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Background

Urban areas in the United States have continually expanded at the urban fringe, drawing
population out of the centrd cities and, in many cases, leaving those centers to decline.  In Ohio's
metropolitan areas recent research indicates a very strong movement of home owners to more
expendve housing and to housing a a greater distance from the Central Business Didlrict. These
patterns have been shown to have del eterious effects on centra cities and inner suburbs, with those
effects likely to spread to outer suburbs over time. Even in Columbus, one of the hedlthiest centra
citiesin Ohio, theimpacts are potentialy very damaging. In 1991, for example, 54% of the home
slersin the City moved out of Columbus to purchase their next home; 70% moved out of the
Columbus School Didtrict; and 20% of home sdlers moved out of the centrd county. These
patterns have serious consequences, as al those househol ds with a choice move further out and
those left behind are trapped.

This research project was funded by the Urban Affairs committeeto focus on the role of
home buyers in the creation and dteration of the urban landscape. Computerized deed transfer
records were analyzed to create a data set of repeat home buyersin Franklin County in 1995. The
patterns of movement of these home buyers were examined in detall. In addition, we devel oped
and mailed a survey (performed by the Ohio State University Polimetrics Laboratory, now the
Survey Research Unit) to determine the characteritics of repeat buyer households, the homes they
sold and bought, the neighborhoods they moved from and to, and the reasons that buyers give for
their choices.

| obtained additional research funds from the Ohio Red Estate Commission through the
Ohio Center for Real Edtate Education and Research. These funds alowed alarge increase in the
number of surveys mailed. The complete population of repeat home buyers numbered 2420. We
mailed surveys to 1600 randomly selected movers and obtained a 55% return rate.

Summary of Research Results (see Note 1)

This study focused on severd mgjor research questions. These included:
What were the geographic patterns of moves? Because of the importance of school digtrictsin
determining the vaue of homes and the percelved qudity of neighborhoods, the andlysis focused on

comparisons among school digtricts rather than municipd jurisdictions. Thisis particularly important
for the city of Columbus because 40% of the city is not in the Columbus School Didtrict. 1n addition



we separated the suburban school districtsinto inner suburban districts (those completely
surrounded by other jurisdictions and unable to grow) and outer suburban didtricts. Figures 1 and 2
illustrate the patterns of movement among the whole population of repeat home buyers. AsFigure 1
demondtrates, the centrd city school didrict lost asgnificant number of home buyersin this
population. Theinner suburbs aso lost home buyers as a group, though not as serioudy.

Figure 1
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Figure 2 looks at individua suburbs. The inner suburbs (Whitehdl, Grandview Heights, Upper
Arlington, Bexley and Worthington) had somewhat different experiences, though none gained a
great number of households in this population.

Figure 2
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In addition, we found that inner suburban movers were most likely to stay in the inner suburbs
(50%), centra city movers were most likely to move to the outer suburbs (50%), and outer
suburban movers were overwhemingly more likely to stay in outer suburban areas (86%).

Who are the repeat home buyers? Repeat home buyers were primarily (about three quarters)
househol ds who were moving up in their housing. The mgority of buyers were married couples,
though that characteristic and the presence of children varied by detination. Centrd city buyers
were less likely to be married or to have children. The focus on repeat home buyers tended to
hold stege of life cycle congtant. However, there was a Szable minority (about one quarter)
who moved down in housing, largely because they were older and their household size
decreased. These people were far more likely to be less satisfied with the results of their



moves, even though they bought what they said they were looking for. One maor aspect of
the research was testing aternative measures of life course varigbles. The logigtic regresson
results (Table 1) for efforts to explain which households moved up or down in housing price
indicated that the proposed life course variables do provide better explanation than the
traditional use of age asa proxy variadle.

Tablel
FIRST MODEL SECOND MODEL
LOGISTIC REGRESSIONS LOG ODDS OF LOG ODDS OF
VARIABLES ENTERING VARIABLES ENTERING
VARIABLES STEPWISE STEPWISE REGRESSION
REGRESSION
AGE OF FIRST PURCHASE 0.96
YEARS AT PREVIOUS HOME 1.03
INCOME CATEGORY 1.16
MARITAL STATUS (1=MARRIED)
DURATION OF OWNERSHIP 0.94
PRESENCE OF CHILDREN (1=YES)
EDUCATION (1= COLLEGE OR MORE)
NUMBER OF PERSONS 1.45
DURATION OF PARENTHOOD
WANTED A LARGER HOME 1.47 NI
WANTED A SMALLER HOME 0.79 NI
FAMILY SIZE INCREASED NI
FAMILY SIZE DECREASED NI
INCOME INCREASED 1.35 NI
INCOME DECREASED 0.76 NI
WANTED EASIER MAINTENANCE NI
WANTED NEIGHBORS MORE LIKE SELF NI
INTERCEPT 2.10 2.05
-2LL 346.64 573.962
Percent Concordant 87.20% 79.70%

All coefficients significant at the .05 level



OLS Regression results to explain the amount of price move-up or move-down had smilar results,
asillugrated in Table 2.

