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Not Your Mother’s Suburb: Remaking
Communities for a More Diverse
Population
Amanda C. Micklow*
Mildred E. Warner**
The United States is a suburban nation with a majority of Americans living
and working in this landscape. But the suburb is more than a physical location; it is also a social production. Built upon a middle class, white, nuclear
family ideal, the suburb is now diversifying demographically and economically, yet zoning ordinances and the built environment continue to reflect
this outdated ideal. Today’s suburb is not your mother’s suburb. We argue
that these demographic changes create both a point of rupture that challenges
traditional land use regulations and actual uses of space, and an opening for
communities to embrace and plan for new residents. In order to respond to the
needs of a diversifying suburban population, communities need to challenge
the underlying assumptions of traditional zoning ordinances—the separation
of uses and preference for single-family housing. We present an agenda for
the future that includes planning responses that rethink the zoning hierarchy,
promote new forms of densification, move beyond restrictive family definitions, and experiment with new forms of service delivery.

I. Introduction

The American suburb is at a crossroads, a pivotal moment when demographic and economic changes exist in tension with the ideal and
design of the suburban landscape. The suburban ideal is a postwar
cultural construction of the American Dream—a single family detached house, surrounded by a yard, and inhabited by the nuclear
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family. However, as the suburb becomes more ethnically and economically diverse, scholars and communities are faced with an important decision: will they embrace and support this shift or undermine it with a rigid adherence to historical conceptions of family
type and zoning rules?
To fully discuss the implications of a more diverse suburb, both
the tool that created the landscape and the social processes that restructure that landscape must be explored. The tool is Euclidean zoning and the social processes that frame it are a separation of public
and private spheres and the dominance of the white nuclear family
as the archetype for which the suburbs were built.
This paper begins by discussing the mutual constitutivity of society,
space, and law through the value-laden assumptions embedded in the
suburban landscape and ethos. Support is provided from case law
through a discussion of the spatial barriers facing suburban women.
The second part of this paper focuses on the increasing diversity of
the suburb by family type, ethnicity, and income using decennial census data from 1950 to 2010. The paper explores the tensions created
when occupants and uses exist in conflict with the built environment
and municipal regulations. These demographic changes create new opportunities for urban planning to rethink the zoning hierarchy, increase
density, and embrace new approaches to service delivery. The paper
combines legal, historical, and demographic analysis to suggest that
an evolution in planning practice is needed for suburbs to meet the
needs of a twenty-first century population.
II. Theoretical Framework: Mutual Constitutivity of
Society, Space, and Law

Society and space are mutually constitutive. Space not only contains social processes, but actively constructs them.1 The spatiality of a community determines its material character. In the American suburb, the
cultural norm of the nuclear family resulted in the low density, singleuse developments of the postwar period. This form of development has
become so engrained in American society, that even as residents

1. Nicholas Blomley et al., The Expanding Spaces of Law: A Timely Legal Geography 22 (The Baldy Ctr. for L. & Soc. Pol’y, Working Paper No. 2013-032), available at http://ssrn.com/abstract===2235164.
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change, the mechanisms that regulate this form of development are
slow to evolve.
The most pervasive of these mechanisms is Euclidean zoning; a
land use tool that separates ‘incompatible’ land uses and gives preference to single-family detached residential uses. This uniquely American form of zoning epitomizes suburban development since World
War II. In the postwar period, the United States embraced rapid suburbanization leading to the eventual dominance of the suburban ethos
in American life. The suburban ethos, or ideal, refers to the postwar
cultural construction of the American Dream—a single-family detached home in a residential neighborhood, inhabited by the white nuclear family, and maintained by the idealized suburban housewife.2
This ideal is embedded in the suburban landscape through Euclidean
zoning ordinances that privilege single-family residential as the highest and best use. Even today, 70% of suburban housing is singlefamily,3 evidence of this heteronormative feedback loop.
Complementary to the reinforcing processes of society and spatiality is the mutually constitutive nature of the legal and the spatial,4 of
which zoning ordinances are a prime example. Early American ordinances were guided by the belief that land uses form a hierarchy or
pyramid, privileging the detached single-family home at the top.5
Uses were banned from levels above them; consequently residential
zones contained little except housing. However, with the increased separation of public and private spheres in the postwar period, zoning
ordinances became less hierarchical and more segregationist, prohibiting the mixing of uses. This led to the sprawling landscape of suburban America (see Figure 1).6
The resulting housing patterns are not only spatially exceptional,
but also legally exceptional in that American zoning ordinances

2. Amanda Micklow, Gender Implications of Euclidean Zoning (2008) (unpublished thesis, Virginia Tech) (on file with author); see, e.g., William Sharpe & Leonard
Wallock, Bold New City or Built-Up ‘Burb? Redefining Contemporary Suburbia, 46
AM. Q. 1, 7 (1994).
3. US CENSUS BUREAU, AMERICAN COMMUNITY SURVEY 5-YEAR ESTIMATES DATA PROFILES, 2008-2012 FOR METROPOLITAN STATISTICAL AREAS AND PRINCIPAL CITIES (2012),
available at https://www.census.gov/geo/maps-data/data/tiger-data.html [hereinafter
5-YEAR ESTIMATES].
4. Sharpe, supra note 2; see, e.g., DAVID DELANEY, THE SPATIAL, THE LEGAL AND THE
PRAGMATICS OF WORLD-MAKING: NOMOSPHERIC INVESTIGATIONS (Routledge 2010).
5. Sonia Hirt, Home, Sweet Home: American Residential Zoning in Comparative
Perspective, 33 J. PLAN. EDUC. & RES. 303 (2013).
6. Sonia Hirt, The Devil is in the Definitions, 73 J. AM. PLAN. ASS’N. no. 4, 2007, at
439.
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Figure 1

