own challenges and market conditions, the IZ stipulations vary 

greatly. For example, in the Bay Area, almost 45% of IZ ordinances require up to 10% of 

units be set aside as “affordable” (Schuetz et al., 2009). Most of the unit that are set aside 

target very low to moderate income households, and have a range of affordability 

duration requirements (from 10 to 99 years). Schuetz and colleagues report, “as of 2003, 

9,154 total units had been built across all 55 of the Bay Area jurisdictions with IZ 

programs” (2009, p. 451). Thus, certain jurisdictions have experienced differing degrees 

of success of IZ programs; whether they are truly “successful” depends on various factors 

(such as the integration of other affordable housing tools), how outcomes are measured, 

and the goals set forth. 
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In addition to land use and regulatory incentives, housing and rental assistance 

programs also seek to either facilitate the production (and rehabilitation) of affordable 

housing or make housing more accessible.  Specifically, housing assistance programs 

focus on making homeownership accessible for more people and they accomplish this by 

subsidizing the construction and rehabilitation of housing. These programs also provide 

down-payment assistance, low-interest loans, and counselling for prospective 

homeowners. 

In contrast to housing assistance programs, rental assistance programs focus on 

aiding low-income renters acquire rental housing. Beyond helping prospective renters, 

some rental assistance programs focus on incentivizing the development (and 

maintenance) of affordable housing. Some examples of rental assistance programs 

include housing vouchers and the Low-Income Housing Tax Credit (Kalugina, 2016, p. 

77). 

Federal, State, and Local Affordable Housing Policies 
 
 The United States has a long history of seeking to address affordable housing 

issues through federal, state, and local policies. Affordable housing has been used as a 

public policy tool since the Great Depression and has played an important role in 

incentivizing the creation of partnerships among the public sector, the private sector, and 

non-profits. While federal and state housing policies greatly influence the affordable 

housing landscape, local jurisdictions also play a significant role in the production and 

maintenance of affordable housing stock. This section of the literature review explores 

some of the principal and current initiatives on federal, state, and local levels. 

A. Federal Programs and Policies 
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  One significant federal housing initiative is the Low-Income Housing Tax Credit 

(LIHTC), created by the Tax Reform Act of 1986. This credit incentivizes developers to 

produce (and preserve) affordable housing units by providing federal income tax credits, 

which are awarded on a per-project basis. As a requirement, each development must 

reserve a mandated minimum of units for residents with low or very low incomes 

(Florida Housing, n.d.). It is important to note that the LIHTC is an item in the IRS Tax 

Code, thus, technically not a federal program. According to the U.S Department of 

Housing and Urban Development (HUD), “the LIHTC program gives State and Local 

LIHTC-allocating agencies the equivalent of nearly $8 billion in annual budget authority 

to issue tax credits for the acquisition, rehabilitation, or new construction of rental 

housing targeted to lower-income households” (HUD, n.d.). Since its inception in 1987, 

an estimated three million affordable housing rental units have been funded by the 

LIHTC (Aurand et al., 2018). HUD’s LIHTC database provides a wealth of data 

regarding properties currently serviced by the LIHTC through 2016. According to this 

database, there were 31,741 affordable housing units in Miami-Dade County financed by 

LIHTC in 2016 (HUD, n.d.a). 

Generally, units financed by the LIHTC are required to remain affordable for a 

minimum of 30 years. One future challenge for affordable housing stock will be the 

expiration of these mandated affordability periods. In a report by the National Low 

Income Housing Coalition and the Public and Affordable Housing Research Corporation, 

Aurand and colleagues highlight the severity of the issue, “between 2020 and 2029, 

nearly half a million current LIHTC units, or nearly a quarter of the total stock, will reach 

their 30-year mark and the end of their federally mandated affordability restrictions” 
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(2018, p. 4). As such, a substantial portion of the affordable housing stock may be lost in 

the near future. 

Another federal initiative are the HOPE programs, which range from HOPE VI 

which focuses on revitalizing public-housing projects into mixed-income developments 

to HOPE IV which provides rental assistance and case management services for elderly, 

low-income persons. From 1993 to 2010, 98,592 public housing units were demolished 

through the HOPE IV program and were replaced by 97,389 mixed-income units. Of the 

new mixed-income units, 57% are public housing units, 30% are affordable housing 

units, and the remaining 13% are market-rate units. This program has been heavily 

criticized for various reasons, including the high levels of displacement of original 

residents. A 2016 HUD report estimates that only 20.7% of original residents moved 

back into revitalized units (2016). 

The Housing Choice Vouchers program (or Section 8) constitutes another federal 

program that helps low-income people find housing in the private housing market. The 

program accomplishes this by paying the difference between what the tenants can afford 

and the market-rate of the unit. The program is the largest of HUD’s rental assistance 

programs (NLIHC, 2016). As of 2017, approximately 261,000 people use a voucher to 

afford housing in Florida, and 5.3 million people use vouchers across the nation (Center 

on Budget and Policy Priorities, 2017).  

B. State Programs and Policies 

 The State of Florida has various policies and programs that it employs, in addition 

to federal policies, to further facilitate the production and maintenance of affordable 
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housing. As per the Florida Statutes, each local comprehensive plan must include a 

housing element. Specifically, this element must inform on, “principles, standards, and 

strategies for the creation and preservation of affordable housing” (The Florida 

Department of Economic Opportunity, n.d.). Additionally, the State of Florida provides 

statutory incentives to encourage affordable housing, such as affordable housing density 

bonuses and, fee waivers and concurrency for affordable housing. 

 In addition to Florida Statutes focused on affordable housing, agencies such as the 

Florida Housing Finance Corporation administer the State’s rental housing and 

homeownership programs. The state currently has two main affordable housing 

programs: The State Housing Initiatives Partnership (SHIP) and The State Apartment 

Incentive Loan (SAIL). The SHIP program (created in 1992) allocates funding for the 

production and preservation of low and moderate-income housing. During the 2014-2015 

fiscal year, the SHIP program disbursed $95,481,749 in funding state-wide; $5,143,244 

went to Miami-Dade County, resulting in 54 homeowner units and 43 rental units. SHIP 

funds are allocated based on entitlement and population size. The SAIL program supplies 

funding for the construction and rehabilitation of multifamily housing. From 2017-2018 

the program provided $113,000,000 in funds to the state of Florida for affordable rental 

housing, of which $36,546,770 was allocated to Miami-Dade County. As compared to the 

SHIP program, the SAIL program allocates its funds depending on the results of the most 

recent statewide low-income rental housing market study (Florida Housing Finance 

Corporation, 2017). 

In addition to its flagship programs, the state has many other affordable housing 

programs, administered through the Florida Housing Finance Corporation. For example, 
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the Predevelopment Loan Program provides up to $750,000 for predevelopment activities 

to affordable housing developers, while the State Housing Initiatives Partnership provides 

funding to local governments to incentivize the formation of partnerships that result in 

the preservation (and production of) multifamily rental housing (The Florida Department 

of Economic Opportunity, n.d.).  

C. Local Programs, Miami-Dade County 

 
Within Miami-Dade County there are county-wide programs and city-specific 

programs. The Public Housing and Community Development department is responsible 

for administration of federal subsidies, along with the oversight of state funds (e.g. the 

SHIP program) and local funds (e.g. the Surtax Program) for affordable housing 

development.           

 The Surtax Program and the Housing Assistance Loan Trust Fund were 

established 1984. While the surtax program has had some success (nearly 10,000 

completed low-income rental units from 1984 to 2008), critics have argued that much of 

the funds, presently, are not being utilized due to a lack of suitable land for development 

(Keenan, 2005). The county tried to remedy this through the creation of the Infill 

Housing Initiative, a program designed to encourage the public, “to sell or transfer 

vacant, dilapidated, or abandoned properties to qualified community development 

corporations or qualified developers” (Keenan, 2006, p. 116). The program has been 

largely unsuccessful due to land speculation forecasting the gentrification of brownfield 

areas in the near future. 

Another example of a county-wide program is the Multifamily Mortgage Revenue 

Bond program (MMRB) which provides “low interest rate loans to developers who 
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produce new or rehabilitated housing units for low, moderate and middle-income families 

who desire to rent in Miami-Dade County”. This program is administered through the 

Housing Finance Authority of Miami-Dade County (MDCHFA), and is their only 

program targeted to developers (HFA, 2018).  

Measuring Housing Affordability 
 

 While there are various ways of defining affordable housing, housing programs 

have historically measured housing affordability by the percentage of income paid for 

housing and utilities (HUD User, n.d.). Since 1981, the standard percentage has been set 

at 30% of gross income for housing expenditures, and according to HUD User, those 

paying over 30% are considered “housing cost burdened” (n.d.).     

 There are various challenges to using this metric. Firstly, this standard does not 

consider other important neighborhood characteristics which impact life outcomes, such 

as access to employment, school quality, and safety (HUD User, n.d.). As Belsky and 

colleagues argue, the 30% income measure does not consider the tradeoffs that 

households make to lower housing expenses, including long distances to employment 

(raising transportation costs) or poor-quality housing (2005). Additionally, critics argue 

that the income ratio standard oversimplifies the issue because 30% has distinct 

implications, depending on the income (Weise, 2014). For example, a household making 

$200,000 per year would have a significant amount of money left after paying 30% for 

housing, whereas a family on an income of $30,000 would not. As such there are inherent 

downsides to measuring affording housing using the income ratio method.  

 Besides HUD’s 30% income ratio, there are alternative measures for housing 

affordability. One such measure is the National Association for Realtors (NAR) Housing 
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Affordability Index. This index focuses on, “whether or not a typical family earns enough 

income to qualify for a mortgage loan on a typical home at the national and regional 

levels based on the most recent price and income data” (NAR, 2018). While NAR’s 

Housing Affordability Index is not as widely used as HUD’s 30% income ratio, it is one 

of the most cited alternative measures.       

