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Abstract
While the impact of urban form on transportation energy use has been 

studied extensively, its impact on residential energy use has not. This article 
presents a conceptual framework linking urban form to residential energy 
use via three causal pathways: electric transmission and distribution losses, 
energy requirements of different housing stocks, and space heating and cool-
ing requirements associated with urban heat islands. Two of the three can be 
analyzed with available national data. 

After we control for other influences, residents of sprawling counties are 
more likely to live in single-family detached houses than otherwise compa-
rable residents of compact counties and also more likely to live in big houses. 
Both lead to higher residential energy use. Because of the urban heat island 
effect, residents of sprawling counties across the nation on average pay a 
small residential energy penalty relative to residents of compact counties. 
Implications for urban planning are explored.

Keywords: Energy; Land use; Smart growth

Introduction
The balance between energy supply and demand is more fragile than ever 

because of the dwindling reserves of fossil fuels and increasing demand from 
India, China, and other developing countries that are embracing Western-
style car culture. This imbalance is projected to have dire economic conse-
quences when conventional oil production eventually peaks, as it must for 
this nonrenewable resource (Attarian 2002; Hallock et al. 2004). The Inter-
national Energy Agency’s (2007) optimistic forecast shows worldwide oil 
production continuing to rise (the dotted line in figure 1), while the sobering 
assessment of the Energy Watch Group (2007) suggests that oil production 
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has already peaked (the curves in figure 1). Most forecasts lie between these 
two extremes, with peak production of conventional oil occurring between 
now and 2020 (Hirsch, Bezdek, and Wendling 2005). Although oil substi-
tutes such as liquefied coal, oil shale, and tar sands will fill some of the gap, 
they are more expensive and environmentally damaging than conventional 
oil.

In a related matter, there is now a scientific consensus that the earth’s 
climate is changing because of fossil fuel consumption (Barnett and Adger 
2003; Greenough et al. 2001; Hegerl et al. 2007; Intergovernmental Panel 
on Climate Change 2007). Average global temperature is projected to rise 
between 1.1°C and 6.4°C within this century, with a best estimate of between 
1.8°C and 4.0°C (see figure 2). With an increase of 3°C, more than one-third 
of all species will risk extinction. Between 2°C and 3°C, coastal flooding 
threatens to harm or displace 70 million to 250 million people, and hun-
dreds of millions face an increased risk of hunger. From 1°C to 4°C, a partial 
deglaciation of the Greenland Ice Sheet will occur, meaning that sea level is 
destined to rise by four to six meters over centuries to millennia. Many of 
the effects of climate change, such as the shrinking sea ice in the Arctic and 
a prolonged drought in East Africa, are already evident. Closer to home, cli-
mate change is producing greater hurricane intensity in the North Atlantic, 
larger and more frequent wildfires in the western United States, and a greater 
number of extreme rainstorms or snowstorms in various part of the country 
(Emanuel 2005; Höppe and Pielke 2006; Madsen and Figdor 2007; Tren-
berth 2005; Westerling et al. 2006). 

Within this larger picture, the importance of U.S. residential energy con-
sumption becomes clear. In 2006, the U.S. residential sector consumed more 
than 21 quadrillion British thermal units (BTUs) of energy, accounting for 
more than one-fifth of total U.S. energy use (Energy Information Adminis-
tration [EIA] 2007). This sector also produced more than one-fifth of total 
energy-related carbon dioxide emissions, approximately 1,254 million met-
ric tons per year (EIA 2007). 

Supply and demand sides
The United States has relied almost exclusively on technological advances 

to address the problem of limited supplies of energy and constantly increas-
ing demands (Ewing et al. 2008; Siderius 2004). However, increasing energy 
efficiency through technological innovation just means more service per 
fixed amount of energy delivered. Despite increasing energy efficiency, per 
capita primary energy use in residential buildings has been gradually increas-



HOUSING POLICY DEBATE

	 The Impact of Urban Form on U.S. Residential Energy Use	 3

Fi
g

u
re

 1
. W

or
ld

 O
il 

Pr
od

uc
ti

on
: B

es
t-

 a
nd

 W
or

st
-C

as
e 

Sc
en

ar
io

s

So
ur

ce
:  

E
ne

rg
y 

W
at

ch
 G

ro
up

 (
20

07
).

O
E

C
D

 =
 O

rg
an

is
at

io
n 

fo
r 

E
co

no
m

ic
 C

o-
op

er
at

io
n 

an
d 

D
ev

el
op

m
en

t;
 W

E
O

 =
 W

or
ld

 E
ne

rg
y 

O
ut

lo
ok

 (
a 

pu
bl

ic
at

io
n 

of
 t

he
 I

nt
er

na
ti

on
al

 E
ne

rg
y 

A
ge

nc
y)

. 

W
EO

 2
00

6

M
id

dl
e 

Ea
st

Af
ric

a

La
tin

 A
m

er
ic

a

So
ut

h 
As

ia

Ea
st

 A
si

a

Ch
in

a

Tr
an

si
tio

n 
Ec

on
om

ie
s

OE
CD

 P
ac

ifi
c

OE
CD

 E
ur

op
e

OE
CD

 N
or

th
 A

m
er

ic
a

19
35

	
19

45
	

19
55

	
19

65
	

19
75

	
19

85
	

19
95

	
20

05
	

20
15

	
20

25
	

12
0

10
0 80 60 40 20 0

12
0

10
0

80 60 40 20 0

Oil Production (in Millions of Barrels/Day)

W
EO

 2
00

6

Ye
ar



housing policy debate

4	 Reid Ewing and Fang Rong

ing since the early 1980s, albeit at a slower rate than in the early 1950s to 
late 1970s, and per capita residential emissions of carbon dioxide have con-
sequently been increasing as well (see figure 3). 

It is likely that per capita energy use and associated greenhouse gas 
emissions will continue to rise and that advances in technology alone will 
not achieve sustainable growth in energy use (Ewing et al. 2008; Kunkle 
et al. 2004; Lebot, Bertoldi, and Harrington 2004; Siderius 2004). Hence, 
demand-side measures will be required to keep supply and demand in rea-
sonable balance.

Source: Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change 2007. 
Note: The curves represent different future emissions scenarios developed by the Intergovernmental Panel on 
Climate Change. The A2 emissions scenario assumes a very heterogeneous world with high population growth, 
slow economic development, and slow technological change. The A1B scenario assumes a world of very rapid 
economic growth, a global population that peaks in mid-century, rapid introduction of new and more efficient 
technologies, and balanced energy sources. B1 assumes a conservation-oriented and relatively homogenous 
world, with the same global population as A1, but with more rapid changes in economic structures toward 
a service and information economy. Constant composition commitment refers to constant concentrations of 
greenhouse gases at year 2000 levels.

Figure 2. Average Global Surface Temperature Warming under Different Scenarios
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Transportation and residential sectors
When it comes to urban energy use and related emissions, the transporta-

tion sector has gotten all of the attention (Bento et al. 2003; Burchell et al. 
1998; Frank and Engelke 2005; Frank et al. 2006; Kessler and Schroeder 
1995; Stone 2007; Stone et al. 2007; U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
2003). This focus is understandable, given the transportation sector’s  
reliance on oil as a source of energy. The geopolitics of oil make headlines, 
but energy use by the U.S. residential sector is also a significant long-term 
threat to the planet. This sector consumes nearly as much energy as the trans-
portation sector and produces nearly as much greenhouse gas emissions (see 
figure 4). 

As climate change and energy security become defining issues for the 
urban planning profession, planners will be looking for strategies to reduce 
residential energy consumption. This article attempts to fill a gap in the 

Figure 3. Per Capita Energy Use and Per Capita Carbon Dioxide Emissions in the 
U.S. Residential Sector, 1950 to 2004

Source: EIA 2005. 
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research literature by laying out a conceptual framework that relates urban 
form to residential energy use, describing the data and methods used to study 
these relationships and reporting the results of our statistical analyses. The 
article concludes with a discussion of the policy implications and limitations 
of this study. From our results, it appears that compact development, long 
promoted by planners for a host of other reasons, can help with these new 
challenges.