support the “special status of America’s landmark housing form—the
detached single-family home.”7 More recently we are seeing a reprioritization of the zoning hierarchy to privilege commercial uses.8 This
creates the opportunity for mixed use (discussed later in the paper),
but also the risk of pushing residential uses out of spaces deemed
more profitable for commercial development.
Often overlooked is the power of zoning ordinances to spatially direct lives, the location of support systems, and the composition of
households.9 The Supreme Court first legitimated a belief in the ‘rightness’ of the single-family lifestyle and purely residential zones in 1926
with the Village of Euclid v. Ambler Realty Corp. case.10 The Court’s
decision, delivered by Justice Sutherland, approved excluding multifamily housing from single-family residential districts because “very
often the apartment house is a mere parasite, constructed in order to
7. Hirt, supra note 5, at 293.
8. See Kelo v. New London, 545 U.S. 469 (2005).
9. See Marsha Ritzdorf, A Feminist Analysis of Gender and Residential Zoning in
the United States, in WOMEN AND THE ENVIRONMENT 255, 255-56 (Irwin Altman and
Arza Churchman eds., 1994).
10. Village of Euclid v. Ambler Realty Co., 272 U.S. 365 (1926).
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take advantage of the open spaces and attractive surroundings created
by the residential character of the district.”11 As a result of this case,
valuing single-family dwellings as the ‘highest and best use’ became
the common method of regulating land use. In its original conception,
the phrase ‘single-family’ was meant to be a designation of a physical
structure, but quickly led to the regulation of dwelling occupancy—
occupancy by the traditional nuclear family.12
Traditional zoning ordinances have been used to enforce a specific
social agenda. For example, zoning was used in the South to segregate the races within communities and between them as part of a
broader set of Jim Crow laws.13 Districts were zoned white single
family or colored single family. These lines not only determined
where people could live, but also affected the type and style of
single-family homes. Because colored zoned neighborhoods were
limited from growing geographically, the density in these neighborhoods was higher, and this racial zoning relegated African Americans to a second class American Dream of smaller homes, smaller
lots and more crowded neighborhoods.14 Today, jurisdictional
boundaries often exclude lower-income minority neighborhoods
from access to equal public infrastructure in urban, suburban and
rural communities.15
American land use classifications, definitions, and standards continue to reflect social and cultural categories but also control what
are believed to be the correct relationships among them. The ‘rightness’ of the single-family in American society was reinforced in
1974 the case of Village of Belle Terre v. Boraas,16 which challenged
the definition of family in the Belle Terre zoning code. The majority

11. Id. at 394.
12. See Peter Salsich, Toward a Policy of Heterogeneity: Overcoming a Long History of Socioeconomic Segregation in Housing, 42 WAKE FOREST L. REV. 459, 464
(2007).
13. Christopher Berry, Land Use Regulation and Residential Segregation: Does
Zoning Matter?, 3 AM. L. & ECON. REV. 2, 251-74 (2001).
14. See Christopher Silver, The Racial Origins of Zoning in American Cities, in
URBAN PLANNING AND THE AFRICAN AMERICAN COMMUNITY: IN THE SHADOWS 23, 23-39
( June Manning Thomas & Marsha Ritzdorf eds., 1997); see, e.g., Mildred E. Warner,
Community Building, The History of the Atlanta University Neighborhoods (1978).
15. Ben Marsh et al., Institutionalization of Racial Inequality in Local Political Geographies, 31 URB. GEOGRAPHY 5, 691, 699 (2010); see generally Daniel T. Lichter
et al., Municipal Underbounding: Annexation and Racial Exclusion in Small Southern
Towns, 72 RURAL SOC. 1, 47-68 (2007) (examining patterns of annexation, specifically
a correlation between blacks living adjacent to municipalities and exclusion from
incorporation).
16. Village of Belle Terre v. Boraas, 416 U.S. 1 (1974).

734

The Urban Lawyer

Vol. 46, No. 4

Fall 2014

opinion, written by Justice Douglas, recognized the preservation of
traditional family values as a legitimate state objective. The Supreme
Court’s opinions in the Euclid and Belle Terre cases represent the Justices’ conception of an ideal community. This idealized notion of the
single-family community was challenged by the Mount Laurel I/II17
decisions that argue that all communities have an obligation to provide
a fair share of affordable housing. By recognizing the externalities of
exclusive single-family zoning, Mount Laurel offers a revised conception of the suburban ideal, one that permits some minimal level of affordable multi-family housing.18 For nearly a century, the American
zoning paradigm has crafted the suburban landscape by determining
where on a lot a house may be placed, privileging who may live in
that house, and how they may interact in that space.
Women, for example, are constrained by the inadequacies of the
physical design of suburban residential neighborhoods, which were
built and planned to facilitate the private role of women within the nuclear family. Markusen notes “[t]he most striking aspects of modern
U.S. city spatial structure are the significant spatial segregation of residence from the capitalist workplace,” a separation that roughly corresponds to the division of responsibility between men and women for
household production and wage labor, respectively.19 This segregated
land use pattern discourages extended family or community sharing of
housework and replaces public play spaces such as parks with private
yards.
The postwar emphasis on suburban development and the nuclear family increased domestic labor for women. Mothers who navigate the suburban landscape illustrate the intersectionality of society, space, and
law. These women face not just a double burden—responsibility for
home and child care in addition to paid jobs they perform;20 but a triple
burden due to the segregation of uses, auto-dependence, and prevalence
of single-family homes in the Euclidean suburb. This is a direct result of
the antiquated and value-laden assumptions underlying the Euclidean

17. S. Burlington Cnty N.A.A.C.P. v. Twp. of Mount Laurel, 67 N.J. 151(1975); S.
Burlington Cnty N.A.A.C.P. v. Twp. of Mount Laurel, 92 N.J. 158 (1983).
18. Mark A. Hughes & Peter M. Vandoren, Social Policy through Land Reform:
New Jersey’s Mount Laurel Controversy, 105 POLI. SCI. Q. 1, 97-111 (1990).
19. Ann R. Markusen, City Spatial Structure, Women’s Household Work, and National Urban Policy, 5 SIGNS, no. 3, 1980, at S27-29 (1980).
20. See generally ARLIE RUSSELL HOCHSCHILD & ANNE MACHUNG, THE SECOND SHIFT:
WORKING PARENTS AND THE REVOLUTION AT HOME (Viking, 1989) (discussing the struggles women face as they transition to the workforce).
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zoning and planning paradigm, and engrained in the suburban landscape
and American consciousness in the postwar period.
The increased separation of spheres and emphasis on gender roles
following World War II was a result of the United States’ effort to reintegrate returning soldiers into civilian life.21 Relegated to the domestic sphere in the postwar by culture, economy, and the emerging suburban environment, a middle class white woman’s place was in the
home; and her primary job was to provide a safe haven for the breadwinning husband after he returns from working in the masculine (public) city, and to raise children in order to sustain the workforce.22 A
feminist backlash against this position beginning in the 1960s, and
the stagnation of the family wage in the 1970s, forced most women
with children to engage in the formal labor force, with resulting
changes in family and household structure.23 Despite changes in the
household structure and the role of women, the postwar suburban development style is perpetuated in most new development today.
The physical design of a community represents a moment in time
that is continually reevaluated by subsequent inhabitants. At present,
the American suburb is experiencing a demographic transformation
with increases in singles, elders, and multi-generational and ethnic
households. These demographic changes illustrate the tensions that
arise when a space is inhabited by a new set of residents for which
it was not originally planned.
III. Changing Demographics and Economics, Conflicting Ideals

A. Changing Demographics
The American suburb is undergoing a significant demographic and
economic transformation. The nuclear family, the ideal for which
the suburb is built, is in decline and multi-generational families are
making a resurgence. The number of non-white and senior residents
is also increasing, creating an imperative for communities to rethink
the way they plan, and provide for their residents.