 Addressing the need to move beyond HUD’s 30% rule of thumb, researchers have 

sought to develop other methods for measuring housing affordability. One such method is 

the Self-Sufficiency Standard which measures the income needed for a family to meet all 

their basic needs (Pierce, 2018). The Self-Sufficiency Standard differs from HUD’s 30% 

income ratio because it takes into consideration a multitude of factors including specific 

family characteristics, the local costs of all budget items, and the effects of taxes and tax 

credits (Pierce, 2018).  

 Additionally, housing affordability can be assessed through other metrics such as 

income and cost gaps. Specifically, there are three income-to-cost indicators, defined as 

follows,  

The ratio of household incomes to housing prices, expressed as a multiplier; the 

difference (gap) between household incomes required to afford homes and rents, 

and actual household incomes in the County; and the difference (gap) between the 

affordable price for housing for households at various incomes, and actual sale 

and rent prices in the County. (Greiner et al., 2017) 

In sum, there are various measures and ways to define affordable housing. While 

HUD’s 30% rule of thumb may be the most commonly used measurement, it has been 

criticized for its oversight, leading to a misleading picture of housing affordability. 
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Greiner and colleagues state it clearly: “affordability, however, isn’t just about cost. 

Truly affordable housing is also defined by its quality, access to a range of housing types, 

safety and access to amenities, services, and transportation” (2017). As such, more 

adequate representations of the affordable housing landscape can be gathered by using 

more holistic measures (such as the Self-Sufficiency Standard) or by using a variety of 

measures simultaneously.  

The Importance of Affordable Housing 
 

 The importance of affordable housing and quality housing cannot be overstated. 

Housing quality and neighborhood level characteristics have been linked to numerous life 

outcomes. For example, various studies have found that residence in poor neighborhoods 

negatively impacts various outcomes such as economic well-being, health, child 

development, school achievement, and family outcomes (Brisson and Altschul, 2011). 

Furthermore, housing affordability has regional economic impacts and has been linked to 

economic competitiveness, development, and growth (Greiner et al., 2017). As such, 

improving housing affordability is a key policy objective for many jurisdictions. While 

there are various angles with which to address affordable housing, much of the current 

public policy on affordable housing seeks to: (1) improve the quantity and quality of 

affordable housing stock and, (2) deconcentrate poverty. While tantamount to progress 

and the focus of the thesis, it is important to note that affordable housing policies are 

micro solutions to macro-level, structural conditions including economic trends, and 

arguably, the expansion of neoliberal political agendas. One consequence of these 

structural forces has been the growth of social inequalities, which expresses itself in 
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various forms, such as the increase of housing cost-burdened households and the physical 

clustering of poverty. 

The concentration of poverty can be viewed as a manifestation of inequality 

within neighborhoods (Owens, 2015). Programs such as Section 8 and mixed-income 

development strategies seek to facilitate the deconcentration of poverty by making non-

poor neighborhoods more accessible to low-income households. Researchers and policy-

makers argue that policies such as these allow low-income households to access better 

services, schools, and social networks (Mueller and Tighe, 2007).  

There are various researchers who have sought to explore the impact of 

neighborhood-level characteristics on certain life outcomes and within the context of 

poverty. Tigges and colleagues (1998) explored how neighborhood dimensions 

influenced the accumulation of social capital in poor neighborhoods and found that living 

in poor neighborhoods reduces access to social resources, while increasing the likelihood 

of social isolation. In addition, their study found that the urban poor often lack social ties 

to individuals participating in the mainstream society, further perpetuating the cycle of 

poverty. Wilson’s research (1987) looked at the disadvantages in poor neighborhoods 

from a social structure perspective. Wilson found that poor neighborhoods demonstrated 

various deleterious neighborhood characteristics, such as few jobholders and a lack of 

middle-class institutions. Wilson attributed these factors are contributors to the perpetual 

cycle of poverty within poor neighborhoods. 

  As such, it is tantamount that policy makers address affordable housing issues 

and seek to deconcentrate poverty. In addition to there being an insufficient amount of 

affordable housing in most jurisdictions, studies have shown that a majority of affordable 
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housing units are located within poor neighborhoods. For example, one study found that, 

“LIHTC housing is disproportionately located in higher-poverty, racially concentrated 

areas. (…) Just 15 percent of LIHTC units are located in low-poverty neighborhoods” 

(Fischer, 2018). This case exemplifies the challenges of creating and implementing 

effective affordable housing policy, which adds to housing stock while deconcentrating 

poverty. While the LIHTC intends to facilitate the development of low-income housing, 

it has simultaneously (albeit unconsciously) facilitated the clustering of poverty. 

Furthermore, when Section 8 voucher holders use their vouchers to relocate, they often 

do so into other low-income neighborhoods (Lee, 2017). The aforementioned factors are 

just a few conditions which contribute to the perpetual cycle of poverty within certain 

neighborhoods. Acknowledging the adverse effects of living with poverty-stricken 

neighborhoods, many policy-makers have sought to address these conditions through 

various programs and policies. That said, not all policies and programs are equal in their 

efficacy.  

The State of Affordable Housing in Miami-Dade 
 

  Miami-Dade County’s housing affordability issue is dire- the county is now 

ranked as the fifth most unaffordable housing market in the nation, and the second most 

unaffordable for renters (Greiner et al., 2017). It is estimated that 49% of all households 

(approximately 420,000 households) are currently housing cost-burdened (the national 

average is 32%). Additionally, Greiner and colleagues state that, “high housing costs are 

increasingly negatively impacting wealth creation, upward economic mobility, and 

workforce talent retention” (2017). Their study had two other alarming findings. Firstly, 

renters make up 30% of all cost-burdened households, and secondly, “severely cost-
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burdened renter households now equal 56.3% of cost-burdened renters (severely cost-

burdened signifies households spending more than 50% of their income on housing 

expenses) (Greiner et al., 2017).  

 In an attempt to further address the housing affordability issue, the County created 

the Workforce Housing Development Program in 2007, which is a voluntary inclusionary 

zoning ordinance. In lieu of incorporating workforce housing units on site, other options 

are offered to developers seeking to take advantage of density bonuses. These options 

include: paying a fee to the County’s Housing Trust, building workforce housing units 

off-site, adding the workforce housing units to an existing off-site property, donating 

land, or a combination of the above (Greiner et al., 2017). Research indicates that IZ 

works well when, “it is part of a broader, comprehensive set of affordable housing and 

community development tools, programs, and policies”, but IZ alone is not sufficient and 

only contributes a minor portion of new affordable housing units (Greiner et al., 2017). 

To put matters into perspective, Greiner and colleagues state,  

Without a change in income or occupational dynamics, and if cost-burden ratios 

remain close to today’s 49 percent level, the County would need to produce over 

93,000 units of affordable housing over the next 10 years to reduce the percentage 

of cost-burdened households to the national average (32 percent). By comparison, 

Miami-Dade County added 57,600 net housing units from 2006 to 2015. (2017)  

It is clear that the county has an immense affordable housing challenge ahead. In 

their economic analysis of Miami-Dade’s IZ ordinance, Greiner and colleagues found 

that the current IZ ordinance does not offer sufficient economic incentives for developers 

(resulting in its underutilization). As such, if left unchanged, Greiner and colleagues 



19 

forecast that the County’s affordable housing issues will only worsen over time (2017).  

That being said, IZ ordinances and fair share policies can be more effective if they are 

mandatory instead of voluntary. To provide a more effective example, New Jersey 

implemented the Mount Laurel Doctrine in 1983, requiring that all municipalities provide 

their “fair share” of affordable housing, resulting in the production of over 60,000 

affordable housing units to date. The doctrine sets forth affordable housing requirements 

and penalizes noncomplying municipalities (Fair Share Housing Center, 2019). In 

conjunction with the mandate, a state agency was created (the Council on Affordable 

Housing or COAH) which determined each municipality’s affordable housing obligation.  

COAH was responsible for enacting regulations, assigning each municipality its 

affordable housing obligation, and identifying strategies for the municipality’s to address 

their obligations. Importantly, COAH was tasked with assessing each municipality’s 

housing element and deny or grant its “substantive certification”. As stated by 

Rempusheski, “In order to reward municipal compliance, the FHA protected towns that 

received substantive certification by granting a period during which the municipality’s 

implementing ordinances would enjoy a presumption of validity in any ensuing 

exclusionary zoning litigation” (2007). In another example, Boston passed a plan in 2001 

that would penalize municipality’s that did not increase affordable housing by 2 percent 

in two years (penalties included the loss of state funding) (Marantz, 2001). Therefore, 

there are a range of strategies (and penalties) that states and municipality’s can employ to 

ensure compliance of affordable housing objectives, such as the withholding of state 

funds or rewarding compliance with legal protections. 

The Comprehensive Plans and Best Practices 
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Aurand (2014) explores the efficacy of affordable housing policies in housing 

elements, focusing on 20 comprehensive plans in Florida. The housing elements were 

scored as either passive or active. While both types of policies are important, direct 

policies are more effective in increasing the number of affordable housing units in a 

jurisdiction. Aurand argues that direct policies play an essential role: 

Given the importance of rental subsidies to the development of housing for low-

income households. In addition, direct financial assistance provided to first-time 

homebuyers would decrease the number of low-income renters, increasing the 

supply of affordable rental units relative to the number needed. (Aurand, 2014, 

p.693)  

Similarly, Jun (2017) performed a comparative study of 58 local comprehensive 

plans in Atlanta and Detroit, with the goal of exploring whether the strength of affordable 

housing policies was associated with better affordable housing outcomes. Jun found that: 

There is a positive association between stronger housing policies and improved 

housing affordability for low-income households. My findings also suggest that 

the state planning environment affects the association between local 

comprehensive plans and housing affordability. (2017, p.250).  