Conceptual framework
Our conceptual framework is shown in figure 5. Urban form can affect 

residential energy use through three causal pathways. The first is directly 
through electric transmission and distribution losses (T&D), the second is 
indirectly through the housing stock, and the third is indirectly through the 
formation of urban heat islands (UHIs). 

Because the necessary data are available, this article focuses on the two 
indirect paths. The direct effect of urban form is likely to be small, because 
electric T&D losses account for less than 7 percent of the total electricity 
generated in the United States (EIA 2007). 

 

Figure 5. Causal Paths between Urban Form and Residential Energy Consumption 
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Relevant literature
The effect of urban form on residential energy consumption is a new area 

of inquiry. Kahn (2000) used data from the 1993 U.S. Residential Energy Use 
Survey to study the impact of suburbanization on residential energy use. His 
research showed no significant difference between suburbanites and their 
counterparts in the central cities of the same metropolitan areas. However, 
his study did not operationalize urban form in a meaningful way, the distinc-
tion between urban and suburban being a gross one (Ewing 1997; Ewing, 
Pendall, and Chen 2002). Moreover, Kahn’s (2000) research did not explore 
the causal pathways by which development patterns might influence residen-
tial energy use.

Residential energy use, housing stock, and urban form 
Increasing residential energy use is linked to trends in housing consump-

tion. Bigger houses require more energy than smaller ones because there is 
more space to heat and cool, and detached houses require more energy than 
attached houses of the same size because there is more exposed surface area. 
Over the past 30 years, the median floor area of new houses has increased by 
almost 50 percent. According to the National Association of Home Builders, 
new houses averaged 2,433 square feet in 2005, up from 2,095 square feet 
in 1995. The share of detached houses rose from 60 percent in 1995 to 62 
percent in 2005, as determined by the American Housing Survey (AHS) (U.S. 
Bureau of the Census 1996, 2006). 

Many factors have contributed to these trends. Previous studies have 
shown that housing consumption depends on such household characteristics 
as income, number of members, and ethnic background (Miron 2004; Ska-
burskis 1997). 

Urban form may be a factor as well. The impact of urban form on the 
choice of house type and size is complex. Housing consumption is con-
strained by market conditions such as the availability and cost of residential 
land, construction costs, and other metropolitan area–specific characteristics 
(Cheshire and Sheppard 1998; Wassmer and Baass 2006). On the supply 
side, constrained land supplies and higher land prices, often found in com-
pact areas, may favor multifamily and single-family attached housing so as 
to conserve on an expensive factor of production (Nelson et al. 2002). Or 
higher land prices may simply lead to larger houses on smaller lots, building 
up rather than out (Staley and Mildner 1999). On the demand side, because 
of higher prices (Glaeser and Kahn 2003), households in compact areas may 
have less disposable income and thus reduce the quantity of housing they 
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demand (this is an “income effect,” as described by Katz and Rosen 1998). 
Or they may consume more housing because they have more money to spend, 
thanks to lower transportation costs (Surface Transportation Policy Project 
2003) (this is a “substitution effect,” as described by Katz and Rosen 1998). 
The net impact of urban form on people’s demand for housing is ambiguous 
and calls for empirical analysis.

Residential energy use, UHIs, and urban form 
The UHI effect has multiple causes. Roads, buildings, and other con-

structed surfaces mostly absorb, rather than reflect, the sun’s radiation. The 
displacement of trees, shrubs, and groundcover eliminates the natural cool-
ing effects of shading and evapotranspiration. Urban activities such as motor 
vehicle travel and space heating and cooling produce waste heat. The result-
ing UHI effect is estimated to raise air temperature in a typical city by 1°C 
to 3°C relative to the surrounding rural area (Rosenfeld et al. 1995). The 
larger and denser a city, the greater the urban-rural difference in temperature 
(Hogan and Ferrick 1998; Park 1986; Torok et al. 2001). Because of the 
UHI effect, the energy demand for summertime cooling will be higher than it 
would be otherwise, while the demand for wintertime heating will be lower. 

Development patterns affect the formation of UHIs in complex ways. 
Sprawling urban areas have less concentrated heat sources but also have 
more motor vehicle travel and resulting higher fossil fuel combustion (Bento 
et al. 2003; Burchell et al. 1998; Ewing, Pendall, and Chen 2002; Kessler and 
Schroeder 1995). Large-lot housing has more pervious surface and tree can-
opy than small-lot housing, but also has more impervious surface and uncan-
opied area because of larger houses, longer driveways, and bigger yards. It 
is not clear whether large- or small-lot housing generates more radiant heat 
per unit. “On average, each ¼- acre increase in parcel area was found to be 
associated with an increase in net thermal emissions of 33%. This finding 
directly challenges the common assumption that higher residential densities 
are less thermally efficient than lower residential densities” (Stone and Rod-
gers 2001, 194). Like the impact on housing stock, the impact of urban form 
on the formation of UHIs is ambiguous and calls for empirical analysis. 

Methodology 
Ideally, after controlling for other influences, we would have related 

urban form directly to the residential energy use of individual households 
and then decomposed urban effects according to our conceptual model. This 
would have required a large database of households, residential energy con-
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sumption values, many household covariates, and local geocodes for places 
of residence. Alas, no national source of residential energy data meets these 
requirements, so we used what we had—several national databases—to link 
urban form to residential energy consumption.

Our analytical structure consisted of six models, estimated with different 
data sets but linked conceptually through common variables as in figure 5. 
Descriptive statistics for these variables are presented in table 1.
1.	 Residential energy models: In these three models, the dependent vari-

ables are household energy consumption in each of three categories—
space heating, space cooling, and all other uses—and the independent 
variables are house type, house size, urban temperature, and controls. 
Data are from the U.S. Residential Energy Consumption Survey (RECS) 
(EIA 2004). 

2.	 House type model: In this model, the dependent variable is house type, 
and the independent variables are urban form and controls. Data are 
from the Public Use Microdata Sample (PUMS) (U.S. Bureau of the Cen-
sus 2004).

3.	 House size model: In this model, the dependent variable is house size, 
and the independent variables are urban form and controls. Data are 
from the AHS (U.S. Bureau of the Census 1998, 2002). 

4.	 Urban temperature model: In this model, the dependent variable is 
urban temperature, and the independent variables are urban form and 
controls. 

So with this set of linked models, we related urban form to resi-
dential energy use indirectly through house type, house size, and urban 
temperature. 

Data and measures

Urban form
It is no simple task to operationally define and objectively measure 

urban form. Several researchers (Burchfield et al. 2005; Fulton et al. 2001; 
Lopez and Hynes 2003; Malpezzi and Guo 2001) have created urban sprawl 
measures that focused on density. A few studies have measured sprawl in 
multidimensional ways. Galster et al. (2001) and Wolman et al. (2005), for 
example, defined sprawl as a land use pattern with low levels of density, 
continuity, concentration, compactness, centrality, nuclearity, diversity, and/
or proximity. 
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Table 1. Descriptive Statistics for Variables

	 2001	 2000	 1998 and 2002
	 RECS	 Census	 AHS
	
	 Mean	 Mean	 Mean
Household  Variables 	 (SD)	 (SD)	 (SD)

Primary energy use per household	 95,415	 NA	 NA
  (in thousands of BTUs)	 (58,093)
	
House size	 2,097	 NA	 1,689
  (square feet)	 (1,410)		  (1,098)

House type
  Single family detached	 60.5%	 60.7%	 65.5%
  Single family attached 	 10.4%	 7.6%	 12.4%
  Multifamily 	 29.1%	 31.7%	 22.1%  	
 Year built 
     1939 or earlier	 30.1%	 14.3%	 10.7%
     1940 to 1959	 20.7%	 23.4%	 18.9%
     1960 to 1979	 23.9%	 32.5%	 36.4%
     1980 to 2000	 25.3%	 29.7%	 34.0%