21. Linda Kerber, Separate Spheres, Female Worlds, Woman’s Place: The Rhetoric of Women’s History, 75 J. AM. HIST., June 1988, at 30.
22. Kim V. L. England, Changing Suburbs, Changing Women: Geographic Perspectives on Suburban Women and Suburbanization, 14 FRONTIERS: A J. OF WOMEN
STUD., no. 1, 1993, at 25-26.
23. See generally England, supra note 22 (discussing the rise of women in the
workforce beginning in the 1970’s).
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In 1950, over 50% of households conformed to the nuclear version of
the family—married two-parent household with their own children—
compared to only 20% of households in 2012. Of these remaining nuclear families, both the husband and wife are employed in 70% of
households.24 Single parents and parents who combine the domestic
and wage earner roles are confronted by additional constraints resulting
from the spatial structure of the suburbs. For example, zoning ordinances may exclude or highly condition the location of childcare in residential districts because it is not a residential use of property. This is
ironic as there is no other use as integral to single-family district as the
raising of children. Ritzdorf states, “since the original decision establishing the constitutionality of single-family zoning . . . in 1926, the importance of this housing district for children is brought up in virtually
all defenses of zoning”.25 But the actual impact of this zoning paradigm on children is questionable: limited walkability leads to obesity,
limited public space creates a sense of isolation that reduces opportunities for play and exploration, and concerns over security relegate
children to the private sphere.26
The construction of the workplace separated from the residence,
male space from that of the female, and city from suburb constrains
suburban men as well. The fragmented landscape has young families
reconsidering whether the suburb is, any longer, the ideal place to
raise a family with the forced separation of work and family spheres
and the increased commuting costs and stress for all family members.27 Communities are beginning to respond to these tensions and attempts are being made to break down these barriers and plan for more
family-friendly communities.28
The separation of uses characteristic of traditional zoning ordinances has significant implications for working suburban parents in

24. 5-YEAR ESTIMATES, supra note 3.
25. Ritzdorf, supra note 9, at 269.
26. See generally Julie Rudner, Public Knowing of Risk and Children’s Independent Mobility, 78 PROGRESS IN PLAN., 1 (2012) (discussing the health risks children
face and how those risks are implicated by the planning process); see also GEOFF
WOOLCOCK & WENDY STEELE, QUEENSLAND, AU: GRIFFITH UNIVERSITY, Child-Friendly
Community Indicators: A Literature Review (2008).
27. WILLIAM H. FREY & ALAN BERUBE, BROOKINGS CENSUS 2000 SERIES, METROPOLITAN POLICY PROGRAM AT BROOKINGS, CITY FAMILIES AND SUBURBAN SINGLES: AN EMERGING HOUSEHOLD STORY FROM CENSUS 2000 (2002).
28. See Mildred E. Warner & Joseph Rukus, Planners’ Role in Creating FamilyFriendly Communities: Action, Participation and Resistance, 35 J. URB. AFF. Dec.
2013, at 628.
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terms of commuting time and distance.29 Women have shorter commute times and distances on average than men, but growth rates
vary considerably between sexes.30 Over the past two decades, married women with children saw their work trips lengthen by 34%,
while married men with children experienced half that growth, and
married women have, on average, shorter trips than single women.31
One explanation is that marriage leaves the average woman with additional family responsibilities, encouraging greater proximity between work and home, while doing just the opposite for men.32 The
disparity in commute time and distance between men and women,
and between married and unmarried women, is a reflection of the triple
burden that is created when landscapes remain stagnant against societal changes.
As postwar suburbanization supported the rapid growth of the nuclear family, it also saw a decline in extended family households during the same period. In 1940, approximately a quarter of the population lived in a multi-generational household, and by 1980, just
12%.33 Over the past decade the percentage of multi-generational
households increased to 16.1% of households in 2010.34 This is a significant trend reversal, and signals a change in how the suburban landscape is being used.
Non-white families are most likely to live in multi-generational
households, with Asians (26%), blacks (24%) and Hispanics (23%) accounting for the majority of these households in 2009.35 With the increase of these groups in the suburbs, the role of the multi-generational
household is becoming more important. As poverty rates are highest
for Black and Hispanic families,36 residing in a multigenerational