Table2
FIRST MODEL SECOND MODEL

OLS REGRESSIONS COEFFICIENT OF COEFFICIENT OF

VARIABLES ENTERING VARIABLES

ENTERING
VARIABLES STEPWISE STEPWISE
REGRESSION REGRESSION

AGE OF FIRST PURCHASE 1012.36* 1073.95*
YEARS AT PREVIOUS HOME 1076.19* 898.56*
INCOME CATEGORY 14092.05%** 12806.60*+*
AGE -941.84%**
MARITAL STATUS (1=MARRIED)
DURATION OF OWNERSHIP NI
PRESENCE OF CHILDREN (1=YES)
EDUCATION (1= COLLEGE OR MORE)
NUMBER OF PERSONS
DURATION OF PARENTHOOD -435.61
WANTED A LARGER HOME 5609.68*** NI
WANTED A SMALLER HOME -7449.88*** NI
FAMILY SIZE INCREASED NI
FAMILY SIZE DECREASED NI
INCOME INCREASED NI
INCOME DECREASED NI
WANTED EASIER MAINTENANCE NI
WANTED NEIGHBORS MORE LIKE SELF NI
INTERCEPT -75214.38*** -30823.93
R2 .2786%** 0.1868***

* significant at the .10 level

** gignificant at the .05 level

*** gignificant at the .01 level

NI = Variable not included in model

A comparison (performed for the Ohio Real Estate Commission) of Franklin County Repeat Home
Buyers and a national sample of repeat home buyers indicated that Franklin County people are a
little bit older, have lived in their homes alittle bit longer, have dightly lower incomes and buy dightly
less expensive homes than the nationd sample. Franklin County buyers were more likely to
consder the investment quality of their home purchase than the nationd sample.



Why do those people make their decisons? Figures 3 and 4 summarize the results for afew of
the reasons the literature suggests should be important in peopl€ s residentia mohility decisons.
Figure 3 focuses on reasons for saling the former home. Clearly Safety and Investment factors
were extremely important in both the decison to sdl a home and the decision to buy. School
factors were more variable. In spite of our attempts to disaggregate racialy oriented variables,
people seldom claimed race as an important issue in their decisions.

Figure3
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Figure 4 compares the reasons for purchasing the new home. The same items appear to be
important, but the average levels of importance have risen and the rating of school quality
differentiates the three locations.

Figure 4

IMPORTANCE OF NEIGHBORHOOD FACTORS IN
DECISION TO BUY

O Central City
Inner Suburbs
O Outer Suburbs

AVERAGE SCORE
w

SAFETY
RACE
ECONOMIC
ACADEMICS
INVE?_TMEN

FACTORS

A particularly interesting set of results developed around the questions pertaining to the capita
gainstax. When Congress considered changes to the capital gains tax on home salesin June
1997, this survey was gpparently the only empirica data available to show what people might
do in the absence of thetax. Approximately 19% of my respondents said they would have
congdered moving to aless expensve homeiif it were not for the capitd gains pendty. Sixteen
percent of respondents said that the capital gains tax was an important or very important reason
for their choice of anew home. In part because of these results, Congress passed the hill that
excludes dmost dl home sales from capitd gainstax. Theoreticadly, this should increase the
willingness of people to move to less expendve housng and to move inward in the metropolitan
area (al other things equd).



How happy are they with the decisons? One whole subsat of anayses has been devoted to
attempts to explain and predict how happy people are with the outcomes of their decisons. To
date we have been able to explain between 25 and 30 percent of the variation in satisfaction
after the move with the house and with the neighborhood. This question involves avariety of
interesting issues. For example, we are trying to develop a predictive model using only
information one would know in advance, but not in any way including variables that might imply
“gearing”; we found that the most important predictor is the price — the higher the price, the
happier one is with the new home; and we found sgnificant difficulties with the formulation of the
questions on satisfaction in the survey instrument.

How do the answers to these questions vary by location and group? The ongoing work on this
areais currently focused on the inner suburbs. These communities share particular concerns
and their futures are threatened by smilar chalenges.

What are the implications for the future of metropolitan structure? The change in the capita
ganslaw is one bright spot for the future of the inner areas of Columbus. For the moment most
of theinner suburbs are holding their own, but there is evidence that they are teetering on the
edge of having serious problems. The City of Columbus School Digtrict continues to see mgjor
outward movement and once people have moved to the outer suburbs there seemsto be very
little chance that they will move back inward.

Research Products

The above brief summary gives some flavor of the many products of this research. If the

Committee would like more details, | would be happy to provide them, but in the interest of brevity
| have only summarized afew results above. The results have been placed before a wide range of

audiences from policy makers to business groups to student classes to academic conferences. The
following isalist of some of the more important products:

State-wide land use conference, in Columbus, March 1997

International Conference on Housing and the Built Environment (a Research Divison of the
Internationa Sociological Association), Alexandria, Va., June 1997. Paper currently under
revison for invited journd submisson.

Cross-nationd comparative planning workshop in Dresden, Germany, July 1997

Home buyer satisfaction presentation to the Ohio Redl Estate Commission, Oct. 1997
Presentation to the Economic Issues and Trends Forum of the state-wide meeting of the Ohio
Association of Redltors.

Lecturesin multiple dassesin different fields.

Presentation to the inner ring suburbs group of central Ohio; specific presentation to the City of
Upper Arlington.

Materids provided to the State League of Women Voters for their position paper on land use
regulation and growth management in Chio.



Severd forma academic papers are currently in preparation for submisson to journals. These
include papers examining aternative measures of life course variables (see above), explaining and
predicting satisfaction, examining the implications of the movement patterns for different kinds of
jurisdictions and a paper focusing on those who leave inner suburban areas specifically.

The project enabled me to apply for and receive (I just learned of this aweek ago) a $28,500 grant
from an externa source (the Ohio Center for Real Estate Education and Research). This grant
provides funds for a multi-year, multi-county study of movement patterns among repest home
buyersin central Ohio. Both projects fit well with the work of the Ohio Housing Research Network
and are part of large proposal to the Brookings Ingtitution (and through it to Fannie Mae funding)
for alarger nationd sudy of Smilar issues.

*Research funded by the Ohio State University Urban Affairs Committee (thisis areport to that
committee), The Ohio Urban Univergties Program, The Ohio Center for Red Estate Education and
Research.

NOTE 1 — All resultsin this report should be considered to be in draft form.  Find checkson al
caculations will be completed before publication.