Household composition

  Number of children	 0.51	 0.71	 0.71
	 (0.93)	 (1.11)	 (1.10)
  Number of adults	 2.11	 1.95	 1.92
	 (1.07)	 (0.91)	 (0.83)

Household income 
      Less than $30,000	 38.7%	 30.5%	 28.4%
      $30,000 to $49,999	 24.7%	 21.5% 	 20.8%
      $50,000 to $74,999	 20.7%	 19.8%	 19.4%
      $75,000 or more	 15.9%	 28.2%	  31.4%	 	
Race/Ethnicity of the householder 
      White	 70.7%	 69.0%	 71.3%
      Black	 12.8%	 12.7%	 10.4%
      Hispanic	 10.9%	 12.3%	 11.5%
      Asian	 3.5%	 4.1%	 5.2%
      Other	 2.1%	 1.9%	 1.6%	

County variables			 

County sprawl index	 NA	 107	 110
		  (28)	 (21)
Residential construction costs 	 NA	 0.982	 0.992

		  (0.145)	  (0.130)
Total population in the MSAs	 NA	 4,388,905	 4,048,688
		  (5,696,873) 	 (4,136,994)

Source: EIA (2004), Ewing et al. (2003), and U.S. Bureau of the Census (1998, 2002, 2004).  
MSA = metropolitan statistical area; NA = not applicable; SD = standard deviation. 
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For this study, we needed broad coverage of the United States and geo-
graphic units of analysis that are large enough to capture determinants of an 
area’s housing stock, yet small enough to be homogeneous with respect to 
climate. Ewing et al. (2003) estimated sprawl indices for 83 U.S. metropoli-
tan areas and 448 counties in 1990 and 2000. Their indices have been widely 
used in sprawl-related research and have been validated in terms of expected 
outcomes (Cho et al. 2006; Doyle et al. 2006; Ewing, Brownson, and Berri-
gan 2006; Ewing et al. 2003; Ewing, Schieber, and Zegeer 2003; Joshu et al. 
2008; Kahn 2006; Kelly-Schwartz et al. 2004; Plantinga and Bernell 2007; 
Stone 2007; Sturm and Cohen 2004).

We employed Ewing et al.’s (2003) county sprawl index as our measure 
of urban form. The index incorporates six variables from the U.S. Census and 
the U.S. Department of Agriculture’s National Resources Inventory to account 
for residential density, street accessibility, and clustering of development:
1.	 Gross population density (persons per square mile)

2.	 Percentage of the county population living at low suburban densities 
(less than 1,500 persons per square mile)

3.	 Percentage of the county population living at moderate or high urban 
densities (more than 12,500 persons per square mile)

4.	 Population density in urban areas (persons per developed square mile)

5.	 Average block size (in square miles)

6.	 Percentage of blocks with areas of less than 1/100 of a square mile (the 
size of a typical traditional urban block)

These six variables were combined via principal components analysis 
into one factor that represents the degree of sprawl within the county. That 
factor was normalized such that the mean value for the 448 counties is 100, 
and the standard deviation is 25. The higher the value of the index, the more 
compact the county, and the smaller the value of the index, the more sprawl-
ing the county.1 At the very compact end of the scale are four New York 
City boroughs, Manhattan, Brooklyn, the Bronx, and Queens; San Francisco 

1It has been suggested more than once that the values of the sprawl index should be 
flipped, so that larger values correspond to greater degrees of sprawl. The original rationale 
for the positive scale had to do with subindices created to represent density, street accessibil-
ity, and other dimensions of sprawl. For them, larger values logically equated to less sprawl. 
A combined sprawl index assumed the same form. It seems to be too late to rescale the index 
now, since much has been published by us and by others using it in its current form. Almost 
all earlier research would show one relationship to the index, and this and later studies would 
show another. We wish we could go back to 2003 and do it differently. One researcher, Stone 
(2007), has recently done so.
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County; Hudson County (Jersey City, NJ); Philadelphia County; and Suffolk 
County (Boston). At the very sprawling end of the scale are outlying coun-
ties of metropolitan areas in the Southeast and Midwest, such as Gooch-
land County in the Richmond (VA) metropolitan area and Geauga County in 
the Cleveland metropolitan area. The index is positively skewed, with most 
counties clustering around intermediate levels of sprawl but with a few such 
as New York and San Francisco having very high densities and very high 
index values. 

Residential energy use
The basic unit of analysis in this study is the individual household. 

Household energy data came from the RECS for 2001, the most recent year 
available. The RECS is a nonrandom national sample survey that provides 
energy data along with household and housing data. It was first conducted in 
1978 and, since 1990, has been conducted about every four years. It provides 
total annual energy consumed and total annual expenditures by household 
for each major energy source—natural gas, electricity, fuel oil, kerosene, and 
liquefied petroleum gas (EIA 2004). It also provides end-use estimates of 
annual expenditures for space heating and cooling, water heating, general 
appliances, and other uses.

RECS 2001 surveyed 4,822 housing units from 50 states and the Dis-
trict of Columbia (EIA 2004). Because this study focused on metropolitan 
counties, housing units in rural areas were excluded. Mobile homes have 
also been excluded because of the small sample surveyed. Our final sample 
consisted of 3,737 housing units from cities, towns, and suburbs. Table 1 
contains descriptive statistics for variables used in the residential energy con-
sumption model. 

Housing stock
Data limitations required that different data sources (and household 

samples) be used to derive the multiple relationships in our conceptual 
framework. To relate urban form to house type, we used the 2000 PUMS 
(U.S. Bureau of the Census 2004). For confidentiality reasons, the PUMS 
does not identify county of residence for counties with a population of less 
than 100,000, so our final PUMS sample consisted of 2,519,726 households 
from 266 metropolitan counties. Table 1 provides descriptive statistics for 
variables used in the house type model. 
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To relate urban form to house size, we used data from the AHS (U.S. 
Bureau of the Census 1998, 2002), which collects more detailed informa-
tion on housing units (such as floor area) than the PUMS does. The AHS is 
both a national household survey where households are identified by met-
ropolitan area and state and a set of metropolitan-area household surveys 
where households are identified by county. Metropolitan household surveys 
are conducted on a rotating basis in even-numbered years, with 47 metro-
politan areas surveyed over 6 years. To increase the statistical power of the 
analysis and match 2000 county sprawl indices, 1998 and 2002 metropoli-
tan area surveys were pooled. For confidentiality reasons, the AHS combines 
small counties with populations of less than 100,000. Our final AHS sample 
consisted of 61,947 households from 59 metropolitan counties. Descriptive 
statistics for variables used in the house size model are provided in table 1. 

Because the RECS, PUMS, and AHS cover different geography, housing 
characteristics differ somewhat across our samples. The average house size 
from the AHS, for example, is about 1,700 square feet, while the average 
from the RECS is approximately 2,100 square feet. The integration of results 
later in the article is subject to the caveat that they are based on three differ-
ent sampling frames.

Temperature/Climate
We used two different temperature sources for two different purposes. 

One was annual heating degree-days (HDDs) and cooling degree-days (CDDs) 
for households at their places of residence from the RECS, which was used 
to examine the dependence of space-conditioning energy use on HDDs and 
CDDs.2 The other was degree-day data from Kalnay and Cai (2003), includ-
ing observed surface degree-day data from weather stations and correspond-
ing interpolated data from the gridded National Center for Environmental 
Prediction–National Center for Atmospheric Research 50-year Reanalysis 
(NNR). Because NNR degree-day data are insensitive to urbanization, the 
difference between these two is a measure of the intensity of the UHI effect. 
(For more details, see Kalnay and Cai 2003.) 