29. See Julia Markovich & Sue Hendler, Beyond “Soccer Moms”: Feminist and
New Urbanist Critical Approaches to Suburbs, 25 J. PLAN. EDUC. & RES. 410, 412
(2006).
30. 5-YEAR ESTIMATES, supra note 3.
31. Randall Crane, Is There a Quiet Revolution in Women’s Travel? Revisiting the
Gender Gap in Commuting, 73 J. AM. PLAN. ASS’N, no. 3, 2007, at 307.
32. Katharine B. Silbaugh, Women’s Place: Urban Planning, Housing Design, and
Work-Family Balance, 76 FORDHAM L. REV. 1797, 1801 (2007).
33. RICHARD MORIN ET AL., PEW RESEARCH CENTER, THE RETURN OF THE MULTIGENERATIONAL FAMILY HOUSEHOLD (2010), available at http://pewsocialtrends.org/
files/2010/10/752-multi-generational-families.pdf.
34. Id.
35. RAKESH KOCHHAR, ET AL., PEW RESEARCH CENTER, FIGHTING POVERTY IN A TOUGH
ECONOMY, AMERICANS MOVE IN WITH THEIR RELATIVES 6 (2011).
36. JONATHAN VESPA, JAMIE M. LEWIS & ROSE M. KREIDER, US DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE, ECONOMICS AND STATISTICS ADMINISTRATION, AMERICA’S FAMILIES AND LIVING ARRANGEMENTS: 2012 8 (2013).
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household could improve the financial situation for some families by
reducing housing and childcare costs.
The American suburb is also becoming more racially diverse. In
1990, just 17% of suburban residents were non-white.37 By 2010,
non-whites represented 35% of suburban residents, similar to their
share of the US population and higher than at any other time in history.38 In many of these metropolitan areas, immigrants are bypassing
the central city and moving straight into suburban areas, bucking historical trends that have been in place for over a century.39
The Hispanic population is primarily responsible for this demographic shift, accounting for 49% of suburban population growth—
compared to 9% of growth due to whites between 2000 and 2010. In
the decade prior (1990–2000), Hispanics accounted for 38% of suburban growth, compared to 26% for whites.40 Today 45% of metropolitan
Hispanics live in suburbs.41 However, segregation remains high in areas
with a fast growing Hispanic population.42
Increasing diversity is not just linked to the Hispanic population; for
the first time, 40% of Blacks in metropolitan areas now reside in the
suburbs.43 Historically Blacks have had a lower rate of suburbanization due to racial zoning, housing discrimination, and significant income disparities.44 The increase could be explained by a dual process
of deconcentration of low-income households to the suburbs45 and
movement of wealthier Black households to suburbs seeking better educational or employment opportunities.
The increase in racial diversity implies a transformation of the
suburbs’ cultural identity. A 2009 study of suburban immigration in
Prince William County, Virginia—a suburb of Washington DC—
revealed significant increases in Hispanic homeownership, but also a
37. US CENSUS BUREAU, 1990 CENSUS OF POPULATION GENERAL POPULATION CHARACMETROPOLITAN AREAS 60 (1992), available at http://www.census.gov/prod/
cen1990/cp1/cp-1-1b-1.pdf.
38. WILLIAM H. FREY, BROOKINGS INSTITUTE, MELTING POT CITIES AND SUBURBS: RACIAL AND ETHNIC CHANGE IN METRO AMERICA IN THE 2000S (2011).
39. Michael B. Katz et al., Immigration and the New Metropolitan Geography, 32
J. OF URB. AFF., Dec. 2010, at 524.
40. FREY, surpa note 38, at 4.
41. 5-YEAR ESTIMATES, supra note 3.
42. Daniel T. Lichter et al., Residential Segregation in New Hispanic Destinations:
Cities, Suburbs, and Rural Communities Compared, 39 SOC. SCIENCE RES., no. 2, 2010,
at 217.
43. 5-YEAR ESTIMATES, supra note 3.
44. J. JOHN PALEN, THE SUBURBS (1995).
45. Tony Samara et al., Putting the “Public” Back in Affordable Housing: Place
and Politics in the Era of Poverty Deconcentration, 35 CITIES 321 (2013).
TERISTICS
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change in the ‘feel’ of older neighborhoods traditionally inhabited by
non-Hispanic residents. These differences included changes in the outward appearances of houses and property—parking on lawns, overcrowding as evidenced by multiple vehicles and unrelated persons sharing homes, home-based businesses and an increase in outdoor activities
and noise levels.46 Many of these uses were violations of local ordinances—regulations that were created to foster the postwar suburban
ideal of a nuclear family with one vehicle.
The suburb is also aging with the 65+ age group accounting for 13%
of suburban residents in 2010,47 with dramatic increases projected over
the next 30 years as a result of the aging baby boomer generation. As
Table 1 shows, 59% of metropolitan seniors now live in the suburbs.
This phenomenon is not restricted to the Sun Belt, as the recent
trend of aging in place combined with declines in youth in suburban
areas have led to greater concentrations of seniors in suburban areas
outside of traditional ‘retirement magnets.’48 Those aging in place
are forced to reevaluate the space in which they have spent their
lives. Maintaining homes and yards requires more effort, driving
everywhere becomes expensive and eventually impossible, and the absence of sidewalks and infrastructure in most suburban areas limits
older adults’ civic engagement.
As the proportion of elders rises in the suburbs, pressure will mount to
increase walkability, service, and housing options that enable elders to
stay and age in their home communities. However, many zoning and
building regulations actively function as barriers against adapting spaces
to meet the needs of an aging population resulting in “Peter Pan neighborhoods built to serve residents who will never age.”49 Prohibitive regulations include the exclusion or heavy regulation of accessory dwelling
units, cohousing arrangements, and elder care facilities.50

46. AUDREY SINGER ET AL., BROOKINGS INSTITUTE, IMMIGRANTS, POLITICS, AND LOCAL
RESPONSE IN SUBURBAN WASHINGTON (2009).
47. WILLIAM. H. FREY, BROOKINGS INSTITUTE, THE UNEVEN AGING AND ‘YOUNGING’ OF
AMERICA: STATE AND METROPOLITAN TRENDS IN THE 2010 CENSUS (2001).
48. ANDREW KOCHERA ET AL., AARP, BEYOND 50.05, A REPORT TO THE NATION ON
LIVABLE COMMUNITIES: CREATING ENVIRONMENTS FOR SUCCESSFUL AGING (2005).
49. Maurizio Antoninetti, The Difficult History of Ancillary Units: The Obstacles
and Potential Opportunities to Increase the Heterogeneity of Neighborhoods and
the Flexibility of Households in the United States, 2 J. HOUSING FOR THE ELDERLY,
no. 4, 2008, at 349.
50. See A. Kimberly Hoffman & James A. Landon, Zoning and the Aging Population: Are Residential Communities Zoning Elder Care Out?, 44 URB. LAW. 629, 629645 (2012).

139,418,811
45.8%
54.2%
16,749,356
78.4%
21.6%

119,594,754
50.1%
49.9%

12,194,000
79.6%
20.4%

Metropolitan Population
Central City
Suburb

Black Metro Population
Central City
Suburb

12,896,938
53.2%
46.8%

18,124,676
44.2%
55.8%

27,945,232
42.6%
57.6%

20,204,818
57.0%
43.0%

25,122,054
68.3%
31.7%

192,725,741
40.4%
59.6%

248,709,873

1990

26,958,060
36.6%
63.4%

32,173,942
51.2%
48.8%

29,893,271
61.6%
38.4%

225,981,679
37.8%
62.2%

281,421,906

2000

32,500,612
40.6%
59.4%

46,778,854
54.7%
45.3%

33,571,696
59.8%
40.2%

258,777,679
43.4%
56.6%

309,138,711

2012
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Notes: Based on all metropolitan areas in census year. Number has increased since 1960.
1960–2000 data from decennial census publications (source: http://www.census.gov/prod/www/decennial.html): US CENSUS BUREAU, SOCIAL AND ECONOMIC DATA FOR
PERSONS IN SMSAS BY RESIDENCE INSIDE OR OUTSIDE CENTRAL CITY (1961); see also US CENSUS BUREAU, 1970 CENSUS OF POPULATION CHARACTERISTICS OF THE POPULATION (1972); see also US CENSUS BUREAU, 1980 CENSUS OF POPULATION CHARACTERISTICS OF THE POPULATION (1982); see also US CENSUS BUREAU, 1990 CENSUS OF
POPULATION GENERAL POPULATION CHARACTERISTICS METROPOLITAN AREAS (1992); see also US CENSUS BUREAU, PROFILES OF GENERAL DEMOGRAPHIC CHARACTERISTICS
(2002).
2012 data from American Community Survey, 5-year estimates 2008 to 2012: US CENSUS BUREAU, AMERICAN COMMUNITY SURVEY 5-YEAR ESTIMATES DATA PROFILES,
2008–2012 FOR METROPOLITAN STATISTICAL AREAS AND PRINCIPAL CITIES, available at https://www.census.gov/geo/maps-data/data/tiger-data.html (2012).
2000 and 2012 Black population for One Race, Non-Hispanic.
2000 and 2012 Hispanic for All Races.