May and Burby (1996) found that plan quality impacted commitment levels to 

state planning goals. Specifically, “higher quality plans were associated with greater 

commitment to state planning goals among locally elected officials. Higher quality plans 

are more likely to educate elected officials about the scope of a problem, as well as build 

public support for proposed solutions” (May and Burby, 1996). Additionally, May and 
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Burby found that 1) strong state mandates with sanctions for noncompliant jurisdictions 

increased procedural compliance; and, 2) combining mandates with intergovernmental 

aid greatly impacted local commitment to state goals. These findings speak to the 

importance of mandatory policies to achieve planning outcomes. 

There are various takeaways from the aforementioned research (Aurand, 2014; 

May and Burby, 1996) which can help to inform best practices for affordable housing 

elements in comprehensive plans. Firstly, state mandates with sanctions (that are tied to 

aid) assist in increasing compliance among local jurisdictions. When it comes to local 

planning, housing elements with direct policies are more effective in producing change 

than passive policies. Additionally, higher quality plans are associated with great 

commitment to goals and help to spread awareness of issues to elected officials and 

constituents.   

Summary of Best Practices 

1. Planners should continually promote local comprehensive plans that include more 

and stronger affordable housing policies (Jun, 2017; Berke and Conroy, 2000; Jun 

and Conroy, 2014) 

2. Planners should advocate for greater state support for comprehensive planning 

and affordable housing policies because these appear to lead to a greater 

likelihood of implementing stronger plans (Jun, 2017) 

3. While both passive and direct policies are important, direct policies are more 

effective in increasing the number of affordable housing units in a jurisdiction 

(Jun, 2017) 
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4. Planners should aim to create high quality plans. High quality plans are more 

likely are associate with high commitment to state goals. Additionally, high 

quality plans better educate and spread awareness of issues (for elected officials 

and constituents) (Burby and Dalton, 1994; May and Burby, 1996) 

5. State mandates increase procedural compliance (Norton, 2005b; May and Burby, 

1996; Berke & French, 1994
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III. METHODS

 This study utilizes a typology with similar categories to Aurand (2014) and Jun 

(2017) with some adjustments. While the aforementioned typologies provide a good 

foundation for studying comprehensive plan policies, policies are unique depending on 

the region being studied and did not fit easily into the categories created by Aurand 

(2014) and Jun (2017). Therefore, the adapted typology has the following categories with 

specific examples included from the plans:  

1. Providing Information 

Policies defined as “providing information” were policies tailored towards 

informing the public or developers about programs and incentives related to 

affordable housing.  

Examples: 

a.  “Continue to provide, at a central location within City government, 

comprehensive, clear and concise information relating to all housing 

assistance programs, administered by the City, CRA, county, state, or federal 

agencies, and which are available to current residents and those considering 

moving to Homestead” - Policy 1.1 (City of Homestead, 2011, p. HE-1). 
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b. “The Village shall provide information and assistance to the private sector to 

maintain a housing production capacity sufficient to meet the identified 

demands” – Policy 1.1 (Miami Shores Village, 2010, p.31). 

2. Referencing Grants/Programs/Funding 

These policies name programs that the municipality may work with in the 

provision of affordable housing. 

Examples: 

a. “The City shall continue to build partnerships with local financial 

intermediaries with (SHIP) and HOME investment partnership programs in an 

effort to assist in implementing a revolving loan program for future funding 

availability in affordable housing” – Policy 3A.1.5 (City of North Miami, 

2016, p. 3-2). 

b. “Through implementation of the housing program, and the intergovernmental 

coordination element, Aventura will coordinate with appropriate private and 

non-profit agencies to improve housing production” – Policy 1.1 (The City of 

Aventura, 2010, p. 35). 

3. Maintenance of Affordable Housing 

Policies under this category focused on maintaining the current affordable 

housing stock, as opposed to policies focused on creating new affordable housing. 

Examples: 

a. “Encourage preventative property maintenance and rehabilitation 

methodologies rather than demolition in order to promote sustainability and 
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affordable housing through the preservation and adaptative re-use of historic 

structures” – Policy 2.5 (City of Miami Beach, 2011, p. HE-3). 

b. “Maintain existing housing stock in communities in the western portions of 

the City” – Policy 4B (The City of Sunny Isles Beach, 2016, p. 62). 

4. Displacement and Relocation 

These policies address the relocation of displaced households. Policies were only 

included if they were under an affordable housing objective or explicitly mention 

affordable housing or low-income occupants. 

a. “The City is committed to a policy to make all reasonable efforts to ensure 

that activities undertaken will not cause unnecessary displacement or 

relocation” – Policy 1.9 (City of Homestead, 2011, p. HE-2). 

b. “The City’s housing program will continue to provide for assistance to 

occupants displaced by public redevelopment projects so that suitable 

relocation housing in proximity to employment and necessary public services 

is available prior to demolition or replacement of existing housing serving 

extremely low-, very low-, low-, and moderate-income occupants” –Policy 

HO-1.5.1 (City of Miami, 2018, p. 32). 

5. Job Training/Employment 

Job training/Employment policies focus on the creation of new jobs or in 

providing job training as a solution to affordable housing issues. 

a. “Promote the utilization of job training, job creation, and other economic 

solutions to address a portion of the affordable housing concerns” – Policy 

1.11 (City of Homestead, 2011, p. HE-2). 
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b. “The City and CRA shall encourage, through their redevelopment activities, 

additional resident employment opportunities, including job training and new 

job creation, in order to assist very-low and low income households in 

addressing the issues of overcrowding and cost burden” – Policy 3A.5.1 (City 

of North Miami, 2016, p. 3-5). 

6. Partnerships 

Policies focusing on partnerships discuss coordinating and collaborating with 

other organizations and agencies, but don’t specifically mention a program. 

a. “The City shall coordinate, as appropriate, with the South Florida Regional 

Planning Council in the development and implementation of the Regional 

Housing Plan” – Policy 1.7 (The City of Aventura, 2010, p. 36). 

b. “The Village of Pinecrest shall meet periodically with Miami-Dade County, 

the City of South Miami, the Village of Palmetto Bay, and the City of Coral 

Gables to discuss affordable housing needs within the incorporated and 

unincorporated areas surrounding Pinecrest. The assessment of affordable 

housing needs shall be presented to the Village Local Planning Agency and 

the Village Council, as appropriate and necessary for action” – Policy 3-1.1.1 

(Village of Pinecrest, 2016, p. 3-1). 

7. Direct Mechanisms for Affordable Housing Creation; Incentives 

These policies provide incentives for the creation of affordable housing or require 

affordable housing in some capacity (e.g. affordable housing requirements) 

a. “The City shall encourage the development of affordable and workforce 

housing units (affordable to 120% and less of median family income) through 
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the provision of density bonuses in the Land Development Regulations, and 

other appropriate measures” – Policy 2I (The City of Sunny Isles Beach, 2016, 

p. 61). 

b. “Incorporate appropriate waivers of building, site permit and/or local impact 

fees for affordable housing projects into the Land Development Code” –

Policy 3.2.2 (Town of Miami Lakes, 2003, p. 3-2). 

8. Vague Encouragement/Future Plans/Advocacy 

The broadest category which encases a variety of policies which are either “too 

vague” to categorize elsewhere (lacking specificity) or speak of future plans 

which have not been put into action yet. 

a. Future Plans: “The City shall use the data and analysis contained in the 

University of Florida Shimberg Center for Affordable Housing’s most recent 

“Housing Needs Assessment” and/or other appropriate sources in order to 

determine the need for and supply of affordable housing” – City of Hialeah 

Gardens, Policy 2.1.1 (City of Hialeah, 2015, p. 7). 

b. Vague Encouragement: “Encourage the development of diverse housing types 

such as smaller, more affordable units within the downtown area and mixed 

use development overlay area” – Policy 1.5.1 (City of Coral Gables, 2010, p. 

3). 

c. Advocacy: “The City shall advocate for a regional fair-share approach to 

provision of affordable housing” – Policy HE3C (City of Florida City, 2007, 

p. 2). 

9. Operations and Measurement 
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These policies speak to common practices and procedures for Planning 

departments.  

a. “In calculating Pinecrest’s affordable housing needs, the Village shall use the 

median household income figure for Pinecrest, not Miami-Dade County. The 

median household income shall be obtained from the most recent data 

available” – Policy 3-1.1.1 (Village of Pinecrest, 2016, p. 3-1) 

b. “Review ordinances, codes, regulations and the permitting process for the 

purpose of eliminating excessive requirements, and amending or adding other 

requirements in order to increase private sector participation in meeting the 

housing needs, while continuing to insure the health, welfare and safety of the 

residents” – Policy 1.2 (City of Sweetwater, 2010, p. 58) 

10. Affordable Housing Obstacles 

11. While rare, some policies in affordable housing sections placed limitations on 

affordable housing (e.g. by prohibiting subdivisions), which could negatively 

impact the provision of affordable housing. 

a. “The Village shall prohibit the subdivision, waiver of plat or plot split of 

existing one-family plots that would increase density in the one-family 

residential districts by permitting two or more dwellings on the same land area 

as the original plot” - Policy 1.5 (Miami Shores Village, 2010, p. 32) 

Only policies in the Housing Element of the Comprehensive Plan were reviewed 

and policies selected either had to directly reference affordable housing or be within an 

affordable housing section of a housing element. The latter case was made evident by 
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objectives and goals referencing affordable housing, with subsequent policies relating 

back to these objectives and goals. 

Of the 34 municipalities in Miami-Dade County, comprehensive plans were 

available for 29. Four municipalities did not have comprehensive plans on their websites 

(Golden Beach, Indian Creek Village, Bay Harbor Islands, Virginia Gardens); these 

communities were contacted and did not respond to requests for comprehensive plans. 

One municipality, Key Biscayne, had a comprehensive plan with data but no policies. 

To provide further context for each municipality, four additional variables were 

included for analysis. These included the 2016 population for each municipality, the total 

percent of cost-burdened residents (rental and owner), the median household income, and 

the median home value.  