2HDDs and CDDs are quantitative indices reflecting demand for energy to heat or cool 
houses and businesses. They are based on how far the daily average temperature departs from 
a human comfort level of 65°F. Simply put, each degree of temperature above 65°F counts as 
one CDD, and each degree below 65°F counts as one HDD. For example, a day with an aver-
age temperature of 80°F contributes 15 CDDs to the annual total.
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Other data
Other data sources used in this study included the 2000 index of met-

ropolitan residential construction cost from R. S. Means Company and geo-
graphic spatial data from Environmental Systems Research Institute (ESRI) 
Data & Maps (2005). The latter were tapped for county-specific characteris-
tics such as population and land area, as well the ESRI County Boundary file 
to combine temperature data from Kalnay and Cai (2003). Such county-spe-
cific topographic features as coast, plain, and valley were derived from ESRI 
Data & Maps’ (2005) North America Digital Elevation Model. Counties 
with plain as their dominant topographic feature have more than 75 percent 
of the land area located less than 250 meters above sea level, and counties 
with valley as their dominant topographic feature have more than 75 percent 
of the land area located more than 250 meters above sea level.

Analysis

Housing stock, temperature, and energy use
Ordinary least squares (OLS) regression analysis was used to examine the 

effects of individual household characteristics, housing unit characteristics, 
and ambient temperatures on household energy use. Models were estimated 
separately for three end uses—space heating, space cooling, and all other 
uses. To better fit the nonlinear relationship between energy use and the 
independent variables, we took the natural log of total delivered energy use 
per household per year. Energy use was regressed on the number of people in 
the household, annual income, race/ethnicity, the type of house (single fam-
ily detached, single family attached, or multifamily), its size, the year it was 
constructed, climate (HDDs and CDDs), and composite energy price. Our 
residential energy use models are presented in table 2. In these models and 
all other models in this article, data were weighted to account for different 
probabilities of sample selection and survey response. 

Urban form and housing stock
Hierarchical modeling was used to analyze relationships between urban 

form and housing stock. Hierarchical models have multiple levels, corre-
sponding to the underlying data structure. Each level is nested within the 
level above it. In this case, households are nested within places. We could not 
use OLS regression to explain household outcomes in terms of place char-
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Table 2. Relationship between Delivered Residential Energy Use in the United States, 
House Size and Type, and Other Control Variables (with Coefficients, t-Ratios, and 
Significance Levels) 

	 Heating	 Cooling	 Others
		   	
	 Coefficient	 p-Value	 Coefficient	 p-Value	 Coefficient	 p-Value

House size	 0.00015	 < 0.001	 0.00012	 < 0.001	 0.00006	 < 0.001
  (square feet)

House type
   Mobile home	  0.086	 0.020	 0.060	 0.185	 –0.025	 0.333
   Single family attached	 –0.037	 0.243	 –0.115	 0.008	 –0.106	 < 0.001
   Multifamily	 –0.431	 < 0.001	 –0.230	 < 0.001	 –0.366	 < 0.001	

Year built
   1940 to 1959 	 –0.194	 < 0.001	 –0.032	 0.353	 0.033	 0.107
   1960 to 1979	 –0.355	 < 0.001	 –0.025	 0.465	 0.036	  0.064
   1980 to 2000	 –0.456	 < 0.001	 –0.049	 0.157	 0.044	 0.037	

Household income 
   $30,000 to $49,999	 0.017	 0.491	 0.043	 0.147	 0.080	 < 0.001
   $50,000 to $74,999	 0.021	 0.450	 0.131	 < 0.001	 0.131	 < 0.001
   $75,000 or more	 0.142	 < 0.001	 0.169	 < 0.001	 0.233	 < 0.001	

Race/Ethnicity of the householder 
   Black	 0.283	 < 0.001	 0.166	 < 0.001	 0.117	  < 0.001
   Hispanic	 –0.117	 0.002	 –0.230	 < 0.001	 –0.078	 0.001
  Asian	 –0.162	 0.003	 –0.350	 < 0.001	 –0.225	  < 0.001
   Other	 –0.007	 0.918	 –0.117	 0.161	 –0.149 	 0.001

Household composition
  Number of children	 0.016	 0.449	 0.137	 < 0.001	 0.285	 < 0.001	
   Number of adults	 –0.002	 0.916	 0.210	 < 0.001	 0.184	 < 0.001

Ln (energy price)	 –1.006	 < 0.001	 –0.571	 < 0.001	 –0.403	 < 0.001
  ($ per thousand BTUs)

HDDs	 0.00020	 < 0.001	 NA	 NA	 NA	 NA

CDDs	 NA	 NA	 0.00054	 < 0.001	 NA	 NA

R 2	 0.7293	 0.7072	 0.5531

Number of households	 4,666	 3,464	 4,822

Source: EIA (2004). 
Notes: Dependent variables are the Lns of delivered residential energy use for heating, cooling, and other uses per 
household per year (in thousands of BTUs). Reference dummies included single-family detached housing, houses 
built before 1940, households with an annual income of less than $30,000, and white householders. Other 
controls for heating/cooling energy use models were the age of the heating/cooling equipment variable (dummies 
as less or more than 10 years old), the programmability of the thermostat of the heating/cooling equipment 
variable (dummies as yes or no), and the building insulation variable (dummies as well or poorly insulated), plus 
whether the cooling equipment was central or not and whether there was someone at home all day on a typical 
weekday (dummies as yes or no).
Ln = natural log; NA = not applicable.  
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acteristics since households in a given place share the characteristics of that 
place, thus violating the independence assumption of OLS regression. OLS 
standard errors of regression coefficients would therefore be underestimated 
for place characteristics. Moreover, OLS estimates of regression coefficients 
would be inefficient. Hierarchical modeling overcomes these limitations, 
accounting for the dependence among households residing in a given place 
and producing more accurate estimates of regression coefficients and stan-
dard errors (Raudenbush and Byrk 2002).

Within a hierarchical model, each level in the data structure is repre-
sented by its own submodel, which captures the structural relations and 
residual variability at that level. A Level 1 submodel explains household out-
comes in terms of household characteristics for each place separately. A Level 
2 submodel explains variations in Level 1 intercepts and slopes across places 
in terms of place characteristics. To model such complex data structures, we 
relied on HLM 6 (Hierarchical Linear and Nonlinear Modeling) software 
from Scientific Software International, Inc.

A hierarchical nonlinear model was estimated for the trichotomous out-
come, house type (see table 3). The model is nonlinear because the dependent 
variable assumes only discrete values, not continuous ones. The model is 
trichotomous because dependent variables may assume three values—one 
for single family attached, a second for multifamily, and a third for the ref-
erence category, single family detached. The natural logarithm of the odds 
of choosing single-family attached or multifamily housing was regressed on 
individual household characteristics in the Level 1 model. Independent vari-
ables included the number of people in the household, annual income, and 
race/ethnicity. The intercepts and coefficients of Level 1 models were then 
regressed on place characteristics in the Level 2 model, specifically on the 
county sprawl index, the residential construction cost index, and the total 
population of the metropolitan area. All models included random effects. 

A hierarchical linear model was estimated for the continuous outcome, 
house size (see table 4). The natural log of house size was regressed on individ-
ual household and housing characteristics in Level 1 models. The intercepts 
and coefficients of Level 1 models were then regressed on county-specific 
characteristics in Level 2 models. All models included random effects. 

For both house type and house size models, we initially allowed only 
the intercept terms to vary as functions of place characteristics, plus ran-
dom residuals. The resulting models are sometimes referred to as “random 
intercept” models. Then we relaxed the assumption of fixed coefficients 
and also modeled coefficients as functions of place characteristics, plus ran-
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domly varying residuals, thereby capturing interactions between place and 
household characteristics. These are sometimes referred to as “random coef-
ficient” models. The interactions among household and place characteristics 
were never significant in the house size model and seldom significant in the 
house type model. Therefore, only the random intercept forms of models are 
reported in tables 3 and 4. 