9,813,103
Not Avail.

12,794,946
57.4%
42.6%

21,477,741
71.2%
28.8%

169,430,623
40.0%
60.0%

226,545,805

1980
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Central City
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203,211,926

179,323,175

Hispanic Metro Population
Central City
Suburb
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Total US Population

Table 1: Population, by Suburb and City: 1950–2012
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B. Changing Economics
Suburbs are not only facing changing demographics, but they are also
dealing with changing economics. In 2008, for the first time, suburban
poverty rates were higher than those of cities, making suburbs home to
the largest and the fastest-growing poor population in the country.51
The migration of poverty52 is the result of employment decentralization, gentrification of central city neighborhoods, declining regional
economic conditions, and decreased housing prices in the innerring.53 Employment decentralization is one of the largest contributors
to the suburbanization of poverty as the US economic base shifted
from central city-based manufacturing into a mix of high and low
skill service jobs in the suburbs.54 However, the movement of commercial and retail establishments to the suburbs created a labor shortage in which low-wage service jobs struggle to find workers.55 This
spatial mismatch led to a federal response with the Job Access Reverse
Commute ( JARC) program that seeks to meet the transportation needs
of low-income persons to suburban jobs. However, JARC is a ‘bandaid’ solution, and a more permanent solution needs to be enacted at the
local level, such as constructing affordable multi-family housing in the
suburbs for these workers.56 This development type would enhance
workers’ productivity and reduce environmental costs of commuting,
but is often prohibited by zoning ordinances that privilege singlefamily housing.
The fate of the suburb is tied to the fate of the city, and declining
regional economic health has increased poverty rates in the suburbs.
Many poor suburbs have a large portion of their population engaged
in manufacturing or low skill services, and are characterized by low
property values, low rates of owner-occupied housing, and an

51. See ELIZABETH KNEEBONE &
BANIZATION OF POVERTY: TRENDS IN

EMILY GARR, THE BROOKINGS INSTITUTE, THE SUBURMETROPOLITAN AMERICA, 2000 TO 2008 (2010).
52. See Aaron J. Howell & Jeffery M. Timberlake, Racial and Ethnic Trends in the
Suburbanization of Poverty in US Metropolitan Areas, 1980–2010, 36 J. URB. AFF.,
Feb. 2014, at 79-98.
53. See Thomas J. Cooke, Residential Mobility of the Poor and the Growth of Poverty in Inner-Ring Suburbs, 31 URB. GEOGRAPHY, no. 2, 2010, at 179-81.
54. Id. at 52.
55. Id. at 32.
56. Keith R. Ihlanfeldt, Exclusionary Land-use Regulations within Suburban Communities: A Review of the Evidence and Policy Prescriptions, 41 J. URB. STUD., no. 2,
2004, at 261-83.
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above-average rate of vacant houses.57 Lee-Chevula58 finds a clustering of low-income populations in inner ring suburbs located closest to
principal cities.
The combination of economic and demographic change forces
many suburban communities to confront the ‘problems of little cities’
such as a limited tax base and lack of affordable housing. These communities also lack the social service agencies necessary to meet the
needs of a low-income population.59 Suburbs have traditionally been
considered the privileged location in the metropolitan landscape,
with low service and infrastructure costs, high property values, and
low poverty.60 However, much of the postwar, inner-ring suburban
tract housing is low quality and the infrastructure built in this period
needs to be replaced.61 These suburbs face significant fiscal barriers
due to the shortage of commercial or industrial land, a limited tax
base and high social needs.62
The United States is a suburban nation, but the residents of the suburb are changing. The suburb is now as diverse as the overall US population. But these residents are often confronted with a built environment governed by regulations that create unnecessary tensions
between home and work and challenge shifting cultural norms.
These tensions, however, offer a potential for change. The first zoning
ordinances were a reaction to the tensions created by rapidly industrializing cities at the turn of the last century. Planners and residents,
therefore, have the opportunity to take advantage of the tensions
today to reshape planning practice to better meet the needs of the modern suburban community.

57. Brian A. Mikelbank, Typology of U.S. Suburban Places, 15 HOUSING POLICY DEno. 4, 2004, 935–64.
58. C. Lee-Chevula, Upward Mobility? Classifying Low-Income Suburbs (Nov.
2012) (paper presented at Association of Public Policy and Management Conference,
Baltimore, MD).
59. Cooke, supra note 53.
60. See Mildred E. Warner, Civic Government or Market-Based Governance? The
Limits of Privatization for Rural Local Governments, 26 AGRIC. & HUM. VALUE 1, 13342 (2009).
61. Cooke, supra note 53.
62. See MYRON ORFIELD, AMERICAN METROPOLITICS: THE NEW SUBURBAN REALITY 2829 (2002); see also Yuanshuo Xu & Mildred E. Warner, Spatial Variation of Local
Government Fiscal Effort and Critical Role of State Policy, U.S. Counties 20022007 (Aug., 2012) (paper presented at Rural Sociological Society Conference, New
York).
BATE,
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IV. Potential for Remaking the Suburb

American land use classifications, definitions, and standards need to be
remade to reflect changing cultural and economic standards. In order
to remake these communities, practitioners and scholars need to challenge the underlying assumptions of the planning paradigm to meet the
needs of these new residents who conceive and produce space in different ways.
The physical design of a community represents a moment in time
that is continually reevaluated by subsequent inhabitants. Lefebvre defines these ‘moments’ as points of rupture in the rhythms of work and
leisure that enable residents to subtly remake the spaces in which they
live and work.63 Urban scholars are giving increasing attention to
these moments and the ways in which residents alter both the physical
space and their interpretation of it through use, without formally challenging ideals and power structures. This potential to remake space
has especially captured urban scholars’ attention as regards public
space in cities.64 We argue this process is occurring in suburbs as current residents use the built environment, both private homes and public
spaces, in new ways such as converting dead malls into productive
community spaces.65
Applying Lefebvre’s triad of spaces66—perceived, conceived, and
lived—offers the potential for remaking the suburb. Perceived space
is the space of every life; it is created through popular belief and action
and experienced by all. Conceived space is the theoretical space in
which urban planning sits. Lived space involves the imagination and
has the power to reconfigure the relationship between popular perceived space and official or municipal conceived space. As the suburbs
become more diverse and used in ways other than originally conceived, scholars and planners are faced with two questions. What do
these demographic changes imply about a transformation of the suburb’s cultural identity? And, will communities embrace and support