One limitation confronted were certain policies which referenced multiple 

categories at once.  In this case, a decision was made regarding the main intent of the 

policy and placed it where it “most fit” or placed the policy in the more specific category 

of the two options, if applicable. For example, while some policies could have been 

categorized as “vague encouragement”, if they additionally referenced a program or a 

partnership, it was put in the latter categories. The occasional use of discretion was a 

limitation but was controlled for by the use of the aforementioned rules. Finally, these 

cases were few and arguably did not result in misplaced policies, as these policies could 

have fit in fairly in either category.  
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On the occasion that policies were repetitive or very similar in nature, the policy 

was only counted once to reduce redundancy. For example, in the Miami Beach Housing 

Element, the following two policies were considering repetitive and only counted once: 

a. “Maintain the potable water, sanitary sewer, storm sewer, transportation, solid 

waste, and recreation facilities above the level of service standards established 

in the City’s comprehensive plan in all areas of the City so that there will be 

no restrictions due to inadequate infrastructure of public facilities on the 

location of housing for low- and moderate-income families or any other 

housing category” – Policy 1.7 (City of Miami Beach, 2011, p. HE-2) 

b. “Maintain the potable water, sanitary sewer, storm sewer, transportation, solid 

waste, and recreation facilities above the level of service standards established 

in the City’s comprehensive plan in all areas of the City so that there will be 

no restrictions due to inadequate infrastructure of public facilities on the 

location of housing for very to moderate income families, manufactured 

housing or any other housing category” – Policy 3.5 (City of Miami Beach, 

2011, p. HE-3)
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IV. RESULTS

 Prior to exploring the overall picture of policy on a county-wide level, what 

follows is an analysis of the policies city-by-city. The purpose of this analysis of cities in 

Miami-Dade County is to provide basic background and context for each city before 

categorizing the housing policies.  The municipalities are listed in order of population 

size, from largest to smallest.  

Miami 

As of 2016, the City of Miami had the largest population in the county at 441,003 

(US Census Bureau) and the 6th lowest median household income in the county 

($34,901). Miami has a median home value of $277,700 (Data USA, 2017) and 25% of 

its population is housing cost-burdened (Florida Housing Data Clearinghouse, 2016). Of 

all the municipalities, Miami had the most policies referencing grants and programs 

(eight), with a higher than average amount of policies. Miami had 15 policies total, while 

the average among all municipalities was 11 policies. Of its other policies, Miami had 

one policy referencing providing information, one policy referencing displacement and 

relocation, two policies referencing direct mechanisms, and three policies referencing 

operations and measurements. 

 

 

 Miami’s affordable housing goals are outdated, with objective HO-1.1 aiming to 

increase the affordable housing stock, “by at least 10 percent by 2010” (City of Miami, 
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2018, p. 28). Many of the city’s policies do not specify how they will achieve goals and 

various terms are undefined. For example: 

Policy HO-1.1.3: Continue and expand the City’s current affordable housing 

programs and continue its participation in federal housing programs and the 

County Documentary Stamp Surtax Program. 

In this case, it is unclear what it meant by “continue” or “expand”; the policy 

could be made clearer with performance metrics. This city has various policies of this 

nature which reference “continuing” and “expanding” programs, without specifics (e.g. 

HO-1.2.3). Considering the status of affordable housing in the city, a focus on expanding 

and improving instead of continuing may be more appropriate.  

The city also has various policies which speak to operations (e.g. how they 

measure affordable housing) and policies they plan to implement in the future. For 

example, policy HO-1.1.10 aims for “the creation of a land acquisition program for infill” 

(City of Miami, 2018, p. 29). This type of policy would be more effective if it included a 

date by which this program aims to be implemented, in addition to specific goals for the 

program. 

Hialeah 

 Hialeah is the 2nd most populous municipality in the county (236,387 residents in 

2016) (US Census Bureau), of which 19% are housing cost-burdened (Florida Housing 

Data Clearinghouse, 2016). The municipality has the 3rd lowest median household 

income ($29,817) in the county, and a median home value of $163,000 (Data USA, 

2017). Hialeah has 12 affordable housing policies, distributed as follows: vague 
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encouragement (four), direct mechanisms (three), operations (one), partnerships (one), 

displacement and relocation (one), providing information (one), and referencing 

programs (one). Similar to other municipalities, Hialeah has policies which referencing 

how it would like to address affordable housing in the future. For example, “the City 

shall review and revise its land development regulations to remove constraints on the 

development of low and moderate-income housing projects” (City of Hialeah, 2015, p.4). 

The City offers to evaluate fees and infrastructure charges in the case of affordable 

housing projects, to “determine whether adjustments can be made” and offers to 

potentially provide funds to offset fees in cases where fees cannot be reduced (City of 

Hialeah, 2015, p.4). 

Miami Gardens 

 Miami Gardens has the 3rd largest population in the county (113,058) in 2016 (US 

Census Bureau), 16% of which are housing-cost burdened (Florida Housing Data 

Clearinghouse, 2016). The median income is 39,012 and the median home value is 

$141,600 (Data USA, 2017). Miami Garden’s has the largest amount of affordable 

housing policies in the county, at 29. Of those 29, the policies are categorized as follows: 

providing information (three), referencing programs (three), maintenance of affordable 

housing (one), partnerships (one), direct mechanisms (three), vague encouragement (11), 

and operations (seven). The county allows for manufactured homes (policy HO-2C) and 

offers fiscal and administrative incentives (policy HO-3A), although those incentives are 

not outlined. The municipality also has a policy which protects mobile home park sites, 

requiring that new developments do not displace mobile home owners without ensuring 

affordable housing would be available for affected owners. The municipality has many 
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policies which “encourage” and “promote” affordable housing but do not specify how 

they will accomplish this (policy HO-2C, policy HO-2D). 

Miami Beach 

 Miami Beach has the highest percentage of cost-burdened residents in the county 

(28%) (Florida Housing Data Clearinghouse, 2016) and the 4th largest population of 

91,917 (US Census Bureau, 2016). In addition, Miami Beach has a median household 

income of $47,216 and a median home value of $398,600 (Data USA, 2017). The 

municipality has 12 affordable housing policies, distributed as follows: direct 

mechanisms (four), operations (four), referencing programs (two), and maintenance of 

affordable housing (two). The housing element begins with a clear objective of having a 

minimum of 16,000 affordable housing units by 2020. Miami Beach references providing 

developers with “financial incentives” but does not specify the incentives (policy 1.3). 

The municipality could improve this policy by explaining which incentives they are 

willing to provide. That said, Miami Beach does offer an expedited housing approval and 

permitting process for affordable housing projects (policy 1.6). Miami Beach has two 

policies which refer to the use of state and federal funding sources, but there are no 

specific details regarding funding goals, “continue to pursue and utilize state and federal 

sources of funding which can be used to assist in creating and/or preserving affordable 

housing” (City of Miami Beach, 2011, p. HE-1). 

Homestead 

Homestead has a median household income of $40,452, and a median home value 

of $141,300 (Data USA, 2017). The municipality has the 5th largest population in the 

county (67,996 in 2016) (US Census Bureau), and 16% are housing cost-burdened 
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(Florida Housing Data Clearinghouse, 2016). Homestead has 18 affordable housing 

policies, with at least one policy in each category expect affordable housing obstacles. It 

has three policies referencing grants and programs, three policies discussing operations 

and measurements, and two policies in each of the following categories: referencing 

providing information, maintenance of affordable housing, displacement and relocation, 

direct mechanisms, and vague encouragement. Finally, the municipality has one policy 

discussing job training and one policy discussing partnerships. Speaking to direct 

mechanisms to produce affordable housing, Homestead offers various options including 

density bonuses, waived or reduced impact fees, in addition to allowing accessory units 

(policy 1.14). Certain policies could be improved by adding specific timeline objectives. 

For example, the municipality states that it will “establish an expedited review process” 

for affordable housing units but does not state by when that will be accomplished (City of 

Homestead, 2011, p. HE-3) 

North Miami 

North Miami’s population was 62,225 in 2016 (US Census Bureau) and 21% were 

housing cost-burdened (Florida Housing Data Clearinghouse, 2016). The municipality 

has a median household income of $37,490 and a median home value of $157,900 (Data 

USA, 2017). North Miami has 12 affordable housing policies in a range of categories, 

such as: providing information (two), job training (one), direct mechanisms (three), vague 

encouragement (four), and operations (two). The municipality offers a streamlined 

administrative approval and permitting process for affordable housing developments 

(3B.1.2) and in the same policy, offers “incentives for developers”; that said, the types of 

incentives are not specified. North Miami also offers deferred payment of impact fees in 
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cases of hardship. While it helps that the municipality is specific with what they allow, 

they could consider waiving impact fees to increase the provision of affordable housing. 

Like other municipalities, North Miami has a policy regarding future considerations, “the 

City shall examine and consider adopting an inclusionary zoning ordinance” (City of 

North Miami, 2016, p. 3-8). Like most policies stating future plans, this policy does not 

outline when the City might enact this ordinance. 

Doral 

 Sixteen percent of Doral’s population is housing cost-burdened (57,947 in 2016) 

(US Census Bureau; Florida Housing Data Clearinghouse, 2016). The median household 

income is $74,174 and the median home value is $328,600 (Data USA, 2017). Doral has 

the 2nd highest amount of affordable housing policies in the county, at 25. Of these 

policies 10 are categorized as vague encouragement. The remaining distribution is as 

follows: providing information (two), referencing programs (one), displacement and 

relocation (one), partnerships (six), direct mechanisms (two), operations (three). Like 

other housing elements in the county, Doral’s policies are outdated, with many policies 

referring to 2007. For example, one policy states, “by January 2007, the City shall ensure 

that permitted uses and density provisions allow for very low, low, and moderate income 

households (…) to be adequately dispersed throughout the city” (City of Doral, 2013, p. 

40). The same policy highlights land development regulations intended to achieve these 

ends, but the 2007 date calls into question whether these goals were achieved or not. 