Table 3. Relationship between House Type, Urban Sprawl, and Control Variables in 
the United States (with Coefficients, t-Ratios, and Significance Levels) 
	
	 Single-Family		
	 Attached Housing	 Multifamily Housing
	
	 Coefficient	 t-Ratio	 p-Value	 Coefficient	 t-Ratio	 p-Value

Year built
     1940 to 1959 	 –0.440	  –7.0	 < 0.001	 –0.551	  –8.4 	 < 0.001
     1960 to 1979	 0.362	   3.8	 < 0.001	 0.575	   6.2	 < 0.001
     1980 to 2000	 1.168	 11.9	 < 0.001	 0.854	   9.4	 < 0.001

Household composition
      Number of children	 –0.203	  –8.4	 < 0.001	 –0.357	 –21.9	 < 0.001
      Number of adults	  –0.698	 –17.2	 < 0.001	  –1.124	 –32.4	 < 0.001

Household income 
     $30,000 to $49,999	   –0.106	  –6.6	 < 0.001	   –0.466	 –29.6	 < 0.001
     $50,000 to $74,999	   –0.372	 –13.6	 < 0.001	   –1.015	 –36.7	 < 0.001
     $75,000 or more	   –0.874	 –28.8	 < 0.001	   –1.791	 –35.6	 < 0.001
	 	
Race/Ethnicity of the householder 
     Black	 0.592	 10.5	 < 0.001	 0.716	 15.3	 < 0.001
     Hispanic	 0.713	 11.3	 < 0.001	 1.077	  15.6	 < 0.001
     Asian	 0.297	 4.7	 < 0.001	 0.689	 10.9	 < 0.001
     Other	 0.145	 4.2	 < 0.001	 0.545	  15.1	 < 0.001

County variables							     

Ln (sprawl index)	  2.980	 9.4	 < 0.001	 3.810	 12.6	 < 0.001

Ln (residential 	 2.293	 5.9	 < 0.001	 1.538	 4.9	 < 0.001
  construction costs)
Ln (total population)	 –0.405	 0.8	 0.432	 –1.003	 –0.2	 0.831

Number of households	 2,519,726

Number of counties 	 266

Source: Ewing et al. (2003), R. S. Means (2000), and U.S. Bureau of the Census (2004). 
Notes: The dependent variable is the Ln of the odds that residents will live in different types of housing, and 
the reference category is single-family detached housing. Reference dummies included houses built before 1940, 
households with an annual income of less than $30,000, and white householders. Other controls included the 
square term of number of adults and children in the household. Regression results were estimations of fixed 
effects with robust standard errors.
Ln = natural log. 
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Table 4. Relationship between House Size, Urban Sprawl, and Control Variables in 
the United States (with Coefficients, t-Ratios, and Significance Levels) 

	 Coefficient	 t-Ratio	 p-Value
House type 
    Single family attached	 –0.474	 –23.5	 < 0.001
   Multifamily 	 –0.678	 –44.3	 < 0.001

Year built
    1940 to 1959	 –0.045	 –3.3	 < 0.001
    1960 to 1979	 0.096	 5.8	  < 0.001
    1980 to 2000	 0.201	 10.6	 < 0.001

Household composition
    Number of children	 0.010	 2.5	 0.013
    Number of adults	 0.121	 12.1	 < 0.001

Household income 
    $30,000 to $49,999	 0.074	 7.1	 < 0.001
    $50,000 to $74,999	 0.144	 11.0	  < 0.001
    $75,000 or more	 0.297	 19.1	 < 0.001

Race/Ethnicity of the householder 
    Black	 –0.095	 –3.7	  < 0.001
    Hispanic	 –0.135	 –9.7	  < 0.001
    Asian	 –0.034	 –2.8	   0.006
    Other	 –0.071	 –4.5	  < 0.001

County variables			 
    Ln (county sprawl index)	 –0.402	 –2.0	   0.046
    Ln (residential construction costs)	  0.111	 0.8	   0.421
    Ln (total population)	 –0.002	 –0.1	   0.944

Number of households		  61,947
    (household level)	

Number of counties		  59
    (place level)

Sources: Ewing et al. (2003), R. S. Means (2000), and U.S. Bureau of the Census (1998, 2002). 
Notes: The dependent variable is the Ln of square feet of housing units. Reference dummies included houses built 
before 1940, households with an annual income of less than $30,000, and white householders.
Other controls included the year 2002 dummy variable and the square terms of the number of adults and 
children in the household.  
Ln = natural log. 

Urban form and temperatures
OLS regression models and aggregate county-level data were used to 

examine the relationship between urban form and temperatures. The natu-
ral logs of observed HDDs and CDDs were each regressed on topographic 
dummy variables and the natural logarithms of urbanization-free degree-days, 
land area, and the county sprawl index (the main interest of this study). 
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Results

Housing stock and energy use
From table 2, all end-use energy demands decrease with increasing 

energy price, increase with increasing annual household income, and vary by 
race/ethnicity. After we control for these covariates, the amounts of delivered 
energy use for space heating, cooling, and all other uses are strongly related 
to the physical characteristics of housing units. Old houses are less energy 
efficient than new ones. Detached houses require more energy than attached 
ones. Compared with households living in multifamily units, otherwise com-
parable households living in single-family detached units consume 54 percent 
more energy for space heating and 26 percent more energy for space cooling. 
Not surprisingly, energy for heating, cooling, and all other uses increases 
with house size. Compared with a household living in a 1,000-square-foot 
house, an otherwise comparable household living in a 2,000-square-foot 
house consumes 16 percent more energy for space heating and 13 percent 
more energy for space cooling. 

Urban form and housing stock
Housing mix varies across metropolitan counties. Among the 448 coun-

ties in this sample, the highest share of multifamily housing is 99 percent in 
New York County, which has a county sprawl index of 352 (reflecting the 
fact that compact places have higher values), while the lowest is 0.6 percent 
in New Kent County, VA, which has an index of 73. Some of the difference 
in housing mix is related to sociodemographics, and some is related to urban 
form.

From table 3, the likelihood of choosing a single-family attached or mul-
tifamily home declines as the number of people in the household and the 
annual household income increase; to wit, larger and higher-income house-
holds are more likely to opt for a single-family detached home. The likeli-
hood of choosing a single-family attached or multifamily home is greater 
for black, Hispanic, and Asian households than for white households and 
increases with residential construction costs. After we control for these cova-
riates, people’s choice of house type is strongly related to urban form. The 
odds that a household will live in multifamily housing are seven times greater 
for compact counties, one standard deviation above the mean index, than for 
sprawling counties, one standard deviation below the mean index (that is, a 
50-point spread). 
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Median house size also varies across metropolitan counties. Among the 
59 counties in this sample, the smallest median house size is about 1,000 
square feet in San Francisco County, with an index of 209, and the largest is 
approximately 2,300 square feet in Waukesha County, WI, with an index of 
90. Again, some of the difference in house size is related to sociodemograph-
ics, and some is related to urban form. 

From table 4, house size increases with the number of people in the 
household and with annual income. It is larger for white households than 
for black, Hispanic, or Asian households. No statistically significant connec-
tion to residential construction costs or metropolitan area size was found. 
After we control for these covariates, the choice of house size is significantly 
related to urban form. Houses are 23 percent larger in sprawling counties, 
one standard deviation below the mean index, than in compact counties, one 
standard deviation above the mean index. 

Temperatures and space-conditioning energy use
From table 2, after we control for all other influences, total delivered 

energy use for space heating and cooling per household per year increases 
with the number of HDDs or CDDs, respectively. At a 95 percent confidence 
level, for example, 10 extra HDDs are associated with a 0.2 percent increase 
in energy use for heating, or about 88,000 BTUs of primary energy per year, 
while 10 extra CDDs are associated with a 0.5 to 0.6 percent increase in 
energy use for cooling, around 42,000 BTUs per year. 

Urban form and temperatures
Due to the UHI effect, temperatures are higher than they would be other-

wise, and the effect is greater in compact counties than in sprawling ones. From 
table 5, with each 1 percent increase in the county sprawl index (which means 
an increase in compactness), the number of observed HDDs decreases by 0.21 
percent, while the number of observed CDDs increases by 0.48 percent. 