63. HENRI LEFEBVRE, THE PRODUCTION OF SPACE 333-35 (Oxford, 1991).
64. See Sig Langegger, Emergent Public Space: Sustaining Chicano Culture in
North Denver, 35 CITIES 26, 28 (2013); see also MARK PURCELL RECAPTURING DEMOCRACY: NEOLIBERALIZATION AND THE STRUGGLE FOR ALTERNATIVE URBAN FUTURES 90
(2008); see also KAREN A. FRANCK & QUENTIN STEVENS LOOSE SPACE: POSSIBILITY
AND DIVERSITY IN URBAN LIFE 70 (2007).
65. See Vanessa Parlette & Deborah Cowen, Dead Malls: Suburban Activism,
Local Spaces, and Global Logistics, 35 INT’L J. URB. & REG’L RES. 4, 794-811 (2011).
66. LEFEBVRE, supra note 63.
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this shift or undermine it with a rigid adherence to historical conceptions and uses of zoning structures?
Three major factors create an opening for a planning response: the
marketing imperatives created by changing demographics, the fiscal
stress facing many suburban communities, and the actions of current residents that challenge traditional land use regulation. Suburban communities are especially responsive to developers, and the pressures of demographic change create new opportunities for the growth coalition of
government and real estate developers67 to be responsive to changing resident needs. As population shifts, there will be demographic and marketing imperatives for reshaping suburbia; a market demand for smaller
houses, multi-generational houses, and location efficient mortgages.68
Harnessing the growth coalition of business, developer, and local government interests to retrofit suburban space could be an efficient and cost
effective method to meet market demands of the aging and non-white
population.69 Indeed, communities that engage elders in planning have
been able to generate a market response to providing more services for
elders,70 thereby relieving some of the burden on government services.
In addition, residents themselves have the power to reshape the suburb. This is occurring both inside and outside the home as residents
use land, housing, and services in new ways and challenge traditional
regulations governing land use. For example, new technology and ease
of communication allows many suburban residents to merge home and
work.71 However, working from home violates one of the most protected norms of zoning, the separation of workplace from residence;72
as a result, many zoning ordinances restrict or prohibit home-based
business.73 Rather than challenging these new uses as a violation of
67. JOHN R. LOGAN & HARVEY LUSKIN MOLOTCH, URBAN FORTUNES: THE POLITICAL
ECONOMY OF PLACE. BERKELEY: UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA PRESS (1987).
68. Arthur C. Nelson, Catching the Next Wave: Older Adults and the ‘New Urbanism,’ 33 GENERATIONS 4, 37-42 (2009); see also Elena Vesselinov, Matthew Cazessus,
& William Falk, Gated Communities and Spatial Inequality, 29 J. URB. AFF., May
2007, at 109-127.
69. Stanley K. Smith et al., Aging and Disability: Implications for the Housing Industry and Housing Policy in the United States, 74 J. AM. PLAN. ASS’N, no. 3, 2008, at
289-306.
70. Mildred E. Warner et al., Planning for Aging in Place: Stimulating a Market
and Government Response (presented at the 2013 Urban Affairs Association Conference, San Francisco).
71. John Munro, Zoning Regulations Need to Keep Pace, ILL. BUS. L.J., available
at http://www.law.illinois.edu/bljournal/post/2008/02/27/Zoning-Regulations-Needto-Keep-Pace.aspx (2008).
72. Id. at 9.
73. Nicole Stelle Garnett, On Castles and Commerce: Zoning Law and the HomeBusiness Dilemma, 42 WILLIAM AND MARY L. REV. 1191, 1191-1925 (2001).
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zoning codes, communities can incorporate these innovative responses
into revised zoning and incentive schemes to better meet the needs of
current residents and encourage participation in the process of reshaping suburbia. Residents may become “insurgent suburbanites,” helping
to increase density, promote mixed use, and address inadequate public
space and service provision through their actions. The question is, will
planning and zoning schemes respond and allow a permanent, formal
reshaping to take place?
V. Planning Responses

To respond to new suburban realities, the underlying assumptions of
traditional zoning ordinances—the separation of uses and preference
for single-family housing—need to be challenged. In this next section,
we highlight four planning responses that work towards this transformation: rethinking the zoning hierarchy, new forms of densification,
moving beyond family definitions, and new forms of service delivery.
A. Rethinking the Zoning Hierarchy
A critical component of remaking the suburb is changing rules and
structures, especially zoning regulations. Reprioritizing the zoning hierarchy (Figure 1.) might allow for a range of housing options, increased tax base, and reduce the environmental and social impacts
of single-use zoning. This is already occurring in many localities,
where Euclidean zoning ordinances are being supplanted by formbased codes that allow for a greater mixing of commercial, residential,
and industrial uses.74 Some communities have started to reprioritize
commercial over residential uses since the Kelo vs. New London75
case in 2005, which held that economic development on private property was a legitimate public use because of the increase in tax value.
Fiscally constrained localities are privileging commercial development as the highest use in order to boost tax revenue (e.g., sales and
hotel occupancy taxes). This reprioritization of use may provide for
the introduction of mixed use in suburban neighborhoods, helping suburbs become more full service communities, if planned appropriately.
Indeed the 2008 American Planning Association (APA) survey found
that 90% of planners reported that their communities allow mixed