Doral has many vague policies which seek to promote or encourage, but do not provide 

specifics of how or when goals will be achieved. For example, “promote homeownership 
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and emphasize owner-occupied residential use in mixed-use and newly developing areas” 

(City of Doral, 2013, p. 41). 

Coral Gables 

Coral Gables has the 4th highest median household income in the county 

($91,452) and the 2nd highest median home value ($696,000) (Data USA, 2017). Of the 

total population (50,815), 15% are housing cost-burdened (US Census Bureau; Florida 

Housing Data Clearinghouse, 2016). Coral Gables has 13 affordable housing policies, 

which are categorized as follows: providing information (one), partnerships (three), direct 

mechanisms (one), vague encouragement (four), and operations (four).  The municipality 

could benefit from specificity in their objectives and policies. For example, the affordable 

housing objective aims to, “provide adequate and affordable housing to satisfy the 

community needs for existing and future residents” (City of Coral Gables, 2010, p. 1). 

This objective could be strengthened by adding the amount of affordable housing units 

Coral Gables is aiming for and a goal date. Like many other housing elements in the 

county, Coral Gable’s housing element is outdated, with references to 2011. For example, 

“by 2011, the City shall amend its zoning code to provide for affordable/attainable 

housing programs” (City of Coral Gables, 2010, p. 1). The City states that it will examine 

various approaches to address affordable housing and provides an extensive list of 

options (including linkage fees, inclusionary zoning incentives, and the creation of an 

affordable housing trust fund); what is unclear is when these approaches will be officially 

incorporated into the housing element. Thus, Coral Gables has many aspirational policies, 

outlining what it would like to do in the future, with few concrete policies that address 

affordable housing needs today. 
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Cutler Bay 

 Cutler Bay’s median household income is $66,929 and its median home value is 

$216,500 (Data USA, 2017). As of 2016, the municipality’s population was 44,707, of 

which 15% were housing cost-burdened (US Census Bureau; Florida Housing Data 

Clearinghouse, 2016). The municipality has 17 affordable housing policies, categorized 

as follows: referencing grants (one), displacement and relocation (two), partnerships 

(three), direct mechanisms (five), vague encouragement (three), and operations (three). 

Cutler Bay has various policies which discuss how they will measure affordable housing, 

but do not relate to the provision of affordable housing. For example, “the Town shall 

utilize the most current U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development standards 

to define affordable housing” (Town of Cutler Bay, 2008, p. H-4). The municipality also 

had various vague encouragement policies, such as, “the Town, in its Land Development 

Regulations, shall support the provision of affordable housing” (Town of Cutler Bay, 

2008, p. H-4). However, Cutler Bay did have some policies which referenced direct 

mechanisms, such as density bonuses (H2-1D). 

North Miami Beach 

 North Miami Beach had a population of 43,891 in 2016 (20% were housing cost-

burdened) (US Census Bureau; Florida Housing Data Clearinghouse, 2016). The median 

household income is $38,058 and the median home value is $155,500 (Data USA, 2017). 

The municipality has four affordable housing policies, two of which are categorized as 

“vague encouragement”. The remaining policies fall under operations (one) and 

referencing programs (one). The first policy states that the City, “should investigate the 

possibility of identifying areas where changes to future land use (…) would be 
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appropriate” in order to address the housing needs of the locality (City of North Miami 

Beach, 2015, p. III-1). While this policy falls under goal one of the housing element 

(assure the availability of affordable housing for all residents), it does not directly 

mention affordable housing. The subsequent policy under goal one does not mention 

affordable housing either, but states that the city will continue using the Technical 

Review Board to minimize delay. Thus, these two policies are loosely connected to 

affordable housing at most. Policy 1.4.1 states, “the City shall support efforts to bringing 

rental units within the reach of low and moderate income households” (City of North 

Miami Beach, 2015, p. III-3), but does not state how it will support efforts, thus resulting 

in another “vague encouragement” policy. In the vain of other policies which “continue” 

current practices, without emphasis on improvement, the 4th policy states, “continue to 

seek and obtain grants such as Community Development Block Grants to upgrade 

existing very low and low income housing” (City of North Miami Beach, 2015, p. III-2). 

With such a high rate of cost burdened residents, the municipality might consider how it 

can strengthen and improve current policies, instead of continuing with existing practices. 

Aventura 

 Aventura’s population was 37,515 in 2016 and 23% of the residents were housing 

cost-burdened (US Census Bureau; Florida Housing Data Clearinghouse, 2016). The 

median income is $55,891 and the median home value is $310,300 (Data USA, 2017). 

Aventura has 9 affordable housing policies, distributed as follows: providing information 

(one), referencing programs (one), partnerships (two), vague encouragement (four), and 

operations (one). Three of its policies discuss future plans to improve affordable housing 

policies, such as policy 1.2 which states, “through the comprehensive planning process 
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and the development of the land development regulations a streamlined permitting 

process will be established; providing for efficient review with minimal delays and costs” 

(The City of Aventura, 2010, p. 35). The city also states in another policy that it will 

incorporate recommendations by the Regional Planning Council regarding affordable 

housing but does not state when this will be completed. Like many municipalities, 

Aventura has a policy (1.6) which states that the City, “shall support public and private 

sector efforts to provide an adequate supply of housing units that are affordable to 

households of all incomes” but does not have any policies stating how it will support 

efforts in clear terms (The City of Aventura, 2010, p. 36). 

Miami Lakes 

 Miami Lakes had a population of 30,873 in 2016; 16% of the residents are 

housing cost-burdened (US Census Bureau; Florida Housing Data Clearinghouse, 2016). 

The median household income is $72,225 and the median home value is $326,500 (USA 

Data, 2017).  The municipality has nine affordable housing policies, categorized as 

follows: providing information (one), partnerships (three), direct mechanisms (two), 

vague encouragement (one), and operations (two). The most common policy in the 

housing element refers to partnerships. Similar to other “partnership” policies 

aforementioned in other municipalities, it is unclear how these partnerships will facilitate 

the provision of affordable housing. For example, policy 3.1.1 states, “coordinate with 

Miami-Dade County to address affordable housing opportunities and needs” (Town of 

Miami Lakes, 2003, p. 3-1). Likewise, the municipality has other policy which references 

other organization to partner with, without providing information on how these 

partnerships benefit affordable housing. The municipality plans to “incorporate 
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appropriate waivers (…) for affordable housing projects into the Land Development 

Code” (policy 3.2.2) but has not done so yet (Town of Miami Lakes, 2003, p. 3-2). 

Palmetto Bay 

 Palmetto Bay had a population of 24,570 in 2016, 13% of which are housing cost-

burdened (US Census Bureau; Florida Housing Data Clearinghouse, 2016). The 

municipality has the 2nd highest median household income in the county ($105,316) and a 

median home value of $467,400 (Data USA, 2017). Palmetto Bay has 14 affordable 

housing polices, categorized as follows: providing information (two), partnerships (two), 

direct mechanisms (one), vague encouragement (seven), and operations (two). Many of 

the affordable housing policies are outdated, with target dates of 2016. The municipality 

has 6 policies which outline future goals and plans to address affordable housing. For 

example, policy 3.1.6 states, “by January 2016, consider density bonuses for the 

provision of affordable housing”. Similarly, policy 3.1.5 states that the municipality will 

consider the feasibility of inclusionary zoning regulations by 2016. Similar to other 

municipalities, Palmetto Bay has various policies which refer to “partnering” or 

“coordinating” with other agencies and councils to “identify additional resources for 

addressing affordable housing needs” (City of Palmetto Bay, 2015, p. 3-1 and 3-2). 

Hialeah Gardens 

Fourteen percent of Hialeah Garden’s population (23,837 in 2016) are housing 

cost-burdened (US Census Bureau; Florida Housing Data Clearinghouse, 2016). The 

median household income is $43,576 and the median home value is $148,000 (Data 

USA, 2017). The municipality has seven affordable housing policies, categorized as 
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follows: referencing programs (one), displacement and relocation (one), direct 

mechanisms (one), vague encouragement (two), and operations (two). The City’s housing 

element is outdated, with target dates of 2015 throughout. While manufactured housing is 

permitted in the City, Hialeah Gardens does not offer any incentives for developers. That 

said, the municipality does have a policy stating that it plans to develop incentives in the 

future, “the City shall develop and provide administrative incentives for private sector 

developers in order to encourage the provision of (…) housing that is affordable” (City of 

Hialeah Gardens, 2007, p. 3-4). As such, like other municipalities aforementioned, 

Hialeah Gardens has future plans to address affordable housing issues but does not 

currently offer incentives for its provision. 

Sunny Isles Beach 

 Twenty-five percent of Sunny Isles Beach’s residents are housing cost-burdened 

(22,086 in 2016) (US Census Bureau; Florida Housing Data Clearinghouse, 2016). The 

median household income is $52,060 and the median home value is $316,100 (Data 

USA, 2017). The municipality has 18 affordable housing policies, categorized as follows: 

providing information (two), referencing programs (two), maintenance of affordable 

housing (one), partnerships (four), direct mechanisms (four), vague encouragement 

(three), and operations (two). The City provides density bonuses and a streamlined 

permitting process for affordable housing developments. The municipality has various 

policies which reference partnerships but are unspecific as to how these partnerships will 

increase the provision of affordable housing. For example, “encourage agreements with 

adjacent jurisdictions to provide affordable housing opportunities within the region” (The 

City of Sunny Isles Beach, 2016, p. 62).  
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Sweetwater 

 Sweetwater is a municipality with of population of 20,701 (2016), of which 19% 

are housing cost-burdened (US Census Bureau; Florida Housing Data Clearinghouse, 

2016). The median household income is $33,741 and the median home value is $118,100 

(Data USA, 2017). Sweetwater has 10 affordable housing policies, categorized as 

follows: referencing partnerships (one), direct mechanisms (three), and operations (six). 

Sweetwater offers various incentives for developers of affordable housing, including 

density bonuses, reduction or waiver of fees, reduction of parking and setback 

requirements, and modification of street requirements. The municipality has many 

“operations”, which speak of processes, such as the continual review of ordinances and 

regulations to “increase private sector participation in meeting the housing needs” of 

residents (City of Sweetwater, 2010, p. 58).  