Synthesis
After controlling for household characteristics, we now know that resi-

dential energy use varies with house type and house size and that these vary  
the degree of urban sprawl. These relationships, taken together, allow us 
to indirectly estimate the effects of urban sprawl on residential energy use 
through the mediators of house type and size. The average household would 
be expected to consume 17.9 million fewer BTUs of primary energy annually, 
about 20 percent less, living in a compact county, one standard deviation 
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above the mean index, than in a sprawling county, one standard deviation 
below the mean index.

We also know that the UHI effect is strongest in compact areas, that it 
leads to an increase in CDDs and a reduction in HDDs, and that these in turn 
affect energy use for space heating and cooling. These relationships, taken 
together, allow us to estimate the indirect effects of urban sprawl on residen-
tial energy use through the mediating effect of UHIs. Nationwide, because 
of UHIs, an average household in a compact county would be expected to 
consume 1.4 million fewer BTUs of primary energy annually than an average 
household in a sprawling county. 

Throughout most of the nation, the two effects, housing and UHI, are in 
the same direction. The exceptions are in the Sunbelt, where more compact 
development provides an energy savings because of the greater prevalence of 
attached housing and smaller units, but creates an energy penalty because of 
higher urban temperatures and greater demands for space cooling. Every-
where, the housing effect is much stronger than the UHI effect, so urban 
sprawl can be said to inflate residential energy consumption and associated 
greenhouse gas emissions regardless of location. 

Policy implications
Energy conservation, and the associated reduction in greenhouse gases, 

can be thought of as just one more reason to encourage compact develop-
ment and discourage sprawl. Compact development provides a double ben-

Table 5. Relationship between Observed HDDs and CDDs, Urban Sprawl, and Other 
Controls in the United States (with Coefficients and Significance Levels)

	 Observed HDDs	 Observed CDDs
	
	 Coefficient	 p-Value	 Coefficient	 p-Value

Ln (sprawl index)	  –0.215	 –0.036	  0.480	 < 0.000
Ln (urbanization-free HDD)	  1.417	 < 0.000	 NA	 NA
Ln (urbanization-free CDD)	 NA	 NA	 0.659	 < 0.000
Ln (area)	 –0.079	  0.001	 0.188	  0.001

Topographic feature
      Coast	 –0.120	 0.044	 –0.104	 0.060
      Valley	 –0.137	 < 0.000	 –0.204	 < 0.000

R 2	 0.9139		 0.8140

Number of counties	 543		 543

Sources: ESRI (2005), Ewing et al. (2003), and Kalnay and Cai (2003). 
Notes: The dependent variable is the number of observed HDDs and CDDs. 
Ln = natural log; NA = not applicable.



HOUSING POLICY DEBATE

	 The Impact of Urban Form on U.S. Residential Energy Use	 23

efit, typically reducing transportation energy use and emissions by 20 to 40 
percent relative to sprawl (Ewing et al. 2008) and having a comparable per-
centage impact on residential energy use and emissions. As worldwide peak 
production of conventional oil approaches, transitioning to compact devel-
opment in this country can cushion the blow of a rapid rise in energy prices. 
And as the world strives to stabilize climate, compact development can help 
the United States meet targets for reducing greenhouse gas emissions.

Strategies for encouraging compact development and discouraging 
sprawl follow directly from our operational definition of sprawl. Residential 
densities can be boosted by raising zoning density caps, establishing density 
floors, reducing minimum lot sizes, offering density bonuses, charging impact 
fees, creating urban growth boundaries or urban service limits, transferring 
development rights, or promoting downtown redevelopment (Dawkins and 
Nelson 2003; Landis 2006; Pendall 1999, 2000; Shen and Zhang 2007). 
Oregon-style growth management has been found to be particularly effective 
in raising densities (Carruthers 2002). Street accessibility can be increased by 
establishing street connectivity requirements, maximum block sizes, bans or 
length limits on cul-de-sacs, external street connection requirements, or stub-
out requirements (Butler, Handy, and Paterson 2003). 

Of course, these same ends can be achieved by targeting the housing stock 
directly. The biggest energy savings come from the transition from detached 
to attached single-family housing or detached to multifamily housing. To 
some degree, this transition is occurring anyway because of demographic 
and other societal changes (Ewing et al. 2008; Myers and Gearin 2001). But 
it could be helped along by changes in local zoning codes and maps, such as 
rezoning for more multifamily and attached housing, creating new zoning 
districts that allow intense mixed-use development, raising maximum build-
ing heights, and establishing minimum density requirements in centers of 
activity.

To discourage McMansions and other housing deemed oversized, quite 
a few municipalities have adopted or are considering limits on gross floor 
area for single-family houses (Nasar, Evans-Cowley, and Mantero 2007). 
These limits tend to be high (more than 5,000 square feet in some places) 
and therefore affect only a small percentage of all single-family home con-
struction. More restrictive—and significant for energy conservation—may 
be regulations limiting floor area ratios, lot coverage, or daylight planes of 
single-family homes or regulations limiting tear-downs or requiring design 
review (Szold 2005). The recent adoption of a maximum floor area ratio of 
40 percent (or 2,300 gross square feet, whichever is greater) in Austin (TX) 
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was a direct response to the mansionization of one neighborhood. “Regula-
tions must fit a valid public purpose. Controlling oversized houses, which 
can impact sound, traffic, light, and aesthetics, fits well within that public 
purpose” (Nasar, Evans-Cowley, and Mantero 2007, 343).

Limitations
This study is exploratory and subject to important limitations. First, 

because no single database provides all the necessary data, this study used 
different sources to examine the impact of urban sprawl on residential energy 
use through housing stock and UHI effects. The compounding of measure-
ment errors from equation to equation requires caution regarding the esti-
mates. The availability of more consistent and comprehensive data is the key 
to better research in this area. 

Second, because of data limitations, we could not account for some fac-
tors that might confound the relationship between sprawl and residential 
energy use. For example, we could not capture differences in building code 
and demand-side management programs in the housing stock and energy use 
models, and we could not control for complex local influences such as park 
space and street tree canopy in the UHI intensity and sprawl model. Future 
research should attempt to account for these factors. 

Third, urban sprawl affects residential energy use through electricity 
T&D losses, in addition to the causal pathways explored in this article. Dis-
tributed electricity generation, that is, power generation sited at the “load,” 
may eventually reduce the energy penalty associated with sprawling land use 
patterns. Until then, sprawl will produce electricity T&D losses of unknown 
but potentially significant magnitude.

Authors

Reid Ewing is a research professor at the National Center for Smart Growth 
Research and Education at the University of Maryland, College Park. At the 
time this article was written, Fang Rong was a research analyst at the Milken 
Institute. 

References

Attarian, John. 2002. The Coming End of Cheap Oil. Social Contract 12(4):276–86.

Barnett, Jon, and W. Neil Adger. 2003. Climate Dangers and Atoll Countries. Climatic 
Change 61(3):321–37. 



HOUSING POLICY DEBATE

	 The Impact of Urban Form on U.S. Residential Energy Use	 25

Bento, Antonio M., Maureen L. Cropper, Ahmed M. Mobarak, and Katja Vinha.  
2003. The Impact of Urban Spatial Structure on Travel Demand in the United States. 
Washington, DC: World Bank. 

Burchell, Robert W., Naveed Shad, David Listokin, Hilary Phillips, Anthony Downs, 
Samuel Seskin, Judy S. Davis, Terry Moore, David Helton, and Michelle Gall. 1998. The 
Costs of Sprawl—Revisited. Washington, DC: Transportation Research Board. 

Burchfield, Marcy, Harry G. Overman, Diego Puga, and Matthew A. Turner. 2005. 
The Determinants of Sprawl: A Portrait from Space. Quarterly Journal of Economics 
121(2):587–633. 

Butler, Kent, Susan Handy, and Robert Paterson. 2003. Planning for Street Connectivity: 
Getting from Here to There. Planning Advisory Service Report 515. Chicago: American 
Planning Association. 

Carruthers, John L. 2002. The Impacts of State Growth Management Programmes: A 
Comparative Analysis. Urban Studies 39(11):1959–82.