74. John M. Barry, Form-Based Codes: Measured Success Through Both Mandatory and Optional Implementation, 41 Conn. L. Rev. 1, 305-338 (2008).
75. Kelo v. New London, 545 U.S. 469, 490 (2005).
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use.76 However, such reprioritization also risks demolition of lowervalued residential housing in favor of commercial development.77 A
proper balance needs to be found.
The incorporation of new urbanist principles or mixed use into both
new and existing neighborhoods rethinks the zoning hierarchy (Figure 1.).
However, new urbanism has limited reach for many suburbs;78 the density of demand in many suburban areas may not justify such development
patterns and research suggests these new urbanist developments are generally unaffordable for most families. Just as suburban areas waxed with
the rise of the automobile, they risk waning with the shift toward lower
commuting times and efforts to redevelop the city for families and promote more transit-oriented development within the inner ring.79
With new urbanism’s limited applicability in suburban areas, communities must look to other solutions that build from the increasing diversity of the suburb and respond to the needs of all suburban residents. These solutions include the densification of single-family
neighborhoods and the elimination of family discriminatory definitions from traditional zoning ordinances.
B. Forms of Densification
One method to increase density and housing options in an existing
community is to permit accessory dwelling units in single-family
neighborhoods. These spaces provide legal residence for extended
family members, child or elder caregivers, or may increase the affordability of housing. However, the 2008 APA survey found that only
25% of responding planners reported their communities allowed accessory flats by right, and 36% by special use permit.80 Restrictive
zoning regulations are the most influential barrier to creating accessible and affordable housing for the aging population.81
76. Evelyn Israel & Mildred E. Warner, Planning for Family Friendly Communities, AM. PLAN. ASS’N (Nov. & Dec. 2008), available at https://www.planning.org/
pas/memo/open/nov2008/.
77. Ilya Somin, Is Post-Kelo Eminent Domain Reform Bad for the Poor?, 101 NW.
U. L. REV. 1931, 1931 (Fall 2007).
78. Susan Moore, ‘More Toronto, naturally’ but ‘too strange for Orangeville’: Deuniversalizing New Urbanism in Greater Toronto, 27 EL SEVIER 103, 103-110 (2010).
79. Arthur C. Nelson, The Mass Market for Suburban Low-Density Development is
Over, 44 URB. LAW. 811 (2012).
80. See Israel, supra note 76.
81. Phoebe S. Liebig, Teresa Koenig, & Jon Pynoos, Zoning, Accessory Dwelling
Units, and Family Caregiving: Issues, Trends, and Recommendations, 18 J. AGING &
SOC. POL’Y 155, 163 (2006). See generally Margaret F. Brinig & Nicole Stelle Garnett,
A Room of One’s Own? Accessory Dwelling Unit Reforms and Local Parochialism, 45
URB. LAW. 519 (2013).
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Resistance to the inclusion of alternative forms of housing may stem
from neighbor concerns regarding overcrowding, degradation of
neighborhood quality, and declining property values. These concerns
may be attributed to accessory dwelling units being framed only as
an affordable housing issue, not as a family caregiving issue.82 They
also may be unwarranted as demonstrated by Seattle’s successful accessory flat legislation.83 In a more radical vision, Hayden imagines
the conversion of a single-family suburban block to one that includes
multifamily housing, a common vegetable garden, childcare, and community kitchen area.84 Co-housing arrangements, such as this, are limited by land cost and prohibitive zoning regulations85 but may be an
effective response to the desire for more inter-generational living.
However, the 2008 APA survey found only 19% of planners reported
their communities promoted cooperative housing or common living
spaces (e.g., shared yards).86
The retrofitting of existing single-family homes offers perhaps the
greatest potential for remaking the suburb. Both large and small residences can be converted to senior or multi-family housing in response
to the needs of the aging and diversifying suburban population. A traditional three-bedroom home can be transformed into a three-unit structure by reconfiguring the interior space to allow for smaller apartments
and additional kitchens. This is part of the “green homes” design being
promoted for seniors today.87 However, traditional ordinances that prevent conversion of single-family homes need to be amended.
The opportunity for reconfiguring single-family housing may be
driven by empty nest and downsizing households, which are expected
to account for about 75% of the demand for new housing between
2010 and 2030, contrasted with only a 25% demand from the starter
home and peak space demand households.88 The Great Recession
left many newly-platted housing developments unbuilt,89 and this
82. Id. at 164.
83. Rana Abu Ghazeleh et al., Multigenerational Planning: Using Smart Growth
and Universal Design to Link the Needs of Children and the Aging Population, J.
AM. PLANNING ASS’N. (2011). APA briefing paper available at https://www.planning.
org/research/family/briefingpapers/multigenerational.htm.
84. DOLORES HAYDEN, REDESIGNING THE AMERICAN DREAM: THE FUTURE OF HOUSING,
WORK, AND FAMILY LIFE, 207-10 (W.W. NORTON & COMPANY, Inc., 5th ed., 2002).
85. Liebig, supra note 81.
86. See Israel, supra note 76.
87. Karen Weisberg, Green Housing Seniors, 18 FOODSERVICE DIR. 2, 16 (2005).
88. Nelson, supra note 79.
89. Peter Wissoker, A Bubble is Greater Than the Sum of its Mortgages: Homebuilders and the Financial Sector in the Build-up of the Housing Bubble (2014)
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creates an opening to reimagine the form these new development
might take.
Amending the traditional Euclidean-based zoning ordinances to permit a variety of housing types in a single zone, and the conversion of
single-family houses into multi-family, commercial, or mixed-use
structures are ways in which planners can respond to changing suburban demographics.
C. Elimination of Discriminatory Family Definitions
Discriminatory family definitions, such as those that unduly limit the
number of unrelated individuals living together, need to be eliminated
from zoning ordinances and replaced with reasonable standards for
neighborhood densities that apply to both related and unrelated individuals. The most effective approach to provide for the needs of
‘non-traditional’ households is to eliminate the right of communities
to define family at the state level as the New Jersey Supreme Court
did in its State vs. Baker90 decision. At the local level, municipalities
have two choices—to define family functionally or not to define family and employ regulations to prohibit overcrowding. Defining a functional family can be troublesome for policymakers because the definition needs to be enforceable. In many cases, a functional family is
synonymous with a single housekeeping unit identified by communal
cooking, pooled finances, or shared domestic responsibilities.91 The
functional family definition offers some promise because it removes
the marriage or blood-related requirement from the regulation, but
still conforms to a traditional view of what makes a family. Another
option for policymakers is to adopt lifestyle-neutral ordinances or
form-based codes. These types of ordinances retain the height and
yard restrictions of traditional single-family ordinances without regulating the household composition with restrictive definitions.92 This
incremental change would provide for a range of household types to

(presented at the Fifth Annual Krueckeberg Doctoral Conference in Planning and Public Policy, Rutgers University).
90. State v. Baker, 81 N.J. 99, 117-18 (N.J. 1979) (rejecting Belle Terre and invalidating a zoning ordinance that prohibited more than four unrelated persons from living together). The court’s decision was grounded in substantive due process developed
by other cases of exclusionary zoning.
91. Adam Lubow, “. . .Not Related by Blood, Marriage, or Adoption”: A History of
the Definition of “Family” in Zoning Law, 16 J. OF AFFORDABLE HOUS. AND CMTY. DEV.
L., no. 2, 2007, at 160.
92. Ritzdorf, supra note 9.
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occupy a single-family neighborhood with minimal impact on the surrounding residences.
D. New Approaches to Service Delivery
Suburban communities, by providing a variety of housing options, will
begin to meet the needs of aging and low-income residents. However,
suburbs lag in providing the transportation and community services
needed by such groups.93 Many suburbs, especially those in the inner
ring, also lack adequate public space and parks. Communities can tackle
these barriers by embracing multi-generational planning methods to address the provision of community services and space, promote joint use
agreements with schools, and foster greater resident engagement.94
1. JOINT USE AGREEMENTS WITH SCHOOLS