Pinecrest 

 Pinecrest had a population of 19,444 in 2016, 14% of which were housing cost-

burdened (US Census Bureau; Florida Housing Data Clearinghouse, 2016). Pinecrest has 

the highest median household income in the county ($130,900) and the highest median 

home value ($840,900) (Data USA, 2017). The municipality has eight affordable housing 

policies, categorized as follows: providing information (one), referencing programs (one), 

partnerships (two), direct mechanisms (one), and operations (three). Pinecrest offers a 

streamlined development review and permitting process for affordable housing but does 

not mention any other incentives in their housing element. The municipality has three 

“operations” policies, one of which discusses how Pinecrest will calculate affordable 

housing needs (Village of Pinecrest, 2016, p. 3-1). Like many other municipalities in the 
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county, Pinecrest has vague policies which do little to increase affordable housing 

production. For example, “the Village’s land development regulations shall not create 

barriers to affordable housing” (Village of Pinecrest, 2016, p. 3-2). 

Opa-Locka 

Opa-Locka has the lowest median household income in the county ($17,933) and 

the 2nd lowest median home value of $98,000 (Data USA, 2017). Of its 16,457 residents, 

27% are housing cost-burdened (the 2nd highest rate in the county after Miami Beach) 

(US Census Bureau; Florida Housing Data Clearinghouse, 2016). The municipality has 

six affordable housing policies, five of which reference direct mechanisms and one which 

discusses programs. The housing element has the goal of all residents having access to 

affordable housing by 2030. This housing element has many strong qualities, including 

monitoring measures and an implementation plan for each policy. Of the monitoring 

measures, Opa-Locka aims for “at least a 50% reduction in the number of cost-burdened 

households by 2030” (City of Opa-Locka, 2011, p. 96). Additionally, the measures 

outline exactly how many units they are aiming for. Certain policies outline how many 

units of each type they would like to achieve (e.g. single-family, multi-family etc.) and 

offer incentives for how these goals will be achieved, such as density bonuses (policy H-

1.1, H-1.2, and H-1.3). In order to address the provision of affordable housing through 

multiple angles, the municipality could consider adding policies to reflect other important 

categories, such as the maintenance of affordable housing. 

Miami Springs 
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 Miami Springs has a population of 14,431 of which 13% are housing cost-

burdened (one of the lower percentages in the county) (US Census Bureau; Florida 

Housing Data Clearinghouse, 2016). The median income is $54,750 and the median 

home value is $297,200 (Data USA, 2017). The municipality has five affordable housing 

policies: operations (three), direct mechanisms (one), and job training (one). Miami 

Spring’s job-related policy is vague, stating, “the City will encourage programs which 

incorporate job training, job creation or other economic solutions to address affordable 

housing” (City of Miami Springs, 2012, p. 27). As such, while this policy addresses 

economic solutions, it does not specify how it will achieve its goals nor what the goals 

are. One policy does provide that manufactured housing will not be prohibited in any 

residential areas, which may facilitate the provision of lower cost housing for some 

households. That said, the municipality does not offer any incentives for developers to 

build affordable housing. 

South Miami 

 South Miami had a population of 12,207 in 2016, 22% of which were housing 

cost-burdened (US Census Bureau; Florida Housing Data Clearinghouse, 2016). The 

median household income is $60,519 and the median home value is $398,100 (Data 

USA, 2017). The municipality has nine affordable housing policies: referencing programs 

(two), vague encouragement (five), and operations (two). The municipality’s housing 

element is outdated, referencing 2015. Various policies refer to future plans, such as, “the 

City’s Community Redevelopment Agency will provide additional incentives to private 

developers to construct projects with affordable housing units” (City of South Miami, 

2010, p. 20). Similar to other policies discussing future plans, this policy does not state 
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when the additional incentives will be offered. Another policy states that the city will 

work with the Regional Planning Council to implement a regional affordable housing 

policy, but no other details are provided. As such, most of South Miami’s policies discuss 

future plans and “encouragement”, but do not provide clear details on how they will 

address the affordable housing issue. 

Florida City 

Florida City has the 9th smallest population in the county (12,078), but a high 

percentage of housing cost-burdened residents (21%) (US Census Bureau; Florida 

Housing Data Clearinghouse, 2016).  Additionally, the municipality has the 2nd lowest 

median household income ($26,828) and the 3rd lowest median home value ($104,300) 

(Data USA, 2017). Florida City has a higher than average count of affordable housing 

policies (14), but a majority of these policies fall under vague encouragement (four) and 

operations (five). Similar to Homestead, Florida City has a policy stating that it “shall 

establish an expedited review process” but doesn’t establish when that will be completed 

(City of Florida City, 2007, p. 2). The municipality does offer some direct mechanisms, 

including “smaller lot sizes, smaller minimum house size and floor space; cluster 

development and zero lot-line development” (policy HE-3m). That being said, there are a 

lot of aspirational policies specifying amendments that the municipality would like to 

accomplish in the future, such as, “the City shall consider the appropriateness of 

conditioning the amendment to set aside a percentage of the units to the increased density 

for affordable housing” (City of Florida City, 2007, p. 2). Considering the high 

percentage of cost-burdened residents, the municipality could benefit from the 

implementation of timelines for their aspirational policies, in addition to adding specific 
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goals, such as the percentage of units which will be set aside (in reference to policy HE-

3i). 

Miami Shores 

 With a population of 10,762, 16% are housing cost-burdened (US Census Bureau; 

Florida Housing Data Clearinghouse, 2016). Miami Shores has a higher than average 

median household income at $101,046 and a median home value of $442,000 (Data USA, 

2017). The municipality has 15 affordable housing policies, categorized as follows: 

providing information (one), referencing programs (three), direct mechanisms (one), 

vague encouragement (one), operations (eight), and affordable housing obstacles (one). 

Like other housing elements in the county, Miami Shores’ element is outdated, with 

references to 2015 as a target date. The municipality allows for manufactured housing in 

any area for residential use but prohibits the subdivision of plots, thus limiting density 

potential in certain residential districts. The municipality has a high number of operations 

and measurements policies, which do not speak to how more affordable housing will be 

built or how existing structures will be maintained. For example, policy 1.2 states, “the 

number of housing units and the range of housing types developed shall be established by 

the Future Land Use Map” (Miami Shores Village, 2010, p. 31). These types of policies, 

which speak to procedures, were very common in the Miami Shores housing element. 

North Bay Village 

North Bay Village had of population of 7,861 in 2016, with 25% of residents being 

housing cost-burdened (US Census Bureau; Florida Housing Data Clearinghouse, 2016).  

The median household income is $55,270 and the median home value is $249,200 (Data 
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USA, 2017). The municipality has eight affordable housing policies, categorized as 

follows: providing information (one), referencing programs (one), partnerships (two), 

direct mechanisms (one), vague encouragement (one), and operations (two). The 

municipality offers expedited development review and reduced permitting charges in a 

specific area (Kennedy Causeway Corridor). Various policies refer to future plans, such 

as policy 6.3.5 which states, “the Village shall explore amending the Future Land Use 

Element of the Comprehensive Plan to provide a housing bonus density program (…) to 

encourage developers to include housing for low and very-low income families in their 

development projects” (North Bay Village, 2018, p. 6-2). Such a program could increase 

the provision of affordable housing, if it was implemented. The challenge is that North 

Bay Village does not specify when it will create the program. 

West Miami 

 West Miami had a population of 6,652 in 2016, 18% of which were housing cost-

burdened (US Census Bureau; Florida Housing Data Clearinghouse, 2016). The 

municipality has a median household income of $43,233 and a median household income 

of $243,700 (Data USA, 2017). The municipality has three affordable housing policies, 

one in each of the follow categories: partnerships, vague encouragement, and operations. 

The municipality seeks to, “develop an affordable housing policy for the City which 

provides incentives for building and preserving affordable housing” but does not have 

such a policy in place yet (City of West Miami, 2000, p. 103). Policy 1.6 states that the 

City will utilize a definition for affordable housing based on the City’s median household 

income and policy 1.7 asserts that the City will work with the South Florida Regional 

Planning Council to develop a regional policy addressing affordable housing. 
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Surfside 

Fifteen percent of Surfside’s population (5,810 in 2016) are housing cost-

burdened (US Census Bureau; Florida Housing Data Clearinghouse). The median 

household income is $72,266 and the median home value is $561,900 (Data USA, 2017). 

Surfside has 12 affordable housing policies, categorized as follows: providing 

information (one), referencing programs (one), direct mechanisms (one), vague 

encouragement (one), and operations (eight). Like other municipalities in the county, 

Surfside’s policies are predominantly focused on procedures and operations. Various 

policies do not clearly state how they will achieve objectives, for example, “the Town 

Code shall provide processes in an effort to provide more efficient mechanisms for 

reviewing proposed housing developments” (Town of Surfside, 2018, p. 3-11). It is 

unclear what processes the municipality is referring to. The town does allow for 

manufactured housing in all residential areas but does not offer any incentives for 

developers seeking to build affordable housing. 

Biscayne Park 

 Biscayne Park has a population of 3,203, of which 17% are housing cost-

burdened (US Census Bureau; Florida Housing Data Clearinghouse, 2016).  The median 

household income is $61,667 and the median home value is $354,700 (Data USA, 2017). 

Biscayne Park has three policies which refer to affordable housing; all three policies are 

categorized as vague encouragement. All three policies refer to future plans which have 

yet to be completed. For example, policy 3.1 states, “the Village will conduct an 

affordable housing needs assessment at the time that it conducts its Comprehensive Plan 

Evaluation”. Policy 3.3 asserts, “the Village, in conducting its affordable housing needs 



50 

assessment, will evaluate the number of cost burdened households within its boundaries, 

and investigate strategies and programs that might be available to assist qualify 

households” (Village of Biscayne Park, 2010, p. 9). As such, the municipality does not 

have any direct affordable housing policies, but has future plans to create policies, once 

the needs assessment is completed. At a minimum, the municipality should consider 

adding a timeline for when the needs assessment will be completed. 