Cheshire, Paul, and Stephen Sheppard. 1998. Estimating the Demand for Housing, 
Land, and Neighborhood Characteristics. Oxford Bulletin of Economics and Statistics 
60(3):357–82.

Cho, Seong-Hoon, Zhuo Chen, Steven T. Yen, and David B. Eastwood. 2006. The Effects 
of Urban Sprawl on Body Mass Index: Where People Live Does Matter. Paper presented 
at the 52nd Annual American Council for Consumer Interests Conference, Baltimore. 
March 15–18. 

Dawkins, Casey J., and Arthur C. Nelson. 2003. State Growth Management Pro-
grams and Central-City Revitalization. Journal of the American Planning Association 
69(4):381–96.

Doyle, Scott, Alexia Kelly-Schwartz, Marc Schlossberg, and Jean Stockard. 2006. Active 
Community Environments and Health: The Relationship of Walkable and Safe Commu-
nities to Individual Health. Journal of the American Planning Association 72(1):19–31.

Emanuel, Kerry. 2005. Increasing Destructiveness of Tropical Cyclones over the Past 30 
Years. Nature 436:686–88.

Energy Watch Group. 2007. Crude Oil: The Supply Outlook. Ottobrunn, Germany. 
World Wide Web page <http://www.energywatchgroup.org/fileadmin/global/pdf/EWG_
Oilreport_10-2007.pdf> (accessed March 10, 2008). 

Environmental Systems Research Institute. 2005. ESRI Data & Maps Media Kit. Red-
lands, CA.

Ewing, Reid. 1997. Is Los Angeles–Style Sprawl Desirable? Journal of the American  
Planning Association 63(1):107–26.



housing policy debate

26	 Reid Ewing and Fang Rong

Ewing, Reid, Keith Bartholomew, Steve Winkelman, Jerry Walters, and Don Chen, with-
Geoffrey Anderson, James B. Grace,  Barbara McCann and David Goldberg. 2007. Grow-
ing Cooler: The Evidence on Urban Development and Climate Change. Washington, DC: 
Urban Land Institute. 

Ewing, Reid, Ross Brownson, and David Berrigan. 2006. Relationship between 
Urban Sprawl and Weight of U.S. Youth. American Journal of Preventive Medicine 
31(6):464–74.

Ewing, Reid, Rolf Pendall, and Don Chen. 2002. Measuring Sprawl and Its Impact. 
Washington, DC: Smart Growth America. 

Ewing, Reid, Richard A. Schieber, and Charles V. Zegeer. 2003. Urban Sprawl as a Risk 
Factor in Motor Vehicle Occupant and Pedestrian Fatalities. American Journal of Public 
Health 93(9):1541–45. 

Ewing, Reid, Tom Schmid, Richard Killingsworth, Amy Zlot, and Stephen Raudenbush. 
2003. Relationship between Urban Sprawl and Physical Activity, Obesity, and Morbidity. 
American Journal of Health Promotion 18(1):47–57. 

Frank, Lawrence D., and Peter Engelke. 2005. Multiple Impacts of the Built Environ-
ment on Public Health: Walkable Places and the Exposure to Air Pollution. International 
Regional Science Review 28(2):193–216.

Frank, Lawrence D., James F. Sallis, Terry L. Conway, James E. Chapman, Brian E. Sael-
ens, and William Bachman. 2006. Many Pathways from Land Use to Health: Associations 
between Neighborhood Walkability and Active Transportation, Body Mass Index, and 
Air Quality. Journal of the American Planning Association 72(1):75–87. 

Fulton, William, Rolf Pendall, Mai Nguyen, and Alicia Harrison. 2001. Who Sprawls 
Most? How Growth Patterns Differ across the U.S. Washington, DC: Brookings 
Institution. 

Galster, George, Royce Hanson, Michael R. Ratcliffe, Harold Wolman, Stephen Cole-
man, and Jason Freihage. 2001. Wrestling Sprawl to the Ground: Defining and Measur-
ing an Elusive Concept. Housing Policy Debate 12(4):681–717. 

Glaeser, Edward L., and Matthew E. Kahn. 2003. Sprawl and Urban Growth. Discussion 
Paper No. 2004. Harvard Institute of Economic Research. 

Greenough, Gregg, Michael McGeehin, Susan M. Bernard, Juli Trtanj, Jasmin Riad, and 
David Engelberg. 2001. The Potential Impacts of Climate Variability and Change on 
Health Impacts of Extreme Weather Events in the United States. Environmental Health 
Perspectives 109(suppl. 2):191–98. 

Hallock, John L. Jr., Pradeep J. Tharakan, Charles A. S. Hall, Michael Jefferson, and Wei 
Wu. 2004. Forecasting the Limits to the Availability and Diversity of Global Conven-
tional Oil Supply. Energy 29:1673–96. 



HOUSING POLICY DEBATE

	 The Impact of Urban Form on U.S. Residential Energy Use	 27

Hegerl, Gabrielle C., Thomas J. Crowley, Myles Allen, William T. Hyde, Henry N. Pol-
lack, Jason Smerdon, and Eduardo Zorita. 2007. Detection of Human Influence on a New, 
Validated 1500-Year Temperature Reconstruction. Journal of Climate 20(4):650–66. 

Hirsch, Robert L., Roger Bezdek, and Robert Wendling. 2005. Peaking of World 
Oil Production: Impacts, Mitigation, and Risk Management. Washington, DC: U.S.  
Department of Energy. World Wide Web page <http://www.projectcensored.org/ 
newsflash/The_Hirsch_Report_Proj_Cens.pdf> (accessed March 10, 2007). 

Hogan, Austin W., and Michael G. Ferrick. 1998. Observations in Non-Urban Heat 
Islands. Journal of Applied Meteorology 37:232–36.

Höppe, Peter, and Roger Pielke Jr., eds. 2006. Workshop on Climate Change and Disas-
ter Losses: Understanding and Attributing Trends and Projections. Hohenkammer, Ger-
many. World Wide Web page <http://sciencepolicy.colorado.edu/sparc/research/projects/
extreme_events/munich_workshop/index.html> (accessed March 10, 2008). 

Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change. 2007. Climate Change 2007: The Physical 
Science Basis. Summary for Policymakers. February. World Wide Web page <http://www.
ipcc.ch> (accessed March 10, 2008). 

International Energy Agency. 2007. World Energy Outlook 2006. Paris. 

Joshu, Corinne E., Tegan K. Boehmer, Reid Ewing, and Ross C. Brownson. 2008. An 
Examination of Personal, Neighborhood, and Urbanization Correlates of Obesity in the 
United States. American Journal of Public Health, forthcoming. 

Kahn, Matthew E. 2000. The Environmental Impact of Suburbanization. Journal of  
Policy Analysis and Management 19(4):569–86.

Kahn, Matthew E. 2006. The Quality of Life in Sprawled versus Compact Cities. Paper 
presented at the Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development/European 
Conference of Ministers of Transport Regional Round Table 137, Berkeley, CA. March 
27–28.

Kalnay, Eugenia, and Ming Cai. 2003. Impact of Urbanization and Land-Use Change on 
Climate. Nature 423:528–31.

Katz, Michael L., and Harvey S. Rosen. 1998. Microeconomics. Boston: Irwin McGraw-
Hill.

Kelly-Schwartz, Alexia C., Jean Stockard, Scott Doyle, and Michael Schlossberg. 2004. Is 
Sprawl Unhealthy? A Multi-Level Analysis of the Relationship of Metropolitan Sprawl to 
the Health of Individuals. Journal of Planning Education and Research 24(2):184–96.

Kessler, Jon, and William Schroeder. 1995. Meeting Mobility and Air Quality Goals: 
Strategies That Work. Transportation 22(3):241–72.

Kunkle, Rick, Loren Lutzenhiser, Scott Sawyer, and Sylvia Bender. 2004. New Imagery 
and Directions for Residential Sector Energy Policies. 2004 ACEEE Summer Study on 
Energy Efficiency in Buildings. Pacific Grove, CA: American Council for an Energy- 
Efficient Economy. 



housing policy debate

28	 Reid Ewing and Fang Rong

Landis, John D. 2006. Growth Management Revisited. Journal of the American Planning 
Association 72(4):411–30.