A joint-use agreement outlines specific terms and conditions for
shared use of a facility between a school and a municipal or community organization.95 As the population ages and diversifies, the potential to use school facilities for a broader range of services increases.
Typical uses include: elder care, childcare, community recreation,
community kitchens and social engagement space. Joint-use agreements can extend beyond a brick-and-mortar facility to include a transit system (the school bus) that connects housing to the school. Especially for suburban neighborhoods that lack much public space, the
school can become a community-wide center. Challenges in funding,
liability and security can be overcome with careful planning.96
2. DEVELOPER IMPACT FEES

One method of increasing service provision in suburbs is through impact fees in new developments. In California, planners have imposed
93. Lydia J. Morken & Mildred E. Warner, Planning for the Aging Population:
Rural Responses to the Challenge, in DEPARTMENT OF CITY AND REGIONAL PLANNING,
CORNELL UNIVERSITY (Oct. 2012), available at http://cms.mildredwarner.org/p/146.
94. Lydia Morken & Mildred E. Warner, Building Child- and Age-Friendly Communities in Tight Fiscal Times, in THE ICMA MUNICIPAL YEAR BOOK 16 (2013).
95. Mariah Lafleur et al., Increasing Physical Activity in Under-Resourced Communities Through School-Based, Joint-Use Agreements, Los Angeles County, 2010–
2012, 10 PREVENTING CHRONIC DISEASE. (2013); see, e.g., Lydia Morken & Rebecca
Baran-Rees, Joint use: School community collaboration, in DEPARTMENT OF CITY
AND REGIONAL PLANNING, CORNELL UNIVERSITY (Nov. 2012), available at http://cms.
mildredwarner.org/p/147.
96. See Mary Filardo et al., Joint Use of Public Schools: A Framework for a New
Social Contract, in CENTER FOR CITIES AND SCHOOLS, INSTITUTE FOR URBAN AND REGIONAL
DEVELOPMENT (Apr. 2010); Choi, Min Koung & Mildred E. Warner, Collaboration:
The Key to Building Communities for All Generations, in The ICMA Municipal Yearbook 3 (2015).
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impact fees to ensure childcare is built in new neighborhoods, and
have used transportation planning dollars to build childcare centers
in bus transfer stations.97 Australia has a long history of using impact
fees to fund a wide array of neighborhood services—from bikeways to
parks to libraries and childcare.98 A recent study in the United States
found communities using impact fees for child and family services
benefitted from lower crime rates.99 However, impact fees only
work in places experiencing development pressure.
3. NEIGHBORHOOD IMPROVEMENT DISTRICTS (NID)

For older, built-out suburbs facing financial stress, one option might be
the creation of neighborhood improvement districts, similar to Business Improvement Districts, but for improving residential services.100
NIDs could be utilized in existing suburban neighborhoods as a means
to help residents redesign neighborhoods for their needs, enhance services, and increase the amount and diversity of public space. Such an
approach would increase investment by residents, help stabilize declining neighborhoods, and reduce costs to government.101 New
York Academy of Medicine advocates the neighborhood improvement
district concept as a public participation tool to ensure that the needs
and voices of seniors are heard in neighborhood planning.102 However, these NIDs need to be designed so they accommodate rather
than suppress new cultural uses of space by a more diverse resident
population, a problem often cited in neighborhood business improvement districts.103 While such neighborhood-based approaches have
been criticized for fragmenting the city with different service levels
for different neighborhoods,104 these approaches, like impact fees
97. Kristen Anderson, PLANNING FOR CHILD CARE IN CALIFORNIA (2006).
98. NICOLE GURRAN ET AL., AUSTRALIAN HOUSING AND URBAN RESEARCH INSTITUTE,
COUNTING THE COSTS: PLANNING REQUIREMENTS, INFRASTRUCTURE CONTRIBUTIONS, AND
RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT IN AUSTRALIA, AHURI FINAL REPORT NO. 140 (2009).
99. Joseph Rukus & Mildred E. Warner, Crime Rates and Collective Efficacy: The
Role of Family Friendly Planning, 31 CITIES, 37-46 (2013).
100. Robert H. Nelson, New Community Associations for Established Neighborhoods, 23 REV. OF POL’Y RES., Nov. 2006, at 1123-41.
101. Janice C. Griffith, Special Tax Districts to Finance Residential Infrastructure,
39 URB. LAW. 959-82 (2007).
102. NEW YORK ACADEMY OF MEDICINE, CREATING AN AGE-FRIENDLY NYC ONE
NEIGHBORHOOD AT A TIME: A TOOLKIT FOR CREATING AND AGING IMPROVEMENT DISTRICT
IN YOUR COMMUNITY, in NEW YORK: NYAM (2012).
103. Susanna Schaller & Gabriella Modan, Contesting Public Space and Citizenship: Implications for Neighborhood Business Improvement Districts, 24 J. PLAN.
EDUC. & RES. 4, 394-407 (2005).
104. Mildred E. Warner, Club Goods and Local Government: Questions for Planners, 77 J. AM. PLAN. ASS’N, no. 2, 2011, at 155-166.
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and joint-use agreements, may offer promise for redeveloping fiscally
stressed and inner ring suburbs.
V. Conclusion

The American suburb and the planning model that created it are at a
critical juncture, a moment when demographic and economic changes
create both a need and an opening for reshaping the suburb. With an
increasing number of non-whites, lone seniors, families in poverty,
and multi-generational households, a new population inhabits the suburb. However, the materiality of the suburban built environment—low
density, auto-dependent, separated uses—is in conflict with the increasing ethnic and economic diversity of the suburb. And the production of space by new suburban residents is obstructed by a stagnant
built environment and land use regulations that both reflect and reinforce past perceptions of the suburban community.
Today’s suburb is not your mother’s suburb. As the new suburban
population negotiates the tension created by using space in ‘unplanned’ ways, they generate new market demands and openings for
innovative planning to reshape the suburb. By utilizing this tension
as an imperative to reshape the suburb, communities have an opportunity to better meet the needs of a diversifying suburban population.