Bal Harbor 

 Bal Harbor had a population of 2,917 in 2016, of which 14% were housing cost-

burdened (US Census Bureau; Florida Housing Data Clearinghouse, 2016). The median 

household income is $49,869 and Bal Harbor has the 3rd highest median home value in 

the county ($641,900) (Data USA, 2017). Bal Harbor does not have any policies which 

reference affordable housing. 

El Portal 

 El Portal had a population of 2,480 in 2016, 11% of which were housing cost-

burdened (US Census Bureau; Florida Housing Data Clearinghouse, 2016). The median 

household income is $61,146 and the median home value is $303,100 (Data USA, 2017). 

El Portal’s four affordable housing policies were as follows: operations (two), vague 

encouragement (one), and providing information (one). The village states that it will 

“continue to assist and counsel any developer” that plans to build affordable housing but 

does not offer any incentives. The municipality also states that it will adopt a “long-range 

affordable housing policy” by December 2001 (Village of El Portal, 2003, p. 38), hinting 

at the outdated nature of the housing element. El Portal states that it will, “implement and 
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apply the affordable housing strategies for its residents” but doesn’t state how or which 

strategies it is referring to (Village of El Portal, 2003, p. 38). 

Medley 

 Medley is the smallest municipality in the county (898 residents in 2016) (US 

Census Bureau). Fifteen percent of the residents are housing cost-burdened and the 

median household income is $30,272 (Florida Housing Data Clearinghouse, 2016; Data 

USA, 2017). Furthermore, Medley had the lowest median home value in the county 

($33,100) (Data USA, 2017). The municipality has one affordable housing policy, 

“maintain a program of incentives to encourage the rehabilitation or replacement of 

existing housing while maintaining affordability” (Town of Medley, 2018, p. 3-1). While 

the policy references incentives, the incentives are not outlined anywhere in the housing 

element. 

County Results 

The next step in the analysis involved looking at the county-wide policy 

landscape. Miami Gardens had the highest amount of affordable housing policies at 29 

and Bal Harbor had the lowest amount at 0, with the average amount of policies per 

municipality was 11. Of the 10 policy types analyzed, the most common type of policy 

present was “operations”, with 26 municipalities having at least one policy of this type in 

their Housing Element. Policies categorized as “vague encouragement/future 

plans/advocacy” and “direct mechanisms; incentives” tied for the second most common 

types of policies, with 21 out of 29 municipalities having these policies in their plans. 

The least common policy types included: “affordable housing obstacles” (one 
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municipality), “job training & employment” (two municipalities), and “maintenance of 

affordable housing” (four municipalities) (see Appendix, table 1 for full counts).  

 The municipalities with the largest populations did not necessarily have the 

highest percent of cost-burdened residents, except for Miami and Miami Beach. Miami 

had the largest population of all municipalities at 411,003 residents in 2016. Of these 

residents, 25% were cost-burdened. Miami Beach had a population of 91,917 residents 

and 28% were cost-burdened. The other municipalities with the highest percent of cost-

burdened residents were Opa-Locka (27%), Sunny Isles (25%), and North Bay Village 

(25%). In contrast, the municipalities with the lowest percentage of cost-burdened 

residents were El Portal (11%), Miami Springs (13%), and Palmetto Bay (13%). 

Interestingly, each of these municipalities had median household incomes higher than the 

national average. 

 After Miami, the most populous municipalities in Miami-Dade were Hialeah 

(236,387 residents) and Miami Gardens (113,058 residents). Interestingly, both of these 

municipalities had lower percentages of cost-burdened residents (19% and 16% 

respectively) as compared to Miami. This could be for various reasons. Firstly, the gap 

between the median household income and the median home value is significantly higher 

in Miami, as compared to Hialeah and Miami Gardens; highlighting a greater 

affordability gap in Miami.         

 To examine this issue further, the median household income in Miami is $34,901, 

while the median home value is $277,700. With the median income in Miami, a 

household could afford a home worth $186,000, with a down payment of $40,000. With 

all other applicable housing costs considered (home insurance, taxes etc.), this scenario 
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would represent 36% of the household’s monthly income and the household would still 

be short $91,700 from the municipality’s median home value. In contrast, a similar 

household making the median household income in Miami Gardens ($39,012) could 

afford a home worth $205,000 with a $40,000 down payment. This scenario would be 

significantly more feasible as the median home value in Miami Gardens is $141,600.  

 Beyond the differences between median household incomes and median home 

values, another consideration are differences between the affordable housing policies. 

Miami has 15 affordable housing policies, while Miami Gardens has 29, and of these 

policies, Miami has two “direct mechanisms and incentives” policies while Miami 

Gardens has three similar policies. Taking an even closer look, Miami Gardens’ “direct 

mechanisms” policies are more enforceable and diverse than Miami’s policies. In Miami, 

the municipality offers incentives to affordable housing developers such as financial 

assistance and the provision of public improvements in addition to building density 

bonuses. Miami Gardens offers comparable fiscal incentives but has two other policies 

which are direct mechanisms for the creation and preservation of affordable housing. One 

policy allows for manufactured homes within any residential area and the other has 

enforceable requirements protecting the rights of mobile home park residents. For 

example, policy HO-7E requires that proposed developments demonstrate that they 

would not displace mobile home owners or prove that there is suitable affordable housing 

for affected owners. While these are just a few considerations, the various differences 

between Miami and Miami Gardens help to explain why their housing cost burden 

percentages are so different (25% and 16% respectively).     

 Of the 29 municipalities analyzed, 19 had median household incomes below the 
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US average ($59,039 in 2016), speaking to a regional issue of low-paying jobs. Two of 

the municipalities with the highest percentages of cost-burdened residents (Miami and 

Opa-Locka) also had among the lowest median household incomes for the county 

($34,901 and $17,933 respectively). Six other municipalities had median household 

incomes of less than $40,000: Florida City, Hialeah, Medley, Miami Gardens, North 

Miami Beach, and Sweetwater. 

 The municipalities with the lowest median home values were Opa-Locka 

($98,000), Medley ($33,100), and Sweetwater ($118,100), with the percentage of cost-

burdened residents in these municipalities being 27%, 15%, and 19% respectively. In 

contrast, the municipalities with the highest median home values were Coral Gables 

($696,000), Bal Harbor ($641,900), and Pinecrest ($840,900), with the percentage of 

cost-burdened residents being 15%, 14%, and 14% respectively. With Medley being an 

exception (and a unique case, being a town of only 898 residents), the municipalities with 

the lowest median home values tended to have higher percentages of cost-burdened 

residents, as compared to municipalities with the highest median home values. These 

results demonstrate that poverty is more densely concentrated in certain municipalities 

(characterized by low median home values) and may indicate the necessity for county-

level solutions, fair share policies, and/or inclusionary zoning practices. In the case of 

Opa-Locka, the municipality has a disproportionate number of extremely low income 

(ELI) people and households, explaining the low median home values in conjunction 

with the high percentage of cost-burdened residents
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 V. DISCUSSION

 Throughout this investigation it became clear that there are various ways in which 

municipalities can strengthen their affordable housing policies to improve their affordable 

housing outcomes. In conjunction with the best practices outlined earlier in this thesis, 

municipalities in Miami-Dade County should consider adopting three specific policy 

recommendations: 1) diversity of policy types addressing affordable housing; 2) 

enforceability; and 3) mandatory IZ ordinances and/or fair share policies. 

Diverse Policies 
 

 The diversity of affordable housing policies is important, as the creation and 

provision of affordable housing can (and should) be addressed from multiple angles. 

Additionally, to avoid the clustering of poverty, municipalities need to go beyond 

incentives and consider county-level approaches. Much like the findings of Ryan and 

Enderle (2012), which found that incentives alone were not enough to foster socio-

economic integration in San Diego, the current incentives in Miami-Dade are proving 

insufficient in addressing the clustering of poverty in certain municipalities (such as in 

Miami and Opa-Locka).         

 While there is always room for improvement in the enforceability of policies 

within each category through word choice and specificity (Jun, 2017), having a diversity 

of policies strengthens a municipality’s affordable housing stance. A municipality should 

not limit itself to a few policy types as this could result in missed opportunities. For 
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example, a municipality which engages with state and federal programs but does not 

provide development incentives could miss out on private investment opportunities, 

ultimately limiting the affordable housing production in their town or city. As an example 

of policy diversification, Homestead has policies focused on providing information to 

residents and developers, programs, the maintenance existing affordable housing stock, 

ensuring the relocation of displaced peoples into affordable housing, job training, 

partnerships, incentives, and vague encouragement.  

To be clear, there are a few policy types which should not count for diversity 

because the policies are too vague or create obstacles for the provision of affordable 

housing. The three types of policies which should be removed from housing elements 

include: 1) vague encouragement/future plans/advocacy; 2) operations; and 3) affordable 

housing obstacles. 

Thus, municipalities should not only weigh their affordable housing policy 

strength on the number of policies that they have, but instead, they should also consider 

the diversity of policies and focus their attention on policy types which are 1) specific 

(e.g. outlining how the objectives will be achieved, and 2) enforceable (e.g. stating 

how/when incentives will be given, instead of vague encouragement). 

Enforceability 
 

 In addition to considering diversity of policies, municipalities should consider 

how enforceable their policies are. Enforceable policies are specific and use active 

instead of passive language. Two strategies to enhance enforceability are the 

implementation of penalties for noncompliance and/or incentives for compliance. For 
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example, Boston created a mandate which withholds some state funding for 

municipalities not complying with affordable housing objectives, while the Mount Laurel 

Doctrine in New Jersey offered the presumption of validity in any ensuing exclusionary 

zoning litigation for all compliant municipalities. These are just a couple of examples of 

actions which have made affordable housing policies more enforceable.  