Lebot, Benoit, Paolo Bertoldi, and Phil Harrington. 2004. Consumption versus Effi-
ciency: Have We Designed the Right Policies and Programs? 2004 ACEEE Summer Study 
on Energy Efficiency in Buildings. Pacific Grove, CA: American Council for an Energy-
Efficient Economy. 

Lopez, Russ, and H. Patricia Hynes. 2003. Sprawl in the 1990s: Measurement, Distribu-
tion, and Trends. Urban Affairs Review 38(3):325–55.

Madsen, Travis, and Emily Figdor. 2007. When It Rains, It Pours: Global Warming  
and the Rising Frequency of Extreme Precipitation in the United States. Boston:  
Environment America Research & Policy Center. World Wide Web page <http://www. 
environmentamerica.org/uploads/oy/ws/oywshWAwZy-EXPsabQKd4A/When-It-Rains-
It-Pours----US---WEB.pdf> (accessed March 10, 2008). 

Malpezzi, Stephen, and Wen-Kai Guo. 2001. Measuring “Sprawl”: Alternative Measures 
of Urban Form in U.S. Metropolitan Areas. Unpublished paper. University of Wisconsin, 
Madison, Center for Urban Land Economics Research.

Miron, John R. 2004. Housing Demand, Coping Strategy, and Selection Bias. Growth 
and Change 35(2):220–61.

Myers, Dowell, and Elizabeth Gearin. 2001. Current Preferences and Future Demand for 
Denser Residential Environments. Housing Policy Debate 12(4):633–59.

Nasar, Jack L., Jennifer S. Evans-Cowley, and Vicente Mantero. 2007. McMansions: The 
Extent and Regulation of Super-Sized Houses. Journal of Urban Design 12(3):339–58. 

Nelson, Arthur C., Rolf Pendall, Casey J. Dawkins, and Gerrit J. Knaap. 2002. The Link 
between Growth Management and Housing Affordability: The Academic Evidence. 
Washington, DC: Brookings Institution, Center on Urban and Metropolitan Policy. 

Park, Hye-Sook. 1986. Features of the Heat Island in Seoul and Its Surrounding Cities. 
Atmospheric Environment 20:1859–66.

Pendall, Rolf. 1999. Do Land Use Controls Cause Sprawl? Environment and Planning 
B. 26:555–71.

Pendall, Rolf. 2000. Local Land Use Regulations and the Chain of Exclusion. Journal of 
the American Planning Association 66(2):125–42.

Plantinga, Andrew J. J., and Stephanie Bernell. 2007. The Association between Urban 
Sprawl and Obesity: Is It a Two-Way Street? Journal of Regional Science 47(5):857–79.

R. S. Means Company. 2000. Residential Cost Data, 20th Annual Edition. Kingston, 
MA.

Raudenbush, Stephen W., and Anthony S. Byrk. 2002. Hierarchical Linear Models:  
Applications and Data Analysis Methods. Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage.



HOUSING POLICY DEBATE

	 The Impact of Urban Form on U.S. Residential Energy Use	 29

Rosenfeld, Arthur H., Hashem Akbari, Sarah Bretz, Beth L. Fishman, Dan M. Kurn, 
David J. Sailor, and Haider Taha. 1995. Mitigation of Urban Heat Islands: Materials, 
Utility Programs, Updates. Energy and Buildings 22:255–65. 

Shen, Qing, and Feng Zhang. 2007. Land-Use Changes in a Pro–Smart Growth State: 
Maryland USA. Environment and Planning A 39(6):1457–77.

Siderius, Hans-Paul. 2004. The End of Energy Efficiency Improvement = The Start of 
Energy Savings?! 2004 ACEEE Summer Study on Energy Efficiency in Buildings. Pacific 
Grove, CA: American Council for an Energy-Efficient Economy.

Skaburskis, Andrejs. 1997. Gender Differences in Housing Demand. Urban Studies 
34(2):275–320.

Staley, Samuel R., and Gerard C. S. Mildner. 1999. Urban Growth Boundaries and Hous-
ing Affordability: Lessons from Portland. Policy Brief. Los Angeles: Reason Public Policy 
Institute. 

Stone, Brian Jr. 2007. Urban Sprawl and Air Quality in Large U.S. Cities. Journal of  
Environmental Management doi: 10.1016/j.jenvman.2006.12.034. World Wide Web page 
<http://www.coa.gatech.edu/~stone/Publications%20folder/Urbansprawlandairquali-
tyinlargecities.pdf> (accessed March 10, 2008).

Stone, Brian Jr., Adam C. Mednick, Tracey Holloway, and Scott N. Spak. 2007. Is 
Compact Growth Good for Air Quality? Journal of the American Planning Association 
73(4):404–18. 

Stone, Brian Jr., and Michael O. Rodgers. 2001. Urban Form and Thermal Efficiency: 
How the Design of Cities Influences the Urban Heat Island Effect. Journal of the  
American Planning Association 67(2):186–98. 

Sturm, Roland, and Deborah Cohen. 2004. Suburban Sprawl and Physical and Mental 
Health. Public Health 118(7):488–96.

Surface Transportation Policy Project. 2003. Transportation Costs and the American 
Dream: Why a Lack of Transportation Choices Strains the Family Budget and Hinders 
Home Ownership. Washington, DC.

Szold, Terry S. 2005. Mansionization and Its Discontents: Planners and the Challenge  
of Regulating Monster Homes. Journal of the American Planning Association 
71(2):189–231.

Torok, Simon J., Christopher J. G. Morris, Carol Skinner, and Neil Plummer. 2001. Urban 
Heat Island Features of Southeast Australian Towns. Australian Meteorological Magazine 
50(1):1–13. 

Trenberth, Kevin. 2005. Uncertainty in Hurricanes and Global Warming. Science 
308:1753–54.

U.S. Bureau of the Census. 1996. American Housing Survey for the United States: 1995. 
Washington, DC.



housing policy debate

30	 Reid Ewing and Fang Rong

U.S. Bureau of the Census. 1998. American Housing Survey: Metropolitan Data. Wash-
ington, DC. World Wide Web page <http://www.census.gov/hhes/www/housing/ahs/met-
ropolitandata.html> (accessed March 10, 2008).

U.S. Bureau of the Census. 2002. American Housing Survey: Metropolitan Data.  
Washington, DC. World Wide Web page <http://www.census.gov/hhes/www/housing/ahs/
metropolitandata.html> (accessed March 10, 2008).

U.S. Bureau of the Census. 2004. Public Use Microdata Sample Technical Documentation: 
2000 Census of Population and Housing. Washington, DC. 

U.S. Bureau of the Census. 2006. American Housing Survey for the United States: 2005. 
Washington, DC.

U.S. Energy Information Administration. 2004. Residential Energy Consumption Survey 
2001. Washington, DC.

U.S. Energy Information Administration. 2005. Annual Energy Review 2004.  
Washington, DC. 

U.S. Energy Information Administration. 2007. Annual Energy Review 2006.  
Washington, DC. 

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency. 2003. Characteristics and Performance of Regional 
Transportation Systems. Washington, DC.

Wassmer, Robert W., and Michelle C. Baass. 2006. Does a More Centralized Urban Form 
Raise Housing Prices? Journal of Policy Analysis and Management 25(2):439–62.

Westerling, Anthony L., Hugo G. Hidalgo, Daniel R. Cayan, and Thomas W. Swetnam. 
2006. Warming and Earlier Spring Increase Western U.S. Forest Wildfire Activity. Science 
313:940–43.

Wolman, Harold, George Galster, Royce Hanson, Michael Ratcliffe, Kimberly Furdell, 
and Andrea Sarzynski. 2005. The Fundamental Challenge in Measuring Sprawl: Which 
Land Should Be Considered? Professional Geographer 57(1):94–105. 

 


