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Executive Summary 

House and Senate lawmakers have released the text of a compromise, bicameral ROAD
to Housing  bill after months of negotiations over competing approaches to federal
housing reform. 

The final framework preserves a largely supply-side approach while de-emphasizing
more controversial investor-focused provisions in favor of regulatory reform, program
modernization, and production incentives. 

Despite The ROAD to Housing framework marking a welcome shift from demand-side
housing policy toward addressing housing scarcity through supply-side reforms, its
largely incremental federal changes can only go so far in overcoming the local zoning
and land-use restrictions that remain the primary constraints on housing production. 

Introduction 

With housing affordability continuing to rank among the most significant economic concerns
facing American households, congressional lawmakers have spent the past year developing
competing proposals to address the nation’s persistent housing shortage. Last week, House
and Senate negotiators released a bicameral ROAD to Housing text that consolidates dozens
of previously introduced bills into a single package. While the agreement reflects
compromise on several contentious issues, particularly the role of institutional investors in
housing markets, the final text demonstrates a growing bipartisan consensus that increasing
housing supply—rather than simply subsidizing housing demand—must be at the center of
federal housing policy. While the direction is positive, however, Congress simply lacks the
tools to meaningfully address housing production and the impacts of the bill will require
local and state implementation. 

https://www.banking.senate.gov/newsroom/majority/scott-warren-hill-waters-release-updated-bill-text-on-senate-consideration-of-the-21st-century-road-to-housing-act
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Two Bills, One Diagnosis 

Both the House and Senate packages were shaped by the same macro-level concern:
housing supply has not kept pace with demand for an extended period, contributing to
sustained price and rent pressures across most major metropolitan areas. That imbalance
has increasingly been linked to structural constraints on housing production rather than
cyclical demand conditions. 

Accordingly, both chambers converged on a broadly similar policy toolkit. The House
package leaned more heavily on targeted production incentives, competitive funding
mechanisms, and reforms designed to reward jurisdictions that expand housing supply. The
Senate package was broader in scope, emphasizing modernization of federal housing
programs, streamlining of administrative requirements, and changes to environmental
review and permitting processes intended to reduce development timelines. 

Across both vehicles, the substantive policy content was consistent: streamlining of National
Environmental Policy Act-related requirements for certain housing projects, adjustments to
HUD program requirements to improve throughput and reduce compliance friction,
expanded use of grants and financing tools tied to zoning and permitting reforms, and
efforts to facilitate denser development in transit-accessible and high-opportunity areas.
Demand-side interventions were present but remained secondary to the central objective of
expanding supply. 

The Investor Question 

The principal policy area of divergence between the two chambers centered on institutional
investment in the single-family housing market and whether it should be addressed directly
within federal housing policy. 

The House included a more explicit set of investor-focused provisions, reflecting concern
that institutional acquisition of single-family homes—particularly in high-growth
metropolitan areas—has altered competitive dynamics in entry-level housing markets. These
provisions generally sought to constrain or disincentivize large-scale investor participation
through targeted policy mechanisms tied to federal housing programs, financing channels,
or eligibility structures. 

The Senate approach placed less emphasis on direct investor restrictions, instead treating
institutional activity as a secondary effect of broader supply constraints. Under this view,
investor participation tends to intensify in markets where housing production is already
insufficient, amplifying competition for a limited stock of available homes rather than
functioning as a primary driver of scarcity. 

https://www.reuters.com/business/us-single-family-housing-starts-drop-eight-month-low-may-2026-06-16/
https://constructioncoverage.com/research/cities-with-the-most-expensive-rents
https://www.americanactionforum.org/daily-dish/the-outlook-for-housing-affordability/
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This distinction ultimately shaped the negotiation dynamic. 

A Supply-side Compromise 

The resulting agreement remains anchored in a shared supply-side framework, combining
elements of both chambers’ approaches. 

House priorities are most visible in provisions that tie federal funding and incentives to local
policy changes, particularly zoning and permitting reforms intended to unlock additional
housing production. Senate priorities are reflected in the emphasis on administrative
simplification, program modernization, and procedural reforms across federal housing and
community development programs. 

Across both, the core policy logic is consistent: reduce friction in the development process,
shorten timelines, and increase the responsiveness of housing supply to market demand.
This includes efforts to streamline environmental review for qualifying housing projects,
standardize and modernize HUD program administration, and improve coordination
between federal, state, and local housing entities. 

Investor-focused provisions were narrowed or de-emphasized in the bicameral text, with the
final framework prioritizing measures aimed at expanding total housing supply rather than
reallocating existing stock between buyer types. The text preserves many of the House’s
restrictions on institutional investment (most significantly the restriction barring
institutional investors who own more than 350 homes from buying more properties) while
dropping the single aspect that caused the most discussion—Senate-approved provision that
would have forced these investors to sell these properties within seven years or face
financial penalties that had already led to a chilling effect on the build-to-rent market. 

The Limits of Federal Housing Reform 

The economic significance of the legislation lies less in any individual provision than in the
broader shift in policy thinking it represents. 

For much of the past two decades, federal housing debates have focused primarily on
financing mechanisms, affordability assistance, and other demand-side interventions. The
Road to Housing framework instead treats housing scarcity as the central problem and
housing production as the principal solution. That is a notable, and welcome, shift in
emphasis. 

At the same time, the likely effects of the legislation should be viewed realistically. Many of
the reforms are incremental. Streamlined permitting processes may reduce delays.

https://bipartisanpolicy.org/explainer/whats-in-the-21st-century-road-to-housing-act/
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Administrative modernization may lower compliance costs. Improved incentives may
encourage some jurisdictions to adopt more housing-friendly policies. These changes could
collectively improve housing market outcomes over time. 

None, however, directly addresses the most significant barriers to housing production: local
land-use restrictions. Height limits, minimum lot sizes, parking mandates, density caps, and
other zoning requirements remain the primary determinants of housing supply in many
communities. Federal policymakers can encourage reform through incentives and
conditional funding, but they possess limited authority to compel it. 

Conclusion 

The release of a bicameral ROAD to Housing text suggests Congress has largely settled on a
common diagnosis of the nation’s housing challenges. The debate is no longer principally
whether housing affordability stems from inadequate supply, but rather which federal
policies can most effectively encourage additional production. That is a meaningful, and
welcome, development. Yet the legislation also illustrates the limits of federal action. The
package contains a range of sensible reforms that may reduce costs, shorten timelines, and
improve the operation of housing programs, but its ultimate success will depend on whether
states and localities respond by permitting substantially more housing construction. The
ROAD to Housing framework may represent the most comprehensive federal housing reform
effort in years; whether it materially changes housing outcomes will depend largely on
decisions made beyond Washington. 