Having the greatest number of policies mentioning affordable housing was not 

necessarily indicative of a stronger stance on affordable housing within a municipality. 

For example, while Doral had 25 affordable housing policies, 10 policies were in the 

“vague encouragement/future plans/advocacy” category and three were in the 

“operations” category. These policy types, in addition to the “affordable housing 

obstacles” category, were among the weakest forms of policies due to their lack of 

enforceability. The “vague encouragement/future plans/advocacy” category contained 

policies which never specified how they were going to accomplish affordable housing 

goals. The “operations” category often outlined department procedures and 

measurements but didn’t specify how these procedures would improve affordable 

housing stock. Finally, the “affordable housing obstacles” policies placed further 

limitations which could hinder the development of affordable housing.    

 While various categories could be considered “stronger” (due to enforceability) 

depending on the language used and specificity, the “direct mechanisms; incentives” 

policies were among the most specific policies. These policies were more enforceable 

than others because they stated exactly how they were going to incentivize the provision 

of affordable housing stock. Tangible benefits such as density bonuses or impact fee 

waivers were listed, which provide a clear picture of how developers can use these 
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benefits to create profitable, affordable housing developments. In contrast to Doral, Opa-

Locka only had six affordable housing policies, but five of those six were policies 

outlined direct mechanisms for affordable housing production. Thus, municipalities 

should consider the diversity and enforceability of their policies, not just the number of 

policies, as having many unenforceable policies is not necessarily better than having 

fewer enforceable ones. 

Additionally, municipalities should consider adding penalties for non-compliance. 

No municipalities in Miami-Dade County outlined penalties, and the strongest policies 

focused on incentives instead of consequences. That said, research has found that 

mandatory policies with penalties have proven more effective at producing affordable 

housing than voluntary policies (Mallach, 1984; Porter, 2004). While state mandates have 

proven particularly effective (May and Burby, 1996), a county-wide solution may have to 

suffice if the state is unwilling to intervene. As suggested by May and Burby, state 

mandates with sanctions (linked to aid) were extremely effective in increasing 

compliance among local jurisdictions (1996). To increase affordable housing county-

wide, the county could consider the implementation mandates linked to funding or other 

incentives. 

Fair Share Policies and Inclusionary Zoning (IZ) 
 

 In addition to the aforementioned recommendations, Miami-Dade County should: 

1. Consider a county-wide fair share policy 

2. Strengthen its inclusionary zoning ordinance  

To address the clustering of poverty in particular neighborhoods, the county 

should consider a fair share policy, such as New Jersey’s Mount Laurel Doctrine, 
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which requires all municipalities to provide their “fair share” of affordable housing, 

established on a regional basis. This approach would assist in the de-concentration of 

poverty and ensure that the poor are not discriminated against geographically; 

allowing the poor access to neighborhoods of opportunity. 

In addition, the county should update its voluntary inclusionary zoning ordinance- 

making it mandatory. This action would improve it the ordinance’s efficacy, as 

mandatory policies are significantly more successful than voluntary ones (Mallach, 

1984; Porter, 2004).  Nonetheless, it is important to note that IZ ordinances are not 

sufficient within themselves and must be coupled with other community development 

programs, policies, and tools as mentioned above (Greiner, 2017).  

Thus, there are various actions which Miami-Dade County could take to improve 

its affordable housing policies and subsequently, its affordable housing outcomes. 

Municipalities should consider the diversity of their policies to ensure that they’re 

utilizing all means necessary to produce and preserve affordable housing stock.  

Beyond diversity, municipalities should consider the wording of their policies, 

making sure that their policies are enforceable and specific. In order to strengthen 

their policies, municipalities should consider making their policies mandatory and 

including penalties for non-compliance. Finally, the county should consider 

additional measures such as a fair share policy and/or updating their IZ ordinance to 

reflect mandatory, instead of voluntary, requirements.
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VI. CONCLUSION

 The lack of affordable housing is a national crisis, which necessitates an 

investigation into inefficiencies and prompt solutions. While the status of affordable 

housing challenges differs depending on the locality, research has shown that certain 

policies and programs are more effective than others in the production and maintenance 

of affordable housing. When analyzing affordable housing policies, it is important to 

understand the policy landscape, which considers: policy types, diversity, enforceability, 

whether they are mandatory etc. Once the policy landscape is understood, it is important 

to consider how effective these policies have been historically, which can be surmised by 

the status of affordable housing in the place of interest (e.g. percentage of cost-burdened 

residents).         

 Considering that Miami-Dade County has the fifth most unaffordable housing 

market in the nation, and that 49% of all households are housing cost-burdened, more 

needs to be done to meet the housing needs of local residents. This thesis explored the 

affordable housing policies of 29 municipalities within the County and placed each policy 

within a typology adapted from Aurand (2014) and Jun (2017). From there, other local 

variables were investigated (such as median household income and median home value) 

to provide context and strengthen the analyses. It was found that most policies within the 

county were unenforceable and voluntary. There were no penalties for noncompliance 

outlined in the policies and many municipalities lacked policy diversity, signaling that 

they were missing affordable housing opportunities. The results demonstrated that there 
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is much more that the municipalities in Miami-Dade County could do to strengthen their 

affordable housing policies. It is recommended that the county consider updating its IZ 

ordinance to include mandatory requirements and consider a fair share policy to minimize 

the clustering of poverty in lower-income municipalities. In addition, municipalities 

should consider diversifying their policies, removing passive language, and rewriting 

policies with vague encouragement to specifically address housing goals that are 

enforceable and measurable. In order to enhance enforceability, the state or county should 

consider the implementation of penalties for noncomplying municipalities. 

 As the affordable housing crisis worsens, Miami-Dade County has an opportunity 

to change its affordable housing trajectory to better meet the needs of residents across all 

incomes. While not impossible, changing the current course would require swift policy 

changes and a strong desire from policy-makers to improve the county’s situation. 

Incentives for developers should be specific and affordable housing goals must be 

enforceable. Without penalties for noncompliance, it is unlikely that the affordable 

housing situation in Miami-Dade will improve. Although this thesis focused on Miami-

Dade County, these findings could be applied to other localities facing similar challenges. 

The national affordable housing crisis demands stronger, mandatory policies with 

penalties, in addition to incentives. To achieve real change, the creation and maintenance 

of affordable housing can no longer be optional. Stronger policies with enforceable 

penalties are likely the only way for affordable housing to become more of a reality and 

less a victim of things such as “vague encouragement”.
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VIII. APPENDIX

Table 1: Affordable Housing Policies Per Municipality 
 

 
 

 

 

 

 

2016 
Population

% Cost-
Burdened 

(Total)

 Median HH 
Income 

 Median 
Home Value 

Providing 
Information

Referencing 
Grants/Programs/

Funding

Maintenance of 
Affordable 

Housing

Miami 441,003 25% 34,901$     277,700$  1 8
Hialeah 236387 19% 29,817$     163,000$  1 1
Miami Gardens 113058 16% 39,012$     141,600$  3 3 1
Miami Beach 91917 28% 47,216$     398,600$  2 2
Homestead 67996 16% 40,452$     141,300$  2 3 2
North Miami 62225 21% 37,490$     157,900$  2
Doral 57947 16% 74,174$     328,600$  2 1
Coral Gables 50815 15% 91,452$     696,000$  1
Cutler Bay 44707 15% 66,929$     216,500$  1
North Miami Beach 43891 20% 38,058$     155,500$  1
Aventura 37515 23% 55,891$     310,300$  1 1
Miami Lakes 30873 16% 72,225$     326,500$  1
Palmetto Bay 24570 13% 105,316$   467,400$  2
Hialeah Gardens 23837 14% 43,576$     148,000$  1
Sunny Isles 22086 25% 52,060$     316,100$  2 2 1
Sweetwater 20701 19% 33,741$     118,100$  
Pinecrest 19444 14% 130,900$   840,900$  1 1
Opa-Locka 16457 27% 17,933$     98,000$    1
Miami Springs 14431 13% 54,750$     297,200$  
South Miami 12207 22% 60,519$     398,100$  2
Florida City 12078 21% 26,828$     104,300$  1
Miami Shores 10762 16% 101,047$   442,000$  1 3
North Bay Village 7861 25% 55,270$     249,200$  1 1
West Miami 6652 18% 43,233$     243,700$  
Surfside 5810 15% 72,266$     561,900$  1 1
Biscayne Park 3203 17% 61,667$     354,700$  
Bal Harbor 2917 14% 49,869$     641,900$  
El Portal 2480 11% 61,146$     303,100$  1
Medley 898 15% 30,272$     33,100$    
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Displacement 
and 

Relocation

Job Training  
& 

Employment
Partnerships

Direct 
Mechanisms; 

Incentives

Vague Encouragement/  
Future Plans/Adocacy

Operations & 
Measurements

Affordable 
Housing 

Obstacles
Total

Miami 1 2 3 15
Hialeah 1 1 3 4 1 12
Miami Gardens 1 3 11 7 29
Miami Beach 4 4 12
Homestead 2 1 1 2 2 3 18
North Miami 1 3 4 2 12
Doral 1 6 2 10 3 25
Coral Gables 3 1 4 4 13
Cutler Bay 2 3 5 3 3 17
North Miami Beach 2 1 4
Aventura 2 4 1 9
Miami Lakes 3 2 1 2 9
Palmetto Bay 2 1 7 2 14
Hialeah Gardens 1 1 2 2 7
Sunny Isles 4 4 3 2 18
Sweetwater 1 3 6 10
Pinecrest 2 1 3 8
Opa-Locka 5 6
Miami Springs 1 1 3 5
South Miami 5 2 9
Florida City 1 1 2 4 5 14
Miami Shores 1 1 8 1 15
North Bay Village 2 1 1 2 8
West Miami 1 1 1 3
Surfside 1 1 8 12
Biscayne Park 3 3
Bal Harbor 0
El Portal 1 2 4
Medley 1 1
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